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CHAPTER I

-t

INTRODUCTION

For centuries, philosophere‘had been pféoccupied
'with the_investigation of the nature of.humouf;. Psychol-f

pglsts were oufious about'this.anfoue‘megtal phenom-
.enon’ expreSSLng ltself 1n 1aughter, smlle, stattle re-
sponse, .etc. ‘Sociologists visqalized humour;ag,a social
prooess affectfhg the-sbcial'gystem. These.concerns

p01nt to the social- psychologlcal nature of the phenom—'

enon of humour and 1mportance of the topic for a 5001a1

]

'psychologlst. ﬁHomer..;was the flrst to Outllne for us

_the general forms ofIComedy by producing not a dramatic
" . } ) g

- invective, but a dramatic picture of the Ridiculdus;..."

(Aristotle, 1955, p. 329). Aristotle (op. cit., p. 330)

3

deflned the rldlculous ‘"ag a mlstake or deformlty/ﬁ%t "

productlve of pain or harm to ‘others; the mask, for in- ©

T

stance, that excited laughter,.ls something ugly and

A N ‘h

dlstorted;w1thout pain.” Arlstotle, also, p01nted out

' N

that the\"early.stages of Comedy,passed unnotlced .bee

13

ﬁ_causeit~was nbt as yet taken ‘up.in a serlous way It

' was only at a léte 301nt in 1ts progress that a chorus

of comedlans was offlcially granted by the archon; they

used to be mere volunteers._.-(Arlstotle,_p. 330). The

1
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same thing happened with' the phenomenon of humour. 1In

' splte of the educated man’s awareness of the tOplc over

“

the centurles,no systematic research wrthln a theoretlcal
. < N

rframework was performed.”

It is only during the last decade or two that 1nves—_
tlgatlon of humour has ‘been taken up seriously and the -
. 1mpqrtance_of humour research has beegarecognized. Ex—
perlmental ‘and field research technlques of the social
sciences have been applled by the social psychologlsts
to study the condltlons under which the 1nd1v1duals per—
ceive and respond to humouri and to determlne the - func—
tions of humour., ‘The present_;tudy concerns 1tself with

the former, namely, the factors 1nfluenc1ng an 1nd1v1dual's'

perceptl nd response to humour.

Humour ils a complex. human ‘Phenomenon. There are

b

many theoried of humour. There is the cognltlve perceptu-

alf model in whlch the sudden surpr131ng shift from the
expected outcome is seen as anblmportant~element in the
structure ot jokesf Such_gn incongruity humour theory
'argues that mhat;iS'ridicuious or‘incongruous provokes
Iaughter.r Such ineongruity theory focusses on eitHer

the structural aspects of the humourous stimuli as ob—
jectlve 1ncongru1ty or subjectlve 1ncongru1ty as‘percelv—

ed by the 1nd1v1dua1. The latter (i.e., subjective

‘ incongruity)is the central notion in .this thesis. There’
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are.superiority‘humour theories'(e.g\, (Wolff -Smith, .

& Murray, 1934) Wthh are social psychologlcal (rather-'

\\.:.—-—-—-————"
than 1ndLv1duallst1ca11y psychologlcal) 51nce "they

)
B

predlcted tha jokes 1n-wF1ch a dlsllked ethnlc group

was the butt wo 1d be -funnier than when the subject s;‘
. . _
own’ ethnlc group was dlsparaged" {La Fave, et al.,_l974,..

‘p. 184j. Consistent with the superlormgf;fheory is the‘

‘'mastery notion’ Whlte [1959) formulated-a theoretlcal
%

motlvatlonal model and postulated that str1v1ng for com—_.

petence, mastery, or “effegtance 1s_a primary drlve;

. - . o N ", .
Shultz (1976) has tried to relate 'pleasure’in mastery'
. . . :' . . . . B . . c .'s -t
to a biphasic incongruity and resolution ‘model.

According to a drive reduction model, humour is

pleasurable beeause,it satisfies and thereby‘reduces

the primary drives of sex and aggression. There"is a

. sudden relief from tension or a reductioh in anxiety.
. . N - ' . . LY
Kant (1790), Berlyne (1960)'and'Tomkins'(1962) did re:>,

. ~3
search based on thlS model . _ P
£ " : -

Tn his psychoanalytlc model Freud (1928) postu-

.‘lated that humour glves pleasurerby permlttlng momentary

gratification'of some hidden and forbldden w1sh whlle

“‘the anxiety that normally causes the 1nh1b1tlon of the
wish is reduced. A joke or cartoon. releases inner ten~

sion by‘maklng llght of the forbldden lmpulse, treatlng

4 »
it as terlal or unlversal

»
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The psychologlsts engaged in. huqour research have

highlighted one or the other varlable, namely,'lncon—

_ grulty, mastery; feellng superlor,‘a neuro—phy51ologlcal

explanatlon-of tension reductlon."Some regard‘sudden—'

ness an essential»element, while 'others postulate bi= . ..

L . . ’ . . -
‘phasic models where a\second-phase is. considered essen-

N ‘ N + . r
tial for the processing of a humourous response.

e —

The concept "incongruity" is not new; incongruity
humour theory can be traced back to the: phllosophlcal

'wrltrngs of earlier centurles. As mentloned ‘earlier

i ’

incongruity is present in the notion of Rldlculous“

‘in Aristotle. In the 17th century Descartes postulated

P o ' T T

that. mental and physiological phenomena may be explained
- - ‘ s

-

by simple mechanical‘processes. "Laughter by which he
. - . B - . . - . _ar
meant humour) consists in the fact that the blood, which
'y

proceeds from the right orlflce in the heart by the -

: arterlal veln, 1nflat§Q3 the lungs suddenly and repeat—.
edly, causes the air Whlch they. contain to be constralned
" to pass out from them w1th an impetus by. the w1nd plpe,
where it forms an articulate and exp1051ve utteranqe;...“'
(Descartes, 1970, p; 385).  Still more relevant to in-
congruity theory is Descartes‘descriotionIOff"wonder:"
When the first encounter with some object surgrlses us,

-_and we judge it to be new or very dlfferent from what

we formerly knew, or from.what we‘supposed that it ought

)
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to be, that causes us to wonder and be surprised;..."
o -

(Descartes, op._oit. p- 358). Descartes refers to! ai
'surprise' response by an 1nd1v1dual when somethlng new.
or discrepant is presented.‘ A dlStlnCthn

between o T | o belief and attitude seems

vto be 1mpllc1t in "what we formerly knew" or "what we’

supposed that it ought to be." Descartes further states .
that onemls "in now1se moved“ 1f the presented object

has ndthing in it that surprlses ' - ot

In the 18th century., Qera_rd (1759) described the ™

'Y

objects'of,humour.as uncomﬁoh mixtures of relations and
the contrarlety 1n thlngS Beattle (1776) .held the view
‘that\laughter emanated as a result of fwo or more incdn- -
51stent or unsu1%§ble 01rcumstances put together in a |
unlted complex. . This view seems analOgous to ‘Gestalt
._rever51ble flgure ground shlfts p Kant (179Q), the
father of Gestalt psychology, descrlbed laughter (i.e.,
. ;humour) as an affection arlslng fﬂbm the sudden trans-
formation of a stralned expéctatlon into nothlng._
Reduction of tensron is 1mp11ed there but the key note_'l
seems £0 be “transformatlon,“ and expectatlon 1nto
nothlng“. It.mssubjectlve experlence rather than object-
ive incongrulty.i A theoretical base fOr incongruity is

provided by Gestalt psychology that man 1mposes structureon

an amblguous or unstructured situation so’ thaéﬁsense or
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meaningfulness is perceived in the nensensical or

incongruous and under certfin circumstances results-in
i . R py . . . . . 'j"-' .
a pleasant ékusing mental experience.

Wlllmann (1940) states "Humor always results from

the union of two ideas which’ 1nvolve some sort of con-

tradlct;on or 1ncongru;ty...." "

Spencer {1860) makes a qualification regarding

amusement by incongruity that not all incongruities

' cause laﬁghter but dnly-“a descending incongrﬁity? from

" the sublime to the ridiculous. 'He”statesfthat‘laughter

results when "the conscious is unawares transferred
from great thlngs to small....“
: Bergson (1911) argues that "deflnltlons whlch tend

to make comlc 1nto an abstract relation between ideas:

Man intellectual contrast,” “a atent absurdlty,’ etc.,
k P

~definitions ﬁhieh, even were they really.suitable to

-

e%ery form of the comic, would-not in*the least explain

‘whY'the comic makes us laﬁgh."' Laughter‘is.a'phenomendn S

v

“which is_ peculiar to human beings'and always- implies a

kind of “secret freemasonarf,"-or “cembliEity,"‘with
other laughegs,."real or imaginary.“ So, according‘to
Bergson, "To understand laughter, we must put it back
into its natufal env1ronment " "‘J T

Mull (1949) studled humour 1n music. The subjects

lndlcated &Plch passages in two pieces of mu51c they

“experlenced as humourous. One 1mportant_characterlstic
. - e T ' .




#/,?' ‘.. ..feature_poeSeseed iu]oommon byrmOSt of the passages was
. , m@ontrast, of great_variety{ of timbre, intensitx, pitch,
fhfth;; tempo —~>abové'or'in e?mbéhatioue whieh-maké ‘ .
‘possible the oharacter of meloaj; incohgruity'of medium,
.“Eontrasts-ih mood;, style:and'complexitfs It waerfound.
that'soutoeeﬁof.huuour-were‘Bothéantriuaic;ahd‘extrinsic‘
to'the uusio;u éohtrast'(inoludihg:inoong;uit§t{i5’the
.mget'freouent ihtrinsié;fotce, TheVView'isﬁeuggestedf
that the basis of huﬁou;‘is'a;quick volte-face in con-
“Junction with a non-practical attitude. |
Cuituré detetminee toa great extent what is and
what is not amusing.- Grelg (1923) notes that "it 15 “ S

- A

only people with the same SOClal herltage who 1augh

-

ea51ly at the same kind of.jokes.
_So'inoougruity beoomes'more speeifically social
;‘incongtuity. Burma (1546):was apparentlj.theefirst to
. deal more'syetematicallj with thepsooial¢fuucti0ns of
' .humour.in race-relations., Ra01al humour 1s prlmarlly
created to attaln gratlflcatlon at the expense of the -

other. ra01al group, its - purpose is “to cause one's

'adversary to appear ludlcrous in hlS own eyes,.. Eﬁﬂ

D [
L

-
e‘ . . t v . . .
- B . ¥

in your eyes.
Middleton (1959) pursued the hypothe51s that def-
1n1tlons and functlons of humour vary w1th the cultural

context. His analysis explores subculturalfvariations

o
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in humour by comparing "the appeal'of'racial jokes,-bothA

\
anti-Negro and antl—whlte, to matched groups of Negroes

-and whites." Goldman (1960) dlstlngulshed percelved

- subjective incongrulty from objectlve incongruity by

emphasizing‘that'hUmour is situationally relative{_ Gold-

mari suggested‘that'an explanation of Negro humour reqniree_

©an understanding_of the pattern of race'relatiOns at the

S

time in whlch humour occurred.
Arnez and Anthony (1968) postulated that humourous-'
ness was 1ndeed a reflectlon of one s cultural experlence.

Thelr review of contemporary Negro humour led them to
)

.conblude that the character of Negro humour is a reflec-
t;onof_Negro-experlence. Radcllffe—Brown (1940) deflned
‘ﬁ?the'joking relationship as "a relation betWeen'two per-

7

sons in which one is by custom permitted, and some in“

stances requlred to tease or make fun of the other, who

in turn 1s requlred to take no offence...." .Radcllffe-‘

Brown (1949) 1nd1cated that formulation of the concept
Joklng relatlonshlp began in 1908 when he was.search—'

1ng for an explanatlon of customs of avoidance hetween

0

'kln members in the Andaman Islands. The joking relatlon—

ship came as a spin-off from his interpretation of'avoid—

ance relations as relationships of friendship. Thus jok-

ing is . ‘one social mechanism for résolving hostility

emerging from structural relationships among kin members



e e S . Ce e ————— e

: 9“

and maintaining a stable system of soc1al behav10ur.

lederveld (1968) concentrates on the 3001a1 func-'5”

t10ns f humour and notes that there are certaln soc1al
-rolesirhlch are-soc1ally acceptable or normatlve. ThlS'.
structural framework can be observed in the phenomenon

of ]oklng, since 1nst1tutlonallzed joking relatlonshlps
are‘part of almost eVery social structure. |

| ‘tA review of the above ‘research llterature on humour
shows the cultural relat1v1ty of humourwand hlghllghts'
the fact that the acculturatlon process through whlch a
person has been soc1allzed 1nfluence$h15 humour judg-

v ments. As pomnted beLa vae et al., (1976) jokes are
_not inherentlylfunny and do not have points‘hhich'trans—
cend cultural boundaries. Margaret Mead (1950) found
women +t0 benmreaggre551ve than men among members of the
Tchambuli tribe. Now a joke whose p01nt or 1ncongru1ty
iS'based on woman domlnatlng man_h would probably not
be found funny in the ﬁchambuli;society,_whereas it would
-begfunny in the'North American society.where women are
.not supbosed_or erpected to dominate men; So jokes as
humourous ‘stimuli do not exist in-an absolute sense.
In addition, sometimes nonhumourous stimuli are amusing.
Nerhardt (1970) used such nonhumourous stimuli as B

"weights" and they generated laughter (and, apparently,

:_amusement). 'Rothbart (1973) notes "the studies of =

=R

s At
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4
1nfant laughter force us to reconSLder the~view that
o - e
laughter (humour] always occurs 1n response to a stlm—k_

L

VO

ulus we would independently define as pleasurable . s

(p. 248).

E—

Nerhardt (op. cit. ) focussed on 1ncongru1ty or
v1olatlons of expectancy as central to the humour ex-
' perlence, His subjects_recelved welghts within- a
certain- limited range"and then alfinaliweiéht qulte
"discfepant from the. rest of the series. The fesults
_lndlcated that smiling and laughing in the subjectg_-
increased as the degree of dlscrepancy 1ncreased be-
-‘tween the initial series -and the,ﬁev1ant welght. Hel
lkshowed that incongruity was a necessary condltlon for
.e11c1t1ng the inclination to laugh (and, apparently
the'experlence of amusement);' However, La Fave et al., . ——
(1976) points out that the experlment prov1des ev1dence_ ;

for the cultural relat1v1ty of 1ncongru1ty -- for the

perceptlon of incongruity in the dlscrepancy of weights

would depend on one's background”of welght 1lifting and
other past experiences ehichlare relatiﬁe to one's

- cultural hackgtotnd.'. - S
'Nerhatdt's (obx‘cit.) experiment was repllcated by

,Deckers and Kizer (1974, .and 1975). Gerber and Routh's

- (1975) experimght was also bas cally a inement of

Nerhardt's experiment. fee of hfmourous response : TNy




"a socially unacceptable manner, the punch line was per-

. S
varied with'theléiScfepancf:of the shift weighf and its
absolute magnitude. The greater th? dis;repancy bétweén
é-wéight‘given a. sﬁbjeét and thgt‘expectedfthe more -

intense the humour  response. In addition, there was an

‘effect of stimulus intensity such that the discrepancy

‘effedt was greater WhHéd "the weight was heavier than

expectéd rathér;tha lighter than expected.
Gutman and Priest (1969) experimentally manipulated

the perceived character of a verbal agéres§¢r and a

victim in a series of humourous stories. When the aggres-

sor's_overall behaviour was perceived as socially accept

-

able, the hostile punch line was perceived as both more

justifiable and more humourous than when it was perceived

~as socially unacceptable. For the victim, however, the

‘opposite results were found. When the victim behaved in

ceived 55 both more justifiéblé and funnier than when he
behaved ‘in a socially /aéceptable manner.
Bérlyne_(1960)'ﬁ0rmulated an afousal modél which he
applied to activities-like‘cﬁriosity, play,iand expldr-_-
ation, as Qell as huméur. He proposes that humour‘SPringé
frbm an ;arousal jag" stemming from én-experiencé
of threat, discomfort, uncertainty, ﬁnfamiliarity, or.
surprise followed by “some.facﬁor ﬁhat-signiﬁies safety,

readjustment, clarification, or release." For Berlyne,



12

the arousal in humour is not a psychological state but

Y . ‘
a neurophysiological event, and he refers to the "re--

§
sponsecnfthe nervous 5ystem in preparatlon for serious

events demanding action." Berlyne belleves thai v101a—
tion of expectancy results in an increase in arousal,

but that the understanding of the incongruity decreases

" the arousal resulting in the generation of amusement.

He suggests two stages —— arousal (tension or anxiety)
.- E 1 * .

eﬁd pheﬁ decrease in. arousal ahd attaihment of homeo--

static stete. | .' | ' |
‘Tomkins (1962) follows Berlyhe'(cp; cit.) by pro-—

p051ng a reductlcn of ten51on, of "neural firing".

Thus, sudden relief from such negatlve stimulation as

-

pain, oxr fear or distress or aggression will produce

the smile of jow...Further, the sudden reduction of

.positive effect, such as excitement, also activates

the smile of joy, in this case usually the smlle of
rec0gn1tlon or famlllarlty. - So Tomkins 1ntroduces°the
cognitive process of matching unfamlllar w1th famlllar
stlmul;. He conSLders_“suddenness as rellef as cri-
tical in the activation cf the smile response.

| Then there are ﬁhmour theoristsuﬁith a cognitive
'apptoach'whc think iﬁcongruity'islessential to hﬁﬁdtr_r

experience but not sufficient. .A second phase is

<

required when the incongruity is explained or resolved
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and‘amusgment is'generated}s They May differ in tne,way -
they treat incongruity but they ﬂin e in‘that.they rec;p_"
ognize the’importance.of'another structural teetnre of -
a joke besideefincongruity{ namely resOlution;

' Shultz (1972) spec1f1ed 1ncongrulty and resolutlon
as two dlstlnct structural dimensions of the joke. In-
congrulty is an essentlal aspect of a joke; the subject
must be able to notlce the 1ncongru1ty But the subject
~must, also be able to explain or resolve the'ineongruity
for the appreciation of humour. - Order.ep proce551ng is
- 1ncongru1ty-5resolut10n, S0 that resolutlon never |
precedes-lncongruity. He deeigned two experiments to
assess humour—indhcing iﬁgertanee of incongrnity and
resolutlon and found that a chlld apprec1ates a cartoon
to the extent that he flnds and resolves an 1ncongru1ty.
He employed two age groups to assess developmental dif-
ferences and found them to ope;ate with the sape cogni-
‘tive structures; however they differed in the amount of
stored information which they could uee to identify the
criterial incongruity and the criterial'resolution. if
‘the subject_was-unable'to‘discoverrthe criterial incon-
gruity (i.e.,‘the one intended by the cartoeniet), he
typically 1nvented a noncrlterlal 1ncongru1ty and ‘tried

to resolve fhat. 1If he was unable to prov1de the cri-

terial resolution, he typically employed a noncriterial
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Shultz (1976) attempts to determine whether pleasure'

in mastery bears any fundamental structural 51m11ar1ty

‘to 1ncongru1ty and resolutlon. Shultz and Zlgler (1970)'

have suggested that the pleasure in mastery mechanrsm

has con51derable adaptlve 51gn1f1cance for the 1nfant s

cognitive growth and it seems to be an 1mportant medlator

of smlllng throughout later life. Harter,Shultz and

'Blum (1971) and Kagan (1971) have demonstrated that the

‘successful solutlon of problems is accompanied by smiling

in.older children._ Shultz (1976) pomnts out that- pleas?

ure 1n mastery is 1nvolved in the apprec1at10n of humour-

ous % materials contalnlng resolvable 1ncongru1t1es.

Sul's {1972} twoestage model involves two major
operatlons in the comprehen51on anduapprec1atlon of ver-
bal jokes. Durlng the first operatlon, the reader devel-.
OSE a narratlve schema which leadsfhim‘to some expect—
ancybof the story's outcome. When the readerlls surprlsed
by .. the unexpected end of the joke, the second oper-

ation is the search for some cognltlve rule ‘which w111

'explaln or resolve the 1ncongru1ty involved.

McGhee {1972) also seems to empha51ze the blpha51c
Sstructural propertles of . humour.- He found two-way inter-
action of organlsmlo-varlables and stimulus'variables

'whiie level of cognitive.mastery over:stimulus elements

»
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plays a role in determining the perception of some incon—
gruous deplctlon of those elements as humourous, other
external cues may lead a Chlld to see humour in a se;ua-
tlon aoart from his cognltlve level." :ighge_also sug-
gested that a child's general mood or ffame of mind may

also.affect his- level of cognitive mastery on perce1v1ng \“\\

humour inﬁ&ncongruity' The-child'need "fantasy assimil-

4

-ate"™ rather than " eallty assamllate“ if.he is to be

amused by the violation of expectancy in thé env1ronment
As Piaget (1951) stated "if adapted actibity and thought .
constltute an equlllbrlum between a551m11at10n and accom—

odation play begins as soon as there is predomlnance of

" assimilation...."™ = . o _ o

McGhee (1974) suggests the same prerequisite must
be met.in the case of aggressive humour. If the avail-
able cues enggest to the subject that no hoStile‘intent
accompanled the potentlally humourous comment or activity
in questlon, he can freely fantasy assimilate the event

and respond to the humour identified. He also pointed

-y

Vout the level of moral development achieved by the chlld

31gn1f1cantly 1nfluences hlS apprec1atlon of. certaln
types of_humour.‘

~Mannell and La Fave (in Press) have suggested that
an: adequate conceptuallzatlon of the way an observer

experlences a so- calledhumourous 51tuatlon or communlc—

,
L=}
:
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A
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atlon ("Joke") needs not only be based on whether he
belmeves this communication. "real" or “fantasy" but also
- on/whether the observer adopts a “playfﬁl" or "serious"
.attitude (judgmental set) in regarding the intentionFof
the communlcatlon. -
Rothbart (1973) recognlzes the presence-of discrep-
. ancy is necessary for humour experienee but the discrep~
ancy must he perceived'as nonthreatening in ordet te be
amusing, 'She preposes that "lauéhter (i.e., amusement)
occurs when:a person‘has experienced heightened'arousal
but ab the same time (or soon after arousal) evaluates
#he stimulus as safe or 1nconsequent1al. She notes
i
that Situational and 1nd1v1dual varlables need spe01f-.
ication for %Ylaughter or fear might be expected to be
evoked by the same or 51m11ar stlmull dependlng upon
the state of the child and the context in which the
stimulf are presented.“ Level of cognitive a%?)emotlve

development of the chlld determlne the humourous res—-

. ponse.

L

MuEﬁma (1976) studied ethnic humour, Jjoke, and
strange judgments as\functlons of multidimensional socF
ial normative incongruity.. He used plpture-story 1tems
as stlmulus material and tested 88 subjects drawn from

two -populations -- Caucasian North Americans and Black.

Africans.  He found the subject more often judged a
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picture-story amusing when it anticonformed to at least K

' three value social norms of the culture preferred of
“the two‘cultures‘than when'ﬁhe picture-story nonanti—

conformed to all these value soc1a1 norms of the sub-

ject. The same resplts were found when joke or strange

~was substituted foxr amu51ng. But why were at leassf

‘three dimensions of incohgruity needed when Nerhardt

(op. cit.) and Deckers and Kizer (op. cit.) needed only.

one? Apparently becduse they were'only violating aq

nonthreatening belief social norm whereas Mutuma's (op.
¢

cit.) experiment involved violation of ego-involving
value (i.e., attitude) social norms. Violations of

- -threeé value social norms of the same subject should of—

’

" ten prove so ridiculous to hlm that he cannot take the

communlcatlon serlously and thus playfully find the.

story "an amusing joke rather than a real threat.
.o

"Statement of Problem
. ’ ~
A survey.of the humour literature shows emphasis

on a relationship between culture and humourL Yet not . -

many transnat10na1 humour studies have been perﬁormed

-

under carefully controlled experimental conditions.
Mutuma aA(l976) experiment on soc1al—normat1ve incon-
gruity provides a sense of theoretical, methodoiOgical
and empiricaikdireption_for efforts to study the cnl-

L
3
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tural relativity of incéngruity humour transnationally.
The goal of the present study isato test thf differen-

tial humour judgments of different ethnic groups with

‘different cultural preferences. : . ~—

' ThlS the31s tests the theory that culturally rel-

atlve perceived soc1al—normat1ve 1ncongru1ty is amu51ng
.1f the percelved (eplstemlc) 1ncongru1ty is non—ego—
1nvolv1ng,(1n the.sense of nonthreatenlng). However,
'if the social-normat ve incongruity anticonforms to
-the ethnic group no' of tﬁgisubjects:and they perceivé
the violations to be ﬁhreateniég, they will not bé amﬁ—
+sed. |

The‘ﬁariable of ego-inﬁolvementuﬁas been feferredi
to.from time to time in the res/}:ch llterature but .

apparently has not been manlpulated as an lndependent

varlable ‘with respect to soc1a{—normat1ve 1ncongru1ty
humou£ tﬁeofy.‘ R
~ L : ﬁothbart (1973), for example, drawé'étﬁention-tgﬂ
- the fact that;the'discrepancy must be perceived as non-
threé@%ning in order to be amusing.' o
The theory employed in‘thé present paper is based
on La F;vé$§§3§Froach (La Fave et al;T 197e;. La Fave,
- B peréonal é;mmunidation) :
| Amusement is a mental experlence (lle., an orgén-

<7

ismic varlable or 0) in a Stlmulus Organlsm—Resuonse
Sa



model - unllke laughter, whlch is a response (R)

-

The construct socmal ‘norm is mathematlcally defined

as the lntersectlon of the 1nd1v1dual (i.e. + Psycholog-

jlcal) norms of all the members of the soc1ety 1n questlon.
BehaV1our by any. 1nd1v1dual whlch falls w1th1n that rhter-
sectlon 15 thereby deflned as conformltz

In the present experlment, however, the social norms
represent the domlnant culture of an entlre natlon. ‘The A

‘above definition of conformlty is therefore too 1mpract1ca1

QTA bxr °~ °© narrow for present purpose as it is too difficult
(1f not impossible) torfinq_any social norms which all
members of the society of that nation which emhraﬁe the

~

_dominant culture Subgcribe to. Therefore, the terms

¢ : anticonformity and nonanticonformity are more useful for

present purpose.

The
.- Y
~

Anticonformity to a given social norm is defined

(v;r()- mathematlcally as any behav1our in the complementary
' ‘EEEEE of the EE&EE of the 1nd1v1dual norms whose inter-
sectlon makelup the soc1al norm in questlon. Nonant1~
conformityuwould therefore be any behaviour in the_

union of all the individual norms in question.  The con—

%gruct behav1our is defined more abstractly than a re-

¢ g

sponse such that the most concrete behaviour would be a

-, -class of responses. A response is conceived of here as*

kj/ a phy51cal event 1nvolv1ng movement by the subject

/
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. An exam?le of a one-dimensional social norm would
.ievolﬁeespeéé. Consider,a three-person society in'Which 
¢ the first person feels onelought'te déive from-50 to 80‘
mlles per hour on the hlghway -in questlon, the second
person subscrlbes to a 55 to 70 dr1v1ng speed; and the
'thirq to 60 Fo 85 (where all three sets in th;s example
“are defined as closed intervals). .Then the social nefm

for drlvlng speed for this partlcular three-person’ soc—

1ety on this highway is the infinite set of real numbers
.representlng,the.closed;;nterval from 60 to 70 mlles.
‘per hotir. | e

| ‘heIﬁ’the.abOVe example any driving behavieur within
f'the'CiOsed ieterval frdm 60 to 70 mil“s per hour repre-

_ sents conformltz toﬂthls soc1a1 norm. Any driving behav~

iour outside that range (i.e., less than 60 or greater

. than 70)'ihdicates nonconformity.  Driving behaviour
. ' N T £ - N

‘either less than" 50 Df-ﬁore'thanIBS indicates anticon-
formityi“,Fineily, driving behaviour in the closed inter-

‘val from.50. to 85 represents nonanticonformity. A social

nqrﬁ'th n is to an expectancy-which is'pba;edeby.all the

members \of that,soeiety.‘ Inéongruiﬁy Hégntypically beén -

defined ak a violatien'of expectaﬁcies. But the word

'expectancy lS, as employed in the 5001al psy\u}loglcal'_ .
'llterature, amblguous. Sometlmes expectancz refers to'

an attltude (or value) and at other times to a bellef
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h beiief.differs'from.an attitude or value in. an eseen-j'
tial'way.' égi beiief.is potentialiy capable of being_
-,'mistahen; an attitude pr'value can-ngggr‘be miétaken} '
| Since there. exlst “two basic meanlngs of expectancy,
so” there are two types of soc1a1 norms-—zaiug and - bellef'

; ey

socmal norms. For a bellef norm- to ex1st each and. every

-

membexr of the 5001ety in questlon must judge that the.
oy

wt

subjectlve probab1 1ty of the event under con51deratlon
occurring is greatkr th 50%;‘1.e., behav1our which
‘falls within that predlcted range represents conformity
to the,bellef norm of that society. Behav1our whlch

fallS‘out51de that‘range-on the same dimension represents

nonconformlty to that belief norm for that cuLture. Non-
,conformlty behav1our which is so far outsmde the expected
range that each and every member of that society judges

“the subjective probability of that behaviour to be less

than 50% represents anticonformity to that belief norm

for that society.
| Beliefs and attitudes need further-elaboration with
regard to their nature oxr components. ‘An attitude haa : }*'.
both an- emotlve and a cognltlve component. A bellef has
a’ cognltlve component only but ‘that cognltlve component
is more complex than the cognitive component of an attia';
tude assocrated with that bellet \ When the subject per-
celves (eplstemlc) antlconformlty to ‘his attltude social

[ N “. '
" ‘ -1%
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norm, he is more llkely to become negatlvely ego- 1nvolved
(i.e. emoﬁionally 1nvolved) and is usually more threat—
ened than when the antlconformlty is - to his bellef social
norm. When there is antloOnformlty to a bel;ef,normk
the subject is usually nonego—involved (i.e,,'not'emotion—
ally 1nvolved) and thus is not threatened. - o \3
However, it is not argued here that attltudes are.
© always ego—1nvolv1ng and bellefs are always non—ego-lnvol—
ving. ~But the nature of attitudes is such that they are
usually more ego—rnvolving than are beliefs.' It is'no'-
joking matter when there is a violation of'exoectancies
A - S
with regard to one' s value system. Sherif and Sherif
:;(1969) p01nt out that if a human is not able to- malntaln
the consrstency of his cherlshed tles, commltments,
values, and 1dent1f1cat10na,hls very experlence of person-
al stability is disrupted. That is why Mutuma (1976)
tested anticonformity to attitude norms,u51ng at least
three valuehvioiatiOns_so that the subjects dould conceiv-
ably - transform from }lity'tobfantasy mode:——thua
becoming amused, rather than threatened by such v1ola*'
tlons.‘Nerhardt (1970) was testlng violations of.bellef
norms from an expected range in the psychophysrcal task
of welght llftlng and thus needed only one dlmenSLOn.

Deckers‘and Kizer (1974, 1975) who-replicated Nerhardt\

(op. ‘cit.) also needed only unidimensional social norms
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as these were violations of belief norms. The only

relevant differehce here is that they focussed on a

central tendency measure.

In.the present experlment the lndependent varlablesv_

are population (ethnic groqp). pérmutation,'and ego- -

 involvement (ego~involving attitude norms versus . non-
ego-involving belief social norms). As ego-involvement
is‘beinénstudied, so only unidimensional items need be

used. The three dependent measures are amusement, hos-

tility, and surprising judgements.

All hqutheses involve three-Way interactions.

These three-way interactions{population.x permutation X .
) ) ; _

ego-involvement) hypotheses state that:

H?pothesié 1l

The subject wiii‘more often judge an item amusing -
when it anticonforms to an unidimensional belief social
norm of the éulture'pieferred of the two cultﬁres than
‘when either the 1tem anticonforms to an unidimensional
attltude social norm or nonanticonforms to either an
unidimensional ettltude or £ellef.SOClal norm.  (This

- hypothesis holdé.only unaerfthe assumption thatfthe
attitude eocial norms chosen~are'ego—involving to the

relevent ethnic groups, . -~ .. .. . ! and belief

social norms are not ego-involving to  that érqup.)

PEDER



' sional attitude or .an unidimensional .belief social norm,
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Hypothesis 11

The subject will more often Judge an item hostlle
when 1t antlconforms to an unldlmen51onal attitude
social norm of the culture preferred of the two 6ﬁltures

than when either it anticonforms to only an unidimension-

al belief social norm or nonanticonforms to either an

unidimensional attitude or unidimensional belief social

"norm. (The only basic differences between Hypothesis

1 and 11 is that—Hypothesis)ll substitutes hostile for

amusing and anticonformity to attitude for anticonformity
' . ’ o A '

to ‘belief.) "

gypothesis 111

The subject will more often judge an item surpr151ng

when it antlconforms to an unldlmen51onal bellef soc1al

norm than when it nonanticonforms to either an unidimen-



CHAPTER 11

METHOD

..Suhjects

The 62'sﬁbjects were drawn from three_populatioﬁs.‘
One group of 20.subjects consists of Caucasian éanadians
believed to be ignorant of East Indian‘oulture and ﬁho prefer‘r
cauéaéisnﬁéénédiah-"-CU1ture- The other two populations
‘both consist of East Indians living in India beiieveq to
‘prefer Indian culture. One of these two -Indian popula-
tions (Indian English) took the exoeriment in English
(19 subjects), and tﬁe other (Indian Hindi).took it in
Hindi. - | |

In order to count as a subject, the prospective sub-

ject needed make the,predicted response on the question-
'néire-—Viz., that he prefers'East Indian culture if he
is an East Indian, and prefers Caucasian-Canadian:culture -

i

if 'he .is’a~Cducasian-Canadian.

Stimulus Materials .-

The stimulus materials consisted of: tﬁo fypes of
booklets (i.e., one wrltten in Engllsh; the other in
Hlndl) each containing three sets of 16 1tems, a quest10n~“
nélre, o and four 1nstructlon sheets, thyree of which .

L | 25
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containlratings’séales. (See AppendixjA.) oo
Procedure

A3 x 2 x 2 mixed facforial aesign was empioyed
with repeated measures oh ghe last two factors. Thaﬁ
 is, subjecfs were Selectéd from two basic populations
(ﬁast Indians livinglin India and Caucasian Canadians
.living in Canada). _ThewEast'Indians were nonrandémly
' dichot;mized into two populations of 23 and 19 subjects
each. Qhe Indian Qopulation of 19 subjects received the
booklets writteh.in'English.;nd the cher of'23 squects
.read the booklets written in'Hindi: “

K As one,repeafed meaéures two-valued variable, either
set of lG‘items was dichbtomized inFO.tWO perﬁutations of
8 items each. One‘permutatiOn consisted'of'iﬁems each
-adticonforming to one Eésﬁ Indian cultural norm while
anticonformingfto zero Caucasian Canadian norms. The
other permutation of 8 items anticonformed 6n~éach of
its items to one Caucasidn Canadian éulturai norm while
anticénforming'to.éefo East Indian norms. | |

Each shbject was assigned to one of two tféatments o
(i.e., -English language or Hindi?> In éithe: treatment
the subject judged eaéh of le items on‘thrée dépendent

measures--degree of amusement, whether he considered the

item hostile, and .degree of_sﬁrpriSe he attributed to

[P 4
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the’item.. fBecause.the amusement.measdre seems most
sensitive to‘influence by the other two dependent meas-
ures, .- it appeared'desiragie to optain amnsement_meas-
ures first;}-

Bach of the two treatment materials.(i.e., two"
types of booklets)_was contained in a_large;envelope.
On the outside of this large envelope was pasted the
rdbeginning instructions. (See Appendix A.) Within
each of the two large treatment envelopes were four
smallexr envelopes. The first of these smaller enve-
lopes,labelled 1, contained an amusement 1nstruction— _— .~

scoring sheet and a set of 16 items. This set of 16
_1tems was, randomly numbered and also in a different
| random order for each subject and for each adminis—
tration>to each subject.

. ' The second smaller envelope, labelled 2, within
e"given large envelope consisted of a‘noStility in-
struction-scoring sneet and the identical‘set of 16
items, but in a different random order.

‘ The third smaller envelope, labelled-B, within a
given large envelope conSisted‘of.a surprising in-
struction—scoring sheet and again the‘identical:sét of
16 items, yet-again'in»a different random order.

The fourth smaller envelope, labelled 4, within'a

given larger envelope consisted merelylof a brief

e TP~ H Hacky e 2
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qdeétionnaire, (All materials described above are con-

tained in Appendix A.)

Thus the instructions to the subjects-were exactly
.. ' N L}

those,given, in the order mentioned above, on the four

~instruction sheéts and questionnaire.

Subjects swere tested anonymously--£five or more at

. a time so they would know their results were anonymous.

LN

(This anonymity created no problem in tabulating data
since the experimenter 6nly needed knoﬁ whiéh 6f theJ
populations each subject was from.and aillfi§e or more
subjects within a given testing'were-from the_samé:pop-
ulation.) | o J‘ . f -
Eaéh subject was tgstéd by an experimenter who was

a member of thersubjecé‘s.an etﬁnic group.and héd béén.
socialized into that subject's culture. Such a proceduré
seems preferréble to that of systéﬁatically vérying ex-
pe;imeﬂters across fhe subject populations because this
la££er technique wouid more ?robably have damaged rap-
port and invalidated results when the experimenter was
of a diffe:en@ ethnic grouﬁ.from th:?sﬁbﬁect.

| Since the set of items was in.é different random
‘ordér not only'across subjects but also for the three}
sets of items within subjects, the item-number rows on

each answer sheet were in a different order. To ‘facil-

itate ease of the-fdllowipg‘instruCtions, these item
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numbers for each set 6f.items were filled in beforehand
by the authdr. '

Whlle the experlmenter read the 1nstructlons on
the top of the large envelope, . the experlmenter also
demonstrated to the_subjects‘what they were supposed to
do with the'four enyelbpes within the large one.

The experiménter made certain that the subjecté
did not refer backto the already filled in aﬁswét
sheets, so that their-judgementé of the other measures
employed wete not affected by already made'judgementSIOn
the items.

The four 1nstruct10n—answer sheets were placed in
the four envelopes so that the subject neither saw nor
knew of the_subsequent 1nstruct10n—an$wer sheet as he
started from the instrﬁction—answér sheet_in“thg envel-

" ope numbered 1. The reason for this control is to pre-
vent the subjeqtfslanswers bn each-preceding instructton '
;answer.-f'sheet from héving been influenced~by a Kow-
:ledge of what he was requlred to rate in. the follOW1ng
scales. Also a 1arge envelope was prov1ded to prevent
the material from the four answer sheets from belngI
accidentally mixed with some answer sheets from other . "\
subjects.

Cf the thrée dependent measures employed (i.e.,

amusement, hostility, and surprising) the subjects were
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asked to rate the item on a five—point séale which'
ranged from VERY AMUSING to NOT AT ALL AMUS;NG, VERY
HOSTILE to NOT AT ALL HOSTILE, and VERy'sURPRiSIpG'to

‘NOT AT ALL SURPRISING. ' (See Appendix A.)

Pretest |

A pretest was performed té remove the 'bugs' f;om
the experiment. In all, 59 subjects‘(29-N0r£h'Américans-
and 30 East IndiéqS)_were pretested. All[SS'subjecté
were studenfs, ﬁfofessors‘or 1ibrarian§%a£ the Univer-
sitf of Windsor. o | ’

An item and subject analyses of the résuits were
condugFed. ‘ | | |

Tﬁe reéults helped improve the fingl format of the
thesis. It also helped to indicate the inadequacy of
the‘instruétions'in the pfeteét, JThus.the instructions’
and form of the instruction-answer,sﬂeetgwere modified.

Two dependent measures were.also'introduced after
the pretest.‘ Thgse are a meésurement of hostility (to
:éplace joke judgements in the fretest}’.and a sﬁr§r§s~
ing ﬁéaéu;ement.‘ Thése measures are added so that, if
the subjecﬁs did no£ f&nd the‘iﬁem amusiﬁg, they could
~Tétill indicate how inéongruous théy thdught'it was by

judging it as hostile or surprising.

1
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RESULTS

The‘fiveﬁpoint scale on which Ss rated the items
were oollapsed ieto two cateoorieS'for purposes of
statistical Analysis;esmusing (which ihcluded_the Very
‘Amusing, 5, plus categorp 4. The other of the two
categories into which the three were collapsed included

e .
the. remaining three of the original five—-i. e., Very , o

-

Unamusing, 1, plus categories 2 and_3. The same collap31ng d

procedure,tu;.was applied to the other.two_dependent
variables-—hostile and surprising.

The results for the set of 51xteen items for the
”amu51ng, hostile, and surprisindg dependent “Vvariables for
three groups are presented in Tables 1, 2, and 3 re-
spectively ' fhe raw score results for each subject are
"presented in Appendlx B. Tables 4,5, aﬂgaﬁ indicate
the results_and predictions for the sixteen items on
Hypotheses 1, 11, amd 111 respectlvely.. Thus,'predictions
- are by 1tems rather than by subjects. A 1 in a' particu-
clar cell of Table 4.1nd1cates that the item under consid-
eration was predioted correctly on that.particular hypoth-
esis--while a 0 would indioate that‘the'item was predicted
.incorreotly on the hypotpesis in question.' Apd 1/2 would

31
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TABLE 1 ' 32

1t

Amusement Judgements by East Indian Hindi Group (Eip)

‘East Indian English Group (Ele), and Caucasnan '{n —_~#——__##;/HF_,"'_
Canqqlan ‘Group (CC) for both Permutations . oo

“-

- and Degree of Ego-Involvement (i.é}] Attitude vs. Belief)

Pla] B ' - | Péaz
Group.  Elh Ele cC Group  Eth  Ele . -CC-
ltem  A> Total A Total A Total . l{tem A Total A Total A_Total
4 7' 23 6 19 2 20 . 1 5 23 5 19 2 20 b
10 2 23 5 19 4 ‘20 6 -6 23 1 15 ‘2 20
120 9 23.10 19 3 20 8 10 23 6 13 & 20
14 9 '23" 8 19 2 20 | 3 6 23 5 13 3 20
Total' 222 92 29 76 11. 80 Total 27 92 17 76 E? 80.
Plbh . I '_ﬁ P> o
Group = Elh Ele. . CcC | ‘Elh_ﬁ  Ele cc
[ tem A Tota] A Total A Tofa}' . ltem A T;lai A _Totai A _ Total
312 23 M 19 6 20 ... 2 10 23 23 19 9 20
70001 23 b 19 5 20 .5 .7 23 5' 19 2 20
o232 g 3 éo, | 1315 23 9019 10 20
15 '8k 23 14 19 74 a4 . 6 M 23 6 19 6 20
Total hg{ 92 5S4k 76 213 80 Total 43 - §éﬁ 223 76 27 80

B]'= Any -item antlconformlng to an East Indlan soctal norm but nonantlconformlng

to the Caucasian Canadlan norm on the same soc:al issue.

'O
i

o = Any item antlconformlng to a Cau;asnan Canadian norm but nonaﬁticonforming

to the East Indian norm on the same social issue.

[l
n

attitude . | _ ST T

o
I

belief

g
]

P
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) Lo "TABLE 1 (Continued) .

Pla = |tems unidimensionally anticonforming to East Indian attitude norm but

nonanticonforming to Caucasian Canadian attitude norm. : .

-

P a =\Items unidimensionally anticonforming to Caucasian Canadian attitude *

" norm but nonanticonforming to East Indian attitude norm.
‘ ' ‘ N

X
]

Amus ing ' .

-
]

- Items unidimensionally anticonforming to East Indian belief norm but
, - nonanticonforming to .Caucasian Canadién'belief norm, ¢

P,. = Items unidimensionally ﬁntiCdnfofmihg to Caucasian Cahadian belief norms

-but nonapticonforming fo East Indian belief norms. ; °

Wt
i . [
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. TABLE 2 & 34 o
D _ Hostility. Judgements by East Indian Hindi Group S
. }) N " (E1h), East Indian Englisthrpup (Eie), and Caqbésian .g o
| ;.'Canadian;Grodp'(CC)‘for Both Permutations )
' ww~andeeg§§e'of”qui]hvélQement (i.e.,fAttitude vs.\Be1ief)
. 2 L : R . i K ’
'P ] s . o o _ H - L P 2
la- S L - ' ) 2a i
*Group  Elh Ele e Group  Elh Ele cc
Item"' H31 Totéi? H Total H Tofé] Tl ten H Total :H Total H Total.
L., 030 23 b 19 6 20 v .0 7 23 .5 19 -6 20
o 15 23 1 o9 13 "200 - N6 & 23 119 9 20
1z . 13,23 W 19, 8- 20 . .. 8 7. 2379 19 9 20

s 19 23 12 19 0 09~ - . 9 14 2311 T9.13 20
* Total "50 92 41 76 27 79 -  Total 32 92 26 76 37 80

f-‘Pib& o e o ‘; S
i @mqu | Elh :,’ Ele cc - ’Grbﬁp l 751h |  -Ele ' | C
Itém.ln H Total H Total H .Totéi_ ;.‘ | tem ) H Total H Total H Stal
317 »?3-..1h;f 3 3 20 2 4. 23 2 19 4
7 72 719 3 20 - 5 6 23 "7 19
, "11 "- 1% 33 -9 19 9 20 i3 7 2 07 9
15 ‘rjzw"z3‘ id 19 {fl ;200 0 16 3 PRIRT
Total 55 92 My .76 7 80 | Total 519u-_9| 20, 76

Pl =-Any item anticonforming to an East Indian social norm but nonanticonforming

to the Caucasian Canadian norm on the same social issue.

Any item anticonforming to a Caucasian Canadian norm but nonanticonforming

‘the East Indian norm on the same social issue.

:t]
n

- attitude

beltef -

-
1]
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1. 7 o - TABLE 2 (Continhéd)‘ R

e n T e e
P aE s

Items unidimensionally-anticonforming to €ast Indias attitude norm ' - -

but nonantitonforming t0 Caucasian Canadjan_gﬁ;izﬁze norm.

- o - ‘ . L . '
ltems unidimensionally anticonforming to Caucasian Canadian_attitude

. - . . - l Y
norm but nonanti;bnforming to East Indian attitude norm.

ltems unldlmenStonally antlconformlng to East Indlan beluef norm but

.

r.

nonant:conformlng to Caucasjan Canadian belief norm.

i

= Items unidimensionally antftonforming Lo Caucasian.Canadian'belief

. X -
norm but nonanticonforming: to East Indian belief norm,

wrn




TABLE 3 R 36
 |,l Surﬁrié?ng Judgements.by East lnd%an andi éroup.(Elh),
| East Indian Engiish Group -(Ele), and Caucasian Canadian :
Group (Cci-fdr Both Permutétiogé

and begree of Ego-Involvement (i.e., Attitude vs. Belief)

e oy
©Group  Elh  Ele °  cC..  Group  Elh Ele e
ltem s Total S5 Total S Total - ltem S Total § Total § Tofﬁg
A 323 6 13 1 20 1 6 23 & 19 12 2
o 6 23 6 19 .3 20 6 & 23 3 49 13 20,
12 13 23 16 19 2 20 8 6 23 -7 19 15 20
o6 .23 8 19 2 20 9.7 23 g 19 12 19
Total 38 9T 36 76 8 8  Total 23 92 204 76 52 79
‘-E]bh | | Py’

Group  Eth  Ele .. cC Group EIh  Ele =~ - CC
|Eem '- § Total § Total § Total " Item 5 Totél S Total S Total
3 20 23 16 49 33 20 .2 1 23 0 19 17 20
716 23 k19 6 0 's 5 23 2 js(:>}h“" 20
1] 13 23 6 *19 1 20 . 13 12 23 9 19 19 20
15 18“ 23 15 19 _ 4k 20 % 4 23 2 g 13 20
Total 67 92 49 76 14 8 Total 22 92 13 76 63 80

P - anticoﬁforming to'an;é;st lndiaq norm but nonanticonforming to the

| = Any item

-

Caucasian Canadian norm on the same social issue.

o v
I

. \ ' ' - ‘ .
Py Any item anticonforming to a Caucasian Canadian norm but nonanticonforming

to theyEast Indian norm on the same social issue.

)
I

- attitude

o
I

belief . o :
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= Surprising

TABLE 3 '(,(:ontin'ued) ' .

“Items unldlmen51onally antuconforming to :East Indian attitude norm

but nonant|conform|ng to CaucaSIan Canadlan attitude norm.

Item&iunldimen5|onally antlconform1ng to Caucasaan Canadlan attttude

but nonanticonforming to-East Indian attltude norm.

e

Items unidimensionally anticonforming to East Indian belief norm but

nonanticonforming to Caucastian Cénadian belief norm.

'»-“Items unldlmen5|onally antlconformlng to Caucasnan Canadian belief

norm but nonantlconformlng to East Indian bellef norm.

-7
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Results of Predictions on Amusement Judgements

by Items for East lndiaﬁ Hindi Group vs. Caucasian
Ganadian Group {Elh vs. CC), East Indian English Groub
" vs. Caucasian Canadian Groups(Ele vs. CC) and

" East Indian Groups vs. Céucasian bgnadian Group (EIh+e vs. CC)

tems Elh vs. QC. _Ele.vs.lCC B e vs. CC

ﬂ_l*k e /«—'/—1 o N - oo

w0 1 S . -

12 Sy 0 . ]

14 . - 1T - 1 SRR

3 . : P I

7 b 1 | 1

1 SRR 1 1
.15 0 1 0

1 1 ! ]

6 i 1 1 -

8 0 1 . 0

9 1 I 1

2 1 1 1

5 0 C o o .

13 3 | N ]

6 S E L B o
Right:Wrong 14y _ ;?;]— A T;:;
Right = 1 | | |
Wrong = 0
Tie =% )




‘TABLE 5 N f a9
Results of ?redic-tiqns on Hostilit; Judgements
bf ltem; for Eaét Indian andi Group vs; Caucasian
Canadian Group (EIH vs., CC), East [ndian English Group
vs. Caucasian Canadian Group (Ele v;T-CC) and

East Indian Groups vs. Caucasian Canadian Group (Elh+e'vs, cc)

Elh vs. CC " Ele vs. cc EY, . vs. CC.
| tems .
4 0 0 0
10 0 0 0
12 1 1 1
]f'* [ ] i
3 1 ) | 1
7 1 1 1 -
11 ] ] \ ]
15 1 1 1
1 1 1 1
6 1 1 1
'8 ] i 1
9 i 1 1
2 1 I’ f
5 0 ' 0 0
13 I i .|
16 1 Tfj__ SO i
Righf:Wrong B '13}3 13:3 Lo i3:3
Right = 1 | | '
Wrong = 0 X
‘Wie =3° . | S
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TABLE 6 40
Results of Predictions on Surprising Judgemgﬁts
by Items for East -Indian Hindi Groub vs. Caucasian
‘ Canadiag GroupT(Elh‘vs,'CC); East Ind}én English Group

vs. Caucasian Canadian Group (Ele vs. CC) and

East Indian Groups vs. Caucasian Canadian GFéUP,(E|h+e vs. CC)

'

. Elh Vs. CC | Ele vs. CC El_,. vs. CC
| tems ) T ST . hf?
4 "1 1 ]
10 i 1 1
12 ] 1 1
14, | 1 |
3 . 1 I i
7 1 ] i
1 - 1 1
15 i 1 b
i ! ] !
6 e 1 ' o
8 ] 1 - o
9 1 i 1

N

=
—
—

5 1 1 o
13 - 1 R 1 L
6 1 S O

Right:uron97 16:0 | - S 16:0 , - 16:0

Right = 1 | B

Wrong = 0

Tie =% ‘
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indicaté-a tie.

Aﬁalysié of variance could not be employed for at
least the fwo reaéons‘that séalability more powerful
thaﬁ ordinal could not be assuhed norlc6uld.homOSCedasti—
city. .HOmogeneity of variéncé could not be assumed
because the subjects were drawn from,differenﬁ popuia—
tions. -

Nonparametric statistics were employed. Since the
prediction for éach hypothesis was by_itemS‘rather.than
by Subjectst a'Chi Square‘test was performeé to detérmine
whether ﬁore iteﬁs were predicted correctly on a giﬁen
Hyéothesis than by chénce,.(although it was sOmetimes
‘possible to employ an exact probabiiity tesﬁ iﬁsteaéﬂ
Ibased on e#pansion‘of the binoﬁiél‘theorem);

The probability of each item being'predipted cérreétly
on a giveﬁ hy?othesis‘was 1/2. To déﬁermine whether an
~item scored in the predicted,direétiou on a given hypoth-
‘esis, a formula was employed. Formulas 1 and 11 belqﬁ,
were used to test the 16 items for Hypothesié 1. Fofmula
_‘1 was employed for ‘the 8 iﬁems which ahtigonformed to
the belief rorm of either group,'wﬁile Formulé.ll was
used for the 8 remaining atﬁitude itgms. Hypothesis_ll_
- requifed the:servicé of Fbrﬁulas 1, ll,.and 111, as
discussed below, while prothesis‘lll needed Formulas 1, and

1lv.
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The 05 level of 51gn1f1cance was chosen in determg;g
Mlng whether a given hypothe51s was substantlated. Since
there are two Indian groups (those tekihg the experiment.
' in,Eng;ish-end those tn‘Hindi), each'hypethesie was tested
three times. The first test was based on a comparison of
‘the Indian‘Hindilgroup with the Caucasian Canadian. The
second test cqmpareé the Indiah English group with the
Caucasian.Canadian, while the third test comparedﬂthe
comblnatlon of the two Indlan groups with the Caucasian
Canadlan.

Formule 1: (e - e s (~é--~é)

In the above formulaeglndlcates the percentage of

judgements which were in the higher of the two categorles'

for that one of the two groups whose ‘noxrm was unldlmen51on-A

ally anticonformed to on the dependent measure rn_question.

. 1
For instance, Item 2 anticonforms to the Caucasian

Canadian belief norm. On Hypothesis 1 (see Table 1) 9/20°
of the Canadian Caucasians found item 2 either

Amusing, 5, on 4. Thus the value 45% is sub-

¢ 'stituted for € in Formula 1 for Hypothesis 1 .on Item 2.

In Formula 1 above € represents the average percen—
tage of judgements across all 16 items that were in the
'hlgher of the two categories (i.e., 4 or 5) for that one

of the two groups whose norm was --unidimensionally anti-.-

conformed to on the dependent measure in questlon. For
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instance, for any of the 8 1tems 1n Permutation 2, €

1nd1cates the average or mean anticonformity percentage-
for the Cauca51an Canadian group.' Table 1-1nd1catee
that out'of 320 judgements by'CaucasianICanadians,

72.5 were amusing (i.e., either 4 or 5}. Thus the per- -

centage to substitute for € on item 2 (and any of the

- ——

remaining 7 items on P2 for Hypothesis 1} is 22.]%.'
SuppdSe'thejIndien Hind;lgtoup is_the one being
cbnperea.witnrthe Caucasianhéenedi;n on Hypothesis 1.
Then on-Item 2~£§indicateslthe'percentage of the Indian
, Hindingroup whiqp gave Item.z a 4 or § amusement rating
(the symbolkﬁ;indicating-the group.whose relevant norm

was nonantlconformed to on the ltem in questlon) €

denotes the average percentage of amusement judgements

.(l.e., 4 or 5) across all 16 items by the group whose

relevant norm Wae‘nenantiEOnformed'to‘bn any of the 8-
P2 items. | .

Therefore, substituting in the appropriate nercen—
" tages for Item 2'on Hypothesis 1 on the Caucesian
Canadian-IndianAHindi eomparison in Formula 1 gives
(45% - 22.7%) for the left-hand side of the formula
or +22. 3%.‘ As Table 1 indicates the rlght hand side of
the formula gives 10/23 and 139 5/368 or (43 5% -

37.9%) = +5,.6%. As +22.3% > +5 6%, so Item 2 is predxr—

ted : correctly. A 1 is the;eby inserted in the appro-
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priate cell in Table 4. -
Table 4 indicates tﬁéﬁ 4 1/2 of the 8.items were
predlcted correctly (and 3 1/2 lncorrectly) for that one
of the two groups (Cauca51an Canadian or Indian Hlndl)
‘Qhose belief norm was anticonformed to on Hypothesis 1.
Notice that_é of these 8 items (Pl) anticonform to an
East Indian ;éliéf‘and the other 4 (P2) anticonform
instead to a Caucasian Canadian belief.
waever, 8 of the 16 items.remain tb-be_predicted‘
énd those prediéfio?s will require a differehﬁ formula,
‘Formula 11, below. Formula 11 applies to those 8
iﬁeﬁs whicﬁ'only anticonform £o one of thertwo groups‘
aﬁtitude nofmé (i.e.,:which nonaﬁticonform to both

groups’ belief norms). Beth groups should find these
latter 8 items reclati_{remusiﬁg._ Thus, both groups:
should be below the average o#'émusemént.judgﬁeﬁts‘fér
. each of thesess,items,ras_Formulé fl predicts:
" Formula 11: (€ + A~ €) > (€ + A~ €)

Applylng the data from Table 1 for Hypothesis l.
'tohthe Cauca51an Canadlan-East Indian comparison reveals
7 out of 8 correct predictions gnd 1 wrong. (See Table 4.)

Thefefore, Hypothesis 1 can now be tested for the |
Caucasian Canadian-Indian: Hindi comparison. As Table 4-

_',1ndlcates 11 1/2 items were Dredlcted correctly, and

. 4 1/2 1ncorrectly,‘ Since 1 df is lost due to use of



45

- . L]
means, df = 16 - 1 = 15. Correctlng for contlnulty gives

|
a x2 = 2,06. On a one-tailed hypothe51s .10 > p> .05,

Thus Hypothe513 1 is” only tentatively substantiated.

Hypothesis”l is tested a second time by comparing

t

the Indian Enélish group wifh the Caucasian Canadian.
The same formulas apply again to the_éame items and the

two of four Canadian values in. the appropriate formula
for a given item of course regein the same. " The only

' H ’ - . '
. differences therefore involve the two Indian values for

a given item. Mutatis mutandis from the data in Table 1,

15 ofilG items were ptedicted.COIFectiy; only Item lé;
Pl, antieonferming to the Easfplpdiap‘attitude while
nonanticonforming to the Canadian atpitude;-was.preaicted
incorrectly..‘(See Table 4.) Qn en exact probability :
test by expanding.ﬁhe binomial theorem, Hypothesis 1 is
substantiaped‘at~p .0005 (one- talled df = 1);

Comblnlng the two Indian groups into one Indlan
group with' 42 subjects, prov1des a thlrd.test of Hypoth-

- esis l--mutatis ‘mutandis from Table 1 application of

Formulas 1 and 11 to their appropriate items furnishes
the results given in Table 4. That is 13 ef 16 ipeme
we:e,predictea correctly. Therefore 22 = 4.68, af = 1,
'one—tailed and p £ .02. a | RN

The second of these three tests of Hyppthe51s 1 is

the most approprlate test,_51nce the other two tests

PR
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j,involve'two different languages and therefore_entangle
rthe hypotheses in translatlon problems. Despite that-
 fact the thlrd test also substantlates Hypothe51s 1 and
the flrst test (the least approprlate of the three)
almost does. It is therefore concluded that Hypothesfs

#
1 is quite clearly .substantiated.

'Hypothesis li:is“also'tested'in the same three bi-.
gronp comparisdns as.HypotheSis 1 was and as Hypothesis
111 will be. Ss 4 and 5 ratlngs were counted as: hostlle.f
And Hypothe31s 11 also employs Formula 1 in predlctlng
' for 8 of thé items--with the difference that it is the
8 itens:in which attitude‘(rathe: than belief),is the
variable with respect to the two " groups beingtmonpared.
(That'is, Hypothesis 1 employed ﬁotmula'l on Items‘3,‘
‘7P 11, and‘l§, all Pl Items; and on~Items 2, 5, 13,-and
16 from P2. ‘Howevér, Hypothesis 2 uses Formula 1 on
Pl Ttems 4, 10, 12, and 14; and on P2 Items 1, 6, 8, and
9. ' | o

One would therefore expect‘ on.the basis ofsthe
) above information, that Formula 11 would be applled to
" the remalnlng 8 ltems“whlch vary whether the group anti-
eonforms to a belief norm (1-e., Items 3, 7, 11, 15 and
2, 5, 13, andﬁ16).' However,lkormula:ll ean only be
. appropriately applied_to 6 of'these 8 belief;norms. It

cannot bé applied appropriately to‘Items 3 and 15 from
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Pl. The reason Formula ll is" 1nappropr1ate fo; predlc;
ting these two ltems is that both of these 1tems antl-
conform to both groups attltudes {(though antlconformlng
;only to the East_Indlan belief). The 'other 6‘o£ the 8
items which vary belief anticonformity across the -two
groups compared hold attltude constant by renderlng the
'attltude non—antlconformlty for both groups.
Slnoe it is antlconformlty to an attitude norm (not
antlconformlty to a bellef norm) which is. predlcted to
- generate hostlllty, thus Formula 11 approprlately applles
| -to 6 of 8 of these bellef—varlable Items. However, both
groups\should be above theif averages:on items 3 and.;S.
| So Formula 111 would apply to them. :h o -
Formula 111: (e + &~ e)'> (€ + ~ é)" N o .

: Formula lll is actually Formuia 11, except the ;
left-hand -and r1ght~hand ‘sides of Formula 11 have been*
1nterchanged.

it. can be determlned from Tables 2 and 5 that appllc——’
ation of Formula 1 to the approprlate 8 ltems on Hypo-
-the51s 11 for the CaucaSLan Canad;ahrgndlan-H;ndl
ooméariSOn reveals 6 of 8 preoictions being correct.
The two wrong. predictions are for Items 4 anallo. (See

Table - 5.)

.
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T 6 1tems ‘were predlcted correctly (As Table 5 1nd1cates

1tems on Hypothe51s ll for the same two groups 1nd1cates /

Table 5 lndlcates

”ére*predlcted correctl

s 48
Appllcatlon of Formula 11 to the approprlate 6 ltems-

on HypothESlS ll for the same’ two groups 1nd1cates 5 of -

e e A

only Item 5 was predlcted 1ncorrectly )

Appllcatlon of Formula lll to its two approprlate 5o

?

: that Items 3 and 15 both were predlcted correctly, as

i

Thus the flrst test of Hypothe51s 11 found 13 of
16 items:predlcted correctly on the hostlllty dependent’
variable. Since that is the same number copfect as on '
the thlrd test of Hypothe51s l, a Chi- Square test agaln
ylelds.P < .02.

' Applylng the same reasonlng, mutatls mutandls, to . . ——

the second test of. Hypothe51s 11 (i. e., Cauca51an Cana—

4

‘dian compared with Indlan Engllsh) again flnds 13 of 16

items predicted.correctly (and exactly the same 13, as

Table 5 indicates).‘aThus the Chi-Squafe test finds

E‘;.OZ : - o g'rr . - S
Not surp;151ng, then when the two Indian groups are R

‘combined into one to becxm@aredw1th the CaucaSLan

¥

Canadian for Hypothe is 11, again the same 13 of 16 items °

Again the Chi-Square test ylelds

p <«.02, Therefore,»Hypo \esis-lliis clearly suhetan-

L

- tiated.

. ah

. .,
«
.
L E——
PR R
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Hypothesis 111 will also be tested three times.
Formulas are applied to the percentages comp‘ut_ed' “on
data obtained by subjects' ratings (4 or 5) as in |
_Hypothesis 1, and ll.: Formula 1 willlbe employed'
exactly as on Hypothe51s 1--for predlctlng the B items
which each vary the two groups compared w1th respect to
a belief norm. The remaining 8 items whlch each vary‘
- the two groups compared w1th respect to an attltude
,norm, emplpg a new‘formula, Formula LV.
Formula 1V: (gvél ;u‘e) .
Formula 1V obviouslfonxx contains half as many o4
terms - - ' ‘as each of the'other three
‘,formulas (i.e., two instead of fourfr, Thus formula IV
a'ls clearly defective in comparlson with the other three

formulas in that, unlike the other three, Formula lV

‘does not permlt statlstlcal correctlon for any constant

)
[ ]

-';error 1ntroduced by extraneous dlfferences between the
&two permuatlons of rtems.w1th respect to the dependent
variable. However, if both'permutaitohs of 4 items
each are predicted'correctly-when Formula 1V is applied
to its 8 appropriate items, then such thstant error‘is,
for pﬁrposes‘of testing Hypothesis lll,-sufficiently
' corrected for. o
ks The flrst test of Hypothesis 111 again involves
*;'the CaucaSLan Canadian-Indlan_Hlndl comparison. Apply1
| ing Formula 1 toathe é_appropriate items on Hypothesis

-
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111 finds all 8 predicted correctly. . Applylﬁgf?ormula

- 1vV-also finds all of its 8 items predicted correctly.
prplylng Formula 1v also finds all of its 8 items pre-
~dicted correctly hus, Wlth respect to these last 8

. 1tems,r51nce all members of P1 (4) and all members of

-

P2. (4) were‘predlcted correctly, the constant error
discussed above can legltlmately be lgnored for purposes
here without-'stacking the‘cerds -ln favor of Hypothesrs
l.ll.' . ‘l | | .

On an exact,probability test then, Hypothesis 111
is substantlated at p ¢ -00005.

_Test;ng Hypothes;s 1il a second time (CaucaSLan
canadians compared with Indian Enéilsh) again reveals
all 16 1tems predicted. correctly. (See Tables 3 end 4.)

Testlng Hypothesis lll a third time by comblnlng
the two Indlan q:_pps into one,, to be‘compared with the
Cauca51an Qanadlans, again indicates all 16 items pre—
dicred correctly; .

Thusran_eract probability test of3fhe¢second and
third applicetiocs of Hypothesis 111 provides the same
significance leﬁel as the first_application; viz., -

p < .00005. Clearly then Hypothesis 111 is substantiated.
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CHAPTER 1V B
. . . ]
DISCUSSION . . : ﬂ |

Since all three hypotheses have been substantlated

it is now p0551ble to draw conclusxons*con81stent with

LIRS 1
R

‘;the expected relationships between the three dependent

-

-varlables.‘ The centralllndependent varlables;here con- .

cern degree of ego~involvement and degree of social-
normative incongruity. The'attitude norms. which were
varied in eight of the items employed here are considered

to be ego-involving while the belief nerms which were

‘varled on the remalnlng eight norms were con51dered to

,be nonego-involving. This thesis, however, qus not

eommit itself to the view that all attltudes are ego-
involving and no beliefs are ego~involving: and in this
sense it is therefore ego—lnvorvement raEhei than the
attitude-belief distinction, which is most central to

this thesis.

The items which anticbhformed to the subjects’

'belief norms tended to be judgeé amusing, npnhostile,

and surprising. However, the items which anticonform

to the subjects' attitude norms.tend to be judged non-
amusing, hostile, and surp:ising; Nonego—involviﬁg.
anticonformity incengruity is nonthreatening and there-

51
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 fore amusing and nonhostile.ﬁ‘Nétice; howeVer; that
'(as predicted) beliéf anticonformity itémé-are-gng
: prising. (The squriéing measure seems ‘to also serve
_'as'a vaiiditx check that the belief items do reallyv
ggtibonform‘to the subjects' attitude.) However;:ego-
involving anticonfbrmity is ndnamusing and hostile, -
because ‘threatening.: On.the other hand, the items wLich
nonanticonform to eithef the subjects'.belief or atti-
tude norms tend to be'.judged nonamusing, nonhg%tile and
nonsurprising. |

> The question arises as to‘why the Indian Hindi
group did not_seém"fo"COnform to the théory as well as
‘the Ihdian Enélish gfoup, especially on ;he amusement
dependent measure. The reasdn.may be dué to_translatioh
'pfoblems as the uéé of differént languagés brings-in |
another treatment wvariable. F@f instance, it is diffi;—
cult tbitranslate géréain'words——to‘find ééﬁiﬁalents in
another language. \ R

_ Some words may ndt‘bé frequently‘usea by membefs

of.a particular social group-; One such examplé is the
wofd‘"premarital“ in item number 15. As th&é belief
Citem belonéed to P1, i.e,;'anticonformity to Indiah '
- Pelief;_so it‘should Be funny tbuboth'indian groups.

"It came out as pfedicted for the Indiaﬁ_Enéiish group

and wrong for the Indian Hindi group. When the word -

N
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"premarital” was translateafihto ";hgﬂa it Qid'not
amusé the Indian Hindi group“és the word "premarital"
is more frequently used among educated Indians (such
as,em?loyed in this exﬁériemnt) than tbe Hindi wérd

;_Tﬁisiexpériment established a connecting'liﬁk
between Nerhardt (1970) ‘and Mutuma (1976) based on
Rothbart's (1973} emphasis that'ihcongruity is amusing ,

if rgndéred nonfthreateﬁing. It-repliCate& the‘resulté
.of‘Nerhardt (1970) by shoWigg that anticonformity to an
Buhidimensional belief norm is amusing. The oniy differ-
.enqe is that the p£e$ent experimént social psycﬁologizéd

W

the psychopﬁysical norms. This experiment suggests an

answer to a q;estion posed by Mutuma (1976) regarding
' what would haépen“if there were an unidimensioqal anti-
conform@ty to an attitqdé‘nbrm. Present'finQings saé—
gest that the sugject would .be threatéﬁed (i.e., fiﬁd;
such items Hostile and n@namusing), becéuse'there.were
not enough anticonformity diﬁénsions,to switch the

subject from a threatened, serious mood-tO'a nonthreat-

ened, playful mood.
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e ee [

The present experlment concerns itself w1th amuse- '
ment, hostlllty and surprlslng judgements as functlons

N
of ethnic group identifications, degree of social-norma-

- i

.- tive incongruity and- ego-involvement. The three hypo- - -

theses predict that the items whlch”entlconform to the
subjects bellef norms would tend to be judged amu51ng,“¢
and surprlslng while the 1tems whlch antlconform to the |
subjects’ attitude norms would tend to be judged hostile.
One group of 20 subjects consisted of Caucasian Canadians
(tested in Kingsville, Canaaaj. The other two groups of
Easp IndiaﬁSJboth lived in New'DelHi,.India."One of
‘these two Indian groups consisted of 23 subjects ﬁho'
. took. the experimept . in H1nd1 and 19 subjects who took

the experiment in Engllsh. ‘A 3 x 2 x 2 factorial de31gn

was emPlOyed with fepeated measures on the last two

factors. All three hypotheses were substantiated.

e R VNN EAF Lol Kb it
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APPENDIX A
' STIMULUS MATERIALS (English and Hindi) ’

(1) Instructions and Response-sheets

(11i) Items

(iii) Questionnaire
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11‘1°’"R!IC"‘IONS T0- JUDGES

K

‘ | R We ave doing "'esearch b0 determine the properties of items,
¥e need youwrr hel P as judges %0 achleve thxs sbjective. However, .
we do not nepd ¢ se know your namo. .

"Pi}.aase ¢ not open this large envelope until you have
comploted rogding the instrudtions on this Page. _

The lpxe envelope centaing four smaller envelopes. 'Thaser-
Fouz Ty numbcreﬂ 1, 2, 3, and B .
pfier you have finished z w2ading the ingtruetione on this
pagd. yon will open <the large envelope and remove galy the
Avelone. mmbered 1. ' :

- Tou wi 3.3. memove the ins t“ucticn—answez' shegt and ‘the 8et of
; | ivems £r o eavelepe 1. You will read and follow those inatruc'ci.ona
end wasn ¥ou have completed rating the ‘tj‘&cms, please return
ok the czab of items and the ina&mc;io answer-sheet to anvalope
“3%  %hsn z'n turs: envelope i to the 1arge exrwelopa, vmilc remov?.ng
the e"" relope Jabelled 2. 0% e ST !
. Remove ‘i@ ma.he“la.'.f from nvelepe 2, follow the ins'kruct:.ons,

thon e uum thet material to cm'alop@ 2. Nex% weturn envelope 2

e L‘!i “a'rwa enveiope while removing ‘envel one 3o o .

) nGzﬂ(}V‘"“ 'bhf} contents of emvelove F.. F‘cllcm' *he same procedura
- fow ‘em two ﬂsmzu.ung anvelopas-— 3 ancl h rasp?cth‘ely.
Do you nave any que.,bm--s? S , -

-

[

" e et s et 4
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v . fﬂq STRUCTIONS TO JGDGES <

You are given a set of 145 itens. These 16 itens are. myvibered in
the same order as the ITAM NUMBERS in the left columh below. Tor
instance. the . iifst rov has nuriber ';;H recorded gndgruthe ITEM
NOMDUIRS column. Notice that mumber . also aprears on the first itea.

Nov read that ¢1*ﬂt‘or ton item nunbered ., Please check in

the same rovr (to the wisht of that first iten numbered __  below) in

4the anordoriate one of the I'IVY hoxes to 1ndlca vlc] how nnu51nx that
item is.

Next read the second iten nuvnber ed"nm“_and check to the righf of
th2 IPEM NUMRER ___ below ho” aavsing that second itew is.

Continue Qroceedlng as above until yov have rated all 16 items as
to how amusinz they are,’ Do you have any questions?
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iten is.- _ :
Next read the second iten nvmbered _____ and check to the right of
the TTEM NUMDIR . Dbelow how aavsing that second item is. |
Confinue 2roceeding as .above until vou have rated all 16 items as
£o how amusinz they are. Do you have any questions? -
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INSTRUCTIONS TO sLDR3S o

-You are given a set of 14 items., These 15‘ items are rnumbered in
the sane order as the ITEM WIMBERS in the left colunn below. Tor
instance, the iirst rov has au_-zoer __:___ i recorded under the ITem
M RIS colwm. Notice that rmrmer . also appears on vour 'f'l ~st
iten. . ’ : . '

A

Kowr resd that first or top Yren nu noered R Please gheck in -

_..'tho saic row (to the rizht of tne Tirst iten imubered ‘below_) in .
‘-che c.DDI‘O-)I‘l""te one of. the I'IVE boxes to 1ﬂdlca te how hostile' that
item is. - . . : : ' ‘ _ : .

- Next rea¢ the second item nunbeved | and checl to the right of

TT:3M WUMBER ____ below how hostile that second iteu is.

‘ ' Continue proceedins as above until you have rated all. 16 itens as
to how hostile they are. Do you have any questions?

ITEM rmu:a:xs '

'v‘-gm HoSTITZ l:j___T_%“-l vl NoT AT 411 I-ID STILE

SUGUEI S
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A NN oy it SO SRR

A U S S I )
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. Tthe approariste one of the FIVE hoxes tp indicate how nostlle that

i ten is o

; <:i Nékt read the second item nunbered and check to thc right of

| ITM NDMDuh _____ belov how hostile tngt second iten is. .
- Continue oroccedln.' as zbove until you hove rated all ;6-items'as
to how hostile they are. Do you have any_quesﬁibns?
ITEM NUMEZRS | ' | o

A‘_________. Cvemy moseIze b | [ .| fN?’.f AT ALL HOSTILE
e TTrTm :
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- IESTRUCTIONS TO JUDGES
" ior the last tine you are asked to rate the same set of 15 itens.
" The qttesti01: this time asks how surprising each item is. Rememberﬁ\the/ '
punber of each item is alieady written for you in the ITINM Nﬁ?{BERS
colwm. PFill-in the boxes on your. ri;';h‘t, as before, as to how
SURPRISIIC each'item is. Please check the appropriate. box.

ITaM WUMBERS \

vERy SumeniSTeG L | || || nNOT AT ALL 50RPRISING
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Items Anticonforming'to East Indidn

Attitude Norms

R _ 4

;13.m6£he£ on-hér way to work dropped.off her infaht v

éhild'at“thélneighbguth?d dgy—ca;e centre-—picking up @

théfinfant.aétér wofk; ‘ 3 ; )
; : '510 _

Several men hunted énimalsland killed them'just
for sport. o l.‘ | :  a |
o 12
~ The couple could not afford to’ care for their .
‘elderlyléarents} s0 théy sent them to live with 6£her
rél&tive?. % | ,_'-‘ r" ' ;,

14

Several people went to a restaurant and ordered "‘%-fjp\
beef steak. k] o ‘ ‘ f |
N v @" ) \ '
. : e
NS |
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}.Itemé Anticonforming to East Indian

D B ,wBelief Norms =~ - -

. s |
The 16-year oiﬁ girl w?nt drinking'af a bar with
a bunch of’her friends. ‘ h .'
- FER | _ - _ ' S
The fami}y*has eleven kids and the mothgr receives -
$242 per mohth-as mother'p‘allowaﬁce.

o 1

The bride-was looking beautiful, all dressed in
white,‘during‘the marriage céremony.
| : 15 |
,‘Aftér‘thgy became engégedlthe'couple agreed to

. : . .
premarital sex. . - . ~
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w1th

not give a present.

Items Anticonforming to Caucasian ;

Canadian Attitude Norms

1

The yOung couple dropped in unexoectedly to stay

thelr aunt for an entlre week. K

- 6

On her mother's birthday the married daug@te& did

The man refused to.eat steak. even though'he.was

starving.

9 : ‘ S

The bridegroom‘s'pafents‘would not help pay for

any of the wedding,- though the brlde s parents could

not, afford the whole amount.
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Items Anticonforming-to Caucasian S i
Canadian Belief Norms /

2
. ‘When the son came home tb visit his pareﬂ;s,‘he
tbuched their %&gt with poth_hénds.
. WheneVer the £a£ﬁer-in-law enteréd the houée, thé.-

. L 4
daughter—inflawiwou;d hide heg4face with a long veil.

13 v {

A,cow sat in a grocery store in the middle of the
city and ateé potato chips. R | -
< 16 . |
As the cow pdssed by, men and-women addressed her

as 'mother'.
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Please complete }'@a;followlng itomsi

Sex: male

— Age _ .
——Citizenship
_ Year at University:
st
. 2nd
| _bth

Other. (Specify)

Which culture do you prefar?

Apstralian
-‘Canadian

= Chinese

-' 'Eaat India:n -
Middle Eastern
Russ?.an
UoSa

* How ibh'g have you lived in Canada?

Yaars

] e . .
. \‘L
: i
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Amusement Judgements by East lndian (English)-Subjects
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,Hostility,dudgements by East Indian (Hindi) Squects.
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Surprising Judgements by East Indian (English) Subjects
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