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, ABSTRACT1 )
IRONY OF IRONIES: INTéRFACING VICARIOUS SUPERIORITY- AND
INTERACTIVE INCONGRUITY HUMOUR THEORIES
by
Sarah Yee Wah fsang

The findihgs of this study constitute a connecting link between
vicarious superiority humour theory-(La Fave, 1972; La Fave et al., 1976)
and interabti;e incongrutity humour theory (fﬁ Fave, 1980)._ La Fave and his
associates suggest that an irony of irony provides the necessary connecting
Tink between superidrity and fncongruity theories. The irony is that under
specifiable.conditions an extreme insuit will be judged less insulting than
a mild %nsu]t. The irony of irony occurs when the extreme insult is instan-
taneous1y‘Eestructured cognitively and pleasantly reinterpreted as a comp]i-
_ment in‘disguise.

A 2x2x2 independent groups des{gn was emp]o&ed in this study.

The three two-valued independent variables are 1) relationship: friend (F)
vs. enemy (En); 2) degree of realism of the characteristic-attribution:
realistic (R) vs. unfea]istic (U}; 3) degree of insult: extreme (Ex) vs.
mild (M). Two hundred and fifty-six students at The University of Windsor
Qere randomly assigned to the eight experimental conditions.

A three-way interaction is predicted for each of the three dependant
measures. These hypotheses predict that subjects will find the items 1) more
Amusing, 2) less insulting, and 3) more kidding (1ess'§erious) under the con-
dition of friendly relationship, unrealistic characteristic-attribution, and
extreme insult (FUEx) than any other combination of relationship, degree of
realism of the characteristic-attribution, and degree of insult. Hypotheses

iv
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1 and 2 are subsfantiated at p4:705 and p<.01 respectively. Hypothesis 3
is only tentatively substantiated. However, the highly significant main
effects suggest that the kidding-serious scale is a sensitive measuré that -
might pfove_to be a useful tool for studies on humour and play. |

| Across the three aependent measures, there are three main effects
on degree of insult. 'Mild insults are perceived as less amusing, less
insulting, and less kidding (more serious), while extreme insults are judged

as more amusing, more insulting, and more kidding (less serious). When

one takes into consideration the information provided by the insulting scale,
one finds that subjects do corréct]y perceive an extregme insult as signifi-
cantly more insulting than a mild insult. Yet, when thesextreme insult is
paired with a friendly relationship and an unrealistic assigned attribute,
sdbjects' judgements are reversed, i.e., subjects now judge that condition
to be least insulting, surpassing all other conditions, including the mild
insult conditions.

These data confiem the explanation suggested by La Fave that under
this specifiable condition (FUEx) the insult is taken non-literally and
regarded as a pseudo-insult. La Fave offered this interpretation to exp1ain
how individuals can believe themselves to be amused at their own expense.
Moreover, this non-literal interpretation enhances one's self-esteem due to
feelings of being a good sport to a friend and being emotionally secure
(i.e., non-threatened)'regarding an unrealistic characteristic attributed
with a high degree of exaggeration.

stycho10g1ca]]y perceiving such non-threatening incongruity
(violation of social norms) among friends enables an individual to cognitively
restructure the intent of the communication as ironic, realizing the dis-

crepancy between what is said and what is meant -- which is the essense of

v
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irony. Ironiéa]]y by seeing through this irony, the individual's cognition
undergoes a higher, more abstract level of transformation; instead of feeling
insulted, the person feels that he/she is.being complimented and hence is
amused. This fransformation serves, the function for man to transcend the
usual formula of stimulus-response.

The present study investigates only one type of irony, i.e.,-the
irony involved in left-handed insults. Another typé of irony involving

left-handed compliments“could also be tested in the future.

vi
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CHAPTER- I

INTRODUCTION .
@ . ' ‘ . . "
Intellectual 1nterest_in humour goes back at least thousands

( of years. Explanations of humour offéred‘hy phtlosophers date as. far

back as the early Greeks.
4 /
v ‘ According to Chapman and Foot (1976, p.1), such ancient
Greeks as Plato and Aristatle conceived of humour as based on the

-degradation of the defects and misfortunes of others. At that tinme,

having a so-ca]]ed_"sepse df humour" was considered to be undesirable,
a reflection of malevolefce and ignbrance., However, over the centuries,
the’Eossessibn of.a sense of humour has been transformed, becoming more
desirable. |

Omwake (1937) and Allport (3961) found that only 1.4% and 6%
respectively of college students confessed to having a below average
sense of humour.. Leacock (1930, p. 327) states, "Any man will admit,' e
if need be, that his sight is not gocd, or that he cannot $wim, or
shoots badly with a rifle, but to touch upon his sense of humour is to
give him a mortal affront." For Frank Moore Colby (quoted in Berg1er,_
1956, p. 1ii), "Men will confess to treason, murder, arson, false téeth
i - or a wig. How many will own up to-a lack of humour?" Browning (1977,
p. 1) adds: “Whatever else Americans believe about themse]ves,‘they are
positive they have a sense of humour. An American can tolerate almost
any kind of criticism except the observation that he or she is humour-
less." McGhee (1979) notes that everyone attaches great importance to

the possession of a good sense of humour; humour and laughter can
. -~

- ‘I . .
5
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’ 2
often be used as an index of whethe; a person is depressed or in a good
mood. A number of clinical psychologists and psychiatrists have taken

a the position that indeed a sense of humour is'a desideratum in psycho-

) therapy (eg., Balance, 1970; Mindess and 0'Connell, 1975).
The functions or purposes of humour abound in the humour
Titerature. (Cff, Allan, 1977; Berger, 1977; Bradshaw, 19?7; Burand,

N ) 1977; Davies, 1977; Fine, 1977; Fry, 1977; Grossman, 1977; Gruner, 1976;
Healey, 1977;;Husband, 1977; Kane, Suls and Tedeschi, 1977; Killinger,
197%; La Fave and Mannell, 19765 la Gaipa, 1970, 1977; Levine, 1969,
1977; Linfield, 1977; Martineau, 1972; Mindess, 1976; Mishkinsky, 1977;
Myrdal, 1962 Radcliffe-Brown, 1940; and Zijderveld, 1968.) However,
there exist so many functions for humour, and there are so many. which
overlap, that merely typologizing or describing the functions of humour
is'often more confusing than enlightening. Therefore, an attempt to

devise a more parsimonicus list of such functions, without losing

comprehensiveness in the territory, would have tc be made. The best
si%gle‘way to cut down the list seems to be to avoid, where possible,

oVér]apping functions. And, as Sarup (1972) suggests, the best single

method of avoiding functions which overlap is to distinguish between

‘_‘\\\\\\_~////////d7bye1s of analysis. ) ‘ :
) . \\\k-of Analysis and Functions

Leve]

Physiological Level. At this level, such physiological

— indices of amusement as GSR and heart rate, as discussed in Godkewitsch
(1976), are considered. At the "theoretical level, physiological
arousal is accounted for by such psycﬁoanalytic concepts as catharsis

and tension reduction, and such related constructs as motivational

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



arousal (often used by behaéioristic humour researchers, such as .
Berlyne, 1972; Byrne, 1961; et al.). Although the philosopher Herbert
Spencer (1860) presented cogent ideés for a tension reductiqn theory of
Tlaughter several decades before Freud, and Plato (1871) wrote about

catharsis thousands of years before Freud, nevertheless, humour re-

: searchers often cite Freud (1905) as the originator of motivational
arousal theory. For a further discussion and for references in this

area; see Keith-Spiegel {1972) and Godkewitsch (1976).

i Unfortunately, such roughly synonymous terms as tension

% reduction, catharsis, motivational arousal and relief are ambiguous;

; sometimes thgy refér to the physiological level, and at other times to
the mental}, Further, when they refer to the mental, they‘sometimes
indicate the conscious (i.e., phenomenological) mental, and at gther
times the unconscious mental (as in Freud).

Aaditiona11y, the behavioural measure laughter is often
treated as a physical indicator of catharsis,'tension reduction, relief,
and arousal decrement. However, not 5]1 laughter is a consequence of
amusement‘(La Gaipa, 1971, 1977); nor are all humorous experiences
accompanied by laughter (La Gaipa, 1977). That is, humoﬁr is nqizper a
necessary nor sufficienf.condition of laughter (Giles and Oxford, 1970;

S La Fave, Haddad and Maeseﬁ, 19765 La Gaipa, 1977).

. At the physiological level, humour méy serve the function of“
returning the organism to a homeostatic steady state, .thus reducing
physio]pgica] stress. At higher levels (individual psychological

- and social psychaqlogical), humour may éerve the homeostatic function of

restoring balance to the individual or cohesion to the group. However,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



not all writers on humour agree with -the observation. For instance,
Fry (1977) contends that laughter (éven in the case of amused laughter)

could kill a person, (Yet perhaps Fry merely means that too much of any

gbod thing, .including 1aughte<§scou]d be dysfunctional;irather than

al level.)

_eufunctional, at the physiolog

Individual Psychological Levei. At-this level, humour can be

.used to increase or decrease the happiness of a given individual, or to
change the individual's self-esteem (cf. La Fave, Haddad and Maesen,

) 1976). As we]], this level may reflect the machia;e11ian, manipulative

- uses of humour by an individual to incrggse his or her power (La Gaipa,

1977)}. At the individual level of anéiysis also, humour is employed

to chanﬁg\fhetgttitu—

The balance theory of Heider (1958) has been applied to

as an educational or propagandistic_too]

des and beliefs of ghe individual (;;Lner, 1976).

humour theory by Gutman (1968) 1in an attempt to better understand

the individual psychoibgica] level of analysis. Goldstein (1976)
exhibits how such'a cogniXive consistency theory is relevant to an
individual's humour appreci tion.‘ Brown (1965, p. 549)‘ states that
such cognitive consistency theories as balance theory assume that
cognitive inconsistency is motivating (i.e., @a nonsteady state

in a-homeostatic system), and cognit;;e consistency is nonmotivating
(thus a_steady state). The basic assumption gf such cognitive consis-

tency theories then, seems to be that of .psychological hedonism, the

view that human seeks happiness, since cognitive consistency appears
to be judged as a happy state. Lta Fave, Haddad and Maesen (1976)

contend thdt an amusing experience _represents a happtyess increment.

. \ o~
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Therefore, humorous material which serves the function of restoring
balance or cognitive consistency for the individual should be more
amusing to that person than humour which fails to serve. that function.
However, Goldstein (1976, p. 107) maintains that balance theory cannot
handle or explain the case in which the person is amused at his own
expense. A

However, an example of amusement at a joke at one's own

‘expense can be represented in a P-0-X triangle. P in Figure 1 repre-

sents the person's present self. O indicates his past self. X stands

for a joke. The (-) sign bétween P and 0 means the individual disso-

ciates (i.e., detaches) his present self from his past self. The (-)

sign between the 0 and the X indicates that the joke is at the expense
of the individual's past self. Therefore, it is possible for the indi-
vidual's present self to like the joke (represented by a + sign between

the P and the X), because doing so is a happy state. enting a state

of balance.

Chapman's (1975) safety-valve theory may be re¥evant here if

the laughter he is referring to represents what Giles and Oxford (1970)
& '

and La Gaipa (1977) call humorous laughter. The reason is that the

ipdjvidua] by finding the joke funny and by d{ssociating his present
églf, P, from his past self, 0, is able to have two negatives, rather
thén\ggs;q\lf a (4) sign (for association) existed between P and 0,

then balance theory would seem to predict (consistent with common sense)

that he would have to dislike the joké’?Z“B?u r to achieve balance and

have an even number of negatives (cf. Figure 2)

Balance theory seems to be useful at the Tndividual level of

-
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Figure -1. Joke found amusing to achieve balance.
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present self

P

0

past self

Figure 2. Joke found unamusing to achieve balance.
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humour theory. However; ba]énce theory, though perhaps useful, is a

long way from being ‘an adequate theory duevto the ambiguity of what a
e given plus or minus sign can represent. Therefore, balance theory can
, ' be applied ad hoc for postdiction, but it does not seem possible to

predict with it.

One reason for the contrgversy -and confusion which continue to

plague this area is that terms stdch as tension reduction, motivational

arousal, and stress are t ambiguously, sometimes to refer to the phy-

siological level of the individual and sometimes to the individual's

mental level. However, La Gaipg'(1968) has employed the term stress -
to apply clearly to the mental level and such clear specification in
other studies-.could help resolve the contradictions in the tension

reduction humour 1iterature, as Mannell (1977) also has suggested.

Social Psychological Level. This area of study may be more
clearly conceived of as the relation of one individual to other indivi-
duals in group situations (both intra- and inter- group relations). ]

Martineau is one such social scientist who has made significant contri-
A [}

butiyns in the area g intragrouﬁ relations in humour. He (1872, p.116)

astutely observes: "When the "'heiour is judged as esteeming the ingroup,
it functions to solidify\the group."

} 3
Why would this result occur? Balance theory would again appear

useful in explaining this phenomenon. The typical member, P, of the
group, 0, would hold a positive attitude with respect to 0. The joke,
X, would be positive with respect to group O. But since P also consi- -

ders himself as part of the group, so P feels complimented by the joke

too, P's self-esteem is enhanced vicariously. Therefore, a positive
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relatignship is added between X and P. Since the triangle contains
three positives (i.e., no negatives), and zero is an even number, the
typical group member is put in a balanced state by the group. Since a
balanced state is a happy state, the typical group member finds sdch
group experience enjojab]e. By causing the gfoup members to enﬁoy
tﬁehse]ves, such jokes or humorous events increase group cohesiveness.
After a[l, members of a group are more likely to 'stick together' voiun-
tarily if they enjoy the ingroup experience {Sherif and Sherif, 1969).
Th%s balanced triangle is shown in Figure 3.

_ Another interesting possibility that Martineau (1972, pp.118-
119) mentions is that humour which iéjjudged by ingroup members as
aispa ging the outgroup may solidify the ingroup (i.e., increase
ingrogi\c;Zesioh). This event seems especially Tikely if the ingroup
members all hbld a2 negative attitude with respect to the outgroup.

» La Gaipa (1977) found another interesting ramification of
hostile wit. When the ingroup is the target the tempo of ingroup
conversat1on slows. Yet, when the outgroup.us d1sgaraged, the tefipo

. of ingroup conversation\quickens. "With reﬁqeci to this latter
- finding, howe&er, one would suspect tha; it would only occur if the
outgroup was disliked by ingroup members. If the outgroup was liked,
the flow of ingroup conversation w&u]d probably slow down as well.
Other functions which humour serves with respect to

J
group relations involves pseudo (i.e., 'left-handed') comp ments\

and 1eft—handed insults. Left-handed or pseudo-insults fiave been \\\
studied by La Fave, Mannell and Guilmette (1977). They fig;;\\b

predicted, that extreme insults by a friend, which-attributed to the

{
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'victim‘~a.very unfea]iStié ttait, had a significant chaﬁce of being
Jjudged amusing by the 'victim'. La Fave et al.'r%;soned fhét such |
pseudo-insults were really compliments in disquise--telling the 'vic-
tim' in effect that he is a good sport who can take a joke.
In terms of balance theory, in order for the individual to
*  restore balance, the joke (i.e.,pseudo-insu1t) must have been‘judged
as a c&mp]iment indisguise by the ’vict%m'.' Therefore, the ;victim‘
would find the 'insults' funny. The-reason she/he would find it
+  funny is because it can be represénted by a balanced triangle of zero
negatives. Let P represent the 'victim', 0 be tﬁe aggressor, one who‘
Qelivers the 'hostile' wit, and X be the insulting 'joke'. Then a
“ plus sign should be placed between P énd 0 to represent a positive
relationship. Similarly, a plus sign should relate 0 to X to indi~
' cate association (since 0 is the one who tells the jbke X). At first
i£ might look Tike a negative sign belongs between X and P because the
communication directed at P is negative. However, that is the literal
interpretation of ({he message. But P does not decode the message
literally; rather, he believes*that the ‘intention of O was to deliver
. him a pseudo-insult or a compliment in disguise. Since a compliment is
a plus, so a plus sign is aésfgned, providing no negatives, or a state
of balance, for P. This balanced triangle is shown in Figure 4. The
left-handed insult seems to be one type of humorous communication used
in the joking relationship discussed by Radcliffe-Brown (1940), Zijder-
veld (1968), andeart%neau (1972), among others.
There is also the type of jéking in which left-handed compli-

ments are used. Suppose O delivers a pseudo-compliment to P. The

.
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re]%tionship Sétween 0 and the']eft-haﬁded insult communication, X, is
positive in that 0 is associated with the remark. Suppose also that the
relationship between 0 and P is negative; they are enemies. Since
human seek§ ga]anced states, therefore balance theor; would séem to
preéict that P will judge the communicafion negative]y. But, literally,
the communication was positive; i.e., a compliment. P‘wi]1 look for an
opposite (i.e.,negative) meaning in 0's remark.. {(S)he will probably
fiqd it not amusing, thus achieving balance. This balanced triangle is
shown in Figure 5 However, 0, and probably others who also dislike P,

-

will be amused.

What effects will left-handed insults and left-handed compli-

ments have upon ingroup cohesion? It would appear that the habitual .

-~ -ld
exchange of left-handed insults between group members would increase

ingroup cohes?on.: In fact, the_frequenf]y ample use of left-handed
insults can be cbserved among ethnic group meﬁbers. Also, as anthropo-
logist Sally Snyderl (personal communication) observed--{anti)Polish
joke books sold best in Hamtramck {a Polish suburb in the greater
Detroit réa). |
/j Alternatively, the habitual use of left-handed compliments
between group members should lead eventually to group cenflict and group
disintegration. Yet the use o% left-handed compliments towards an
‘enemy outgroup should increase group cohesion if other members of the
ingroup share in the communication. Nevertheless, left-handed insults

directed at an outgroup in the presence of other ingroup members would

1. Snyder, S., Personal communication, University of Windsor, ]975‘
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‘complimenter'" ) : pseudo-compliment

Figure 5. Balance achieved by pseudo-compliment.
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probably gg;_{ncrease ingroup cohesion and could probably even decrease
it by causing the ingroup to lose its common enemy.
| Another social function of Humour in intra§roup relations is
to serve as a social control device. In this case humour serves the
politically conservative function of helping maintain the status qdo.
Such a social control function of humour has been discussed by, amdng
“others, Bergson (1911), Radcliffe-Brown (1940), Zijderveld (1968), and
A Martineau (1972). |
For instance, if a group member vio]ates:a group norm or
E custom and his deviant behaviour is not threatening to the_other group
members, a 1a.R0thbartA(1976); .then the‘group members will Be amused
(because thgz;fee] superior to one who coﬁmits such intongruous beha-
vibur). However, if aﬁ enemy outgrﬁhper commits such behaviour, possi-
bly théy would feel threatg;ed rétﬁér than amused. If an ingrouper
deviatés in their presence, they wbu]d likely attribute to him an acci- -
dental, unintentignal, faux pas. Thus, they could feel superior to
this member. However, an enemy outgrouper might deviate from their norm

in defiance, or because he does not share their norm. That is, he might

deviate intentionally. Thus they will not as 1ikely be inclined to judge

his behaviour as amusing since intentional defiance of their norm does
i ' not make them feel superior, and might represent a threat.

/ - If the ingroup member deviates in a way not dangerous to the

&

group, they probably will engage in ridicule laughter. Such laughter

will represent a negative social sanction for the 'good' group member,
indicating to him that he has made a fool out of himself (causing him

to lose status in his valued group). He will then likely make an attempt
; . | /
%
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to “correct" his behaviour (j.e.,‘ﬁésum- onformity to th® group norm in

question). In this manner, ridicule =dghter the'funqtion of

keeping'group members 'in Tine' (i.e\, maintainidg the status quo).

. vAnothér use of humour to help ‘.infain the status quo, accord-

iqg to Zijderveld (1§68), is the use.of wha Saley (1977) has called
";he Wise Fool." The Wise Faol continyglly insults fhe King and yet
gets away with jt. In fact, the King demands it of him. But why would
the King do that? One reason, according to Zijderveld, is ‘because the

~ Fool's status is so low that he makes all political dissent look ridicu-
Igys. And in doing so he helps justify apd thus‘maintain'the sfatus quo
and the power of the King.

When thé Wise Fpo] situation is applied to iggkagroup
relations, it appears to be that a ;ma11 group will often have a member
that plays the role of clown(possessing the lowest status in the‘group).
But nonetheless he increases group cohesion by giving'the other members

a scapegcat and butt for their joke. And thé group loves him for\the (‘_’

role he plays. As one often observes in group interaction, if an

outgroup attacks their clown, the other group members will def&nd him.
That is, the clown is a low-status member; but he is not an outcast.

| Another way humour can be related to interpersonal relations
is that humour L serve- the function of‘"getting even." Such revenge

“is referred to py Zillmann and Bryant(1974) as retaliatory equity. Such

repartge between smal] group members apparently can be related to the
theory/of Games of Von Neumann and Morgenstein which is so commonly used\\‘
in social psychology. More specifically, retaliatory equity theory

seems to refer to a zero-sum game. That is, when one group member uses
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hostile wit at the expense of another, the former's gain may be asstmed
equal to the TJatter's loss. Zilimannand Bryant (1974) posit that
retaTiatory equity i; more amusing to a third party than either under-"-

or over-retaliation. However, Mannell (1977) failed to replicate these

Zi11mann'and8ryant findings. ‘

When humour is treated as a function, it typically refers to a .

'stimulus' cemplex and function is viewed as an independent measure

' meaning purpose. However, humour hay also be determined by sométhing

. e

else; that is, humour may be a function of soﬁething else. When that

happens humour is a dependent measure. In such instances, some theorists
. .

would prefer that humour be treated as a mental ekperience a Ta La Fave

(1972, p. 196) equating it with amusement -- an 0 in-a S-0-R model --
unlike ]auéhter, which is a response (R).  However others, especially
behaviourists, would treat humour, as a dependent meaéure, differgg}jally;
they would treat it -as a response, i.é;; as laughing, smiling (Berlyne,
1972), and/or GSR (Langevin and Day, 1§72).

McGhee (1979, pp. 42-43) defines-humour as a form of intellec-
tual play and distinguishes two forms of such intellectual play:

One is relatively serious in nature and is character-

ized by a desire to expand existing knowledge, and

the other lacks serious intent and is characterized

. by a playful consideration in fantasy of events or

relationships known to be impossible ... The

cognitive experience of humor has characteristic

underlying physiological (arousal)} changes and overt

behavioral reactions (smiling and laughter) asso-

ciated with it, but these are byproducts of humor.

The term "humour", meaning fluid or moisture, has its origin
in Latin. A person was thought of as being in "good humour" when the

four humors were in balance; whereas a person with an imbalance was
\
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said to be "out of humours" or not Himse}f. But through.the centuries,

\

the meaning of the term became more general in its usage; it refers to

a person's temperament, mood or of mind.

Humodr'researchers find it difficult to define ihe term in a

manner which encompasses the entireflarea of study. Many definitions

—y
found in th& dictionary tend to be

ircular. For example, "Humour" is
defined a§ & keen perception of the Tudicrous or.ihcongruous and/or
something designed to be comical or amusing. Nevertheless, the iﬁportan-
ce - of humour cannot be deﬁied and everyone seems to have a definite

. T * )’_‘
knowledge of what it is even though no one, at the pfésent time, has a

definite (precise) understanding of what humour\is.  Hence, humoﬁr‘is
Jike many of the aesthetic experiences; yet the content of these expe-
r%ehces need not be the same from one individual to another.

What humour researchers have been doing thus far is to develop
‘ and‘iﬁvestigate different asﬁécts of humour, hoping that in a later stage
of develbpment, they will be ablg to put the d{fferent pieces toge@her.

Keith-Spiegel (1972) lists eight early humour theories. Three
of theée humour theories ﬁave proven especially resistent to extinction;
‘they are: (1) theories on motivational arousal, (2) superiority tLgpry
and (3) incongruity theory. However, most attempts to deal experiment-
ally with motivational arousal have failed, largely due to the tautoleo-
gical, ambiguous or undefined handling of the terminology 1n.this area
{(Zi11mann and Canﬁor,;1972; McGhee, 1979). The ideas .in the mg?ivafional .
arousal theories also appear to permea%e investigations of superiority
and incongruity humour. Thus motivational arousal has beéome implicitly

incorporated in most of the recent literature which focusgs on superiori-
.
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ty or incongruity.

The purpose of this stgdy is to in;erre]ate these two major .
greas of humour theory, in a manner which‘seekslto improve upon both.
One of these areas, enhanced self-esteem, has trédifiona?]y'been covered
(at Teast in“péifzﬂgz'such terms as superiority, tension reduction or
relief theory, and sense of masten}. The.other major area, of the two
to be interrelafed, has traditionally been labelled as ihcbngruity or

surprise humour theory.

Research in Superiority Theories of Humour

The picneeyring experiment in the sqperiority humour area was
performed by Wolff, Smith, and Murray (1934). In that experiment Wolff
et al. employed two types-of subjects, Jews and Gentiles, and two types
of jokes, experimental (anti-Jewish) jokes and control {anti-Scottish)
Jokes. Wolff et af. (1934) predicted correctly that thes® experimental
jokes would be jugged funnier by Gentiles than Jews. No §Tgnificant
difference between these two groups was predicted with respect to the
control jokes. However; Gentiles also found the anti-Scottish jokes
significantly funnier,than did Jews. Hence the-hypothesis failed tc be
substantiated. _

Wolff et al. (1934) thought they were teéting the sudden glory
or superiority humour theory of philosopher Thomas Hobbes. Hobbes'
theory nonetheless, is essentiql]y individualigtic; to test that theory
would necessitate inserting the subjects' own personal names in the jokes,
but inserting each subject's name proved impractical therefore Wolff and

his associates did not do so. Nevertheless, what inadvertently they had

accomplished by substituting group names, such as "Ikey", for per§ona1

o
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names, was to transform unconsciously the theory they were testing from
Hobbesian superiority humour théory_to a sqcia] psychological vicarious )

superiority humour theory {(as La Faﬁe,.Haddad, and Maesen, 1976, p:76,
_have indicated). That is, Wolff et al. (1934) predictedAthat‘Jews,
holding a positive attitude with respect to Jé@s, would find anti-Jewish
jokes less funny than the Gentiles would (Gentiles, presumably, would pot
posjtive]y identify with the Jews). Further, since néither would
identify with’Scots; both Jews and Gentiles should not diffgr signifi-
cantly in their humour judgements of anti-Scottish jokes.
The results of this‘e%geriment fail to substantiate a vicarious
/} supe;?;rity humour hypothesis; ;}ather, these data empirically seem to
support a persona]ity-trgit humour hypothesis (i.e., regardless of the
N type of joke used, -Gentfles are more readiiy amused £E§;/3;ws).
Nonetheless, Wolff et al. did not iﬁterpret their data in that manner.
Raiher, they décided that their experimental design was inadequate. What
had happened, they decided with serendipitous hindsight, is that Jewish
subjects had sympathized with £Ee Scots {as Jews themselves had been
negatively stereotyped a; stingy, just as the Scots were in their Scot-
tish jokes).
- The next experiment on vicarious superiority humour theory was

by Middleton (1959).» He also failed to anticipate that subjects may

positively identify with a reference group {or, preferably, identifica-

-tion class) which is not their membership group. Hence Middleton failed
" to foresee (as La Fave, 1972, p. 201, indicates) “that university sub-
jects of lower-class parentage might identify positively with the middle-

class and that Negroes -- perhaps Uncle Toms anq'Aunt Jemimas -~ would
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fing anti-Negro jokes és funny as‘whités would.” Yet, Middleton also
acknowledged ad hoc that the positiveé reference group may not have been
'the'memﬁership group.

- The third experiment in a vicarious supe;iority humour theory
tradition was performed by La Fave (1961; 1972; La Fave, et al., 1976).
For the first time vicarious superiority humour hypotheses were consisf
tently substantiated and in a carefully controlled experimental design,

. employing four~re1igi6us identification classes, which excluded plausible
alternative theoretica1 explanations (such as a per;onality-trait inter- .
pretation). Also, mathematically interrelated subhypotheses)were
substantiated and earlier related inconsjstencies in the literature
we%é'reconci]ed (La Fave, 1961; La Fave, 1972; La/E?ve et al., 1976).

La Fave's experimental design systematiFa]jy varied not only the victim
of the joke but also the victor tog. The fact that attitude toward the
victor influenced humour judgements in the preditted ways contradicts

theories by Koestler (1964) and Zi]]mann‘andéantor (1976). In addition,

La Fave's construct of attitude switching (not to be confounded with

attitude change) was supported {La Fave, 1972; La Rave et al., 1974).

Four more experiments by the La Fave group .in this area also
succeed in substantiating all vicarious superiority humour hypotheses,»
as do the other well-controlled experiments in this area {cf., La Fave
et al., 1976). - /

The basic theoretical proposition from which the more specific
hypotheses are deduced and employed in such vicarious superiorit& hybo-
theses has been expressed by La Fave et al. (1976, p. 66) as follows:

Let S believe J is a joke in which A seems to S
wictorious and/or B appears the butt. Then the
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more positive S's attitude towards A and/or towardé - [

the 'behaviour' of A, and/or the more negative S's i

attitude towards B and/or towards the 'behaviour'

of B, the greater the magnitude of amusement S

experiences with respect to J.

Further hypotheses consistent with vicarious superiority'h mour
theory can be developed when conjoined with La Fave's (La Fave et al.,
1974; La Fave,1977) construct of attitude éwitching} However, that
construct must be sharply distinguished from another which pervades

soctal psychological theory -- viz., attitude change..

Consistent with La Fave's definition of attitude -- an attitude
has both an evaluative and a cognitive component. La Fave also distin-

guishes the active conscious from the static nonconscious storage -system.

T

If the‘eva1uative component of an %ijitude in conscious awareness trans-
forms, but the cognitive component remains roughly constant, attitude
change has occurred. However, if the cognitivé component of an attitude
in consciqusnéss transforms, then; régard]ess of what happens to the
eva]uati&e component, attitude switching has transpired.

.La Fave2 (personal communication) points out that the numbef
of types of attitude switching which can be generaﬁed using mathematicatl
Togic on severél basic types is potentially infinite. However, general-
ization switching, ﬂg the only one for which experimental evidence has
been provided. \

The‘vicarious superiority humour e%periment by La Fave, 1961

(cf., La Fave, 1972; La Fave'et al., 1976) employed as 4 of its 20 jokes

dialogue between the Christian and the Agnostic.- In 2 of these 4 jokes

o . A e e e e e = e e e Y Y WS PR M e G e e e e o . T T S o = = . S B 4t A S - - = — . —

2. La<Fave, L. Personal communicagion, University of Windsor, 1978

-
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(permutation 1) the Christian is victorious in the dié]ogue and the
Agnostic the bqtt: In the other 2 of these 4 jokes {permutation 2),
however, the Agnosfic is the victor and the Christian the viétim.
In this experiment Christian is considered ta be the “super-
group", as three (i.e., Catholicsy Baptgsts, and Jehovah's Nitnesses) of
+ the féur.expe?imentél religious groups prefef to consider themselves
Christian; while only the members of the remaining cne of the four experi-
‘mental -groups, Agnostic, prefer to'view themseives as non-Christijan. Of
the remainifity 16 jokes, 4 pjt Jehovah's Witness against Catholic, 4 )
involve sﬁih 4\ “zero-sum" game between the Catholic and Baptist, 4 between
the Catholic{and Agﬁostic, and the remaining four between the Baptist and

. Agnostic. In{each of these subsets 0# 4 jokes involving dialogue between

the same two groups, one group'wins in 2 jokes {permutation 1) and the .

other group is victorious in the remaining 2 (permutatipn 2).
Since vicarious superiority humour theory was.supported in thiis
experiment, on any given subset of 4 jokes involving dia{ogue between t
same two groups, the gfoup which was victorious found that particular
joke funnier, ceteris paribus, than the losing group. For instance,
when Catholics were pitted against Jehovah's Witnesses, those jokeé-in

which the Catholic won and the Jehovah's Witness lost would tend to be

]

judged funnier by the Catholic than by the Jehovah's Witness and converse-
ly for that permutation in which the Jehovah's thness won and the
Catholic lost. Hence if two groups are competing in a zero-sum game

and one finds a given joke especia11y funny, the offier—tends to find it

especially unfunny.
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- But in thg Christian vs. Agngstic conditions, the situation
is that the three groups are "in the-same boat" and therefore loyal to‘

~ - .the same "supergroup”, Christian against thé common enemy -- Agnostic.

Generalization attitude switching then predicts that fhe ‘sense of

humguf‘ of‘tﬁﬁ“%hreé Christian groups. (Catholics, Jehovah's witnesses,v

and Baptists) would be similar; i.e., that fhey woh]d find esbec1a11y
funny a joke in which the Christian defeats the Agnostic and unfunny a |
Joke in which the Agnostic 'beais"the Christian; and éonverse]y for the

~ Agnostic. Such was the finding -- substantiating the generalization
: attitude—switching hypothesis;

An amusing example of generalization attitude switching is

. provided by H.G. Wells (1905, p. 322):

The botanist has a strong feeling for systematic
botanists as against plant physiologists, whom he
regards as lewd and evil scoundrels in this relation;
but he has a strong feeling for all botanists and
indeed all biologists, as against physicists, and
those who profess the exact sciences, alt of whom

he regards as dull, mechanical, ugly-minded
scoundrels in this relation; but he has a strong
feeling for all who profess what he calls Science,

as against psychologists, sociologists, philosophers,
and literary men, whom he regards as wild, foolish,
immoral scoundrels in this relation; but he has a
strong feeling for all educated men as against the
working man, whom he regards as a cheating, lying,
drunken, thievish, dirty scoundrel in this relation;
but as soon as the working man is comprehended
together with these others, as Englishmen, he holds
them superior to all sorts of Europeans, whom he
regards ...

. - Instead of switching levels of generality, either going up or
down, another possibility is dimension attitude switching. Einstein
(Merton, 1957, p. 288) provides a superiority humour example which

combines generalization and dimension attitude switching:
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If my theory of re]aiivity is proven successful,
Germany will claim me as a Geérman and France wx?]
" declare that I am a citizen of the world. Should
N\ my theory prove untrue. France will say I am a
German and Germany will declare that I am a Jew.
Another type of attitude switching proposed by‘La'Fave is
. temporal attitude switching. In this case "past me" is.differentiated
from "present me". For instance, an adult athlete is genuinely amused
at a faux pas he conmitted years ago in the Kiddie League. Such amuse-
ment would at first view seem to contradict superiority humour fggbry.
However, this athlete's self-esteem is not lowered by the embarrassing

incident as a child because temporal differentiation has allowed him

to detach his ego-involvement from his former,_childish self.

Research in Incongruity Theories of Humour

. The Gestalt psychologist emphag\gsf\Fhat certain structures,

' disharmonious or disturbing. A theoretical basis for incongruity humour

~

particular relations between elements of a peréeived pattern, can prove e
theory is thus offered by Gestalt psychology; i.e., man\Jmposes struc- < ’
ture upon an unstructured situation so that sense or meaningfulness is
perceived. in the nonsensical or incongruous. Under appropriate conditicns,
the achievement of such closure appéars to present a pleasant, amﬁsing
~menta1 experience. ’
_ Incongruity humour theories have not been infrequent, dating
back at least as far as Aristotle (1895). Gerard (1759) views the objects
of humour as uncommon mixtures of re]at10ns and the contrar1ety in things.
Laughter for Beattie (1776) results from fuswng two or more inconsistent

n

or unsuitable circumstances. The description of laughter as "an

affection arising from the sudden transformation of a strained expecta-
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tion into nothing," was offered by one of the most Adted of early ?HCbn-
gruity theorists, Ként (1790). i

Simi?ar]y,‘laughter results when "the conscious is transferred
from great thinds to small -- only when there is. a descending incongruity,"
argues Spéncér,41860). By this view gglx those -incongruities result in
laughter which involve a descending incongruity form, 1in a sense, the
sublime to the ridiculous. Not all incongruities then cause laughter.

Guthrie (1903) thinks that amusement ensues in a disharmonious
s%tuation only if simultaneously we are assured that everything is "all

- right." -’ . . |

‘ Humour is for Bergson (1911) a consequence of “something
mechanical encrusted on the 1iving.” He relates whén a situation is

inevitably comic, it must simultaneously belong to two altogether inde-

endent series of events and be capable of two entirely different inter-

pretations simultaneously.
Byrne (1961) defines incongruency®as a state of contradiction,
disharmony- or inconsistency.

To test a number of derivations from a cognitive theory of
hyfiour, Shultz (1972) performed two experiments. Both incongruity and
resolution in his theory are treated as structural aspects of the joke.
A subject must understanq these two structural aspects toﬁgayreciate

ully the humour inte%ded. Sﬁultz Jiews.his results as showing a

teﬁd cy for a subject first to identify an incongruity and then resolve
it for)each cartoon. He observes that an appreciation of cartoon humour
is defermined by detection of an incongruity in the cartoon and then a

resolution of the incongruity. By insisting that all jokes contain two

)
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_Jdistinct structural dimensions, incongruity and resglution, Shultz has
called attention to-the structural aspects of hﬁmour<, incohgnyity
and resolution. ; ~
An anglogous theory to Shultz's §s that of Suls {1972}--who
‘ fin@s two major operations invo]?ed‘ih the .cognitive process of-cémp[g;_\
hending and appreciating verbal jokes. In the first operation, Suls \\
maintains, a ﬁarratiye schema is developed by™~the ich directs
‘him to séﬁe expectancy of the story's outcome. w;::a:::f::z;gngéd—eﬂﬁ///
of the joﬁe surprises him, the reader tries to explain or resolve the
incongruity involved by finding some Tognitive rule ésecond opgration).
The jcke 1is understood,'leading to some unspecified level of appreégia-

tion, as a consequence of the two operations having succeeded in akiﬁb

/
—_—

place.

Extensive research dn humour judgements in children leads
McGhee (1972) to conclude thﬁt "whi]e‘level of cognitive mastéry over
stimulus elements plays a role in determining the perception of some
incongruous depiction of fhese elements as humorous, other external
cues may lead a child tc see humour in a iifyation apart- from his cogni-
tive Ievef.“ He adds that, "a child's general mood or frame of mind may
also modify the influence of level of cognitive mastery on perceiving
humour in incongruity.”

In a similar vein with Berlyne, McGhee and Shultz, focus on
the structural properties of humour. Although McGhee and Shultz may
not agree on the way they deal wifﬁﬂ?;congruity, with respect to resolu- 3 \__

tion of a//pekceived incongruity, all would reach the same deduction.

Other relevant theorists include Rothbart (1973} and Nerhardt
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(1970)--emphasizing yiolations of exbectancy as central to the humour
experience. Rothbart feels that a humour judgement demands the indi-
vidual's decision that the incongruity ﬁekceived be inconsequential and
safe. Nerhardt and Rothbarf‘emphasize that incongruity concerns itself
with expecténcy violation. " Yet, counter to McGhee and Shultz, neither
emphasizes the resb]ution process.

Any resolution of the difference between these one- -and two-stage

models seems to require understanding that an expected event can be ex-

'plaineﬂ in a nonthreatening way. Contained within the one-stage model is

~such a resolution.
J The role of discrepancy,not the need %or any kind of resolution,
* would seem salient for Nerhardt (1970). However, by:- pointing out that
the discrepancy must ggE_Be perceived as threatening, Rotﬁbart is clearer

“with respect to the second stage.

/
factual findings and other theories in the areas of arousal,

o

curiosity and exploratory behaviour are the sources for Berlyne's (1960)
explanation of the pleasure known when amused. The physiological aspects
of humour are his main emphasis. Violation of expectancy for. him Teads

0 arousal increment. However, humour is caused by the comprehension

of f;f,?hcongruity of violation. : -
~ Evidencg” for the psychophysical relativity of incongruity is

~

offered by Nerhg;S; (1970,-1975, 1976, 1977); Deckers and Kizer (1974,
1975); and Gerber and Rohtﬁ (1975). Their exégriments measure discre-
pancy of WE%ghts estab1ishéd G\ a series of previously lifted weights.
The most laughter and presumabil humour was found to result from the

“most discrepant. weights. | Yet no one would consider weights by themselves

-

! . -~
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as amusing or as jokes. Nonethe{ess, the essentj 1 consideration is
that these expefiments offer support for the relativity of incongruity
humour. By comparing Nerhardt's degree of discrepancy from a-range vs.
Deckers ané Kizer's degree of discrepancy from a point (mean), Guilmette
(1980) found that discrepancy from a range (which is similar to a norm) is
significaﬁt1y more amusing than the discrepancy of a point. This find-
ing.is theoretically consistent with a psychosocial interpretation of
humour-., ’

A series of péychosocia1 relativity‘incong}uity studies
stimulated by Nerhardt (1970, 1975, 1976, 1977) and based on the
theoretical insights of La Fave, was carried out. Mutuma (1976) used
picture—stor?é?‘fo manipulate thé‘socia1 norms of Caucasian North Ameri-
cans and Black Africans. The subjects were ob;e(ved to judge a picture-
story amusing more frequently when it anticonformed to at least three
value social norms of the preferred culture of the two cultures than
when the picture-story nonanticonformed to all these value social norms
of the subjects. Similar results were pravided when substituting the
Joke and strange judgements.

The second study in the social-normative incongruity series
was headed by Tsang (1976) who examined Caucasia;,North American and
Hong Kﬂng Chipese norms. This experiment was designed to determine
whether thgge dimensions of social-normative anti-conformity were‘-
necessary to geneﬁate amusement or perhaps either one- or two-dimensions
of social-normative anticonformity would be sufficient. She found that

\

regardless of the number of social-normatiye anticonformity dimensions,

‘ the anticonformity items failed to be"judged as more amusing, and were

™
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judged as in pbor taste and more playful than nonantitonformiéy {tems.

* The third experiment in the social-normative jncongruity series
was headed by Issar (1976). VIséar's experiment used amusement, hostility
and surprising judgements as functions of ethnic group-identifications
(East Indian or Canadiaﬁ), degree of social-normative incongruity, and

ego-involvement. She found that the items which anticonformed to the subjects'

[4

non-ego-involving belief norms were judged as amusing and surprising. The

items which anticonformed to 229 subjects' ego-involving attitudé norms

were judged as hostile. It appdars then from Issar's expgrimeﬁt thét when

.the norms anticonformed to are velatively non—ego-invo{ving (as her belieﬁ.r

norms were chosen to be), then one dimension of anticonformity may be

ksufficient to generate a significant amount of amusément. Her resu]ts\

) seem consistent with those of Nerhardt, Deckers and Kizer, and Gerber and
Roqth, since those ekperiments generated significant amusement with diﬁcre—.
pant weights analogous to unidimensicnal, non-ego-involving belief social
norms. | %HJ

McGhee {1979) notes that very young children find incoﬁgruity

amusing when it is seen as make-believe; that is, as occurring in fantasy.

Howéver, humour is not always restricted to the world of fantasy. Children

begin to experience humour in connection'with unusual or'incongruous evehts

in the real world as early as age two or three. These rea]ity:based ingon- -
gruities are ]ikély to be regarded as amusing if the occurrences are known
to be impossible. As progressive cognitiv‘ development produces. a greater
sense of certainty about the range of-possibi]ities for objects ang évents,
the observation of events formerly assumed to be impossible might, if taken

seriously, interfere with humour rathef than contribute to it.

McGhee (1979) argues that irony is a more abstract form of this \\
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reality-based incongruity. It is not uncommon for eventsrin everyday
.1iving to someaow- n out opposite to what is expected or normaT. Such
o)

situations, are s ronic and incongruous, yet no attempt has been made

tb study irony af a developmentally more abstract form of incongruity-

based ‘humour. As.¥q earlier forms of humour for real incongruities, the

somethjng that really should not
Sible) has happened. The humour of ’/f/

related embarrassments or awkward situ-

hﬁmour of irony resultd from the fac

occur (although its og€urrence is D
irony is usually further fyeled
ations accompanying the unexpected reversal of events. Again thpugh, humour
will be seen in suyech situations only if the person is able to see the light
‘ side,of~them: that is, to approach them in a piayfui frame.of mind; '
‘ AcéBrding to La Fave (1976, 1977, 1980}, one of the reasons that
some humans hold a sense of humour (in the sensé'bf abi]ify to be amused

at one's own expepse) involves an extreme insult. The iropy of irony is

- that this extreme insult is judged less insulting thap a mild insult. In .
fact, this extreme indult is apparently not judged as an insult at all;

rather, 'a Ieft—handeé insult' or compliment in disguise. The "butt" of

|
! the "insult" would{ thereby gain self-enhancement or a sense of "superiority"”
g (or at least a sepse of mastery) for being tt?ated as a good sport who
] . could take a joKe and who was thereby capab1%/oﬁ{being amused at the incon-
P gruity between the literal insult and t e—iftended compliment.
! The most general shatement of vicarious superiority humour theory
(La Fave et al., 1976, p. 66) is an epistemic propositipn with reférenpe to
key tgrms. What matters in this theory”?s not whether a given item objec- 1
tive1§’;__a Jjoke but whether the subjéct believes it to be a joke; not
e ‘whether a protagontst is really insulted but if the subject believes the
Protagonist to'be insulted. This theory then can accomodate 'such ironies
K. <:; - :
~

| -, ; .
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’8? irony as‘gggggg;insults and p§eudo-comp1iments, hence permitting the
sgrious-p]ayfu1,distincfion discussed by Mannell and La Fave (1976). .
~ The extension cord from self-enhancement humour theory into incon-
gru{fgkﬁﬁmour theory referred to in'the above two paragraphs is not into
objectiyéJincpngruity but into interactive incongruity. An irony then, is
"/{ ) incongruous for us only if that irony is believed (or pgrceived).‘
N Aécording to La Fave, if experimental evidence could be provided
‘for such an irony of irony, we would seem to have a major connectivé Tink
between enhanced-self-ésteem and interactive incongruity humour theories.
Also, an extreme in§u1t usuaily fitera11y anticonforms to a social norm.
-~

Hence, extreme insults often fudction in ways similar to social-normative

interactive incongruity.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to establish anconnecting link between

vicarious superiority humour theory and interactive incongruity humour

theory. La Fave, Haddad -and Maesen (1976) postulate the following humour.

formula containing three elements as the necessary ingredients for humour:

amusement results from a sudden happiness increment consequent to a per- ~

ceivéd incongruity, noting also that many of the resolutions of a perceived

incongruity are dependent upon a feeling of superiority--an_increment in
se]f—estee&.

According to Fry (1963), "During the unfolding of humour, one
is suddenly confronted by the explicit,.imp1icit reversal when the punch \

Ve

tHine is'de]ivered...thg\gynch line combines communication and meta-communi-

cation. One receives the expiicit communication of the punch lTinew Also

on a‘higher level of abstraction, the punch line carries an implicit
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communication about itself and about reality as exemprfied by the jo
| La Fave and his associates (1976,']977) suggest that an irony of
irony provides the necessary cognﬁcting Tink between suberiority aﬁd incon-
gruity theories. The irony is tﬁat under specifiab]e circumstances an extreme
insult will be Tess insulting than a mild ihsu]t. The irony of irony is
that the three elements, cited as essential to amusement, occur when the
~extreme insult instantaneously (suddenly) is cognitively restructured (resolved
incongruity) and pleasantly reinterpreted (superiority) as a ‘1eft—ﬁanded
insuit' or compliment %n disguige. ~
In the study suggested here, the three elements which La Fave,
Haddad and Maesen (1976) identified as necessary ingredients for humour,
will be engendered by stories which embed ironic statements.
Two individuals in a story will be described either as friends
(positive relationship) or as enemies (negative relationship). This rela-
tionship'variab;é, in the friendly mode, is expected to generate for the
sﬁbject—reader a sense of vicarious identification.
In order to establish incongruity for the subject-reader, the
degree of insult delivered to one of the two characters in the story is man-
ipulated; such that, an extféme insult is delivered in half of the stories
and a mild insult is delivered in the other half.
' ijther, as Nerhardt (1970, 1974, 1975, 1977) suggests, the greater
the degree of discrepancy, the more 1ikely amusement will occur. Degree
of discrepancy is manipulated by realistically or unrealistically assigning -
some characteristic te the individual who will be insulted.
The variables introduced in the present study also serve the

function of providing for the subjects rule-cues or frames which guide the

interactions of thémcharacters in the items, as suggested by Handleman and
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Kapferer (1972).

In brief, the relationship variable (friendly mode) should combine
with thé qiscreﬁancy variable {unrealistic mode) and the insult variable
(extreme mode) to provide amusement for'the-subject-reader. A story depic-
ting these three components (friend; unrea1ist1c, extreme) should be amusing,

" because the ability to resolve the incongruity (cognitive inconsistencyj
_between what the reader believes to be the Titeral meaning of the insult
and the intended ironic,ﬁeaning should provide for the .subject-reader a
sense of vicarious mastery or enhanced self-esteem. The present study, .
then, is consistent with the notion raised by La Fave (1976, 1986) that
an interactive approach to the study of humour is needed; i.e., humour
‘appreciation will occur as a joiqt functiop'of the mental state of the
-organism in relation to the stimuTus situation. *

In this study, amusement is employed as an indicator of the syb-
ject's Tevel of humour app%eciation. Two other dependent measures are to
be utilized in accordance with what: Sherif and Sherif (1969) degcribg as
va‘h'dity cross-checks, and Webb et al. (1966) refer to as multioperation-
alism. Degree of playfulness (kidding) has been successfully employed (as
a positive correlate of amusement) by Mannell (1976), Tsang (1976) and La
Fave et al. (1977). As well, measuring the perceived degree of insulting-
ness would determine if subjects, under appropriate conditions, were.influ-

enced by the irony -of irony.

Statement of Hypotheses

S~
The following hypotheses involve a three-way interaction.

Hypothesis 1: Subjects will find items more amusing under the

) condition of friendly relation (F}, unrea]istig'

2
o
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\T> ' Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 3:

35

e

‘charaxteristic-attribution (U}, and extreme insult

(Ex) tRap/under any other combination of relation-

ship, aegfee of realism of the characteristic-attri-

bution, and degree of insult.

Subjects will fihd items less insulting under the

coﬁdition of fniendly relation (F), unrealistig chaf-
acteristic-attribution (U}, and extreme insuit (Ek)
than under any other combination of relationship,
degree of realism of the characferistic-attribution,
and degree of insult.

Subjects will find items more kidding (i.e:? Tess

serious) under the condition.of friendly relation
(F), unrealistic characteristic-attribution (U),
and extremehinsu1t (Ex) gﬁgg_underrany other com-
bination of relationship, degree of realism of

the/characteristic-attribution, and degree of . . .

Ansult.
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-CHAPTER 1I
METHOD

Subjects . : \ )
Three hundred and forty-six University of Wnds r’;tudgnts

were tested in this study, Among these prospect jects, 6 failed to
qualify as subjects because they were spotted by the experimenter for
éompa%ing théir items with fach other durjng the testing session; 63
failed to qualify as subjects because they were in North America’ for 1ks
than three years. A m)njmum of three years resideﬁcy in North America
was gstablished as .a precaution; since some expressions and cbjects

. : . - discussed in the items could have been culturally—boﬁnd and a new member‘

L] .
to the country might not be:familiar enough with these expressions. In

addition, since the) experiment was cond d during the summer session,

lwith a'high percentage of foreign students atiending, this could be an
impo;tént factor to control. ‘This criterion'a}so explains why sixty-three
subjects were discarded. f

Of the 277 qualified subjects, there were 34 iﬁ condition 1;
37 in condition 2; 35 in condition 3; 34 in condition 4; 37 in condition 5;
32 in condition 6; 34 in condition 7; and 34 in condition 8. Iﬁ\order.
to simplify computational pfocédures, each condition was m?de to contain
32 subjects by randomly discarding the requisite number of éubjects
for each condition.

Among the two hundred and fifty-six remaining subjects, there

were one hundred and fifty-nine males and ninety-seven females; one

hundred and seventy undergraduates and eighty-six graduates; their age

v

N 36 P
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‘ranged from 17 to 51, with average age of 24.56, and the mode and median

fall at age 23. The years for which subjects l1ived as North American

-

residents ranged from 3 to 49. T
The subjects were randomly assigned to the eight conditio
with thirty-two subjects in each cell. Subjects weré& tested in a grdyup

situation with five or more members in each group. -

¢

Exﬁbrimental Design ‘ 2

N

A 2x2x2 independent groups design is employed in this experiment.
Independent Variables. The three twb-va]ued independent

variables are 1) Re]ationshi?},;friend (F) Vs. enemy (En); 2) Degree of

Realism of_Characteristic4étt ibution: realistic (R) vs. unrealistic (U);
“and 3} Degree of Insult: extreme (Ex) vs. mild (M).

For the relationship variable, the interacting characters

.are portrayed either as friends or as rivals in each of the items. This
relationship variable is designed to flatter the subjects differentially.
In the friendly mode, a subject should perceive the interaction between
the individuals depicted in the story as pleasant. This freedom-from-
hostility, portrayeq in the story, should serve to dissipate the subject's
arousal Tevel, resulting in enhanced self-esteem. A]térnative]y, in the
enemy mode, the subJect will be alerted to the aniﬁosity expressed by

the characters in the.story, causing an increase in arousal level and
reducing the potential for a subject to perceive the story as ironic..
Thus, the relationship variable serves to establish a particu1aroieve1’

of attitudinal expectation for-the subject; setting the moods for subjects’

interpretations of- items.
—_
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The second independent variable concerns the degree of realism

of the characteristic-attribution gSsigned to the characters in the stor-
ies (itéms). In each story, the characteristics (possessed or not
possessed by one of theztwo interacting persons or fhe object discussed

by -the interacting persons) are depicted as either realistic or unrealistic
.attributes. This degree of realism variable serves to establish a leve[
of belief expectation for the sdbjects; In the realistic mode, a subject
perceives that the gparacter in fhe story does possess the attributed

trait, such that the subject's

lief remains consistent. Alternati:jjy,

in the unrealistic mode, "a subject j5Ned to believe that a characte¥/in -

the story possesses some attributg; latdr in the story, this belief is

disconfirmed, resulting in an increase ipn the degree of incongruity

experienced by a subject.

The third independent variable is the degreg of insult dgliver-
ed by one character to another in the story. In each item or story,Athe
dégrée of insult.is either extreme or mild. The extreme insult is objec-
tively expressed aﬁf; very negatively connoted staéement. However:‘due
to the level of incongruity induced-by this high degree of exaggération,
the subject is expected to subjgctive]y re-interpret the statement as an
ironic, unintentional, left-handed remark. Alternatively, the mild insult,
represented by a simple, descriptive statement, is expected to be subjec-
?Ryeuy and objectively experienced as s]ightly negative or neutral by the
subject.

The eight conditions generated from the three.i?o-va1ued indepen-
dent variables are: 1) Friendly, Realistic, and Extremer(FREx); 2) Friend-
ly, Realistic, and Mild (FRM); 3) Friendly, ﬂnrea]istic, and Extreme (FUEx);

4) Friendly, Unrealistic, and Mild (FUM); 5) Enemy, Realistic, and Extreme

1
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(EﬁREx)g 6) Enemy, Realistic, and Mild (EnRM); 7) Enemy, Unrealistic, and

Extreme (EnUEx); and 8) Enemy, Unrealistic, and Mild (EnUM).

Dependent Variables. The dependent variab]és are amusing,

'%nsu]ting and kidding-serious. Subjects in-each condition rated the
items with respect to amusing; insujtiﬁg, and kidding-serious on three‘
five-point scales. The amusing ratiﬁb, ranging from “not at all amusing"
to "very amusing", is presented first. The insulting rating, ranging from
“not at all insulting" to "very insulting", is preéented second. The"
kidding-serious rating, ranging from "kidding" to “serious", is presented

lhst.

Stimulus Materials

The stimulus materials cons%st of eight types of booklets (one
for each condition). Each type of booklet contains a set of seven items
(4 experimental items and 3 control items). The experimenfa]'itemsfdiffer
from one conditien to‘another, while the control items, which serve as a
Hisguise, are the same in all conditions.

Experimental Items. The experimental items were selected by a

panel of four judges béged on a pilot study. Thefé are four main types
of experimehté] items focusing on four different characteristics or
attributes: 1) Acne; 2) Girlfriend; 3) Teeth;-and 4) Weight. There are
eight versions for each of the four types df characteristic-attribution,
corresponding to the eight conditions. They are as follows: 1) FREx;
2) FRM; 3) FUEx; 4) FUM; 5} EnREx; 6) EnRM; 7) EnUEx; and 8) EnUM: These
experimental items are presented in Appendix A.

Realizing that brevity is the soul of wit, the experimenter %ried

to employ as few words as possible to convey the message in each item;

/
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meanwhile, élso trying;toimaﬁntaih minimom Var%étibn.Setween items
within each characteristic-attribution. As a result, the number of
words employed in the acne characteristic-attribution varies from 21 to
24 words per item across the eight conditions; 34 to 38 words per item
across the eight conditions in the gir]friénd characteristic-attribution;
22 to 29 words per item across the eight conditions in the teeth
characteristic—éttributi n and 27 to 31 @ords per item across the eight

~ conditions in the weight characteristic-attribution.
A]so; the relationship (friend or enemy) of the characters
in the experimeqtai items was mentioned twice in each item to ensure
the consolidation of the relationship variabte in the subject's mind.

‘ As well, in the four main types of experimental items, two of
the étories depict male characters interacting and two of the stories
depict female characters interacting. This counterbalanced design was
implemented to prevent male or female subjects from establishing a sex-
linked, vicarious identification with the characters in the items.

Control Items.. Three unmanipulated control items were selected,

by the same panel of judges, to pe.used as distractor items (Cf.,
Appendix B)Tk\IPese three control itemg are inserted in the second,
fourth and siXi% positions, and randomized within each set of test
booklets, alonf with the experimental items. Thus, these unmani,uf;ted
contfo] (C) qtenms Gg}e presented in the identical item position(fn a

random order for-all subjects across all experimental conditions {posi-
‘ tjons 1,¢,3,C,5,C,7). The‘Eanipulated experimental (E) items were

presented in positions E,2,E,4,E,6,E according to the assighed conditions.

~"

Hence, & total of 32 experimental items and 3 dummy (i.e.,

contral) items were used in this experiment. FEach of the 35 items

-
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‘(whezzsggexpérimenté1 or control) was assigned a random number. Accompanying

each »teé was a five-point rating scale.

Each subject received a large envelope containing materials from
one of the eight conditions. Inside the large envelope there were three
smaller envelopes, each containing a set of seven items:and their appro-

]

priate rating scales.

Procedure ' ‘ .

Experimental Setting. Prior to a meeting with subjects, the

~experimenter found out how many possible subjects would be participating

- in order to determine how many test packages to bring along. Then, the

experimenter selected an equal number of package(s) from each of the eight ..
cqnditions to match as closely as.possible to the subject sample. The
experimenter fhen shuffled these tesg packagés and later, randomly distri-
buted the packages to the subjects. Hence, the experimenter was also =
'blind' as to which condition any §pegific subject receiyed. In this manner,

the subjects wére randomly aséigned to one of the eight conditions.

Subjects were tested in a group situation (five or more subjegté

in each setting). Subjects were led to believe that they were participating

in a person perception task.”
At a test site, subjects were instructed not to sta?t'until every- '
one in tﬁeufpom had been given a package and the experimenter fin%shed ‘
reading with them the instructions on the outside of tﬁe package (Cf.,
Appendix C). They were also instructed not to commuﬁicate with aﬁyone else
in the room during the sessfan. They were also reminded to take out only
one.envelqge at a time; to return all of the material to that same envelope

be?ore proceeding to the next; and that they should take oht the envelope

A
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-

-
-

<
- 4

numbered 1 first, 2 Second, and the envelope numbered 3 last. Then,

the subjects were allowed to proceed, completing the task at their own \

pace. ‘ u‘ - : . -
’ _
Presentation of Materials. After the exper1menter finished

G " read1ng with the subjects the overa]] instructions pasted on _the out-
side of the large enve]ope subjects were then’ 1nstructed to proceed.

< DA They removed and returned the contents of the smaller enveTopes
numbered 1, 2 and 3 respectively. In the first envelope numbered 1 were
the amusing-rg;ings/fg/zzi\;f fxve po1nt scales ranging from "not at

‘ to "very amusing"), a]ong w1th an “instruction sheet and a

*

set.of seven vandomly assigned items (four ef%erimenta1 items in poSi--
tions E,2,E,4,E,6,E; thrge control items in pesitions 1,€,3,C,5,C,7).
1§

In the second Anvelope numbered 2 were the insulting ratings h

(a set of five-point séa]es ranging-frpm “not at all insulting” to
"very insu];ing"), along with an instruction sheet and the same set of
seven randomly assigned items (four experiménta] jtéms in positions
E,2,E,4,E,6,E; three control items in positions 1,C,3,C,5,C,7).

The last envelope numbered 3 contained the kidding-seriots

ratings (a set of five-point scales ranging fram "kidding" to "serious"}),

-

along with an instruction sheet. -The same set of items (four experi-
ﬁé;ta1 items in positions E,2,E,4,E,6,E; three control items in ~
positions 1,C,3,C,5,C,7) were, for the last time, presented to the

subjects with the rating scale but again in yet another random'orde?f “
The %?st page of this booklet was~a\data sheet of the subject'’s age,

sex, education, and a que;;:%nzgskfng'how many years they had been

- . in North America (Canada or ~y%ted-8tates).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



43 -

Pilot Study | o '
| A 2x3 1ndependept groups désign, focusing on relétionship

(friend_or enemy) and degrees of insult {extreme, medium, or mild),
was conducted as a pilot test. Also, to ensure that subjects vica-
’riously identify with the ‘victim', the subjects were asked to rate
each item twice (once judging from the 'victim's' perspective and a
second judgement from.the subject's own_pe;spective).

The results from this study demonstrate that there were no

> significant differences between thevthree levels of insultingness.

However; the two most divergent levels (extreme versus mild) of
insultingness did su;cessfq]ly provide for differences in judgement.
In addition, there. were no signifi;ant differences between the
'empathic judgementg' of the subjects as compared with the subjects'
'own' Jjudgements.

On the basis of this pilot study, the following modifications
were applied: 1) only two &evels of ‘insult’ (extreme versus mild)
are usea; 2).the relationship between'characters'is mentioned a
second time before the 'insult' is dé]ivered; 3} degree of realism
of the characteristic-attribution was‘added as one of the independent
variables to increase the degree to which subée;ts perceive the
characterisfi; as {in}congruous; a;d 4) only one response from each
subject for each dependent measure rating is reqyi}éd, however, it is
accompanied by a note to remind the subject to empathize with the
character in the item.

The dependent measures remain unaltered. They are as follows:

1) amusing rating, 2) insulting rating and 3) kidding-serious rating.
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Pre-Test

A pre-test wés employéd to determine if an order effect i
possibly created by tﬁe fixed-order presentation of the dependexdt
measures .. Since the amusement %ating is the most volatil ‘(highiy
susceptible to redundancy effects) depgndent variable,lnoc manjpulation
of the order for the amusement rating was performéﬁf)lﬂowever, %he
ingu]ting ra :ng and the.kidding—serious ratjng were ‘manipulated and
appeared va;iably as .the second or third rating scale, "increasing the °
(;_ : eight original conditfons to sixteen. A total of.forty subjects were
réﬁ;om]y assigned to these sixteen conditions with at least two subjects
per cell. ~An ANOVA and a MANOVA were performed to test for order

effect. However, no terms involving the order effect were found to be

significant.

N
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CHAPTER 111
RESULTS C !

- ' ‘Summaries of means For all levels bf the independent variables
. {relationship; degree of realism of the characteristic-attribution; §nd'
degree of insult) are presented in Tables 1, 2, and 3 on the dependent

measures of amusing, insulting’ an@kid.ding—sem’ou? respectively. The
means presented in these tables are based on subjects' total ratings for
all four experimental items of any given dependent méésure.

In order to determine whether subjects found the eight types of
stimuli employed to be differentially amusing, an analysis of variance
was performed upon their ratings of these materials along a "not at a]I-
amusing - ~very amusing” dimension. The results of this analysis yield
three significant main effects and a three-way interaction effect, as
presented in Table 4. From the data in Tables. 1 and 4, the significant
relationship main effect, F({1,248)=5.44, p< .05, indicates that subjects
rate the ébnditions more amusing when the interacting characters aré
friends than are enemies. The significant degree of realism of characteristic-
attribution main effect, F(1,248)=33.26, p«£.001, iﬁdicate; fhat subjects
rate the conditions more amusing when an unrealistic trait is attributed to
one of the interacting qharacters.. The significant degree of insult
main effect, F(T,248)=5.21, p< .05, indicates that subjects rate the con-
ditions moré amusing when one of the interacting“characters extremely
insults thé other. The three-way interaction effect, F(1,248)=4.77,
p<& .05, indicates that subjects judge the condition friend-unng?listic—
extreme as most amusing. ‘ .

Based on the ANOVA results for amusing, a least square mean

difference test was perfarmed a posteriori to determine which factors

45 .
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TABLE 1

<

Mean Amusing Rating for A1l Levels of the

Independent Variab]és
) _ Degree of Realism: )
Relationship (Rel) Characteristic (Char) Degree of Insult (Ins)
Friend (F) 7.23 " Realistic {R) 5.95 Extreme {Ex) 7.23
Enemy (En) 6.49 Unrealistic (U) 7.78 Mild (M) 6.50.
NI _
Rel X Char ‘ Rel X Ins Char X Ins
0 R U Ex M Ex M
F6.05 | B.42 F |7.89 | 6.58 R [6.23 ["5.66
En (5.84 | 7.14 En l6.56 | 6.42 U f8.22 | 7.3
Rel X Char X Ins
“Ex M \
R U R U
. F [6.28]9.50 5.817.34
En 16.19 16.94 5.50| 7.34
]
Direction of Rating:
highest mean (9.50)=most amusing
lowest mean (5.50)=1eqst amusing ,
N

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



—_

Relationship (Rel)

Friend (F) 9.67

Independent Variables

TABLE 2

Degree of Realism:
Characteristic {Char)

Mean Insulting Rating for All Levels of the
~ _

4
Degree of Insult {Ins)

Realistic (R} -8.30

Extreme tEx) 8.86

Eremy (En) 8.90 Unrealistic (U)10.27 Mild (M)
Rel X Char Rel X Ins Char X Ins
- ~ R U Ex M Ex M
F {9.00 | 10.38| F.[9.77 | 9.58 R |6.86 | 9.73
En|7.59 | "10.20| En|7.95 | 9.84 U 110.86 | 9.69
Rel X Char X Ins
Ex M
R U R U
F {7.25]12.28 |} 10.75| 8.41
En|6.47 [ 8.72 9.44 | 10.97
! e
Direction of Rating:
) ~

highest mean (12.28)=least .insulting
\..

Towest mean (6.47)=most insulting

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Relationship

TABLE 3

48

-

Mean Kidding-Serious Rating for' A1l Levels of the

(Rel)

Friend (F)
Enemy {En)

N Rel

R

12.44
9.69

X Char

U

IL F |10.20

14.67

T En| 8.20

11.17

En

Direction of Rating:

Indeperdent Variables

Degree of Realism:
Characteristic (Char)

Realistic (R) -9.20
Unrealistic (U) 12.92

Rel X Ins

Ex ' M

F |13.56 | 11.31

En| 9.69 9.69

Rel X Char X Ins

Degree of Insult (Ins)

£

‘Extreme (Ex) 11.63
*'Mild (M) 10.50

Char X Ins

Ex M

R19.81 8.59

U3.44 12.41

Ex M
R U R U
10.06 | 16.06 || 9.34 | 13.28
8.56 1081 || 7.84 | 11.53

highest mean (16.06)=most kidding (i.e. least serious)

lowest mean {7.84)=least kidding (i.e. most serious) "

v
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TABLE 4
Analysis of Variance for Amusing

Source of Vatriation SS d.f MS F
e e e o —
A Relationship 35.25 ] 35.25 5.44*
B  Degree of Realism: ‘ ‘

Characteristic-Attribution 215.72 1 215.72 0 33.26%**
C Degree of Insult - 3379 1 33,79  5.21%
Ax B 18.60 1 18.60 - 2.87
A xC , o 2197 1 21.97 . 3.39
BxC ' 1.41- 1% 1.41 0.22

%

AxBxC 30.94 1 = 30.94 4.77*
Residual _ 1608.53 248 - 6.49
Total 1966.21 255
Bt ettt faiuteiniiee bl S b b e L €r-—mmm=mo
* p<.05 , .
** p< -0]
*** n< .001

1417
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ere significantly contributing to these effects.. All leveis of interactions -
were significant and hence are-not feported here. A more conservative
measure.(studentized range q) was then performed. Only the chafac;eristic
main effect waé significant q(2,248)=8.13, p¢.01. A1l two-way interactions
were significant: Rel X Char q(4,248)=8.1, p.< 01; Rel X Ins q(4;2483=4.26,
p¢< .01; and Char X Ins q(4,248)=8.04, p¢ .01. Further, for the Rel X Char
" . interaction, sﬁudentized range tests on all o%dered pairs (Table 5) indicate
that FU significantly dif%L(igfrom EnU, FR, ana EnR. For the Rel X Ins
/} R ninteraction, tests on all ordered pairs (Table 5) indifate that FEX
significantly differs from FM, EnEx, and EnM. For the Char X Ins inter-
action, tests on all ordered pairs (TabTe 5) indicaté that UEx significantly
differs from REx, and RU; and UM s{gnificant1y differs from RM.
[ | Using the studentized range, the three-way interaction for
amusing was significant q(8,248)=8.88, p« .01. Further, studentiied
range tests on a1i ordered pairs (Table 6) indicate thaEiFUEx significantly
differs from FUM, EnUM, EnUEx; FREx, EnREx, FRM, and EnRM. :
, ~+ In order to determipe whether subjects found the eight types .
of stimuli employed to be dif%erentia]]y insulting, an analysis of variadcé
was performed upon éh@#r ratings of these materié]s along a "not at all
insulting --very insulting" d1mens1on The 5§su1ts of this analysis y1%Ld
two significant main effects, two two-way\interaction effects, and a
three-way interaction effect, as presented”in Table 7« From the data in
Tables 2 and 7, the significant degree of realism of<;hé characteristic-
. attribution main effect, F(1,248)=20.85, p< .001, indicates that subjects

rate the conditions less insulting when an unrealistic trait is attributed

’ f(j to one of the 1ntekacting‘characters. The significant degree of insult
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TABLE 5

Studentized Range Statistic for A1l Two-Way Interactions

of the Independent Variables on Amusing

Rel X Char
Order| EmR  FR  Eny FU | r | Truncated Critical g
EnR - 13 83 165%* 4 ’ 89.67
FR - 70 152* 3 83.97 |
. EnU -— 82* | 2 | 74.18
Rel X Ins
-Order EnM EnEx FM FEX | r | Truncated Critical q
EnM - 9 10 94~ 4 89.67
EnEx -—- 1 85* 3 83.97
FM - 84* 2 74.18 T
i ‘Char X Ins
Order RM REX UM UEx r Truncated Critical q
RM ——- 37 108* 164* il 89.67 v
REX -— 71 127* 3 83.97
UM --- 56 2 76.18 }
*»<.01

Rel=Relationship:

F=Frijend; En=Enemy

Char=Characteristic-Attribution: R=Realistic; U=Unrealistic

C

Ins=Degree of Insult: Ex=Extreme; M=M§1d

Y
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~— .
TABLE 6
~ Studentized Range Statistic for the Threg~way Interaction of the
Independent Variables on Amusing » |
Rel X Char X Ins . ,/T
brder EnRM FRM  EnREx FREx EnUEx EnUM FUM FUEx r  Truncated Crgzgca1 q
EnRM | --- 10 22 25 46 59 50 128 | 8 7.9
FRM --- 12 15 36 49 49 118* | 7 70.3
En-REx m—- 3 24 37 37 106* | 6 68.5
FRExX --- 21 34 3¢ 103« [ 5| ° 66.2
EnUE x ’ R ) I 63.4 _
EnUM - 0 69* | 3 59.3
FUM - 69* | 2 52.4-
*p<.01 )

Rel=Relationship: F=Friend; En=Engmy

Char=Characteristic-Attribution:

Ins=Degree of Insult:

»

v

Ex=Extreme; M=Mild

R=Realistic; U=Unrealistic

’
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TABLE 7 7&
Analysis of Variance for Insulting -
Source of Variation SS d.f MS F Y
LT - - ‘.
A Relationship 38.29 1 38.29. .. 3.19
B  Degree of Realism: ’ . : : ' . ’
Characteristic-Attribution 250.04 _ ] 250.04 20, 85***
C Degree of Insult 46.41 1 46.41 3.87*
A xB ' 25.63 /;_\] | .25.63 - 2.14
AxC | 69__@\/ .1 69.10 5.76%*
B x C , -,. 262.04 1 262.04 - 2].85%**
AxBxC - 77.22 1 177.22 14, 78%%+
Residual : 2973.47 248 11.99
Total . " 3842.18 255
* o pg.05 T . v
** p<g .01 ' . '
*rk p2 001 : o =
4 — hY o
o
i
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main  efféct, F(1,248)=3.87, p< .05, indicates that subjects rate the con-
ditions less insulting when one.of the interacting characters mildly insults

the other. The relationship X insult interaction effect, F(1,248)=5.76,

-p<.01, jndicates that subjects judge enemy-mild as least insulting. The
characteristic X4nsult interaction effect, F(1,248)=21.85, p<.001,

indicates that subjects judge unrealisticiéx;reme as least insulting. The
three{kay interaction effect, F(1,248)=14.78, p¢ .001, indicates that
shbjeéts judge the condition friend-unrealistic-extreme as least insuiting.
Based on the ANOVA results for’insh]ting3 a {gaSt square mean
difference test was performed a posteriori to determine which f;ctors were
significantly contributing to these effects. A1l levels of interactﬁoﬁs
were sigﬁ{jjcant and hence are not reported here. A more conservative

measure (studentized range q) was then performed. 'The characteristic main

effect was significant, q(2,248)=6.44, p< .01. The degree of insult main
J

effect was significant, q(2,248)=3.86, p< .01. For the two-way interactions,

1

A - 3 . r.\
nly the Char X Ins was significant, q{4,248)=11.2, p¢ .01. Further,
tudentized range tests on all ordered pairs (Table 8) $Ng;cate that REX

\//significantly differs from UM RM and UEXx. '; !

=

—

The three-way interaction for insulting was significant q(8?248)=
9.52, p< .01. Further, studentized range tests on all ordered'pairs (Table 8)
indicate that FUEx significantly differs from EnUEx, EnRM, FUM, FREx, and
EnREx;, EnUM significantly differs from FREx and EnREx; and FRM significantly |
differs from FREx and EnREx. ;

In order to determine whether subjects found\the eight types of

stimuli employed to be differentially kidding-serious, an analysis of

variance was performed upon their ratings of these materials along a

=

-
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- . TABLE 8

Studentized Range Statistic for ATl Two=Way Interactions

of the Independént Variab1és on Insulting

Rel X Char -
Order EnR FR EnU FU | r [' Truncated Critical q'
EnR -—- a0 167 176% 4 i 121.88 nadl
FR -—- 77 86 3 ‘114.12 ’
Enl) | -—- 9 2 100.83
- A - S Rel X Ins .
Order EnEx: FM FEx EnM | r | Truncated Critical g
ht EnEx --- - 104 117 - 121 4 . 121.88.
~ M . ~—- 12 17 3 114.12
. FEx --- 5 2 100.83
Char X Ins , )
Order REx UM - " RM UEx r Truncated Critical q
REx -~- 181 % . 184% — 256% 4 121.88
UM -—- 3 75 3 114.12
RM | -—- 72 2 100.83
*p< .01

. A
Rel=Relationship: F=Friend; En=Enemy
Char=Characteristic-Attribution: R=Realistic; U=Unrea1istfc

Ins=Degreé‘of Insult: Ex=Extreme; M=Mild

) Y

-
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TABLE ‘9
s . 2 : .
Studentized Range Statistic for the Three-Way Interaction of the
i Indepebdént'Variab]es on Insulting

VR

~

- . Rel X-Char X Ins
Order EnREx _ FREx _FUM‘ EnRM _EnUEx _FRM _EnUM_ FUEx .r Trunggzgd Critical g

g | ENREx | --- 25 62 72 95 137 144* 186% | 8 97.70
,\\\4////’/A FREx e 3 e 70 T2 mex 1e* | 7 95.55
’ FUM | -2 100 33 " 75 82 124% | 6 93.20
2 EnRM : e 23 65 72 T 1ax 5 ©90.07
EnUEx : --- 12 49 91x | 4 86.15
. FRM - .7 a9 |3 80.67
EnUM | : e a2 |2 71.27

*p(QM

Rel=Retationship: F=Friend; En=Enemy
* Char=Characteristic-Attribution: R=Realistic; U=Unrealistic

Ins=Degree of Insult:. Ex=Extreme; M=Mild

9s



8
"kiddfng--serious“ dimensiqn, The results of this analys%s yield three
significant main effegts and a‘two-way interéctﬁon effect, as presented
in Table 10: From the data in Tables 3 and io, the sighifican; relation-

ship main\gifift, F(1,248)=39.56, p ¢.001, indicates that subjects rate -

the conditions' more kidding (less serious) ‘when the interacting characters

are friends than are enemies. The significant degree of rea]%sm of char-
?L ” acteristic-attribution main effect, F(1,248)=72.34, p<.001, indicates that
subjects rate the conditions more kidding (less serious) when an unrealistic
trait s attributed to one of the interacting characters. "The significant
degree of insult main effect, F(1,248)=6.62, p<.01, iqdipates that $ubjects_
rate the conditions more kidding {1ess serious) when one of the interacting
cﬁaracters extremely insults the other. The two-way interaction effect,

-~ ’ : .
F(1,248)=6.62, p<.01, indicates that subjects judge FEx as most kidding

(least serious).
Based on the ANOVA results for ki ding-;érious, a least squaré
mean difference test was performed a p 'ori,fo determine which factors.
were significantly contributing to these effécts.' A1l 1e§a1s of inter-
actions were significant and hence are not reported here. A more conservative By
measure (studentized rdange q) was then pe;formed. The re]atibnship, degree ‘
of realism of characteristic—attribut{Bn; and degrée of insult main effects
wege all significant, q{1,248)=8.89, 12.03, and 3265,‘p< .01, respectively.
All\two—way interactions were significant: Rel X Char q(2,248)=14.79,
pg.01; Rél’X Ins.q(2,248)=8.85, p< .01; and Char X Ins g(2,248)=11.09,
p(’LO]. Further, for the Rel X Char interaction, studentized range tests
on all ordered pairs (Table 1]) indicate that ,FU significantly differs

. from EnU, FR, and EnR; EnU significantly differs from EnR; and
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TABLE 171

Studentized Range Statistic for A11 Two-Way Iﬁteractions

of the Independént Variables on Kidding-Serious

Rel X Char

Order .{ EnR FR EnU FU | r | Truncated Critical q
EnR —— 128* 190* 414> 4 123.16
FR ——= 62 286* 3 115.32
- EnU -— 224* 2: " 101.88
Rel X Ins
Order | EnM EnEx FM  FEx | r | Truncated Critical q
EnM -—- 0 104 248% 4. 123.16
EnEx - 104 248* 30 115.32
FM ——- 144* 2 101.58
Char X Ins
Order RM RE x UM . UEx r \\\Truncated Critical q -
RM -——- 78 245%* 310* 4 : 123.16
REx -— 166* 232% 3 115.32
UM \ ——— . 66 {a2 101.58
N *p (.01

Rel=Relationship:

Char=Characteristic-Attribution:

Ins=Degree of Insult:

F=Friend; En=Enemy\

Ex=Extreme; M=Mild

R=Realistic; U=Unrealistic

1
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FR' significantly differs from'EnR. For the Rel'x Ins interaction, tests
on all ordered pairs (Table 11) indicate’ that FEx significantly differs
from FM, EnEx, and EnM.. For the Char X Ins interaction, tests on all
ordered pairs- {Table 11} indicate that UEx significantly differs from REx
and RM; and UM significantly differs from REx and RM.

.The*three—way in;eracfion for kidding-serious was significant
q(8,248)=13.29, p<.01. Further, studentized range tests on all ordered
pairs (Table 12) indicate that FUEX significantly differs from FUM, EnUM,
'FREx, EnUEx, FRM, EnREx, and EnRM; FUM siénificantly differs from FRM, EnREx,
and EnRM; EnUM significantly differs from EnRM; and FREx significantﬁy
-differs from EnRM. |

The Duncan‘s Mﬁ]tiple Range Means for significan£ amusing inter-

" action effects, identified in Tables 4 and 6, are presented in Table 13.'
For the Rel X Char X Ins three-way interaction effect, the FUEx condition
was significantly {p< .05) more amusing than any of the other seven‘
conditions (EnUM, FUM, EnUEx, FREx, Eanx, FRM, and EnRM).
. The Duncan's Multiple Range Means for significant insulting
interaction effects, identified in Tables 7 and 9, are presented in Table 14.
7 For thé,Re] X Char X Ins three-way interaction effect, the FUEx condition
was significantny (p<.05) less insulting than the Eanx, EnRM, FUM, FREx,
and EnREx conditions.

The Duncan's Multipfe Range Means for significant kidding-serious
inféraction effects, identified in Table 12, are presented in Table 15.

For the ﬁel X Char X Ins three-way interaction effecf, the FUEx condition
was-significéntly\more kidding (less se(ious) than any of the other seven

conditions (FUM, EnUM, FREx, EnUEx, FRM, EnREx, and EnRM).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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TABLE 12

+

vt

Independent Variables on Kidding-Serious

*

Rel X Char X Ins

‘gtudentized Range Statistic for the Three-Vay Interaction of the

Rel=Relationship:, F=Friend; En=Enemy
Char=Characteristic-Attribution: R=Realistic; U=Unrealistic

Ins=Degree of Insult: Ex=Extreme; M=Mild

Order, EnRM _ EnREx FRM EnUEx FREx EnUM  FUM FUEx r  Truncated Critical q
EnRM | --- 23 48 95 103* 118 178* 263* | 8 9875
EnREX - 25 72 80 95  151% 240% [ 7 96.58
FRM -—— 47 55 70 126* 215* | 6 94.20
EnUEX - .8 23 79 168 |5 91.03°
FREX - 15 71 160*% | 4 87.08
"‘f"‘fﬁn’UM : , | - 56 145*% | 3 © 81.50
CAFUM . - 80% | 2 72.04
*p (.01

19
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TABLE 13

Buncan's Multiple Range Test for Amusing

- e e e e e — C Em e e e e E . - —— - A e — o — e — - - ———

Grouping Mean N Rel Char Ins

A 9.50 32 F U Ex

B, 7.34 32 En TR

B 7.34 32 A TR M
C B 6.94 32 En U Ex”
C B D 6.28 32 F R Ex A
C B D 6.19 32 En R, Ex
¢ 5.81 2 F R .‘ M

D - 5.50 32 En R M

Means with the same letter are not significantly different at
p .05,

Rel=Relationship; F=Friend; En=Enemy “
Char=Characteristic-Attribution, R=Rea]istic; U=Unrealistic

Ins=Degree of Insult; Ex=Extreme; M=Mild
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TABLE 14
Duncan's Multiple Range Test for Insulting

e e e e e e e B S T T WY, A W e G i e o o == = = s T 8 W - —

_ Grouping Mean N / Rel Char Ins
2. A
A 12.28 32 - F U Ex .
B A 10.97. 32 En {U M
B A 10.75 32 F R M
B C 9.44 32. Ep U Ex
C D 8.72 2 . En R Y
¢ D 8.41 32 F U M
E D 7.25 32 F R Ex
E 6.47 32 En R Ex
1 ’ l;e(an(s)swi th the same letter are not signiﬁca{ﬂy qifferent at
.05. : : »

Red=Relationship: F=Friend; En=Enemy

Char=Characte(;stic-Attribdtion; R=Realistic; U=Unrealistic

Ins=Degree of Insult: Ex=Extreme; M=Mild

St

-
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‘ ' TABLE 15
. | Duncan's Multiple Range Test:for Kidding-Serious

____________________________ V----4L----------:-------------

Grouping Mean N \ Rel Char Ins
A 16.06 132 F u Ex
B 13.26 32 F i M
c 11.53 32 En U M

D C v 11.06 32 F R Ex

D C 10.81 32 En U Ex

D E < 9.34 32 F R M
E 8.56 .32 En R Ex
E 7.84 32 En R

— Means with the same letter are not significantly differe
p<.05. | '

Rel=Relationship: F=Friend; EniEnemy'
Char=Characteristic-Attribution: ‘R=Rea]istic; U=Unrea1ist'

Ins=Degree of Inéu]t: Ex=Extreme; M=Mild

[~

v
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- - | The data érom Tables 13, - 14, and 15 are presented diagramatic—
aj]y in Figure 6, representing each of the dependent variables plotted
for the eight independent variable conditions. Condition 3 (FUEx) is

_consistent]y higher than any of fhe other seven conditions (FREx, FRM,
FQM, EnREx, EnRM, EnUEx, and EnUM) gbr each of the dependent variables .
(amusing, insulting, and kidding-ser{ous). ;
o A correlation between amusing, insu]fing and R{dding-seriohs

(Table 16) was performed. A1l correlations are highly significant, p<.001,

TABLE 16
Correlation Between Amusing, Insulting,

and Kidding-Serious Ratings

Amusing Insulting  Kidding-Serious
Amusing N -—- WAL LN ‘
Insulting - s —_— B g3hRx

Kidding-Serious ' B -—-

'*** p < .001

indicating a strong positive relationship between the three dependent
measures. »

An ANOVA was performed to test for possible sex of subject
differences. No signiffcant sex of subject effect was found for any of
the dependent variables. Also, a chi square was performed to test for
possible item variation. No signifi&ant item effect was found for any
of the dependent measures, i.e., no single experimental item was signi-
ficantly more amusing, insulting or kidding-serious than any of the

other experimental items.

\
-\
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Figure 6.

"

Amusing, Insu]fing, and Kidding-Serious Ratings by Eight Conditions.
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‘CHAPTER 1V
DISCUSSION

Confirmation of Hypotheses

Findings from the presént study confirm the thesis that there
is a three-way interaction invo]véd in iron{c'humour twhen the amused is
the but%). ‘ ’

g Hypothesis 1 is subsfantiated at p¢ .05. Subjects do find thé
items more amusing under the condition.of friend]y,nunfea1istic charac-
feristic attribution, and extreme insult (FUEx) than any.other combina;

=~

tion of re]atio;ghigi\éegree-of realism of . the characteristic-attribution,
sult.

and degree of {n

-Hypotheéis 2 is substantiated at p<:.01; Subjects dé find the
items less insulting undef the condition of friendly, unrea1ist%c char-
acteristic-attribution, and extreme insult {(FUEx) than any other
combination of relationship, éeg ee of realism of the characteristic-
attributién, and degree of insul :

Nhi1e;the three-way intexaction for kidding-serious w%s not -
significant, the sigﬁificant characteristic main effect coupled with the
significant relationship by degree of insult two-way ‘interaction effect
doe;‘Brovide substantiation for hypothesis 3. Additionally, the studen-
tized range q for the kidding-serious three-way interaction is signifi-
cant at p<{.01. Therefore hypothesis 3 is tentatively substantiated.
Subjects do tend to judge the items more kidding {less ;erious) under

the condition of friendly, unrealistic characteristic-attribution, and

extreme insult (FUEx) than any other combination of re]atiénship, degree

of realism of the characteristic-attribution, and degree of insult.

< 67 : '
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Theoretical Implications ) -

These findings constitute the connecting 1link suggested by La’

Fave (1977) for vicarious superiority and interactive incongruity humour

, o A
theories. In the experimental items, a description of the relationship

between characters was empToyeg as a means of manipulating vicarious .
identification (a tést of superiority theory), while the'degree of
realism of the chafacteristic-aft"bution and degreé of insult were used
as a means of manipulatihg incongruous remarks (a test of {ncongraity
theory), and a three-way interaction between re]ation;hip, degree of
realism, and degree of insult was found. By interfacing the two previ-
ously unconnected areas of investigation, the present study adds to
humour theory the proPerty of contributiveness, hence,.enabling both
theories to cover more territory. “\<q\ -
There is no consistent pattern to report regarding the~ord€F‘j>
of all ei%btfzonditions across the three dependent measures. However,
one interesting pattern does emerge when examining the highdst and
lowest means across the three dependent measures, {amusing, insulting,
, . : and kidding-serious). iAmong the eight conditions the friendly unrealis-
| tic extreme {(condition 3) means are the highest fof amusing, insu]t;ng,
and kidding-serious, indicating that, undef\ihe FUEx condition, people
are most likely to be amused, 1éss insulted and more kidded (less
serious). The means for the’exact opposite condition -- enemy realistic
mild.(conditioﬁ 6) are the lowest only for the amusing and kidding-
_serious ratings, indicating that, under the EnRM condition people are <’

least likely to be amused, and to interpret the items as more.serious

{less kidding). This finding appears to be consistent with the theare-
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hcal framework proposed in this study;xnamely, a mild remark regarding

v

a person's attributed characteristic dees not represent incongruity.

The situation presents itself as being consistent with reality and heﬁcq
ot amusing.and not kkdding. In addition, vicarious superiorigy is nét

nee to demonstrate to one's rival that he/she is a 'good sport'. For
the i sq1ting rating,‘iqs;ead of the oppoSite condition (EnRM) being the 7,
most imsulting, condition 5 (EnREx) is thé most insulting condition. g
Commsn sense would dictate that én éxtreme insﬁ1t would be more insulting
than a mild ipsu1t. In addition, ‘when two interacting persons are ene-*
mies and one of the two possesses somé negative trait abgut which that
.one fee]s insecure, an\exfreme (exaggerated) statement, cgnggrning the

-~

. , ‘ g ."
negative trait,wou1d~pe most threatening, a la Rothbart {1973), and there-

fore most insulting. ¢
- i

©

Across the three dependent measures: {amusing, insulting, and

. . } \
kidding-seriqus), there are three main effects on degree of insult. Miid

insults are perceived as less amusing, less insulting, and less kidding

(more serious). While extreme insults are perceived as more amusing, .

more insulting, and more kiddjng (less serious]y. Thé}efore, one can
validly conc®ude that subjects do perceive extreme insults as more
insulting fhan miig insults, demonstrating that subjects did have good
empathy with the :victims' of the jnéu]ts.‘ Nonetheless, when an extremé
insult occurs between friends on an unrealistic.characteristic, that
extreme insult becomes less insulting than any of the mild insults.
Further, this data confirms the explanation suggested by La Fave (1976,
1977} that under this specifiable condition the insult is taken non-

1iteralily and regarded as a pseudo-insult. La Fave offered this inter-

pretation to explain how individuals can believe themselves to He amused

-

-

P . . "
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at their oWn,exbense'(even though an illusion that fhey possess a sense
of humour). Also, Goldstein (]976)'e+gﬁes fhat balance theory is inade-
quate for exp1a1nlng humour at one' slown expense yet the study reported
here prov1des Goldstein (1976} with gke m1ss1ng explanatory link.for
jnterpret1ng insulting nemarks, 17e1, even though a non-literal, objec-
Eive1y insulting renark-is.de]ivened,.subjects do ndt'befceive the
‘nemank iitera?]y, rather they in@erpret the remark non-literally as a

U pseudo-insult, and are thereby complimented. . Moreovdr, this non-literal

interpretétion»enhanceegone's self-esteem eue to feelings of being a good

. // ) sbort to a friend and‘being enotiona]]y,secure_(f.e., non-threatened)
regarding an unrea1i§tic‘enaracteristig atéributed\with a high degree of -
exaggeratlon (extreme) '

a Psycho]og1ca11y perce1v1ng such non- threaten1ng incongruity -
(v1o]at1on of social norms) among friends enablés an individual to cog-
n1t1ve1y restructure the 1ntent of the communication as being 1ron1c,

. D realizing the d1screpancy between what is said and what'1s‘méﬁnt—-wh1ch

cis,the essence of 1renj" Ironically, by seeing through this irony, the

ind{vidual's cogriition undergoes'm higher, nore abstract level of trans-

" formatiofi; instead of feeling i%eulyeﬂ, the individual feels that he/she

. ' ~ is being complimented and hence is amused. This transformation serves

-

+

the function for man to transcend the u:;g} formula of stimulus-response.
By perceiving an extreme1y inslulting remark from a friend,

regard1ng one misattributed featutre,.as being amusing, seeing it as

’

- . N ‘ . |
) : p]ayﬁp]§§kdeﬁﬁng), and non-insulting, one exercises the creative act of
. . . A . : ‘ :
~N humour Stated by Koestler (1964). Through "bisociation" the indvVidual
> - - . ié_abie to think on two planes of thought simultaneously. Mishkinsky

(“? (19]7)idefines:hum6?y as the attiigge of an individual which allows the

// . s . ! {

. A . ,
LY B t
B o
'

R Y A _ .
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individual to change concepts and beliefs, situationg and objects, and

o . . o R
to reorganize their meaning on _the spur of the moment and in more than

one dimension. This multidimensional attitude induces feelings of
satisfaction. On the other hand, this attitude is dependent upon ghe
ability of the iedividua] to depart from customary or automatic inter-
pretations of certain stimuli and .interpret them fn a‘new, djf%erent
dimension. v |

For M1shk1nsky, a humorous att]tude differs from other attxtudes
‘fk that its cognitive component is never ;tab]e nor is its. organ1zat1on
one-dimensional. This process is s1m11ar to what La Fave (1961) ca]]s
attitude switching. Further, this change in the cognitive component of

. (,_~ S tht humorous attitudei which may well involve more than one dimension,
causes the individual te assien a new value to.tﬁe cognitive.component.
This evaluative component could be either positive or negative, depending

on the organization and interpretation given by the individual. The

1nd1v1duél .goes through an emot1ona] transformation due to-the restruc-

ot

turalization. of the relationships of the perce1ved stimuli. Amusement

. could be generated if therefinvolves a positive ‘ tional mponent \
- -(happ1ness 1ncrement) and a non-threatening o\ytlock of the stimuli wh1ch\\
involves contradictions or 1qcongru1t1es; agai u1r}ng reorganization
- on dl%ferent dimeneions {perceived‘incongruj of these trans-
formations (cognitiy¥e an ffectjve) of the moment
s (suddee). T seng€ of this escriptiSh for amusement {sudden, happi-
ness increément due to a perceived incongruit;;iis representative of La

Fave e£\37j§“TT§Z§);defﬂnition for amusement.  As well, sericus-to-
/,./’ . ~ - . )
¢ play;;;\EE%gef transformations whichepermit viclations of social norms

" to be reiqégggreted as nonthreatening, and

nce, amusing, were

- : p Y
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experimentally generated by Mutuma (1976) and Tsang (1576). '

When people hear_gxtreme inéuﬁts they ‘are shocked on the sur-
faéé, renderiﬁg their sypgrficia] social va]ue§ éhaken. But as psycho-
Togical hedoﬁistéi(assumed'by coghitfvé consistency theofy) and cogniti-
vely-oriented beings, at a higher 1e$e1 of conceptual functidning,
people restructure the insult, esﬁecia]ly when it is accompanied by a

. friendly relationship and an unréa]isticvatfribUtion.

' According to Hodgkins (1977, p. -443) fbroximity is essentifl
to human‘beings for sustenance, safety and san{ty. In this neérness to
each other we are offered continually the choice between conformity’of

‘ dissent". It is precisely with this feeling of safety that the indivig
dual is able to see the 1light side of an extreme.insult. In additioﬁ,
when one is feeling safe about one's own good features, an extreme
negativg statement could conceivably be inéerpreted as a creative way
of de]ivering a compliment, heightening also the receiver's self-esteem.

A general pattern of high ratings for the kidding-serious °
measurgljmedium ratings for the insulting measure and low ratings for
the amusing-measure threads thrdugh the conditionS/Zxcep% for two. . These

" two conditibns are friendly, realistic charéct§ristic—attribution with
mild insult (FRM) and enemy, realistic characteristic-attribution with
mild insult (EnRM). For these two conditions the kidding-serious
ratings and the insulting ratings are reversed. The kidding-serious
ratings become Tower than-the insulting ratings, jndicating that sub-
jécts }udged these two conditions as more serious((leés kidding). This
'pqttern seems to follow both common sense and theoretical reasoning.

* What these. two conditionsg have in common is that they both involve

realistic characteristic-attribution and mild in;ult. Common sense

P »
<
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dictates that when someone makes a neutral remark (mjid insult) regard-
Ting a realistic characteristic, that person s, non-insulted and views

the remark as serious (not kidding); Theoretically, a mild remark

regarding a realistic characteristic-attribution does not represent an
incongruity for the subject. Since this remark closely parallels

reality, fhe subject 1nterprcts it'as less insulting and more serious
~{not kidding). A

Al1 three hypotheses support a three-way interaction‘in ironi¢ '
humour. Among the four conditions (FUEx, FUM, ‘EnUEx and EnUM) that most S‘:?\
involve irony (i.e., when one of the 1nteract1ng persons is insulted -
4" ' regarding an unrealistic negative characteristic), only the one condition,

involving friend;, an unrealistic characteristic-attribution by an

,éxtremely insulting remark (FUEx) yields the Significant]y bighest

amusing, lowest insulting, and most kidding ratihgs. In fact, the con-
dition that has the same degree of irony as FUEx but with a different
relationship, i.e., EnUEx, ranks fourth amongst all eight conditions,
following FUEx, FUM, and EnUM. Relationship here seems to play a deci-

sive role for the 1rony to be appreciated and transforms an or1g‘/g91y
perceived 1nsu1t to an amusing remark. When one takes into considera-

tion the information.provided by the insulting scale, one finds that

subjects do correctly perceive an extreme insult as significantly more
insulting than a mild insult. Yet when the extreme insult is paired

with a friendly relationship, subjects| judgements are reversed;,i.e.,
subjects now judge that‘condition to be least insulting, surpassing all

‘_ \BthEr conditions, including the mild insult conditions.
A very dominant characteristic-attribution main effect is

another finding in the present study which warrants consideration.

r
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Characteristic-attriButioﬁ was one of the véfiab]es used to manipulate
incongruity in this study. Typical]y,'iﬁcongruity humour has been repre-
sented in humour research by psychophysical data or violations o, belief
norms. Consistent with tﬁis treatment of inéongruity was the manipu}ation
of characteristic~attribution in the study reported here. Finding a
dominant characteristic-attribution main effett is not inconsistent with
'the'theoretic§1 view of hﬁmour offered here. As the subjects were not
fnsulted directly, they were less ego-involved with the items,.were less
threatened by‘the degree of exaggeration of the characteristics, and
" hence able to detect and respond to fhe incongruity. Indéed, had the
oA ' subjects' own actual characteristics been maligned in this experiment,-
very different results would be expected; under such pérsonaTized con-
ditions, subjects‘WOuld have been responding to attitq@ina] 1nc0ngruitjes,
in which the attitudinal element may inhibit thevsubjects' ébiTity to
perceive the ﬁncongruit; (Issar, 197@}(f’3730, as La Fave k1977) suggests,
'there is'a need in social psychological studies to distinguish carefully (/'

A B

between beliefs and attitudes.

Limit§%§6ns and Future Research

, The amusing ratings when compared.to the insulting and kidding-
. . \
: .
serious ratings, were consistently lower across all eight cgnditions,
ranging from 5.5 to 9.5 out of a.possible 20-points. This f]oor'effecp

.
ta

has been noted by"miqy'humour-researchers (Deckers and Kizer, 1974;
:Manneﬂ1 and La Fave, 1976; and Guilmette, 1980). This floor effect occurs
in any we1i1contﬁoiled hunmnn;ggperiment conducted under a laboratory
" testing (experimental) fituatioh. Subjects perceive any experiment ;0

be serious and adopt a serious attitude toward the stimulus materials
/ : . . y E
i d / -

J( . - ) | . L

Y
3
N
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7

(Mannell, 1976; and Mannell and La Fave, 1976). The difficulty with
generating amusement in artificial or constricted conditions also serves
to expTain'why, in general, teachers are unsuccessful in their attempts

‘to use -humour in the classroom (Gruner, 1976; Bryant et al., 1980).

"Student%,voften’%quate the c1éssrqom with a serious environment, one
designed_ for ]earniﬁgﬁand'stUdying, and hence do not expect to be amfised.
| hén the situation is perceived‘as serious, it is difficult if/mo
"iNpessible to generate humour responses. In the p;esent stufly, the mode
~0f presentation of the stimulus material required the squ cts to read
items from page fb page and assign a rating to each item. é mode of -
presen@htion reduces the spontanéous response to amusement. I addition,

this mode of presentation and collection of the data closely Simulates

a test—taking.se;sion, putting the subjects in a serious rather than

playful (ready to be entertained) mood.. Hence, the bresentation mode
" for the stimulus ﬁaterials could be modifiéd‘in future investigations.
- One may choose to p}esent the material, in an audio-visual mode, and

obtain subjecté' responses by employing rating scales or physiological

measures. ’

1 In addition, the experin%nta] items, reﬁorted'in'thig stuhy,'
‘were W it}en'to'fii‘fée manipulated variables; and to keeé the variation
5 at a minimum. #s a result, the amusing ratings suffered. Also,
sinfe the experiment was conducted in a c]ass-roém situation with paper
pénci1, a sogial contagion éffect was eliminated.

There is less of a %Ioor effect for the dimension of play--
the rating scale for kidding-serious. As well, the three-way interaction
for the measure of kidding-serious only approaches significance and there

are very significant degree of realism and degree of insult main effects.
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These findfngs may suggeﬁt that play is not as complex as amusement--it
may only require main effects ggither super{gkity or jncongruity) to be
generated. Further one could c%aim‘that there is a three-way interaction
on the kidding—éerious_dimension, when one observes tﬁe strong main
effect on degree of realism accompanied by a strong relationship by
degree of insult two-way interaction effect. Due to these high levels
. of signifi;ance, there is sfmp1y~not enough left to accomodate a three-
way interaction. On degree of realism it is the unrealistic condition
which is viewed as kid@‘ng, and on relationship by degree of insult it
is the friendly éxtreme‘?;EE?aciignﬂwhich is-most pTayfu1\(Eidding) and
Teastdzerious. Hence this~paftjcplér combination of effects may be
interpreted a§ support for a three-way interaction hypothesis. Addition-
< _’ally,'when emp]oying the studentized range test, a signific?nt tﬁree-
way interaction is revealed for kidding-serious.
The present study investigated ironic humour only at the
individual psychological level. That is, acquiring Judgements from
. individual subjects based on their perceptions of some interaptions
between two persons through vitarious'ideﬁfificatioﬁ with one ofithe two
chafacters.  Further research may involve pﬁysiologica] response measures
and at the social psychological level, both intra- and intér-group rela-
tions. An investigation of,ironié_humour at the social psycho]qgica1
level appears more fruitful. Since human beings are social beings who do
not function well in isolation, ironic humour could serve the function
of facilitating or hindering group.interactions as suggested by Martineau
- {1972) and La Gaipa (1977). %he investigation on a social psychological
level could be conducted under neutral or laboratory conditions.

e

The present study may also serve to suggest an avenue for

~ ' N .
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investigating hostile humour. This study asked subjects to identify
with theA'vicFim‘. Another experiment might attempt to have subjects
jdentify with the aggressor--the one who de]ivers the insult.

Items employed in this study reflect a non-verbal manipulation
of re]étionship and characteristic-attribution coupled with a written
_deécripf}on of a verbal insulting ?emark. Future research cdu]d be con-

) ducted in which actual, real-world behavioral ironies are incorporated.

The present study investigates only one type of irony-—i.e.,
the irony invo{ved in left-handed insults. Another type of irony invelv-
ing 1eft-handéd comp]iﬁents'could also be tested. Future research might
retajn the level of relationship and degree of realism of %g; negative
charaéteristicJattribution variables, but instead of manipulating degfee
of insult, degree of compliment {extreme versus mild) could be varied.
Oﬁe major predicfion would be thaf, under the condition of negative
ré]ation (enemy), realistic negative characteristic—attributionAwith an
exfrgme_complimen@ deTivereq to a character, the remark would be perceived .
as sarcasm rather than amusement. The irony of this ironic situation is
that a complimentary statement would be transformed to a left-handed
compliment, and an insult in disguise. Instead of “experiencing amuse-
ment, the individual would restructure the incoming message as sarcésm.
Sarcasm like amusement is a méntal experience that is within one's mind;
it invg]ves a cognitive component like belief and attitude, but addition-

"533y, it involves the evaluative {emotional} compdnent of an attitude.

The evaluative component in the case of a sarcastic att¥tude would be

negative.

Practical Applications

These dynamics of ironic humour may be applied to an indivi-
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dual's daily interactions with other members of the society, without the
individual taking a chance of Reing misunderstood. ‘Hence, the individﬁaT
becomes more effective in intérpersona] communication. If a person wants

\\\~ to deliver a compliment in a créative way, it is better to make sure that ~
the receiver is a friend (an ingroup member), to choose an unrealistic,
negative, yet non-threatening, characteristic and to eiéggerate (hake
extreme) the insulting remark’ Aliernatively, if a person wants to
deliver a hostile message to a rival, it is better to choose a realistic,
threatening, characteristic And make an exaggerated (extreme) statement

regarding thisfnegative trait.

—
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Four Types of Experimehta) Itein}s'Across Eight Conditions
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Characteristic-Attribution: Acne

tohdition; FREx
- 6 ) v"
Bill, who had acne something terrible, met his friend Mike for lunch in

the school cafeteria. His pak:ﬁife said: "What's new, crater face?"

Condition: FRM
2 .
Bill, who had mild acne, met his friend Mike for Tunch ‘in the\schddﬁ:

cafeteria. His pal Mike sa}d: "You have same pimp]esi“

Condition: FUEx

. 9 ’ . :
Bill, whose complexion was handsomely smooth, met his friend Mikenfor
lunch in the school cafeteria. His pal Mike said: "What's neQ?

crater face?"

Condition: FUM

- 3 ’
Bill, whose complexion was handsomely smooth, met his friend Mike for
lunch in the school cafeteria. His pal Mike said: "You have some

pimp?ééf"

Condition: EnREx
5
Bill had acne something-terrible. One day he and Mike, who despised each

other, met. Bill's enemy Mike said: “What's new, crater face?"

N g

\‘ A
~ .
¥
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Condition: EnRM

-Bi11 had mild acne; One day he and Mike, who despised each other,

Bill's enemy Mike said:

Condition: EnUEx

81

1
met.

"You have_ some pimples!"

7

. Biil's complexion waé handsomely smooth. One day he and Mike, who

- - despised each other, met.

crater face?“

Condition: EnUM

Bill's comp1£;gz; was handsomely smooth.

-

Bill's enemy Mike said: "What's new
2 & ’

8

One day he and Mike; who

despiséd each other, met. Bill's enemy Mike said: “You have some

_pimples!"
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..Characteristic—Attr?Buﬁgon: Girlfriend ‘ "

e

Condition: FREx )
Joe was sitfing in the local pub witﬁ his extremely unattractive girl-
friend and his long-time buddy Vince. After she left for fhe powder

room, his friend Vince -remarked: “Your giri's the ué]iest thing 1've

ever seen!"

-

Conditioﬁ: FRM

23
Joe was sitting in the local pub with his slightly unattractive girl-
friend and his Yong-time buddy Vince. After she left for the powder
room, his friend.Vince remarked: "Your girlfriend is rather plain

looking!"

Condition: FUEx

<

21

.Joe was sitting in the local pub with his extremely attractive giﬁ]—

.

friend and his long-time buddy Vince. After she left for the powder
room, his friend Vince remarked: "Your girl's the ugliest thing I've
ever seen!” .

' %
@ .

Condition: FUM

) (g‘ o~ 7
28
’ N
Joe was sitting in the local pub with his extremely attractive girl-

d:l : friend and his Tong-time buddy Vince. After she left for the powder

<
room, his friend Vince remarked: "“Your girlfriend is rather plain

\ooking!" : | S Y
\‘oﬁflg ) _ \ \

‘ “
R . .
- - ' . V ' ‘ i
1 .

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



_ o . - . o ™~

- : o - o .83
Condition: . EnREx T - 1

Joé was sitting_in'tﬁé Tocal pﬁb with his extremely unattractive gjrl-

friend. Vince, who greatly disliked Joe, sat nearby. After she,left

for the powder room, Joe's enemy Vince remarked: "Your girl's the

ugliest thing I've ever seen.”

e .
" Condition: [EnRM
« °
29 \
Joe was sitting in the local bub with his slightly unattractive girl-

friend. Vince, who greatly disliked Joe, sat nearby. After she left

—_—

for the powder room, Joe's enemy Vince remarked: "Your girl friend is

rather plain logking." . -

+ Condition: _EnUEx
22
Joe was sitting in the 19:31 pub with his extremely at;ractive giri-
friend. Vince, wha é}egt y disliked Joe, sat nearby. After she left
for thgiggwdér room, Joe's enémy yin;e remarkéd: "Your giri's the
‘ ugliest tﬂing I've ever seen." . ‘

. [;// | :

/ Condition?, EnUM | ’

\~ . 27 ,
Joe was sitting in the local pu? witgﬁhis extrémely attractive girl-
'frieﬁd. Vincé,‘who greatly disliked Goe, sat nearby. After she 1eft
forf the pow@er room, Joe's' enemy Vince remarked: "Your girlf}iend is

f/ - rafher plain 1doking" . -

“\3 . . ;/ ' ’ | .
/ ‘ i . .
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Characteristic-Attribution: Teeth

Condition: FREX -

19
Sue: noticed her school chuﬁ Linda wé1kiﬁg by. Looking at Linda's very
bad overbite, her good fr%end'Sue exclaimed: "Hey beaver, chop that

i tree down'"

Condition: FRM

15 ' -
Sue noticed her school chum Linda walking by. looking at Linda's
overbite, her good friend Sue exclaimed: "Your teeth need a }jttie ’

%t}aighteningi"

' Condition: FUEx

| . 18
: Sue noticed her school chum Linda walking by; Despite the fact that
Linda had beautiful, perfectly straight teeth, her 906d friend Sue

exclaimed: "Hey beaver, chop that tree down!"

Conditjon: FUM
» . 13
_Sue notiéed her school chum Linda walking by. Desbite the fact that
Linda's teeth were not crooked, her good friend Sue exclaimed: "“Your

teeth need a little straightening!"
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Condition: ERREX
, 7.
Sde, who hated Lind%, noticed;her ha]king by. ‘LookingAat Linda's veny.

bad overbite, her enemy Sue éxclgimed: "Hey beaver, éhop that ‘tree

RSN 4 . -
(1} M

down.

Condition: EmRM . S,
‘ 14
. A-A Sue,” who hated Linda, noticed her walking by. Looking at Linda's 6ver¥

bite, her enemy Sue exclaimed: "Your teeth need a little straﬁghtgning!“

Condition: EnUEx
- Ik u
i_Sue, who hated Linda, noticed hér walking bx. Desbite~the fact that

,.-Linda had beauﬁifu]i peffect]y straight.tegth, her’enemy Sue exciaimed:

h"Hey beaver, chop that tree down'"

‘o - Condition: EnUM )

R - 3 \ T 16
‘ ‘ Sue, who. hated Linda, noticed her walking by. Despite the. fact that’
N Ljnda's teeth were not crooked, her enemy Sue exclaimed: "Your

o teeth need a Tittle- straightening!"
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v " . Characteristic-Attribution: Weight

Condition: FRgx

37 .
Patty met her bowling companion Kathy for a game. Noticing that kathy
had gained a great amount of weight, her good friend Patty commented:

“You're built like the Goodyear Blimp’"

Condifion: FRM- : °
31

Patty met her bowling companion Kathy for a game. Noticing that Kafhy -

had géined a small amount of weight, her-good friend Patty commented:

. el

"You look a little heavy'™

Condition: FUEx 3

' 32 7,
Patty met her bowling companion Kathy for a game. Notic%ng Ehat Kathy
had managed to deve]op’a slim, attractive figure, her good frignd Patty

. commented: “You're built Tike the Goodyear Biimp!"
‘ N

Condition: FUM
34
Patty met her bowling companion Kathy for a game. Noticing that Kathy
| had managed to develop a slim, attractive figure, her good friend

Patty commented: .“Yoﬁ look a little heavy:."
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Condition: EnREX
' 3%
" _ B ‘ PattyMwho couldn't stand Kathy, saw her bowling. Noticing that Kathy

had gained a great amount of weight, her enemy Patty commented; "You're

- built Tike the Goodyear Blimp'®

Condition: EnRM
. 38 |

Patty, who couldn't stand Kat;y, saw her bowling. Noticing that Kathy

had gained a‘sma11 amount of weight, her enemy Patty commented: "You

Mok a 1ittle heavy!™

Condition: EnUEx

35
Patty, who couldn't stand Kathy, saw her bowling. Noticing th%t Kathy
had managed to develop a slim, attractive figure, her enemy Patty

commented: "You're built like the Goodyear Blimp'"

(%

Conditionf EnUM

_/ %

5 Patty, who couldn't stand Kathy, saw her bowling. Noticing that Kathy
‘ had managed to develop a s[im, attractive figure, her enemy Patty

commented: “You look a 11tt1elheavyl“
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APPENDIX B
- . Control Items Across Eight Conditions
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4
Little Lulu had been spanked by her mother. Crying, she ran into the
bedroom and closed the door. Later, her mothef entered and saw Little .
Ldﬁu with her dress up,, panties dbwn, and backside to the mirror. Seeing
her mother, Little Lulu cried: "Now'1ook>what you done.: You cracked

it in haif."

- 12
‘Carol, proud of her newborn baby, asked Lynn what she thought of it.
Lynn replied: "lLooks 1like the doctof threw away the baby and kept the

afterbirth!"

25 . j\
Tom had been wandering all day in New York City. Finally he was lost. .
Seeing a man standing on the corner, Tom asked: “"Can you‘te11 me where

I'11 find the Staten Island ferry?" The stranger replied: “Speékingl"
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: Instructions to Subjects
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Instructions to Judges

The following pages contagn a description of a series of situ-
ations (stories) which involve interaction between two or more persons.
These ijtems are among & number being considered by the researghers for
use in an experimental study on person perception. You are being asked
to be a judge to help us determine the appropriateness of this material.

P]eaZé do not open this large envelope until you have completed
reading the instructions on this page. The large envelope contains three’
smaller envelopes. These three are numbered 1, 2, and 3. After you
have finished reading the instructions on this page, you will open this
large envelope and remove only the envelope numbered 1.

You will removg’the set of stories and instruction~answer
sheet from envelope 1.° FIRST, read the stories and SECOND, complete the
accompanying "sca]es”?\ Each page has one item and you are asked to read
and rate each story in fhe order presented--not to go back to earlier
pages, and not to change any ratings once they have been made. When you
have completed makinglyour judgements, please return this material to
énvelope 1. Then return envelope 1 to the large envelope, while removing
the envelope numbered 2. _

Remove the material from envelope 2, foliow the instrpctions,
then return that material to envelope 2. Next return envelope 2 to this
larger envelope while removing envelope 3. Remove the contents of enve-
lope 3 and follow the same procedure as with 1 and 2.

Please be sure and read each itéh carefully and gg_ngg_gigg

e bocklets--since we are interested only in your judgements and not

P who has made them. Your help js appreciated, and the use of the judge—
—
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ments you are making or any further exper1menta] research stemming from

this w111 be available to you on request.
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Amusing Ratings by Subjects in Condition 1 (FREx)

%4

P\jB em Experimental " Contro)
Subjec 619 24 37 4 12 25
1 1 ] 2 1 2 1 3
2 Sl 11 4 1 3
3 1 1 1 1 4 1 4
4 5 2 4 4 5 2 1
5 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1
5 2 2 2 3 4 4 3
7 1 1 1 ] 5 1 1
8 1 1 .1 5 5 1 1
9 1 1 1 1 4 ] 1
10 1 5 2 3 5 1 5
1 2 1 1 1 ‘5 2 3
- 12 - 1 1 1 1 4 1.4
13 2 3 1 1 4 1 2
14 1 1 1 2 5 1 1
15 1 1 1 -1 4 1
16 1 1 1 1. .3 ] 4
17 4 1 1 5 1 3
18 1 1 2 1 4 1 -2
19 1 5 1 1 5 1 3
20 1 1 i 2 5 1 1
21 2 2 2 2 4 1 4
22 1 1 2 2 5 1 3
/ 23 1 1 1 1 5 1 2
24 1 31 1 2 2 2
25 2 2 1 ] 5 1 3 “
26 2 2 1 ] 5 1 2
27 3 4 5 5 4 §
28 1 1 2 3 1 1
29 1 -2 2 1 3 4 4
30 1 4 1 1 2 1 4
31 1 1 1 1 3 1 2
32 1 3 1 3 1 1.5

Not At A1l Amusing] | { | | [Very Amusing
1 2 4 5
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Insulting Ratings by Subjects #n Condition 1 (FREx)

em Experimental Control
Subjec "6 19 24 37 4 12- 25
1 -1 1 2 2 4 1 3
2 1T 1 1 1 4 1 4
3 1T 1 1 1° 5 1 5
4 3 3 4 3 5 1 5
5 1 1 12 5 1 5
6 2 2 2 3 4 3 3
7 1.1 1 1 5 1 3
8 1 5 1 1 5 4 1
9 1T 1 "2 1 5 1 3
10 3 4 1. 3 5 3 5
11 1 4 1717 4 1 5
12 2 1 1 1 5 1 5
13 2 2 1 1 4 1 4
14 2—3—2—2 5 3 5 T e
15 1T 1 1 1 5 1 3
16 T 1 1 1 3.1 2
17 5 1 4 1 5 1 5
18 1 1 1 1 5 1 4
19 1 1T 1 1 1 1 5
20 1 2 2 1 5 1 3
21 2 2 2 3 @ 5 T 5
22 1 1 1 2 5 1 5
23 2 2 2 2 5 15
24 1 2 2 2 4. 1, 4 .
25 2 3 2 2 5 1 5
26 2 2 1 1 4 1 5
27 4 1 1 5§ 5 4 5
28 1T 1 2 1 5 1 4
29 5 3 5 5 I
30 3 3 1 4 5 1 5
31 T 1 1 1 3 1 4
32 3 3 2 2 T "1 5
Not At A1l Insulting | | ; { i ,Very Insulting
5 4 3 2 1
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Kidding-Serious Ratings by Subjects ih_Condition 1 (FREx) .

JLtem Experimental Control
Stbje€t~_- 6 19 24 37 4 12 25
1 2 2 2 2 5 4 5
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 &
/I3 5 3 1 ¢ 2 5 4
4 55 2 5 -1 5 1
- 5 3 5 1 3 1 3 5
, 6 2 2 2 .3 4 2 3
7 11 3 1 4 1 5
8 5 5 -1 1 1 1 5
9 2 5 1 1 5 3 5
10 5 5 4 5 5 4 5
11 4 4 1 2 .1 4 5
12 5 4 2 2 3 4 5
13 2 5 1 1 4 1 4.
. 14 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 —
* 15 T 1 1 1 4 1 5
(}6 2 2 2 2 -3 3 5
117 5 1 2 2 5 1 5
18 1 2 1 2 5 1 3
19 5 1 1 5 5 5 5
20 12 1 1 4 1 1
21 2 3 2 2 4 2 5
22 4 3 3 4 5 4 5
\23 3 4 1 2 5 1 4
24 5 5 2 3 4§ 5 2
25 33 3 2 2 1 5
26 2 3 1 1 5 4 5
27 5 4 1 5 3 5 5
28 2 4 2 2 5 4 5
29 5 4 5 4 2 1 4
30 2 2 2 °3 1 2 5
- 31 2 2 1 2 1 1 4
32 5 5 4 5 1 1 5
Kidding, |, ; ; ,Serious

5 4 3 2 1
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Amusing Ratings by Subjects in Condition 2 (FRM)

em. Experimental . Control
Subjec 2 15 23 31 4 12 25
1 1 2 3 2 5 2 4
2 11 1 2 5 15
. .3 2 1 1 1. 5 1, 4
4 3 3 2 3 2 2 1
5 1 1 1 1 3 1 3
6 1.1 .2 2 5 1 5 -
7 T 1 1 1 5 1 1
8 * 1 2 1 3 4 1 4
9 o 2 1 1 1 2 1 2
10 e 3 1 .2 1 3 1 &
N T 1T g 4 1
12 - 2 2 1 2 5 2 4
13 1 3 3 1 -4 1 3
14 1 1 1 1 5 1 1
15 2 2 1 3 4 1
16 1T 2 2 1 4 1 1
17 1 2 2 1 5 1 5
18 3 1 2 2 4 1 3
19 1 1 1 1 5 1 5
20 T 1 1 1 41
. 2] 1 2 2 4 4 1 5
22 1 1.1 ] 5 1 ]
23 2 2 2 1 4 1 1
24 1 1 1 1 4 1 2
25 2 2 3 1 5 1 2
26 1 1 1 1 5 3 2
27 1 1 1 2 4 5
28 1 1 1 1 2 1 3
29 2 2 2 2 4 1 3
30 2 1 1 1 1 1 3
31 1 1 1 .3 1 1 4
32 1 1 1 1 .41 2

Not At A1l Amusing L, Very Amusing

|
2 3 45

—|

P e

- ¥
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~ Insulting Ratings by Subjects in Condition 2 (FRM)

B ) Lem Experimental Control
e | Subje 2_15 23 3 1225

—_

———

MO —=—= —WPPRWHANWNW—WAWNTIMNW—=—MN NN NS

A

WO~NAG S WN —
>

10
/H-
. . 127
/ ]

' 5

, . 16 -

ST

: 1

. O

.

-

L 4

4

. 4

&

PNOCITWRN =N — PR WRWHSWRRNRMN—WET WM RN NS N WS SRS S
. . p
_le-—l_J_i—J—l—l—Jm__l—la—l—l—l._J.-_Jm»—JN-—l—J_do—-‘o-—‘a—J—lN-—l—J_b'

‘ L)

Nat At ATl Insdiiing Ll L L 1y Very Insulting
5 4 3 2 1

kY

9
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Kiddihg-Seriods Rating by Subjects in Condition 2 (FRM)

em Experimental Control
'Subjec 2 15 23 3 4 12 25
n N .
1 3 4 4 ¢4 5 4 3
3 2 3 3 "1 5 5
3 « 2 2 2 2 4 1 5
4 1T 2 1 2 2 4 2
' 3 4 4 3 5 1 4
,//ng’—\\b” 2 5 1 5
7 1 3 373 5 1 3
8 4 1 44 2 -1 5 1
9 2 2 242 3 5 5
10 4 4 2 3 3 4 4
11 2 1 1 1 4 1 2
12 4 4 3 4 5 5 5
13 2 2 3 3 5 2 5
14 1T 1 1 1 1T 1 1
. 15 2 2 2 2 1 2 3
- 16 3 3 1 5 5 1 1
17 3 3 3 2 1 1 5
18 5 2 2 2 5 4 5
19 2 3 2 3 5 4 5
20 2 3 3 2 5 5 b
21 1T 4 1 1 5 3 5
22 4 4 4 2 5 5 2
23 2 2 2 2 5 3 5
24 3 4 2 1 1 5 5
25 3 2 4 2 2 1 5
26 T 1 3 2 5 5 3
27 12 2 2 1 1 5
28 T 1 1 1 1*1 3
29 2- 3 3 1 1 4 5
30 1T 2 3 1 3 5 5
31 2 2 2 3 4 2 2
32 2 2 3 2 4 3 4

Kidding, , , , , ,Serious
5 4.3 2 1
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" Amusing Ratings by Subjects in Condition 3 (FUEx)

en txperimental /ﬁztrm '
Subjec g 18 21 32 4 12 25
1 2 1 5 1 1
2 12 1 1 3 1 4
3 3 3 1 5 4 1 3
4 T3 1 1 5 1 1
5 3 1 2 2 4 1 5
6 1 3 3 1 5 3 3
7 5 2 4 1 4 1 3
8 2 1 2 2 3 1 3
’ 9 & 3 4 4 5 1 4
10 5 4 2 4 5 2 2
11 2 2 1 1 2 1 2
12 2 1 2 1 2 1 4
13 2 3 2 3 2 2 3
14 1 4 2 5 5 1 5
15 2 2 5 5 5 1 3
16 2 2 1 1 4 1 2
17 1 3 5 1 31 1
/ 18 2 2 3 2 4 3 3
- 19 2 5 1 4 1 3 5
' 20 1.5 4 1 5 2 4
21 31 1 1 3 1 5
22 - 3 2 1 1 4 1 4
23 3 4 2 1 3 1 1
24 1 1 4 5 1 1
25 2 1 3 2 5 1 2
26 4 1 1 1 4 1T 4
27 3 .2 2 3 4 1 4
28 4 2 2 ( 41
29 4 1 3 1 5 1, 5
30 4 4 3 4 3 1 3
31 T 4 2 4 2 5 1
32 4 2 4 2 4 1 1

-

Not At ATl Amu-singl Ly
1T 2 3

., Very Amusing
5

o
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Insulting Ratings by Subject% in Condition 3 (FUEx)

em  °  Experimental Control
qujec 18 21 32 12- 25

—t
()]
SN AE R, NWLWNPE=BWNN~NANETWUITOININW—N O
. .
NOLEOELOUPLPRWNONOUINEMN PR WRWENDWN =N UL W —

NOPLPO— DN~ JINWWHRTTPELWERENESMN N\ =0 —
LN — N = W ) N et erd N ot N) — ot () — ot —d ot —
SN WLWODLNTWWPEBEWOARBWWNWAENSUS WU WSO WW—

FINWUION ~ U ed = NN R WO —~UIN == N MNOTWWN — 0N
NEBEPOANUUIWWIRMONT WO UMW WO hwoingomo o D

Not At AlT1 Insuiting, , , ; y Very Insulting
5 4 3 2 1
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Kidding-Serious Ratings by Subjects in Condition 3 (FUEx)

Lem Experimental Control
Subjec 9 18 21 32 12 25

W— BN NG — 0 — = WWeatd T WR D NWRN — U — DBt [

«:at.n.h.::.c:-mmmmmwmwm#mmw&wmmmmmmmmmadw

r\>mmbbmbmm.:nrxzmm‘mwmmpbbmmmmbmmwmmwm

.:>.bwmb—a—--mwmc‘»m.b.b'pmmmmmmb.bmwmmwwN-t:-w

r\>wmwr\awmmmwr\)mbww&mmm#m»btﬁ"?\:wwmwbwm

HRNWN WU SO =Nl pwaoi =N

J;Nwmmhup.&wm.mmmww&wwmmmmpm—‘wm&wbm
. A

Kidding, |, | , . | Serious
5 4 3 2 1
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Amusing Ratings by Subjects in Condition 4 (FUM)

em ) Experimental Control
Subjec 3 312 28 34 4 12 25
1 4 2 1 5 5 1 3
2 2 1 3 2 5 1 4
3 4 4 1 1 5 1 2
4 2 3 2 2 . 3 4 2
5 5 1 2 4 4 1 5.
= 6 1T 1 1 _A 5 1 5
7 1 1. 2 2 5 1 3
8 2 2 2 1 5 1 3
S T 1 1 1 3 1 3
10 T 1 1 1 4 1 2
11 3 11 4- 5 1
12 1 19 5 1 3
13 2 1 3 2 4 1 2
14 12 1 1 . 5 1 3
15 2 1 4 2 5 2 4
16 2 2 1 2 4 13
. 17 2 2 1 2 5 1 1
18 1 1 9 5 1.1 T
19 2 3 2 1 5 1 5
20 4 2 5 4 4 1 4
‘/ 21 2 2 2 3 j 2 2 4
22 2 2 1 1 112
23 1 4 1 1 1 5 2
24 3 2 4 2 3 3 1
{/ 25 1T 1 3 1 2 1 2
26 1 2 3 2 4 1 2
27 T 2 1 1 4 1 3
28 T 1 2 2 5 1 1
29 5 2 5 1 2 2 1
30 T3 1 1 4 1 3
31 12 1 1. 4 1 5
32 1T 1 31 1

//5(
{ L 7
\\_,_.~_\\\ L

"y Not At A1l Amusing, , , , ,  Very Amusing
1 2 3 4 5
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Insulting Ratings by Subjects in Condftion 4 (FUM)

e ) tem Experimental Control

: Subjec 3 13 28 34 4 12 25
) 1 3 1T 1 2 5 1 3
2 2 2 2 1 5 1 5
3 4 4 1 3 5 1 8
' 4 4 3 3 2 3.2 3
5 4 2 2 2 4 1 5
{“ 6 13 1 1 5 1 5
7 1 3 3 2 5 1 4
8 3 4 2 5 5 "1 5
9 11 1 1 4 1 4
. 10 T 2 2 1 5- 1 3
r 11 4 1 1 1 5 5 5
12 1 1 1 1~ 5 1 5
13 2 2 3 2 5 1 2
14 1 2 1 2 5 1 1
15 2 1 2 2 4 2 5
16 2 2 1 2 31 3

17 3 2 2 2 5 1 3 -
18 11 1 1 5 1 3
19 5 4 5 5§ 5 1 5
20 4 2 4 5 5 1 5
21 4 4 4 4 4 4 2
22 1 2 2 1 2 1 3
23 1 2 1 1 2 3 3
24 3 4 ] 2 4 3 3
25 2 1 3 2 5 1 4
26 2 2 1 2 5 1 2
27 3 3 1 1 5 1 4
28 3 3 2 3 5 1 5
29 31 1 2 2 1 1
30 s 1 3 2 1 5 1 5§
31 2 2 1 1 4 1 5
32 T 1T 1 1 4 1 2

Not At A1l Insulting,_ , , ; | ;Very Insulting

5 4 3 2 1

2
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Kidding-Serious Ratings by Subjects.in Condition 4 (FUM)

ke em - Experimental Control
Subj&c 13 28 34 .

N O

.-:Lnwauur.mmmw-bwmbbw—amwmwmwbbwwmbb
—auﬁmppmmbmphpmmbmmc;m-bwpwbwm—cm‘-b—amm
—4wN-:>w-—l-t=-;uw-b-b-bmm—'—d-bm—*wbl\).hrv!\)w—lmwr\)hb

PO B SN U TS U100 U1 4 RN W G — U1 U0 U0 G0 — B G0 0 TN U1 OT S — PO G G
—;wmm—a-—awm»mbmr\)»—a—aw-—u\:~mmmbb’l\;—-—awbwm
WOABLWATTIUNO L STU—WANTWY R WWEARN —UTNGWN

N
(73]

Kidding |} | t | Serious
) 5 4 3 2 1-
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Amusing Ratings by Subject in Condition 5 (EnREx)

tem Experimental Control
Subjec 5 17 26 36 4 12- 25
1 T 1 2 1 4 1 2
2 T 1 1 1 5 1 -5
3 1 2 2 1 4 1 4
4 T 1 1 3 5 1 5
5 1 3 3 3 5 1 4
) 1T 1 4 2 . 4 1 3
7 3 3 4 4 4 4 3
8 1 1 1 2 5 1 1
s 9 T 1 1 1 3 1 1
10 2 1 1 1 4 1. 4
11 1 1 1 1 4 1 2
12 2 2 2 1 3 2 3
13 ’ 1 1 3 1 3 1 2
14 1 1 1 1 4 2 2
15 T 1 1 1 1 T 3
16 2 1 1 1 4 1 4
17 T 1 1 1 T 1 3
18 T 1 1 1 5 1 2
19 2 2 3 2 2 4 4
20 2 2 2 1 5 2 5
21 1 1 1 1. 2 1 4
22 1 1 2 1 2 1 3
23 12 1 2 5 1 2
24 11 1 1 2 1 2
25 1 1 2 1 5 1 2
26 1 5 1 3~ 1 1 5
27 1T 1 1 1 2 1 4
28 1 2 1 1 5 1 1
29 1 1 1 5 5 1 3
30 1 4 1 5 1 4 2
31 3 3 4 3 3 4 1
32 1 1 T 1 5 1 .
Not At A1l Amusing, 4 ,  { ,Very Amusing

1 2 3 45

-

{
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Insulting Ratings by Subjects in Condition 5 (EnREx)

tem - " Experimental "  Control
\_{/ Subjec 5 17 26 36 . 4 12 25
» 1 2 2 2 2 5 1 4
2 1T 1 1 1 3 1 5
3 3 5 4 2 5 1 4
4 1 1 1 3 5 1 4
5 3 3 3 1 5 1 5
6 11 2 2 5 1 -5
7 3 2 3 2 5 2 4
8 T 1 1 1 5 1 1
9 3 2 1 2 5 2 5
10 2 2 2 2 5 1 5
11 T 1 1 1 5 1 3
12 1 2 2:2 4 1 4
13 1 1.0 2 5 1 5
14 1 2 2 1 4. 2 2
15 1 1 1 1 1T 1 2
16 3 3 '3 3 5 2 1
17 T 1 1 1 1T 1 3
18 1 1 1.5 1 1 2
19 2 2 2 2 3 2 3
20 3 2 1 2 5 1 5
21 T 1 1 1 5 1 5
22 2 1 1 1 31 3
23 1T 1 2 5 1 5
24 1 1 1 1 5 1 4
25 T 1 1 1 4 1 2
26 1 2 2 3 3 3
27 1T 1 2 1 4 2 4
28 T 1 1 1 5 1 4
29% T 3 1 1 3 1 5
13.3 1 3 4 2 5

3 . 2 2 1 1 2 1 2
32“‘—\ 1T 1- 1 1 5 1 5

Not At A1l Insulting, , , . . ,Very Insulting
5 4 3 2 1
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Kidding-Serious Ratinds by Subjects in Condition 5 (EnREx)

em Experimental Control
Subjec 5 17 26 36 4 12 25
1 1 1 2 2 31 5
2 2 1 2 5 5 5
3 4 4 4 3 9 2 5
4 1 2 3 3 5 1 5
5 4 3 1 3 3 5 5
6 1 2 22 5 1 5
7 2 4 3- 3 4 2 3
8 1 1 1 2 5 2 4
9 3 3 2 3 3 4 4
10 3 31 2 5 2 5
11 2 2 2 2 2 2 5
12 2 2 2 2 4 2 2
13 1 1 1 2 4 3 5
14 2 2 2 2 4 3 2
15 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
16 4 4 3 3 5 4 5§
17 3 4 3 3 4 3 3
18 1 1 1 1 2 2 1
19 3 2 3 4 3 4 5
20 - 4 1 1 1 5 1 1
21 1 1 1 1 4 3
22 01 413 3 2 3
23 2 2 3 4 2 1 5
[ 24 2 2 2 2 4 2 5
25 11 1 1 2 1 2
26 2 3 3 1 ] 5 5§
S 27 T 1 2 7 3 2 5
28 2 2 3 "2 4 2 -5
29 -5 3 7 4 1 1 4
—_ 30 2 3 2 3 3 3 5
N 3] 3 5 2 2 4 1 3
i‘ 32 1T 2 1 2 5 1 5
. !
} Kidding{ _,  , , ,Serious
5 4 3 2 1
/
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‘Amusing Ratings by Subjects in Condition 6 (énRM)

~\L;ggt_\§\\‘~ Experimental ‘Control
Subjec : 14 29 38 -4 12 25
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Not At A1l Amusing  , | , , ,Very Amusing
’ 1 2 3 4 5,
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Insulting Ratings by Subjects in Condition 6 (EnRM)

tem Experimental Contral

Subjec 14 29 38 4 12 25
1 1
I ) Y

— e P BN et e e RO T NI B W WA N e N DN WD N — |
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, Very Insylting

Not At A1l Insulting, , | , ,
3 2

5 4 1
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- . Kidding-Serious Ratings by Subjects in Condition 6 (EnRM)

em Experimental Control
Subjec 14 29 38 12 25
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Kidding, , , , , ,Serious
5 4 3 2 1

A J

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

1

a



-

| | 112
' fﬁgging Ratings by Subjects in Condition 7 (EnUEx)
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