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Chepter I
| Purposo

The psychological phenomenon which is designated by the word humor has
intricued same of the gmateét philosophical and literary minds in history.
Atterpts to explein the nature of humor philosophically are legion, and among
these attempts one finds such distinguished names as Aristotle (6), Plato (154)4
Kant (111), Schopenhsuer (178), and Spancer (187}, when one reviews the philo-
sophical literature on the subject, it becomos apperent that little consensus
exists regarding the exact nature of the humor process.

A siniler lack of sgreement is found among the many theories of humor
wiich have appeared in psychological literature since the beginning of the
twentieth century. In spite of the contimung interest of contemporery
paychologists and other behavioral Wn‘bm: in humoy phenomena, it is surprise
ing to note tlat empiricel atterpts to irvestigate humor are meager, Fewer
than one hundred studies of humor which can 'mparly be regarded as being truly
empirical in nature have been reported in the litersture, In view of the
froquency with which the subjeot has appesred in the theoretical literature
during the last sixty years, the relative dearth of empiriecal studies on hupor
would appear to result not from lsek of interest in the phenomenon, but rather
from the exceedingly complex nature of humor and the difficulties involved in
the identification and comtrol of the relevant variables,

The enpirical research on humor which has been done falls into three
general groups, One group of studies imvolves the investigation of the nature

1




2

of different kinds of humor stimldi and their differential effects upon humor
response, A second group of studies has deen converned with an analysis of thel
psychophysiologic elements of the mmor response itself, and with attenpts at
measuring these elements, The third, and largest, pgroup of studies has concend
trated upon the various possible varicbles within the human organdsm which mey
be responsibvle for the appreciation or laek of apprecistion of humor stimuli,
The present study falls within tois latter cabtegory,.

The problem of this atudy is twoefold: the investigstion of the relations
ship betaesn peneral sense of humor and lewvel of psychosocisl sdijustmenty the
investigation of the relationship betwsen peneral sense of humor and particular
personality characteristics,

For the purposes of this study, "gensrel sense of humor" will be deseribed
as the chorscteristic, total, integrated response hebitually made by an
individual in reaction to s heterogenious veriety of humor stimild, Previous
research on the relationship between sense of hmor and porsonelity has sought
to find correlates between preference for a specific kind or theme of humor
(1.0+, soxunl, aggressive, nonsense humor, etc.) and specific permonality
characteristics, such as introversion, extraversion, repressed hostility, ete.
There are no published studies attempting to find the velationship of onets
gereralised appreciation of all kinds of humor to personality charscteristios,

A "sense of humort is penerally thought of as onets customary reaction to
all kinds of humor stimulstion in the courss of his daily 1ife, rather than
hie resction to preferred speeific kinds or themes of humor, When an individue
&l has a reputation for having & "good mense of humor® the usual expectation
is that he will regard many different situations es being humorous. The
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pergon with a reputation for having a ®poor sense of humor® is regarded
conversely as a person who finds very few things s8 humorous and responds only
to limited types of humor stdmiletion, This study will differ ivom previous
humor resecrch primerily in its emphasis upon this genersaliged humor responsivel
ness and its relationship to personality, The hypothesis that people really dol
pogsess this penerslized reaction t0 & voriety of huwmor at'muli is implicit in
the majority of studies on humor. It is furthermore supported empirically by
seversl studies which will be discussed in the review of the literature.

Some philosophers heve regsrded sense of humor as sssentially o negative
attribute, but the majority of them have taken the position that humor and
leughter operate to the benefit of the individusl. In common thinlkdng, a
person with a “good sense of humor" is thought of as being populsr ard socially]
adjusted, while the person with e "poor sense of humor® is regarded as being s
"gtick in the mud,® a "grouch" and, in general, an unpleasant individusl, This
belief also appears in the psychologicel literature, In spite of the
differences among the various theories of vhmn-, the common assumption,
implicit or explicii, is the basie normality end healthiness of humor in
psychological functionings

In spite of the marked consensus that a person's sense of humor 1s related
to nhis lavel of sdjustment, this hypothesis has not been empirically inmvestle
geted, As will be seen in the review of humor research, meny other cormonly
held assunptions sbout humor have been cquestioned end inwestigated, It is,
therefore, rather surprising that there is so little research dats either
supporting or refuting the assumption that & good sense of humor is related to
good social adjustment,
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It is the general purpose of this study ¢o investigate this assumption,
More speecifically, this study is designed to investigate the question, "do
people who have & good general sense of humor differ significantly from those
who have a poor general sense of humor with respect to psychosocial adjuste
ment?” In the event that the data would support a negative conclusion, a
revision of current theoretical thinking ebout humor would be in order, On the
other hand, if the obtained date would support an affirmative conclusion it
could form the besis for future investipgetions designed to find ways of using
response to humor as an index of psychological adjustment.

Although much of the previous humor research has concentrated upon the
relationship of sense of humor to personality wvarisbles, it has been confined
to attempts to find relationships between preference for a specifiec kind or
theme of humor and specific personality characteristics, The present study
will seek to investigate this area of inquiry in & differert way. As such, a
second purpose of the study will be an investigation of the relationship
between genersl sense of humor and speeific persenality characteristices, It
will seek an answer to the question, "do people who have in common & good
reneral ssnse of humor also possesa other personality characteristics in common
which differentiate them from people who have & poor general sense of humor?"

This study will not be so ambitious as to seek data on which s comprehen
sive theory of humor can be built. Rather, the purpose will be to obtein data
which can be integrated with previous findings and also can form the basies for
future humor research, As one reads the literature on the subject, cne is
struck by the impression that there has been too much premature theoretical
speculation sbout humor without sufficient empiricsl data on w:ich to base a
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theory of humor. It is the hope of this investigator that the dats cbtained
from this study will provide additional empirical evidence in this largely
unexplored but highly important asrea of human psychological functioning.




Chapter II
Review of the Literature

The earliest published sttempt to cbtain empiricsl data on humor was done
by Hell end Allen (92) in 1897. They received 3,000 replies to questionnaires
requesting subjects to describe all situations which they considered humorous,
Theee situntions were then classified into 11 categories which they believed
represented all the various types of humor, They then presented s resume of
previous theories of mmor and sttempted to relate them to their data, They
coneluded that all of the previcus theories of humor were inadequate and
speculative, but they felt that humor wue & promising area for research.

As psychologists begen an empirical epproach to the investigstion of
humor phenomena, during the early pert of the twentieth century, it soon W
apparent that no easy explanation of the essential nature of the humor process
would be fortheoming. These early imvestipators were faced with & hrge
mmber of possible relevant verisbles such as sex, age, intelligenos, education}
nationality, sociceconomic level, cultursl background and personality dynamics
which could be crucial factors in the wey in which people respord to humor
stimuld. Each of these veriables has been investigated, to & greater or leaser
extent, and a review of these studies should be considered before a more
detailed discussion of the problsm of the present study is undertakens

In spite of the commonly accepted assumption that males and females differ
in sense of humor, sigmificant differences between the sexes generslly heve noli
been found in the empirical ressarch, In studies of children some sex

6
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differ ncea have been reported and these will be cited in the discussion of age

a8 a8 possible varisble in humor. With regard to adults, however, studies by
Eysenck (66) (67), Ghosh (76), Heim (97), Landis (127) end Opmale (157) (158)
have not found significant differences betwesn nales and fermles, with regard
to either the mumber, or the kinds of things considered fumys There is e
general opinion in the literature that females are less inclined to admit that
they appreciate hunor about sex, but sgein statistically significant differemced
between males and females have not been found. Ghosh (76) found that as the
women in his study became more at ease in the reseerch situation, they lasughed
much more readily at sexusl jokes than they did at the stert of the study.

In the research which has touchsed upon the relationship betwwen sex

d fferences and humor appmoiatian, only one investigator has found statistical;
Iy aignificant differences between adult males and females in their response to
humor stimuli. Yells (206) asked graduate students in college to indicate
their rmeaction to samples of humorous literature tsken from books on high
school reading lista, These samples had been sorted by four literary
*authorities" into four classificntionss slapetick, absurdity, setire and
whingy. It wae found that the males listed slapstick and sbsurdity literature
as humorous more often than the females did, while the femnles demonstrated a
sigmMifMeantly grester appreciation of satire and whimsy litersture. A major
weskness in this study is that the classification of the stimwmlus meterial
into the four categories was such that differences in litersry style, rather
than differences in type or theme of humsor, could just as well have besn
responsible for the obtained preferentisl sex differences,

The apge factor, as & variable in humor appreciation, has been the subject
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of & large nusber of studies. Most of these have concentrated upon the devele
opment of smiling, laughing and humor response between the chromological ages
of two and ten ysars of age. Studies by Enders (&L), Gregg (61) (82), Hester
(200), Justin (108), Kenderline (112), Kimmens (115) (116), walker (199),
washburn (203), and Wilson (208) 21l have yielded dste which suggests a regular)
tracesble pattern of humor develoyment., All of these studies generally agree
that as the normal child advsnoes in age, he comes to consider an ever greater
mmber and variety of situstions as humorous, The development of humor
responses, during this age rangs, sppears to follow this trend:
1. During the second and third yeur the childt's

lsughter is eroused primarily by his own activities,

espacially if they oecour in a social situstion. Toward

the end of this period the child begins to laugh st the

antics of others, even if he himself is not directly

involved. Justin (108) interprets this as an indication

thet et this level, the child wracmd & point 4n his *

socisl develomment where he osn identify with others and

gain viearious pleasure from their activities,

2+ Toward the end of the third year and the bee

ginrdng of the fourth, the ehild begins to reepond with

smiling and laughter to oddities, such as the unusual,

the exsgperated, and the grotesque as they ocour in

concrete situations, Wilson (208) believes this to be

closely akin to laughter st incongruity which is thought

to be so important to adult humor,




3. During the fifth and sixth year the child begins
to laugh at play on words, like puns, rhymes and changes
in the order of words. It is also during this period that
the child begins to lsugh at situations in which convention
is violated and dignity upset.

L. Between the seventh and tenth ysars, derision humor
gains prominence. In addition to all of the foregoing
situations which arouse laughter, at this age level the child
increasingly laughs at embarrassing predicaments of others.
During this period there is also increased response to
purely varbal humor stimmli,

This developmental trend still must be regarded as inconclusive, since
the studies of this age range are bassd upon observation of children in
natural situations and little quantified data is available. There is, however,
a high degree of consensus among the many studies of humor development in this
two to 10 age range. Two of the investigators suggest the possibility of sex
differences during this peried, but neither found these differences to be
statistically significant. Both Justin (108) and Kimmens (118) note that
there is a tendency for girls to laugh more frequently than boys at the three
and four year levels, but that by the age of six or seven there is little, if
any, difference between them,

It thus appears that up to the period of adolescence there is consistently
an increass in the mumber and variety of stimulus situations which are capable
of evoking humor responses from the child as he increases in age. After the
onset of adolescence, however, the importance of the age factor as a variable
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in humor eppreciation is not so well agreed upon. In the study by Wells (206),
vhich was clted in the discussion of sex differences, the male pruference for
slepstick and sbsurdity litersture, and the female prefersnce for satire and
whinsy literature beceme progressively greaster with increasing ape. The sex
differences found in ber study were minimsl at the seventh greds lovel, greater
et the ninth grade lewel, and statistically significant at the twelfth greds
end college levels, These findings may bs attributeble to elther inoressing
age, increasing education, or both, Again, 1% 43 not known whather these
varisbles accounted for differences in humor preference or preference for
literary style.

In 2 study of humor preferences of high school students et esch of the
four year levels, Omwake (159) found that the age of the subjocts was not a
sigrdficant verieble in what they considered humorous. The humor preferences
varied neither significantly nor consistently with year of high sehool, In
another study by Cramle (157) & mixed group of high school and college studente)
was studied for thedr humor preferences. sha found an spperent preference
among older and better educated students for more subtle and sophistiosted
jokes. This tendency was neither statisticslly significent nor ecnsistent,
however, and even if it had bean, the queation would stdll arise as to whether
this tendeney was abtributable to increasing age or increasing educatien,
Hester (100) studied the humor preferences of prewachool children, girls in
the seven to ten year sge runge, and college students, For the two younger
groups she found the ssme general developmental humor trend previoualy
discussed, For the college group, however, humor preferences were not found
to be related to differences in sge,
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Almost al) of the studies of the ape variable in humor apprecistion suffer
from serious mothodological deficiencies, In addition, the factor of increas=
ing education with incressing spe is a congistently contsminating wvarisble.
There is virtually o evidence svailable in the published research on the
importance of either the age or the education varisbles in the humor preferen~
cos of sdults beyond the college level, What is needed greatly is research on
the humor apprecistion of adults of varying ages with educationel level held
constant, end on the humor preferences of adults of varying edueationsl levels
with the age varisble held constant, Until such ressarch is carried out, the
importance of these two wariables in edult humor apprecistion remains an open
question, In lieu of this research, those uho undertaie to study the relatione
ship of humor %o other varisbles should take care t select subjects who are
homogensous in age and education,

It has long been assumed that people of warying intellesctual ability
differ from each other in what they regard as funry. The common sterotypes arel
that people of low or mediocre intellipence prefer cosrse and slapstick comedy
while those of high intelligence prefer subtles, sophisticeted snd satirical
comedy. In spite of what appears to be the obwvious importance of cognitive
factors in humor apprecistion, most investigators who heve deslt with the
question, or who heve relsvant data, spree thet little relationship hes been
found to exist between intellipence and humor preference or generslised sense
of humor, The belief that a relationship does exist is so firmly entrenched,
however, thet some of these investigetors sre skeptical sbout their findings
and prefer to accept the belief rather than their own date,

In studies by Oregg (Bl) and Enderm (6L) children in the two to four age
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range were observed in spontaneous plsy, and inastences o laughter were
tabulated for emch child. Both astudies found that frequency of lsughter of
childrer in this age ranpe bears little relationship to Kuhlmann I.Q. Justin
(108) studied children in the three to six yesr range and, inastesd of simply
observing the children at play, she presented them with humorous pictures and
gtories, Necords were kept of amiling, laughing and bodily actdvity in
response to eech of the stimuli for each child, Children under six were given
the HMinnegota Preschool Test, and six year olds were given either the Stanford
or Zuhdmann revisions of the Binets Correlations betwesn I.Q. and both
frequency and duratfon of humor response, at each age level, revealed low but
positive coefficients which decrescsed with incresasing age. The obtained
correlations were +,10 at three yoars, +.23 at four years, +.2 at five years,
and +,12 2t six years.

Omwake (158) compared the humor preferences of two groups of high school
students who differed merkedly in tested intelligencve. The one group was nade
up of students with an I.Ce of 110 or balw, and the other proup wak composed
of studente with an I.Q. of 124 or ebove., The brighter group demonstreted a
slight tendency to prefer ong rather acphistioated joke, concerning pre-natal
conditioning, more than the lower intelligence group did, but this was not a
significant difference., With regard to all of the other jokes, the two groups
did not éiffer in their joke preferences and it was concluded that intelldgencel
fails to show itaelf as a determining factor in either humor preference or the
ebility to comprehend the jokes used in that study.

In studies of the intelligence faoctor in the humor prefarences of adults,
only three of the investipators obtaincd data which suggests that intelligence
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mey be a relevant variable in humor sppreciation. XZsmbouropoulou (109) had
female collepe students keep loughter diaries for one week in which they
recorded all of the incidents which caused them to laugh duting thet time, A
rank order correlation of +,20 wes found betaweon acaderde grade standing and
the mmber of humor instances repo-ted by the students, It was concluded thot
the batter students produced longer hwwor diaries, It was not determired,
however, vhether the better studentes reelly laughed more frequently thun the
poorer students or whether they were pluply more conscientious in recording
the laughter provoking iancidenta in their dlaries., These same subjects were
then saked to ranik, in order of humor preference, & series of jokes which had
been classified into four categorical types through an inspectional analysis
of the items, A rark order correlation of +,30 wae found betwesn necadenic
prode point standing snd preference for "nonsense® jokes, It was conoluded
that better ctudenis prefer nonsense huor, but no other relationships were
found between acadenic standing and preference for jokes in the other
categoriss, |

Cattell) and Lubresky (LO) investigeted the possible relationship between
the intellipence of college students, s mossured by A.C.E, scores, and
preference for jokes in the 13 cluster ocstegories which hed been developed
through factor snalysis in a previous investigation (39). It was found that
AsCeE, svores correlated +.33 with preference for "derisionesuperiority® jokes
ard 1% was ooncluded that trighter poople tend to prefer derision humor, No
other relationships were found, however, between A,C.E. ability scores and
preferences for jokes in the other twelve categories.

Overlade (150) contenis that there is a relstionship between intellipence
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and humor apprecistion because he found a correlation of +.35 botween A.C.E.
goores and scores on his humor test. The humor test consisted of o series of
jokes where the body of the jJoke was presented, along with four possible
"sunich lines,” or endings, for each ioke. In preliminary work, Overlede had
deternined which ending was the "funniest! for each joke by finding the
majority opinion of & group of subjects sinmiler to those who took part in the
main body of his experiment, These latter subjects were then asked to choose
the ending which they considered most mmorous for each jJoke, and the nmore
their choices were in harmony with the opinion of the "standerdisation® group
the higher score they achieved of the humor test, If the chtained correlstion
is interpreted in this light, it would appear that the brighter sublects were
more likely to heve humor preferences siniler to what the majority of people
considered funry than was true of the lese intellipgent subjects., It is
difficult to interpret exactly what this finding meens, but 1t is clear that
it doos not demonstrate a relationship betwsen intelligence and either the
Dumber or the kind of things considered funny.

In other studies of the humor prefersnces of college students, Hester
{100), Landis and Ross (127), Byrne (33) and Stuyp (191) have found that
intellipence is not a dstermining factor in the appreciation of humor stimuli,
Under the weight of this acoumlsted evidence, even such Investipgetors as
Mones (3h9) and WymneJones (21h), who stress the theoretical importance of
intelligence in humor apprecistion, concede that its operation is nnsked by
dynemic personnlity variables. It should be emphasised, however, that most
of these studies heve been based on subjecis who are relatively homogenecus
with respect to intelligerce, such as high school students and college
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students. It is still quite possible that if a comparison were made of the
humor preferences of peopls who differ from each other by twenty or more I1.Q.
points, real differences might be found.

The existence of national differences in humor apprecistion has often
been hypothesiszsed in the theoretical literature. Such hypothetical differences
have sometimes been related to supposed differences in personality types
thought to bes prewvalent in different nations. Thue, people speak of English
humor, American humor, and French humor as if they constituted well defined
pess As yet, however, investigators have found prectically nothing in the
empirical data to support these hypothetical formulations, Chosh (76) and
Kirmens (118) have found no significant differences in humor appreciation among
national groups in the United States and England, Wolff, et. al. (211)
compared the humor ratings of Jews and pentiles in response to & series of
Sokes, some of which had a Jewiah theme, The Jews rated the Jewish theme
Jokos as being significantly lsse funmy then the gentiles did because they
peroeived these jokes as being insulting to themselves, The two groups did
not differ, however, in their sppraisa)l of the other jokes in the smaple which
did not have a Jewlsh theme,

Heim (97) makes the mssertion that national differences in sense of humor
do exist, In his study the subjects were frequently able to state correctly
the national ordigin of the cartoons and jokes used in the mpﬁrﬁmm. Although
quantitative data which sdequately supports this assertion is not given, he
olaims that humor items of an English and American origin could almost always
be recognized, while differences between items of continental origin, such as
Germany and France, for instanoe, were not always recognised, This sssertion
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by Heim is contradicted directly by the findings of Eysenck (68) who carried
out probably the most thorough and well controlled investigation in the field
of national differences in humor. He attempted to discover whether comie car-
toons of varied national origins could be assigned to their respective coun-
tries by subjects who were unaware of their origin. He found that when
"external” oriteria were present in the cartoon (e.g., a German helmet, traffic|
on the left side of the road, an American uniform) the degree of success in
recognizing the national origin was well above mathematicsal chance. When only
*internal® eriteria (e.g., type of humor employed, manmner of drawing) could
be relied upon, success in recognizing national origin was not above pure
chance expectation,

In the ssms study just cited, Eysenck made a statistical analysis of the
themes of certain national humorous journals, like Punch, Razzle, The New
Yorker, eto. He found that differences in humor themes between two journals
of the same nationality were often far greater than those between jouwrnals of
different nationalities. Then, using humor items devoid of "external"

eriteria, he found that there was no significant difference in the ranking of
the humorous materials by English and German subjects.

Ons study by Smith and Vinaoke (18L) suggests that differences in humor
appreciation may occur between people of markedly different cultures. They
studied the humor preferences of Chinese, Japanese, and Caucasians in Hawaii,
and found gtatistically significant differences between the humor preferences
of the Caucasians, as a2 group, and the Orientals, as a group. Within the
Oriental group, however, the Japansse preferences did not significantly differ
from those of the Chinese, and within the Caucasian group the various nationali
ties did not differ from each other. Thus it may be that peopie who are raised

L]
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in widely different ethnic and cultural enviromments, like the Orient and the
Occident, will differ in humor preferences while national differences within
these cultures will be minimal, if they exist at all,

The importance of the socio-egonomic background of an individual, as a
variable in humor apprecistion, is an ares where very little empirical date is
availeble, In her study of children in the three to =ix year age range, Justin
(108) reports a tendency for children from families in the upper occupetional
groups to be more responsive to the humor stimui used in the study, than
children from families in the lower occupational groups., This differences
constituted only a rough tendensy, however, and was not found to be stetistie.
cally significant. Wells (206), in her study of the humor preferences of
pupils in the seventh, eleventh and twelfth grades, found that subjests from
the higher socio~economic levels demonstrated a preference for satire and
vhimsy litersture, while those from the lower socio-economic levels preferred
slapstick and sbeurdity litersture. The difference wss minimal st the seventh
grade m&wmmmmwwéatmomm and twelfth grade
levels, although this difference wes not statistically significent,

Agide fiom the two studiee just cited, there is ne published research dota
relevant to the socioweconomic varisble. One reason for this msy be the great
difficulty involved in sttempting to isclate this varisble., Becsuse soeio-
economic Jevel of perents tends to bear a positive relationship to the intele
ligenoe and education of their children, it is difficult to sssess the
importance of sach of thess separste variables in humor appreciation, As &
result, imvestigetora in the field of humor at the present time should choose
for their subjects people who do not differ very greatly in soeio-economic
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background.

For many theorists the assumptlon has been that individual differences
in sense of humor are primarily a reflection of individual differences in
personality dynamies, and that such varisbles as the sex, age, intellipence,
education, socio-econamic background, nationality and culture of the individe
ual are not, by themselves, importent independent verisbles in sense of
humor, All of these warishles, of course, profoundly influence the dynamic
1ife of the individual, but 1t may be that 1%t is their differential effects
upon the personality, rather than the verisbles themselves, which zreo impore
tant in humor zppreciation, On the hagis of the empirical evidence reviewed
above, there has been a marked tendency in contemporsry humor theory to
minimize the importance of these factors a# independent varisbles in the
psychology of humor. Correspondingly, the humor resesrch during the last
twonty years has tended increasingly to concentrate on personslity dynemics in
humor appreciation,

One group of studies in this arvea has concentrated on the attevm to
find relationships between preferences for specific kinds of themes of humor
and particular personality traits or types. One of the earliest studies in
this area, by Kambouropoulou (110), found that "extraverted" subjects had a
decided preference for humor involving "superiority" over others., Three
yearas later, however, Landis and Ross (127) found no significant relstion
betusen penersl score on thelr humor tests and introversioneaxtraversion as
messured by Freyd's I-E Scale. Murrey (155), working with & small group of
collepe students, found that people characterized by hostile and eriticsl
attitudes toward others are more likely to enjoy disparaging and derision
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oy than people in whom these attitudes are not so pronounced. He emphasizes
the point, however, that the subjects with these hostile attitudes did not
necessarily manifest them in negativistic and hostile overt bshavior, but
tended to be self-aspertive, competitive and of higher scholastic standing than
thuse subjects vho did not enjoy the hostile humor. During the same year of
the publicetion of this study, Sears (150) found that sscendant individuals
prefer jokes vhich degrade and direct aggression to cthers while submissive
subjects showed a prefersnce for jokes of a sslf-degrading type.

Using the Californie Ethnocentrism Scale, Adelson (1) divided his subjecte

into two groups lsbeled “prejudiced” and "moneprejudiced.® He found thet the
"orejudiced® group enjoyed sexusl humor sand Jokes ridieuling physiesl and
psychological defects more than the non-prejudiced group. The two groups did
not differ, however, in their enjoyment of "shaggy dog® Jokes &nd those
ridiculing suthority figures. In a more recent study, Greiwok and Scodel (87)
found thet subjecte who prefer sexusl snd hostile humor were characterized by
& great deal of fantasy aggression, as manifested in TAT stories, amd that
subjects vith low fantesy sggression on the TAT preferred social conformity
humor.

In all of these studies on the relationship between enjoyment of hostile
hmor and personality, it is suggested either implicitly or explicitly thet
praference for thia humor theme is & reflection of covert hostility which the
individusl ususlly does not manifest in hostile overt behavior, It is Murray's
(155) hypothesis thet it ie the inhibition of overt hostile behavior by these
individuals which leads 40 an Intensificotion of thelr hostile feelings and &
consequent increase in the enjoyment of hostile humor as a form of release.
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Eyrne (33) did & study on this specific hypothesis ond found evidence which
does not support it. In this study a group of neuropsychiatriec hospital
patients were classified into three groups, according to the ratings of the
hogpital staff, as to the way in vhich they handled their hostility. The three|
groups were designated as the "overtly hostile, " the "covertly hostile," and
the "non~hostile® (those who did not manifest hostility in either overt or
convert ways). These patients were then asked to indicate their humor prefer-
ences smong a series of mixed hostile amd non-hostile cartoons., It was found
that the patients who were able to express hostility 4in either an cvert or a
convert wagy showed & much grester preference for hostile humor than subjects
who found it difficult to express hostility in sny wey at all. It was
conclwded that appreciation of hostile humor is simply an expresalon of hostil-
ity by individusls who are also ceapsble of expressing hostility in other ways.

A major weskness of all of these studies in the subjectivity involved in
the selection of the humor stimuli., These various suthors designsted their
humor samples ag being comprised of hc«tilé, sexusl, superiority, self-
degrading, or self-enhancing dynamic content on the basis of face validity.
That is, by simple inspection of the items, one or more judges would attempt toj
ageertain the homogensous dynamie ocontent of the Jokes or cartoons used in the
stucdies, *hen this procedurs is used, the question arises es to vhether the
selected items are reslly valid representatives of the homogensous tendency
content the suthors claim them to bte. To circumwent this diffieculty several
regsearchers have employed factor anslytie methods as a substitute for this
"inspectionsl" procedure,

The earliiest use of factor analysis in humor reseerch was by Fysenck (66)
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in 1942, Using eighteen adult subjects, he had them rank 189 jokes of various
kirdss The resulting renkings were correleted, and the tables of correlations
factor analyzeds Several bipolar factcers were extracted, which divided his
subjects into mmor preference tyoes according to these classificetionss (1)
liking for sexusl as opposed to non-sexusl jokess (2) liking for complex as
oprosed to simple jokes; and (3) liking for personsl as oprosed to impersonal
jokess In the latter classification, subjects preferring personsl humoy
enjoyed jokes based mainly on the character of the persons depicted, and those
preferring impersonal humor enjoyed jokes based mainly on the mumor of the
gitustion., He then gave his subjects & "temperament test” based on a modifi-
cation of Cuilford's research into perscnality factors, snd found eorrelations
between temperamental charscteristics and humor preferences. He found that
socially shy and emotionally dependent subjects like complex, non-sexual Jokea
while more aggressive and socially oriernted subjects preferred sexual and
gimple jokes.

The first large scale statistical mmiyais of a sample of humor items was
done by Andrews (7) and published a year after Eysenck's pioneering effort.
Torking with 300 gubjects, armd using Thurstone's multiple factor technique on
6hé hmor items, the obtained data suggested six mmor factors, These he
designated 2ss (1) derision-superiority, (2) reaction to debauchery, (3)
subtlety, (L) play on words and puns, (5) sexual, and (6) ridiculous wisecracksy
Andrevs asserts that preference for cne or more of these hmmor types is
associated with unconscious motivating tendencies in the individual personality
but he made no attempt to relate these preferences to personality sheracteris-

ties,
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Puilding upen the work of Andrews, Cattell and Luborsky (39) (LO) started
extensive long-term research in 1947, using factor anslytic techniques, and
their vork is still in progress at the present time, Their first study (39)
had as its object the selection of an adequate, representative sample of all
kinds of jokes customarily occurring in socisl interaction, and then the dige
covery of functional groupings of jokes which share & common dynamic tendency.
They begen with 100 jokes which had been carefully selected so as to be very
diverse, and relatively free of differences in cultural time and place. Fifty
male and 50 female college students rated each of these jokes for degree of
funniness on & three point scale. Their responses were intercorrelated and 13
well defined clusters appeared which retsined their form when the subjecte
repeated the ratings five months later. The clusters were then examined by
inspection in an effort to understand the common dynamic denominators within
each cluster of jokes. The labels attached to them represented an attempt to
describe the cormon joke content within eash class of jokes, Through this
procedure the thirteen joke clusters were deseridbed ss follows: (1) debonair
sexvality, (2) derision-superiority, (3) bringing another bluntly to reality,
(4) disregard of convention and social deliecacy, (5) anti-suthoritarian, or
ridicule of customary deference-receiving persons, (6) repressed male passivity
or resigned male dominance, (7) sturdy irony snd dominence, (£8) playfulness,
(9) bringing surprise anmd discomfiture to well meaning people, (10) extravert
"hale fellow" aggression, (11) oynieciem, (12) naive self-composure, end (13)
unsophisticated and good natured play. Following this, eagh subjeot's humor
score on each of the clusters was established and 8 metrix among the clusters
wvas calculated. This was faotor analyzed, using the centroid method, and this
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procedure yislded five humor factors: (1) good nstured assurance, (2) rebel-
lious dominance, (3) sex repression, (L) pessive derision, and (5) sophistica-
tion. The authors hypothesized that each of these humor factors eventuslly
would prove to be general perscnality factors.

In a second study (LO), Cattell and Iuborsky attempted to relzte the joke
clusters from the previous study to personality traits., Fifty of the subjecte
from the previcus study were selected at random and retested on the same
humoy meterial five months later, and at the same time were given two Guilford-
Maytin Inventories of Personality Factors. It was found thet apprecistion for

gix of the joke clusters correlzted significantly with some of the Guilford-
Aziarbin Personality Factors. A liking for ihe jokes in cluster one,
"gexuality, " was found to be significantly releted to a heppy-go-lucky, care-
free disposition and social extraversion. MHigh eppreciation of jokes in

cluster three, 'bringing others bluntly to reality,"” wes associated vith an
introspective, meditetive disposition and 2 tendeney toward feminine interests,
Preference for the jokee in cluster five, "anti-authoritarian,” correlated sig-
nificantly with social introversion end shyness. A liking for the jokes in
cluster six, "repressed male passivity or resigned male domirance,® was
significently relsted to & tendency toward masculine interests, a carefree
disposition, self-confidence, and introspective thinking. High apprecistion
of the jokes in cluster seven, "sturdy irony and dominance," was asscclated
with self-confidence and social extraversion. Finslly, a preference for the
jokes in cluster 13, ™unsophisticsted and goodnatured humor,* correlated
significantly with a happy-go-lucky znd carefree disposition.

On the bepls of this initial resesrch, Cattell was encouraged in the
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belisf thot humor reactions and preferences provide a potentially effective and
subtle means for personality measurement. Since the publicstion of these two
preliminary studies, Cattell and his gollaborstors have continued to do
research in this ares and this culminated in the publicetion of the IPAT Humor
Test of Personality in 1950 (Ll). Since this test 12 used in the present

study, it will be discussed in grester detail in the section on procedure.

Thus far, in the review of studies on the relationship between sense of
hmoy and dynamic personslity variables, only those studies have been discussed
which have stterpted to find relationships between preference for specific
kinds or themes of humor and particular personality traits or types., There is
asnother group of studies which have concentrated upon &n investigation of
Iumor response as 8 form of ego defense mechanism and as a means to psycho-
logicel stabllity and edjustment. This group of studies is intimately related
to the problem of this investigstion,

Among the numerous theories of humor, one of the most consistently populan
has been the theory thet all forms of humor have as their basis the-expression
of superiority, hostility and ssdism. Cne of the strongest proponents of this
theoretical position is Ludeviei (138) who asserts that superiority is the
only essential psychological concomitant of lsughter. Moreover, Ludeviel
conterds thet superiority and aggression sre so intimately related that the
expression of one involves the expression of the other. In accord with this
view, hs regards the smile not as an indication of pleesure and friendliness,
but as a vestigial snerl or sneer vhich now is symtolic of a more general
attitude of hostility. In a similsr wein, Rapp (170) hes gone so far as to
suggest that all forms of laughter zre ultimetely an archetype of the cry of
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triwmh uttered by primitive man efter victory over an enemy in physical combatd
The importance of the hostility and superiority theory of humor in

contamporary thinking is evident in the numerous studlies on the subjeet by
Murray (155), Sears (180), Adelson (1), =nd Byrne (33) cited previously. On
the basis of the evidence from these studies it would be difficult to deny that
sore people, at least, express superiority amd hostility in their spprecistion
of mmor. But to contend that these negative emotions lie et the basis of all
humor eppreciation for gll people appears to be an overgenerslization and an
oversimplificetion.

There appear to be humorous situations where the laughter arises out of
sympathy and identification rather than hostility. MeDougall (1L5) has
suggested that humor has & self-protective function which saves us from
becoming unduly upset over ninor misfortunes end difficulties vhich oceur in
the daily 1ife of almost everyone. In many embarrsssing and awkward situstions|
people will laugh seemingly because if they did not, they would be tempted to
¢ry« “hen s passenger, heavily laden with packages, enters a bus, trips, and
scatters the packages all over the aisle and then laughs, it requires a stretc
cof the theory to explaein the laughter as arising out of superiority or hostilil
ty dirested either at the self or toword others. In esuch an embarrassing
situation the laughter may well repressnt & protection against undue distress
over the incident. If some peopls are cspzble of seeing the humor of such pre-
dicaments vhen they occur to themselves, it is quite possible that they laugh
out of sympethy and identification when these seme occurrences happen to
others, As Flugel (70) has pointed out, much of the laughter zt the escapades
of Charlie Chaplin appeared to have been in response to the pathos of these
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situations and the identification of the audience with Chaplin in his filmed
misadventures.,

This same self-protective function may be operative when people laugh in
reaction to external and intermal threat, A typical instance of this is the
person who laughs after narrowly escaping a serious automobile aceident. Flugel
(70) suggests that such laughter arises out of relief from the emotional tension|
aroused by the perceived danger, and now dissipated because the danger is no
longer present. He suggests further that laughter does not always result from
any change in the external threat, but frequently arises from a change in the
attitude of the person who perceives the threat. An example of this might be
the joking whioh frequently occours among men in the military during combat
training under conditions which, for many, are inherently fear-producing. The
noise, confusion, and physical stress of such training causes many men to
percsive at first the situation as serious and threatening. Here the joking
appears to bolater the realization that the situation iz not as threatening as
first perceived., If individuals are either unable or unwilling to adopt this
humorous defense, they may remain impressed by the seriocusness of the situation
and not be sxmsed by the humorous banter., The same appears to be true of many
other situations in which the element of tragedy remains, but where people are
able to protectively, and perhaps only temporarily, keep the seriousness of the
situation at bay by humer and laughing. An example of this iz a story that
oame out of the second World War. During a2 recreation peariod, a large number
of a ship's crew were on deck when a torpedo was sighted, headed directly for
the ship. The men were silent as they wondered whether they were to meet with
disaster or be saved by the torpedo's missing the ship. Theair tension and
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and.eby were zbout to resch panic proportions vhen one of the crew sent the
rest into cales of leughter by quipping, "Does anyone want to buy a good
watch?"

It mgy be thet in nany verbel Jokes the emotionzl relief is provided by
the vording itself, which impliee thet the situsztion described is less serious
then an actuel occurrence st the present time. As an exarple one can congider
the so-celled "sick Jokes™ which poke fun st illness, death end cther tragic
occurrences. Most of these jokee concern situstions wiich, if they vere
occurring in reslity, would produce horror or sadness in the very pecple who
laugh at them in joke form, To illustrate this, there ie the old classic,

1, « o and aside from thet, how did 3 ou enjoy the play, frs. Linceln?? It can
be azserted thet laughter st such jokes is 2 manifestetion of cruelty and
sadisnm, and for sore individuals this may be trues For others, the delight in
such humor mey arise from the rezlizztion thet this is & mske-believe or unreal
situstion and, as & consequence, one may make light of it since the very wording
of the quip implies a lack of seriousnese. :

The self-protective function of humor appears to run through Freud's (7h)
theories on the subject. Briefly summariged, Freud belleved thzt humor gives
plesgure by permitting the momentary gratificetion of some unconscious and
unecceptable impulese or wish. It permits thls gratification because at the
sene time 1Y reduces the anxiety which is responsible for the inhibition of the
impulse or wish, and which would ordinaril: eccompany its grstification. By
naking light of the forbidden impulse, trezting it as trivial or comionplace,
the joke or cartoon renders the forbildden urge less sericus and threatening so

thet & consequent relecase of inmer tension can occur. The sudden release of
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tengion cores as g pleasant surprise to the indivicual, while the unconsecious
source of the original tension is so disguised in the joke thet it is ususlly
not distwrbing to normal people., His thecreticsl position cerries with it the
belief that there is & denisl of the seriousness of reality in &1l humor. To
use Freud!s own words (73, p. 5), it's as if the superego were to say to the
egot

"Lock herel This is all that this seemingly dangercus

world amounts to ~e- child's play -~ the very thing to jest

abouti®

The hypothesis thet all humor represents a relief from tension and
anxiety has become a8 popular as the theory that the desire for superiority
and the manifestation of hostility lie gt the basis of all humor. FRedlich and
levine (173) (133), following peychoanalytic theory, contend that the basic
element of all hmor is enxiety, snd that a joke will be appreciated as being
funny only if it arouses anxiety and st the same time relieves it. On the
bagis of this theory they assert thet there are three possible dynamic re-
actions to humor stimuli. These asret (1) & positive reaction in which the
stismli are regarded es funny if they esrouse anxiety and immediately dispel it
(2) Andifference if the humor stimuli evoke no anxiety et all, either beceuse

the person has no conflict over the dynamic meterisl of the stimuli or because
the conflict is too deeply repressed to be arcuseds (3) a negative reagtion in

the form of disgust, shame, embarrassment, horror, etc., if the humor stimuli
arouses anxiety without dissipating it.

On the basis of their theoretical position, Redlich ard Levine have
constructed vhat they regard ss a psychodiagnostic procedure; the iirth
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Response Test (133). This consists of a series of cartoons which, the authors

belisve, tap virious possible areas of conflict and anxiety. On the basis of
their exrerience with these cartoons, they contend that the inability to under-
stand or appreclate humor stimuli results from the attenpt to protect cneself
from the anxiety which the dynamic content of the humor stimuli arcuses.
According to this position, if & person reascts negatively or with complete
indifference to a joke which is generally regarded as furmy by others, this
would indicate thet the perason has considerable disturbence in the dynemiec ares
which corresponds to the dynamic content of the joke. In sueh an instence the
mirth response would be inhibited bty the strong repressive mechanisms which
operate to rrevent the release of unacceptable thoughts and wishes from the
unconseiovs (132). In support of this theory the authors offer evidenece which
is clinieal and aneodotal in nature.

The anxiety-reduction theory of humor gains some support from the studies
of Frankel (71) ard veiss (204) which zre gensrally better comtrolled than the
studies of Redlich and Levine Just cited. Both Frankel and ‘eiss have
investigated the hypothesis that people ere unsble to appreciate humor stimuli
vhich threaten areas of unconscious conflict and disturbance. Both of them
utilised the Blacky Pictures as & means of assessing the degree of disturbance
shown by individual subjects in the peychosexusl areas sbout which the Blacky
Pictures purport to yleld information, Frankel (71) hed artists draw certoons
which were thought to contain dynamic material corresponding to each of these
psychosexual dimensions. Frankel used the Blacky to assess the degree of
distrubance menifested by each of her subjects in each of these dimensions.

The subjects were then asked to arrange the certoons in rank order of
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preference, and then to pick the certcon liked best and the one liked least.
She found that subjects who had menifested marked disturbence in one or more of]
the psychosexusl dimensions expressed open dislike for a significantly greater
mmber of cartoons relstive to these dimensions than subjects who did not
manifest this disturbence. In the study by veiss (20L) essentially the same
procedure was folloved. He used both Jjokes and cartoons for humor stimuli and
tested his subject's ability to recall the humor items 30 minmutes after they
rated them for degree of funniness., He found, as Frankel had, that his
subjects disliked humor items which contained dynamic materisl relevant to
areas of gonflict and, in addition, were unable to recasll these disliked
humor items after 30 mimutes.

One common element which runs through all of these theories of humor is
the concept of emotionel releese in humor asprreclstion. Few theorists would
disagree with the statement that the mirth response is an expression of
emoction. UDisagreement arises when the question is raised concerning the
nature of the dynamic stresses and emotions released to find their dutlet in
humor znd laughter. Some theorists have sttempted to answer this question in
terms of some one predaminant, or exclusive, dynamic tendency or emotion. As ar
result, they may have overstressed the relative eignificance of those in vhich
they are especially imterested. As more empirical dats is acoumnlated it may
te found, as Burt (32) has suggested, that any emotion or motive can be in-
volved in this relesse, and that the various kinds of humor will be
distinguished acecording to the specific motives or emotions being discherged.
The results of the factor analytic studies of Rysenck (66), Andrews (7) and
Cattell (39) (LO), cited previously, sppeer to be a step in this direction.
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Ancther comnon element of agreement to be foumd, either implicitly or
explliecitly, in most theories of humor is the assumption of the besic normality
and healthiness of humor in psychologleal functioning. Hany who would doubt
the adequacy of Frewd's general theory of humor might agree with his assertion
that in its repudiastion of the possibility of suffering and its temporary
denisl of the grimmer aspects of reality, humor is one of the most effective
means that man has et his disposal for evading overwhelming atress and maintaing
ing his psychological equilibrium (72, ps« 5)s The positive qualities of humor
are gtressed even by such suthors as Rapr (171), who starts with the basic
hypothesis that all laughter has its origin in hostility and is basically
savage, He contends that laughter and humor has tended to undergo a process
of refinemant during the course of socisl development so that today the
person with & sense of hmor is one who can sit back and laugh at his and
others! freilities in an sttitude of understanding end tolersnce, He further
contends that the person with s good sense of humor is characterised by
sympethy, an accepting attitude, cbjectivity, and emotional maturity.

Overlade (160) has found that the capscity for sppreciating the mImor in
a heterogeneous variety of jokes is significently related to flexibility in
thinking, and the ability ¢o perceive implied or alternstive meanings in
eventa. On the basis of his findings, he contends that the person with a good
sense of humor is better equipped to plan for uncertainty by virtue of his
ability to assess correctly his enviromment, consider more possibilities, and
see the implications of his own behavior and that of others. He thus puts
forward the lypothesis that, other things being equal, the person with humor
perception ability will maintain a better personslity adjustment than one with
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poor humor perception ability.

In spite of the merked consensus that g person's sense of humor is an
index of his level of sdjustment, this hypothesis has not been empirically
inmvestigsted., There have been a few studies which have compered the humor
preferences and reactions of normal and abnoymal individualas, One of the
earliest studies in this area was done by Hester (100), who compared college
femalas axxi & group of psychotica on their humor ratings of a series of jokes,
It was found that a significantly greater mumber of jokes were rated as being
not at a1l funny by the psychotics than was true of the college students.
Redlich (173), in his preliminary work with the }Mirth Response Test cited
previously (133), reported marked differences in hmor apprecistion betiween

peychoties and normals. He claims that organie psychotics in the early stages
of deterioration characteristically miss the more subtle and smymbolic
implications of cartoons while in the more advenced stages tney simply do not
understand cartoons, Schisophrenics, on the other hand, are reported to
manifest a very uneven appreciation of humoy. Some cartoons are cofisidered to
be very humorous while other csrtoons elicit no appreciation or understanding
whatever, The disturbance in the humor appreciation of psychomeurotics is
reported to be less diffuse than it is for psychotics, more specifically linked|
to the particuler problems of the patient, snd greater than is characteriastic
of normals. No quantitative data is offered o support these findings, but
levine and Redlich (132) conclude in a later article that the inability to
spnreciate humor, or deviant responses to it, can be regarded as a sensitive
indicator of maladjustment and emotional disturbanoce.

A eriticism which cen be made of these studies is thet the humoyr mpoxmﬁ
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of normels were compared to those of severely disturbed, hospitalised patients.
In this latter group of subjects psychological disturbance is so severe that
it pervades wost arees of mm:luning 8o thst it would only be ressonsble to
expect disturbance in humor response also. The question then arises as to
whether one's sense of humor is related to level of psychosocial adjustment in
g non~hospitalired, reletively normal populetion. The common asswaption in
the literature is thst this relstionship does exist. In reviewing humoy
resesrch one notes that many of the other comrmon essumptions about humor have
been investigated by several studies. It is, therefore, rather surprising that|
there is go little resesrch data svallsble which either supports or refutes
this sesumption.

To the writer's knowledge there are only two studies whioch have ylelded
data direotly pertinent to the relationship between sense of humor and adjust-
ment. Bird (20), working with gremmsyr school children, established a "humor
tast” consisting of 10 pairs of humorous pictures. Children at each grade
level were saked to indicate which of the two pictures, in sach set; were the
funniest, end in this way established norms of humor preference for esch grade
level. It was found that childrern whose humor preferences varied widely from
the norm of their school grade were socislly maladjusted, either because they
were disliked for lack of cooperastion, shunned because of shyness or umsual
behavicr, or rejected for no apperent reason. lNo guantitative data is offered
to support these reported findings. Using the Redlich Mirth Response Test
(173), Doris and Fierman (59) studied the humor preferences of mlleg\e studontg
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who had besn divided into "high anxious" and "low enxi 'ﬂégup ’ @%\iﬁ
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statistical analysis of their data indicated that the low amxious group showed
& greater apnreciation for the cartoons as & whole than the high amxious group.
Further =nalysis revesled that not ell members of the low and nigh anxious
groups were ocontributing to the cbtained difference. Rather, it was those sube
jects who vere tested by a member of the opposite sex that cormtributed the most
to the obtained difference., The authors concluded that the personalities of
the nale and fenale examiners must have been an uncontrolled varisble in the
expression of humor reacticne by the subjects so that the cbtained findings,
regarding the relationship of humor epprecistion ami amxiety, are still open to
qusstion.

The relation of sense of mmor to psychosocial adjustment is thus a lsrgcly
unexplored ares. This study is designed to investigste the question, "do
people who heve & good general sense of humor, as judged by their subjective
response to hmor stimull, differ significently from those who have a poor
general sense of humor with respest to level of psychosocial adjustrment and
persongl ity charscteristica?® | )

It should be emphagized that "gensral sense of humor' is being used in
this study in a restricted sense, It cdoesg not refer to the ability of an
individusl to be umorous, witty, or elever. It does not refer to the ability
to remember jokes and humorous incidents., It slso does not refer to the
tendency on ths part of the individual to laugh uproariously when presented
with humorous stimuli. As used in this study, general sense of humor shall
refer to the characteristic, total, integrated response which an individual
makes to any given hetercgeneous voriety of humor stimuli, If this
characteristic response to lmmor stirmli is one of a subjective state of
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pleasure, delight or mirth, the person will be designeted as having a high
humor level. If this characteristic response is one of indifference, dislike,
anger cr disgust the person will be designated as heving a low humor level.
(Adopted from Sears) (180).

As vas indicated mreviously, the hypothesis that people really do posesess
this gennraliszed charscteristic reaction to varying kinds of humor stimli is
implicit in the majority of the studies of humor. Sears (180) refers to this
peneralized humor reaction as one's "humor lewel.” This hypothesis was tested
and supported by two studies by Eysenck (66) (67). In the first study (66),
Eysenck administered to his subjects three different kinds of humor tests. m
first test oonsisted of printed verbal jokes, the second consisted of cartoons,
and the third was made up of humorous pletorial comparisons, He found that
there vas a marked tendency for pecple who found a large number of items fune
ny on cne test to also find a large number of items furmy on the other tests.
In & follow-up study (67), Eysenck used different subjecte and five tests of
humor consisting of printad verbel jokes, cartoons, limericks, hmorous verses
and hmorous pictorial compsrisons. He again found that those subjects who
regarded a large mwber of items funny on one test also reported finding a
larges mumber of items funny on the other four tests. He concluded that the
best index of & person's general sense of humor is the number of things he
congiders funny, rether than the intensity of the humor resction.

For the purposes of this study, the terms "funniness® or "mirth® will
refer to & complex, conscious emotional response to a humorcus stimulus whieh
is characteriged chiefly by a subjective state of elation and pleasursble
surprise, and accompanied by diffuse autonomic and behavicral concomitants,
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Defined in this way, the humor response is conceived of as a molar and holistic]
response, and in accord with this conception, veriocus suthors in the literature
have proposed that it can be measured on the behavioral, autonomie and
subjective lavel,

On the behavioral level the mirth response varies from a facial axpmasin
indicating pleasure to an uproarious lsugh. As such, it esn be recorded and
measured in terms of vocal sounds, facisl expression, and bodily movements. In|
attempting to measure the humor response at the behavioral level, one encoun-
ters the difficulty that emiling and laughing do not necessarily accompany the
subjective state of mirth or humor. Scofield (179) found that actual laughter
correlated poorly with subjective judgments of humorcus situations. OGregg (82)
found this to be true even of c¢children., In observations of the responses of
preschool children to laughter provoking situstions, it vas found that
children reported such situations as being pleasursble and funny even though
they did not respond to them with laughter or smiling, In an elaborste study
by Wolff, Smith and Murrey (211), it wae found that when the overt behavioral
concomitants of humor are recorded by means of a complex apparstus, ineluding
a moving picture cemera, the results were essentially the same as the
subjective judgments given by their subjects regarding the funmniness of the
lumor stieli, It thus appears that overt behavior is not always a relisble
indicator of the abpence, presence, or intensity of the covert humor resction.

Attempts to measure the hmor response at the sutonomic level have been,
for the most part, unsuccessful. In the study previously cited (179), Scofield
found thst during spontansous laughter, in response to lnmor stimuli, a
characteristic pattern of frequency and intensity of breathing cccurs, which
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can be distinguished from breathing petterns during forced laughter and during
relexed states. As was indicated earlier, however, spontaneous laughter did
not slueys accompeny subjective humor reactions and, as a consequence,
piicumograph recordings did not serve as a relisble indicetor of the covert
humor response. These findings are supported by those of Martin (1h41), who
found that slthough breathing end pulse rate increase after the presentetion of]
comic plctures, this seme reaction occurs in response to nonhumorcus pictures.
Zince no characteristic pulse or breathing eurves could be found which could
distinguish bvetween resctions to lmmorous and nonhumorous pictures, Mertin
concluded that the cbserved sutonomic resctions were due to concentration of
atterntion rather than to humor resctions. In ancther study cited previously
(211), *0lff et al. used the psychogalvanometer s a measure of the involuntery
or sutonomic, reaction to humor stimuli. This form of measurement was employed
by the euthors in their preliminary investigstions of humor, but since the
peychogalvanometric measuremants yielded essentially the same resulis ss those
of subjective report, the galvanometer was not used in the published study.

then one considers the various methods available, at the present time, for
recording end measuring the lmor response, the best method still sppears to be|
the individusl's subjective report. In the final analysis, it is the subject
himself who is the best judpe of the presence and intensity of any consclous
emotional experience. Since the funniness or mirth response does not alvays
manifest iteelf in overt behavior, measurement of overt behavior does not
appear to be the best criterion of the presence of this response in the
subject. lMeasureremts of this response st the sutonomic level may be a more
valid approach at some time in the future, but at present the individual's
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subjective report is still necessary to confirm the indications of these
methads of messurement. Since there apvears to be little that can be galned
by the use of these objective methods of measurement instead of, or in
addition to, the subjective report, the lstter method of measurerment will be
the one used in this study.




Chepter I1I
Research Design
A. Sublects

In the previous chapter, the review of research on the age end education
variables in humor perception has indicated that the importance of these
variables in humor apprecistion, beyond adolescence, is still open to question.
In view of the inconclusive research findings in this area, an effort was made
in this study to select subjects whe vere relatively homogeneous with regard
to age anrd educetional levels,.

The initial subjects were 100 female and 110 mele college students, The
female sublects were recruited from a medium sized, non~coeducational, liberal
arts college in the Midwest, and the males were recruited from a large
coeducstional university in the same c¢lty. Both schcols ere parochisl institu-
tions of Romen Catholic denomination. All subjects wers voluntaers l‘and, in
offering their services ss subjects, they were told only that the research
would coneern the psychology of humor and that they would be requested to
donate approximately six hours of thelr time over the course of one school
seneater,

As & group, the male subjecta were slightly older than the female subjects
since some of them were completing their education after having fulfilled theiy
militayy obligstion. The age of the male subjects ranged from 18 to 32 years
with & mean age of 21.75 years, a medisn age of 21 years, and a standard
deviation of 2,73 yesrs. The age of the femsle subjects ranged from 18 to 2k
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years with & mean age of 19,97 years, a median age of 20 years, and a standard
deviation of 1.0 years.

All of the subjects vere in either their sophomore, junior or senior year
in college. The sophomore subjecte were 21l completing the second semester of
thelr sophomore yesr and had selected & major field of study in preparation for
their junior year. Of the male subjects, 23.643 were sophomores, 31,827 were
juniors, and LL.5LZ were seniors. Of the female subjects, 36% were sophamores,
27¢ vere juniors, end 38% were seniors. Although no measures of the subjects!
mental sbility were obtained, they probably represent a scmewhat selected
group, from the stardpoint of intelligence, since they all had completed at
least one and one-half yesrs of college.

thile the subjects used were relatively homogeneous with respect to age,
education, snd probably intelligence, they were guite heterogenecus with
resrect to choloe of cellege majorse The listing of the major fileld of study
for the reles and ferwles in Tables 1 and 2 respectively completes the
description of the initial sample used in this study. ;

Ba Yethod

The problem of this study ls the investigstion of the question, "Do
people who have a2 good sense of humor, as judged by the number of things they
regard as hmmorous, differ significantly from those vho have & poor sense of
humor with respect to psychoseeial adjustrent and perscnality characteristies?n

To answer this question first of sll the subjects in the sarple were asked|
to respond to & heterogeneous variety of humor stirmli in order to find
individurl differences among them with respect to the mmber of sueh stimuli
regarded ag mmorous. The form of humor stirmlus used in this study was the




Table 1

Categorization of the College Major of the Male Ss

College Major b4 College Major z
Chemistry h Physical Therapy 2
Teonomics 3 Political Science 2
Engineering 32 Pre~dentistry 5
fnglish Pre-law 1
History 1 Pgychology 30
Industrial Management 1 Soclology 3
Journalism 5 Speech 1
Philosophy 17

Table 2
Categorigation of the College Major of the Female Sa

College }ajor f College Major I
Art 7 Home Economios 5
Biology L Mathematics 2
Business Education 10 iedical Technology 2
Chemistry 2 Music 1
Detetics 1 Ocoupational Therapy 18
Elementary Education 27 Soclology L
English 9 Speech 3
Hatory 5
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printed verbal joke. Sears (180) contends thet the printed or verbal joke is
the most humor provoking of all the various kincs of humor stimuli. [His basic
hypothegis is that people laugh at things possible in reel 1ife, and that the
Joke and cartoon zre essentially condensations of such events. Since the story
of & joke unfolds in 2 temporal sequence from the beginning to the end of an
episcde, s in reel life, and the cartoon presemts all of the erucial factors
simultaneously, he believes that the verbal Jjoke is more life-like and hence
more mmor proveking. In contrast to this comtention, Andrews (7), Eysenck
(67) and Heim (97) have e11 found that it mekes little difference whether one
uses jokes, cartoons, or limericks as lmumor stimull because the specific item
structure is not of primary importance and all of these stimuli have proved to
be equally humor provoking. The cholce of the printed verbal jcke in this
study was ccnsequently one of convenlence, as the verbal joke lent itself to
easier presentation within the framework of this research design.

Since the focus of this investigstion is upon generalized sense of humor,
i.0., cne's reaction to a heterogeneous variety of humor stimuli, it was
necessary to take csre that the jokes selected for presentation to the subjects
were relatively heterogeneous in character. A method which many humor
investigators have used in selecting humor items hes been to go through joke
anthologles snd choose iterms at random. This method is likely to result in a
biased semple of humor items becsuse of the relationship betwsen personality
charecteristics md preference for partioculsr kinds of humor which has been
demonstrated by Eysenck (66), and Cattell and Luborsky (LO). Using this
procedure there is the danger thet the investigastor will select primarily those
items vhich contain dynamic themes that are correlates of his own perticular
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cherscteristics. Even if one were to use a teble of random mumbers in select-
ing items from such anthologies there is danger that the suthor of the
anthology canpiled the items according to this same tendency and the result
wceuld still be a biased humor sample. This is particularly likely to be true
if the investigator selects humor items from popular periodicals. As
Stephenson (190) has poimted out, political, labor snd business publications
usually contain a disproportionste number of humor items in their own
perticular fields, while & magazine such as The New Yorker presents a prepon-

deranoe of satirical humor items which use mociety and the upper socio economic
cl:ss as a target. As Eysenck (68) has shown, in a study cited previously,
diffarences in humor themes between two publicetions of the same nationality
are frequently fer grester than those existing between publicstions of differ-
ent nationalities,

Another method frequently used for selecting umor items is to start with
8 large mmber of items mnd have one or more judges attenpt to sort them into
humor categories according to similarities in dynamic content, as ascertained
by simple inspection of the items, As was indicated previously, when this
method is used the question arises as to whether the selected items are really
valid as representative of the homogeneous tendency content the investigetors
claim them to be.

To eircumvent these methodological difficulties, several investigators
have employed factor snalytic techniques for the identification of those items
which form clustere by virtue of the similarity of their dynamic tendency
content, The Joke items used in thiz investigstion were drewm from forms A and
B of the IPAT Humor Test (Ll). This test was developed on the basis of the
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factor analytic studies of humor items carried out by Cattell and Iuwborsky (39)
(4O), cdiscussed in Chapter two. The authors of the test have been sble to
demonstrate, by use of factor analysis, ten humor clusters among the approxi-
mately one hundred jokes in each form of the test. Each of the joke clusters
thus revealed has a highly characteristic quality in the humor tendency running
through it. Forms A and B of the test contain a total of 26 jokes whieh
represent these ten independent humor clusters. From the total of 26l items,
200 vere selected for use in this study. DBecause of the female subjects used,
a murber of the more coarse sexual jokes were deleted from the original total.
Of the remaining items, 200 were selected in such e wey that each humor cluster
had approximetely equal representation in the total sample. It cannot be
claired that this sample included all, or even most kinds of dynamie humor
content. (ne can be ressonstly sure, however, that the sample contains more
than just & few kinds of dynamic contemts To that extent, the serple repre-
sented a relatively heterogeneous group of humor items., The jokes used in this
study will be found in appencix A. - :

The jokes were mimeographed on regular 8% x 11 paper and then made up into
individual packets with 200 jokes in each packet. Fach packet of jokes was
divided into 10 mections with 20 jokes in each section. The individual packete
wore distridbuted to the 100 femsle and 110 male subjeots and they were asked to
rate the jokes for degres of fumminess on & five point scale which will be
elaborated upon later.

The subjects were requested to rate 20 jokes each day for 10 consecutive
dayse This was done to allow for individual mood ewings from day to day, end
to nminimize the effects of fetigue which might enter in if the aubjects were
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agked to rate 2ll of the 200 items st one sitting. The jokes were given to the
subjects to rate in private end at their own leisure. This procedure was
sdopted only after considerable deliberstion and only after other possible
alternative procedures were discsrded as offering greater methodological
difficulties.

One of the discarded slternstives was to have the subjects rate the items
in groups. Thie procedure introduces the uncontrolled varisble of social
fecilitation and inhibition which is likely to elter the retings of the items
by the subjects because of the resetions of other subjects. The rating of
humor items in groups is warned against in the studies of Lang (128), Morrison
(150), Perl (162), Sears (180), and Wolff et. sl (211). The study by Perl (162}
for instance, showed that rating jokes in groups generally influences the
subjects to rete humor items es funnier than if they rate them when alone,

This elevation wag not found to be uniformm for 211 subjects, hovever, and did
not oceour st all for sore of the other subjects, Thus, while 1t may be true
thet sl1 of the subjects are exposed to the same varisble of social influence,
they respond to it in different ways. then one cbteins ratings of jokes in
groups, it is not known how much of the reting is & reflection of the subject's
identificstion with, or rejection of, the group. In addition, there are
several handicepping practical considerations which militate ageinst the use of
this method of item presentation. It would be extremely difficult to get a
larre group of subjects together at 10, or even five, different times to rate a
small mumber of items each time in order to minimize the effects of mood varis-
tions and fatigue. The only elternative to this would be to have the group
rate a small sarmple of items, and this is specificelly warned ageinst by both
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Cattell (LO) and Fysenck (66).

Another discarded alternstive was to have each of the subjects individusl-
1y rate the items in the presence of the investipator. ihile this nethod
~ight be the preferred one ideally, it inmvolves practical hendicaps extremely
¢ifficult, if not impossible, to surmount. For instance, in order to have had
the 210 subjects of this study meet individuslly with the investigator on 10
different occasions, to rate a smell group of jokes each time, would have
irvolved 2,100 individual appointments. From the standpoint of time required
and scheduling difficulties, this did not appear to te feasible. The only
alternative would have been to use o smaller mumber of subjects, fewer umor
iters, or bothe To reduce the muiber of subjects weuld have gone counter to
the later stages of the research design, as will be demonstrated later, and to
recuce the nmumber of mmor items increases the danger of a sampling bias
discussed previously.

The remaining alternative method, and the one adopted in this study, was
to have the subjects rate the humor items in private and at their leisure.
This methoad eliminstes the difficulties inherent in the other rethods and has
several positive factors in its favor, Then subjects rote humor items on their
o, they are responding to the items urder the same conditions in which they
encounter humor items in magazines and newspapers, in the course of their
everyday lives. Only a few itere are responded to during each occasionj they
are encourtered usuelly vhen the subject is at leisure, and the situstion is
free of the srtificlality of the testing room or laboratory. MNartin (141) has
demongtrated that a formal or artificial atmosphere tends to inhibit humor
responsivenase, vhile subjects who are a2llowed freedom of expression in an
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informal atmosphere tend to regerd 8 grester number of humor stimuli os
pleasursble.

To reduce the possibility that the subjects would confer with others for
their opinion before rating the jokes, it was emphssiged in the instructions
that each subject was to give his omn indepsndent judgments of the jokes., This
point was reltersted, actually belsbored, in the instructions, and to reinforce
it the subjects were told that it was not known how funny the items really were
and thet each subject's opinion was as pood as that of snyone else. There was
‘elso the possibility that some subjects would be inclined to rate all, or most,
of the items at one time, To courter this, each section of 20 jokes for each
day required the subject to put in the date snd the time of the day thet the
Jokes were rsted, In this wey the sudbject's complisnce with instruetions could
be chectked., There was, of course, the possibility that some of the subjects
might be motivated to falsify their sntries in order to meke 1t apresr that
they had complied with the instructions vhen they had not. Since the subjects
had volumteered for the study purely out of their own interest, and'wers in no
vay compelied to continue in it, this poseibility of falmificetion does not
gseam likely. MNevertheless, esch subject was required to hand in 100 jokes,
vhether rated or not, st the end of five days, with the remeining 100 jokes
being turned in five deys later,

The packets of hmmor items were distributed to &ll of the 100 female
volunteeyr subjects at one time., It was not possible to get all of the male
subjects together in one group, so the packets of jokes were distributed to
them in their classes., The instructions were first of sll read to them orally
and a printed sheet containing the same instructions was ineluded in each
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packet of jokes, The instructions were as followss

The task being requested of you is to reate twenty jokes each
dey for ten consecutive days. Some may seem funny to you and
others may not, but it is your opinion of them which is wanted.

It is extremely importent that you rate the iteme strictly
gccording to your own opinion rether than according to the way you
think others might rate them. Therefore, you are urged to rate the
'Jokea wvhile you are glone, or if you are in the company of scmeons
else, do not commnicete with them about the items. Rate the items
aocording to how amusing you think they are, not according to which
you congider more tasteful or intellectual. Rate them also accord-
ing to your first immression rather than by thinking over the
reletive merits of the iters,

In your rsting do it according to this scheme:

L - Extremely funny

3 - Feirly funy - :
2 - Medliocre

1 « Poor but has some merit

0 = Not fumy at all

Place your mmericsl rsting for each joke in the space provided
st the end of each item.

There ngy be soms items which you do not umderstand. If so,
give these jokes & rating of "O" (Not funny at all) and encircle
the nmumber corresponding to that item. If you have encountered a
joke before, put an "X* through the mumber of that item and rate it,
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as closely as possible, according to your impression of it when you
first heard it.

Once again, you are urged to give your own opinion. Since this
does not involve any form of competition between you and others,
there is no necessity for your ratings to coineide with those of
anyone elge., It is not known how fumny these items actuslly arej
your opinion of them is juat as good as anyone else.

Remember that you are to rate just twenty jokes ecach day. Enter
the date and the time of the day that you rate each set of jokes in
the space provided at the top of the firat page of each set., It
will be best 1f you rate the jokes when you are at your leisure.

The five point rating scale was adopted in accord with the recommendation
of Hollingworth (102) who asserts that four or five distinctions of merit
represent the optimum number which can accurately and comfortably be made in
Jjudging jokes. He contends that fewer distinoctions may mean a loss in
reliability due to coarseness, while more distinctions require discriminations
which the subjects are unable to make.

The possibility that items would not be understood by the subjects was
greatly reduced by the fact that the jokes were taken from the IPAT Humor Test.

Items which commonly were not understocd by subjects in the standardization
groups were eliminated before the test was published, In spite of this, a
provision was made for this possibility in the instructions so that, in the
event that a subject did not understand an item, it could be identified and
eliminated in computing the subject's humor scors.
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Then one undertekes to do research in the sres of humor it is almost
inevitable tiet some of the subjects will have encourtered some of the humor
items previocusly. This is a variable which must be evaluasted but one which
orobably cannot be eliminsted. In the IPAT Humor Test itself, no provision is

mede for this variable. The assumption is mede that previous scqueintance with
an item does not substantially alter a person's evaluation of it. There is
1little sctusl information available on the importance of this varisble in the
empirieal litersture. Hollingworth (102) found thst vwhen his subjects were
asked to respond to previously encountered jokes their responses identified
three kinds of humor items which were termed "waxing," "wanning," and "static®
jokes, The "waxing" jokes were those which the subjects regerded es rore
Inmorous upon repetition. Hollingworth believed that these are jokes which
derive their humor from the nsture of the situation they describe. The "™wane
ing" jokes were found to decreass in funniness upon repetition, and these
Hollingworth telieved wers most dependent upon the element of surpriee. The
mstatic® jokes were those whose funniness did not chenge for the subjects upon
repatition, end these were thought to contain both the "waxing" and "waning®
humor elements. In a later study, Eysenck (67) found that there wes a slight,
but nonesignificent, tendency for his subjects to give higher Inmor ratings to
those items which were known previously. In support of this finding, Heim (97)
and MWIW (110) have found thst humor items which can be recalled
after a period of tims are the ones which were originelly considered the moat
funny. Thus it may be that subjects are prone to remember previously encoun-
tered jokes primarily if they were originally regarded as humorous, vhile Jokes
regarded as mediocre or poor are forgotten. At the present the importance of
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the repetition varieble in hmor appreciation is still open toc question. That
is vhy the subjects in this study were instructed to rete previously
encountered ltems, as closely as possible, according to the response they had
to them vhen they were first encountered.

then the packets of Jjokes had been rsted snd returned, a humor score was
established for each subject, representing the subject's general response to
the entire ssmple of Jokes. This consisted of the average of gll of the
individual joke retings made by each person. In this way each general humor
score fell within the renge of "0" (Not funny at all) to "4" (Extremely
funny). This procedure ylelded 100 female general humor scores and 110 nale
general humor scores. The remainder of this investigation was then carried out
with the males end females seperstely so thet in the event that a sex
difference wald be present, in general reaction to the mumor items, it could
be identified end controlled by studying each sex groupe.

From the 100 femmle general humor scores, & group mean and standard
deviation wvas computed. Those fersle subjects whose individual humor scores
fell sbove one standerd devistion from the fermle group mesn vere selected and
were designated es the "high humor level® group (H.H.lL.). Those subjects
vhose individual humor scores fell below one standard deviation from the
female rean were also selected and designatad as the "low humor level" group
(LeHele)e This same procedure was carried out on the 110 male genersl humor
scores, This procedure identified four groups of subjectss +two groups, male
and femsle, who considered the jokes more humorous than did the msjority of
their peers; two groups of subjects, male and female, vho eonsidered the jckes
in general to bte less humorous than did the majority of their peers. The




52
decision to select only those subjects whcse humor scores fell cutside of one
standard deviation above and below the group means wes arbitrary, but it hed
the advantage of providing precise cutting points for the selection of the high
unor level and low mmor level groups.

Those subjects who fell witidn the high and low humor level groups beceme
the population upon which the remainder of the investigstion was carried out.
After the HeHelL. &and L.H.L. groups had been identified in this wey, & 1list of
the subjects falling into each of the groups was mede by an individusl other
thenn the inmvestigator. The latter was then given a list of the subjects’
names in scrambled order sc that in the subsequent testing of these subjects
the lnvestigator would not know whether & given subject had fallen within the
high or low humor level group. Each of the subjects was then given an
individual sppointment at which time the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey

(89) and the Rorschach were administered.
The Juilford-Zirmermen Survey was used to obtalin personality data on the

subjects at the manifest level of consciocus ewereness. This instrument is a
consolidation of the previcus Guilford series of personality inventories. It
yields 10 scores, each of which represents & relotively unique treit which hae
been identified by factor-analysis procedures, The 10 traits measured by the
test are ag follows: general activity vs. inactivity; restraint ve. impul~
sivenesssy ascendance vs. submissiveness; socisbility vs. seclusiveness)
enotional gtebility vs. instability; objectivity vs. subjectivity; friendliness
vs. hostility; thoughtfulness vs. unreflectiveness; persongl relations vs.
criticalness; masoulinity ve. femininity. A copy of the Profile Chert for the

Guilford-Zismermen Temperament Survey will be found in Appendix B.
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The uee of the (uilford-Zimmerman Survey thus provided s messure of these

10 personality traits for each subject in the H.H.l. and L.H,L. groups. The
scoreg each subject cbtained on these traits represented the subject'a opinion
of himgelf as reflected in his responses tc the itemg of the test. The answer
sheets for this test were scored by a professional peychometrist and checked
for accuracy of scoring by ancther individual,

The Rorschach was alsc administered to the H.H.l. and L.H.L. subjects in
the hope that deeper levels of perscnality adjustment could be tepped. Vith a
gueationneire type of perscnelity test there 1s aluays the possibility that
whatever is revesled sbout a person's emotionsl adjustment st this level msy be|
8 superficiasl facade shich conceals & deeper and more basic level of adjustment|
or maladjustment. The Rorschach records were scored and eveluated according
to the modifications in the Inspee¢tion Rorschach developed by Ruth L. Munroe

(153). The Munroe method was adopted as & compromise between the nomothetic
approach of relating single Rorschach scores (M, F, FC, etc.) to humor scores,
and the more holistic approach of analyging the records according to clinicel
procedure and relating these findings %o the humor scores, The Nemothetic
approach would have lemt itself to easier gquantificetion procedures but would
have viclated the holistic charscter of the Rorschach. The ¢linicel approach
to an anslysls of the records would heve introduced subjectivity into the
procedure, making quantification extremely difficult. The Munroe method, while|
capable of yielding only & rough estimste of adjustment, is adaptable to
quentitative procedures snd &t the seme time retains a semi-holistic charscter.
The adjustment rating based on the Inspection Rorschach is arrived et by

& relatively objective procedure. It consists of a simple tabuletion of the
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"bad signs® found in the quantitative proportions of a scored Rorschach record.
The number of such 'bad signs" in an individual record is expressed as an
adjustnent reting on 2 scale ruming from A to D. Adjustment category A
suggests umisually sound persona’ ity integration while sdjustment category D
suggests serious maladjustment., The scale is contimuous, and the categoricsl
distinctions pertain to degree rather than to kind of emotionsl difficulty.
The scale is deserided by Munrce (153, p. 21) es follows:

"A « Unusually sound integration of the personality. Emotion
problems are either very mild or very well handled,

"B « Emotionsal problems cbserveble, but they are too slight
to affect behavior markedly or cause serious immer
discomfort.

"C = Emotional difficulties rather marked, very likely to
affect attitudes, interests and performence, but not to
an extreme degree.

"D = Serious difficulty in reeting reality-demands adequately,
or marked imner stress, or both.,*

In addition, there is & rating of E for indicatione of psychopathology like
severe psychonsurosis, character disorder, or incipient psychosis. -

The Munroe Inspection Rorschach method utilizes the Klopfer (121) scoring
system, with very minor variations widech meke this system easier to tabulate.
In this study the Rorschashs were administered snd scored exactly according to
Munroets directions, with two exceptioms. The F¢ and Fe were scored sceording
to Beck (16) in order to reduce the subjectivity involved in scoring this
determinant, The only other way in which the present procedure differed from
the Munroe method is that the Rorschachs were administered individually instead
of by the group method that hsd been used by Munroe in most of her studies

(153).
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Vhen tle Rorschach records hsd been gathered from the subjects and scored
by the investigstor, they were ecually distributed to three clinical psycholo-
gists who checked the records for accuracy of scoring. The investigator and
these three individuals had all been trained in the Rorsehach method under the
same teachers, snd as a consequence there were relatively few instances of lack
of agreement on the scoring of the responses. Vhere such dissgreement did
oceur, the responses were discussed untlil agreement was resched,

After the records had been scored, each record was given an adjustment
rating according to the Munroe method of tabulstion of "tad signs." This was
done twice so thet the second ratings could be used as a check on the first
ratings.

Up to this point in the procedure it had not been known by the investi-
gatar which subjects had fellen into the H.H.L. group and which had fallen into
the L.H.I. group, After the final scores for the Cuilford-Zimmermsn Survey and

the final adjustment ratings for the Rorschach had been obtained, the subjects
could be identified with regard to their humor level. The next step in the
procedure was to compare the subjects in the high humor level group with those
in the low humor level group with respect to the Cuilford-Zimmeyman scores and
the Rorschach ratings of adjustment. The quantificstion procedures employed in|
making these comparisons will be deseribed in the following section on the
malysis of the data.




Chapter IV
Results
A. Selection of the HHL and LHL Groups

Vhen the packets of rated Jokes were returned, they were inspected to
discover the degree to which the subjects had complied with the instructions to
rate 20 Jokes a day for 10 consecutive days. It will be remembered that the
subjects had been required to enter the date arnd the time of day that each
section of 20 jokes had been rated. A check of these entries revealed that the
female subjects had tended to be more conscientious than the male subjects in
strietly complying with the instructions. Deviations from the instructions
were essentially of two kinds: subjects wauld fail to rate the Jokes
designated for a given day and then rate more than 20 jokes on ancther day; or
they would skip a day and then contimue rating 20 Jokes a day and return the
materials late. Fifteen percent of the females and 20 percent of the males
deviated from the instructions in these ways. l‘

Of the 100 female subjects, nine had failed to rate jokes on one day, and
then had rated LO jokes on ancther day, while two of them had failed to rate
jokes on two days and rated LO jokes on two different days. In addition, three
female subjects had skipped rating jokes on one day but had then continued to
rate 20 jokes a day amd had rsturned the meterials late. One of the girls
missed rating Jokes on two deys and returned these items unrated. These
materials were returned to her to be rated on two consecutive days.

Of the 110 male subjects, 11 failed to rate jokes on one day and had then

56




57
rated L0 jokes on ons other day, and 10 of them missed two days and rated LO
Jokes on two other days. One mele subject skipped two days but comtimed
rating 20 jokes a dey and returned the msteriels late.

It will be noted that none of the subjscts rated more than LO items on any
one day in spite of these instances of non-compliance with the instructions.
Thus, all of the subjects rated the bulk of the items over a period of time

sufficiently long to minimize the effects of fatigue and temporery mood on theip

reactions to the items as was originally intended.
The rated iteme were next inspected to sseertain the mwber of jokes which|
had been designated as not understood by the subjects. This turned out to be g
mich more frequent occurrence then hed been initislly anticipeted. Tables 3
snd L 1ist the frequency of this occurrence for meles and femalcs.
Teble 3
Number of Items Not Understood by Female Ss

Rmbeyr Not Understood Hamber of Subjects
5 or less iters ) 30

6 to 10 items 8
11 to 15 items L

More than 15 items 3




8
Table L
Number of Items Not Understood by lMale Ss

Number Net Understood Number of Subjects
S or less items 35
6 %0 10 items 6
11 to 15 items 2
More than 15 items 1l

Some humor investigators, especiglly Levine (133) and Pedlich (173),
contend that a subject's inebility to understand a Joke ig the dynamie equiva-
lent of reacting negatively to it. In the sbsence of adequate empirical
evidence to support thie contention, however, it was deemed best to eliminste
the items not understood in computing a subject's gensral humor seore. Elimiw
nation of those items not understood bty a subject did not reduce the subject's
reted reaction to the semple as a whole., At the end of this chapter, data is
presented which indicates that the humor scores cbtained by the subjects were
not related to the muber of items they were unsble to understand.

A peners)l humor score was then commuted for each subject, This score
consisted of the simple arithmetical reen of all of the individual joke
ratings made bty a subject. Uping this procedure, each mbject received a
general humor score which fell within the range of 0 (Not funny at 211) to L
("xtremsly funny) which represented his general appraissl of the joke sample.
The distributions of male and ferale humor scores are described in tsble 5.
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Teble §
Distribution Charecteristics of the Censral Humor Scores

Males Femal ap
Range 0.1 -~ 2.86 0.76 = 3,20
Median 1.66 1.78
Mean 1.66 1.7
Stendard Error (M) 0405 0,05
Standard Deviation 0.55 048
Standard Errer (S.D.) 0404 0.0h

It appeared that both the mele and female distributions closely aprroximsted
the normal curve. In arder to test whether these two distributions eould have
erisen fyom & noymally distributed populstion, the chi-square test of the
normaledistribution hypothesis (86, p. 28L) was made for both sets of data.
For the male distrimtion, with 8d.f., the ;_t_g m 9.595 vhich falls far below
the 05 level of confidence. For the femsle distribution, with 6d.f., the X°
was 9,368 which slso falls below the .05 level of confidence. As & eonsequence
the hypothesis that the mele and femele humor score distridutions represent
samples fyom the normal population is tensble.

A® will be noted from table 5, the male and femsle distributions are
remarkedbly similer. The means of the two groups differ by 0.09 and the
standard deviations by only 0.07. This suggested the lack of & significent
sex difference between the males and femsles in their generel appreciation of

the jcke samples In order to test this, the standard error of the difference




60
between the means wes found (88, p. 213), and a t test was applied (88, p.
21li)e The standard error of the difference wes 0,071 and the critical ratio
vas 1.26. Since $ would have had to have been 1.65 to be significent at even
the .10 level of confidence, the obtsined difference between the meens clearly
is not significant snd the mll hypothesgis is not rejected. Then, in order to
test the significence of the difference between the variances of the two
distritutions, the F test for homogeniety of variance (198, pp. 192-195) ves
applied, The F wag found to be 1.3kL, and since it would have had to have been
1451 to be significant at the .05 leval of confidence, the obtained difference
in varimces is clearly not significent end the mull hypotheasis once sgain is
not rejected. As a consequence, it is tenable to consider both the male and
femsle distributions to represent random samples from & normal population with
the same population mesn end variance,

This finding is in hamony with those obtained bty Eysenck (67), Ghosh
(76), Heim (97), end Landis (127) vhich were disucssed in chapter two. All of
these investigetors have found that humor differences between msles and females
are insignificant, both with regsaxd to the number emd kinds of things
considered funny. Decausze there is insufficient evidence of a sex difference
in the gsnerel mmor sppreciation of the two groups, it was decided that the
male and female humor scores would be combined into one composite group in
order to dotain a larger sample from which to select the high and low humor
level proups. As will be geen, this procedure had the grest advantage of
Yielding H.H.l. and T..H.L. groups with a larger N than would have been the case|
if they had been selected from the mals end female semples separately. This
larger Y in each group made for more adequate subsequent ststistical treatment.
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The composite group of male snd female humor scores had a mean of 1.70 and
2 standard deviation of 0.52. The standard error of the mean was 0,036 and
the stardard error of the standard deviation was 0.025., The resulting distri-
bution of 210 humor scores appeared to very closely approximate the normal
curve, The mmber of casses and the different percentages, rounded to two
places, falling in each of the sigma units will be found in table 6, In order

Table 6
The N and Percentage of Cases Falling in Each Sigma Unit

Signma Units Male N Female N Composite N Percentage

-30"t0 =207 5 0 5 2.38
-20't0 -107 12 16 28 13.33
-10%0 ¥ L2 29 7 33.81
M to 207 32 L1 3 376
10%0 207 17 11 28 13.33
20%0 30” 2 3 | 5 238

to test the hypothesis that the composite sample of male and female humor
scores could have arisen from & normelly distributed population, the chi~-aquare
test of the normal-distribution hypothesis (88, p. 28L4) was made. For the
composite sample, with 8d.f., the _3_1.2 was 5.66l whieh falls far below the .05
level of confidence (at the 0.70 level). As a consequence, the cbtained
frequency distribution of male and female humor scores fits the normal form
quite acceptably.

As had been planned, those subjects whose individual humor scores had
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fallen above cne standard deviation from the meen were selected anxi designated
as the "high humor level” group. Those subjects whose individual humor scores
hed fallen below one standerd devistion from the group mean were selected and
designated as the "low humor level® group. As can be seen from table 6, this
placed 33 subjects in each of the two humor level groups. If a significent
gsex difference had been found between the males and females, in their general
reaction to the humor sample, then the H.H.L. and L.,H.L. groups would have had
to heve been selected from the male and female samples separately. This would
have resulted in & smaller N in each of the four groups: for the males there
would have been 20 subjects in the H.H.L. group and 15 subjects in the I.H.L.
groupj for the femsles there would have been 1L subjects in the H.H.IL. group
and 18 subjects in the L.H.L, group. Because no significant sex difference
had been found, the combining of all the male and female scores into one
composite group ylelded a larger N in ezch of the H.H.L. #nd L.H.L. groupe with|
en equal mmber of subjects in each group.

After the H.H.l.. and L.HL. groups hed been identified in this way, a list
of the names of the subjects falling into each of the groups was made by an
individual other then the investigator. The latter was theén glven & list of thy
subjects! nemes in a sorambled order so thst in the subsequent testing of these
subjects the irvestigator did not know whether a given subject hed fallen
within the high or low humor level group. Each of the 66 subjects wes then
given an individusl eppointment, 2t which time the GullfordeZimmermen Tempera-

ment Survey (89) and the Rorschach vere administered. These instruments were
then scored as deseribed in chepter three, and the Rorschach records were
given an adjustment rating according to the Munroe method (153). After the
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final scores from the Guilford-Zimcrmen Survey and the final adjustment

ratings from the Rorschach had been cbtzined, the individual aubjects were
identified as tc whether they balonged to the H.H.l.. or L.H.,L. group.
B. The Comparison of the H,H,I, end L.H.l. Groups

After the subjects were grouped according to their humor level it was
found that the mewbers of the L.H.,L. group were quite similar to those in the
HeHoli group with regard to sex gomposition, age, education, and sogio-
cultural bagkground., A full description of the subjects in easch group will be
found in the tables in Appendix C. The L.H.L. group wvas composed of 17 maleas
and 16 females, while the H.H.L. group was composed of 19 males and 1l femsles.
The members of the H.H.L. group had a mean age of 21.18 years with & standerd
deviation of 2,07 years, and the L.H.l., group had a mean age of 20.82 years
vith a standard deviation of 1.72 years. The slightly older mean sge in the
HeHele group was due to the greaster age variability beczuse the median age for
both groups was 21 years. The greet majority of subjects in each group vere
either in their junior or senior yesr in oollege, as one would expect from the
age composition of the groups amd the original selection of the 210 subjects.

¥ith regard to eultural background, 91% of the subjects in each group were
from the middle west section of the United States. Only two of the L,H.lL.
subjects and ons of the H.H.L. subjects were from & rursl enviromment. Of the
very large urban component in both groups, 70% of the I.H.L. subjects and 67%
of the H.H.l. subjects came from large metropclitan centers like Chicago,
dlvankee, Detroit, Kensas City, and New York City. All of the subjeets in
both groups were Caucesian and professed 2 Roman Catholic religious affilistiony
Reparding mrtial status, el1l but two of the H.H.L. and one of the I . H.l.
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subjects were single.

An attempt vas made to classify each of the subjects sccording to their
sociowecononic background, but this was difficult beccuse the subjects were
unable to estimete accurately the amount of the family income, the fair market
value of the famlly home, or to desoribe definitively the dwelling erea of the
fanily home. In some ceses, the subjects were unsble even to state the exact
muber of years of educstion each of the parents hed hade The ome criteriom of
soclal status which all of the subjects were sble to supply was the occupation
of the father or other person vho had been the prineipal scurce of support
during thelr development. This offered the possibility of very rough
classification according to the ocoupation varisble in the "Index of Status
Characteristice" developed by Varner, Meeker and Bells (202, pe 1L0) in 15L9.
Thedr scele for rating the stetus characteristics of occupstions includes a

scale from one to seven, with one representing occupstions having the highest

social status, and seven representing the lowest status ocoupstions. *hen the
subjects in each group were clessified for socio-economic background'aeccrding
to this schere, the two groups were agein found to be quite sinilsr., The
gubjects in both groups ceme fyrom hores having s median ocecupationel rating of
3.00. The H.H.L. subjescts ceme from homes having a mean ocoupationsl rating of)
2482, with a standard devistion of 1,62, while the L.H.L. subjects came from
horma having 8 rean occupationnl roting of 3.00 with a standard deviation of
1.78. This soclo-economic comnarison of the two groups is very cursory, st
best, but a review of the occupation ratinge in table 1l of Appendix C reveals
thot neither the I,H.L., vroup nor the H.H.l. group is characterized ss coming
from homes with a predominant occupetional rating.
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The two groupe were then compared with regard to the scores obtained by
the subjects on the 10 personality traits measured by the Cullford-Zimmerman

Temperenment Survey. Decsuse the H.H.L. and L,H.L. /roups were composed of 'bothf
naleg and females, the scores of the ¢two groups could not be compered directly
because gox differences were found to exist on three of the trait scdles in thej
standardisation groups upon which the Terperament Survey is based. The three

gcales ave: Trait A (ascendance va. submissivensss), Trait F (friendliness vs.
hostility), and Trait ¥ (rasoulinity va. femininity). In the originsl
standardigation groups the males tended to be rore ascendant thun fersles, but
less friendly and sgreesble, although these sex differences were not found to
be eignificent. On Trait M, as one would expect, a significent sex difference
was found,

In order to be zble to compare the mixed male-femzle L.H.1.. and H,H.L,
crops on these three sceles, it was necessary to convert mele and female
Guilford-Zimmerman scores to & common scele for each of the three treits., It

was decided that the male scsle would be mede the common scuile, and the femsle
sgores were then converted into mzle score equivalents. To accomplish this,
all of the male and female scores on these three scales were converted inte Z-
scores (136, pp. 145-1l6) by making use of the meens and standard deviations
given in the Cuilford-Zimmermsn mamual., By converting the scores in this wey,

each one was expreesed in terms of how far it fell from its own mean with
regard to the group stendard devistion, The rale and female Z-scores were then
matched for equivalencs so that for each female score, on each trait, a
corresponding mele Z-scare was obteined. Then by finding the male raw score
correspordiing to each male Zescore, it was a simple matter of converting each
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female rav score to sn equivalent mzle raw score. The female raw scores on
eacl: of the three scales and their corresponding male score equivalents will be
found in Appendix D. As one would expect, the obtained mele score equivalents
correspond to the mple scores that are placed roughly opposite the female
scores on the Profile Sheet for the Ouilford-Zimmermen Temperament Survey which

will be found in Appendix B. After this was done, the H.H.l. group could be
directly compered to the L.H.L. group on 11 of the ten trait scales.,
In ¢omparing the two groups on the Guilford-Zimmerman scores, the msan for

the H.H.1, group eand L.H.I. group was computed for each of the 10 trsite. The
difference between the two means on each trait was then trested for signifi-
cance. Since the groups wers composed of relatively smell samples (N of 33 in
each group) the differences between means were tested for significance by
applying Lindquist's t test for small samples (135, p« 57). Tifferences in
voarience between the two groups on each of the 10 traits, were then tested for
significance by spplying the ¥ test for homogeniety of varisnce (135, p. 60).
In teble 7 will be found the means for the H.H.l.. and L.H.L. groups,-the
differences between them, the ts for the significence of difference, and Fs for
each of the 10 traits.

with 6id.f. (9, p. 116) the ts were significent at the .05 level of
rrobability or better for five of the 10 treits: Traits G (peneral activity
vse inactivity), S (sociability vs. seclusiveness), E (emotional stability vs.
instability), O (objectivity ve. hypersensitiveness), end P (cooperativeness
vs. intolerance). The te for Traits R (restraint vs. impulsiveness), A
(escendance ve. submissiveness), F (friendliness vs. hostility), T (thoughtful-
ness va. unrefloctivenssa), snd I{ (nesculimty vs. femininity) were clearly
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Table 7
Compariscn of H.u.Le and LJi.Le Guilford-Zimmerman Scores

i
3
il

Means

Trait HoH.Le L.HoLe Difference t F
G 19,73 17.15 2.58 #2,303 1.775
R 17.76 17.5h 0,22 0.183 1,146
A 17.60 17.97 0.37 0,258 1.ho8
8 22.30 18,75 3465 2,616 1.165
E 20,51 13.97 | 6454 #4685 ,610 1.57%
¢ 19.76 17.06 2,70 #82,500 1.1:85
F 16.6L 15.58 1,06 0.863 1,606
T 18.73 19.06 0.33 0,301 | 1.269
P 19.85 17.24 2,61 #2,090 | #9377
M 20433 20,48 0.15 0,150 .28

# Significant et the 05 level
# Significant at the ,02 level
#en Significent at the Ol lewel

nonesignificant since they all failed to reach the .50 level of probability.,
The variance retio between the H.H.L. and L.H.L. group, with the greater

mesn square 32d.f. and the lesser nean square 32d.f., was significant only
for Trait P (9, ps 119)s The variance ratio for Trait § just fell short of the
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«05 level of probability. The Fa for homogeniety of variance for all of the
jother traites were clearly non-significant.
When the female scores on Treits 4, F, and M were transformed into male
Jmm equivalents previously, Trait M possd a special problem. Unlike Traits A
jpnd F, significant sex differ<ncesexist on Trait M, so that the male snd female
|scales run in opposite directions, It was possible that transforming female
praculintty-femininity scores to male score squivalents was purely artificial
land had no reality psychologically., Thus, although the H.H.L. group and L.H,.L.
erup wore not found to differ significantly in terms of either the central
tendeney or the variance on the eormon male scale, the question was raised as to
mtm- females in the H.H.L. and L.H.L. groups, and mgles in the two groups,
bould differ significantly on this trait within their own sex grouping.

rieles in the L.H.L. group on Trait M, using % as a test of significance of mean

kedure was followed for compsring the females in the two groups. The results
Trlll be found 4n table 8,

Table 8
Comparison of Males and Females on Trait M

To answer this question, the males in the H.H.L. group were compered to the

[ifference and F as & test of significance of variance difference., The same pro

*‘emale L 16 10.79 11.31 0.52 0.3L 1.0k

T ——— - — —
N Means

Ls@x HeHoLe LaHoLe Holula LoHeLe pife, t F

fele 19 17 20,70 20,65 C,09 0,08 1.57
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The t for males, with 3lhdef., and the t for femeles, with 28d.f., are both
clearly non=significant (9, p. 116). The F for the males, with 18d.f, for the
greater mean square and 16d.f. for the lesser mean square, and the ¥ for the
fomales with, 15d.f. for the grester mean square and 13d.f, for the lesser mean
square, were hoth also nonesigndficant (9, p. 118)s These findings support
those found when the H.H.Ls and L.H.L. groups were compared on Trait I using
the cormon male soale.

To check this finding one step further, the chi-square test of Indeperdencd
(198, pe 101) was applied in a contingenty table where there were two clssses
for each variable (male and female in the H.H,L. and L.H.L. group). The Xz,
with 1d,f, 48 0.2Llh which falls below the o0 level of probability (9, p. 121)
and 48 clearly not significant. This is in acecord with the two previous
findings, and the hypothesis that H.H.,L. subjects do not eignificantly differ
from L.H.L., subjects with respect to masculinity or femininity as measured by
the CuilfordeZimmerman is further supported.

Before leaving the compariscn of the two croups on the sceles of the
Guilfordw-Zimmerman, it should be noted from teble 7, that on each trait for

vhich a significent mean difference was found, the mean of the H.H,L. group is
congistently higher than that of the L.H.L. group. Stated differently, on the
five traits (O«SeRe0~P) on which the H.,H.L. and L,H.L. subjects differed
sipnificantly, the mean of the H.H.L. rroup was in the direction of greater
general setivity, sociability, emotionsl stabllity, objectivity, and
cooperativeness, These findings will be discussed in the subsequent section
after the Rorschech date has been presented.

The Rorschach protocols of the HJH.L. subjects and L.H.L. subjects next
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were compared by use of the Munroe Inspection Method (153). This method starts

with a systematic survey of the protocol by use of a comprehensive check list
which covers variables generally used in Rorschach assessment. A copy of this
check list will be found in Appendix E. The Rorschach protocol is inspected
for each item on the list and a check is made, in the coluin provided for
scoring, whenever a subject deviates from the "normal" range with respect to a
gi'}en item. If the deviation is extreme, two or even three chscks may be
entered to indicate the degree of deviation. Neo check 1’ entered in the aeorinq
column if the particular item is within the "normal®* range.

The items on the check list are grouped according to the perceptual
elements involved in Rorschach responses (form, color, shading, movement,
location, content, ete.) Each group is represented by two to five of the most
common ways in which an atypical approach can be manifested. In addition to a
check for each deviation, a (+) sign for each excessive reaction and a (-) sign
for each diminished reaction is recorded. Each one of these indications
represents & "bad sign® or deviation from the "normal." When the exdminer uses
the same scoring system as the one on which the check list is based, i.e., the
Klopfer method (121), the entry of these notations is quite an objective
procedure., (There is, of course, some subjectivity involved in the scoring.)

Originally, Munroe used the check list merely as a means of taking into
account the salient features of a protocol in a systematic and rapid fashion
8o that an adjustment rating could be made based upon qualitative judgments.
After using the check list for several years Munroe sayss

"We observed that simply counting the number of entries on the check

list yielded a figure which tallied very well with external indices
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of adjustment (153, p. 66).7

Munroe presents data (153, pp. 66-67) which indicates that subjects with asix
entries or less were generally quite well adjusted (A Rating), those with more
than six but less than ten entries were moderately well adjusted (B Rating),
and those with ten entries or more were moderately maladjusted (C Rating). A
later study using the check list with disturbed subjects revealed that the more
seriously disturbed subjects had as many as 15 to 17 entries (D Rating) and
cages of actual pathology had as many as 25 entries (E Rating). Using this
data as a gulde, adjustment ratings were given to the Rorschach protocols
according to this achemes

0 to 6 entries - A Adjustment Rating

7 to 10 entries - B Adjustment Rating

11 to 15 entries -~ C Adjustment Rating

16 to 20 entries - D Adjustment Rating

21+ entries - E Adjustment Rating
These ratings make no claim to be based upon a rigid statistical basis, but the
nethod does offer sn empirical bases for a procedure more objective than that
involved in traditional clinical assessment of Rorschach protocols. Each
adjustment rating was given "blind," in the sense that it was derived from the
protocol itself with no other information than that appearing on the face of thef
Munroe Check List (Appendix E). When each subject appeared for the administra-

tion of the Rorschach it was not known whether they were in the H.H.L. group or
L.H.L., group. In spite of a request not to, six of the 66 subjects volunteered
the information that they thought the jokes were "pretty fumny" or "poor." The
degree to which this information may have unconsciously contaminated the way in
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which the examminer administered or scored these six protocols is not kmown. If
such unconscious contamination occwrred on these six records, the chances are
that it would have oecurred only in the administration, since the scoring of thq
records was checksd by psychologlsts other than the exsminer.

After the adjustrent ratings had been given to each protocol, the individ-
ualg were identified as belonging to the H,H.L. or L.H.L. group. The muber
and persent of H.H,L., and L.H.L. subjecta possessing each of the five adjust-
ment ratings will be found in table 9,

Table 9
Rorschach Adjustment Ratings for H.H.L., and L.H.L. Subjects

Group Adjustment. Ratings
A B ¢ D E

H.H.L.

N 8 15 9 1 0

3 2h.24 us.ks 27.27 3 0
L.H.L'

N 0 1 8 10 1k

% 0 3 2h.24 30,30 h2.h2

In looking over the data in table 9, one is struek by the rather marked
differences between the adjustment ratings of the H.H.L. group as compared to
the L.H.L. group. The H.H.L. subjects have a conscentration of A and B adjust-
ment ratings, while the L.H.L. subjects have a concentration of D and E
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adjustment ratings. The two groups are about equally represented in the C
adjustment rating. Because the differences wers apparently marked, the chi-
square test of independence was applied in & two by five contingency table
(198, p. 99). With Ld.f., the 52 1s 42.18 which 1is significant at the .01 leve]
of probability. As a consequence, the hypothesis of no difference between the
H.H.L, and L.H,L. adjustment ratings is untensble, and the hypothesis of a real
difference in ratings between tm may be retained. This difference is 4in the
direction of H.H.L. subjects tending to have consistently higher adjustment
ratings, with L, H.L, subjects having consistently lower adjustment ratings.

An attempt was made to measure the degree of these relationships, but
choice of a correlational procedure was made difficult becsuse the H.H.L. and
L.H.L. groups represented selected samples from the extreme ends of the humor
distribution. Although the two humor groups represented a selected dichotomy,
the biserial r was not appropriate for two reasons: since the middle 68.57% of
the original population had not been used, the two selected humor groups were
discontimwuss 1f the two humor groups had bm selected as categoriss in one
variable, they would have had to have been corrslated with five categories in
the adjustment wvariable. DBecsuse there were five categories in the adjustment
variable, and since the H.H.L., and L.H.L. scores ocould both be put into five or
more categories, the coefficient of contingemey (75, p. 259) was used.

A C (75, p. 360) was computed for the relationship between the H.H.L. scords
and the adjustment ratings, and then between the L.H.L. scores and the adjust-
ment ratings. In each case, the humor variabls was put into 11 categories and
the adjustment variable was in five categories. The C between the L.H.L. seoreﬁ
and the adjustment ratings in a 5 x 11 contingency table is .69, while the C
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between the H H.L. scores and the adjustrment ratings is .61. Since there were
at least five categories in each variable, these Cs can be regarded as approach-
ing the Pearson r in sise (88, p. 34l). When the obtained Cs were corrected
for errors of grouping, according to the method suggested by Ouilford (88, p.
360), the corrected C between L.H.L. scores and adjustment ratings was .7h with
the coefficient in a truly positive direction. An inspection of the contingen-
cy table reveals what can be cbserved in table 9: the L.H.L. subjects have a
preponderance of E adjustment ratings and there is a decreasing number of L.H.L|
subjects who have adjustment ratings of D, C, and B, with none of them attainin&
an A adjustment rating. The corrected C between the H.H.L. scores and the
adjustment ratings is .66, which again reveals a high degree of relationship.
An inspection of this contingency table, however, does not reveal the same true
positive relationship that existed with the L.H.L, scores. As can also be seen
in table 9, the H.H.L. subjects have & preponderance of B and C adjustment
ratings, with only a minority of these subjects attaining an A adjustment
rating. This will be discussed in the subsequent section in conjunction with a
discussion of the data from the Quilford-Zimmerman scores.

It will be remembered that ths scheme for assignment of adjustment ratings
to the Rorschach protocols, by simple tabulation of deviant indices, is based eor
data from Munroe (153, pp. 66-67) which is suggestive rather than definitive.
While the evidence strongly supports the hypothesis that the H.H.L. subjects, ag
a group, obtained significantly higher adjustment ratings than the L.H.L.
subjects as a group, the laeck éf precise statistical standardization for this
ascheme might cause one to question the validity of the adjustment ratings. In
an attempt to compare the two humor level groups on their Rorschach protocoln;
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another statistical procedure was used.

The Munroe Inspection Technique is based on the premise that each deviant

item on the check list is just one indication of disturbance in one aspect of
the personality. It is only when these deviant items multiply in a protocol
that varying degreez of maladjustment are indicated, As Munroe says:

"By virtue of its comprshensive nature, the check list measures not

only malfunction, tut the sound aspects of personality as well.

While the latter appear on the record only in the negative form of

abaence of the entry, the subject who has many resources along with

soms problems does not receive as high a maladjustment tally as the

subject vhose difficultiss ranify more widely through the

personality” (153, pp. 72-73).
In view of this, it seemed feasible to go directly to the tallies themselves,
without reference to an adjustment rating. Here one could regard the number of
tallies as a contimuous scale, with few tallies representing better adjustment,
and an inorease in tallies representing increasing degrees of maladjustment.
With this as a point of departure, one could ask whether the H.H.L, group
differed significantly from the L.H.L. group in the number of deviant tallies
achieved as a group and, hence, in over-all adjustment. To test this, the mean
mumber of tallies was found for each group, the differsnce botween them was
tested for significance by t (135, p. 57), and the difference in variance test-
ed for significance with F (135, p. 60). The number of tallies for H.H.L.
subjects ranged from three t0 eighteen, with a mean number of tallies of 8.39.
For the subjects in the L. H.L., group the number of tallies ranged from sight to
27, with a mean of 18.58 tallies. The difference bstween the means is 10.19,
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and the t test of significance is $.85. With 6id.f., this t is significant at
the .0l level of probability (9, p. 116). The P test of the variance ratio,
with 32d.f. for the greater mean square and 32d.f. for the lesser mean square,
is 1.78. This F falls below the .05 level of probability (9, p. 119) and thus
is not significant. These findings are in harmony with those obtained from the
adjustment ratings and from the scores obtained by the two groups on Trait E
(emotional stability) on the Guilford-Zirmerman Temperament Survey. There thus

is consistent evidence which indigates that the L.H,L. subjects, as a group,
manifest a poorer level of adjustment on psyshological instruments than the
H.H.L. subjects.

In spite of the consistency of the results from testing, one cen ask
legitimately whether the ratings of adjustment based on the subjects' Rorschach
protocols bear any relationship to their adjustment at a behavioral level. To
answer this question would require soms external criterion of adjustment, which
is diffioult to define and even more difficult to obtain. One poasible line of
investigation lay in the expectation that seriocusly disturbed students would
tend to have greater overt adjustment difficultiss in school and thus be brough
to the attention of school administrative officials. It thus seeamed possible
to contast the officials of the two schools from which the subjects wore drawn,
to inquire which, if any, of the 66 H.H.L. and L.H.L. subjects were imown to be
adjustment problems.

The female subjects had been drawn from & relatively small college so
inforrmation regarding them was easier to obtain. The dean of the college was
aware of students in the school who were having adjustment diffioculties

manifested in academie, social, or disciplinary problems at an overt level so j
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to come to the attention of the faculty. A list of the female H.H.L. and L.H.
L, subjects® names were given to the dean with the names in jumbled order. The
dean was then asked to indicate which of the girls were kmown (not presumed) to
be having adjustment difficulties in the school. It was more diffiocult to
obtain this information for the male subjects becsuse they were drawn from a
school having more than 10,000 students. With such a large student body, it is
unlikely that any one school official would be familiar with any but the most
serious problem students. This latter school does have a central ageney for
psychological services, however, and students whose adjustment difficulties
come to the attention of faculty or administrative department heads are
refarred to this agency. In addition, students are free to seak these services
on their own and are encouraged to do so by the administration. As a
consequencs, the filee of this agency were thoroughly searched for the names of
H.H.L. and L.H.L, subjecta to ses if they had received psychological services
any time in their college careers.

The information obtained from these procedures is, of course, purely
qualitative and anecdotal and, as such, cannot be considered as empirical
evidence which can stand by itself., PFor this reason, the obtained data is not
being included in this section with the quantitative data but will be found in
Appendix F for consideration by the resder. While this data is qualitative, it
is clearly in harmony with the test results and to this extent supports ths
hypothesis that the L,H.L, subjects manifest a poorer adjustment, as a group,
than those subjects in the H.H.L. group.

Finally, the H.H.L. and L. H.L. groups were compared relative to the
number of joke items the subjects had designated as not understood. The mean




78
nunber of Joke items not understood by the L.H.L. subjects was 2.00 while the
nean of the H.H.L. subjects was 2.91. With 6hd.f. (9, p. 116) the t test of
the difference between the means was found to be 0,53 which fails to reach the
.50 level of probability and is clearly nonsignificant. The varisnce ratio
between the two groups, with the greater mean square 32 d.f. and the lesser
mean square 32 d.f., was found to be 1,22 which also fails to reach signifi-
cance (9, p. 119). In view of the lack of significant difference batwsen these
two extreme humor groups in the number of joke items they were unable to
understand, failure to grasp a joke appears %o be unrselated to the humor

8COres.




Chapter V
Analysis of Results

The two-fold purpose of this study was stated as follows: the investiga-
tion of the relationship between general sense of humor and level of
psychosccial adjustment; the investigation of the relationship between general
sense of humor and partiocular personality characteristics. For the purposes
of this study, "general sense of hunor® was used in a restricted sense to mean
the characteristic, total, integrated response which is habitually made by an
individual in reaction to a heterogensous variety of humor stimuli. No attempt
was made to define exactly the nature of sense of humor, but the stated meaning
of "general sense of humor® was meant simply to describe the variable to be
investigated,

In attempting to relate this variable to level of psychosocial adjustment
and personality characteristics, two highly selected groups of subjeots were
useds those whose humor ratings placed them outside the limits ¢ 1 S.D. from
the mean rating of their psers. This artificial dichotomy resulted in two
extreme groups, ons of which considered the joke stimuli as relatively non-
hunorous, with a mean humor rating of 0.89, and one of which considered the
jokes to be fairly furmy with a mean mmor rating of 2.49. Psychosocial adjust-
nent was not defined in any absclute sense, tut was designated by the scores on
Trait E (Emotional Stability) of the Quilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey and

ratings of adjustment from Rorschach protocols acecording to the system
developed by Ruth L. Munreoe in the Inspection Rorschach.
79
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Bafore a discussion of the findings which are directly pertinent to the
variables intended for study in this investigation, some attention should be
given to the data relevant tc other areas of humor phenorens. 4?1:31.‘. of all,
degree of subjective humor responss to & heterogeneous variety of humor stismmli
apparently is distributed normally in the population for males and females
separately, and also for a composite of the two sexes. When the f tests of
the normal-distribution hypothesis were applied to the distributions of 100
female scores, the 110 male scores, and the 210 composite scores, the obtained
éz s revealed that the humor rating distributions fit the normal form quite
acceptably.

In addition, data from several different sources in this investigation
support the findings of the majority of other studlies, which were reviewed in
chapter two, on the importancs of the sex variable in humor appreciation. In
the original population ef 210 subjects, from which the H.H.L. sad L.R.L.
gubjects were drawn, the 100 females and 110 males were found mot to differ
significantly from each other in their generalised reaction to the joke sample.
Then when the H H.,L. and L.H.L. groups were draw from the composite male-
female sample, neither group was found to be predominantly of one sex. To
investigate this one step further, the two humor level groups were compared
for masculinity-femininity on Trait M of the Guilford-Zimmerman. This was done

in two wvays: the composite male-female H,H.L., snd L.H.L. groups were compared
directly on a coumon seale and then the males and females in one group were
compared with their own sex in the other group. When both of these latter
procedures were followed (ses tables 7 and 8) it was found that the H.H.L.
subjects were significantly neither more feminine nor more masculine than I..H.I.‘W
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subjects as measured by Trait ¥ of the Guilford-Zimmerman. This lends further

support to the consensus of previcus studies which have found the sex of an
individual to be a non-significant factor in determining one's reaction to
humor stimuli.

The data in table 7 reveals that the H.,H.L. and L.H.L, subjects differed
significantly from each other on five of the 10 traits messured by the
Ouilford-Zimmerman. On Trait G (General astivity), the H.H.L. group had a

higher mean score than the L.H.L. group, this difference just missing
significance at the .02 level and being beyond the .05 level of probability,
Using the deseaription of this trait in the G-Z mamual (89, p. 8), this finding
indicates that compared to L.H.L. subjects, there is a significantly greater
tendeney for H.H.L. subjects to possess stronger “"drive® and "energy," and to
take part in more activities. It should also be noted that the P test of the
variance ratio of the two groups just misses being significant at the .05
level. Since the L.H.L., subjects had the grestest variability of scores on
this trlitﬂ: is suggested that there is some tendensy for them to be more
variable in general activity than is true of the H.H,L. group.

It is interesting to note that the mean of 17.15 for the L.H.L. group on
Trait G is very close to the mean of the (-Z standardization groups (Me17.00)
which is published in the manmual (89, p. 7). As & consequence, it would appear
that the significant difference existing between the two groups on this trait is
not due to any deficiency of general activity on the part of L.H.L. subjects but
1o greater than average general activity by the H.H.L. subjeots.

The same situation appears to exist with respect to Trait S (Sociability).
The mean for the 0-Z standardisation groups is 18.80 (89, p. 7) while the mean
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of the L.H.L. group is 18.75. Yet the mean of the H.H.L. group (22.30) on this
trait is significsntly greater than that of the L,H.L., group at the .02 level
of probability. Using the description of Trait S in the mamual (89, p. 9),
this finding indicates that subjects with a high humor level demonstrate a
consplcuous tendensy to be at ease with others, to enjoy their company, and to
"roadily establish intimate rapport.®

In view of the above finding, it is not surprising thst a significant
difference at the .05 level was found to exist between the two groups on Trait
P (Personal Relations) which "has consistently correlated highest with all
eriteria involving humsn relations® (89, p. 9). Again using the deseription
in the mamual, H.H,L. subjects have a significantly greater "tolerance and
understanding of other people and their luman weaknssses,” while L.H.L,
subjects tend to be characterized by "faultfinding and oriticalness of other
people and of institutions generally® (89, p. 9). Taking into consideration
the significant differences existing between the two groups on Traits S and P,
one would axpect that H.H.L. subjects would genarslly possess a greater capaeit,
for maintsining harmoneous interpersonal relationships than would be true of
individuals having & low hmor level. It will also be noted from table 7 that
the F test of the varimnce ratio between the two groups on Trait P is
significant at the .0l level of probability. Since the L.H.L. subjects have
the greatest variability in scores on this traii, one can oconoluds that H.H.L.
subjects are much mare uniform in their capseity for relating harmeniously
to others, while L,H.L, subjects are more varisble with regard to this
personality charscteristic.

In view of the above findings, one might logieally predist that the H.H.L.
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subjects wuld also be significantly higher than the L.H.L. subjects on Trait
F (Priendliness), but such is not the case. Neither the F test of the variance
ratio nor the i test of mean difference approach probable significance. This
finding is not so surprising, however, when one considers that Trait F only
correlates +.50 with Trait P, and -.06 with Trait 3 (89, p. 7). Aloug thess
same lines, one might suspect that because of the +.,61 correlation between
Trait S (Seciability) and Trait A (Ascendsnce), a significant differeunce
between the two groups on Trait § might be accompanied by a signifiocant
difference between them on Trait A. Again this was not found to be true
because both the t test of mean difference and the I test of variance ratio
fail to reach the .05 level of confidence for Trait A. Apparently the H.H,L.
subjects are able to maintain more harmonicus interpersonal relationships than
the L.H.L. subjects without being significantly more ascendant or frieundly.

The popular stereotype of the parson who finds many things humorous is
that of an individual who tends to be happy-go-lucky and easy going. Conversely
the popular stereotype of the person who finds few things mmorous is that of
an individual who is serious and restralned, If these stereotypes were true,
one might suspect that the H.H.L. and L.H,L. subjects would differ aicniﬁcmﬂ;r
from each other on Trait A (Restraint vs, impulsiveness) and on Trait T
(Thoughtfulness vs. unrefiectivness). This was not found to be true. The F
tests of the variance ratic for these two traits failed to reach the .05 lavel
of probability and the ¢ tests of the mean differences both failed to reach the
.50 level and are clearly non-significant.

Of the two renaining scales of the Quilford-Zimmermsan Survey, Trait O
(Objectivity vs. hypersensitiveness) and Trait E (Emotional stability vs.
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instability), significant differences were found between the H.H.L. and L.H.L.
subjects which have special relevance with respect to level of psychosocelal
adjustment. On Trait 0, the two groups did not differ significantly in vari-
ability, but the difference between their means was significant at the .02
level of probability. As with Traits G and S, ths mean of 17.06 for the L.H.L.
group does not differ greatly from the mean of 17.40 for the (-Z standardiza-
tion groups (89, p. 7). As a consequence, the significantly higher mesn of
19.76 for the H.,H.L. group suggests that these subjects are characterised by
more objectivity in their interpersonal relationships than the average
individual, and are significantly less prons to %touchiness or hwpersmiuvitrH
than is trus of the L,K.L, subjects (89, p. 9). This grester objectivity on
the part of the H. H.L. subjeots may contridute partially to their significantly
better interpersonal relationships.

The Objectivity snd Emotional Stability scales are the two most highly
related scales on the Tempersment Survey, with a correlation of +.69, since
both of them directly relate to emotional behavior (89, p. 6). It therefors is
not surprising that with a highly significant difference existing between the
two groups on Trait 0, the H.H.L. group achieved & mean score on Trait E that
significantly exceedsd the L.H.L. group mean at the .0l level of probability.
Actually, Trait E embraces two aspeats of amotional lifes cheerfulness vs.
depression on the one hand, and emotional stability vs. instability on the
other. As such, Trait E becomes an index of emotional sdjustment (89, p. 6 and

P- 9). It i3 on the Trait E scale that the two groups manifested the greatest
divergence in central tendency. The H.H.L, mean of 20,51 falls at the £5%b
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percentile as compared to the (-Z standardization groups, and the L.H,L. mean
of 13.97 falls at the 25th percentile. As such, the L.H.L. subjects, as a
group, manifested below average emotional adjustment while the H.H.L. group
manifested better than average emotional adjustment.

If one considers Trait E as an index of emotional adjustment and Trait P
ag an Index of social adjustment, then the significantly higher scores
attained by the H,H,L, group on these two scales point to a conclusion of
significantly better over-all adjustment for H.H.L. subjects as compared to the
L.H.L. subjects, This conelusion, of course, is based only on the scores
obtained by the subjects on the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey. This

test, being a questiomnaire personality inventory, depends for its validity upon
the honesty of the subject's answers and the level of the subject'!s consclous
self-awareness. The quesiion remains as to whether the adjustment scores on
this test truly reflect ths psychologiocal adjustment of the subjects at the
deeper and more basic levels of the personality. Also, in view of the
significantly better social skills of the H,H.L. subjects, the question can be
raised as to whether the H.H.L. subjects were simply more adept than the IL.H.L.
subjects in making themselves "look good" on the Guilford-Zimmerman. It was to

answer questions such as these that each of the subjects in the two groups were
given a Rorschach in an attempt to tap the deeper layers of their personalities.
As was indlcated in table 9, subjects from the two groups were about
equally represented in the C adjustment rating. According to Minroce, a C
adjustment rating indicates:
"Emotional difficulties rather marked, very likely to affect attitudes,
interests and performance, but not to an extreme degree® (153, p. 21).

|
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The subjects obtaining A and B adjustment ratings, indicating gemerally good
adjustment, were almost exclusively H.H.L. subjects with only one of the L.H.L.
subjects obtaining as high as a B rating. On the other hand, eubjects obtain-
ing D and E adjustment ratings, indicating serious maladjustment and
psychopathology respectively, were almost execlusively L.,H.L, subjects with ouly
one H.H.L. subjeet cbtaining as low as a D rating. The highly significsnt X°
test of independence clearly substantiated the hypothesis that a real
difference existed between the H.H.L. and L.H,L. greups in their levels of
adjustment aceording to the Muwroe method. This was found to be true whether
the differences batween the two groups were tested for significance with
regpect to the adjustment ratings or the absolute muber of deviant tallles on
the Munrce Check List (Appendix E). These findings, on the basis of the
subject's Rorschach protocols, clearly substantiate those obtalned on the basis
of scores achieved by the subjects on Trait E and Trait P of the Quilford-

Zimmerman Tempersment Survey. Both at the manifest level of consciocus self-
avareness and at the desper and more basic lavels of persomality, thé data
supports a conclusion of significantly better psychological adjustment for
HH,L, subjects as compared to L.,H.L. subjects., This conclusion gains further
qualitative substantiation by the information obtained relative to the sub-
Jectts adjustment at a behavioral level (Appendix D).

In oonsidering this conclusion, one very impartant aspect of the obtalned
data should be given special emphasis. It will be remembersd that when the
coafficient of contingency was computed for the relationship between H,H.L.

scores and adjustment ratings, and L,H.L., soores and their adjustment ratings,
both coefficients ware quite high. It was noted that an inspection of the
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contingency table revealed that the C for the relationship of L.H.L. scores and
adjustment ratings was in a truly positive direction: the L.H.L. subjects have
a preponderance of E adjustment ratings and there is a decreasing number of
L.H.L. subjects who have adjustment ratings of D, C, and B with none of them at-
taining an A adjustment rating. This was not found to be true of the C for the
relationship of H.H.L. scores and the adjustment ratings. As caen be gseen in
table 9, the H.H.L. subjects have a preponderance of B and C adjustment
ratings with only a minority of H.H.L. subjects attaining an A adjustment
rating. Munroe describes A adjustment as follows:

"Tnusually sound integration of the personality. Emotional problems

either very mild or very well handled" (153, p. 21).
B adjustment is desoribed as follows:

"Emotional problems observable; too slight to affect behavior markedly

or cause serious inner discoﬁfort."
Only 2L% of the H.H.L. subjects received A adjustment ratings with L5% reeeiﬂ.n#
B ratings and 27% receiving C ratings. | )

It thus appears that the H.,H.L. subjects are not without emotional probleuJ
but are able to handle their problems effectively enough to maintain a
moderately good adjustment. The L.H.L. subjects, on the other hand, consistent-
1y received ratings which are indicative of serious maladjustment and actual
psychopathology. This is in harmony with what was found for Trait E of the
Guilford-Zimmerman Scale. On this test, the mean of the H.H.L., group was

roughly within the average range of the G-Z standardization group. It was the
mean of the L.H,L. group which fell considerably below the average rangs of the
G-Z standardisation group. It thus appears that the significant difference
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which exists between these two groups in overall adjustment is not so much due
to the fact that the H.H.L. subjects are so very well adjusted, but that the
L.H.L, subjects, as a group, are so poorly adjusted.

In general, the data from this investigation supports the following concluf
sion: Individuals who differ markedly in their general reaction to & heteroge-
neous variety of humor stimuli aleso differ significantly with respect to other
personality characteristics. As compared to low humor level subjects, high
humor level subjects were found to be characterized by significantly greater
ensrgy and general activity. In the sphere of interpersonal relationships,
high humor lsvel subjects were found to possess significantly more social
interest, t0 be more at ease in relating to others, and to maintain signifi-
cantly greater objectivity in their evaluation of themselves and the behavior
of other people. In addition, low humor level subjects fail to maintain as
high a level of interpersonal harmony and general psychological adjustment as
that manifested by high humor level subjects., There is a significant tendency
for low humor level subjects to be seriocusly maladjusted. "

Contrary to what might be expected from popular stereotypes, high humor
and low humor lsvel subjects were not found to significantly differ on the
personality dimensions of restraint vs. impulsiveness, ascendance vs.
subnissiveness, friendliness ve. hostility, or thoughtfulness vs. unreflective-
ness. High humor level subjscts apparently are capable of maintaining
significantly more harmoneous interpersonal relationships without being signifi-
cantly more friendly and agreeable or more socially ascendant.

Any attespt to generalize widely from these findings must be done with
caution because of the highly selective procedure employed in this investigation
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Because of the relative dearth of well established empirical data on humor
phenomena in the literature, it was deemed more sagacious to confine this in-
vestigation to & relatively homogeneous population. As a consequence, the
subjects were selected so as to be gimilar with respect to age, education,
religion and cultural background. The procedure used in this investigation
should be ropsated on other homogeneous samples that differ from the one uged
in this study with respect to these variables. Only to the extent that
sinmllar results would be obtained on different populations could the findings
of this investigation be generalized.

Another factor which must be considered is that the findings of this
investigation are based on a comparison of subjects who represent the extrame
ends of the humor continuum, As such, the question remains as to whether humor
level is related to psychosocial adjustment, smd other personality variables,
in those subjects whose humor responsiveness places them within one standard
deviation above and below the population mean. Since these widely divergent
humor level subjects were found to differ ei@iﬂc&nﬂy on personality variahleJ
neasured by such a teast as the Guilford-Zimmerman, future investigations can

enploy psychometric personality tests which are far more economical in terms of
time than the Rorschach which was used in this research. A future study is

contemplated in which the same humor stimull and method of obtaining humor level
scores will be utilized, but where the sntire sample of subjects will be tested,
rather than just the two extremes of the distritution,




Chapter VI
Summary and Conclusions

The psychological phenomenon which is designated by the term humor has
been a subject of philosophical interest for centuries, With the development
of the behavioral sciences, humor has continued to be a popular subject in the
theoretical literature, but there is a surprising paucity of empirical research
on the subject. Of the humor ressarch which has been conducted, the tulk of it
has ylelded data which suggests that after an individual has reached chronolog-
ical naturity, such variables as age, sex, intelligence, education, nationality
ete. are of minimal importance in determining s person's reaction to humor |
stimuli. As & result, most of the humor research in recent years has con-
centrated on an investigation of the relationship between sense of humor and
other dynamic personality variables. While the present study pursuss this
same line of investigation, it differs in both purpose and method rr?m other
studies which have been done in this ares,

The problem of this study was two-folds the investigation of the relation:
ship between general sense of humor and level of psychosocial adjustment; the
investigation of the relationship between general sense of humor and partienlar
personality characteristics. Previous ressarch has sought to find correlates
between preference for specific kinds or themes of humor and specific personal-
ity characteristics. The present study differs from these in that it has for
ite foous "general sense of humor® which was described as the charactaristie,
total, integrated response which is habitually made by an individual in
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reaction to & heterogensous variety of humor stimli. One facet of this study
was thus an investigation of the relationship between general sense of humor
and specific personality characteristics,

A seoond facet of this study was designed to challenge the commonly held
assumption that people who oan regard many different situations as being
humorous are better adjusted psyehologically than people whe regard very few
things as being humorcus. In spite of the marked lack of agreemant smong the
various theories of humor, one common element of agreement is that humor and
langhter operate to the psychological benefit of the individnal. A second
purpose of this study was to investigate this asswmption.

In attespting to relate gensrsal sense of humor to personality characteris-
tics and psycho-soeisl adjustment, two highly selested groups of subjects vere
used who wers designated by.t.ln term high humor level and low humor level.
These two groups of subjects were selected from an initial population of 100 fe;
males and 110 male college students, who were quite homogeneous with respect to
age, sduostion snd religious affiliation. | '

Each of the subjects in this initial pepulation vas requested to respond
to & heterogensous variety of humor stimuli., The form of humor stimuli used in
this study was printed varbal jokes drawn from forms A and B of the I,P.A.T.
Humor Test. The humor sample consisted of a relatively heterogenecus selection
of 200 jokes taken from this humor test.

Each of the subjects was given a packet of 200 jokes which was divided
into 10 sections with 20 jokes in each section. The subjects were asked to
rate the jokes for degree of fumniness on a five point scale that ranged from O
(not funny at all) to L (extremely funny). They were requested to rate 20
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jokes each day for 10 days % allow for wvariations of mood, and to minimise the
effects of fatigue which might enter in if subjects were to rate all 200 jokes
ot one time,

When the packets of jokes had been rated and retwrned, a humor score was
established for each subject which represented the subject's general response
to the entire sample of jokes, This score consisted of the average of all of
the individual joke ratings made Ly sach person. This resulted in a distribu-
tion of 100 female and 110 male humor scores. When the two distributions were
comparsd statistically, it was found that they did not significantly differ
from each other in either their mean humor score or dispersion of scores. In
the absence of a significant difference between the sexes, in their general
asppreciation of the joke sample, all of the male and female humor scores were
combined into one large composite distribution. The resulting distribution was
found to fit the normal form quite acceptably.

Those subjects whose individual humor scores had fallen above one standard
deviation from the composite group mean were selected and designated as the
*high humor level® group. Those subjects whose lumor scores had fallen below
one standard deviation from the group mean were selectsd and designated as the
"low humor level® group. This selection placed 33 subjects in each of the two
hunor level groups and it was these 66 subjects upon whom the remainder of the
investigation was carried out.

Each of the 66 subjecte was given the Quilford-Zimmerman Temperament
Survey and an individual Rorschach. The Quilford-Zirwmerman Survey was employed
to obtain personality data on the subjects relative to the 10 personality trai
measured by this test. The 10 traits measured are as follows: general activit;
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ve, inactivity, restraint vs. impulsiveness, ascendance vs, submissiveness,
socisbility vs, seclusiveness, emotionel stability vs. instablility, objectivity
vs. hypersensitivensss, friendliness vs. hostility, thoughtfulness vs. un-
reflectiveness, personal relations vs. criticalnesss, and masculinity vs.
famininity. The use of this ingtrument provided data on each subject's opinion
of his own personality in each of these tralt areas. The Rorschach was used in
the hope that desper levels of parsonality adjustment could be tapped., The
Rorschach records were scored and given an adjustment reting according to the
method developed by Ruth L. Munroe.

At the time that the Ouilford-Zimmerman and Rorschach wers aduinistered to

each subject, scored, and an adjustment rating assigned to each Rorschach
record, care was taken that the investigator did not know whether a given
subject fell within the H.M.L., or LH.L., group. This precaution was taken to
eliminate the possible contaminating results of such knowledge., After the
final scores for ths Ouilford.-Zimmersan &rwx and the final adjustment ratings
for the Rerschach had been obtained, the subjects could then be identified with
regard to their hunor level and the two groups oompared on these two instru-

ments.
When the scores obtained by the H.H,L., and L.H.L, sudbjects on the Ouilford;
Zimmerman Survey wers compared, it was found that the two groups differed

significantly from each other on five of the tem traits measured by this
instrument. The H.H.L. subjects, as a group, obtained significantly higher
scores than the L.H.L. subjects on traits @, S, E, 0 and P. This data supportis
a conclusion that H.H.L. subjects were characterised by significantly greater
general activity, sociability, emotional stability, objectivity, and ability
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for maintaining harmoneous interpersonal relationships. If one considers trait
E as an index of emotional adjustment and trait P as an index of social adjust-
ment, then the significantly higher scorea attained by the H,H.L. subjects on
thess two scales point to a conclusion of significantly better over-all adjust-
ment for H.H.L. subjects as compared to L,H.L. subjects.

These findings are in harmony with the data obtained by comparing the
H.H.L. and L.H.,L. subjects relative to the adjustment ratings they received
based on their Rorschach records., The H.H.L. subject consistently received
higher adjustment ratings than did the L.H.L. subjects, and the two groups were
found to significantly differ fyrom each other in this respect. It was noted,
however, that the significant difference which existed between the two groups
in overall adjustment was not so nmech due to the fact that H.H.L, subjects were
without emotional problems and so very well adjusted, but that the L.H.L.
subjects as a group wers so poorly adjusted.

Contrary to what might be expected from popular stereotypes, the H.H.L.
and L.H.L, subjects were not found to diffaé significantly on the Guilford-
Zimmerman personality traits of restraint vs. impulsiveness, ascendance vs.
submissiveness, friendliness, ve. hostility, or thoughtfulness vs. unrefles-
tiveness. Apparently H.H.L. subjects are capable of maintaining significantly
more harmonious interpersonal relationships without being significantly more
friendly and agreeable or more socially ascendant.

Any attempt to gensralisze widely from these findings rust be done with
caution becsuse of the highly selective procedure employed in this investiga-
tion. Boecause of the relative dearth of well established empirical data on
mor phenomena in the literature, it was deemed mors sagacious to confine this
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investigation to a relatively homogenecus population. As a consequence, the
subjects were selected so as to be similar with respect to age, education,
religion and cultural background., The procedurs used in this investigation
should be repeated on other homogensous samples that differ from the ons used
in this study with respect to these variables, Only to the extent that similer
results would be obtained on different populations could the findings of this
investigation be generalised,

Another factor which must be considered is that the findings of this in-
vestigation are based on a comparison of subjeots who repreasent the extreme
ends of the hwmor contimummz. As such, the question remains as to whether humor
level is related to psychosocial adjustment, and other personality variables,
in those subjects whose humor responsivensss places them within one standard
deviation above and below the population mean. Since these widely divergent
humor level subjescts were found to differ significantly on personality
varisbles measured by such a test as the OQuilford-Zimmerman, future lnvestigas-
tions can employ psychometric personality ﬁlu which are far more economical 1#
terms of time than the Rorschach which was used in this ressarch. A future
study is contemplated in which the same humor stimuli and method of obtaining
humor level scores will be utilised, tut whers the entire sample of subjectes
will be tested rather than just the two axtremes of the distribution.




First Day Nams Date Time

1.

2.

3.

L.

5.

9.

Do you mean to tell me,® said the judge, "That you rmurdered that poor old

Appendix A
* The Joke Semple Made Up Into Ten Sections
With Twenty Jokes In Each Section

B

The minister called at the Jones home ¢ne Sunday afternoon mnd little wuu#
answared the bell. "Ps ain't home,® he ammounsed, "he went over % the
golf oslub.® The minister's brow darkemsd. ILittle Willie them hastened to
explain, "Oh he ain't going to play golf, not on Sunday. He just went
over for a few highballs and a little stud poker.®

wonan for a paltry two dollars?® "Well judge you know how it is ---- two
buaks here, two bucks there -- it all adds up.”

"How do you get youwr kid sister to find so wany fishing worms for you?®
asked Bobby. "Oh it's easy," said Tommy, "Out of every tem she digs up, I
let her have one to eat.®

“Did he take his misfortunes like a man?”
*Precisely, He laid the blame on his wife."

Customer: “Waiter, your thumdb is in my soup.® )
Walter: "That's all right air, it's no used 40 the heat that I
hardly notice it.*

Shet "Do you serve crabs here?®
He: "We serve anyone, sit dowm.®

"Hey boy, stop that ox."

"I can't sir, I don't have no stopper.®

"Well don't just stand there, speak to him you good for nothing."
"Well OK Good moruing Mr. Ox.%

Suitor:t "Do you think it's possible to cormmmicate with the dead?®
Bored O4rl: ®Ch yes, I hemr you distinetly."

FIf looks could kill, I'd assassinate you with a glance,”
"If looks asould kill, it would be suicide for me to look in a
mirror."

—————
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10. "Why do you prefer Wagner to other composars?®
"Becmuse he composes about the only music that you can hear above
the conversation.”

11. "Have you ever met my sister Louisa?%
*Yos, she's rather stout, isn't she?*®
*I have another at home who is Lena,.®

12, 3ign carried by a large fat mant "This pedestrian stops frequently.
Buses---oars---taxis---trucks, BEWARE,

13. The king honored a surgical clinic with a visit and found the
doctor engaged in amputating a leg. He watched the procedure of
the operation with great interest and expressed his approval with
the loud utterance: “hravo, brave, dootor.® When the operation
was over the hurble doctor approached the king and, impressed by
hias approval asked, "Does your majesty also command the amputation
of the other leg?"

4. Outraged father finding a young man with his daughter:
"How was it that you were kissing my daughter? Ansver we
young mén, how was it?"

Young man: "Swell.®

15. Wife: "Dear, will you love me when my hair turns grey?®
Husband: "Why mot? I've loved you from black hair through
red to platimun already.” :

| 16. After giving the hired man a dresaing down for returning late
with the supplies, the farmer demanded, "Alright now, Milier,
.let's hear how it happened.” ™Well, I picled up the minister

along the road,? explained the hired hand, "and from there on,
the mules souldn't understand a word I said to them,”

17. Walters 9"Sir, sbout that steak that you ordered. How would
you like it7"
Customer: "Very much indeed.®

18. Hs was sneaking in late at night and was sbout to get inte bed
when his wife, half roused, turned sleepily and said,
"Is that you Fido"?
The husband, relating the rest of the story said, "For once in my
1life I had real presence of mind., I licked her hand.®

19. "Qee, I sure wish I was three or four feet taller.”
"Why is that?®
“Because the doector told me that whiskey was killing me by inches.®




20.
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Jim: "So you and Susan are going to get married, and &ll the time

I thought it was just a playful little flirtation.”
Bill: "Yea, »o did I."
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Second Day Name Date Time

A

21. "Your money or your life,” called the holdup man,
*Talke my life then," sald Brammigan, *for I'm saving my money for
my old age.®

22, Patient: "What's the best thing for hives?®
Doctors "Beea,®

23. love is laughable. In fact, it's just two silly,

2. "Hello doctor, where are you going?®
"I'm calling on Smith, He's down with 2 eold.”
®0h, they've cslled you in. Well then I'1l stop at the undertaker's
and order the coffin,

25. He was timid, but persistent; she was ocold.
"ay I have the right to kiss you?" he begged.
BI¥1l give you a right if you try it," said she ¢lenching her

L4

26. "Did you see any strange sights when you were downtown this

morning?®
Certainly, I hadn't gons two blocks bafore I met youwr wife.®

27. BRat axterminator: "I omly hope I can take it as well as they
do when my time comes,.®

28. ‘"waiter. There's a fly in my soup."
"Well donm't de so stingy, how much can a little fly drink?"

29. Teacher: "What are you drawing?®
Youngster:t "I'm drawing a pioture of Uod."
Teacher:t YHow can you do that? No ons in the world knows vhat
God looks like.®
Youngster: "Well, they will when I get through with the piature.*

30. TYeam sir, that woman is certainly dignified --- every time she
throws & cup at her husband she always remembers to take the
spoon out first,

31l. He: ™Tell me something. Do girls really like conceited men
as well as they do the other kind?"
Shet "what other kind?"




32.

33.

35.
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38.

39.

Lo.
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Reverend: "For the wicked thers will be a weeping and wailing
and gnashing of teeth in the next world.*

Member: "But Reverend, how about those who have no teeth?"
Reverend: “Brother, teeth will be provided

Who is that horribly ugly loo:ing woman sitting by herself over
there?” asked the stranger of his host. "That,sir," sald the
host, "Happens to be my sister." "Of course," exclaimed the
embarrassed guest, "I didn't notice the resemblance,®

Instructor: (Examining the class) "Who drove the Israslites out
of Egypt?® *Youl" he sald pointing to a small boy in the corner
Boys (Trembling) "T'wasn't me sir. I only came back from the
country last week."

As the fish was served to a guest at the table he put both hands
twice into the mayonnaise and then ran them through his hair,
Being looked at by his neighbor with astonishment, he seemed to
have noticed his mistake and excused himself by saying, "Pardon
me, I thought it was spinach.”

Butoch: "That was a good pioture of your pop that your ma showed
me. But why did it only show his head?"
Scarface: *That's because she had the electric chair taken out."

Well, I'm off to the races,” said Mr. Dale to his wife,
¥And I sure hope that I break even because I sure need the dough."

Two young men from Oxford came up to London for a riotous weskend.
After some hours of dissipation in a West-End cinema, they met
two ladies of the evening on Picoadilly Square and went to a
neighboring bar, whare, for reasons of their own, the two couples
separated. A short while later, however, Ralph was back tapping
on his friend's shoulder. "I say, old man,” he began with a
slightly embarrassed air, "Would you mind terribly swapping girls
with me? What with this bloody fog and all I seem to have

gotten hold of my bloody aunt.”

A pupil at a very striot girl's school asked for permission to go
for a drive with a gentleman friend.

"You know the regulations of the institution," was the reply.
"ire you engaged to him?"

"No," she said, "But I expect to be before I get back."

Doctor: "Man, you're looking bad., Did you take that powder I
gave you --- just enough to cover a dime?®

Patientt "That did I do, doe. Only I didn't have a dime so I
used ten pennies instead."




Third Day Name Date Time
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“Is this a lawyer's office, mam?"
"what do you think it is, a turiish bath?"
"Now don't get all steamed up."

Iife i3 just one darn thing after another.
love is just two darn things after each other.

Famous Explorer: "It was pretty awful in the jungle.

Why once an animal with horns twelve feet long came at me. I
never saw such an animal,®

Mr. Mulls "I believe you."

She: "Why haven't you any hair on your head?"®
Het "Grass doesn't grown on a busy street.”
She: "No, It can't get up through the concrete.®

*I'm afraid your dimner is going to be a little burnt tonight
darling.”
"Why, did they have a fire at the delicatessen shop?®

Iittle Willy in his best of sashes

Fell in the fire and was burned to ashes
By and by the room grew chilly

But no body wanted to poke up Willy.

The interviewer asiked Mr. James H. Weldon, "Do you file your
nails?® thereby giving Mr. Waldon the opportunity to say, "No,
I just throw them awey after I out them.® .

Kind neighbors (To little boy who is eating su apple)

“Look out for the worms, sonny."

Iittle boys "When I eat apples, the worms have to look out for
themgelves.”

"My husband is so careless. His buttons are forever coming off
his clothes.®

"Perhaps they arsn't sewed on properly.?

"That's just it. He's so careless about his sewing."

"Mama," asked little Mary, "if I got married, will I have a
husband like daddy?"

"Yes dear.®

"And if I don't get married, will I be an old maid like
Aunt Agatha?®

“Yes dear®

“Gee, it's really a hard world for us women isn't it?¥




51,

52.

53.

Sk,

55«

56.

57.

58.

102

"I just heard that your son is an undertaker. I thought you

told me he was a physician?"

"No, not at all."

"I don't like to contradict you, my friend, but I'm positive

you sald po0."

*You misunderstood me. I said he follows the medical profession,"

T rise for information,” said a member of the legislative

body.
"I'm glad to hear it," said a bystander, ®for no man needs it
more,.*

The exclusive Mr., Vanderdam was giving a bridge party when

the patter of tiny feet was heard from the head of the stair.
"Hush," she said softly. "“The children are going to give their
goodnight message. It always makes me so sentimental to hear
then,.*

There was a moment of silence; then, shrilly; *Mama, Percy found
a bed bug."

A horse walked up to a bar and asked for a martini with

catsup. "0.K, bud,” said the bartender and mixed it pronto.
After tossing off the drink with considerable and obvious relish
the horss leaned over the bar and said, '
"I suppose you think it strange for me to come in here and ask
for a martini with catasup."

"Heck no,® sald the bartender, "I like them that way myself."

A man in a doctor's office absent mindedly started off with
somebody else's umbrella, and returned it with a humble apology,
when the owner raised cain, Later in the day he bought three
umbrellas at a bargain sale, and on the way homs he encountered
the lady whose wmbrella he had started to make off with in the
morning. ©I see," she said ioily, "That you've done pretiy
well today."

"Do you folks around hers have much trouble with insects getting
into your corn?®

"We sure do, but we just fishes 'em out of ocur corn liquor and
drinks it anyhow."

It was the first day of April.

"Mama, mama, come quick," came a piping volce, "there's some
man kissing the maid."

The mother made a hurried start, but was halted by her small son
who said, "April fool it's only papa."

"I call my girl friend furnace."
"Why?*"

"Bacause she'll go out on me if I don't watch her.”
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“I's sorry,® sald the man who was paylang his rent, "to have to
tell you that we are giving up owr apartment. It is too emall.”
¥But there's only you and your wife,® the landlord replied,

"and the apartment was planned for two people.®

*Yes, I know, but ny wife has decided to keep a gold fish.

"Oh heck, I laft my watch up-stairs."
"That's alright. It'll run down."
"No, it won't, it's a winding stairway."




104

Pourth Dey Name Date Time

6l. It takes years for nature to make a boy into a man, but it takes
only a few mimutes for a woman to make a monkey out of him,

62. The prosecuting attorney had encountered a somewhat diffiocult
witness. Pinally he was asked if he was acquainted with any of
ths men on the jury.

*"Yos sir,” aanounced the witneas, "more than half of them.®

®Are you willing to swear that you know more than half of them?®
demanded the lawyer.

*Why if it comes to that, I'm willing to swear that I Imow more
than all of them put together.*

63. Harryt "I always drink milk because my doctor says that milk is
& great bone btuilder.®
Carris: "I'm afraid your drinks are going to your head.”

4. A famous musician once asked a woman why she forever sang the
sane song.
"Because it haunts me." replied the woman,
;ﬁo wonder,® replied the musician, you are continually murdering
t."

65. The despondent old gentleman emerged from his olub and climbed
stiffly into his oasb,
"Where to?7% asked the driver.
"Drive off & ¢liffs I'm committing suloide.®

66. She: "Joe is marrying Bdna, and he's really getting a prize."
He: "What for? Bravery?” .

67. Auntie: "Por heavens sake, Willie, don't they teach you any
manners at home? You shouldn't reach for the butter. Havent't
you got a tongue?®
Willis: "Sure I have, but my arm is longer."

68. A bashful young man was escorting a bashful young lady home when
she said, "Don't tell anyone that you took me home,®
"Don't be afraid,” he replied, "I'm as wuch ashamed of it as you
are,*

69. Tired salesman (Sitting in a barber's chair); "Oive me a shave,”
Barber: "You'rs too low in the chair, will you sit up please?t’
Tired salesman: "Oh heok, give me a haircut then.”

70. Professor: "There is no such thing as absolute truth.”
Student: "Are you sure of that?"
Professor: ‘"Positive.?
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A doctor was very critical of the bricklayer's work on his
front wall.

"Ah," he sneered, "a trowel can hide a lot of mistakes.”
"Yes, doctor, and also a shovel."

UWhy do you want Limburger cheese packed in your lunch?" asked
the grocer.

"Because, papa," answered the truthful little son, "I want
teacher to send me home.®

To discover whether an ostrich is a male or a female, just tell
a joke.

If he laughs, it's a male.

If she laughs, it's a female.

Insured: #If I insured my house for fifty thousand dollars and
it burned up the next day, what would I get?”
Insurance agent: %Ten years most likely.®

Husband: "I found a five dollar bill in & tavern tonight.®
Wife: "I mow, I can amell it on your breath.”

She: "You say I'm the most beautiful, divine, and gorgeous
creature in the whole world? what are you trying to do, kid
me?"

Het "No, I'm trying to kiss you."

A man wandered into a termis tournsment and sat down on the
bexnch. *Whose game?® he asked the pretiy young thing sitting
next to him on the bench. She looked up hopefully and said,
"I am." -

Jemnyt “Why don't you come to see me these days? You used to
be over every other night and we talked and had such a good
time,"

lizzies "Why don't you come and see me like you used to?
Jenny: "Well my goodness, if I lived as close to you as you
live to me why, gosh, I'd be there all the time."

Passenger (Getting off a train) "Fish hook, that's an odd name
for a town., Why is it called that?"
Conductor: PBecause it's the end of the line.”

"Are marriage licenses expensive in this country?®
#They sure are. Two dollars down and your pay check for life.”
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Fifth Day Name Date Time

8l. Lecturer: M"Of course you all know what the inside of a corpuscle
is like."
Chairman: "Most of us do, but you'd better explain it for the
benefit of those who have never been inside one."

82. Man: 8I'm just the picture of health."
Woman: "Yes, but it's slightly underdeveloped.®

83. Abel: "Dearest, I must marry you."
Mable: "Have you seen mother and fathar??®
Abel: "Often darling, bubt I love you just the same."

84. Epitaph to a waiter:

By and by
God caught his eye.

85. A young man stepped into a clothing store to ask the price of a
suit that was in the window, ‘'you picked the best suit that was
in the place," said the merchant approvingly, "and to show you
that I like to do business with a man who has good taste, I'm
going to make you a special proposition. I wouldn't ask you 362
for the suit, I wouldn't ask you $52. I wouldn't even ask you
2 for it $32 is my price for you young man."

The customer replied, "I wouldn't give you 332 for the suit., And
I wuldn't give you $22. My offer is $12.°

"Sold," said the merchant. "That's the way I like to do business--
no chiseling," - ,

86. Benevolent Gentleman: "Does your wateh tell the time?"
Youngsters "No sir. You have to look at it."

87. Mrs. Smith was walking down the street when she spied Mrs.
Gordon. She thought that Mrs. Gordon looked i1l so she called
Mr. Gordon and exclaimed, "I just saw your wife on the street
and I don't like the way she looks."
"Neither do I" explained Mr. Gordon, "but she's awfully good
with the children.”

88. "Did you have any trouble with your car in all that Sunday traffic?¥
"pid I? I fainted and had to drive nine miles before I could find
a safe place to pass out."

O

———
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A protestant Episcopal ninister was walking dowm a city street
wearing the garb of the profession. He was met by two Irish boys.
Good morning Father,” said one of the boys.

"Quiet, he ain't no father,” said the other, he's got & wife and
two kids.®

Politician: "I'm glad to see such a dense crowd here tonight.®
Voice: *Don't be too pleased we ain't all dense.®

"Mike. Stop scratching your head.*
*T won't Mom, they started on me first."

Staggering with wearinaess the farm horse started up the slope,
pulling & heavy load., "Clddap,® yelled the farmer shaking the
reins. The horss tugged, lost its footing and went down on its
inees. The farmer ourses, "Oet up you thundering idiot.® The
horse lay on its side and stared dejectedly over its shoulder at
the farmer who burst out, "Tarnation. If you don't get up I'll
drive right over you."

"Justice., Justice. I demand justioe® shrieked the defendant
loudly. "Silence,” said the judge sternly. "The defendanmt will
please remsmber that he is in a court room.®

A man who was addioted to drink supported himself in a small city
by private teasching. IHis vice finally became known and he lost
most of his pupils &s a oonsequence., A friend of his took it on
himself t0 advise him to reform. "Iook here,” he said, "you
mmunmhnmilamtmummldgiwapm
drinking. Why not do it?® }
"What are you talking about,” was the indignant reply. "I am
teaching in order to be able to drink. Shall I give up drinking
in order ¢to have pupils?®

"For goodness sakes, use both hands” shrilled the girl in the
auto.
"I can't,” said the esscort. "I have to stecr with one.®

"You're the nicest boy I've ever kissed.®
“You can tell that to the marines.®
"I have, dozens of them.?

A fellow walked into a music store and asked for a piece of musie
entitled, "Aet on the Squere,” and while the clerk was loolking
for it, walked off with a $50.00 banjo.
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Ernles "My grandfather can play the piano by ear."
Gooney: “That's nothing. My grandfather fiddles with his
whiskers .®

Life -~ the first half is ruined by our parents and the second
half is ruined by our children,

A politician burst angrily into the newspsper editorts offioce,
"Tou've got a lot of nerve," he roared. *What's the idea of
printing lies about me?® "Humph, grunted the editor unperturbed.
You shouldn?t complain. What would you do if we printed the
truth about you?*
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Sixth Day Nams Date Time

10l. Teen-age youth (Boasting to his girl): "I was out with a nurse
last night.®
Shet ®Cheer up. Maybe next time your mother will let you go
out without one."

102. "Ch Joe, you'rs just awful.. You ait there reading your old
rowspaper and you don't pay any attention to me. You don't love
me anymore.®
*Honsense, Cynthia. I love you more than ever. I worship the
ground you walk on. Your every wish shall be my command, Now
for gosh sakes, shut up and let me read the funnies.®

103. An eagle-eyed undertaker noticed an old crones shuffling away
from a Daneral service at his parlor and asked her how she was.
"One hndred and oms,” orackled the old lady proudly.

"Well, t:'?;'m the undertaker suavely, "Hardly worth going
home \ 4
’

104, A baker said to a tavern keeper, one of whose fingers was
festering, "I guess your finger must have gotten into some of
your beer.%

"You are wrong," tho tavern keeper replied.
"One of your rolls got under my finger nail.”

105. Pather: (reproving hia son for greediness)
"Jimmie, you'rs a pig. Do you know what a pig is?®
Jimade: "Yes, dad, a pig is a hog's little boy."

106, Wy boy friend plays the violin wonderful. Such & feeling
for musiec.“
"Has he a sensitive ear?®
"Has he? I'll say he has. I've never bitten it yet that he
hasn't soresmad,” .

107. There is the story about the sailor who cabled his girl from
Honolulu, His message read, *I love you, I love you, I love
you,® When he lsarned that he could have a tenth word without
any extra charge, he gave the matter a great deal of thought and
then added, "Regards.”

108. A principal of a grammar school wanted to demonstrate to one of
his teachers that her pupils ware not paying attention in class.
He ssked for someons to give him & word. One pupil gave ®"top® and
the principal promptly wrote "pot" on the blackboard. He asked
for another word and received "pit® so he wrote "tip" on the board.
This went on for several mimutes until a wvoice from the back said,
"Reviver, let's see you do somothing with that.”
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1.

115.

116.

117.

18.

113.

110

"My roommate fell down stairs last night with two pints of gin."
"Did he spill any?¥
"No, he kept his mouth closed."

Sallys “Why do those tress bend over so far?"
Tomny: "You'd bend over to if you were as full of green apples
as they are.®

Commiter on subway to passenger with a pidgeon on each shonlder,
"Pardon me, but do you always go around with pidgeons sitting

on your shoulders?¥

"What can I do?" was the reply, "They got on with me at Union

Square."

“You have & pretty tough looking lot of customers to dispose
of this morming, haven't you?" remarked a frisnd of the judge
Just before the opening of the police ocourt,

"Hah* rejoined the dispenser of justics, "you are looking at
the wrong tunch. Those are the lawyers."

"Was it very crowded at the night clud last night?®
"Hot under my table it wasn't,.®

"Peggy has really gone up in the world, hasn't she?®
"Yes indeed. Why she used to marry men that she would not even
invite to dimmer now."

Iittle Tormy: "Sister Mary mast be sble to see in the dark.?

His mother: ®hy do you think that?"

Tomnys *“Cause last night when she was sittin with Mr. Steady

in the living room I heard her say, "why Osorge, You haven't shaved."

"He was surprised that the two holes were cut in the pelts of
animals just where the eyes were located.®

*Did you hear of the kidnapping case on our block?®

"Good heavens no, who was itL?®

"Mrs. Smith., She missed her little boy and when she went mnting
for him she found thes kid napping in his erib.”

One of our noted travelers declares that in Assam the women rule,"
My select Assam?®

"My instructor told me that I ride as if I were part of the
horse,®
Shet "Did he tell you which part?®

ARSI




120.

Shat
Hes

“When I talk people listen with their mouths open.®
"Oh, so you're a dentist.®

11
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Seventh Day Nane Date Time

121. Judge: *Prisonsar, why did you follow this man and beat and
kick him so urmercifully?"
Prisonar: “I'm sorry, your honor, I thought it was my wife.®

122. "Here, I'll help you carry that trunk,®
0kay* (The Trunk falls)
"Better piock that trunk up quick.”
"Why? let it stay there---we'll get somsons to help us with it.»
*Ho we better plck that trunk up becsuse Mr, Doakes wouldn't like
it to be left there.®
"Where is Mr, Dotkes?"
"Hats under the trunk.”

123. "Did you ever have your tonsils out little boy?®
"Only wvhen I laugh, lady."

124. Professor: *Yes, all my life people have been telling me that
I have a mind 1like a whip.”
lsborer: No wonder, sver so often it snaps."

125. Mistress (Hearing a crash in the kitchen)
"More dishes Mary?® Mary: "No mam. Iless.”

126. “"Shucks, Sunday School again,” grumbled Willie.
"I bat pop never went to Sunday Sohool when he was a kid."
*Ho went regularly,” his mother answered him,
#0.K.," agreed Willie reluctantly, "tut I bet it won't do me

any good either.”

127. A woman had a very violent argument with her husbend, in the
course of vhich she threw him ocut of the second story window
and he landed in the waste basket in the yard. Their Chinese
servant, on seeing the husband in this condition, shook his head
and said, "Ameliocan lady vely sxtlavagant---he good for at least
five years yet."

128. She: "So you love me. Would you die for me?"
Het "No, mine is an undying love.®

129. Two men were arraigned on a charge of violating the law,
"Have you an attormey?" asked the Judge.
"Wa're not going to have a lawyer,® was the surprising answer;
"wofve deoided to tell the truth.®
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A tourist had stopped at a momntaineer's cabin and noticed four
holes in the door. When he asied about them the mountaineer
replied that he had four cats, "But wouldn't one good sized hole do for
all the cats?® asksd the tourist.

"Nope,® said the mountaineer, “when I say scat I mean scat.®

HMumeny, doesn't that monkey look awfully like grandpa?®
"Hush darling, you musn't say things like that.®
"But the monkey can't understand, can he Murmy?®

A traveler was walking along a mountain road. As he passed a
little Imt he noticed that a man and a dog were seated at a
table opposite each other on the front porch., Curious, he walked
up and saw that both the man and the dog were deep in thought over
a gams of chess, After watching the two make several rather
brilliant moves he finally exclaimed in amazement, 'Say, That's a
pretty smart dog you've got there.® "Oh, he's not 50 smart,"
was the mountaineer's answer, "after all, I usually beat him two
out of three games."

By some unascoountable mistake thirteen men filed toward the jury

box when the case was about to be tried, After twelve of them

had taken the twelve seats, the judge said to the one remaining
"What is your name?"

SJames C. Branes, sir."

", Balliff," said the judge, “take this man back to the

commissioners and tell them that we carmot use hin as we already

have twelve men without Branes.”

Judge: *This officer says that while you were in a state of
intoxisation you tried to climb & lamp post.”

Defendants “That's true, your honor, but three crocodiles
had been following me all night and they ware beginning to get
on my narves.”

Mothers "Come Lomnle, don't be a little savage. Come and
kiss the lady."

Lonnia: ™NHo, she's a naughty lady. If I give her a kiass she
may slap me just like she did to papa.®

Jane: ™Iz that true that you never kiss & man good night?*®
Iouise: "That's right, By the time he leaves me it's always
morning.”
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Two men met in a Russian railway station., "Where are you traveling?"
asked the one. "To Pinsk® was the answer. "Now see here,” sald
the other one bristling, "what & liar you are. WUhen you say you
are going to Pinsk, you really want me to believe that you are
traveling to Cracow. However, I'm sure that you are really
traveling to Pinsk, so why lie about it?"

He: "Pardon me, but you look like Helen QGreen.®
She: %So what? I look worse in pink."

"Wwhat happened to you Doc? Why are you all banged wp?"
*] fell down a well and broke my collar bone."
"Well, you should mind the sick and leave the well alone."

Parson: "Why don't you ever come to hear me prsach?”
Friend: "I'd like to, but I make it a rule never to go to
places of amusement on Sunday."




Eighth Day Name Date Time

L1,

142,

s,

146,

47,

148,
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Jacks "Say, do you like playing with blocks?"
Jims "Not since I grew up."
Jack: "Then quit acratching your head.®

She: I'm looking forward to my 2hth birthday.®
Escort:t "Aren't you facing in the wrong direstion?®

Mrs. Chase made the mistake of leaving the baby in her husband's
care while she went into the kitohen to pay the month's bills.
Mr. Chase buried himself behind his newspaper and forgot all about
the baby until he heard a saries of thumps, followed by a
mmm wall. It was evident that the baby had fallen down-
*Martha,” he called excitedly, "Come quiek, Junlor just took his
Lirst forty-eight steps.®

Jimt “Have you heard? Jones has besn run over by a btrewery
truok,”®

Steves Well, that's the first time that the drinks have aver
been on Jones."

Raymond wandered bask stage between the acts of a wmusicsl revue
and inmnogently started to enter a room clearly marked, "Chorus
Girls Dressing Roem, Positively no admittance.” A watchman
ocaught him in the act. "Can't you read?® he hollered, pointing
to the sign.

Tho's smoking?® asked Raymond.

ST hear that you have a little sister.”

%Yos," answered the small boy.

*ind how do you like her?*

"Well shets OX, but I wiahk she was & boy. Then I ocould play
marbles, basketball and other games with her.”

*Then why don't you exchange her for a brother?®

e can't,” was the answer, "It's too late now cause we've
used her for four days already.®

My wife i3 a fine shot., She can hit a dollar every time.,m
"That's nothing, my wife goes through my troussrs every time
and never misses a dime.”

"Say, have you got a bottle opener around here?®
"Yos, but he's away at college.®
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155,
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"What do you think of the political situation?”

*Don't bother me just now," said Senator Sorgum.
#itve got to get ocut snd make a speech. This is
no time to think,"

The Metropolitan Symphony Orochestra had played in & small New
England town and it was ths first experience of its kind for
many of the inhabitants. The next day soms of the old timers
gathered around and expressed their opinions. A comment of
one of the oldest inhabitants was: "All I got to say is it was
a danged long way to bring that big bass drum only to bang it
wanat,."

"why, what's the matter darling?®

"Papa hit hia finger with a hammer.®

“Well don't cry sbout it. If anything, you should laugh.”
o1 did.n

A man walked into a tavern, sat down at the bar and ordered a
drink. Suddenly the man sitting next to him got wup, walked
over to the wall, walked up the side of the wall, walked across
the ceiling upside dowm, down the side of the other wall and
out the door. The man at the bar was amazed, but when he

looked around at the others in the tavern, it appeared that none

of them ware the least Dit surprised,

"onft you think that wvas a littlo unusual?® he inquired of the
bartender,

*Not in the least,” he replied, "he naver says good-night.”

Judge: 30 you confess that the unfortunate man was carried
to & purp and there drenched with water? Now, Mr., Prench,
what part did you take in this disagresable affair?®
Witness: "The left leg, sir."

"Itn losing my punch,® she said she left the cocktall party in
a

*

After all, what good is happinsss? You can't buy money with it.

Susans "I caught my boy friend flirting.®
Sarah: ®I caught my boy friend that way too.®

Hew Neighbor: "Iittle boy, I need a dozen eggs from the store.

Do you supposs you could go for me?
Iittle boy: ™"No, but I heard my pa say he could.®




117

158. All of us waited impatiently for her verdiet. She chewed in
silence for a moment and then shook her head kmowingly.

"So that!s caviar," she declared------"tastes just like onions to

mne.,

159. *I hear that you had burglars at your house the other night."
*Yes, they stole practically everything but the soap."

|

"The dirty crooks.”

160. One prehistoric man to another: "Now that we've learned to

communicate with each other---shut up,."
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Ninth Day Name Date Time

161.

162.

163 .

164,

165,

166.

1617.

168.

169.

At a benefit dance an actor, in a gentle wood, asked a malden
lady to dange.

"Oh," she simpered as they waltzed, "Whatever made you ask poor
little me to dance?®

"Well,® responded the actor gallantly, "it's a charity ball,
isn't it?®

Hes "I'm a great bird imitator. Would you like to ses me do
it

Shes "I certainly would., Imitate a homing pldgeon.®

Dicks '"Was that a new girl that I saw ycu with last night?®
Doc: "No, it wvas just the old one paimted over,

A hardensd motorist had just run down a jay walker and stopped
the ocar on top of the unfortunate men, "Hey there,® yelled the
motorist, peering down over the side of the car, "while you're
under there, talke a look at my brake rods will you?"

Frederick the Oreat heard of a Silesimm clergyman who had the
reputation for sommunication with the spirits. He sent for him
and received him with the following questiont "Can you really
call up ghosts?” "At{ your pleasure,” replied the olergyman---
but they won't come.®

The editor was busy at his desk when the phone reng. On the
other end was an irate subseriber. "I notised in yowr paper,"
the reader shouted, "that you printed I was dead."

"That so?: was the indifferent retort. "wWhere are you speaking
from now?

Mrs, Flanagan was pleased, "You see Jerry,® she beamed at her
young son, "I told you that was a nliee little boy next door. I
was glad to ses through the window just now that you rade friends
with him and were helping him piek up his marbdles,

"Marbles," scoffed Jerry, "Those werentt marbles.

I socked him in the jaw and those were his teeth."

Some tourists in Arizona saw an Indian brave riding a pony.
A heavily burdened squaw walked beside him., "Why doesn't the
squaw ride?" asked one. "She got no pony," the Indian explained.

A little boy walked into a grocery store and asked for scme
canary seed,

"Is it for youwr mother?" asked the grocer.

"0f course not," sald the boy with disdain, "It!s for the bird."
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170. A farmer was losing his patience trying to drive two rules into a
field, when the local person came by and sald, "Don't speak like
that to those cdub animals.®
Farmer: "You're just the man I want to see.”

Parson: “iWhy?*
Farmer: "Tell me, how did Noah get these blamed things into the
ark?”

171. Joet *wWhere are you headed Jim?"
Jim: "I'm taking a box of candy to my wife's relatives.
Joes YAssorted nuts?®
Jim: "You said it."

172. On the steps of a rich man's house a habitual beggar met one of
his own kind. The latter advised him to go away, saying, "Do
not go up today, the Baron is out of sorts and he refuses to
give anyone more than a dollar." "I will go up anyway," replied
the first, "why in the world should I make him a present of a
dollar? Is he making me any presents?®

173. "Opear is the laziest brother-in-law that I've ever seen,”
"How tall is he?"
"I don't know, "I've never seen him standing up.®

17L. Vaiter: "You wished for coffee without oream sir?"
Man "Yes, I did.”
Waiter:t "Well, I'm sorry, but we have no oream.

Will you take it without milk?* m—

175. Judges "You say that you have appeared in court before. In
what suit?®
Defendant: "My blue serge.®

176. A drunk svaggered up to the sandwich section of an automat and
deposited two nickels and a ham sandwich came out. He had put
in twenty nickels and had ten sandwiches when the manager came
over and said, "Why don't you stop? Haven't you got enough?"
"m:::},t;nexclaimed the drunk, "Quit when I'm on a wimning
str

177. "Is this the Salvation Army?"®
uYes, "
Do you save bad women?®
"Yes."
"Jell, save me a couple for Saturday Night."
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180.
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Boy: "listen cutie, would you like to make a bet? I'll bet you
that I can kiss you without even touching you.”
Girl: "I'1l take you up on that.*
Boy:t "Get rsady, this is going to be a cinch.®
(He kisses her several times.)
Girl: *"You touched me when you kissed me.®
Boys “Alright, you win. Here's your nickle."

Where there is a snowstorm you will find a white snow-like
substance called snow.

*Did you read the article in the paper this morning--How To
Tell A Bad Egg?"

"No, but I'd advise you that if you have anything important
to tell a bad egg you'd better break it gently."




Tenth Day Name Date Time

181.

182.

183.

18L.

185.

186 »

187.

188.

189.

121

Life 18 an everlasting struggle to keep money coming in, and
teeth and hair from coming out.

BI'm sorry that I missed your party the other night," said the
snooty wonan. ‘
*Oh, did you?" was the reply.

Unhappy motorist (After having just run over a lady's dog):
"I'm awfully sorry ma'am, I will replace your dog."
Lady:s "Sir, you flatter yoursslf.®

Bill: "You dance very well.®
Betty: "I wish I could say the same for you.”
Bill:s "You could, if you could lie as well as I do."

"I shouldn't have eaten that missionary steak" said the
carmibal king with a frowm.

"For often I've heard the old proverb: You can't keep a good
man down,*

A horse dealer in recommending a saddle horse to his client,
said, "If you mount this horse at temn o'clock in the evening,
you will be in Monticello at six-thirty in the morning.®
"And what would I do in Monticello at six-thirty in the
morning?" asked the client.

Do you call that a veal cutlet waiter? said the custoner,
"Why it's an insult to every true calf in the country."
"I didn't mean to insult you sir," said the waiter.

"I see that the admiral has been reduced in rank."
"What is he now, a commodore?®
"No, he's his wife's second mate.®

When a father returned home in the evening, his six year old
daughter said, "There was a strange man here to see you today
papa."

"Did he have a bill?" the father enquired,

"0f course not. He just had a plain nose like all the reat of
us,”
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190. *I must say, these are fine bisouits," exclaimed the young husband
to his wife,
A 1little later the husband's mother asked him, "How could you say
those ware fine biscuits when they were as hard as roeks?®
"I didn't say they were fine" he esxplained, I merely said I must
say so."

191. A distinguished visitor to a mental hospital went to the telephone
and had difficulty getting the commection. Exasperated, he
shouted to the operator: "ILook here girl, do you know who I am?"
"No" was the reply, "But I inow where you are.”

A——————————r

192, Student: "Sir, I don't think I deserve an absolute zero."
Profesaor: "Neither do I, but it's the lowest mark that I can
posaibly give.®

193. "wWho made your teeth Mrs., Murphy?"
"hy the Good lord did, my son."
"Doctor Stone mads mother's and they are nicer than yours.®

194. Several little boys were talking.
First Doy: "See this mark on my back? That's because my
mother ate strawberries before I was born.®
Second Boyt "This mark on my hand is because my mother was
frightened by a mouse."
Third Boy: (In deep slow wvoice) "When I was born my mother
cracked s phonograph record, but I'm not superstitious--
superstitious--superstitious.

195. A kind hearted clergyman asked a conviet how it was that he
came %0 be in jail. The fellow said with tears in his eyes
that he was coming home from a prayer meeting and sat dowm to
rest. He foll asleep and while he was asleep the county built
: Jail around him, and when he woke up the jailer wouldn't let

im out.

196. "Jas your last fire a bad one?"
"Yos indeed., I barely made expenses.”

197. Operator: "Number pleass.”
Drunk, in a phone booth: "Number lazes, I want my peamuts.®

198. A finicky lady fussed and argued for s long time with her
butcher over a piece of lamb and finally said, "You know this
really looks more like mutton than lamb."

"Well," remarked the dlagusted butcher, it was lamb when I
first showed it to you lady."
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199. She had been conspicuocusly sbsent from the dance floor and her
fiance went out to find her. As they returned he said, "I saw
that stranger kissing you."

"Yes?" she answered.
"Where is that guy? I'll teach him a thing or two, he raged.
"Ah darling,” she said, "I don't think you could.”

200, Willie: "Papa, why don't you go away so I can see mama durmp
the salesman off the fire escape?®
Papa: "Why Willie, what on earth are you talking about."
Willie: "Why I heard her tell him that she'd tip him off as
soon as you left.”
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Appendix C
Additional Tables For the Deseription
of the H,H.L., and L,H.L. Subjects

Table 10
Age Characteristics of the H.H.L. and L.H.L. Ss

=
Number of Subjects
Age in Years H.H.L, Group L.H.L. Group
18 1 1
19 6 3
20 5 12
21 n 13
22 L 1
23 2 0
2l 1 0
25 2 2
26 0 0
27 0 1
28 1 0

125
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Table 11

Educational level of H.H.L. and L.H.L. 38

Number of Subjects

Orade level H.H.L. Growp L,H.L. Group

13 6 5

11} 8 12

15 19 16
Table 12

Geographical Baciground of H.H.L. and L.K.L. S8

Number of Subjects

Area of U. S, H.H.L. Oroup L.H.L. Group

North East 1 2
Middle West 30 30
Oreat Plains 1 0
South 0 1
#0ther 1 0

#0ne H.H.L. SEMec'b was from Ouam
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Table 13
Urban vs. Rural Background of H.H.L. amd L.H.L. Ss

Number of Subjects

Background H.H.L. Group L.H.L. Group
Rural 1 2
#*rban 10 8
aaMatropolitan 22 23

#. town or small city

##A ¢ity and suburban area of a million or more
population




Table 1L
Occupational Status of the Principal Sources of Financial Support for H.H.L. and L.H.L. Subjects#

Rating Assigned to Occupstion

1 2 3 k 5 6

HHL 1ML BHHL IHL HEL IHL HHL IHL HHL 1IHL HHL IHL

A. Professional 7 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B. Proprietors and

Managers 2 2 2 3 1 k 0 0 +] 0 0 0
C. Business Men 1 1 2 2 1 2 0 G 0 0 0 0
D. Clerks and Xindred "

Workers 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 Q 0 0 0 0
E. Mamual Workers 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 L 6 1 2
F. Protective and

Service Workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 2
G, Farmers Q 0 1 1 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 10 9 K T 6 6 L 1 g 6 2 3

#Adapted from Warner, Meeker, and Eells (202, pp. 140-1j1).
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Appendix D

Pemale Raw Scores and Their Corresponding Male Equivalents
on Traits 4, F, and ¥ of the Guilford-Zimmerman

Pemale Scores Hale Raw Score Equivalents
Trait A Trait ¥ Trait M
o 1 0 9
1 2 0 10
2 3 0 11
3 5 0 12
b 6 1 13
5 7 2 A
é 8 3 15
7 9 S 16
8 10 6 17
9 11 7 18
10 12 8 19
11 13 9 20
12 1k 10 21
13 15 11 22
1k 16 12 23
15 17 13 2k




16
17
18
19
20

23

2y
26

28

18
19
20
21
23

25
26

28

31

32
33

26

28

29

30

31

33

35

37
38




Appendix E
Munroe Inspection Rorschach Records
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Appendix F

Qualitative Date Relative to The Behavioral
Adjustment of H.H.L., and L.H.L., Subjects

When information about the behavioral adjustment ef the H,H.L. end L.H.L.
subjects was obtained in the ways deseribed in Chapter IV, one of the most
striking findings was that of thalhnubjemmmmndtmtyorma
checks for deviations on the Munroe Check List, and hence an E adjustment
rating, seven of them, or 50; were well imown to the achool officials as serious
adjustment problems. By comparison, 3 out of the 1l subjects having obtained
Muoeoamimm,mdmmugaﬁummm,mom‘mm
school officials as serious adjustment problems. Of the 17 subjects who
received from 11 to 15 deviant checks and a C adjustment rating, 5 of them, or
29%, were known to the officials but were regarded as minor adjustment problemsd

By contrast, of the 2L subjects having 10 or less deviant checks, and
hence an 4 or B adjustment rating, 5 subjects, or 21%, had sought md received
what is termed "routine vocational counseling® which signifies that no evidence
of emotional disturbance was found by psychologists during the ocourse of this
counseling. None of the A and B adjustment subjects had ever come to the
attention of the officials for adjustment difficulties.

Of the 33 H.H.L. subjects of both sexes, only one was a imown serious
adjustment problem, This was a female subject who had received 18 deviant

checks on the Munroe Check list and was the only H.H.L. subject to receive an
adjustment rating as low as D. In addition, two of the H.H.L. subjects, a male

and female, were considered minor adjustment problems and both had received C
132
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adjustment ratings.

By contrast, of the 33 L.H.L, subjects, twelve of them were knmown to be
adjustnent problems. Of these, five had in the past or were at the time
receiving some form of medical or psychotherapeutic ald for their emotional
diffioulties. All of these five had received more than 20 deviant checks and
an E adjustment rating. Of partiocular interest is the one L.H.L. subject who
had received as high as a B adjustment rating on the Rorschach. This was a
male subject who had sought and received vocational counseling and was
considered well adjusted by the psychologist who counseled him,

The following is a description of the information obtained about each of
the subjects who were either known as adjustment problems or had received some
form of psychologlieal services from the schools they attended.
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High Humor level Subjects

2.

Subjeat J, H. - 5 deviant Rerschach ohecks - A Adjustment Rating.
Male - 25 yrs, old - Junior year - Psychology Major. Had sought and
received "routine vocational counseling.® No evidence of emotional
disturbance was found at that time,

Subjeet R, S, - 6 deviant Rorschach chscks - A Adjustment Rating.

o

Male - 21 yrs. old - Senior yesr - Electrical Engineering Major. Had
sought and received "routine vocational counseling" while a senior in
high school, No evidense of emotional disturbance was found at that tina,
Subjeet J. K. - 7 deviant Rorschach checks - B Adjustment Rating.

Male - 22 yrs, old - Senior year - Electrical Engineering Major. Had
sought and received "routine vocational counseling.” No evidence of
exotional disturbance was found at that time, but the psychologist noted,
"A little unrealistic about his ability and tends to set goals which are
too high.*

Subject D. P. - 7 deviant Rorsohach checks - B Adjustment Rating.

Se

Pemale - 2l years old - Senior year - Home Eoonomics Major. Raised on
Gusm and lived there during the Japanese ocsupation. School authorities
considered her "shy and socially withdrawn" when she first entered college.
They considered her to have been "making an inoreasingly better socisl
adjustmnent in the school. A good student.®

Subject T, M. ~ 7 deviant Rorschach checks - B Adjustment Rating.

Male - 20 yrs. old - Senlor year - Pgychology Major. Seen for "routine
vooational counseling®™ when he was a college freshman., At that time the

poychologist noted that he was "immature® and manifested "adolescent
134
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hostility.” No evidence was found of psychopathology at that time.

Subject R, C. - 12 deviant Rorschach checks - C Adjustment Rating.

1. Subjest T, H. ~ 11 deviant Rorschach checks - C Adjustment Rating.

8. Subjest J, M. - 18 deviant Rorschach checks - D Adjustment Rating.

Pemale - 20 yrs. old - Senior year - Elementary Education Major. BHad
polio as a ohild with & residusl "stiff arm" while in college. School
suthorities considered her "shy and socially withdrawn® when she first
entersd college. During four years of college she became "increasingly
more outgoing® and was slected president of the student council.

Male - 20 yrs. old -~ Second sem. sophomore year -~ Zoology Major. Had
sought and received vocational counseling ¥hile a college frestmasn. The
payohologist noted he was *hostile and immature,” tut mo evidence was
found of payehopathology at that time. A year later he waa seen for short-
tern psychologleal counseling after being caught "cheating on an
exmnination. The payehologist considered him to possess "character
disorder tendensies.®

1. Subject R, S. - 8 deviant Rorschach checks - B Adjustment Rating.

Female - 21 yrs. old - Senior year - Elementary Education Major. A knowmn
emotional problem. Sohool authorities considered her "extremely with-
drawn socially.” They moted, *Marked eonflict and jealousy” in her
relations with a younger sister in the school who is scholastiocally and
socially superior to her.

Low Humor Level Subjects

Male 21 yrs, old - Senlor year - Journalism Major. Had sought and recaimc;
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"routine vocational counseling® while he was a senior in high school. Ne
evidence of emotional disturbance was found at that time. He was attend-
ing college on an Evans scholarship.

2. Subjeet L, B. - 13 deviant Rerschach checks - C Adjustment Rating,

Pemale - 21 yrs. old - Senior year - English Major. Known to the school
authorities as a behavior problem. She %oonsistently complaing sbout the
living aceormodations® at the school and ®frequently bresks dormatory
regulations® which brings her into confliot with the officers of the
student council.

3. Subjeot J. .#umzmmm.-cmsumnnm.

Male -~ 27 yrs. old - Senior year - Psychology Major., Has been seen for
"vosational counseling® on several occcasions. Was dropped from sollege
after two years because of poor scholastic achievemsnt. He retwrned to
ocollegs, after working for one year, and was only minimally meeting
scholastic requirementa. MNo evidence of psychopathology was found during
his counseling comtacts, but his counselors regarded him as ™ighly
immature® and a severe sducational-vooational adjustment prodlem.

L. Subjest P, G. - 1l deviant Rorschach cheeks - C Adjustment Rating.

Male - 21 yrs. old - Senior ysar - Philosophy Major. Was a member of a
group of students who were assessed relative to potential for medieal
school. As a result of this assessment the p'ychologictk noted, "Markedly
ambitious and yet more sutmissive than the average college student)
markedly withdrawm with above average amount of depressive anxiety.®

5. Subjeoct M, D. - 17 deviant Rorschach checks - D Adjustmmt Rating.

Male - 21 yrs. old - Senior year - Journalism Major. Was seen for
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asgesament prior to acceptance in college because of history of acting-out
behavior and vandalism as an adolescent. Assessment revealed a nild
character disorder. Was aceepted for college and made an adequate
scholastic adjustment with no evidence of a contimuance of anti-social
behavior.

6s  Subjest M. N. - 17 deviant Rorschach checks - D Adjustment Rating.
Female - 20 yrs, old - Junior year - History Major. A known emotional
problem in the school. She was described by the Dean as "very emotional®
in the sense of emotional lability.

1. _Subject C, 4. ~ 23 deviant Rorsshach cheoks - E Adjustment Rating.
Male - 21 yrs. old - Senior yesr - English Major. A life-long stuttering
problem., He was seen by the school psychiatrist because of his complaint
of excessive feeling of inadequasy. The psychlatrist diagnosed him as,
*Passive-dependent reaction with a constrieted personality.”

8, Subject J, D, - 23 deviant Rorschach checks - E Adjustment Rating.
Female - 21 yrs. old - Junior year - Elemsatary Education Major. An
albino. A well lmown emotional problem in the school and had been under
medical care for scme time because of her "nervousness.” She had been
turned down for the convent because of "emotional distrubance.”

9. Subject J, M. - 22 deviant Rerachach checks - E Adjustment Rating.
Male - 21 yrs. old - Senior year - Psychology Major. Had sought
vooational counseling while a college freshman at which time he ocomplained
of an"inability to memorise.” As a resalt of his initial interview the
psychologist had described him as, "highly immature; lacks initiative;
pross of speechs inccherense of the thought processes." GCeneral
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psychological asseasment procedures were begun, but he missed an appoint-
ment for testing and never returned so ths case was oclosed.

L0, _ Subjeet D, M. - 26 deviant Rorschach checks - E Adjustment Rating.

Male - 19 yrs. old - Second sem. sophomore year - Philosophy Major. Had

sought vocational counseling services while a college freshman., On the

basis of the initial interview the paychologist had noted, "An emotionally
disturbed student - will require clinical services if he is to be worked
with.," A battery of aptitude, interest and personality tests wms set up
for him., He took the aptitude and interest tests but refused to take the
personality tests snd never returned. The case was closed,

11. Subjeet A, S. - 23 deviant Rerschach checks - E Adjustment Rating.
Female - 20 yrs old - Junior ysar - Business Administration Major. She
was under psychiatric care at the time of the investigation. It was
discovered later that she had undergone psychodisgnostic testing at the
center for psyshologiocal services at the larger university. She was an
overt homosexual and diagnosed as "A marcissistic character disarder.”

12. Subjest R, W, - 25 deviant Rorschach checks - E Adjustment Rating.

Male - 25 yrs. old - Junior year - Philosophy Major. Although wmarried,
he was seen by the school psychiatrist because of a complaint of "sexual
impotence.” Psychiatrist diagnosed him as, "latent Sohiszophrenia With
Paranoid Trends.®

i3. Subject M, Y. - 21 deviant Rorschash checks - E Adjustment Rating.
Pemale - 21 yrs. old - Senior year - Ristory Major. A known emotional
problem in the school. She had been under mediocal eare for some time for
her "nervousness.” She had entered a convent at one time, but bscause of
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her emotional diffioculties she had been advised to terminate this training,
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