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ABSTRACT 

  

 The psychological construct of self-monitoring has been associated with 

preference for image-based advertising and the need to belong. Additionally, high 

self-monitors are known to be more likely to use humor in social settings. It was 

hypothesized that participants high in self-monitoring would be more likely to 

create humorous taglines for generic consumer products. This hypothesis was 

rejected. However, an association between gender and self-monitoring was found 

and discussed. 
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Introduction 

 Humor is one of the most pervasive strategies used to sell a product. But is 

it an effective method of persuasion? On whom does it work best? This study 

attempts to find the relationship between self-monitoring, the extent to which a 

person alters his or her behavior in response to social cues, and the efficacy of 

humor-based advertisements, judged on whether or not participants create 

advertisement taglines with humor. 

Self-Monitoring 

 High self-monitors can often exhibit radically different behavior from 

their baseline behavior when put in unusual situations. For example, if a 

politically liberal person high in self-monitoring was to visit conservative 

relatives, he/she would have no difficulty blending in and even contributing 

agreeable opinions in conversation. High self-monitors are more likely than low 

self-monitors to laugh at a joke that they do not find to be funny, as long as the 

people they are around find it to be funny. 

 Low self-monitors, in contrast, are more behaviorally static. They 

generally have no problems saying and expressing exactly what is on their minds 

even in situations where their statements and expressions may be unpopular. 

 It should be noted that high self-monitors are not necessarily disingenuous 

social chameleons lacking original or controversial ideas, nor are low self-

monitors always uncouth and difficult at parties. Like any psychological trait, 

self-monitoring covers a wide range of tendencies, with maladaptive or annoying 

behaviors only occurring at extreme levels, which may be indistinguishable from 
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“normal” high or low levels by a simple survey. 

 Snyder (1974) introduced the concept of self-monitoring. The initial study 

introduced a 25 item survey designed to measure self-monitoring, by surveying 16 

fraternity students and asking their fraternity brothers self-monitoring-related 

questions about the survey participants such as “[To what extent is the participant] 

concerned about acting appropriately in social situations?”. Snyder found that the 

participants that scored highly on his self-monitoring scale were more likely to be 

rated highly on the relevant concepts by their fraternity brothers. 

 Reifman, Klein, and Murphy (1989) found that age is negatively 

associated with self-monitoring. This is important to consider because the sample 

consists of college age students, of whom most are between the ages of 18 and 22. 

 Self-monitoring is also an influence on the way people perceive their close 

relationships. Oyamot, Fuglestad, and Snyder (2010) found that low self-monitors 

tended to perceive a symmetrical balance of power in romantic relationships, 

which led to higher relationship satisfaction. High self-monitors perceived a less 

symmetrical balance of power in their relationships. 

 Self-monitoring was found to be important in political areas as well. 

Girvan, Weaver, and Snyder (2010) measured eight types of sources of political 

information during the 2008 U.S. Presidential election: endorsements of a 

particular candidate by celebrities, public opinion polls, amount of funds raised by 

a candidate, statements about a candidate made by an opponent, opinions of 

family or friends about the candidate, endorsements by a major political party, 

platform of the political party, and statements about the candidate made by 
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himself. The first five types were categorized as social information, while the 

final three were categorized as substantive information. High self-monitors were 

found to be more influenced by both types of information (although more strongly 

in the social categories) than low self-monitors. High self-monitors also decided 

the candidate that they would vote for later than low self-monitors. 

Effects of Self-Monitoring on Persuasion 

 Snyder and DeBono (1985) made pairs of fake magazine advertisements 

identical in every way except for the tagline, which used either an image-based 

strategy or a quality-based strategy. The researchers found that people high in 

self-monitoring were more likely to report an interest in purchasing a good that 

was advertised using an image-oriented strategy. People low in self-monitoring 

reported more interest in purchasing a good advertised using a quality-oriented 

marketing strategy.  

 DeBono and Packer (1991) found that participants with high self-

monitoring scores tended to find image-oriented advertisements to be more self-

relevant than quality-oriented advertisements and remembered the advertisements 

more at a later date. Low self-monitors found the quality-oriented ads to be more 

self-relevant and remembered them more accurately later than the image-oriented 

ads. This source further establishes that image-based ads are more effective for 

high self-monitors and that quality-based ads are more effective for low self-

monitors. It finds a longitudinal difference in strategy efficacy that was not 

explored in previous literature. 

 Shavitt, Lowrey, and Han (1992) performed two experiments. The first 
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experiment compared high and low self-monitors on their perceptions of certain 

products. Selected products were divided into three groups: primarily utilitarian 

(air conditioners, aspirin, coffee, cough syrup, orange juice, and toothpaste), 

primarily for social identity (class ring, gift wrap, greeting cards, portrait 

photographs, university decals, and wedding rings), and both utilitarian and social 

(athletic shoes, credit cards, gourmet frozen foods, jeans, sunglasses, and 

watches). Participants were asked to describe their attitudes towards each product. 

 For social identity products, high self-monitors used more social language 

to describe their attitudes, while low self-monitors described the product in 

utilitarian terms. For the other groups, both high and low self-monitors described 

the product in utilitarian terms. 

 The second experiment asked participants to write persuasive 

advertisements for an air conditioning unit, a watch, and a university class ring. 

Their taglines were coded as being either utilitarian or social. On the watch 

(considered both utilitarian and a tool of social identity), high self-monitors 

tended to use social taglines, while low self-monitors used utilitarian taglines. 

 Since high self-monitors have been proven to respond more positively to 

image-based advertisements than quality-based advertisements, it is important to 

question whether or not humor is an important way of conveying an image to high 

self-monitors. 

Humor and Self-Monitoring 

 Turner (1980) conducted two studies relating humor and self-monitoring. 

The first study tested 87 students who had completed the self-monitoring scale. 
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Participants were split along the mean into a group of high self-monitors and a 

group of low self-monitors. Each participant was given a “wittiness 

questionnaire” where they were asked to rate their own wittiness and their friends' 

perceptions of their wittiness. Participants were then asked to create witty 

captions for cartoons, which were independently rated by two people on their 

wittiness. Participants were then shown a group of random objects such as a 

tennis shoe and a box of crayons and were asked to create a witty monologue 

about the objects, which was again rated on wittiness by another person. High 

self-monitors rated themselves as more witty, created wittier captions, and came 

up with more jokes about the random objects than low self-monitors, as rated by 

objective observers. 

 In contrast to the first study, the second study was designed to determine 

whether high self-monitors would attempt humor in a group situation without a 

prompt to be funny. Participants were gathered into groups of three to six and 

were asked to analyze a situation in which a school board had to choose teachers 

to fire. At the end of the discussion, each participant was asked to recall any 

humorous comments that were made and state which person made the comments. 

High self-monitors were indeed found to have made more humorous comments 

than the low self-monitors. 

 This study was influential on the hypothesis that high self-monitors will 

create more humorous advertisements than non-humorous advertisements. Since 

high self-monitors tend to say and think of more humorous things than low self-

monitors under these conditions, it is reasonable that self-monitoring and humor 
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are positively related. 

 Lyttle (2001) tested four ways in which humor can increase the 

persuasiveness of a message: by elevating the mood of the recipient, making the 

message more persuasive; by establishing liking for the source by using a form of 

humor liked by the recipient; by using complex ironic humor to distract the 

message recipients and thus prevent them from using the central processing route 

in the Elaboration Likelihood Model; and by using self-effacing humor to 

increase trust in the source. 

 148 participants were asked to play a board game called “The Ethics 

Challenge” used by Lockheed Martin to persuade employees to consult the 

corporation’s legal department when making any ethically troubling decisions. 

Employees read miniature scenario descriptions and are asked a multiple choice 

question about the correct course of action. Four answers are “typical”, while the 

fifth is a humorous wisecrack using characters from the Dilbert comic strip.  

 Participants were divided into four groups: one of which saw the original 

version, in which the cartoon character made an ironic wisecrack. Another group 

retained the cartoon character, but the text simply read “I prefer not to answer”. A 

third group saw the ironic wisecrack, but the Dilbert characters were removed. 

Instead the visual stimulus was a drawing of Zeus. The fourth group saw Zeus 

stating “I prefer not to answer”. 

 The participants were given a survey before and after the experiment 

which asked them how likely they were to consult six specific sources in response 

to an ethical dilemma at work. Four of them (the ethics office, the ethics help line, 
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the legal department, a manager) were expected to be rated higher after the 

experiment than before, while the other two (co-workers and family) were 

expected to decrease in rating following the experiment.  

 Mood elevation increased the persuasiveness of the message; the groups 

with the humorous captions were more persuaded than the groups without the 

humorous captions. Establishing liking by using a familiar form of humor (in this 

case, cartoons) was shown to increase the persuasiveness of the message, as the 

original message was more persuasive than the humorous message with the 

cartoon characters removed. The presence of ironic wisecracks was found to 

increase the persuasiveness of the message; the original version was more 

persuasive than the version with the Dilbert characters but no humor. The use of 

self-effacing humor (the idea being that Dilbert is a parody of corporate 

management and this game is distributed by Lockheed Martin management) was 

found to increase the persuasiveness; removal of either the wisecracks or the 

Dilbert cartoons significantly reduced persuasiveness. 

 Martin et al. (2003) developed the Humor Styles Questionnaire to test 

levels of four types of humor they found:  

 “…humor to enhance the self (self-enhancing), humor to enhance 

 relationships with others (affiliative), use of humor to enhance the self at 

 the expense of others  (aggressive), and use of humor to enhance 

 relationships at the expense of the self (self-defeating).” 

 Affiliative humor is further elaborated to include humor directed 

specifically at amusing others (particularly joke-telling) as well as a mild amount 
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of self-deprecating humor to put others at ease, but unlike self-defeating humor, 

this type of self-deprecation maintains one’s acceptance of self. Since this is 

generally the realm of comedians and others that enjoy making others laugh as a 

method of belonging (being that high need to belong is strongly affiliated with 

high self-monitoring [Snyder, 1974]), this is likely the humor style most 

characteristic of high self-monitors. 

 Self-enhancing humor is similar to coping humor and functions as an 

adaptive defense mechanism against negative feelings. It is also much less closely 

tied to extraversion and making others laugh than affiliative humor. 

 Aggressive humor is the maladaptive use of excessive sarcasm, malicious 

teasing and ridicule. It is also defined as humor that is expressed without regard 

for others’ feelings, which aligns aggressive humor with racist/sexist humor. 

Since aggressive humor does not take others’ feelings into account, I hypothesize 

that high self-monitors are low in this category. 

 Self-defeating humor consists of excessively self-deprecating remarks that 

are separated from other styles by their emotional dependence, neuroticism and 

low self-esteem. 

 Males were found to have higher scores on all four styles, but only the 

differences in aggressive and self-defeating were highly significant. There is also 

a very highly significant negative association between age and level of affiliative 

humor, theorized to be because older people are less involved in social activities 

than young people. 

 In particular, affiliative humor is important to this study, as it is humor 
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specifically directed at fitting into a group. Since Snyder (1974) noted that the 

need to belong is a central component of self-monitoring behavior, it follows that 

affiliative humor is a robust strategy for high self-monitors, since it allows them 

to more easily fit in with groups.  

 Because image is an important influence on how high self-monitors 

perceive advertisements and humor is a strong factor in determining one’s image, 

I hypothesize that when given a prompt to create an advertisement that they feel 

will be effective in selling the product to them, high self-monitors will tend to 

create advertisements that have a high level of affiliative humor, whereas low 

self-monitors will tend to create ads centered more on the product’s quality. 

 Galloway (2010) separated groups of people taking the Humor Styles 

Questionnaire into four clusters: those scoring highly on the positive styles 

(affiliative and self-enhancing) and lowly on the negative styles (aggressive and 

self-defeating); those scoring low on the positive styles and high on the negative 

styles; those scoring high on all humor styles; and those scoring low on all humor 

styles. Each of 318 participants was given the HSQ along with the Rosenberg 

Self-Esteem Scale and the International Personality Item Pool (which provides 

measures of Big Five personality constructs). The positive humor styles tended to 

have stronger correlations with each other than with negative humor styles.  

 The participants that tended to use all humor styles were the most 

extraverted and open to new experiences and also the least agreeable and 

conscientious. The participants who scored low on all humor styles were very 

conscientious and very introverted. The participants who scored high on only the 
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positive scores were conscientious, agreeable and extraverted, while having the 

highest self-esteem and the lowest neuroticism. Participants who used only 

negative styles had low self-esteem, openness, extraversion and agreeableness. 

Affiliative humor was the humor style most positively correlated with  

extraversion. 

 Hampes (2006) administered the Humor Styles Questionnaire and Cheek’s 

(1983) Shyness Scale (which measures “the inhibition and discomfort that people 

experience in the presence of others”) to 105 female and 69 male community 

college students.  

 Shyness was negatively correlated with use of affiliative humor (r = -.28, 

p < .001) and positively correlated with self-defeating humor (r = .20, p < .01). 

Shyness was not significantly correlated with either aggressive or self-enhancing 

humor. This study further suggests that affiliative humor is the humor style most 

conducive to extraversion and “fitting in”, something that high self-monitors tend 

to emphasize. 

Methods of Persuasion 

 Petty and Cacioppo’s Elaboration Likelihood Model (1986) is important in 

understanding methods of persuasion. According to the model, there are two 

routes to attitude change: the central route, which is tied to deep, logical 

consideration, and the peripheral route, which is less logical and more focused on 

trivial aspects of the message such as a celebrity endorser or the presence of 

humor. When presented with an argument, the elaboration route that is used 

depends on a person‘s need for cognition as well as situational factors such as 
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alertness and the importance of the argument (for instance, a possible confound of 

this design lies in the fact that advertisements for non-existent products under a 

clearly experimental/hypothetical setting are less important than an actual 

advertisement for a real product and thus more likely to elicit peripheral route 

responses). Since image-oriented advertising strategies are closely  

tied to the peripheral route and most quality-oriented strategies can be tied to the 

central route, I predicted that high self-monitors are more likely to use the 

peripheral route when considering which products to buy, while low self-monitors 

are likely to use the central route. High self-monitors would probably be much 

less convinced by an image/humor-oriented strategy when the product being 

advertised is expensive and significant, which is why the “products” were chosen 

to be toothpaste and soda. 

 Zhang (1996) compared those high in need for cognition to those low in 

need for cognition in terms of the efficacy of humorous commercials. 240 

students were given the Need for Cognition scale and shown one of two possible 

advertisements for a camera; one of them being humorous, and the other being not 

humorous. Zhang found that participants with a high need for cognition were less 

likely to find the funny ad more effective than participants with a low need for 

cognition. This study has strong ties to the ELM, since need for cognition is a 

variable cited in the model. Low need for cognition, like receptiveness to 

humorous persuasion methods, is associated with the peripheral route. 

 Cline and Kellaris (1999) tested 122 students with four types of 

advertisements in a between-subjects design: low argument strength and no 
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humor, low argument strength with humor, high argument strength and no humor, 

and high argument strength with humor. The researchers found that humorous ads 

were more positively received when they had weak arguments than when they had 

strong arguments. Non-humorous ads were more positively received when they 

had strong arguments than when they had weak arguments. Again, the ELM is 

implicated here. It seems that traits associated with the central route produce the 

most effective advertisements together (straightforward ads with strong  

arguments). The same holds true for traits associated with the peripheral route 

(weak arguments and humor). 

 Chattopadhyay and Basu (1990) found that the effectiveness of humorous 

advertisements depends on the recipient’s evaluation of the brand. If the person 

has a positive opinion of the brand, a humorous advertisement is more effective 

than a non-humorous advertisement. If the person’s image of the brand is 

negative, a humorous advertisement will be less effective than a non-humorous 

one. 

 A favorable brand evaluation will result in a less critical attitude towards 

advertisements of that particular brand. In this case, humorous advertisements are 

more persuasive because they simply make the recipient feel better; assertions of 

the product’s virtues are unnecessary because the central processing route is being 

bypassed. Conversely, a negative brand evaluation will result in more critical 

analysis of the advertisement and the arguments presented; the advantages of the 

advertised product will take precedence over any humorous tone in the 

presentation. 
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Current Study 

 There are very few studies linking humor to self-monitoring in the context 

of advertisements. This study will attempt to determine if humor is effectively an 

“image-based” strategy, which would generally cause high self-monitors to prefer 

it over other persuasive strategies. 

Hypothesis 

 I predicted that when participants are instructed to create an advertisement 

about a particular product that they feel would be effective in selling the product 

to themselves, participants who are higher in self-monitoring will be more likely 

to create advertisements that attempt to use humor, particularly affiliative humor, 

than low self-monitors.  

 Additionally, I predicted that due to the external nature of advertisements 

and taglines (as well as the nature of a psychological survey), I predicted that very 

few responses would use an internal type of humor (self-enhancing or self-

defeating). 

Method 

Participants 

 I chose 53 participants from the students at a small liberal arts college in 

Southwest Florida. They signed an informed consent form and were told that the 

purpose of the study is to determine the efficacy of persuasive techniques on 

selling a product. 40 participants were recruited in the student union near 

dinnertime, while an additional 13 were recruited in a mid-level psychology 

course. 
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Materials 

 I used the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder and Gangestad, 1986), 

which has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70. The scale has a minimum possible score of 

zero and a maximum score of 18. The mean score for the scale is 10.26 (Oyamot, 

Fuglestad, and Snyder, 2010). Additionally I constructed two prompts instructing 

participants to create an advertisement, of which one randomly chosen prompt 

was given to each participant. These prompts were tested in a pilot study, which 

showed that both prompts produce a roughly equivalent number of humorous and 

non-humorous responses. 

Procedure 

 Participants were given the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder and 

Gangestad, 1986), and one of the two prompts on the same sheet of paper. 

Participants’ gender, year in college and academic area of concentration were also 

measured. They were given as much time as they needed to finish writing the 

taglines. After completion, the participants were debriefed and thanked for their 

time. The participants’ anonymous responses were coded by three people for 

attempts at humor, a one-to-ten scale of how humorous the taglines were, and (if 

applicable) which style of humor was being used. 

 Two different ways of categorizing humor were used because they have 

separate strengths. The primary method was simply if participants attempted 

humor, which mitigates the difficulty of “being funny on cue” in a survey setting. 

However, the one-to-ten scale of humor was also used because high self-monitors 

tend to produce more humorous responses in similar settings (Turner, 1980). Of 
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course, it also shows the level of humor more specifically than the other method. 

 

 

Results 

 Three surveys were omitted from analyses because participants either 

wrote no tagline or did not complete the self-monitoring survey, bringing the total 

number of surveys to 50. 

 Inter-rater reliability was good (α = .838) for the scale of humor success, 

showing that the raters were mostly in agreement on how funny a tagline was. Out 

of the 50 responses, 27 were coded as being non-humorous in intent, 14 were 

coded as being affiliative humor, three were coded as being self-enhancing 

humor, two were coded as being aggressive humor, and none were coded as being 

self-defeating humor. In four cases, the raters were in agreement that a tagline 

was attempting to be humorous, but disagreed on the specific type of humor used.  

 The minimum observed self-monitoring score was four, while the 

maximum  

observed score was 16, out of a possible 18. The mean was 9.98. The skew of the 

distribution was -0.067, while the kurtosis was -0.754, showing that the self-

monitoring scores in this sample are normally-distributed. 

 The mean self-monitoring score in the sample is almost certainly higher 

than the general population mean on the RSMS, supporting the findings of 

Reifman, Klein, and Murphy (1989). 

 The classification of an attempt at humor was not found to be associated 
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with self-monitoring (t(48) = -0.70, p = 0.494. The participants that created non-

humorous responses actually had a slightly higher mean level of self-monitoring 

(10.26) than the participants that created humorous responses (9.65), so this was 

not an issue of a too-small sample size. There were also no significant 

associations related to specific humor styles. 

 The mean 1-10 rating was also not correlated with self-monitoring (r =      

-0.121, p = .401). Low self-monitors in this study produced funnier results 

according to the coders, although this association was not statistically significant.  

 Although not predicted, males were higher in self-monitoring than females 

(t(48) = 2.59, p = .013). Males had a mean score of 11.24, while females had a 

mean score of 9.07. This relationship is based on a roughly representative mix of 

males to females at the college, with 21 males and 29 females in the sample.  

 Discussion 

Self-monitoring 

 Contrary to predictions, there was no relationship between self-monitoring 

and the creation of humorous taglines; the scores between groups were non-

significantly in the opposite direction of the hypothesis. 

 A possible explanation arises from the somewhat academic setting of the 

survey. Due to the fact that every participant was a college student and received a 

survey for academic purposes (and in an academic environment in up to 13 of the 

cases), high self-monitors may have reacted to a possible stigma against 

preferring humorous advertisements or to a collegiate norm to think critically. 

Keep in mind that the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986) 
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associates humor with the peripheral route, which is often interpreted as 

intellectually non-taxing and susceptible to influence by irrelevant features. In this 

case, high self-monitors may have altered their natural behavior because of the 

academic nature of the activity, despite the fact that surveys were anonymous. 

Meanwhile, low self-monitors were likely to completely disregard the social 

setting and create the advertisement that they knew worked for them, whether it 

was humorous or not.  

 Despite the fact that the correlations were not close to being significant, 

this may warrant additional research where the anonymity of the surveys is made 

more salient by asking participants to take the surveys home and mail them back 

to the researcher. This would not only appear to be more anonymous, but the 

surveys would likely be conducted in a less publicly academic area, mitigating 

this possible interaction. 

Gender 

 No gender-related hypotheses were formulated, so it was surprising to find 

gender so clearly associated with self-monitoring. This was also found by 

Oyamot, Fuglestad, and Snyder (2010) in a similarly-aged group, but not focused 

upon. 

 The gender difference may be partially explained by the age of the 

participants. The traditional college age of approximately 18-22 often overlaps 

with an evolutionary pressure to begin attracting mates. The higher self-

monitoring exhibited by college-aged males may be an evolutionarily adapted 

trait. This explanation certainly makes intuitive sense: consider the quintessential 
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“pick-up artist” (who is predominantly, if not overwhelmingly male) who scouts 

the pub patrons for an appropriate target and alters his behavior to suit his 

observations about the recipient and which catchy line would work the best, 

which is certainly an approach that is high in self-monitoring. Obviously, this 

association need not be predatory or morally-ambiguous (or blatantly 

stereotypical); this is simply an extreme example of gender-specific self-

monitoring tendencies. Another popular example that arguably exemplifies high 

self-monitoring is the male tendency to appreciate flashy cars. These examples 

both show a mostly external motivation that is socially influenced by others: truly 

high in self-monitoring if nothing else. 

Limitations 

 The participants in this study were all college students, which makes any 

conclusion somewhat less generalizable. The evolutionary explanation noted 

above particularly suffers from this as it relates heavily to young adults.  

 The participants in the study may have also been subtly influenced by their 

proximity to the researcher: in every case, the participant and researcher were in 

the same room while the survey was being taken, which certainly has the potential 

to distort measurements of a trait so determined by social context. 

Future research 

 Certainly, a more representative sample with respect to age should be 

sought if the findings of this study are to be retested. Additionally, a retest of this 

study should certainly control for experimenter proximity by instructing 

participants to fill out the survey in their own personal space and mail it to the 
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experimenter, which would mitigate the effect of the  

experimenter as a social influence. 

 The prompts used in this study produced a very even number of humorous 

(23) to non-humorous (27) responses. This suggests that the methodology could 

be used in a future studies on humor that need a humor-neutral prompt. 

 
 

Tables 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for 

Gender________________________________________ 

Group________N__________Mean SM_________SD_______Min_______Max 

Males               21                      11.24                    2.30              5                 15 

Females           29                        9.07                     3.29              4                 16 

 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Humor Type___________________________________ 

Humor Type___________________________N___________________________ 

None                                                              27 

Affiliative                                                       14 

Self-enhancing                                                 3 

Aggressive                                                      2 

Self-defeating                                                  0 

No consensus                                                  4 
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Table 3 

Other Participant Demographics________________________________________ 

Group_______________________________N____________________________ 

1st year students                                            12 

2nd year students                                           19 

3rd year students                                           15 

4th year students                                            4 

Natural Sciences AOCs                                10 

Social Sciences AOCs                                  23 

Humanities AOCs                                        10 

Other/Undecided AOCs                                7 
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Appendix 

 The instructions to create the taglines: 

 Toothpaste: “A new brand of mint-flavored toothpaste is being introduced. 

Its formula was developed in order to fight plaque, tartar and bad breath more 

effectively. Create a tagline to sell this product that you believe would be most 

effective in selling the product to you. Take as long as you need.” 

 Cola: “A new brand of cola is being introduced. The drink’s recipe was 

developed to fall somewhere in between Pepsi and Coca-Cola; it is sweeter than 

Coke but not as sweet as Pepsi. It is more acidic than Pepsi but not as acidic as 

Coke. Create a tagline to sell this product that you believe would be most 

effective in selling the product to you. Take as long as you need.” 

 Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder and Gangestad, 1986): [True or 

False, high self-monitoring answer given] 

1. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people. [F] 

2. At parties or other social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that 

others will like. [F] 
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3. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe. [F] 

4. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have no 

information. [T] 

5. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others. [T] 

6. I would probably make a good actor. [T] 

7. In a group of people, I am rarely the center of attention. [F] 

8. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different 

persons. [T] 

9. I am not particularly good at making people like me. [F] 

10. I’m not always the person I appear to be. [T] 

11. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please 

someone or win their favor. [F] 

12. I have considered being an entertainer. [T] 

13. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting. [F] 

14. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different 

situations. [F] 

15. At a party I let others keep the jokes and stories going. [F] 

16. I feel a bit awkward in public and do not show up quite as well as I should. [F] 

17. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right 

end). [T] 

18. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. [T] 


