
 

SOME RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PERSONALITY

AND HUMOR

Thesis Ior “we Degree of DH. D.

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Allyn F. Roberts

1957



:‘ttgvv J

This is to certify that the

thesis entitled

SOME REMTIONSHIPS BETWEEN

PERSONALITY AND HUMOR

presented by

ALLYN F. ROBfiRTS

has been accepted towards fulfillment

of the requirements for

Ph.D. Psychology

degree in

Major 11(0Iessor

 

November 21, 1957

Date 

0-169

__ _ l. __i , .._

f“?- EfrzramM._

.m-s LIE? R A R Y L

Filigan State

Univemit? , II

a. . a-

._._‘ Vf~rwwt?~. «cup... .. I

‘
-
'
~
h
.
4
.
1
.
3
3
9
“
,

.1.



 

 



SOME RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN

PERSONALITY AND HUMOR

by

ALLYN F. ROBERTS

AN ABSTRACT

Submitted to the School for Advanced Graduate Studies of

Michigan State University of Agriculture and

Applied Science in partial fulfillment of

the requirements for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Psychology

1957

Annroved

 



Allyn F. Roberts

, '3') can}? R m

A-) t) L -..nC J.

Humor, a tonic of considerable nhilosonhica snecula-

in c rea,
J

(
‘
x

tion throuchout the ares, has until recently been

ruch neslected by the neycboloeist. Thoufh humor may be

the most comrnn form of em tional exnres ion in our culture,

there have been few sci,ntifically designed exneriments aimed

at exnlorina the relationshin between humor and nersonality.

The present study is an outfrowth of the theorizing of

Freud and Ceorse H. head on humor. A consideration of their

remarks led to the formulation of three hynotheses stating

rel tionshins between nersonality variables and the anrrecia-C
.
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Twenty—five hosnitalieed male adults diafinosed as psycho-

neurotic and twenty- ive nearly recovered male adult tuberculo-

ents served as the subjects of the study. A series
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of thirty-five cartoons renresentine seven distinct themes

was nresented'to the subjects for rating. Two measures of

humor annreciation were derived from the resnonses: (l) a

verbal funniness score, derived from each subject's ratines

of the cartoons on a seven point scale of funniness and
9

(2) the number of lzuahs and smiles. These measures were

comnared with three nersonality variables: general adiust—

ment level, amount of tension in the cartoon theme areas,

and role-takinn facility.
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The first hypothesis involved a comparison between the

humor appreciation measures and three ways of defining psycho-

logical adjustment: (1) the absence of severe psychopathology,

(2) high ego strength on the Barron scale, and (3) the absence

of strong tensions. Significant relationships were found

between the absence of psychonatholoey and both humor apprecia-

tion measures, between scores on the Barron Ego-Strength Scale

and the verbal funniness ratings for the subjects of both

groups, and between the ego strength score and the number of

laughs and smiles for the neurotic subjects. The third compar-

ison between the tension score and the humor appreciation

measures yielded sianificant results among the neurotics but

not the T.B. subjects. Although Freud and others have empha-

sized the importance of humor in adjustment, this study repre-

sents one of the few experimental approaches to this tepic.

The second hypothesis involved comparisons between the

liking of cartoons dealing with specific themes and the

presence of tension in these same theme areas.’ Significant

relationships were found between neurotics'liking of humor

dealing with self-aearandizement, hostility, facing unpleasant

situations, heterosexuality, and thepresence of higher

tension in these areas. None of these correlations was

significant for the comparisons involving the T. B. group.

The test of the third hypothesis did not support Freud's

and Mead's contention of a positive relationship between humor

appreciation and role-taking facility. No significant
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relationships were found for these comparisons.

The findings of this study are consistent with Freud's

assertion that humor can serve the individual as a mechanism

for dealing with tensions and problems in a positive way.

The main purpose of this investigation was to explore this

idea. In general, the present results showed that persons

who were able to use and enjoy humor the most scored highest

on the adjustment measures.
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CHAPTER I

CURRENT STATUS OF HUMOR THEORY

gntroduction

Why do we laugh? This question has plagued philosophers

and men of letters for thousands of years, and many explana-

tions and theories of laughter and humor have been offered.

However, no more than a handful of scientifically designed

studies have attempted empirical answers to this question.

This is particularly remarkable inasmuch as the response of

humor is one of the most common emotional reactions. It is a

reaction probably unique to man; one that some philosophers

have claimed distinguishes man from the animals. Hardly a

waking.hour passes that we do not find occasion to laugh, smile,

or to react with humorous satisfaction to what goes on about us.

Anthropological evidence suggests further that humor responses

probably occur in all societies (14,27). Most of us are not

aware of the frequency with which we engage in laughter, smiling,

and humor every day of our lives. The casual observer in our

own culture will notice that humor is one of the more common

forms of emotional expression, perhaps more common than the

extensively studied negative emotions of fear, anger, hostility,

and the like. However, unlike these negative emotions, humor

is one of the few kinds of affective behavior whichehe sanctioned

culturally so that it Can be easily and pleasurably expressed.



Purpose of study

It is the purpose of this study to test some hypotheses

which are central to several theories of humor. The plan is

to assemble a body of empirical data which will add to our under-

standing of laughter and humor, and which may assist the scien-

tist in constructing a more adequate and inclusive theory of

laught er and humor .

It should be noted at the outset that our interest here is

not in humor alone, but rather in the more general topic of

laughter and smiling of which humor is but one related aspect.

The main focus in this study will be upon humor as a laughter-

pleasure evoking eXperience. The reason for employing humor

in this capacity is mainly for convenience. Humor is readily

and easily experienced by most persons in our society and there

is available a wide variety of laughter-pleasure evoking.humor

material in the form of cartoons and Jokes.

The hypotheses which will be tested in this study are de-

rived from the theories of humor of Freud and George H. Mead.

These hypotheses state relationships between enjoyment of humor

and psychological adjustment, degree of tension or need repre-

sented by the cartoons, and role taking facility.

acme Qefinitions

There are several ways in which the word humor is frequently

used. In order that the reader may better understand what fol-

lows, the way in which we will employ the term will be indicated.
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Humor is sometimes used to refer to the pleasurable ex-

perience encountered when we read a Joke or look at a cartoon.

In this sense, the focus is upon an affective state accompanied

by a feeling of pleasure, and in its extreme by laughter. It

might be helpful in our thinking of humor as this kind of an

experience, to consider a continuum of pleasurable affect. At

the zero end of this continuum there would be no affect. When

people report enjoying humor "inwardly" without observable affect

thBY' might be thought of as experiencing humor further along,

perhaps near the middle, of the humor continuum. As we move

toward the extreme, smiling would be evoked and finally laughter.

There is empirical support for this view of humor to be dis-

cussed later, in that those subjects who rated the cartoons as

being funniest also tended to respond to them with more laughs

and smiles.

Mother way of viewing humor is as a quality of a stimulus.

This is the sense in which Drever defines the term (6). He

says that humor is "that character of a complex situation ex-

citing Joyful, and in the main quiet, laughter, either directly,

through sympathy, or through empathy".

As the term is used here, a humor-evoking stimulus refers

to any stimulus which evokes a response of laughter, smiling, or

a feeling of mirth. A,humor experience refers to the pleasura-

ble feeling which may be accompanied by smiling or laughter,

which is in response to a humor-evoking stimulus.



Previous §peculations

Philosophers have had.much to say about laughter and humor.

For our purposes only a few of the better known philosophical

theories need be outlined. More detailed reviews are readily

available (7.9.22) .

Plato's viewpoint is one which is still commonly taken to

explain laughter and humor (23). He thought that malice or

hostility comprised the element necessary for laughter to be

evoked. Plato maintained that both pain and pleasure had to be

evoked simultaneously for humorous pleasure and laughter to

occur. He likened this process to what occurs when we relieve

an itch. Pain caused by the itch turns to pleasure when the

itch is relieved by scratching. This is like the laughter evok-

ing situation where malice provides the painful element and

laughter serves to undo or to minimize the pain.

Descartes, in a position somewhat similar to that of Plato,

held that laughter occurs when a mild state of Joy occurs along

with some other element such as hostility, surprise, or shock (4).

Hobbes was the first to hold that laughter grows out of the

feeling of superiority which we experience in ourselves in con-

trast to the position of inferiority which the characters in the

Joke often assume (15). Hobbes thought that laughter represented

a state of sudden glory, heightened self esteem, which arises

when we suddenly experience this superiority. This theory too

is one which is still popular today.

Spencer's theory of laughter is a physiological one (28).

He thought of laughter as a sort of safety valve, providing for



an overflow of excess nervous energy. Spencer pointed out that

this surplus energy finds its outlet through those muscular

channels which are most habitually used by persons, namely the

small muscles around the mouth and the respiratory apparatus.

Spencer's viewpoint bears strong resemblance to the current

tension or drive reduction theory of laughter which holds that

laughter serves the function of need satisfaction or of drive

reduction.

The first philosopher to emphasize the basically social

natumeof'laughter was Bergson (2). Bergson pointed out that

all laughter resides in something human, or indirectly human.

When we laugh at an animal, he points out, it is because in

some way the animal's actions have a resemblance to our own.

He further regarded laughter as being corrective in its social

function. He thought that by laughing at others, we are in-

directly trying to correct them. It is of interest to note

that anthropological evidence suggests that laughter does in-

deed play an important social corrective aspect in several

primitive societies (16,24).

George H. Mead is also specific in making laughter de-

pendent upon the social situation (17). He points out that

the reason we laugh at the person who falls on the banana peel

is that in taking the attitude of the falling person we are

saved-the pain and embannssment he eXperiences. iMead holds

that laughter is a derivative of the social act which results

from one's ability to identify empathicthror to assume the

role of the characters in the comical situation.



McDougall held that laughter is a biological device for

protecting us against the danger of excessive sympathy (18).

This serves the function of preventing us from being overly

disturbed at the misfortunes of others, which as social beings

we have to share. Without such a mechanism, McDougnll held,

our burdens would become intolerable.

Freuds position is in many ways similar to that of George

Mead (11,12). His viewpoint on humor is one that has been fre-

quently misunderstood by psychologist and layman alike. Freud

does not present a complete theory of laughter. He deals with

only three laughter-producing situations which he names wit,

the comic, and.humor. Laughter is evoked in all three situa—

tions, he maintains, as-a manifestation of an economy in the

expenditure of psychic energy. More specifically, in the in-

stance of the humorous situationIthe pleasure we experience

comes, Freud says, from an economy in the expenditure of feelings

or emotions. The process is as follows. The listener observes

the Joke character in a situation which would ordinarily call

forth some sign of emotion or feeling. He expects the person

to show anger, elation, fear,or some other emotion. The obser-

ver of the Joke is prepared to follow this lead and to call up

the same feelings. However, he is fooled. The Joke character

does not display the expected affect; he makes a Joke. It is

from the ensuing saving in the expenditure of feeling that Freud

claims the listener derives his humorous satisfaction. Both

Freud and Mead relate laughter and humor to role-taking facility,

or to the calling up of emotions and attitudes in oneself similar
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to those which are aroused in the joke characters. The satis-

faction of a repressed wish is secondary to this saving of

feeling, if the repressed wish is involved at all.

In his system, Freud places humor beside the neuroses and

the psychoses as one of the basic defense mechanisms available

to man for adapting to suffering. Until very recently there

have been few experimental attempts to verify the various as-

pects of the Fruedian humor theory, or of humor theory in general .

Empirical Investigations

Ruth Washburn made one of the few systematic attempts to

study the laughing and smiling of infants and young children (30).

She found that with children, similar situations evoke both

smiles and laughs, which suggests that the difference in the

affect is one of degree rather than of quality. She concludes

from this that both smiling and laughter are expressions of

similar affective states. In this same regard it is of interest

to note that the methods of stimulation which elicited the first

smiles in infants were also successful in eliciting their first

laughs. Both laughs and smiles occurred as reactions to specific

stimulation. The type of stimulation which aroused the earlier

laughs and smiles seemed to depend highly upon the distance

between the subject and the experimenter. The closer the physi-

cal proximity of the experimenter and.the more intense the

stimulation, the greater was the tendency to smile and to laugh.

Washburn's study is particularly important to the psychologist
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for supporting the contention that both laughter and smiling

arise from social interaction.

Henry Murray conducted the first experimental study which

suggested a relation between areas of tension and repression,and

liking for humor dealing with similar themes (20). Murray had

thirteen college subjects respond to ten jokes of an aggressive

nature, plus six control jokes of a non-aggressive nature. The

subjects' enjoyment of aggressive humor correlated highly with

their performance on the Conservative-Radical Sentiments test

and the Social-Asocial Sentiments test. Murray's conclusion is

that the enjoyment of aggressive humor is associated with indi—

vidualistic, aggressive, and derisive sentiments. He interprets

this finding as evidence for a possible relationship between

repressed wishes or conflicts, and liking for certain types of

humor.

Redlich, Levine, and Schler have done one of the more inten-

sive clinical investigations of humor to date (25). Their main

interest was to test the hypothesis, from Freud, that "instinctual

needs which have been inhibited.may achieve momentary release

through response to humor“. The specific hypotheses they pos-

tulated were as follow:

1) When a stimulus elicits a humorous response it is assumed

that there has been a momentary release of some primary

suppressed or repressed need, without the usual accompanying

anxiety.

2) When a stimulus, ostensibly humorous, is responded to with

indifference, it is assumed that either:

a) no conflictual needs are involved; that is, the needs are

ego-syntonic;

b) the needs are so deeply repressed that no affective

participation is possible; or

c) rigid ego control is involved.



3) When a stimulus, ostensibly humorous, evokes anxiety,

disgust, shame, guilt, or horror, it is assumed that the

threat of some primary suppressed or repressed need pro-

duces a threat with the resulting affect of displeasure.

4) When a humorous stimulus evokes expressions of intense

feelings either of (a) pleasure or (b) displeasure, it

is assumed that the threat of need release is especially

great and anxiety-provoking.

Their method consisted of presenting a series of thirty-

six cartoons to mental hospital patients for ranking according

to their fumfiness. The authors used cartoons representing

eleven themes. An inquiry was conducted to the cartoons to

determine the extent to which each subject understood the point

of the humor and to elicit more specific individual reactions

to the cartoons.

0n the basis of the responses to the cartoons,a diagnostic

statement was made about each subject and these were compared

with the clinical diagnoses independently arrived at by the

hospital staff. The authors state that’"in practically all

cases we were able to form significant and valid propositions

about fundamental needs, such as aggressive, dependent, and

various sexual needs and conflicts in these spheres". Since

no statistical data are presented to indicate the significance,

if any, which can be attributed to their findings, we must re-

gard their conclusions as only suggestive of areas for further

empirical study. The authors conclude that the response to

cartoons of neurotic subjects showed less disturbance than that

of psychotics. In the case of the neurotics, the disturbance

was less diffuse and more specifically linked to the dynamics

of the case, than with the psychotic subjects. They further

indicate that organics had difficulty understanding the point
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of most jokes and that in general the more intelligent the

subject, the more rapidly he comprehended the point of the

humor. The authors conclude that the analysis of their test

results tends to corroborate their hypotheses. Some of the

results of the present study provide empirical support to

certain of these qualitative conclusions. These will be dis-

cussed later.

Frankel compared performance on the Blacky Pictures and

preference for certain types of cartoon humor (10). She ad-

ministered a test of 30 cartoons, 5 representing each of six

psychosexual dimensions measured by the Blacky, to 82 subjects.

In her study Frankel attempted to test three hypotheses:

(1) that people with personality disturbance along one of the

psychosexual dimensions would like jokes in that area more than

persons with less disturbance; (2) that persons with relatively

strong disturbance would dislike the cartoons more than would

persons with milder disturbance,and (3) that disturbed people

would in general show both extremes of like and dislike. in

comparison to more neutral attitudes of persons with little

disturbance. The results of her study supported only the

second hypothesis. She found that disturbance in a given di-

mension was associated with dislike for cartoons dealing with

the same dimension. The first hypothesis making the opposite

prediction, and the third.hypothesis predicting a relationship

between conflict and the presence of both humor likes and dis-

likes, were not confirmed.
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Weiss formulated some additional hypotheses concerning the

relationship between psychosexual conflict, as measured by the

Blacky Pictures, and humor preferences (31). In addition to

attempting to confirm Frankel's findings, he studied: (1) the

role of defense mechanisms inhumor preference, (2) the effect

of psychosexual conflict upon the recall of jokes, and (3) the

importance of defense mechanisms in humor recall.

Forty-five members of a social fraternity served the author

as experimental subjects. He used the Blacky Pictures and an

auxiliary measure, the Picture Problem Ranks, to evaluate the

intensity of conflict related to five dimensions of early psycho-

sexual development. The Defense Preference Inquiry for the

Blacky Pictures was utilized for the assessment of preferences

among five defenses.

Weiss found that individuals with strong conflict in a

given psychosexual dimension repressed, within 30 minutes,

cartoons relevant to that dimension. Subjects who preferred

the defense of avoidance were found to repress the cartoons

which represented conflicts for them. He also found that die-

turbance in Oral Sadism was associated with a dislike of humor

relevant to that dimension. This accords with Frankel‘s findings.

Contrary to Frankel's findings, however, he found that conflict

concerning.Anal Expulsiveness was related to enjoyment of anal

humor. Enjoyment of cartoons and jokes was also found to relate

positively to a preference for the defense of regression.

The past two years has shown a sudden spurt of interest in

the topic of humor. Better than half a dozen studies are reported
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in the literature. Most of these studies are not directly

relevant to our purpose here, and it will suffice to devote

our attention to just a few of these.

More and Roberts tested some societal variations in re-

sponses to cartoons (19). They had 72 subjects, representing

both sexes as well as social class, age, and racial differences,

rate a group of 56 cartoonsinuafour funniness categories. They

found that social class, age, sex, and racial differences were

related to the types of cartoon themes which the subjects re-

garded as funniest. Middle-class adults felt that hostility

toward peers in cartoons is much funnier than did the lower-

class persons; but the lower class found hostility toward

» authority figures much funnier than the middle-class subjects.

In general, males found cartoons dealing with hostility to peers

and hostility to authority figures significantly funnier than

females. Negro subjects were found to prefer cartoons dealing

with money and narcissistic themes compared to non-Negro sub-

jects. Negroes found cartoons dealing with suppressed wishes

about average in funniness while non-Negroes found this to be

an extremely funny category.

The authorSi results accord fairly well with expectations

on the basis of a humor theory they offer and with various social

stereotypes. They point out that an understanding of the areas

of humor responses may provide an important direct clue to the

major areas of tension-producing conflicts within a given

societal or cultural group.
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Dorris and Fierman tested some relationships between

humor and anxiety (5). They had 28 "high-anxious" and 28

"low-anxious" college subjects, differentiated on the basis

of responses to a general anxiety Cuestionaire, rate a group

of 19 cartoons. These cartoons had been rated by judges as

to the extent that they showed sexual, aggressive, and non-

sense themes. The authors found that the "high-anxious”

group rated cartoons of an aggressive content as being less.

funny than did the "low-anxious” group.

Byrne reports a study desianed to explore further the

relationship between the possession and expression of

hostile sentiment with the liking for cartoons dealing

with hostile themes (3). He had a group of 45 Psychiatric

patients respond to a set of 16 cartoons of a hostile nature

and 16 cartoons which were non-hostile in nature. Judaes

rated each patient as being "overtly hostile“, "covertly

hostile", or "non-hostile". It was found that those sub-

jects who freouently express hostility, either overtly or

covertly, find hostile cartoons sirnificantly more amusing

than do subjects who fail to express hostility. Further-

more, those subjects who freouently express hostility are

better able to differentiate between hostile and non-

hostile cartoons than subjects who do not express hostility.
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‘ Grziwok and Scodel have recently reported the results of a

study in which they had 140 male college students rate a series

of 40 cartoons (1}). The cartoons were comprised of four categor-

ies as follows: (1) humorous effect based upon aggression, (2)

humorous effect obtained.by a parody on sex, (3) humor based on

the exaggeration or paradoxical use of social stereotypes, and

(4) humorous effect based upon logical incongruity. The humor

preferences of each subject were compared with each subjecflh

stories to seven Thematic Apperception Test cards and also with

each subjecfls performance on the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey study of

values. The authors found that subjects high on TAT aggression

prefer aggressive humor while those low on TAT aggression preferxuxp

aggressive cartoons dealing with exaggeration or logical incon-

gruity. With respect to value orientations, subjects high on

the aesthetic scale prefer logically incongruous cartoons whereas

those who are low on this scale prefer aggressive humor. Sub-

jects high on the social scale also prefer aggressive cartoons

and those low in the theoretical value show a preference for

sexual cartoons. In general, the authors conclude that a pre-

ference for aggressive and sexual cartoons as opposed to "cogni-

tive humor" seems to be characterized by more fantasy aggression,

more extraversion or outgoingness, less preoccupation with in-

tellectual values, and less psychological sublety or complexity.

Roberts and Johnson tested two hypotheses concerning humor

(26). The first hypothesis, which was derived from Freud's and

G. H. Mead's theories of humor, is that the perceived funniness

of a humor stimulus is positively related to the degree to which
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the perceiver is able to empathize with the characters depicted

in the humor stimulus.

Their second hypothesis was that a positive relation exists

between the degree of reality contact of an individual and his

perception of humor stimuli as being funny.

They went about testing these hypotheses by comparing the

funniness ratings given to cartoons by 25 mental hospital pa-

tients with several measures of empathy and reality contact.

Individuals who rank cartoons as being particularly funny tend

to assume the roles of the cartoon; characters to a significantly

greater extent than persons who do not perceive the humor stimuli

as being so funny. Significant relationships were found in a

positive direction among all three measures of empathy employed

and the subjects' responses to the cartoons. The high-empathy

subjects judged the cartoons funnier than the low—empathy sub-

jects. These findings bear out the main assumptions underlying

the theories of humor offered by Freud and Mead. It was further

found that those subjects who appreciated the cartoons to the

greatest extent tended to be in better reality contact and they

tended to comprehend the point of the jokes to a greater extent

than subjects who did not rate the cartoons as being so humorous.

General Remarks

Several themes are apparent throughout these accounts. A

number of writers have attempted to relate specific personality

features such as value orientation, conflict, defense preferences,

etc., with liking for certain kinds of humor. For the most part
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these studies represent attempts to understand the psychology

of humor by seeing what kinds of individual personality factors

correlate with a liking for humor of various types. With the

exception of a few studies which stem from psychoanalytic theory,

most of these studies do not appear well grounded.in any body of

theory. It may be concluded from these reports that various re-

lationships do exist between humor preferences and such factors

as age, sex, extent of repressed hostility, value orientation,

social class background, intelligence and various other indi-

vidualistic tendencies.

A few writers have also emphasized the basically social

nature of laughter and humor. Their emphasis is upon humor and

laughter as social interaction derivatives, steming from the

philosophical work of Bergson and.Mead. Washburn's study of

laughter in children is particularly important for indicating

the basically social nature of laughter and smiling.

It should.be noted that while philosophers and psychological

theorists have stressed the functions which humor serves a person,

most of the experimental studies have focused upon the various

qualities of the stimuli which evoke humorous reactions. There

have been relatively few attempts to investigate the functions

that laughter and humor may serve the individual. ‘We do not

know, for example, if laughter serves to protect us from the

danger of excessive sympathy as McDougall suggests,or if it

spares us an experience of pain as hypothesized.by Mead. Nor

have experimental studies been addressed to investigating the

relationship between psychological adjustment and the ability
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to appreciate humor which Freud postulates. The present study

will attempt to explore some of these functional aspects of

laughter and humor which Freud and others have suggested.



CHAPTER II

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

Hypotheses

I-Psychological Adjustment and Enjoyment of Humor

The capacity of an individual to derive humorous

satisfaction, laughter and pleasure, from cartoons

is positively related to that individual's general

psychological adjustment.

This hypothesis was derived from a consideration of Freud's

remarks on humor. We noted earlier that Freud placed humor

beside the psychosis and the neurosis as a basic mechanism for

adaptamxlto suffering (11). Unlike the psychosis which is also

a basic mechanism for adapting to pain, Freud regarded the effects

of laughter and humor as beingcu'positive benefit to the organism.

Speaking of humor, he stated,

"By its repudiation of the possibility of suffering,

it takes its place in the great series of methods

devised by the mind of man for evading the compul-

sion to suffer. A series which began with the

neurosis and delusions, and includes intoxication,

self-induced states of abstraction and ecstasy. It

is distinguished from many other members of the

series by a peculiarly liberating and elevating

effect." (12)

In considering these remarks, it becomes clear that Freud

suggests that. persons endowed with a good sense of humor and

persons who can appreciate humor, have in their possession a

valuable tool for dealing with problems and tensions in a plea-

surable fashion. It follows that persons who have such a means

of dealing with tensions at their disposal should on the average

tend to be better adjusted individuals than persons who are not
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able to use and appreciate humor so readily. The popular view

is in some ways very similar to this position which stems from

psychoanalytic thinking. The person devoid of a sense of humor

is suspect. The well-adjusted person is thought of as being

able to "laugh it off". Few men are willing or able to admit

having a poor sense of humor.

The relationship between adjustment and ability to laugh

and enjoy humor has not, to the writer's knowledge, been the

subject of experimental investigation. It is the main purpose

of this study to test this relationship as stated in the first

hypothesis. To make this test, it is necessary to obtain mea-

sures of humorous satisfaction to cartoons as well as measures

of the psychological adjustment of the subjects. In attempting

to obtain measures of psychological adjustment, the researcher

is confronted with the problem of first defining what he means

by psychological adjustment. The term is used in many ways and

depending on how it is defined many measuring devices are avail-

able. In order to increase the generalizability of the results

and to explore the hypothesis with more precision, several

measures of psychological adjustment were utilized. These will

be described more fully later. Comparisons were made between

the following adjustment and humorous satisfaction measures:

Measures of psychological adjustment:

1) The absence or presence of severe psychopathology

as indicated.by whether or not the patient is

hospitalized for a psychoneurotic condition.

2) Score on the Barron Ego-Strength Scale.



20

3) The relative absence of strong tensions and

conflicts as indicated by the total tension

score from the Need-Tension Inventory.

Measures of humorous satisfaction:

1) Subjects' funniness ratings to the cartoons.

2) Number of laugh and smile responses to the

cartoons.

II-Tension Level and Humor Preference

The funniness of a cartoon to any individual will

be positively related to the degree of tension or

need represented by the type of humor-evoking

stimulus to which the individual is responding.

The second hypothesis stems in part from Freud's remarks

on humor and also as an outgrowth of the first hypothesized re-

lationship between humor and psychological adjustment. If humor

does serve as an outlet for tensions and conflicts, then we would

expect that on the average a liking for humor dealing with speci-

fic themes would be positively associated with the presence of

high tension or need in the same theme areas.

To test this hypothesis, comparisons were made between the

two measures of humorous satisfaction to cartoons,and.measures

of psychological tension derived from the following tests:

1) A measure of "need" from Edwards'Personal

Preference Schedule.

2) A.measure of tension from the Need-Tension

Inventory.

III-Role-Taking Facility and Humor Preference

The funniness of a cartoon will be positively re-

lated to the degree to which the perceiver is able

to take the role of the other.
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The third hypothesis stems from the theorizing of Freud

and Mead in regard to humor. Freud regarded the pleasure from

humor as coming from a saving in the expenditure of feeling.

This economy of affect is the result of the listener or obser-

ver calling up the same feelings as the character in the joke,

only then being suddenly deceived. Mead in a similar position

held that we laugh, because having taken the attitude of the

joke character, we are saved the unpleasant feelings he ex-

periences. Both Freud and.Mead emphasize the ability of the

observer to assume the role and attitudes of the joke characters.

Therefore, we would expect individuals who can most easily take

the role of another to derive more satisfaction from cartoons

than those less facile in role taking. Roberts and Johnson in

their previously cited study present evidence which supports

this view.

It is the purpose here to further test this hypothesis by

comparing cartoon funniness ratings and the number of laughs

and smiles to cartoons with measures thought to relate to role-

taking facility derived from the following:

1) Scores on the test of Ability to Predict

Average Behavior.

2) Scores on the Warmth Scale.

The General Task
 

The experiment consisted of presenting a series of 35

cartoons, two at a time, to a group of 25 subjects free of

manifest psychopathology: and 25 psychoneurotic subjects.
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Each subject was asked to indicate which of the two cartoons

he thought was most funny and to provide a numerical rating from

O to 6 to each cartoon. During this time the overt reactions,

laughs and smiles, were recorded. Following the presentation

of the cartoons each subject was asked to describe what the

thoughts and feelings of the characters might be for certain of

the selections. These responses were recorded. The humor

appreciation measures were then compared with the subject's

performance on several personality tests which are described

later.

The Humor-Evoking Stimuli

The 35 cartoons which comprised the final selection,

arranged by themes in the order of their presentation, are

given in Appendix B. These cartoons were selected from a

collection of several thousand culled from joke books and from

popular magazines such as the Saturday EVening Post and Colliers.

They represented largely middle-class selections as opposed to

the more subtle type of humor found in magazines such as the

New:;orker. This type of selection was employed because the

subjects were largely lower-middle-class and would be expected

to prefer this type of humor. It was also thought that such

selections would be more easily understood by the subjects of

this study.

The question may arise why cartoons were employed in

place of some other type of laughter-evoking stimulus. The

main reason is that there was a better source of cartoons
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available with themes that represented problem areas for most

people, than was available with other laughterfevoking stimuli.

It was also felt that cartoons represent a familiar type of

humor-evoking stimuli to most middle-class subjects and that

they were not as likely to be misunderstood as written or verbal

jokes.

As a preliminary step,the collection of cartoons was cate-

gorized into dominant themes on an intuitive, face-validity

basis by the writer. Whenever a cartoon appeared to represent

more than one theme or when a dominant theme was uncertain, the

cartoon was excluded. Thus, 70 cartoons representing 7 distinct

themes were chosen. The themes and their descriptions are as

follows:

A-heterosexuality

Male hero kisses, makes love to, or engages in physical sexual

contact with a female. To become sexually excited. To enjoy

observing partially nude, or attractive females.

B-hostility to others

Male hero causes harm or pain to someone. To tell others un-

pleasant things about themselves. To make fun of others or

to cause them embansssment. To criticize others, to enjoy the

suffering of another.

C-affiliation themes involving "non-hostile" attitude to others

To enjoy the company of others, to help others, to treat others

with kindness, to do pleasant things with friends. To seek or

meet new friends. To greet others.

D-self-aggrandizement

,Male hero exhibits an exaggerated self-enhancing view of him-

self. Exaggerated view of the worth of one's accomplishments.

To exhibit admiration for oneself or one's accomplishments. To

accomplish great things. To express admiration of one's physi-

cal body or parts thereof.

E-self-abasement

Main male character views self as inferior, weak, inadequate,

or unworthy. Regarding one's physical self as ugly or inade~

quate. Considering one's self as lacking in good sense, or as

being a "nobody".
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F-withdrawal,or running away from unpleasant situations

Male hero runs away, attempts to escape, or hides from an un-

pleasant situation or a fear-evoking situation. An expressed

desire to run away from an unpleasant situation or environment.

G-facing unpleasant situations

Male hero faces a task or situation that might ordinarily be

expected to cause withdrawal or running away. Male hero faces

or remains in a situation that evokes fear. Facing or putting

up with a task or situation that might ordinarily be regarded

as unpleasant.

The question may arise as to why these specific humor

themes were used. First, there were sufficient cartoons, ten

or more, available in each of these relatively pure thematic

categories. Second, these particular themes are ones which

represent very common tension or problem areas for most persons

in our culture. Also,there :are several tests available from

which quantitative measures of need and tension can be obtained

for these categories which would permit a test of the hypothe-

sized relationship between tension areas and liking for certain

types of humor.

Ten cartoons for each of these 7 themes, making a total of

7C, comprised the selection which was presented to four differ-

1
ant psychologist judges for classifying. The instructions to

the judges were as follows:

Your task is to categorize the cartoons into seven

thematic groups described below. Go through the

entire group of cartoons and any which you believe

fit the description given for theme A, place in that

 

1The author wishes to thank the following faculty and

graduate students for serving as judges: Dr. Charles Hanley,

Dr. John Hurley, Mr. John Heisman, and Mr. Selwyn Fidelman.
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category. Then,proceed for theme B with the entire

group of cartoons, and so on through theme G. In

classifying the cartoons, keep in mind that the des-

cription of the themes given below is meant to apply

primarily to the hero, or to the main male character

depicted in the cartoon.

The descriptions referred to were those given above in

describing the themes. The final selection of 35 cartoons

represented items that all four judges had agreed represented

the themes for which they were originally selected. Although

each cartoon was agreed upon by all four judges as representing

this originally selected theme, there were six separate cartoons

which one judge of the four also thought represented one addi-

tional theme. In each of these six instances, one judge of the

four had classified that cartoon in one other category in addi-

tion to the one for which it was designed. Thus, for the final

selection of cartoons, the agreement among the judges as to the

themes represented by the cartoons was 96%.

In the experiment, two cartoons were presented to each

subject at a time and his task was to indicate which of the two

seemed funnier,and to provide each cartoon with a numerical

rating on a scale of funniness. For providing this rating the

subject was presented with the following instructions and scale

of funniness:

You are to give each cartoon a score according to how

funny it seems to you. If a cartoon does not seem at

all funny to you, give it a 0. If it is slightly funny,

score it a 1. If it is funny, but below average in

funniness, give it a 2 and if it is of average funniness,

score it 3. If it is somewhat funnier than average,

score it 4 and if it is very funny, give it a 5. If

it is extremely funny to you, score it 6. Remember.

there are no right or wrong answers, it's just how the

cartoon appeals to you.
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same

not funny at all

slightly funny

funny but below average

average funniness

somewhat funnier than average

very funny

O
N
U
‘
l
-
L
‘
U
J
M
H
O

extremely funny

The cartoons which were paired for presentation to the

subjects represented crude thematic polarities. It was hoped

in employing such polarities that certain predictions could be

tested. Cartoons of the following themes were paired.

1) Theme B, "hostility to others" with theme C, "non-hostile

affiliation".

2) Theme D, "self-aggrandizement" with theme E, "self-abasement".

\

) Theme F, "runfing away from unpleasant situations" with theme

G, "facing unpleasant situations".

Cartoons of theme A, "heterosexuality" were presented

individually to the subjects for rating.

The Tpial Run

A trial run of the cartoons was conducted using twelve male

patients from a surgical ward of Dearborn Hospital. This was

done to arrive at an objective basis for pairing the individual

cartoons with one another, so that selections representing

roughly the same degree of "intrinsic funniness" could be pre-

sented together. Essentially the same method was used for pre-

senting the cartoons and for having,the subjects rate them as
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was used in the final procedure. These patients rated the

cartoons on the funniness scale of O to 6 and a record was kept

of their laughs and smiles. A measure of the "intrinsic fun-

niness" of each cartoon was arrived at by averaging the ratings

of the total group for each cartoon. These ratings were then

employed in pairing the final selections so that cartoons that

were rated as being equally funny were paired together wherever

possible. Also, to compensate for possible satiation effects,

those pairs of cartoons that were rated the funniest were pre-

sented toward the end of the series in the final test. This

was done even though no over-all satiation effect was manifested

during the trial run by the group.

The trial run also served to provide data on the relia—

bility of the verbal funniness ratings. one week following the

first trial run, the same subjects were again given the cartoons

for rating. Comparisons were then made between the sum of the

group ratings for these two presentations. A test-retest re-

liability coefficient of .87, (N=35) significant at better than

the 1% level was obtained.1

Another measure of the reliability of the verbal funniness

ratings was obtained by comparing the subjecth ratings with the

number of laughs and smiles ‘he gave to the cartoons. If verbal

funniness ratings are indeed an adequate measure of a subject's

 

1It may be of interest to note that there was a slight

trend of the subjects to rate the cartoons lower on the second

presentation. Also, there were a little less than half as many

laughs and smiles given to the cartoons the second time.
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humorous appreciation of cartoons, then we would expect responses

of laughing and smiling to occur most frequently to those car-

toons rated as being the funniest. This comparison was made for

the subjects of both experimental groups. A correlation coeffi-

cient of .64 significant at better than the .01 level for the

neurotic group, and one of .46, also significant at .01 for the

normal group were obtained. This indicates that those subjects

who gave the high ratings to the cartoons also tended to respond

to them with more laughs and smiles. Thus, we have an example of

demonstrated agreement between overt humor behavior and the

subjects' verbal reports. This relationship will be discussed

in greater detail later.

Cartoon Presentation

Each subject was given the following general statement about

the experiment. He was told:

This is a study to find out why people think certain

things are funny. Your task will be to look at the

two cartoons I will give you each time, and tell me

which one seems funnier.

Following the presentation of the first set of two cartoons,

he was told, "Now I want you to give a number to each of the

cartoons according to how funny they seem to you", and he was

handed the instructions and scale of funniness given on page 25

above. After presenting the last pair of cartoons the subject

was told, "Now the rest of these will be singles. You just give

each one a number according to how funny it seems to you".
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Following the cartoon presentation,each subject was asked

to describe what the thoughts and feelings of the cartoon char-

acters might be for four of the cartoons. The selections used

represented four different themes and they were cartoons which

permitted empathic identification. The same four cartoons were

presented to each subject.1

The Subjects

The subjects were 50 hospitalized men from two Veterans

Administration hospitals. A group manifestly free of psycho-

pathology, hereafter referred to as the T.B. group, in contrast

to a psychoneurotic group were employed in order that certain

comparisons could be made to test several of the hypotheses of

this study. The patients in both groups were of the same gen-

eral socio-economic background. Most were lower-middle-class

while a few came from lower or middle-class backgrounds. The

groups were matched with respect to sex, age, and education.

Tables I and II present more detailed information about the

composition of the groups.

The T.B. group was composed of 25 recovered, or nearly

recovered,male tuberculosis patients who were hospitalized at

Dearborn General Medical Hospital. These subjects were selected

in consultation with the ward psychologist who knew most of the

1The four cartoons used in the order of their presentation

to the subjects are as follows: l-theme F, running from situa-

tion, cartoon by Wyma; 2-theme G, affiliation, cartoon by Walker;

B-theme B, self aggrandizement, cartoon by Smite; and 4-theme A,

heterosexuality, cartoon by Caplan.
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TABLE I

COMPOSITION OF THE

TUBERCULOSIS GROUP

 

 

 

 

 

 

Subject Years Marital Stated

Number Age Education Status occupation

1 37 12 Married Buffer

2 24 14 Single Student

3 26 12 Single Tool & Die

4 41 11 Single Labor

5 25 15 Married Student

6 26 7 Single Stock Boy

7 28 16 Married Student

8 3 10 Divorced Truck Driver

9 24 10 Single Shipping Clerk

10 51 13 Divorced Bookkeeper

ll 3 12 Married Lineman

12 31 9 Married Sailor

13 25 12 Married Design

14 2O 12 Single Air Force

15 41 12 Married Storekeeper

16 25 13 Married Student

17 34 ll Separated Truck Driver

18' 3 10 Single Navy

19 27 11 Married. Machine Repair

20 30 8 Single Polisher

21 3 12 Married Carpenter

22 46 9 Married Salesman

23 23 7 Married Painter

24 26 5 Married Labor

25 28 8 Separated Sales Clerk

Mean 31.2 10.8
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TABLE II

COMPOSITION OF THE

NEUROPSYCHIATRIC GROUP

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Subject Years Marital Stated Hospital

Number Age Education Status Qccupation Diagnos;§_

1 39 12 Divorced Salesman Anxiety State

2 52 7 Married Plasterer Psychoneurosis,

Anxiety State

5 50 12 Married Painter Anxiety Reaction

4 4O 10 Married Guard Psychoneurosis with

Shiz. Tendencies

5 l9 12 Single Marines Severe Anxiety

Reaction

6 33 12 Married Guard Conversion Reaction

7 3 l2 Divorced Labor Anxiety Reaction'

8 32 10 Married Labor Anxiety Reaction

9 52 12 Divorced Carpenter Anxiety State

10 21 l2 Single Labor Acute Situational

Maladjustment

ll 23 12 Single Painter Psychoneurosis,

Anxiety State

12 24 8 Separated Farmer Anxiety Reaction

13 26 7 Single Salesman Psychoneurotic

14 42 10 Married None Passive-Dependent

Personality

15 48 14 Married Chemist Psychoneurotic

Anxiety State

16 52 10 Married Salesman Anxiety Reaction.

17 45 10 Single Labor Anxiety Reaction

18 3O 12 Married Plasterer Anxiety Reaction-

19 3 12 Married Inspector Passive-Dependent

React. with

Depression

20 33 11 Single Labor Severe Anxiety

Reaction

21 30 14 Single Office Hysteria

Clerk

22 27 12 Married Printer Anxiety Reaction.

Panic State

5 26 9 Divorced. Machinist Anxiety Reaction

24 5 ll Separated Foreman Passive-Aggressive

with Anxiety

25 3 9 Single Construc- Passive-Aggressive

tion Labor Personality

‘Mean 32.3 10.9
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patients, and only those patients who were judged to be rela-

tively free from psychological disturbance were included.

Patients who had suffered a neurotic or psychotic break at

some past date were excluded from the sample. The average age

of this group was a little over 31 years.and the mean number

of years of schooling was 10.8 years.

The psychoneurotic group was composed of 25 hospitalized

male patients all of whom had been classified as suffering

.primarily from a psychoneurotic condition by the staff of the

Ft. Custer Veterans Hospital. All cases involving epilepsy or

possible brain damage as complicating factors were excluded

from the sample. The diagnosis of each patient given in Table II

was assigned during the formal hospital staff procedure by one

psychologist and two or more psychiatrists. A word of caution

should be included regarding the composition of this group.

These patients were on the average much more severely disturbed

than the typical psychoneurotic as indicated by the very fact

that they were hospitalized. Nonetheless, all of the subjects

were in sufficiently good contact that they could understand

and respond to the cartoons and could follow the test instruc-

tions. The mean age of the neurotic group was 32.3 years and

they had completed 10.9 mean number of years education.

Personality Assessment Procedures

Following the presentation of the humor stimuli, each sub-

ject was given a series of paper-and-pencil personality tests.

Copies of the tests employed are given in Appendix A with the
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exception of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the

Barron Ego-Strength Scale. The instructions were printed on

the first page of each test sheet, and they were read to each

subject. To insure that the subject fully understood the direc-

tions, the examiner went over the first few items of each test

with the subject. In an attempt to obtain the maximum degree

of truthfulness and cooperation,each subject was told that the

psychologist would later be willing to discuss the meaning of

the subject's test scores with him. Most subjects indicated a

desire and eagerness to do this. The average subject required

around three hours to complete the test battery.

A brief description of the tests employed is given below:

‘ggwards Personal Preference Schedule. This test is de-

signed to provide a measure of a number of relatively indepen-

dent normal personality variables. The inventory is composed

of 225 pairs of items. The subject's task is to choose which

of two items is most characteristic of himself. The statements

comprising,the items have their origin in the list of manifest

needs presented by Henry A. Murray. Test-retest reliability

measures are available for each of the scales comprising the

test. They range from a low of .74 to a high of .88 for those

scales which were used in this study. other reliability and

validity measures are also available (8). one of the disad-

vantages of the Edwards for our purpose is the fact that the

scales of "needs" are not independent of each other; they are

ipsative scales. High scores on several scales necessarily

will depress the scores on the other scales. It is impossible
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to have all high or all low scores on all of the scales. Like

a balloon, if one part is squeezed, other parts must expand.

For this reason it is not possible to assign an absolute value

to any scale score. In spite of this limitation,this test was

included in the battery because it is one of the few tests avail-

able which does give a measure of need in several areas which

were also represented by the cartoon themes.

Need;gension Inventory. This inventory consists of 70

statements which the subject rates on a 5 point scale according

to how much he agrees or disagrees with each item. The questions

along with the directions to the subject and the rating instruc-

tions are given in Appendix A. The items in this inventory were

assembled from questions originally used by Henry Murray to

provide a measure of various personality variables, including

needs and sentiments. These items arranged according to the

personality variables they were designed to measure are dis-

cussed in full in Explorations in Personality (21). The specific

items used here were those which would provide a measure of need

or tension in the thematic areas represented also by the cartoons.

Ten items each for the following seven areas were employed:

need-heterosexuality, n-agression, n-affiliation, n-exhibition,

n-abasement, endurance, and emotionality.

Barron Ego-Strengthfigcale. This scale consists of 68 items

from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. The items

are answered by the subject as being true or false about himself.

The test purports to measure a general factor or capacity for

integration,or ego-strength,which is one aspect of psychological



adjustment. It is reported to be a good predictor in "situa-

tions in which an estimate of personal adaptability and resource-

fulness is called for" (l). The test-retest reliability is .72;

while odd-even reliability for a psychiatric population is .76.

The test was included in the battery to obtain a measure of

psychological adjustment defined as the possession of high ego-

strength .

Warmth_§cale. The Warmth Scale is composed of 30 statements

to which the subject responds indicating whether each item is or

is not true regarding himself. A copy of this scale, devised by

Henry C. smith,is given in Appendix A. The test-retest relia-

bility for this scale is .65 and the split-half reliability is

.63 for a college population. The items are phrased so that

persons who are generally accepting of others might be expected

to answer in a given direction. This scale was included because

acceptance of others and sensitivity to their feelings may be

regarded as an important aspect of empathy and role-taking‘

facility, and would thus help facilitate a test of the hypothe-

sized relationship between role-taking facility and the enjoy-

ment of humor.

Test of Ability to Predict Average Behavior. This scale,

also devised by Henry C. Smith, consists of 30 pairs of occupa-

tionsor activities from which the subject is asked to indicate

which item he thinks college students would like or enjoy the

most. A score is computed on the basis of how well the subjectb

choices correspond with the actual preferences of college students.
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The split-half reliability of this test is .69 for a college

population. In spite of the possible limitations due to using

this test on a non-college population, this test was included

because it measures one type of role-taking facility. A copy

of this test is given in Appendix A.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The problem has been defined, the methodology and instru-

ments discussed, and we are ready to consider the results. The

findings which relate to the hypotheses of this study will be

presented in this chapter.

Hypothesispfil

The capacity of an individual to derive humorous

satisfaction, laughter and pleasure, from cartoons

is positively related to that individual's general

psychological adjustment.

In order to test this hypothesis, the subjects' verbal

ratings to the cartoons and their overt humor responses, laughs

and smiles, were compared with three different measures of

psychological adjustment.

For the first measure, psychological adjustment was defined

as the relative absence of psychopathology. Here it is hypothe-

sized that the hospitalized neurotic group will on the average

derive less satisfaction from the cartoons than will the T.B.

hospitalized group. It is to be expected that the T.B. group

will tend to rate the cartoons higher and evidence more laughs

and smiles in response to them than will the "poorer adjusted"

neurotic group. The results of the comparisons made to test

these predictions are presented in table III. In this table,

and in those to follow, N-2 degrees of freedom were used.

Correlations when reported are all product moment correlations.
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TABLE III

RESPONSES TO CARTOONS BY

T.B.rAND NEUROTIC PATIENTS

  

 

 

 

T.B. Neurotics Difference t

N 8 25 N = 25

EaaEEEEa=aEa=====sEEEaE5EsEaEEEEaEEEaEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Mean funniness

rating per cartoon 2.50 2.03 .47 1.99*

 

3.13. .72 .89

Mean number of

laughs and smiles

to cartoon series 9.88 6.12 3.76 1.74*

SoD- 6.28 8.14

 

*Sig. .05, one-tail test
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The results of these comparisons support the hypothesis.

The T.B. group did in fact give significantly more laugh and

smile responses to the cartoons than did the neurotic group;

and they tended to rate them as funnier. Because of the large

standard deviations obtained for the mean number of laughs and

smiles for both groups, Bartlett's test for homogeneity of

variance was made between the group comparisons. The results

of this test were not significant which justifies the use of

t for evaluating the difference between the group means.

For a second test, psychological adjustment was defined

in terms of the subjects' performance on the Barron Ego-

Strength Scale. Here it was predicted that those subjects

who scored lowest on the scale, that is those who gave the

fewest number of responses indicative of ego strength, would

manifest the fewest number of laughs and smiles to the cartoons

and they would tend to rate them as being less funny. It was

further expected that the T.B. group would score significantly

higher on this scale in the direction of greater ego strength,

than the neurotic group. Table IV summarizes the results of

these comparisons.

Significant correlations in the hypothesized direction

were obtained for three of the four comparisons. In the fourth

comparison, that between the number of laughs and smiles and

the scores on the Ego-Strength Scale for the T.B. group, the

correlation coefficient was in the hypothesized direction but

was not sufficiently high to reach statistical significance.

The expectation that the T.B. group would score significantly
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TABLE IV

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RESPONSES

TO CARTOONS AND SCORES ON BARRON

EGO“STRENGTH SCALE

 

.B. Neurotics

g25 N=25

Funniness ratings

vs; Ego-Strength

score .474** .365*

Number of laughs

and. 81111138 V30.

Ego-Strength score .168 .348*

 

*Sig. .05, one-tail test

**Sig. .01, one-tail test
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higher, that is in the direction of greater ego strength;was

also found to be true. The T.B. group obtained a mean ego

strengih score of 49.08 (S.D.= 3.78) while the neurotics

obtained a mean score of 35.64 (S.D.= 7.33). A t of 7.93,

significant at .001 was obtained. Bartlett's test for homo—

geneity of variance was applied to this data because of the

discrepancy between the standard deviations of the two groups.

A significant chi-square value was obtained indicating that

the samples probably did not originate from a population with

a common variance. For this reason, the median test in addi-

tion to‘t was used to evaluate the difference between means.

A chi-square of 29.75 (d.f.= 1) significant at .001 was ob-

tained which indicates that the T.B. subjects scored signifi-

cantly higher on ego strength than neurotics.

For the third test of this hypothesis, psychological ad-

justment was defined as the relative absence of strong tensions

and conflicts. A measure of total tension in the cartoon theme

areas was derived on apriori grounds by the author. By taking

the sum of the scores on the Need-Tension Inventory for each of

the various tension areas, an over-all measure of tension in the

cartoon theme areas was obtained for each subject. Table V

summarizes the results of the comparisons between this over-all

tension score for the subjects of both groups with their ratings

and responses to the cartoons. Preliminary comparisons showed

that this total score did not differentiate between groups, but

that it did differentiate within the neurotic group as indicated

by the results in table V. Further study showed that this total
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TABLE V

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN OVER-ALL TENSION

SCORE AND RESPONSES TO CARTOONS

 

 

T.B. Neurotics

N a 25 N = 25

 

Tension score vs.

funniness ratings .057 -.478**

Tension score vs.

number of laughs

and smiles -.100 -.487**

 

**Sig. .01, one-tail test



tension score is related to another measure of adjustment

for the neurotic but not the T.B. group. A correlation of

.38, significant at .05 for the one-tail test was obtained

between the neurotics total tension score and their scores

on the Barron Ego-Strength Scale. For the T.B. group a

correlation coefficient of .03 was obtained which is not

significant. Thus, the total tension score appears to dif-

ferentiate only within the neurotic group. Mean tension

scores obtained for the groups were T.B., 194.30 (S.D. =

16.61), and neuroticsk 195.72 (S.D. = 22.86‘. The 3 between

these mean tension scores was not significant. Significant

correlations in the hypothesized direction were obtained only

in the neurotic group between the over-all tension scores of

the subjects and their funniness ratings, and between tension

scores and number of laughs and smiles.

Hypothesisj#2

The funniness of a cartoon to any individual will be

positively related to the degree of tension or need

represented by the type of humor-evoking stimulus to

which the individual is responding.

For the first test of this hypothesis it was predicted

that subjects who scored as having strong need in a given

area on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule would enjoy

humor in that same area to a greater extent than persons with

lower need in that same sphere.

Specific comparisons were made between liking for the

following cartoon themes,and areas of need for the two groups.
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Cartoon theme Edwards PPS "need"

Self-aggrandizement n-exhibition

Self-abasement n-abasement

Hostility to others n-aggression

Non-hostile affiliation n-affiliation

Facing situations n-endurance

Running away from

situations n-endurance

Heterosexuality n-heterosexuality

In table VI where these comparisons are reported, as well

as in later tables where comparisons by themes are reported,

verbal funniness ratings are the only humor appreciation measure

employed. Laughs and smiles were not used in these instances

because when divided into themes the frequencies of laughs and

smiles given were so small as to minimize the liklihood of

obtaining statistically significant results. The reader who

is interested in the mean number of laughs and smiles by themes

is referred to table XITV in Appendix C. Also, in table VI,

and in other tables which follow, one-tail tests have been

employed since a positive relationship was hypothesized between

liking of humor and tension in the same theme area. The com-

parison between liking of running away humor themes and n-

endurance does not involve similar themes, but rather opposite

the mes. Inasmuch as hypothesis two does not state the direc-

tion of response when dissimilar themes or opposite themes are

involved, a two-tail test was employed for this comparison.
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TABLE VI

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN HUMOR PREFERENCES

AND SCORES ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL

PREFERENCE SCHEDULE

 

“3:12;? Need NTLBéS Nguioggcs

Aggrandizement n-exhibition -.144 -.042

Abasement n-abasement -.059 -.227

Hostility n-aggression .001 .076

Affiliation n-affiliation .238 --073

Run-away

situations n-endurance .054 .207

Face situations n-endurance .112 -.002

Heterosexuality n-heterosexuality .084 .423*

 

“Sig. .05, two-tail test
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The results of the comparisons between humor preferences

by themes and scores of need in the same theme areas from the

Edwards Personal Preference Schedule are given in table VI.

The only significant finding here was a positive correlation

between liking of cartoons dealing with sexual themes and n-

heterosexuality on the Edwards scale for the neurotic subjects.

A correlation coefficient of .423, significant at .05 was

obtained.

A second test of this hypothesis was made by comparing

the subjects' preferences for specific humor themes with their

scores on the Need-Tension Inventory. Here again it was pre-

dicted that the liking of humor of a given theme would be

correlated positively with higher tension in that area as

measured by the subjects' responses to items on the Need-Tension

Inventory. one-tail tests were again employed for the running

away from situations theme,compared with n-endurance. The

results of these comparisons are summarized in table VII.

None of the comparisons for the T.B. group reached signi-

ficance, while four were significant for the neurotic group.

Significant correlations in the hypothesized direction for the

neurotic group were found between liking for self-aggrandize-

ment cartoons and n—exhibition, between liking of hostility

cartoons and n-aggession, liking of running away cartoons and

n-endurance, and between the liking of facing situations

cartoons and n-endurance. The one comparison which proved

significant with the Edwards scale, that between heterosexuality

cartoon themes and n-heterosexuality,did not yield a significant
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TABLE VII

CORRELATICNS BETWEEN HUMOR

PREFERENCES AND SCORES ON THE

NEED-TENSION INVENTORY

Cartoon Need-Tension T.B. Neurotics

theme theme N = 25 N = 25

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Aggrandizement n-exhibition ~015 ~355*

Abasement n-abasement .001 —.021

Hostility n-aggression -.057 .340*

Affiliation n-affiliation .066 .282

Run-away

situations n-endurance --l44 .559**

Face situations n-endurance -254 .350*

Heterosexuality n-heterosexuality .119 .242

 

*Sig. .05, one-tail test

“*Sig. .05, two-tail test
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correlation with the Need-Tension Inventory comparison of

heterosexuality themes with n-heterosexuality. The correla-

tion coefficient was, however, in the hypothesized direction

for both the T.B. and neurotic groups.

The question might arise about the relation between the

performanceson the Edwards and the Need—Tension tests. Since

both devices supposedly give a measure of need in similar

areas, we might expect fairly high positive correlations be-

tween similar scales on these tests. The results of these

correlations are presented in table VIII.‘ Eight of the twelve

correlations were statistically significant.

The comparisons summarized above in tables VI and VII

provide the main test of the second hypothesis.

Hypothesis #3

The funniness of a cartoon is positively related to

the degree to which the perceiver is able to take

the role of the other.

The first test of this hypothesis involved a comparison

between the responses to the cartoons with performance on the

test of Ability to Predict Average Behavior. This test in-

volved predicting the job preferences of college students,

which can be thought of as one type of role-taking. It was

expected that the T.B. group being less disturbed would do

better on this test than the neurotic group. Table x shows

the results of the correlations. The T.B. subjects obtained

a mean score of 18.48 (s.D. = 2.77) while the neurotics had

a mean score of 16.72 (s.D. 4.03). Bartlett's test for

homogeneity of variance yielded a non-significant chi-square
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TABLE VIII

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCORES ON EDWARDS

PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE AND

NEED-TENSION INVENTORY

 

T.B. Neurotics

Need N = 25 N = 25

n-exhibition .145 .192

n-abasement .431* .076

n-aggression .528** .550**

n-affiliation -.001 .417*

n-endurance .379* .522**

n-heterosexuality .683** .729“r

 

*Sig. .05, one-tail test

*“Sig. .01, one-tail test
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TABLE X

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCORES ON

THE TEST OF ABILITY TO PREDICT AVERAGE

BEHAVIOR AND RESPONSES TO CARTOONS

 A‘— ‘

r‘ i

_ T.B. Neurotics
Comparison N 3 25 N 8 25

Total funniness rating vs.

prediction scores .247 -.183

Total number of laughs and

smiles vs. prediction
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which justifies the use of‘t for evaluating the difference

between group means. Alp of 1.77, significant at .05 for

the one-tail test was obtained. None of the correlations

reached significance.

The second test of the hypothesis involved a comparison

of the responses to the cartoons with performance on the

Warmth Scale. A generalized acceptance of others, as measured

by this scale,might be considered an important component of

empathy and role-taking facility. It was expected that those

subjects who scored highest on this scale would tend to rate

the cartoons the highest and would show the greatest number

of laughs and smiles. It was also predicted that the T.B.

group would score highest on this dimension. The results of

these comparisons are presented in table XI. None of the

correlation coefficients reach statistical significance. The

mean Warmth Scale score for the groups was 15.56 (S.D. = 3.94)

for the T.B. group,and 15.22 (S.D. = 5.39) for the neurotics.

A.§ of .18 was obtained between the mean scores, which is not

significant.

These comprise the various tests of the hypotheses. A

discussion of the meaning and significance of the results is

given in the next chapter. First we will consider some addi-

tional results.
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TABLE XI

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCORES

ON THE WARMTH SCALE AND

RESPONSES TO CARTOONS

 

m ri T.B. Neurotics
Co pa son N g 25 N g 25

Total funniness rating vs.

Warmth Scale score -.158 -.037

Total number of laughs and

smiles vs. Warmth Scale
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Related Findings

There are other ways that the data can be viewed which,

though not directly related to the hypotheses of this study,

do provide additional facts that may increase our understanding

of laughter and humor.

It will be recalled that the cartoon themes were assembled

to include certain polarities. It was thus possible to com-

pare how the two groups responded to cartoons dealing with

opposite themes. It was expected that the neurotic group,

being more disturbed, would show greater extremes in their

reaction to each of the polarities. Thus, if the neurotic group

tended to rate onatheme as being relatively funny, it was ex-

pected that compared with the T.B. group they would rate the

opposite theme as being less funny. To test this prediction a

comparison was made between the mean funniness scores assigned

to the cartoons representing theme polarities for each group.

By taking the difference between these mean scores we obtain

a measure of the extent to which the members of the group rated

a theme as being funnier, or less funny than its opposite. The

larger the difference between these mean polarity scores, the

larger the discrepancy in the liking of the two themes. As

indicated above, it was expected that the neurotics would show

the greater difference between these mean polarity scores. The

results of these comparisons are summarized in table XII. It

will be noticed that the differences between the mean polarity

scores in each instance were larger for the neurotics,a1though
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for the most part these differences were so small as to be

unreliable. This finding does, however, suggest that neurotics

are more extreme in their response to cartoons representing

opposite themes. The t tests between the mean funniness

ratings by polarity themes were significant for both T.B.

subjects and neurotics only on the facing situations versus

running away set.

The reader may be interested in knowing if there are cer-

tain cartoon themes which appeal more to one group than to

another. To determine this, 3: tests were run between the mean

funniness ratings assigned to the cartoon themes for the two

groups. The results of these comparisons are also presented

in table XII in the last column. A'E significant at .05

(d.f. - 48) was obtained between the mean funniness ratings

of the two groups for two themes. In both instances, T.B.

subjects rated cartoons dealing with abasement and affiliation

as being funnier than did neurotics. Inspection of the results

presented in table XII indicatesthat the T.B. subjects rated

the cartoons funnier for each of the seven themes than did the

neurotics. Furthermore, for each of the seven themes,with the

exception of "facing situations", the neurotic subjects showed

greater variance in response to the cartoons as indicated by

the larger standard deviations. This relationship also holds

true for the comparisons between laughs and smiles for the

groups. Table XIV in Appendix C shows that for each theme,

the T.B. subjects gave more laughs and smiles to the cartoons,

and that for five of the seven themes the T.B. subjects showed
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less variance in their reactions to the cartoons than did the

neurotic subjects.

We noted earlier that there was close agreement between

overt humor behavior and the subjects' verbal reports about

cartoon funniness. Total laughs and smiles correlated with

the verbal ratings .656 for the neurotic subjects and .462

for the T.B. group. These coefficients are significant at

the .01 and .05 levels respectively. Those subjects who gave

the high ratings to the cartoons also tended to respond to

them with more laughs and smiles. In order to demonstrate

more precisely the nature of this relationship;some graphs are

presented below. These results are also included because it

is felt that they may be of methodological value to other re-

search workers in this area, since they provide information

about the relationship between verbal ratings and overt laughter

and smile reactions to cartoons.

Each of the 25 subjects in the two groups responded to

35 cartoons. Figure 1 shows the frequency of each funniness

rating as well as the frequency of laughs and smiles for the

corresponding funniness ratings. Thus, of the total number of

875 cartoon responses (25 subjects X 35 cartoons) given by

neurotics, 190 received zero funniness ratings and no laughs

or smiles were given to these cartoons by the neurotic subjects.

At the other extreme there were 30 ratings of 6, extremely

funny, and in 28 instances either a laugh or a smile accompanied

the presentation of these cartoons.

Figure 2 presents the data in still another way. This

graph shows the percentage of laugh and smile responses which
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Ratings by

4T.B. subjects

Ratings by

neurotics

Laughs and smiles

by T.B. subjects 

Laughs and smiles

by neurotics  

 
 

0 *‘l 2 3 ‘_ h 5 6

Cartoon Funniness Rating

Figure 1. Frequency of Funniness Ratings of 35 Cartoons

by 25 T.B. Subjects and 25 Neurotics, and Frequency of

Laughs and Smiles at each Rating.
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were given to cartoons assigned various scores from O to 6 on

the funniness scale. Thus, while cartoons scored a zero by the

neurotics evoked no laughs or smiles, all of the cartoons scored

a 6 were responded to with a laugh or a smile by the neurotics.

Similarly, while cartoons scored a zero by the T.B. subjects

evoked one overt humor response, eighty-three percent laughs

and smiles accompanied cartoons which the T.B. subjects scored

a 6.

It would be expected from the above that cartoons rated

at the high end of the scale would evoke more laughs than smiles,

while cartoons rated at the lower end would evoke fewer laughs.

We would expect this to be so if a laugh is indeed quantita-

tively different from a smile, and indicative of greater humor-

ous pleasure. Figure 3 shows the proportion of laughs to laughs

and smiles for the different funniness scores. The data pre-

sented are for the cpmbined groups inasmuch as the comparisons

by separate groups yielded highly similar results. Thus, while

nearly thirty-four percent of the overt humor responses to car-

toons that were scored a l, were laughs (and sixty-six percent

were smiles), over eighty-five percent of those cartoons scored

a 6 were responded to with a laugh (and fifteen percent were

given smiles). We will have more to say about the meaning of

these results in the next chapter.

Some significant relationships were observed between the

length of stories subjects told in describing the cartoons and

their ratings and laughs and smiles to the cartoons. A positive

relationship between these variables night be expected for
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several reasons. First, if a subject did not understand a joke,

he probably would have greater difficultyfidescribing the car-

toon. Also, positive relationships have been found between the

length of thematic productions and the extent of identification

with persons in the stimulus cards.(29). It is also possible

that length of stories told to cartoons might be a function of

a general trait of expressiwafiss, as might the tendency to

laugh and smile at cartoons. on the basis of the present study,

it has not been possible to isolate to what extent these vari-

ous factors have contributed to the significance of the findings.

The highly significant results summarized in table XIII would

suggest the value of further exploring this relationship, and

attempting to ascertain the contributing factors, in future

studies. Each of the correlation coefficients within groups

exceeded the .001 level. Both neurotic and T.B. subjects who

told the longest stories to cartoons rated them the funniest

and gave the most laughs and smiles to them. The mean number

of words used in describing the cartoons by the T.B. subjects

was 93.24 (S.D. - 31.45), while for the neurotics it was 78.28

(S.D. = 32.40). The t for this comparison was not significant.

Throughout this study, the relationships between person-

ality measures have been more extreme and more significant re-

sults have been obtained with the comparisons involving neurotics.

Also, the neurotics showed greater variance in their responses

as indicated by the larger standard deviations shown in tables

III and XII, as well as in the references cited in the text.

The implications of these findings will be discussed in the

next chapter.
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TABLE XIII

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LENGTH OF STORIES TOLD

IN DESCRIBING CARTOONS AND RESPONSES TO CARTOONS

 H

Neurotics

N - 25

 

Total funniness ratings vs.

length of stories .788*

Total number of laughs and

smiles vs; length of

stories .785“

 

*Sig. .001, one—tail test



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

This study has sought to investigate several aspects of

n

the theories of humor offered by Freud and George H. Mead.

Three hypotheses were derived from these humor theories:which

state relationships between appreciation of humor and various

facets of human behavior. To test these hypotheses;two in-

dioes of humor appreciation, a verbal funniness rating, and

the number of laughs and smiles to cartoons,were compared with

measures of psychological adjustment, tension and need, and

role-taking facility. In this chapter we will consider the

meaning of the findings and the implications for future researhh

which this investigation suggests.

Humor Appreciation Keasures

The comparisons between the two humor appreciation

measures, funniness ratings to cartoons and number of laughs

and smiles to cartoons, reveal good general correspondence.

If verbal funniness ratings are indeed a reliable and valid

measuré of a subject's humorous appreciation of cartoons, we

would expect responses of laughing and smiling to occur most

freouently to those cartoons rated as being the funniest.

Total laughs and smiles correlated with verbal funniness

ratings .636 for neurotic subjects,and .A62 for T.B. subjects.

The graphical results presented in figures 1 through 3 indicate

more precisely the nature of this relationship. There is
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nearly perfect correspondence at the extremes of the funniness

scale between both humor response measures. A cartoon rated

zero is almost certain not to evoke laughs or smiles, while

a cartoon given a score of six will nearly always evoke a laugh

or a smile. In general, the higher the funniness rating the

more frequent are the laugh and smile responses. Furthermore,

the higher the rating the greater is the liklihood that a

laugh instead of a smile will occur. These findings will

be discussed later. The important point here is that agree-

ment was obtained between the two humor response measures

employed in this study.

Psychological Adjustment and Appreciation of Humor

Significant relationships were observed between several of

the measures of psychological adjustment and the humor apprecia-

tion measures. Table III indicates that the T.B. patients

tended to express humor to a significantly greater extent than

did the neurotic patients. This was evidenced by their rating

the cartoons higher, and their responding to them with more

laughs and smiles. This relationship held not only for the

total group comparisons, but also for the comparisons by themes.

For each of the seven themes the T.B. subjects rated the cartoons

as being funnier, and responded to them with more laughs and

smiles than did the neurotic subjects. If psychological

adjustment is defined as the absence of psychopathology so



65

severe as to reauire hospitalization, these findings support

the hypothesis. These data also lend support to the Qualitat-

ive findings of Pedlich, Levine, and Sohler concerning psy-

chologically disturbed subjects (25). The statistical findings

in the present study provide confirmation for their observation

that the least disturbed subjects appreciated humor the most.

However, these earlier observations were based upon a compar—

ison of neurotic with psychotic subjects and a critic might

as; if the psychotic subjects failed to grasp the meaning of

the jokes because of their poor reality contact. The findings

summarized in table III surrest that psychological disturbance

in itself tends to limit the response to humor.‘

It might be thought that hospitalized neurotics would

view cartoons as less humorous as a function of being hospital-

ized. This is not sufficient to exnlain the difference between

the aroups in response to humor. It fails to account for the

fact that the ”.8. subjects had on the average been hospitalized

for a longer period of time than the neurotic subjects. Thus;

the obtained differences in response to humor would seem to

reflect more basic psychological factors related to general

adjustment.

In accord with the hypothesized expectation within each

group, those subjects who scored as having the most ego

strength on the Barron scale rated the cartoons as being

funnier and responded to them with more lcuahs and smiles.

This relationship was :enerally supported by the data for both
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neurotic and normal subjects except for the correlation between

ero strength and laushs and smiles for the T.B; group. However,

even in this instance the correlation coefficient w:s in the

expected direction.

The present results also support the constiuct vili<ity

of the Farron ECO-Strenrt- Scale. It would be expected that

’
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i the barren scale is in iact a valid measure of psycholoyica

adjustment, T.B. subjects would scor as having greater ego

("I

stre. th than neurotic suajects. phi-souare was Mi:niiicantC
)

at the .001 level w}an the median test comps-risen was pede.

The results of the third test of this hypothesis 're not

80 c ear. Table V indicates the correlations between the

'l

reosures of tumor appreci tion and the oVerrll tension score

obtained from the Vecd-Ter min Inventory. ”mile Ci nifiC€Ht
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relationships in the hypothesised cineeccion were obtained for

the ”“”“ojic a'roup on both reasrre of huhor appreciation, the

correlations did not even arrroach significznce for tre T.B.

these data is that the absolute

tension level is not as important a factor in adjustment as

is the reans the person uses to deal with mlS tensions and

problems. Thus, while the T.B. group manifested nearly as
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more aoartive. The findinr,ttat subjects' scores on the
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( /

' ' ”N v "- p‘-~ 4““ m "fi? " 1"1'720'3'2'7 *1" PM“ \C‘f‘o

score for the neurotics tut not ior ewe .... stejteeeq.d (cogs

4- ‘ ’-°° « 4" n I "- w~~ d ( Jr‘. ‘D ".(“iu'.'1‘_
+Hnt overrll tension di,le1entlttes Dett,a. kHz—uc3 Oi 01. vs

* - 7 r~v~ ~ « xrnk " '”in“"‘\r di””“”1q‘“fl 're:":r)ns, cwcfli ps2:11 {\nt 01.1-1-17- ' 1.1‘ ’1’]? 7 SJ Vito—LO'». .. u '. .2. -1 .2 K. .L. UL! - \_ u x. L \_

h0"ri+<l1*ed r'vcoonOU"0tics.

(
Un table V thet the neurotic subject'
J
.

The findins renerted

who scored hishest on overell tension enjoyed hunor the LGEpt.- -g ~-~./\.

n
..° - n ,.r * ?~'~« n-N'Anmr 5.1

SLVVMIFCS Dorrusr--d;l€l‘c1-‘WhO iannmi tnet JlflJll-eLglLMwD' sea-

jects rate cs?oons less funnr than "low—anxious" sueieces (5).

.. ~ — . ‘ v. '0

10 ECO e DJ;It x-reuld he ez‘r‘t-ected tlu‘t suejeces w

ovr—wrsllension ut‘lld be more anxious then lower scoring? sub-

jects inesruch es snxietv is often thou ht to be a result ofUJ

stetes of blocked tension or conflict. One noseW1JiLiCy con-
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bettgr adjusted individuals. The manifest—nsychonatlol
oxy—

free-srbfects rated the cartoons as beins funni r and they

resnonded to them with more lturhs and stiles.

in both rrouns who scored in the direction of freatest ero

strenrth also rated cartoons as beinr funnier. The subjects

in the neurotic sroun, but not the T.E. aroun, who scored

lowest on overall tension rated cartoons as being funnier and

resronded to them with Lore laushs and smiles. t was the main

ruroose of this study to test this relationshio between adfust-

went and lesronse to humor. hhouah Fr,ud emnhasized the

imnortance of humor in adjustment, this study, to the author's

knowledne, renresents the first exnerimental attembt to

directly investiarte this tonic.

O

Tension Areas and An4reciation 01 humor

The results rcnorted in tables VI and VII disclose a

nositive relationshin between ikinr for cartoons dealine with

certrin themes and the nresence of greater need in these same

theme areas only among members of the neurotic proun. Liking

for cartoons detling with heterosexucl themes for the neurotic

sroun was associated with hither scores on need-heterosexuality

as measured by the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule.

This finding was not sunnorted by the corresnondins compar-

ison between liking of heterosexual cartoons and n-hetero-

sexuality as measured by the Feed-Tension Inventory. However,

a liking of cartoons dealing vith acenandizement, hostility,

runnins away from situations, and facins situations for the
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neurotic group was associated with higher tension in these

areas as measured by the Need-Tension Inventory. It will be

noted that none of the correlations involving the T.B. group

turned out significant. Our hypothesis predicts a liking for

cartoons representina higher tension and need areas for all

Dersons, normals and neurotics included. Since this is so, we

must conclude that the data do not support the hypothesis in

general. They are,however, suggestive of a relationship between

the liking of humor representing specific themes and the presence

of higher tension and need in these same areas for psycho-

neurotic subjects.

There are many factors which probably relate to the lack

of findings supporting this hypothesis for the total group of

subjects. It is of course possible that the relationship as

hypothesized does not exist for subjects free of psychopathology.

Another possibility concerns the adequacy of the two scales of

need. The results presented in table VIII show that the

correlations between the Edwards and the Need-Tension tests

although significant,for the most part, are of low to moderate

magnitude with the exception of the heterosexuality comparisons.

It is possible that these two devices may not have been measur-

ing the same underlying needs as it was hoped they would. It

is difficult to evaluate these findings because of limited

information about the Need-Tension Inventory. Also, the

correlations are based upon small samples of highly selected

subjects and may thus represent low estimates of the true

correlation. Had more reliable and valid measures of need



70

and tension been available for the themes represented by

the cartoons, positive results for the T.B. group may have

been obtained. The lack of positive findings for the T.B.

group raise questions about the adequacy of the hypothesis

even though positive results were found for the neurotic

group. Further exploration of the hypothesis itself as well

as study with more precise measuring devices is merited.

Role-Takinngacility and Appreciation of Humor

The findings with respect to the appreciation of humor

and role-taking facility are negative. This may reflect the

fact that the measures of role-taking facility employed were

not suitable for the present purpose and that extraneous

factors may have served to lessen the liklihood for signifi-

cant results. This may account for the lack of positive

results with the Warmth Scale and with the test of Ability

to Predict Average Behavior. Further study using other

measures of role-taking facility might reveal a positive

relationship and provide support to Freud's and Mead's con—

tention that humor appreciation is related to empathy or

role-taking facility.

Additional Results

The findings of this study point to a fairly high

relationship between a subject's enjoyment of humor and his

tendency to rate cartoons high and to laugh or smile at them.

The results presented graphically in figures 1 through 3 show

that a subject is almost certain to laugh or smile at a



”lx

i

cartoon that he rates as being very funny or extremely funny.

If he rates a cartoon as being devoid of humor,or only

slightly funny, it is unlikely that he will respond overtly

with laughs or smiles.

The results shown in figure 3 further support the con-

tention that a laugh is ouantitatively indicative of greater

humorous satisfaction than a smile. Cartoons rated at the

most funny extreme of the scale were resoonded to mostly with

laughs, while the lower a cartoon was rated the fewer the

laughs and the more smiling was evoked. This finding is what

we might expect from common sense. However, to the author's

knowledge this has never before been demonstrated empirically.

These findings strongly suggest that laughter and smiling

might be regarded as being on a continuum. At the one extreme

we might place the absence of a humorous experience. As we

move toward the ”very humorous" end of the continuum,smiles

are evoked, and finally,laughter.

Throughout this study the relationships between personal-

ity measures have been more extreme and more statistically

significant results have been observed with the comparisons

using neurotic subjects. Also, the neurotics showed greater

variance in responses as indicated by the larger standard

deviations shown in tables III; XIL and XIII. This suggests

that psychologically disturbed persons may be more "personal"

in their humor, reacting more to the emotional content of

the humor themes,while less disturbed persons may be more

intellectual, reacting to such things as the quality of the



drawing, its cleverness.etc., to a greater extent than to

the thematic content. These observations may be of some

value to the future worker in this area. He may obtain

more statistically significant results by using neurotic

subjects than subjects free from psychopathology. This

suggests that if his interest is to study the dynamics of

humor, the relations would probably be more pronounced in a

neurotic than a less disturbed group.

The finding that subjects who told the longer stories

in describing cartoons also rated them funnier and gave more

laughs and smiles to them suggests several areas for further

exuloration. Studies aimed at exploring the relationship

between general expressiveness as a trait and response to

humor, as well as studies aimed at exploring the extent of

the subjects'identification with cartoon characters as a

factor relating to the length of stories they tell, would

be of value. Because these factors were not controlled;it

is difficult to draw precise conclusions regarding this

finding. Further study of this phenomenon seems worthwhile.

Implications for Further Research

Several directions of further exploration are suggested

by this study. Perhaps what is most needed is research into

some of the earlier and more primitive laughter reaponses.

The present study has attempted to investigate the relation-

ohlb between psychological tension areas and appreciation of

certain types of humor. Very little is known about how



conditions of physical tension are related to laughter and

humor. It would be of value to determine whether various

measures of physical tension, such as GER, relate to humor-

ous appreciation of cartrons and with the tendency to laugh

or smile while responding to humor.

It would be of value to know more about the conditions

where negative, disgust, or dislike reactions occur to humor

evoking stimuli. Observations of negative humor responses

by a few subjects in this study suggest that strong conflicts,

possibly of a suppressed or even repressed nature are involved.

Practically nothing is known of the intensities of conflict

and tension which will produce a humorous experience on the

one hand, or a negative reaction on the other. Research >

aimed at investigating the extent to which a subject is aware

of conflicts and tensions in himself, or the extent to which

these factors are repressed or unconsious and how this relates.

to humor would provide much needed clarification.

An analysis of the themes of jokes in different societies

might be a unique and valuable way of obtaining information

about national character. Knowledge about common tension

and need areas for the members of a culture might possibly

be gained through such a method. Similarly, studying the

humor themes that a given individual most enjoys might

provide a picture of that person's problem areas. Such

a method would have an advantage over the more traditional

measurement devices in catching the subject off his guard.
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The commonly held view is that we laugh at "what is funny",

and because peonle are not aware of the significance of

their responses to humor-evoking stimuli,the psychologist

may have here a powerful tool for exploring the psychological

storehouses of the individual. horeover, most individuals

enjoy reading jokes or looking at cartoons. Few psychological

measuring devices provide such a built-in reinforcing agent

to the subject, and for this reason we might expect persons

to be more Open and less defensive in responding to humor

than with the less pleasant devices. Studying the manner in

which a person responds to humor, whether he characteristically

’
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_uehs, smiles, or what, may reveal valuable psychological
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-formation. Further studies, perhaps of an intensive clin-

ical nature, are needed to explore these possibilities.

It would be of value to test the responses of other psy-

chopathology-free groups. Although the author feels that we

are on fairly safe around in generalizing the findings on

the T.B. group to lower-middle class males in general, it is

possible that T.B. patients may differ from this broader

population in unknown ways which might affect their response

to humor. If anything, one might expect that because they

were hospitalized, T.B. patients would rate cartoons as being

somewhat less funny than would a comparable non-hospitalized

group.

Evidence has been presented in this study which indicates

a good correspondence between overt humor behavior, lauahs
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and smiles, and verbal reports concerning the funnines of

cartoons. Where are very few affective states which can

be studied psychologically where subjects' verbal reports

can be checked and immediately and directly compared with

m 1
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overt behavior. A_te, little advantage has been taken of

the possibilities afforded by this method.

Above all, there is a paucity of inclusive psychological

theory concerning laughter. Althou"h many individual philos-

lauch at jokes, cartoons, and other humorous mate_ial, there

is yet no theory sufficiently broad to explain why we also

laugh when we are tickled, when we experience joy, vhen we

feel relief from strong tensions, or when we become hysteri—

cal. Ue have suggested some answers in this study but still

1

tre Question, thy do we laughT'remains largely unanswered.



CHAPTER V

SUIIARY

Humor, a tonic of considerable philosonhical specula-

tion throuchout the aaes, has until recently been an area

much neglected by the psycholofiist. Though humor may be

the most common form of emotional expression in our culture,

there have been few scientifically designed experiments aimed

at exploring the relationship between humor and personality.

The present study is an outgrowth of the theorizing of

Freud and George H. Head on humor. A consideration of their

remarks led to the formulation of three hypotheses’stating

relationships between personality variables and the apprecia-

tion of humor.

Twenty-five hospitalized male adults diagnosed as psycho-

neurotic and twenty-five nearly recovered male adult tuberculo-

sis patients served as the subjects of the study. A series

of thirty-five cartoons representing seven distinct themes

was presented to the subjects for rating. Two measures of

humor appreciation were derived from the responses: (1) a

verbal funniness score, derived from each subject's ratinfs

of the cartoons on a seven point scale of funniness, and

(2) the number of laughs and smiles. These measures were

compared with three personality varia les: general adjust-

ment level, amount of tension in the cartoon theme areas,

and role-taking facility.

The first hypothesis involved a comparison between the
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humor appreciation measures and three ways of defining psycho-

logical adjustment: (1) the absence of severe psychOpathology,

(2) high ego strength on the Barron scale, and (3) the absence

of strong tensions. Significant relationships were found

between the absence of psychopathology and both humor apprecia-

tion measures, between scores on the Barron Ego-Strength Scale

and the verbal funniness ratings for the subjects of both

groups, and between the ego strength score and the number of

laughs and smiles for the neurotic subjects. The third compar-

ison between the tension score and the humor appreciation

measures yielded significant results among the neurotics but

not the T.B. subjects. Although Freud and others have empha-

sized the importance of humor in adjustment, this study repre-

sents one of the few experimental approaches to this topic.

The second hypothesis involved comparisons between the

liking of cartoons dealing with specific themes and the

presence of tension in these same theme areas. Significant

relationships were found between neurotics liking of humor

dealing with self-aggrandizement, hostility, facing unpleasant

situations, heterosexuality, and the presence of higher

tension in these areas. None of these correlations was

significant for the comparisons involving the T.B. group.

The test of the third hypothesis did not support Freud's

and Head's contention of a positive relationship between humor

appreciation and role-taking facility. No significant



relationships were found for these comparisons.

The findings of this study are consistent with Freud's

assertion that humor can serve the individual as a mechanism

for dealing in a positive way with tensions and problems.

The main purpose of this investigation was to explore this

idea. In general, the present results showed that persons

who were able to use and enjoy humor the most scored highest

on the adjustment measures.



APPENDIX A

PERSONALITY ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

Need—Tension Inventory

The statements below represent experiences, preferences,

ways of doing things, and ways of behavior that are both agreed

with and disagreed with by many people. Read each statement and

try to be frank in eXpressing your own personal agreement or A

disagreement with any item. There are no "right" or "wrong"

answers.

Please read each statement and then place a number next to

the item in the following manner:

l-Strongly agree. A true statement about me.

2-Mildly agree. Somewhat true, or often true about me.

3-Neither agree nor disagree. Neither true or false

about me.

4-Mildly disagree. Usually not true about me.

5-Strongly disagree. A false statement about me.

Please give an opinion for each statement even though this

will not always be easy.

(
I
D
-
s
]
O
\
U
‘
|
#
U

l
\
)

0
-
4

\
O

e
n
d
e
d

I
D
F
‘
O

1
.
:

\
N

P
H
J

u
1
s
-

H O
\

l7.

18.

19.

{hen a friend of mine annoys me, I tell him what I think of

him.

I do not enjoy getting a person's goat.

I am usually able to hold up my end in a fight.

When something goes wrong I am more apt to blame myself than

to blame the other fellow.

I do not particularly enjoy kissing.

I spend a great deal of time thinking about sexual matters.

I like to have people watch me do things which I do well.

I am seldom apt to show off in some way, even if I get a

chance.

I make special efforts to promote good feeling,when I am with

other people.

I feel that friendship is more important than anything else.

I often act on the spur of the moment without stopping to think.

I waste no time in asking for what I want.

I can work at a difficult task for a long time without getting

tired of it.

I can not stand long periods of hard work.

I protest sometimes when a person steps in front of me in a

waiting line.

I treat a bossy or domineering person as rudely as he treats

me.

There are hardly ever any times when I act like a coward.

Sometimes I feel that my bad and weak points outnumber my

good points.

I do not fall in love easily.



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25-

26.

27.

28.

29

30.

31.

32.

35.

34.

35-

36.

37-

38.

39-

40.

41.

42.

44 .

45

45.

47

48.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59

60.

do

I enjoy the company of women more than men.

I boast a bit about my achievements from time to time.

I act on the principle that a man will never get ahead

if he does not blow his own horn from time to time.

I do not particularly enjoy myself at parties or social

gatherings.

I am very free in expressing warm feelings and goodwill

to others.

When I have to act, I am usually quick to make up my mind.

I am not easily carried away by my thoughts and feelings.

I am a horse for work. I am seldom exhausted.

I finish most everything I begin.

I get into a fighting mood when the occasion seems to

demand it.

I seldom get angry or express my annoyance when I am treated

with disrespect.

My friends think I am too humble.

I feel nervous and anxious in the presence of superiors.

I seldom daydream about sexual matters.

I sometimes have difficulty controlling my sexual feelings.

I sometimes exaggerate my part in an event in order to make

myself appear in a better or more favorable light.

I do not feel dissatisfied if I remain unnoticed.

I have a good word for most people.

I take pains not to hurt the feelings of other people.

I am apt to say anything--though I may regret it later--

rather than keep still.

I am considered somewhat excitable by my friends.

I can enjoy long spells of continuous activity.

I stick to a job even though it seems I am not getting results.

When a good fight is on, I am one of the first to pitch in.

I usually keep my irritation to myself rather than express it.

I am rather submissive and apologetic when I have done wrong.

I tend to be shy and restrained in my relations with women.

I am attracted by every good-looking woman I see.

I prefer women who have a strong sexual appeal.

I seldom think about how I look or what impression I am

making upon others.

I talk a good deal about myself, my experiences, my feelings

and my ideas.

I go out of my way to comfort people when they are in misery.

I am considered, by some of my friends, to be too good-

natured, too easily taken in.

I am rather sensitive, impressionable, and easily stirred.

I have strong likes and dislikes.

I do not enjoy long discussions. They usually tire me.

I am able to keep working, day in and day out, without

getting bored or tired.

I seldom let myself go when I am angry.

I enjoy a good hot argument.

I am sometimes depressed by feelings of my own unworthiness.

There are times that I feel that I want to be punished.
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62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

670

68.

69.

70.

11

I have had a good deal of actual sex experience.

I do not like to flirt.

I don't pay much attention to my appearance: clothes, hats,

shoes, neckties.

have great faith in my own ideas and my own initiative.

enjoy putting my own affairs aside to do someone a favor.

sympathize with people more often than I blame them.

show my temper when the occasion demands it.

am influenced in the things I do by how I happen to be

feeling at the time.

I usually persist in whatever I do. My motto is, "Never

say die."

When the going gets rough I usually give in.

H
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Warmth Scale

The statements below represent experiences, preferences,

ways of doing things, or beliefs that are true of some people

but are not true of others.

Read each statement and decide whether or not it is true

of yourself. Draw a circle around the number of the item if it

is true or mostly true of yourself. Draw an X through the number

of the item if it is not usually true or is not true at all of

yourself. Be sure to mark every item.

am somewhat intolerant of people who bore me.

get annoyed when people take up my time for no purpose.

am critical of people whose ideas are not very good.

sometimes ignore people I dislike.

take great pains not to hurt the feelings of even unplea-

sant people.

. I always feel even the minor interests of others as if they

were my own.

I am considered, by some of my friends, as too good-natured.

I always try to praise people who are discouraged by their

failures.

9. I genuinely like everyone I get to know.

10. I am as helpful as possible with everyone I meet.

ll. When a friend of mine does something that bothers me, I tell

him about it.

12. I avoid making people angry at considerable sacrifice of my

own interests.

13. I generally try to get things done the way I think is right

even when it is an inconvenience to others.

14. I never blame other people even when they seem to be at fault.

15. I enjoy helping people with their personal problems.

16. I ignore the personal feelings of other people when it is

necessary.

17. I generally criticize my acquaintances when I disapprove of

their behavior.

18. I have sometimes used threats of force to accomplish desirable

goals.

19. I treat a domineering person in the same way he treats me.

20. I say what I think about important things even if it hurts

the feelings of some people.

21. I generally criticize people who do things that are wrong.

22. I insist on being able to come and go as I want.
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23. When I disagree with people, I tell them so.

24. I believe that everyone's intentions are good.

25. I sometimes tell people frankly what I think of them.

26. I almost always forgive people who hurt me.

2 . I am very generous with my acquaintances.

2 . I approve of the things that all the other members of my

family do .

29. I like everyone I meet, even those with different interests

and goals from mine.

50. I have always been very close to my parents.



Test of Ability to Predict Average Behavior

College students were asked to tell their likes and dislikes

among the following occupations, school subjects, amusements,

activities, and kinds of people. Read each of the following

pairs and draw a circle around the number, "1" or "2", which

you think more students said they liked. Be sure to answer

every item.

1. (1) author of novel; (2) auto salesman.

2. (1) building contractor; (2) chemist.

5. (l) carpenter; (2) consul.

4. (1) civil engineer; (2) manufacturer.

5. (1) hotel keeper; (2) civil service employee.

6. (1) draftsman; (2) judge.

7. (1) employment manager; (2) factory manager.

8. (l) inventor; (2) foreign correspondent.

9. (1) sales manager; (2) marine engineer.

lO. (1) mining superintendent; (2) stock broker.

ll. (1) real estate salesman; (2) music teacher.

12. (1) retailer; (2) photo engraver.

13. (l) civics; (2) botany.

l4. (1) chemistry; (2) economics.

15. (1) literature; (2) geology.

16. (1) history; (2) nature study.

17. (1) military drill; (2) mathematics.

l8. (1) golf; (2) poker.

l9. (1) collecting postage stamps; (2) chopping wood.

20. (l) symphony concerts; (2) musical comedy.

21. (1) making a radio set; (2) amusement parks.

22. (1) educational movies; (2) driving an automobile.

23. (l) hunting; (2) picnics.

24. (l) progressive people; (2) thrifty people.

25. (l) repairing a clock; (2) interviewing prospects in selling.

26. (1) opening conversation with a stranger; (2) meeting and

directing people.

27. (1) drilling soldiers; (2) acting as yell-leader.

28. (l) interviewing clients; (2) operating machinery.

29. (I) methodical work (2) developing business systems.

0. (1) looking at shop windows; (2) cabinet making.



APPENDIX B

THE CARTOONS

ThemerG:

Facing Situations

 
   

 

"I'm telling you. I just don't like

the way he‘s been acting lad-v!"

till vul‘nxuv mm; For

Gallagher. Reprinted by Special Per-

mission of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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Price. Copr. 1955 The New Yorker Mégfiéine,

Inc.
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mun roaring fire when yon go hunting?” n" um  

Keate. By permission of the author.



 V.“WVMII.

"The native: seem unle- tonight." I
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“'I‘lmr’s leirly-Iccu linm. ll null! you (are In try for July four!

\

gisher. Copr. 1955 The New Yorker Magazine,

nc.
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Theme F:

Running from Situations

 

 Marcus “I was looking for you, no, Mom.”

#1
*w—‘

u ___ .

 

." j

Marcus. Reprinted by Special Permission

of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.



   

 
 

VII ‘§Y|‘IDAV lVL‘Ihh “'5!

“Believe me. son. if running away ever solved

anything. I‘d pack a bag and go with you!"

Mulligan. Reprinted by Special

Permission of THE SATURDAY EVEN-

ING POST.



 
 ’2. “All I wanted was a match."

I'IIIA‘I‘UDA'mm

Farris. Reprinted by Special Per-

mission of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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. ~13”  
| "It“: for you. door. Something about n summons!"

III IAIUDA'mm?

Boltinoff. Reprinted bE Special Permis-

sion of THE SATURDAY EV NIIG POST.
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"Then its agreed. gentlemen SL'RGER\.'l“

"I “'1'”AV IVINIM; “I 
Wyma. Reprinted by Special Per-

mission of THE SATURDAY EVENING

POST.
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Theme C:

Affiliation

 

  

 7Zqfl595§

"You lu-I-p running in luu «um. .I. 'l‘.—Imw lt-l'n all
l

try it again . . .

L_I

 
rum. row. row _umr Imul. m-Illl} . . ."  In» sun lulu n\I-\H«. I-unl

Fox. Reprinted by Special Pennie-

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.

  

 

  

  
“Good to ace you. Monk! What'o new?" I 4‘

Farris . Source unknown .
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So'wooy hon-no on “Now, In" this cozlor?"
 

 

Lundberg. ,Reprinted by Special Permis-

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.

  

“ Fmd. old boy! . . .am I (land In see you!" l

nu \\II III“ FYIVING “I   
Barnes. Reprinted by Special Permis-

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING BOST.
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Waite! .

Yhu Wee!

_U k 7 i -7 , ~“_‘_ _f‘ “7 __*M
f ‘-

Walker. Reprinted from THIS WEEK

Magazine.



Theme B: w

Hostility {

  an».

AQVn'

\ "I’m going to mix business will: pleasure. Gardner. \ ou're fired.“

ml ~\1"l|-u i\1‘\l\i. my   
\ F‘

Day. Reprinted by Special permis—

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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Cavalli. COLLIER'S.
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Vincent. Reprinted by Special Per—

mission of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.

 
Wilkinson

Hunky hula. M
‘ "Thoy'ro all onloop — do you wont 9o "on M I

skinning lunch?"

_‘

Wilkinson:r Reprinted by Special Per-

mission Of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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"No,lhnnks.fllhnvotoomonyolfluouw,luy *

Wit-Illntorm,yoooldbntyoul" ‘

Keate. Reprinted from Argosy Magazine

by permission.
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Theme D:

Self Aggrandizement

   MW
3 “What? You‘re forty-six . . . oh.

. come now, you‘re not serious. . ."

'IlMill-DAVa"!

\ Mace. Reprinted by Special Permis-

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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M.I”am5*?

Reed. Courtesy of The Register

and Tribune Syndicate
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Kaufman. Reprinted by Special Permission

of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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Smits. Source unknown.

Theme E:

Self Abqsement .

 

 
"It wouldn’t be no bad being a hippopotamus if

[just didn't have to look like a hippopotamus!"    
‘ Nofziger. Source unknown.
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"Boy. was ! overrated!" fl

nu IAYVIDA'm

SEEnger—dt . Reprintediby Spa cia]: Per-

mission Cf THE SATURDAY EVENTNC POSLV
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. “I told: I could recall the youthful tragedy that marked me so!"

Norman. 0 Pull
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Bailey. Reprinted by Special Permis-

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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Theme A:

Heterosexuality
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“Just tho phone, please."

Caplan. Reprinted by Spedial Permis-

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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coma-o “My expunro motor just went ‘Bolnm’l” nun mun-oo-

Wilkinson. By permission of the .'

author. '
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Taber. Reprinted by Special Permis-

sion of THE SATURDAY EVENING POST.
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"Oh. no Hunks—I'm ins? looking."

  

 

Author and source unknown.



LAUGHS AND

APPENDIX C

TABLE XIV

SKILES TO CARTOONS BY THEMES

 

 

 

 

 

Cartoon T.B. Group Neurotics

Theme N: 25 N: 25

Means S.D. Keane S.D. Difference 3

Face situations 1.08 1.09 .64 1.29 .44 1.32

Running away sit- 1.96 1.45 1.28 1.33 .68 1.69*

nations 5

Abasement .68 .97 .47 .90 .21 ”.78

Aggrandizement 1.14 1.18 .64 1.19 .50 1.463

Hostility 1.77 1.14 1.08 1.54 .69 1.76*

Affiliation 1.56 1.27 .92 1.32 .64 1.62

Heterosexuality 1.77 1.68 1.12 1.73 .65 .1,35

 

‘*Sis. .05, one-tail test



[
.
4

[
N
J

1M

PI“?ICF‘VIAl| PVT?!

AL A;.-

Parron, F. in eso strength scale which predicts respcnse

to psychotherapy. Journal of COOnsu- tins Psychology,

1953,17, 3?7- 333

Rersson, H. Laughter. English Trens., London: 1911.

Dyrne, D. Tide re1"tionship between humor and the x-

préssion of hostility. Journal of Abnormal and Social

Psycho 0(y, 1956, 53, Sh-QQ.
 

Descartes R. Fe sions de l'ame. Paris: Charles Adam

& Paul r‘annery, 1909.

 

Dorris, J., and Flerron E. Humor end Esnxiety. Journal
_r—uu

Aororrol and Socirli Psychology, 1956, 53, 59 o?

Drever, J. A dictionary of psychology. Penguin Rooks:

1952-

Ea stman, M. The sense of humor. New York: Scribner &

Sons, 1921.

 

 

Edwards, A. Edwards Personal Preference Schedule.

Fanual. The Psychological Corporation: 1954.

Flusel, J. Humor and laurhter. In: Lindsey, G. Hend-

book of social psycholo~l. Cembridse, Adison-J’esley,

1951,1113 709-734.

Frankel, E. An experiment1 study of psychoanalytic

theories of humor. Thesis, Ph. D., University of

I'ichisan, 1953.

 

1?tion to the unconscious. New
Freud, S. 'Hit and its re

d & CO , 1917.York: Noffat,far

Freud, S. On humor. International Journal of Psycho—
enslrsis, 1923, 9, 1-6.    

Grziwok, R., and Scodel, A. Some psycholosical correlates
of humor preferences. Journa1 of Consultinng Ps;rcholosy,

1956, 20, 12.

Hill, W. Navaho humor. Cenertl Series in Anthroooloay,
1911'3 , F700 9’ 1-280

Hobbes, T. Human nature. London: 1340.
 



16.

17.

19.

30.

31.

1.00

Kluckhohn, 0., and Leirhton, D. The Havaho. Cambridge:

Harvard Univ. Press, 1916.

lead, G. 11nd 1_f,se and society. Chicaro: Univ. of

Chicago Press 1934.

NcDouVall, W. An outline of psycholory. London: Lethuen,

1923.

Fore, D., and Roberts, A. Societal variations in humor

respfnses to cartoons. Journal of Soc1a1 Psychology,

1957, as, 233-213.

.Purray Hirth responses to disparrgement jokes as a

manifestat1on of an a gressive disposition. Journal

of Abnormal and Social Psycholo5y, 1934, 29, bE-Sl.

Hurray, H. Explorations in personality. New York:

Oxford Univ. Press, 1938.

Piddinston, E. The psycholo5y of lauyhter. London:‘.

Figurehead, 1933.

Plato. Philebus. Jowett's trans., Oxford: 1892.

Radcliffe-Brown, A. On joking relationships. Afriba,

1910, 13, 195-210.

Redlich, F., Levine, J., and Sohler, T. A mirth response

test: preliminary report on a psychodiagnostic technioue

utilizing dynamics of humor. American Journal of Crtho-

psychiatry, 1951, 21, 717-732.

 

~Roberts, A., and Johnson, D. Some factors related to the

perception of funniness in humor stimuli. Journal of

Social Psycholo5y, 1957, A6, 57-63.

 

 

Smith, N., and Vinacke, U. Peactions to hummpus stimuli

of different generations of Japanese, Chinese, and

Caucasions in Hawaii. Journal of Social Psycholo5y,

1951, 3b, 69-96.
 

Spencer, H. mhe physiology of laughter. Pacmillan's

Magazine, 1860, l, 395.
 

Thompson, C. The Thompson modification of the Thematic

Apperception Test. Rorschach Research Exchange, 1949,

13, 169-179.

Washburn, P. A study of the smiling and laughing of

infants in the first ear of 3_ f . G ° h

Ionoaraphb, 1929 975W1 e enetic Psyc olo5y
 

 

Weiss, J. An e;{perimental study of the psychodynamics

of humor. Thesis, Ph.D., University of Iichigan, 195A.



{
1
]
}
!

.
«
1
1
‘
.
‘
l
l
‘



flu??? — '
\L 23f1959§-‘._-.~

CCT\9 1.950 a

A

1‘“    





STATnICHIGnN

WWWWWWW
13112 13

E UNIV. LIBRARIES

WWNWWWNWW“
9 101369027

 


