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AN INVESTIGATION OF THE WRITTEN EXPRESSION OF HUMOR -
BY SIXTH-GRADE GIFTED CHILDREN

by

Selma Sally Ziff
(ABSTRACT)

This qualitative investigation of the use of humor in written
expression of sixth-grade children was conducted with two major
questions as focus:

1. Are there identifiable conventions of initiated usage in the
types and frequency of humor expression in written work of
sixth-grade gifted students? '

2. Are there identifiable conditions which tend to elicit humorous
written expression from sixth-grade gifted children?

An analysis of three examples of written work by each of 169 students

in five Gifted Center classes indicated considerable use of humor. Pat-

‘ terns of usage emerged, the most conspicuous pertaining to frequency of
humor use in the three assignments. Frequency of humor use paralleled

the continuum of intimacy of the assignments. Humor appeared most often
in the most intimate assignment. Humor was used least in the least inti--
mate assignment. Interpretations of this pattern are suggested in terms
 of societal awareness and self-disclosure. Wit appeared more often than

any other category of humor technique, indicating a preference by these



youngsters for that form of humor which involves the greatest amount of
cognitive ability. The relatively 1ittle use cf Dig, the biting humor

technique, is viewed as possibly related to the absence of emotionally

laden subject matter.

Students identified as gifted in all areas with no distinguishable
bent used humor~more-often than any other group. Although these students
gifted in Math used Wit less than did any other group, this may not have
indicated a lack of creativity in these high IQ children as Creativity
was considered an attribute of intelligence.

Children of working mothers used humor to a greater degree than did
those whose mothers were at home, possibly related to the greater inde-
pendence and lesser conformity fostered in the former.

The teacher's manner of dealing with the behavior and work of stu-
dents: informal, demanding, non-directive, traditional, appeared to be
more highly related to student humor production than was the personality/
style (static‘or‘dynémic) of the teacher.

Implications for education were discernible and areas for future

investigation became evident.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
History

October 5, 1957 broUght the exp]oéidn of awareness and concern for
thg development of our inteT1e¢tUale’$uperior students in the United
States. Sputnik spurredfinvéstigations of the schools and demands for
programs to fnsure'our technicé1 superiority over the U.S.S.R. Federal
and state progréms fok:the gifted were deVe]oped; Tocal, state, and
national organizations fdr the chTeCtion and dissemination of informa-
tion on the special needs of the gifted became active and research in
the area of teaching the gifted increased dramatically. Although voices
raised in objection to special proVisions for gifted students, empha-
sizing our ega]itarian‘phi]osophy,bvervour dedication to individualism,
have often frustrated gifted programs, increasing attentioh is nowvbeiﬁg
given to nurturing.thé talents of the most able students. Additional
impetus for inquiry into gifted education has come from two areas:

1. Acceptance sf the uniqueness of the individual child and the
need to provide educationa].opportunities for each child to realize his/
her potential.

2. Civil rights/due process Tegislation and interpretation by the
courts seeking to insure equal educational opportunity for all.

Importance of the Problem

There is a growing appreciation of the fact that quality education

for the gifted is an advantage to both the individual and society.




Failure to develop the gifts and abilities of those with potential for
high contribution robs society of its gkeatest promise. Investigations
which provide 1nsights‘1nto the chafacteristics of gifted children and
offer possible directions for the education of these children are signi-
ficant and relevant. This study is an inquiry into an jidentified
characteristic of gifted children: sense of humor.

Humor alone [perhaps the most inborn and brilliant achievement

of the human spirit] attains to the impossible and brings every

aspect of human existence within the rays of its prism. (Hesse,

1929, p. 62)

Humor itself has become an area for scientific investigation in
the past few deéades. Its’séquehtia] devéTopment,/therapeutic and
educational potential and contribution to the rich fabric of 1life have

drawn the interest of psychologists, sociologists, and educators alike.

Statement of. the Problem

While virtually all profiles of gifted children include keen sense
of humor as an identifiable characteristic/(Bernal, 1974; Bleedorn, 1982;
Burt, 1975; Cristel, 1981; Fine, 1964; Ga]]agher, 1975; Guilford, 1972;
Jaricky, 1959; Krippner, 1967; Martinson, 1973; Rowe, 1967; Shields,
1968; TorranCe; 1973), examination of research reveals Tittle work
specifically focused on this attribute. There have been no studies
attempting to distinguish particular techniques or kinds of humor pre-
ferred or produced by children of high intellectual ability. The work

that has been done in humor has dealt primarily with measurement of

Tlaughter as a humor response. This concentration creates four major

points of concern for this writer:

1. There is no satisfactory standard measurement instrument for




humor, as there is no standard definition of humor itself.

2. The intensity/length of the ]aughter.is not necessarily a
reflection of the degree of appreciatign of - the humor stimulus. A
titter from one subject may be the equivalent of a booming Taugh in
another.

Laughter itself is not necessarily a response to or indication
of a humorous situation. (Mones, 1939, p. 151)

Laughter does not vary in any way with the keenness of humor
perception. (Mones, 1939, p. 151)

Humor and laughter are not synonymous. (LaFave, 1972, p. 195)
Laughter and smiling are not necessarily related in any
clearcut fashion to the funn1ness of humor. (Chapman & Speck,
1977, p. 221)

3. Humor is a socio-psychological phenomenon and should be studied
in its natural setting, rather than in a laboratory setting. = Babad
(1974) argued that "tests should not be used in the assessment of humor"
(p. 630) when he reported results which showed the sociometric method
of humor assessment contrasting sharply with humor test outcomes, with
one contradicting the other.

Humor 1is generated and used in socially relaxed contexts and
is fundamentally foreign to the testing situation. (Babad,
1974, p. 618) :

4, The preponderance of work has been done on humor appreciation
with few investigations,into the creation or expression of humor.

Ziv (1980) came to the same conclusion at approximately the same time

as this writer; "What all these studies have in common is that the great

majority of them focused on humor appreciation and very few only on




humor creation" (p. 162). Researchers have either assumed an apprecia-
tion/initiation 1link or have ignored existing or possible discrepancies
between the two phenomena. Only recently has it been implied in some
work that appreciation and production- of humor may be separate and
distinct phenomena (Singer & Berkowitz, 1972); stated emphatically by
just one researcher, Ziv (1982), "There is no correlation between appre-
ciation and production of humor; the creators are not the laughers".
Developmental trends in humor appreciation and production are
apparent from early childhood to adolescence at which time individual
preferences in humor become more'prominent than changes related to

developmental level. The process parallels Piagetian stages of cogni-

~tive development. These stages, suggested by several studies and

described in detail by McGhee (1979), suggest the possibility that the
humor of gifted children may reflect their advanced cognitive develop-
mental Tevel.

The Cognitive Congruency Theory developed by Zigler, Levine, and
Gould (1966, 1967) states that humor at a modératé Tevel of difficulty
elicits the greatest‘hdmor response, that humor response is greateSt when
there is a match of cognitive demands with cognitive ability. This would
seem to imply that more intelligent individuals respond to more "difficult"
or more cognitively demanding forms of humor. If this is true, does this
extend to the production of humor by more:inte11igeht'chi1drén?

Most recent investigators stress the cognitive processes involved
in hum0r appreciation and production and view humor as a form of

intellectual play, a special problem to be solved, with incongruity




central to all humor. However, they recognize that these cognitive
processes aré modified by social, motivational and pefsona]ity factors
and that the emotional investment inkaAﬁituation.is of great importance.
Thus, a number of variables could affect humor appreciation and creation:
i.e. sex, family configuration, academic orientation, social relations,
and classroom atmosphere.

Indications of humor as a form of intellectual activity and the
conclusions of investigators implying correlations between "humorousness"
and intelligence or cognitive development lead to questions about the
development and application ofahumor in~chi1drenkof:high levels of
intelligence. For example: Do gifted children have special humor pre-
ferences? Do classroom atmospheres/conditions affect the application
of humorous expression of gifted chi1dren?~ The "keen sense of humor"
attributed to gifted children may be discernible in their appreciation
of humor and/or their initiation/creation of humor in their daily 1ife
experiences.

‘This writer believes that the examination of humor initiation in
relation to gifted children should begin with the identification of pre-
ferred humor techniques as they appear in a natural setting and an
analysis of environmental conditions which elicit the use of such tech-
niques. Thus, the focus of this study is on the types and frequencies
of humor created by‘gifted children and on identifying conditions which
elicit thevcreafion.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the application/pro-




duction of humor by gifted children in a natural classroom situation
in order to answer the following questions:

1. Are there identifiab]eyconvenpions;pf initiated usage in the
types and frequency of humor ekpressjon in written work of 6th-grade
gifted chi]dren?

2. Are there identifiable conditibns‘which tend to-elicit humorous
written expression from 6th-grade gifted children?

No attempt was made to shbw,thaf more‘frequent use of humor indi-
cates a more highly.deve}opéd sense of humor. As McGhee (1979) stated,
"humor deVe]opment,may;be equal in two people even though one of them
initiates humor frequently and the other merely reacts to the humor of
others" (p. 187),,

Conditions were established for a naturalistic inquiry into the
creation of written humor by 6th-grade gifted children. Categories and
hypothesesxgmerged from the data itself. Thus, the procedures of this
study addressed the four areas of weakness evident in extant humor
research. No measurement;of,hqmor;respopse was involved; there was no
cqncern_with laughter as aﬁ indication of humor; the aspects of humor
under anestigation were viewed in a natural classroom setting; investi-
gation.waﬁ fimited to creation/initiation of humor. Areas and specific
questioﬁévfor fﬁfdféjinVéSffgation will be discussed later in this
document. | o o
Definitions

In this study the’termAﬁGiftedf is used to denote a student having

an IQ bf~140 or above as measured byva Stahfdrd Binet Intelligence Test




or comparable individUa]]y administered intelligence test. Initiation
of humor in wr1tten form 1s def1ned as express1ons seen as funny or as
attempts to be funny, by a maJor1ty of the members of a judging panel.
The term "humor" is used to include all types and techniques of comedy
emp]oyed in expressions which attempt to be funny.

In the progress of this study, further categories of humor emerged:
Broad Humor, Wit, Dig,'Neutra1 Humor. A11 of the techniques of comedy
which'werelidenfified fit éas11y into ene.of these categories with the
exception of Self- derls1on Taboo references and Unc]a551f1ed |
1ncongru1ty Se]f der1s1on and Taboo references ‘seemed to represent
oppos1te ends of a soph1st1cat1on cont1nuum and the third was a catch-
all category s0 those three techn1ques were desjgnatedras categories in
and of themse]ves | o |

In order to. conduct th1s study it was necessary to spec1fy se]ected
personaljcharacteristics'of~students;and teechers; TheSe were ‘addressed
in terms:of~bi-p01ar,adjec£ives; ’in the-interest of clarity for the
reader and'for'future:researcherskfhe‘fe11owing explanations of terms
is given' .

Aggressive - over- assert1ve and pugnacious as opposed to not

aggressive

Not aggressive - p1easant1y assertive or non-assertive and not
disposed to. pugnacity

Joiner - generally found in a group of two or more
Loner - spends the largest percentage of his time separate from
- groups of peers whether by choice or not, as opposed to joiner

Nice - cons1derate, cooperative, kind, compassionate, honest, as
opposed to not nice
~ Not nice - mean, unkind, selfish, dishonest




Outgoing - friendly, open, participative, as opposed to shy
Shy - quiet, ret1r1ng

Well-Tiked - by peers as opposed to not well-Tiked
Not well-Tiked - observably disliked by peers

The following descriptions of teacher characteristics are in no way
intended to signify degrees of expertise nor are they judgmental in the
sense of one characteristic being more desirable than another.

Demanding excellence - teacher behavior/attitude insists upon

student work at uniformly high Tlevels

Not demanding excellence - teacher is more accepting of student work
yet does not uncritically accept generally Tow quality work

Directive - teacher personality is imposing and classroom is
structured and conducted to reflect the teacher's understanding
of the abilities and needs of the students

Non-directive - teacher is more apt to manage the classroom in a
way that reflects student personalities

Dynamic - teacher is energetic, enthusiastic, usually in motion,
vocally opinionated

Static - teacher is more of a facilitator with an understated
leadership style

Formal - teacher manner tends to establish some distance between
student and teacher; to establish the teacher as the adult, with
the teacher's position itself determining modes of respectful,
standardized behavior by students

Informal - teacher manner is more loose, "laid back", more conduQ
cive to camaraderie

(It must be noted that both the traditional and non-traditional
teacher are dedicated to deve10p1ng and nurturing the creative
potential of each student.)

Overview of the Paper

Chapter 2 will offer an extensive review of relevant literature
on humor organized according to major humor theory strands and pre-
sented chronologically within the strands, with emphasis on develop-
mental trends in humor appreciation and production. The chapter will

also include a review of representative work concerned with definitions




and uses of humor as well as humor response related to characterisfics
of 1nte11igencé and'creativity.“ | |

Chapter 3 will describe the_aesign,and procedures used in this
study.

Chapter 4 will preﬁent results obtained in this study and a dis-
cussion and analysis of the results as well as a discussion of the
significance of the results and implications for the education of

gifted children and for future research in this and related areas.




Chapter II
THEORETICAL ISSUES AND BACKGROUND LITERATURE =

The findings of this study must be’consideredttn the.context of
extant theor1es and work in humor apprec1at1on and product1on fhus,
familiarity w1th re1evant research is essent1a1 to the d1scuss1on of
resu]ts of the f1nd1ngs and the 1mp11cat1ons of th1s 1nvest1gat1on
The fo110w1ng rev1ew of 11terature is presented to prov1de that fam11—
1ar1ty. |

Early Theories

Super1or1ty/Sudden G]ory

A]though research stud1es of humor have been few 1n number unt11
the 1ast two decades,‘that wh1ch e11c1ts the sm11e, the chuck]e the
]augh has 1ntr1gued ph1losophers wr1ters and soc1a1 commentators at
1east since the t1me of Ar1stot1e That noted patr1c1an equated humor
w1th the 1ud1crous and 1ns1sted that 1t “res1des in defects, deform1t1es
or ug11ness wh1ch are ne1ther pa1nfu1 nor destruct1ve" (c1ted in M1ndess
& Turek 1979 p‘ 1) He v1ewed 1aughter as the response to the recog-
n1t1on of a 1og1ca1 fal]acy But he fe]t that 1aughter is degrad1ng to
mora]s, an unc1v111zed form of behav1or Th1s denegrat1on of 1aughter as
a soc1a11y d1srupt1ve force was in vogue among the "1nte11ectua1s" unt11
Ben Johnson (c1ted in Lauter, 1964) in 1599 saw 1t as a soc1a1 correct1ve
cr1t1c1z1ng the "fo111es of mank1nd " In Lev1athan, pub11shed in 1651,
Hobbes (c1ted 1n M1ndess & Turek, 1979) expanded Aristot]e‘s thesis into
the Super1or1ty or Sudden G]ory Theory of Humor "[humor 1s] noth1ng but

sudden glory atta1ned in the comparison between the 1nf1rm1t1es of others

10
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and our own supremacy" (p. 1). Ludovici (cited in Mones, 1939), in

The Secret of Laughter, 1932, supported this theory emphasizing humor

as a superior adaptatibn technique”in which the laugher feels more in
control of the situation. He defined laughter as a "spiritualized snarl"

(p. 150). Leacock (cited in Mindess & Turek, 1979) in Humor and Humanity:

An Introduction to the Study of Humor, 1938, also supported Hobbes'

theory declaring the original form of laughter to have been the "sarcastic

'ha-ha'" (p. 1). Later Conative theories of humor rest on this idea of.
the desire for superiority. -

Conservation of Energy

Modern Affective theories of humor stress emotional components and
are rooted in Freud's theories. Freud himself reformulated Spencer's
Excess Energy theory of humor developed in 1860vwhich stated that
laughter is a relaxing and relieving mechanism. Freud saw humor or
laughter-as providing a savings in the expenditure of psychical energy.
He considered the purpose of the-joke to be the expression of repressed
wishes, and the techniques of joking to be basically unconscious.

He distinguished two classes of jokes: ‘Innocent (trivial) in which the
technique itself makes us Taugh and the saving of psychical expenditure
is in~"sh6rt circuiting the 1ink between'two n¢rma11y‘distant ideas"
and Tendentious humor involving the expression of sexual or aggressive
feéling'which would otherwise be barred by repression.
Surprise

‘v,The most widely accepted theories of humor build on the incongruity

base of cognitive conceptualizations. These theories assert that humor
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derives from the situation in which one is Ted to expect one idea and
suddenly is given another; a situation involving surprise. In 1790,
Kant (cited in Mindess & Turek, 1979) defined humor as "the sudden trans-
formation of a strained expectation into nothing" (p. 1). Schopenhauer
(cited in Mindess & Turek, 1979) in 1819 developed Kant's idea into the
Incongruity- Theory in which humor is viewed as a "trick played on our
reasoning ability as laughter is genefated by the sudden.perception of
incongruity between an abstract concept and reality" (p. 1). Bergson
(cited in Navon, 1981) declared that humor arises from "events...capable
of being interpreted in two entirely different meanings" (p. 5). Maier
(1932) described humor as "stemming from a situation in which the indi-
vidual is confronted with an incongruous or surprising situation which
can be taken lightly" (p. 70).

Miscellaneous - .

Several early commentators -and theorists have offered explanations
of ‘humor which do.not lend themselves to the classifications mentioned.
but contain elements which are reflected.in modern theories. Wallis:
(cited in Keith-Spiegel, 1972) in 1922 depicted Taughter as "the jolly
policeman who keeps the social traffic going after the approved manner"
(p. 33). ‘The'foT]owingfyear,chDougal"(citeduin Keith-Spiegel, 1972)
insisted that laughter is an instinct, "a balance to our capability for
sympathy" (p. 33). Eastman (1936) found the essence of humor to be
playfulness, "things can be funny only when we are in fun" (p. 3).
Mohes (1939) described the experience of humor as a creative sort of

play" (p. 152) as well as stressing the importance of cognitive devel-




opment in humor appreciation and recognizing the 1nf1hences of tempera-
ment, attitude, and other emotional factors.

Expansion of Theqries:

Eysenck's (1942) model first formally presented humor in terms

- of the three dimensional structure of cognition, conation, and affection

stating that cognitive, emotional, and motivational processes all play
important roles in humor. His idea that a joke is "better if its parts
are unexpected and contrasting in meaning and if they are integrally
bound together by some deeper truth" (p. 296) is echoed in several later
humor Tlevel schemes which identify the higher forms of humor as those
concerned with recognition of the human situation and basic truths of
life. Harms (1943) distinguished as "real humor" that humor showing -
positive "attitudes of profound understanding of the small and great
tragedies of life...expressing humanitarianism™ (p. 353). More
recently, Heckel and:Kvetensky_(1972)'1dentified the development of true
humor as occurring as "man attainsmpositive attitudes toward himself: and
mankind, understands in depth the profundity of man's predicament, sees
his tragedies in perspective and tempers his attitudes with kindness"
(p.-21). He insisted that "great humor" is never “"small-minded pseudo-
sophisticéted cynicism." When distinctions are made among humor, wit,
comedy, etc. it is humor that is . considered the kindest, the most indi-
cative of a mature, humanitarian personality and wit the most clever and
creative.

AffectivevTheories

- In 1948, Scheerer (cited in Keith-Spiegel, 1972) divided the study -
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of humor into two basic theoretical approaches: Those localizing the
condition of humor in the objective content of the situation (thinking),
and those explaining humor subjective1y}in terms of emotional content or
motive. Although he insisted that Freud used both of these approaches
the disciples of Freud have been most successful at expanding and sub-
stantiating the second approach in Affective theories of humor. These
theories subordinate the intellectual or cognitive aspects of humor to
the emotional components and maintain that humor is the result of
repressed aggression or sexuality. FolTowing Freudian precepts,
Grotjahn (1957) elevated the pun, when used to release aggression, to
the highest level of humor. Wolfenstein (1954) emphasized children's
use of humor as a means of coping with stress. Steinfirst (1980) added
the purposes of dealing with sexual curiosity, aggression, feelings of
destruction towards others and rebellion against authority to children's
use of humor.  Strickland (1959) observed greater enjoyment of humorous
stimuli which allow for vicarious need gratification. Fry (1963) agreed
that humor has implicitly unconscious aspects. Goodchilds and Smith
(1964) refuted some of these ideas; their results seemed to belie the
view of humor as tension release mechanism and verbal aggressive attack
only. Subporting Affective theory, Kreitler and Kreitler (1970) saw
a-possibility -that the intellectual effort of examining and interpreting
an event disrupts the spontaneity necessary for hearty laughter. In
expanding on Freud's theories, Mindess (1971) offered his Theory of
Ladghter as Liberation. In this theory, laughter frees us from the

constraints of conventionality, morality, and reason. Since any release
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of vitality is pleasurable, it makés us feel joyful. Keith-Spiegel (1972)

restated the positive value of humor as a defense, a relaxing and
relieving mechanism. Pollio and Edgerly (1976) maintained that "all
attempts at being humorous contain from a 1ittle to a lot of aggression
and/or hostility" (p. 241). Scheerer (cited in Keith-Spiegel, 1972)

himself combined both of the approaches he attributed to Freud, stating

that "cognitive functions are involved in emotional reactions to humor"

(p. 231) thus encouraging recognition of cognitive elements by Freudian
theorists such as Arieti (1978), "We perceive a stimulus as witty when

we are set to react to logic and we realize we are instead reacting to

paleological or to faulty logic" (p. 233) and also encouraged formu]atioﬁ

of combination theories.

While stating that all humor is based on incongruous situations,

Kappas (1967) contributed to Affective theory by defining a Sense of

Humor as an attitude of amusement which may be "bound up with positive

or negative emotions" (p. 67). Leventhal and Cupchik ( 1976) developed

a process model of humor. judgment designed to combine a variety of
affective and cognifive:factors as well as underlying personality .
characteristics. Leventhal and Safer (1977) depicted the humor experi-
ence as é fsocia]vsituation establishing the conditions...for the action
of cognitive processes that construct incongruity units and then inte-
grate these units at a second stage with an;éffective category" (p. 346).
Prentice and Fathman (1975) asserted "the normal child's response to
humor'obvious1y represents a complex interplay of affective and cognitive

components" (p. 215).
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- Without ‘denying the contribution of "emotion based" studies to
humor theory, it must be noted that the work done describing or
explaining humor development solely or primarily on the basis of
affective components has a]]vbeenawithin the context of Freud's psycho-
analytic theory reflecting denial of the ability of need for humor in

the "first rapture of childhood."

Conative Theory

| Conative theories resting on man's desire for superiority have been
explored by Eastman (1936) who claimed that ascendancy jokes are the
most frequent of all types of jokes for "rivalry is the commonest form
of play. It is more fun than any other diversion and it is more fun,
not because it is different from serious 1ife, but because it is the
same thing cast loose from care and consequences" (p. 247). Rapp (1951)
described the original source of wit/humor as the "roar of triumph...by
the superior duelist...in an ancient duel" (p. 5). Gruner (1978) pre-
sented a twist on Sudden Glory in his Derision Theory in which the loser
(the victim of derision or ridicu1é) with the suddenness of loss, ‘causes
laughter. Essentially the Sudden Glory theory has been subsumed in the
surprise element of Incongruity theory or combined with the Tatter in
recognition of the essential element of perceived incongruity in humor,
i.e., the 1inking of the Superiority element with perceived incongruity
(in ‘humor) by LaFave, Haddad, and Maesen (1976).

Cognitive Theories

The vast majority of the work done in the area of humor in the past

two decades centers on the cognitive aspects involved in humor apprecia-
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tion confirming incongruity as the foundation for all humor.
Heider (1958) proposed a Cognitive Balance model of humor. Berlyne
(1960) submitted that "arousal of humor may be engendered through
intellectual maneuvers" (p. 2). Kappas (1967) viewed all humor as based
on. incongruous situations. Cherfas (1975) elaborated on .the resolution
of incongruity,"we laugh when,our:]éve] of arousal is increased by
incongruity or making a prediction of an unlikely event and then
decreased by resolving the incongruity of finding that our prediction
is correct" (p. 431). Rothbart (1977) accepted the perceived incongruity
basis for humor but questioned the necessity for the resolution of the
incongruity to generatevhumor, while Navon (1981) argued that the reso-
Tution of the incongruity is "seemingly appropriate but virtually
inappropriate as the incongruity only seems to be resolved because the
resolution conflicts with valid reasoning made previously" (p. 7). It
is his contention that a joke must combine incongruity and inadequate
resolution ﬁdisregard of an éssentia]~piece of information that is not
explicitly stated but...inferred and that actually dfsambiguates the
situation" (p. 7).

- McGhee (1979) emphasized the important element of playfulness (first
described by Eastman in 1936;and‘uqderscqredfby,Fry in 1963, 1970.)
fHumor,in the young child, then, results from the play%u1 contemplation.

of incongruity, exaggeration, absurdity or nonsense only when the child

realizes that the events exist in fantasy" (p. 61).. The child must

regard incongruity as fantasy in order to perceive it as humorous.

(fantasy assimilation as opposed to reality assimilation.) Koestler.



18

(1964) elaborated on the surprise element of humor coining the term
Bisociative Shock, in his Bisociative Thinking theory. The Bisociative
Shock is actually a "mental jolt, cuased by the collision of incom-
patible matrixes"; the surprise resulting when two domains of thought,

never having been considered related, "suddenly have a common thread"

(p. 59). Koestler was supported by Colell and Domino (1980) who found
positive correlation between creativity ana'ﬁréferehCe'fOr incongruity
humor. Fry and Allen (1976) described humor as a creative experience. The
rare ‘allusions to humdr'generation'in experimenta1iwdrk‘inc]ude'Koest1ek;s
stociative Thinking theory which equates the kind of thinking required
for the‘Creatidn‘Of'hUmor with that required for all other types of
creativity. ~ Shultz and Scott (1974) distinguished between the type of
‘cognitive processing required to create humor (ambiguity) and the reverse
involved in the reception of humor (incongruity to resolve ambiguity)
with Shultz (1972;'1975)‘insistihg’thaf'1n60ngru1ty'MUSt be cognitively
resolved to be seen as funny. Another mention of humor production is

by Lieberman (1977) who spoke of recognition of the incongruous, sur-
prising or novel in situations as a requirement for the generation of
humor.

Developmental Trends in Humor Acquisition

Developmental trends in humor vauiSitioh (or appreciation and pro-
duction) paralleling Piaget's pattern of developmental acquisition of
coghitive abilities have become apparent through the work of several
‘researchers. Because these studies have proven so fruitful and their

conclusions have been substantiated by further investigation, develop-
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mental trends in humor has been a major focus of humor study for the
last several years.

Kimmons (1922) was one of the first to attempt a detailed descrip-
tion of humor appreciation in children, noting the greatest change at
ages 11-13 which he:described as'a change to "lTower adult material"

(p. 55). Washburn and Walker (1919) had previously noted a progressive
decrease in the intensity of reaction to the :comic from 4th-grade age
through 7th grade with actual loss in adulthood. Without attempting to trace
development, Eastman (1936)-did distinguish between elemental, childish
humor "not witty...a mere foolishness...delightful absurdity" (p. 10)

and grown up humor "witty jokes" in which "neither word nor logic fail,
yet the expected meaning is not there, something else is there: the
point" (p. 11). He described humor as a graduated series of practical
jokes beginning with the raw, physical prank-and ending with the inward
flash of wit. Laing (1939) concluded that the development of a sense

of humor paralleled the development of intellect, characterizing humor
appreciation ages 7-10 as visual, 11-13-as more linguistic and adoles-
cence as the period of significant individual differences and verbal wit.
Harms: (1943) distinguished stages in juvenile pictorial humor and
identifiedf“real" (mature) humor as dependent on mental differences

first experienced and created after adolescence. Wolfenstein (1954)
identified the humor of the 3-4 year olds, 6-8 year olds and 9-11 year
olds and declared riddles the favorite joke from ages 6 through 11
modérated-at age 7 by the development of concrete operational thinking.

Grotjahn (1957), although Freudian in orientation, contributed to devel-
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opmental theory in stating "the sense of humor develops in stages which
run parallel throughlhuman gfowth and maturation'ffom childhood to adult-
hood" (p. 80). In 1958, Graham observed a "shift in types of things
perceived as funny with increased maturity and/or experience" (p. 328).
In presenting humor as overlapping play, Fry (1963) traced humor deyel—
opment in stages: up to age 3, ages 4-7, 5-8, 6-8, pre and early adoles-
cence, each stage with its own favorite form of joke/humor. Jerseld
(1963) stated that humor evolves in three divisions of development with
accompanying themes: pre-school, older chi]dren;"adu1t.'i21g1er et al.
(1966, 1967) found a general positive relation between cognitive ability
and humor expression while recognizing the importance of personality
dynamics interacting with particular humor stimuli content.

Cognitive Congruency

In 1967, Zigler et al. developed the Cognitive Congruency theory
which states that humor at a moderate level of difficulty elicits the
‘greatest humor response, that humor response is greatest when there is
a match of cognitive demandslwith'coghitive“abi1ity; As mental age
‘increases, more complex forms of humor elicit a humor response. In
detai1ing the developmental stages of humor in children, McGhee (1979)
verified Zigler's Cognitive Congruency-principle and stressed the
parallel ‘to Piagetian Tevels of cognitive development indicating that
"age dependent differences in humor response are related to changes in
the child's underlying rule structure-as the child acquires content and
Piégetian‘struttUral~or organizational rules needed to process different

‘types of humor" (p. 150). His comprehensive works have contributed
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important insights into the development of humor response and the child's
appreciation of humor. His theory of Fantasy Assimilation vs. Reality
Assimilation is partially based on the;princip1e of the pleasure in
Cognitive Mastery: '"the pleasure in cognitive exertion required for
humor stems from distortion (in fantasy) of previously established know-
Tedge; not from its initial formation. Equal amounts of effort are
required but humor results only when the effort exerted leads to resolu-
tion or understanding that is nonsensical in the world of reality at the
same time that it is‘perfectly,sensib1e in the world of fantasy" (p. 154).
He stated that the child's Tevel of cognitive mastery prepares him for
the humor experience; humor comprehension is determined by intelligence
~and operational 1eve]_but~he‘a1so stressed: the need for a playful frame
of mind for appreciationlothumor;._Prentice_and,Fathman‘sv(1975)
results indicate linear increase of comprehension of joking riddles
grades 1 to 5 with decreasing enjoyment and are consistent with Zigler's
Cognitive.Congruency,;hesis.- In.an interesting illustration of devel- |
- opmental humor trendsuand;gpgnitive,congruengy,ﬂschaier and Cicerelli-
(1976) observed regression of Togical thinking in geriatric adults
indicating the,"1os§,of,cognitive;ski11s in reverse order of their
acquisiti@n resulting in children's jokes becoming funny again at an .
adyanced ageﬂ,and illustrating thatl"throgghout}the 1ife span, humor is
maximized at moderate levels of difficulty” (p. 581). Athey (1977)
embraced the Piaget stages as the structural basis for humor development
in‘conc1uding "all the results of this study indicate that humor compre-

hensjon.and,mirth responses .in chi]dren’can be predicted with a high
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degree of accuracy by utilizing the structural and functional aspects

of Piaget's theory of intellectual development", and in support of
Zigler's principal found an optimal level of complexity for the child

in responding to humor, one which "neither strains comprehension nor is-
too easily understood" (p. 218). Whitt and Prentice (1977) also supported
Zigler's theory~in noting declining enjoyment of more highly cqmprehended
material (homonymic riddles) by older children. Additionally, they under-
scored sequential development of the enjoyment of logical incongruity.

Progression/Sequence of Development

Kappas (1967) presented the overall patfern as a "progressive expan-
sion of the child's sense of humor into more and more areas of emotional
and intellectual experience" (p. 69) with the maturing of the child's
sense' of - humor paralleling his intellectual and emotional development.
She saw visual forms of humor dominating until high school when verbal
humor and wit take the ascendance; joking insults, and ridicule the most
common. Heckel and Kvetensky (1972) recognized that humor development
correspohds't0‘cogn1tive'1eVe1s which are best assessed by Piaget's stages
of causality. Shultz and Horibe (1974) described the development of
chi]drEn's humor sequentially; explaining that as the child gets older
he comes to understand different types of ambiguity in jokes in the same
sequence as he is able to defect'the ambiguities in a non-joke context
adding that there is incongruity only if the child can detect it and
without TncongrUity there is no joke. Suls (1972) originated a two-
stép model for the appreciation of jokes and cartoons: an information

processing model. Rossi (1975) observed contiruous development
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of the child's ability to use figurative language, reflecting

the interplay of language and experience, which, by extension to verbal

humor, implies support of the sequential development of humor. Bariaud

(1977), in her attempt to trace the development of the child's response

to incongruity, attested to the Piagetian parallel development of humor

and the necessity of pfeviously constituted cognitive schemata for humor

appreciation‘and'a1so described a two-step process for appreciation

based on incongruity with fhe second step 1nVo1ving‘questioning or
even - "making. fun of" the usual ways of thinking. Bariaud discussed the

reality concept which McGhee designated as central to humor, indicating

that "for a given time reality is granted to the anamoly" (p. 232) and
that the initial rea]ity takes -on a new meaning because of ‘humor while
she also stressed the need for emotional adhesion to fantasy. Sheppard
(1977) correlated humor levels with Piaget's Idiosyncratic, Partial,
Normative, Expectational, Relational, Extra-contextual, and Philosophical
stages of cognitive development. She elaborated,"levels [of humor
deve]opment] are presumed to reflect developmental changes .in the
meaning of humor, analagous ‘to level schemes used in.psychological -
studies of moral development...personality growth...the ego ideal...and
inte]]ectua1 changes during college" (p. 225). Sheppard also noted the
ever widening bases for humor in general cognitive activity as the

child matures. She also differentiated adolescent humor from childhood
humor explaining that the difference lies in the adolescent's ability to
"ihcorporate self-reference, to apply a metaphorical interpretation to

events and to discover social truths in humor or satire" (p. 227).
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Yalisove (1978) discriminated the sequential development of stages of
appreciation for riddles: reality riddles through language ambiguity |
riddles to absurd riddles. KUrdek's'(}979) studies involving the -
simultaneous decentering abi]ity”torconsider and coordinate differing
pieces of information as a major cognitive component underlying devel-
opmental trends in humor appreciation, "simultaneous-coordinating and
resolution of logical incongruities” (p. 93)s did resuTt'in'positive
correlations although the>magnitude of correlations was not very high.
The work involved the rating and explaining of the funniness of cartoons.
Tamashiro (1979) charted the stages of humor development corresponding
to Loevenger's (1976) theory of ego development and Piaget's stages of
cognitive development, providing implications for education which
include: Teacher encouragement of children's expression of humor as a
means of stimulating their cognitive and personal development and
Teacher»assesSment‘bf\stUdent‘s developmental Tevel concerns and
abi]ities‘fo.make détefminations concerning "“instructional and disciplin-
ary measgrés that afé in harmony with the child's developmental stage

and make’the’1earning‘envifonment more delightful and meanipgful" (p. 74).
Steinfirstv(1980)?pfesented humor as developmental depending on age,
inte]]igéncé, grasé of 1§ﬁguagé and environment. Martin and Lefcourt
(1982) deécribéd é meaéﬁrement instrument used in their experiments as
based on fhe three required elements in a sense of humor: the ability

to perceive’humor fnvthe éﬁvironment, a positive evaluation of humor,

and the tendency to express ones emotions.
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Children's Humor Preferences

In addressing the sequcptia1*deve]opméntvof humor, investigators
have described children's humor within)chrdno]ogica] Timits correspond-
ing to the stages of cognitive development as distinguished by Piaget.
They have contrasted it with adolescent as well as adult humor, )
describing adolescence as the most significant cut off point between
"child" humor and "rea]f humor, adolescence being the time when indi-
vidual diffgrences of personality become more significant than devel-
opmental stages, although adolescent humor itself does have several
distinguishing characteristics. The following represent points of

general agreement on representative developmental humor preferences.

Pre-schoo1/Kindergarten to age 5-6 Piaget's Pre-
PhysicallActivity-Aqtion operational stage
Visua]?cTowning, slapstick

Physical body functions,
taboo words, acts

Nonsense, chanting ,
Sound play, silly rhyming
Hostile humor

Sudden reiief from strain
Surprise,’unusuél .
,Ihcoﬁgruity'

Defeated expectations
Another's smf1éiv

Improvisational joking fantasies
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Curiosity

Verbal humor is spontaneous, original,
rambling based on perceptual properties
of objects and events ;

Early Chdehodd ages 6-8 ) Concrete operational
Anecdotal play o stage
Mistakes of others

Elementary word play  RIDDLES
Reality riddles

Practical jokes

Insults

—

Forbidden things
Ready made jokes (very beginning)
(feelings of superiority begin to appear)

Late Childhood ages 9-11

Conventional jokes and funny
stories

Word p1ay RIDDLES Language
ambiguity riddles ..

Affairs of classroom.
Decreased interest in misfortune
of others ‘

Delightful absurdity

(feelings of superiokity 1ncreasing)

Adolescence - quma1 operationa]

(superiority feelings run riot) stage
Stupidity of'adq]ts

Exaggeration
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- Verbal wit appreciation
Play on words, language

0r1g1na1 ‘good natured, tongue—«
in-cheek 5001a1 sat1re _

Competition/struggle
Stock figures
Caricature
Lampooning
Pérﬁdnificatfbn B
ObJect1f1cat1on
Pha111c behav1or
MARKED INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
Adu]t
DoubIe entendre
SeIf—der1s1on |
‘ W1tty Joke
Pun to reIease represséd aggress1on
ReaI humor. pos1t1ve attitude of
profound understanding of the tragedies

of life; humanitarianism, tempered W1th
k1ndness :

Uses of Humor

Interest in the uses of humor is evident in the writings of
humorists themselves and in the observations of researchers.

PsychoIdgicaI‘Serviées

Freud (1906) was among the first to be concerned with the uses of

humor. Integrated among his theories was‘an'anaIysis"of humor explaining
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its function of expressing repressed wishes, relieving repressed
aggression and sexuality and serving as an important defense mechanism
in pefsona1 adjustment. In addition-to;the supporters of Freud already
cited, Baughman (1979) discussed humor used to relieve aggression and
reduce stress.

- Erskine (1928) considered the value of humor to be the sudden aware-
ness of tendencies in ourselves seen in the faults of others.

The therapeutic value of humor and its role in modern psycho-

therapy was treated by Baughman (1979), Hershkowitz (1977) Lefcourt,
Sardoni and Sardoni- (1974), and Mindess (1971).

"Social:Functions

The social functions of humor have been identified by Martineau
(1972): means of achieving consensus, technique of social control,
device for introducing competition and social conflict; Allen .(1972):
social lubricant, harmonizing agent; Fry‘and'A11éh (1976): easing social
conflicts, relieving tensions and promoting order; Kane, Suls, and Tedeschi
(1977): social probing, unmasking,antecedent of interpersonal inter-
action; McCormack (1979): social lubricant; Baughman (1979): deflate
pomposity, unveil pretentions, social lubricant, safety valve, unification
of group.‘ Pollio and Edgerley (1976) described the "social event of humor"
as allowing for the "cathartic release of aggressions, hostilities, and
taboosf (p. 241). Social functions more specifically directed to the
individual were enumerated by Kane: Self-disclosure, decommitment,
fade-saving, ingratiation; and by Mindess (1971): broadening our view:

of ourselves. Lefcourt, Antrobus, and Hogg (1974) contributed allowing
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the individual to better cope with evaluative experiences. As a function
of humor, Goldstein (1976) added: "humor may provide a means of tempora-
rily transcending the immediate situatipn,,objectifying it and in this
way, coping with it" (p. 11). Chapman: (1976) noted, "Humorous laughter
is an important sbcia],behavior“ (p. 182).

Educational Applications

Several investigators have examined the potential of humor as a
tool in education. In citing humor as one of the most important quali-
ties of a good teacher, Highet (cited in Baughman,<f§79) stated that the
most obvious purpose served by humor is l.‘that it keeps the pupils alive
and attentive because they are never quite sure what is coming next" but
he declared'that the "real purpose of humor in teaching is deeper and more
worthy. It is to hook the pupils and ‘the teacher and-to 1link them through
enjoyment" (p. 28). Pilon (1971) suggested: the use of humorous word play
to motivate vocabulary development. Smith, Ascough, Eddinger, and Nelson
(1971) demonstrated that humor facilitates learning of students high in
anxiety. ‘The-study,by;Terry and Woods (1975) also supports the thesis
that "humor serves to reduce the level of anxiety of highly anxious
students towards a level of arousal that optimizes their test perfor-
mances" (p. 184). Gruner (1976) found. that humor -improves the user's
image with an audience, a finding which could have relevance in teacher/
student re]atiohs. Zillman, Williams, Bryant, Boyton, and Wolf (1980)
observed positive effects of humor on learning. However, Davies (1977)
argued*that‘"experimental evidence 1in support of facilitation of learning

via the introduction of humor to the lesson is equivocal" (p. 468) and
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Townshend and Mahoney's (1981) resu1t$ "did not support the thesis that
humor has a positive effect in evaluation by reducing tension and’therej
by facilitating the :achievement of\stugents-who’have'high‘tfait‘anxiety“
(p.. 232). Ziv (1982) 4insists that few positive correlations of humor use
and increased student performance have been found because researchers
were Tooking for quick results; we need ‘to Took at Tong term results and
need to use carefully prepared humor which is relevant to the material
being taught. : RS A S S f/

Several researchers have confirmed the value of humor in developing
a desirable classroom atmosphere and encouraging creativity. Ziv (1976)
determined that the laughter following the fntkoddction of humor in the
classroom has a liberating effect on the flow of ideas. McCormack;(1979)
acknowledged humor to be a spark to creativiﬁy;'a'motivator, a releaser
of creative ideas. .Sherman (1979) declared that humor has a serious
place in education as "an initial way, and sometimes the only acceptable
way, to call attention to a problem" (p. 175). Mogavaro (1979) pro-
claimed the strength of humor to be in the direction of "the more favor-
able social climate it is able to foster in the classroom" (p. 44)
easing tension, establishing rapport, maintaining attention, creating
interest;‘he1p1ng to create a mood that "often appears to be conducive
to learning" (p. 44). Vizmuller (1980)noted that "humor facilitates
creative and cognitive faculties" (p. 267) of students but viewed the
functions of humor as resting essentially on the social plane "where
itvstrengthens ties among students" (p. 267) and on the psychological

plane "where it relieves tense situations" (p. 267). There is now
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considerable agreement that humor serves to relax students and relieve
tension and thus to maximize student comfort and readiness to learn.

Ziv (1982) determ1ned that prev1ous equ1voca1 resu]ts on effective-
ness of the use of humor 1in teach1ng s1tuat1ons was due to an incorrect
approach of tests, that we needed to 1ook at 1ong range results in a
teaching situation and that the humor must be re]evant to the material
being taught also the humor must "s]1de“ eas11y into the 1esson and
not be overused. On an end-of semester test on material covered, the
exper1menta1 c]ass in h1s study, the c1ass in wh1ch the teacher was
trained to use carefu11y prepared,.re1evant humorous mater1a1;at appro-
priatevinterVa1s had a mean:grade score pft83'1‘nht1e the contro] class,
in which no humor was used had a mean score of 72.6 suggest1ng the
effect1veness of humor use in the teach1ng s1tuat1on | |

Mindess, Turek M111er, and Corbin (1982)‘in a conference session
d1scuss1ng the deve]opment of the1r Sense of Humor Inventory, agreed that
the 1nstrument rea]]y is best used to te]] something about the indivi-
dual by té]]ing us abput the kind of'humor’he appreciates most and tends
to use in the laboratory s1tuat1on but that it cannot purport to be a
def1n1t1ve measurement of an 1nd1v1dua1 s sense of humor since elements
such as the 1nd1v1dua1 s use of humor in da11y 11fe s1tuat1ons is not
considered. o | D |

Humor (ReSponse) and Inte11igence/CreatiVity '

A]though Sense of Humor is a recogn1zed character1st1c of g1fted
ch11dren, investigations seek1ng to corre]ate humor response directly

w1th 1nte111gence have not been conclus1ve Ear]y para]]e]s appear in
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statements grounded primarily in personal judgment and opinion:

Lilly (1896): Those who are lacking in humor reveal their
mental poverty. (cited in Goldstein & McGhee, 1972, p. 32)

~ McComas (1923): The intellectual element in humour becomes
more apparent as one moves from childhood to maturity.
(cited in Goldstein & McGhee, 1972, p. 27)

Hellyar (1927): [A] sense of humor is dependent on the
ability to perce1ve shades of mean1ng which might go )
unnoticed by a clumsy mind. (cited in Goldstein & McGhee,
1972, p. 32)

Erskine (1928): Sense of humor = Ihte1ligence*+ Heart;
(cited in Goldstein & McGhee, 1972, p. 32) :

Menon (1931): We can expect to find the best humor in the
most intelligent...The man with great humor is one with a
- keen and ref]ect1ng mind; a mind richly stored with

experiences and capab]e of a]ertness (c1ted in: Go]dste1n &

McGhee, 1972, p. 32) S e s

Presentations of results of later studies in this area have been
limited by the designs and by the conceptual separation of - intelligence
and creativity. This limitation Wi11;beVaddressed~1ater in this paper.

Positive Correlations: Humor/Intelligence

In 1925, Bird obtained a correlation between IQ and success in a
humor test. The test required that children choose ‘the fﬁnnier-of;two
cartoons. Generalization.of his results has questionable significance
as measurement of sense of humor was confined to choice of cartoons.

Kenderdine (1931) found that high IQ preschoolers averaged a
greater number of laughs out of defined possibilities. than did the total
group, but do-all children laugh when amused? And is laughter not con-
tagious, especially in children? Justin (1932) reported coefficients

of correlation between IQ and length and number of Taughter responses
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to_thevincongrufty of humorous situations ranging from .40+ at age 3 to
.12+ at age 6. Again, laughter is not necessarily an indication of a
sense of humor. 1In 1938, Schiller (cited in Keith-Spiege],,1972)_defined
humor as the "joy of reasoning" (p,,32)._»$tump{s (1939) conclusion that
high intelligence is not necessarily related to a sense of humor is
questionéb1e., His evidence of intelligence was high.scores on college
entrance exams. ‘Highnscores.on college entrance exams do not nécessari]y
indicate the:presehée,of inte]]igence; Mones' (1939) paper referred to
‘Gregg's statement (upon failing to find any correlation between
children's laughter and IQ)in which,Gregg:insi;ted.that such a correla-
tion might indeed be found if appreciation of humor were studied rather
than the simple manifestation of laughter. Mones himself stressed the
importance of cognitive development in humor while recognizin9131so the
influence of temperament, attitude and other emotional factors.

.Laing‘(19391 asserted:that'the development of the sense of humor
parallels the development of 1nte]1ect. Williams (1946) found that
children with a high appreciation of humor were intelligent rather than
dull. Feibleman (cited in Keith-Spiegel, 1972) in 1949 defined humor
as,an'ﬂinte11ectua1‘affair.dealing chiefly with logic" (p. 32).

Zigler et al. (1966) reported "some evidence has been presented
suggesting a relation between the appreciation of humor and cognitive
functioning as indicated by various tests of intelligence" (p. 509)
citing the work of Overlade (cited in Zigler et al., 1966) from 1954 on
joke comprehension and Redlich, Levine, and Sohler (1951) with psychia-
tric patients and naval enlistees.

In her analysis of Children's Response to Humor, Kappas (1967)
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observed that "there appears to be a positive correlation between an
individual's intelligence and his sense of humor.  More intelligent
individuals are able to perceive greatgrtvariety of humorous situations"
(p. 70). Rowe (1967), while studying techniques for teaching creative
writing to the gifted, commented that gifted children often havé a
sophisticated sense of humor and appreciate various forms of wit.

Negative Correlations: Humor/Intelligence

Cunningham's (1962) work resulted in negative relations between all
aspects of the Thurston Intelligence Testfand‘the Roley Cartoon Test
administered to 70 high school freshmen, but he'noted the possibility
that the cartoons presented no intellectual challenge and thus evoked
Tittle response and therefore the findings could not be generalized to
conclude that no relationship exists between sense of humor and intelli-
gence. Muthayya and Maltiparjunan's (1963) attempt to devise a test to
measure humor and explore the relationship of humor to intelligence
(using cartoons and a rating system) produced negative relationships sug-
gesting 1nverse»re]ationships, However, the use of cartoons and a rating
system provide an insufficient basis for establishing significant rela-
tionships, in the opinion of this writer.

Zig]ér et al. (1966, 1967) mentioned work by Cattell and Luborsky
(1947), Hester (1924), Kombouropoulou (1926, 1930), and Omwake (1939) ~
as providing no signifjcant_re]ation between humor and intelligence.
Singer and Berkowitz (1972) found no relationship between the tendency
to assume the wit role and intelligence. This negative finding is

limited by the use of SAT scores to measure intelligence and the use of
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a brighter college population as subjects for the study. Prentice and
Fathman (1975) discerned no major relationship between intellectual level
- and enjoyment of joking'and nonjokingvﬁidd1es although comprehension of -
joking riddles was significantly related to intelligence in children in
the 1st, 3rd and 5th grades. Koppel and Sechrist (1970) insisted that
"sense of humor has not been established as a discernible trait" (p. 77),
and that the evidence on humor/intelligence correlation is contradictory
with some studies showing no effect due to intelligence and others indi-
cating that "people of higher intelligence appPéCiaté'thor more" (p 77).

Correlations: 'Humor/Crea%ivity

Getzels and Jackson (1958, 1962, 1975) emphasized a distinction
between intelligence and creativity, a distinction not recognized by
this writer. Working with groups which they labeled High IQ, Low
Creative and Low IQ, High Creative (we must keep in mind that their "Tow
IQ" was, nevertheless, in the national gifted range; thus not actually
"Tow 1Q") they noted that the Low IQ, High Creative group ranked sense of
humor second only to emotional stability as an important and desirable
personality trait while the High IQ, Low Creative group ranked it last.

Several studies have shown positive correlations of intelligence
and Creativity. If one takes the position that intelligence and
creativity are inseparable, creativity being an attribute bf'ihte11igenCe,
(a position defended by this writer) support for the humor/intelligence
link is more convincing. - Gowan (1979) declared, "If creativity is the
flowering of giftedness due to developmental escalation, we have merely

discovered another relationship between adjacent components of humanistic
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psychology" (p. 11). Guilford (cited in Gowan, 1979) in 1972Vstated
"Intelligence is a broader concept than creativity, but includes creati-
vity" (p. 25) and in 1975, "this defiqition [of intelligence] has a place
for creative-thinking abilities within the realm of intelligence. There
is no need to contrast these two concepts, as is sometimes stated or
implied" (cited in Gowan, 1979, p. 287). In 1962, Gordon (cited in
Treadwell, 1970) found a sense of humor a consistent characteristic in
adult creative trainees. Koestler (1964) described the act of bisocia-
tion, "Perceiving .of a situation or idea...in two self consistent but
habitually incompatible frames of reference" (p. 35) as basic to all
forms of creativity including the creation of humor and posited that
creative thinkers should be better at creating humor. Wallach and Kogan
(1967) proclaimed that there is little "solid evidence to support the
claim that creativity can be distinguished from intelligence" (p. 43).
Goodchilds ‘and Smith (1964) linked wit to creativity: "the wit by
his witticism reveals himself to be cognitively creative, and by his
success in amusing his peers to be socially creative as well" (p. 23)
also noting that the "creatives" in their study groups valued and employed
a sense of humor. Yamamoto (1965) indicated that "the true correlations
of IQ and'creativity may be as high as .88" (p. 305). Feldhusen and -
Hobson (1972) correlated humor with playfulness and -high level divergent
thinking. Torrance (1966) designated humor as a part of the mental pro-
cesses of the highly creative individual. Gallagher (1966) placed humor
in the divergent thinking category. Treadwell (1970) ascertained patterns

of “interrelationship between humor and creativity. Goldstein and McGhee
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(1972) submitted the exercise of wit as a form of creative behavior.
Babad (1974) 1nsisted that the producer of humor must be creative.
Rouff(1975) stated that her results in.experiments involving university
freshmen captioning jokes "suggest»thai-comprehension'of'humor and
creative thinking are related and have a common basis in the ability to
link disparities" (p. 1022). She added that this relationship "appeared
to transcend intelligence" (p. 1022) as measured by SAT scores; a dis-
tinctly unreliable measure in the opinion of this: writer. Ga]]agher/
(1975) speaking of creativity allowed that there was some suspicion

that in our eagerness to specify new dimensions we may have overestimated
the .separateness. of those dimensions (i.e., creativity) from high intel-
lectual ability. McGhee (1979) found that the:more creative children

use fantasy, incongruities and absurdities (humor): to "maintain an opti-
mally varied and interesting environment" (p. 166). He also proposed
that "children with a special language faci]ify might be expected to
become especially interested in humor because of the great enjoyment

that comes from symbolic manipulation and distortion of events" (p. 166)
and stated that "the person with a more developed sense of humor [he con-
sciously avoided use of the term "better"] generally initiates more
behavioral or verbal forms of humor" (p. 166). His discussion of humor
and creativity inc1udéd the observation: "During childhood more creative
individuals are already viewed by their peers as having a better sense

of humor. By adolescence, they attach greater importance than their

Tess creative peers to having a good sense of humor. Given this greater

interest in humor, it is not surprising that more creative individuals
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are generally more appreciative oF humor, understand it better, initiate
it more often and produce funnier material when they are trying to be
funny" (p. 166). McCormack (1979) identified the "casting off of the
chains of convention" (p. 49) as the éssentiél element of humor as well
as in creative thinkﬁng. ‘Baughman (1979) déécrfbed humor as'"the attri-
bute of a creative mihd"'(p. 30).' Colell and Dominb (1980) deterﬁined
that appfeciatfon of incohgruify inxhumor méy be related to the ﬁrdééss
of creativity. Ziv (1980) cdnciuded_that his work démonstraféd the
re1ationsﬁib between humor ahd creafiQity. He%mafntained fhaf creativity
isknot only thinking inva spécia]iway but‘also invo]vés specid]vfdrms of
behavior and "what is genera]]ykécoréd as origiﬁaiity could aTéo freé
duent1y‘be humorous reépdnseé" (p; 169). He:sﬁbmiftéd théf humor is part
of ékeétivity and the créativity parf of intej]igence; He a1so‘stated

that the "creators are not the laughers" (ziv, 1982).



Chapter III
METHODOLOGY

Qua11tat1ve Inqu1ry

The pr1nc1p1es and bas1c anaTyt1c techn1ques of sc1ent1f1c inquiry
are the same for research termed quant1tat1ve and that Tabeled qua11ta-

tive. All sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry searches for a reTat1onsh1p between some

X and some Y whether start1ng w1th a prev1ousTy formed hypothes1s,

as in quant1tat1ve research or aTTow1ng the hypothes1s to deve]op as a
resu]t of cr1t1ca1 observat1ons, as is usual 1n qua11tat1ve research
Leg1t1mate sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry may a]so eschew format1on of hypotheses
and a1m onTy for fuTT and r1ch descr1pt1on to aTTow observations of
re]at1onsh1ps among var1ab1es In any case, the bas1c assumpt1ons B

requ1red in analys1s are the same, the same ruTes of 1nference appTy |
However, procedures of d1scovery and ver1f1cat1on d1ffer great]y The
methodo]ogy used by the researcher must be determ1ned by the purposes

of the study and to some extent the subJect area of the study

Grounded F1er Theory

Grounded F1e1d Theory as deveToped by GTaser and Strauss 1s a
method of 1nqu1ry for generat1on of theory as opposed to ver1f1cat1on or
test1ng of theory It 1s a systemat1c approach for descr1pt1on which

enabTes pred1ct1on and expTanat1on of behav1or and thus 1s part1cu1ar1y

, su1ted to stud1es seek1ng to descr1be behav1ora1 phenomena occurr1ng in

naturaT sett1ngs The process is one of p1ck1ng out saT1ent character1s-

tics and f1nd1ng re1at1onsh1ps among them. The under1y1ng operation is

39
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the simu]taneous collection, coding and analysis of data so that cate-
gories emerge in the process andihypotheses origenera1ized relations
among thevcategoriésvand}prbpertjéé eméfgé and are systematjca]]y worked
out during the‘course of the study. ,Thgxresearchef_i$>ab1e to observe
continuous change which is the essence of real social situations. .
Through inductive ana]ysis, patterhs,_themes,j;nd,cgtegories emerge and
are adjusted, modified, and altered in the dfrection dictated by the
daté. Initia}]y more c011ection:than‘cod1ngkand éna]ysis occurs; the
degree of analysis 1n¢rease§vas the study_progre§s§s ahd re]ationsﬁips
become apparent. The constant comparative analysis focuses on regular-
ities while searching for exceptions or negafivé casés.,'Data analysis
is exploratory as the researcher searches fonnbetter Pf1t9.> Integration
takes place as new categories or properties are generated and related.
Dimensionality is determinedkatrthe‘analysis‘stage; thus thé researcher
is free to cpnsider a]]_per;inent data; yarfab1e§ then:overlookéd in
;tandard‘categoryvsystems grefcappured,in tﬁis Way; Categéries arise
from the dafa itse]f.andﬂare_aitéred as new evidence directs; relation-
ships are discovered iﬁ the process. Variéb]es_are,not controlled; con-
trol comes from cbntjnuous re-examiﬁafi@n of évidence and testihg for
comp1¢tehess of categoriesyand the'search forpnegativevcases. Validity
ig.based on multiple sources of évidence,ktriahgulatibn;Vthe weightkof
evjdence gnd the predictive power‘of the theory,which emerges. General- -
izability comes from the fact fhat re]atignshipsuwhich occur in a
natutal setting are mpre_]jke]yato be‘obseryed‘agan. ~Reliability is

addressed in continuous checking and cross checking, constant comparison
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and multiple data sources.

"Adabfatioh:'bGFOUnded Field TheOry/Présent Study

As previously stated, kESearch”mgthbdo1ogy must be matched to the
problem under investigation. The problem of the presént study was best
matched to the general procedures of Grounded Field Theory. In reckless
defiance of Berger's (1976) wakhing'that~f01559cting’humor is an inter-
esting operation in which the patient usually dies" (p. 113), and
Benchley's (cited in Mihdéss, 1979) insistence'that'fDéfining‘and analyz-
ing humor is a pastime of humorless peop]ef (p. 84), the writer sought
to investigate the written use of humor by gifted children in a natural
setting. The natural setting was of paramount importance since the aim
was to observe the use of humor in ordinary daily school activities and
because of the writer's conviction that the investigation of humor,

a psycho-social phenomenon, does not lend itself to a laboratory setting.
Thus, the procedures used in this study were basically that of Grounded
Field Theory. The only interferences in the natural “Slice of Life"
setting was the administration of the three assignments to the student.
There was no pre-conceived hypothesis; categories and their properties
emerged as data was simultaneously collected, coded and analyzed. Inte-
gration Was achieved as the emerging categories and properties were
related.  Reduction occurred in the final stage as patterns were adjusted
and modified as directed by the data. Humor use was observed from a
complexity of stimuli. HoweVer, there was no attempt at systematic

measurement. The purpose was description and provision of bases for

generation of hypotheses in future studies.
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A relatively uncommon technique of qualitative work employed in this
study was the use of a computer to total frequencies and cross-tabulate
variables. Computer usage enabled the researcher to organize the data
in a variety of ways so that a mu]tituae of possible relationships could
be explored. Frequency of use of humor categories was cross-tabulated
with Sex, Class, Birth Order, Parent Occupations, Area of Giftedness,
and Personality Characteristics. Patterns and relationships were more.
readily discerned in the final stages of analysis through computer
usage. -

Identification of incidences of humor in student pépers was
achieved through majority agreement of panel members working indepen-
dently. Each -incidence was then coded under a specific humor technique.
Constant comparison and re-examination of'data.forihumor;technique '
Tabeling and analysis proceeded throughout the data collection. Humor
categories were altered and adjusted and finally several were subsumed
under four broad categories. :Continuous observétions were made on
emerging patterns ifor classes, sex, birth‘ordér, parent occupations,
area of giftedness, personality traits and teacher characteristics.
Notes were kept in.a_running»1og.,:ln the final stages of the study,
data were programmed into a computer which provided frequencies and
crossftabulations.f_This computer usage greatly facilitated analysis
providing support for previous observations as well as supplying a few

surprises for consideration.



43

~The: Setting

Site and Subjects
' The five classes of 6th-grade gifted students were randomly selected
from a total of 12 such-classes within a Gifted Center Program. The
Centers are housed in elementary schools; two centers per geographic/
administrative area of a large, affluent, suburban community (county).
This upper middle class suburb,has;a:1arge number of families of military
officers, federaT government employees,and professionals. There is a
high level of ooneerndfor'education and involvement in school affairs.
The Center program was originally a grass-roots development evolving
from the efforts of parent and teacher groups within the county. It is
now a maJor component of the tota] county program budgeted from county
and state funds ($1, 894 300 annua]]y) and serv1ng 2 125 ch11dren The
on]y requlrement for entry 1nto the program 1s a score of 140 or above
on a Stanford B1net Inte]11gence Test or an equ1va1ant standard1zed
measurement 1nstrument The program operates in grades 3 through 7 and
students are eligible for entry at any of those levels. Center curri-
culum includes the total mainstream elements plus extensions and
accelerations. The CenterS‘are;administered by the local program
managers; school principals.

Non-subject Participants

‘Gifted Center teachers are not currently required to have special
credentials but must attend a series of county workshops on teaching the
gifted. They are selected for positions.in the centers by the local

school principals and have.all actively sought the positions after con-
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siderable experience in mainstream classes. - They retain the option of
participating in research projects after approval has been given at all
other levels. Adult members of the penel of judges and the technique
validator for this study were chosen by the researcher based on the
following criteria:

Understanding of and fondness for chi]dren

Sense of humor; enjoyment of the "11ghter s1de“ of human
exper1ence

Inte111gence
Flexibility
Dependability
| ) v“ _ Procedures ’ _
In order for the reader to have a c1ear understand1ng of the
procedures used in th1s study and to fac111tate rep11cat1on the methods
will be exp1a1ned in an 1nstruct1ona1 manua1 format What fo]]ows is

a step-by-step descr1pt1on of the 1mp1ementat1on Qf th1s research.

I. Design three written assignments to be completed by 6th-grade gifted
students who will be unaware of perticipation in the study.

A. Assignments should be designed for a range of subject matter and
Structure, and for appeal to students, and for practicality of
completion within time constraints.

B. Assignment 1: A Letter to Mom explaining why student will be

- late coming home from school tomorrow.
Assignment 2:  Editorial on any topic of student's choice.

Assignment 3: - Essay summarizing what student has learned from
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a recently completed class unit of study in
Social Studies, Science, Math, or Language Arts.
Design individual student analysis sheets for each assignment to

record incidences of humor and humor technique appearing in the

“title, in work with a humorous theme (to be designated with a * to

indicate holistic humor), in work with a non-humorous theme (to

be designated as partly humofoUs), and to record work with no

incidences of humor. Demographic data for the student are to be

noted on the sheet. Such data includes:  age, sex, family con-

figuration, birth order, parent occupations, area of giftedness.

A brief personality description is also to appear on this sheet.

Assuming participation of five gifted classes in five schools,

vary time allotments of 30, 45, and 60 minutes per assignment -

among schools and among assignments for individual classes. Also

vary the relative importance of the assignmeht (to be marked for

a grade or unmarked) among classes and among assignments.

Select and enlist a group of experts to serve as a panel to

identify incidences of humor appearing in student work:

A. One teacher of 6th-grade general education class

B} One teacher of 6th-grade gifted class (class is not fo
participate in the study)

C. One professional comedian

D. Two students, 6th-grade gifted classes (classes not to
participate in the study)

Judges are to work independently. - Final identification of inci-
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dences of humor are to be made by majority agreement of the panel.

V. Purchase a notebook to be used throughout the study to record
impressions of teacher characteristics, a list of humor techni-.
ques used, observations, emerging categories and possible -
emerging relationships and patterns.

VI. From among a total of twelve schools housing-Gifted Programs, -
randomly select five classes of Fairfax County Gifted Center
children
A. The classes should be: Tocated in five separate elementary

schoo]s\in.thfee geographic/administrative areas in Fairfax
county.

B. Center students are identified as gifted on the basis of a
score of 140 or-above on a Stanford Binet Intelligence Test.

C. Sample should consist of at least 139 6th-grade gifted -
students: 77 male, 62 female.

D. In three schools classes should be self-contained; two
classes of straight 6th-grade, one class 5th/6th grade
combination (only 6th-grade students to be included in the
sfudy); total 71 students, 35 male, 36 female. In two
schools instruction should be departmentalized with assign-
ments  given in Language Arts sections. Both classes should
be straight 6th grade;'tota1:69,students, 42 male, 26 female.

VII. Begin the study during the second semester of the school year.

Classroom atmospheres and student-teacher relationships are well

established at that time. This will provide a soﬁnder‘basis
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for inferences made from fesu]ts of the study.

VIII. Arrange for access tq,schoo]s:and communication of data.

A.

Call the principal at each site school to enlist his coopera-
tion. Assure him that youg work will cause no disruption of
his:program..

Interview potential participant teachers to explain the merits
of the study'and the value of participation. Explain the aims
of the study, their roles, and procedures for data collection.
Offer to,grade;assignmgntfpapers if they would Tike you to do

o) (hopefu]]y,‘they will refuse your offer but it indicates

your,sincerity.in avoiding an increase in their work]oad).

Provide each teacher with an information sheet containing

instructjons for administering assignments.

1. ‘Assignments_ape_to’be given as part of the normal class
program. .

2. Assignmentsiare to be spaced over a three-month period.

3. Time allotments for each assignment should be indicated.

4. Relative importance to students of each assignment should
be jndicated. 5 7 _

Provide each tgagher with{three stamped, addressed envelopes

for‘transmitting completed assignments to the researcher.

Arrange for two additional interviews with each teacher;

one to be_dedicateq to collection of student demographic

data. Arrange,for,interview w1th,principa1. o

Record impressions”of teacher personality and style.
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Reproduce and distribute copies of each paper.

A. As each set of completed assignment papers arrives, make
a copy of each paper for each panel judge.

B. Obscure the students' names. Issue the student an ID number.
Fi1l out a student analysis sheet for each paper in the first
assignment, using student name and number. . Information from
assignment #2 and #3 will be added to this sheet.

C. Return the original student papers to the teacher.

D. Distribute copies to judges, who are instructed to underline
incidences of humor, and return the copies to the researcher
in envelopes provided for the purpose by the researcher.

Record on student analysis sheets incidences of humor and humor

technique used by the students. '

A. When all judges' copies of assignment papers have been
retufned; identify incidences of -humor according to majority
agreement of: panel members.

B. Assign a humor technique designation to each identified
incidence of humor and add the technique to the List of
Techniques Used. Categories of humor will emerge as data is
collected and analyzed (Broad, Wit, Dig, Neutral, Unclassified
incongruity, Self-derision, Taboo references).

C. Designations are to be validated by professional actor.

Data collection and analysis should proceed simultaneously.

Formulate general theory which has been emerging throughout the

procedures. Re-examine individual analysis sheets and modify
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theory.

Collect demographic data on each student.

A.

D.

Interview teachers a second'time‘for'this purpose and to
obtain additional information on student personality charac-
teristics. This is a much lengthier process than you would
ihagine. Allow two to three hours per class.

Record impressions of teachers.

Interview teachers a third time to verify data. Confirm or
adjust impressions of the teacher's style and characteristics.

Interview principals to validate impressions of teachers.

Re-evaluate theory

Construct Grids

A.

Construct grids to illustrate frequency and typeg of humor
used by each student for each assignment.

Construct grids to illustrate student, sex, family configura-
tion, birth order, frequency and category of humor for all
three assignments, parent occupations, area of giftedness,

dominant personality characteristics.

Define variables and code for computer format.

(see Appendix A for complete description).

Run computer program

A.

Obtain total frequencies of humor techniques by sex, class,
birth order, teacher characteristics,and student personality

traits.
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B. Obtain total frequencies of humor use across all assignments.
C. Obtain frequencies of humor use in each assignment.
D. Obtain frequencies-of humor techniques used by sex, class,
birth order, feacher charécteristiés,and student personality
traits. | v‘ f
XVII. Identify relationships and patterns as modified theory emerges
from the data. Make inferences and generalizations. Analyze
for implications. Identify areas of investigation for future
feseérch. . | | |
XVIII. Throw a thank-you party for‘judge§vand participafing teacheré.

Celebrate!!
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Chapter IV
RESULTS: INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSION

This chapter will offer Five majon findings related to the research
questions. " Each finding w111 oe’oresented and a discussion focused on
1nterpretat1on of the f1nd1ng and 1ts 1mp11cat1ons will fo]]ow each
presentat1on | - |
Finding 1 |
' The subgects (students) used humor to a cons1derab1e extent: 60%
of the total papers conta1ned 1nc1dences of humor or were ho]1st1ca11y
humorous Patterns of usage d1d emerge the most consp1cuous perta1n1ng
to frequency of - humor use in the three ass1gnments Wh11e t1me allot-
ments and graded/ungraded d1fferent1at1on seemed to have no effect on
humor usage, the top1c or content of the ass1gnment had great effect
" The ass1gnments in th1s study can be v1ewed on a cont1nuum of
1nt1macy The most 1nt1mate the Letter to Mom, was directed at an
aud1ence wh1ch is the c]osest and most fam111ar to the student Thev
Summary of Learn1ng was d1rected at a w1der, but st111 familiar audience:
teacher, schoo]. The ed1tor1a1 was concenned with the most d1stant,
1east 1nt1mate aud1ence :society ::ThevfreqUency\ofvhumonbuse para11e1s
th1s cont1nuum Humor appeared most frequently 1n the most 1nt1mate -
ass1gnment and the humor was most often hollst1c Humor was used the
1east in the Tleast 1nt1mate ass1gnment and when 1t was used, it was most
often incidental. B | | |

It s possib]e to interpret this pattern of humor usage in terms of

51
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a well-developed societal consciousness in gifted children. The
National Association for Creative Children and Adults' (1976) guidelines
for identifying gifted children inc]u@e "are interested and concerned
about world problems". Ruth Lawless' (1976) list of characteristics of
the gifted mention "interest in society's problems".

Terman and Oden (1947) attributed "more wholesome" social -attitudes to
gifted children. The Renzulli Hartman Scale for Rating Behavioral
Characteristics of Superior Students includesthe categories of "Developed
sense of right and wrong" and "Moral concern/judgmental®. Roy Jaricky
(1959) alludes to the "warm good humor and gentle emphasis on ethical
concerns" of gifted adolescents. The serious side of the personalities
or characters of gifted children is readily seen when:moral, ethical

and broad, socially significant questions,are;ekplored. The social
message of the editorial could be considered serious business and not
legitimate turf for joking. .

When humor was used in the editorial, it was used in an incidental
manner rather thanvcoﬁstituting~the general tone of the work.  The less
intimate nature: of the assignment, the wider, less familiar and more
weighty audience may have been intimidating.: The children may be
unsure of their position in regard to that audience and less willing to
risk ”fun", being sincerely concerned with establishing their worth as
serious thinkers in that wide, adult world.

It is also possible that self-disclosure interacting with intimacy
affected the pattern of humor usage. More frequent use of humor appeared

in the work directed at the audience which called for the least pro-
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tection of the self by the students. When society was the audience the
risk of damage to the self:was the greatest, resulting in the least self-
disclosure by way of humor initiation. This supports the work of May
(cited in Lefcourt, Antrobus & Hogg, 1974) "it is not generally realized
how closely one's sense of humor is connected with one's sense of self-
hood" (p. 633). Although:Lefcourt, Antrobus, and Hogg (1974): said that
"humor creation results from and augments distance from experiences"
(p. 649), Kane et.al. (1977) asserted that humor is used for self-
disclosure. -

- These results suggest that teachers of gifted students :should con-
| sciously try to assure the children that humor is, indeed, valued in
the thinking,’adu1t society.i Sometimes such assurance could serve to
free the children to use humor upon inclination without fear of appear-
ing frivolous or immature to the adult community.’

“Teachers should be able and willing to help those children who do
initiate and desire ‘to use humor to develop skill in using it with taste
in such areas as social commentary, assisting them: in realizing judg-
ments as to frequency of use for optimum effectiveness. Such skill
undoubtedly requires maturity, but guidance during development 1is

valuable and efficacious.
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Finding 2

In total usage, Wit appeared more than any other category of humor
technique. Although Broad: Humor waS-found slightly more often in the
first, most intimate assignment, Wit was used more in both of the other
assignments and in total work. -

~In the various schemata offered by.researchers attempting to define
and.differentiate humor techniques and to categorize them into levels
of difficulty or sophistication, when Wit and Humor are separated Wit
is mostvoften disfinguished from Humor by its intellectuality and bite
and placed higher-on the cognitive scale but lower on the humanistic -
scale.

‘Rapp (1951) offered the essence of Wit as a mental duel and des-
cribed it as sharp, flashing, quick, creative, and cognitive while
characterrizing: Humor as slower and more leisurely.  Gruner (1965)
although stating that "Wit is only relatively distinguishable from
Humor" (p. 18) did distinguish Wit as "persuasive, tending to reinforce
and strenghthen already extant attitudes rather than change them, having
a serious purpose (to ridicule folly), based in truth or sense and
reality, absurd and true and having a limited audience." He described
Humor aé playful, fun, based in reality or:fantasy, not for persuasion,
adsurd, and untrue, with a wide audience. Later, in 1976, he identified
Wit as a verbal cleverness with the potential for amusing but intended
for other purposes as well. ' The other purposes could include: demon-
strating verbal cleverness; and maliciously ridiculing some person or

object. He contrasted this with Humor which he described as good
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natured, minimally offensive, playful poking of fun to amuse and dealing
with the inconsequential, the whimsical or the incongruous. Untermeyer,
(1972) explained Wit as "intellectual, sharp, swift, piercing" (p. 2)
while stating that Humor is "indefinable, sympathetic, wholesome,
healing" (p. 2). He quoted Hazlitt (cited in Untermeyer, 1972) "Humor

is the describing of the Tudicrous as it is in itself, the growth of
nature and accident. Wit is the exposing of it by comparing or con-
trasting it with something else; the product of art}and skill" (p. 2).
Browning (1979) characterized Wit as an "intellectual mechanism involving
quickness,.imaginationnand_c]everness",(p.»2), using "cognitive processes
to provide amUsing surprise, sharp, unkindly, even bitter, situational
and ephemeral" (p. 2). His description of Humor included "pecularities
and incongruities expressed in clever, amusing manner...designed to
entertain,‘provide.p]éasure,.,.set in a playful frame...explaining,
illuminating human weakness or foibles 1n;k1nd1y,‘sympathetic, under-
-standing manner" (p. 1)..

~In distinguishing the Wit from the Clown, Singer and Berkowitz

(1972) approached the present study's separatibn of Wit from Broad Humor.
They described the Wit as using word play "and verbally communicated
manipu]afion of visual_images,to\convey meaning™ (p. 4) and as being high
on "ideational creativity but not on adaptive regression” (p. 4) and the
Clown as using exaggeration and caricature, words or action to "subject
some aspect of human experience, the self, or another to ridicule in a
mdnager which evokes humorous pleasure" (p. 4) and as "more regressive

in the sense of using developmentally earlier forms of expression and
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and cdmmunicationﬁ (p. 4).

HoweVer, the categories and their properties in the present study
differ from previous schemes in that the biting, sharp thrust type of
humor 1is separated from Wit and Tlabeled as Dig.

Freud (1906, 1928) made a similar separation in distinguishing
among comic, humor, and wit and distinguishing further two categories
of wit: Harmless wit, in which: the technique of the joke elicits laughter
and Tendency wit which has a hostile or obscene purpose. In this study,
both Wit and Dig‘are differentiated from Broad humor and the term "humor"
is used as an umbrella term under which all techniques are grouped.
Berger (1976)>1mp]1ed a synonymous relationship between Wit and Humor
by excluding Wit as a technique of humor in his schemata. ~Nevertheless,
when Wit is considered a separate and distinct form of humor, it is the
most "cerebral" of the categories and it would appear that these cogni-
tively able youngsters prefer to use that form of humor which involves
the greatest amount of cognitive ability and intellectualization.
Humanistic considerations are not applicable here since the definition
of Wit in this study does not include the hostile Dig.

The relatively little use of Dig may be attributed to the fact
that written expression, by its very nature, occasions more careful con-
sideration than oral expression. One often uses the jibe, the insult,
ridicule or sarcasm in oral expression where there is 1ittle time for
reflection on the effect of its use on the victims. The same indivi-
dual may resist the temptation to "dig" after the reflection required

for putting it in writing. Friendly derision between close companions
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was not included in the category of dig in this study.

The absence df,Dig could also be related to the absence of
emotionally Taden subject matter. The tendency to lash out with hostile
humor may be greater when content is high]y emotional. None of the three
assignments in this study involved subject matter or audiences which
would be emotionally charged for the majority of the students. Excep-
tional cases such as mother-child conflict, could account for the
incidences of,Dig,whfch did occur. .

- The comparison of oral and written humor holds great promise as
an area of investigation for researchers as does the relation of hostile
humor to emotiona]]y laden mater1a1/situations/audiences. Maturity
and skill in expressing contradictory emotions should bg;gonsidered in

such studies.
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Finding 3

Students identified as gifted in all areas with no particular
distinguishable "bent" used humor the’most often, followed closely by
those gifted in Math. ‘However,:althoﬁgh 58% of those gifted in Math did
use Wit, this was the group that used Wit Tess than any other group. As
previously illustrated, most definitions: of Wit view it as the most -
creative form of humor. The elimination of biting humor from the cate-
gory of Wit in the present study would have no effect on this view. It
remains the category which involves the greatest amount of:creativity;
This could Tlead to-a consideration of students gifted in Math as less
creative than those gifted in other areas. However, such a conclusion
is unwarrented when we perceive creativity as part of intelligence.
Although there have been a number of studies separating 1nte111genceifrom
creativity (Getzels & Jackson, 19583 Torrance, 1973; etc.) this writer
maintains that creativity in the sense of creative thought as distin-
guished from creative talent, is not a separate attribute, but an
attribute of intelligence.

When Torrance insists that standard IQ tests miss 70% of the stu-
dents who score in the top 20% of creativity tests, this does not mean
that creativity and intelligence must, therefore, be separate and dis-
finct~tra1ts. ‘It does mean that our IQ tests have missed an essential
measurement in intelligence...creativity...and we must include items
on-the tests which detect originality, flexibility, fluency and these
components of creativity should be used as part of the intelligence

measurement itself. It is misleading to use a term "high IQ, Tow
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creativity" (Getzels & Jackson, 1958) since the IQ measurement should
include measurement of creativity. What may seem to be Creativity as
opposed to Intelligence could really be Intelligence with less concern
for societal approval as evidenced by individuals with more self-
confidence, willingness to take risks, to ignore social norms, to
question established order. Guilford (1979) used these terms to describe
creatives.

A11 intellectually gifted individuals are not equally gifted in all
areas. Those gifted in certain areas may also be more "gifted" or more
inclined to produce humor (also dependent on other personality and/or
environmental factors) explaining the increased proclivity in this study
of those‘gffted in all areas or gifted in the arts to produce humor as
differentiated from those gifted in Math and/or Science areas. Further
investigation with greater numbers of children is needed to genefa]iZe
this proclivity. However, this does not mean that there is a distinction
between giftedness intellectually and creatively. If the elements of
creativity are included as measurements of intellect, the correlation
between humor and creativity found by several researchers are simply
correlations of certain components of intelligence and humor.

Recent work in this area supports the inclusion of creativity as an
element of intelligence. Guilford (1979) states, "Intelligence is a
broader concept than creativity but includes creativity....This defini-
tion [of intelligence] has a place for creative thinking abilities
within the realm of intelligence. There is no need to contrast these

two concepts, as is sometimes stated or implied" (p. 25). Khatena
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(1979), in discussing the progress of the gifted movement,noteS-
"Relative to the expanded concept of intelligence was the structure
of Intellect Model (Guilford, 1967) which focused attention not only
on the many ways a person could be intelligent but also suggested that
there were qualitative differences in intellectual functioning which
included divergent [and the less precise but more inclusive term,
creative] thinking;..The‘tharacteristics of the gifted child now included
the component of creativity; and to the earlier concepts of gifted people
could now be added elements of behavior that were'creatjve, spontaneous,
and nonconforming, that involved a more sensitive apprehension and inter-
action with thé external environment, that identified more intense
emotional involvement and commitment, that involved creative Teadership-
and adjustment adeptness far above the ordinary" (p. 215). Wallach and
Kogan (1967) found that there is "little solid evidence to support the
claim that creativity can be distinguished from the more familiar con-
cept of intelligence" (p. 43). Ziv (1980) declared that his work
"clearly demonstrates the relationship between humor and creativity"
(p. 169) and suggests that "humor is part of creativity and creativity
part of intelligence" (p. 169).

The temptation to assume that the high total usage of humor by
those gifted in all areas indicated a correlation between the "all
around individual" and humor usage or creativity should be resisted in
djscussing 6th-grade ch11dken as the likelihood is great that their
particular "area of giftedness" has not yet matured into focus.

These findings may suggest the need for revision of standard IQ
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'tests to include additional creat1v1ty items that would be a part of the

measurement of 1nte111gence.
Future studies should eXpTore the desirability of liberation and

encouragement of humor expression in the classroom and avenues for such

‘Tiberation. Contihued‘ihveStigatioh'of humor as a teaching tool is

surely warranted. ‘Another vital area for study is that of the humor

creators compared to the humor apprec1ators. e
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Finding 4

Students whose fathers held-a "people" job and whose mothers were
employed outside of theihome%evidench-the most total use of humor.
Chi]drenvwiﬁh military fathers and mothers:-at home used humor the least.
The'1at£er group also used Wft less than:did any other group. ‘Students
with mothers employed outside of the home, regardless of father's occupa-
tion, used Broad humor and Wit to the highest degree. This would seem to
support the findings of Getzel and Jackson (1958) that high creative
families have mothers often employed 0utside“of:the home.

It is possible that working mothers foster greater independence and
Tess conformity in their children which nurtures the latter's inherent
creativity and encourages development of humor productivity. It may be
that a military father, traditionally considered to be "strict" and less
tolerant of joking, and a mother at home with time and inclination to
protection and making fewer demands on the child than a working mother,
combine to inhibit expression of creativity/humor.

A point of conjecture: Chi]drén of working mothers spend more time
alone and seek ways in which to amuse themselves. The expression of
humor may be a result of this independent amusement. Perhaps gifted
children‘who spend a great deal of time alone have a natural proclivity
towards humor expression in achieving self-amusement, and extend this
expression into classroom activities. Research is needed in this area
to examine the relationship between humor expression and time spent in
one's own company as a child.

The study seems to indicate that humor initiation in daily Tife
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activities should be included in any attempt to describe or inventory an
individual’s sense of humor. A change of emphasis or objective in humor
inventories .is essential so‘that;the,inveﬁtory.isyusedkas'a ref1ectjon-‘
of individual personality, telling us about the person rather than
attempting to quantify his sense of humor. This re-direction of objective
is suggested by Mindess et al. (1982) in their conference presentation
describing their humor inventory presently being develqped.: They evi-
denced doubt that any test.or inventory could measure humor, but declared
that an inventory such as the one under.discussion could indicate per-
sonality characteristics and humor preferences (appreciation as well as

production)..
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Finding 5

- The two classes with the most total humor usage had teachers who
were demanding, informal, non-directive and traditional, (one of these
teachers was static; the other.dynamic).

These results suggest that the teacher's personality style (static
or dynam1c) may be of Iess 1mportance to creat1on of an atmosphere con-
ducive to humor product1on than 1s h1s/her manner of dea11ng w1th the
behavior and work of. the~students - For th1s sma]] sample group ‘the
demanding qua11t1es of the teacher seemed to encourage, rather than
inhibit, humor~use, The same seemed to be true of the teacher s tra-
ditional attitudegtowardfeducation and his/her responsibility toward
students. Therguaijties'ofhhtghgoemands‘andftraditiona1ism are not
usually considered as»teacher/characteristics~which would encourage . the.
use of humor:by Students However, once an atmosphere of ease and mutua]
respect has been estab11shed the demand1ng teacher can eas11y encourage
humor. If, as seems 1nd1cated these g1fted ch11dren p]ace a h1gh value
on humor they would use 1t in a h1gh1y demand1ng c]assroom offer1ng the
humor as h1gh qua11ty work Y In other words, the1r proc11v1ty toward
humor use would be st1mu1ated by a demand1ng teacher prov1ded the ch11dren
were sure that h1gh qua11ty humor was equal]y va]ued by the teacher The
1ess demand1ng teacher may not spur the use of humor to as great an
extent because humor product1on, especially production of Wit, is hard
work. It is great fun;’but:it4takes considerab1e'effort, and students
1n“the 1ess'demandingvc1assroomvmay not fée17051{géd to(make additional

effort needed to "nolish" Wit to the desired level.
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The requirement to complete a written assignment within a specific

time period may have increased the genera] 1eve1vof tension in these

children.

mechanism.

It is possible that the humor was used as a release or cop1ng
This 1nterpretat1on is consistent with the theor1es of:

Wolfenstein (1954)’wh0 stated that children use humor as a
means of coping with stress,

* Keith- Spiegel (1972) who 1dent1f1ed the positive value of

humor as a relieving mechanism,

Lefcourt, Antrobus and Hogg (1974) who saw humor as a110w1ng
the 1nd1v1dua1 to better cope with evaluative experiences,

~and Fry and A11en (1976) who emphas1zed the impact of humor

in relieving tension.

Goldstein (1976) observed "humor may provide a means of
temporar11y transcend1ng the immediate situation, objectifying
it and in this way, coping with it" (p. 111).

Baughman. (1979) noted "Humor is used as safety...to dissipate
anxiety, reduce stress" (p. 30).

V1zmu11er (1980) stated "Functions of humor are more essential
.on the psychological plane where it relieves tense situa-
t1ons" (p. 267).

-The results of the study suggest that the combination of informality,

non-directiveness and high demands in a teacher is the most conducive

to creation of an atmosphere which encourages humor production and per-

haps, by extension, divergent thinking and creativity in general. Train-

ing programs for teachers of the gifted should consider development of

such teacher characteristics.

Further study should be directed to examination of the relationship

between teacher initiation of humor in the classroom and humor initiation

by his/her students.
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Additional Findings

A serendipitous finding, not directly related to the research
questions,. which occurred during the course of the study was the emergence
of humor categories into which the humor techniques fit smoothly and

comfortably. The categories and the techniques contained. therein were:

Broad Humor Wit Dig Neutral
accident caricature ridicule/insult making 1ight of
burlesque . . cartoon  jibe - event/situation
disguise drollery mimickry repetition
exaggeration epigram/bon mot = mockery slang
hyperbole facetiousness stereotype ' sounds
mistakes ... flipness - - superiority . surprise/
nonsense words  kindly insult wisecrack unexpected
slapstick - dirony. .
unmasking Tampoon
' understatement

mock seriousness

parody

play on language

satire

spoof

tongue-in-cheek

* humor

whimsey

quip
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Implications

Relationships. indicated in this study will generate bases for
further investigation of deve]opment‘and cognitive aspects of humor

appreciation and production, humor theory, humor as a problem-solving

tool, humor as a teaching tool, correlations between personality traits

and humor production and_comparative,use,of humor by gifted children
and non-gifted chi]dren.

Patterns in humor.applicatiqn by‘gifted“qhi1dren‘have important
imb1ications for identification and motivation of gifted children as
well as for development of instructional strategies and materials

designed for gifted programs.
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Summary
The study generated 1nformat1on relevant to the questions formu-

1ated at the design stage of the 1nvest1gat1on 7

The students expressed humor in the1r wr1tten ass1gnments to a
considerable extent.. Top1c/target aud1ence seemed to 1mpact on. frequency
of humor use and on techn1que of humor used. T1me a]]otments and rela-
tive importance of the assignment had no observable effect.

,~Preferentes iﬁ humor techhique'Were’appdfent'in relation to subject/
assignment, area of g1ftedness, parent occupat1on and teacher character-
istics. | N | '

Imp11cat1ons for educat1on were discernable and areas for future
1nvest1gat1on became ev1dent

k The rewards to the part1c1pahtsvin the study were many : Smiies,
chuckles, guffaws, hours of p1easure and the estab11shment of c]ose
fr1endsh1ps - due 1n part to the fact that - |

"Laughter\is;the begjnning of love"

Sides (1913)



REFERENCES

Allen, S. The uses of comedy."dourﬁal of Creative Béhavior, 1972, 6
83-85.

Arietj, S. From‘primary'process‘to;c%edtiVity;/ Journal of Creative
Behavior, 1978, 12(4), 225-246.

Athey, C. Humour in children related to Piaget's Théory of Intellectual
Development. In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds ), It s A Funny Thing, Humor.
~0xf0rd Pergamon Press, 1977. =

Babad E A multi-method approach to the assessment of . humor: .A'
cr1t1ca1 look at humor tests Journal of Personality, 1974, 42,
618-631. ‘

Bariaud, F. Comprehens1on and emotional ‘adhesion in the genetics of
humor. In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A Funny Thing, Humor.
v Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1977. . , ,

Baughman, M. D Teach1ng with humor 'A perfdrming art.‘dentémporary
Education, 1979, 51(1), 26-30.

Berger, A. Anatomy of a joke. Journal of Communication, 1976, 26,
113-115.

Bernal, E. N., Jr., Gifted Mexican-American children. Paper presented
at the Annua1 Meeting of Amer1can Educat1ona1 Research Assoc1at1on
Ch1cago Apr11 ‘1974,

'Berlyne, D. E Conf11ct Arousa] and Cur1os1ty New York: McGraw-Hill.
1960 = : ‘ . ' ;

B1rd G. Objective humor test PsychoTogica] Bulletin, 1925, 22,
137-138. R s

Bleedorn, B. Humor as an indicator of giftedness. Roeper RevieW;’ﬂ(4),
33-30. S Andlce girtedness.

Browning, R. Classifications and behavioral categories of humor, wit
and comedy. Paper presented at the Second International Conference
~on Humor. Los Ange]es,_lQ?Q. . _

Burt, C. L. The Gifted Child. London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1975.

Cattell, R. B., & LUborsky;‘L.fB.,;Persohaiﬁty.?actors.in response to
humor. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1947, 42, 402-421.

69



70

Chapman, A. J. Social Aspects of Humorous Laughter. In A. Chapman &

H. Foot (Eds.), Humor and Laughter: Theory, Research, and App11cat1ons
London W11ey, 1976 . . I o

Chapman, A. & Speck, L. Birth Order and humor. respons1veness in young
children. 1In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds ), It's A Funny Thing,Humor.
Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1977

Cherfas, J. Humorous research New Sc1ent1st February, 1975, 431.

Cole]] C., & Dom1no; G. Humor preferences and creat1v1ty Journal of
Creat1ve Behavior, 1980, 14(3), 215.

Cr1ste1 F. Learning from the g1fted The Creative Child and Adult
Quarter]x 1981, 6(1),

.Cunn1ngham,.A.e Re]at1on of sense of humor to 1nte111gence Journal of
Soc1a1 Psycho]ogy 1962 57 147 - , o ‘ ~

Dav1es, A. P. Humor as a facilitator of learning in primary school
“children. 1In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A Funny Thing, Humor.
Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1977. S o

Eastman, M. The Enqument of Laughter.~ New York: Simon & Shuster,
1936. . » e - . O A

Ersk{ne, J; Humor. Century, 1928, 115, 421-426.

Eysenck, H. J. Apprec1at1on of humor An exper1meutd1 and theoretical
.study Br1t1sh Journal of Psycho]ogy, 1942, 32, 295-309.

Fe]dhusen J. F & Hobson S K. Freedom and p]ay Cata]ysts for
creat1v1ty E1ementary Schoo] Journa] 1972 73(3), 149-155.

F1ne, B. Stretch1ng The1r M1nds New York: Dutton & Company, 1964.

Freud, S. The Joke and Its Relation to the Unceﬁse50us.~Lond0n;’Eng]and:
Pelican Books, 1976. (Originally published, 1906.)

Freud, S. Humor. International Journal of Psychoanalysis., 1928, 8,
1-6. : e AR e

Fry, Wm. F., Jr. Sweet Madness. Pal Alto, California: Pacific Books,
1963. ki e L : .

Fry, Wm. F., Jr. Now you see ‘it, now you don't: The magic of humor.
Perspect1ves in B1o1ogy and’ Med1c1ne 1970 14 173-175.




71

Fry, W. F., & Allen, M. Humour as a creative experience: The develop-
ment of a Hol]ywood humorist. In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), Humor
and Laughter Theory, Research and App11cat1ons London Wiley, 1976.

Ga]]agher, . Expressive thought by g1fted ch11dren in the classroom.
E1ementary English, 1966 42, 559 568.

Ga]]agher, J. Teach1ng the G1fted Ch11d Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1975.

Getze]s J. W., & Jackson P W, " The mean1ng of g1ftedness An examina-
t1on of an expand1ng concept Ph1 De1ta Kappan, 1958, 40 2

Getze]s, J. We, & Jackson, P. w Creat1v1ty and Inte111gence New‘York:
1962

Getzels J w & Jackson P. W. The study of g1ftedness A multi
d1mens1ona1 approach In W. Barber & J. Renzulli (Eds )» Psychology

- and Education of the Gifted (2nd ed.).: New York: Irvington PubTishers,
Inc., 1975.

Goldstein, J. Theoret1ca1 notes on. humor - Journal of Communication,
1976, 26 102 112. ' ; : N R T P T

Go]dste1n, J H 8 McGhee, P. E. (Eds.). The Psychology of Humor:
Theoretical Pers ectives and Empirical . New York: Academic
Press, 1972

Goodch11ds, J & Sm1th E. E. The witband his group. Humah ReTations,
1964, 17, 23 31

Gowan, J Creat1v1ty and the g1fted ch11d movement In J. Gowan,
J. Khatena & E. Torrance (Eds.), Educating the Ablest: A Book of
Readings on the Education of Gifted Children. ~Itasca, I1linois:
Reacock'Publishers, Inc., 1979.

Graham, L. The maturational factor in humor Journa1 of Clinical
sxcho1ogx 1958 14 326 328 ' SE o ~ -

Grotjahn, M Beyond Laughter New York McGraw Hi]] 1957.

Gruner,,C.- Is: w1t to humor what rhetor1c is to poet1c? Central States
Speech Journa] 1965, 16 17 22

Gruner, C. W1t and humor in mass commun1cat1on InpA. Chapman &
H. Foot (Eds ), Humor and Laughter: Theory, Research, and Applications.
‘London: Wiley, 1976.

Gruner, C.  Understanding Laughter. Chicago: Nelson Hall, '1978.




72

Guilford, J. P. The Nature of Human Intelligence. New York: McGraw
H111 1967 B N S o

Gu11ford J. p. Intellect and the gifted. Gifted Child Quarterly,
1972, 16(3), pp. 175-84, 239-243. , ; et

Guf]ford, J. P. Varieties of creative giftedness, their measurement
and development. In J. Gowan, J. Khatena, & E. Torrance (Eds.),

Educating the Ablest: A Book of Readings on the Education of Gifted
~ Children. TItasca, I11inois: Peacock Publishers, Inc. 1979.

Harms, E. The development of humor. Journal of Abnormal Psycho]dgy,"
1943, 38, 351-369.

Hecke] > & KvetenSky, E. D. The development of humor in children.
sxcho]ogx ‘1972, 9, 17-21.  rner

Heider, F. The Psych0109y;0f’IhtéfbérsbnaT5ReJatidnsi'New York: Wiley,

1958

Hershkowitz, A The essent1a] amb1gu1ty of, and in, humour In
A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds ), It s A Funny Th1ng,Humor ~ Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977.

Hesse, H. DerUStéppehwolfe’ NewaOFk‘k'Henry Hth &'co,,;1929;

Jaricky, R. Ident1f1cat1on of the soc1a1]y gifted. ExéeptiohaT Children,
1959, 28(8) 415-419.

Jerseld, A. T. Child Psycho]ogy ‘ Eng]éWdOdfC1iffs,ANew,JéfSey:
Prentice- Ha11 1963 : ’

Just1n F. A genet1c study of 1aughter provok1ng st1mu11 Child
Deve1ogment 1932, 114-136. N

Kane, T. “R., Su]s J s & Tedesch1, J. T. 'Humour as a tool of social
1nteract1on In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds )> It's A Funny Thing,
" Humor. Oxford: “Pergamon Press, 1977.

Kappas, K. H. A,deveyopméntaT;an&]ysis:qf chi]drén's-response‘to‘humor.
Library Quarterly, 1967, 37, 67-77.

Ke1th Sp1ege1 P. Early conceptions of humour: Varieties and issues.
In J. Go]dste1n & P. McGhee (Eds.), The Psycho]ogy of Humor:
Theoretical Perspectives and Emp1r1ca1 Tssues. New York: Academic
Press, 1972. Y , o

Kenderd1ne, M. " Laughter in the pre- -school child. Chi]d‘DeveTopment,
1931, 2, 228-230.




73

Khatena, J. Educating the gifted.child: Challange and response in the
U.S.A. In J. Gowan, J. Khatena, & E. Torrance (Eds.), Educating the
Ablest: A Book of Read1ngs on the ‘Education of Gifted Children.

vItascag IT1Tinois: Peacock Pub11shers, Inc 5 1979. s

K1mmons C W. The sense of humor 1n ch11dren : Strand Magazine;
1922, 63, 52- 57.

Koest}er,rA. The Act”of Creation. London;,aHutchfnson, 1964.

Koppel, M. A., & Sechrist, L. Multitrait-multimethod matrix analysis

of sense of humor Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1970,
- 30, 77-85. , R - ¥ Tt L F faoe -

Kreitler, H., & Kreitler, S. Dependence of laughter on cognitive
~strategies. Merrill- Pa]mer Quarter]y, 1970, 16 162 177. -

Krippner, S.. Character1st1cs of g1fted and ta]ented youth Paper .
presented at a workshop sponsored by Science Research Associates;
Do]ton, I111no1s, February 16 17, 1967

Kurdek L. Genera11ty of decenter1ng in f1rst through fourth grade
ch11dren Journa] of: Genetic: Psycho]ogy, 1979, 134, 89-97.

LaFave, L. Humor judgements as a function of reference groups and

- identification groups.. In J. Goldstein & P. McGhee (Eds.), The
Psychology of Humor: “Theoretical” Perspect1ves and Em94r1ca1 Issues
New York Academ1c Press, 1972. .

LaFave, L Haddad J., & Maeson, W. Superiority enhanced self-esteem
and perce1ved_1ncongru]ty theory ~In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.),
Humor and Laughter: Theory, ReSearch, and Applications. London:
W11ey, 1976.

La1ng, A. The sense of humour 1n ch11dhood and ado]escence British
Journal of Educat1ona1 Psychology, 1939, 9, 201 -

Lauter,~P. Theor1es of Comedy, New York ' Doub]eday, 1964

Lawless, R. A Guide for Educating a .Gifted Ch11d in Your Classroom
Buffa]o, New York: _DOK Publishers, 1976. Ehee i

Lefcourt, H., Antrobus, P., & Hogg, E. Humor response and humor
- production as a function of locus of .control, field dependence and
type of re1nforcements Journa] of . Persona]1ty, 1974 42, 632-650.

Lefcourt H., Sardon1, C R & Sardon1, C. Locus of contro] and the"
expression of humor. Journal of Persona11ty, 1974, 42, 130-142.




74

Leventhal, H., & Cupchik, G. A process model of humor judgment.
Journal of Communication, 1976, 26, 190-199.

Leventhal, H., & Safer, M. A. Individual differences, persona11ty,~
and humor appreciation. 1In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A
FunnxﬁThing,Humor. Oxford Pergamon Press, 1977

Lieberman, J. N. Playfu1ness Its Re1at1onsh1p to Imag1nat1on and
Creativity. New York: Academic Press, 1977.

Loevinger, J. Ego Deve]opment San~Francisc0° Jossey Bass, 1976.

Maier, N. A Gesta]t theory of humor Br1t1sh Journa] of Psycho]ogy,
1932 23, 69-74. - S : ‘ -

Mart1n,~R & Lefcourt H. TheoSense of~HumorvaS»a Moderator of the
Re]at1onsh1p Between Stressors and Moods. Presented at the Third
International Conference on Humor, Wash1ngton D C., August 27-30,
1982 : , '

Mart1neau, W. A mode] of the social functions of humor. In
J. Goldstein & P. McGhee (Eds.), The Psychology of Humor: Theoreti-
cal Perspectives and Empirical Issues. New York: Academic Press,
1972. A

Martinson, R. A. . Children with superior cognitive abilities. In
L. M. Dunn:(Ed.), Exceptional Children in the Schools: Special
Education in Trans1t1on (2nd ed.), New York: Holt, Rinehart and
W1nston, 1973 T ' R :

McCormack A. Creat1v1ty, a funny th1ng “Science and Children, 1979,
March., 48 -50.

McGhee, P. Children's apprec1et1on of humor: A teSt‘of the cognitive
~congruency princip]e. Ch11d Deve]opment 1976 47 420 426.

Mindees, H. Laughter and.L1berat1on,‘ Los ‘Angeles: Nash Pub115h1ng Co.,
1971. ' : R IR a

Mindess, H., & Turek, J. (Eds.). The Study of Humor. Proceedings of the
2nd Internat1ona1 Conference on Humor, Los Angeles; Antioch University,
1979. - ey :

Mindess, H, Turek J., Miller, C., & Corbin, S. “The Sense of Humor
Inventory Perp]ex1t1es and Poss1b111t1es Involved in Devising an
- Instrument to Assess Sense of Humor. Presented at the Third Inter-

“national Conference .on Humor, Washington, D.C., August 27-30, 1982.




75

Mogavaro, D. T. . It's confirmed: J-students Tlike. humor in the
classroom. Journa11sm Educator, 1979, 34, 43-44. '

Mones, L. Intelligence and a sense of humor Journal of Exceptional
Children, 1939, 5, 150-153. -

Muthayya, B., & Maltiparjunan, M. -A measure of humor and its relation
to 1nte111gence Journal of Psychological Research, 1963, 13,
101-105. — = A t

Nat1ona1 Assoc1at1on for Creat1ve Ch11dren and Adu]ts Neat’M1chae1
Instructor, April 1977, 55-59 (checklist for reprint, copywrite 1976.)

Navon, D. The Seemingly Appropriate But Virtually Inappropriate: Notes
about Characteristics of Jokes- (Tech. Rep. 223). -University of
ITT1inois, Cambr1dge, Massachusetts Bo]t Beranek & Newman, Inc.,
1981 ~ . : . s

P1aget J The‘0r1g1ns of Intelligence in Chi]dren. New York:
International Un1vers1t1es Press, 1952. o . ,

P11on A, 'B. Come h1ther, come h1ther come h1ther words worth
G1fted Child Quarter]y, 1971 Spr1ng, 23-31.

P0111o, H R & Edger]y, J. W. Comed1ans and comic sty]e Ink‘ ‘
‘A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), Humor and Laughter Theory, Research, and

- Applications. London:  Wiley, 1976.

Pnentiee, N"M &‘Fathman R. E. Jok1ng r1dd1es A developmental
. index of ch11dren S humor Deve]opmenta] Psychology, 1975, 11(2),
210-216. - . ‘

Rapp, A. The Or1g1ns of W1t and Humor New York: E. P. Dutton & Co.,
1951.

Redlich, F. Cu,.Levine; Ju, & Soh]er;:Tt P.l:A}mirthkresponse: Pre-
Timinary report on a psycholdiagnostic technique utilizing dynamics
- of humor. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 1951, 21, 717-734..

Renzu111vHantmanﬁSca1e fondRating:Behavidral Characteristics of
Students. IN Buros, 0.K., Test in Print. Highland Park, New Jersey:
The Gryphon Press, 1974 § s e :

Rossi, D. Ambiguity and Language Doctoral dissertation, University
of New Mex1co 1975. e e

Rothbart, M. Psycho]og1ca1 Approaches to the study of humour. In
A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A Funny Thing, Humor. Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977.




76

Rouff, L. Creativity and sense of humor. vPsychological.Reports,»1975,
37 1022 et . s, EEEE o w :

Rowe, E. Out of the classroom: Creative writing and the g1fted child.
Except1ona1 Children. 1967 34(4), 279 282

Scha1er, A. H., & C1c1re111, V; Age changes in humor comprehens1on
and appreciation.  Journal of Gerontology, 1976 31, 577-582.

Sheppard, A. Deve]opmenta1.1evels»in»exp1anations of humor from child-
hood to adolescence. In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A Funny
Th1n9,Humo Oxford Pergamon Press, 1977

Sherman, R. R. The educat1on of MaJor Jack Down1ng Humor as a
foundation of educat1on » Educat1ona1 Stud1es, 1979 10, 175- 188

Sh1e1ds,~J. B.. G1fted~Ch11d. Atlant1c H1gh1ands, New Jersey
Humanities Press, 1968.

Shultz, T. R. The role of incongruity and resolution in children's
appreciation of cartoon humor. Journal of Experimental Child
sxcho]ogx 19722 13, 456 477

Shultz T.R. A cogn1t1ve developmenta1 analys1s of humor - Canadian
Journa] of Psycho]ogy, 1975 28 409 ‘

Shu]tz T. R » & Horibe, F Development of apprec1at1on of verba]
Jokes Devel;pmenta] Psycho1QgX) 1974, 10 13 20

Shu]tz J., & Scott R The creat1on of verba] humor uCanadian
Journal of Psycho]ogy, 1974 28, 421

S1des, B. Psychology of Laughter New York Apreton, 1913

S1nger D L 5 & Berkow1tz L. D1ffer1ng creat1v1t1es in the wit and
_ the c1own Perceptua] and Motor Sk111s, 1972 35 3- 6

Sm1th R Ascough J 5 Ett1nger, F & Nelson, D A Humor, anx1ety
and task performance Journa] of Persona11ty and Soc1a1 Psycho1ogy,
1971 19 243 246 ' : ‘

Ste1nf1rst S. More about the funny bone A neéoOnse.“Schoo1 Library
Journal, 1980, 26, 42 43.

Strickland, J. F. The effect of mot1vat1ona1 arousa1 on humor
‘preferences. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1959, 69,
278-281.




77 .

Stump, N. F. ‘Sense of humor and its relationship to school aptitude,
emotional maturity, height and weight. Journal. of General Psychology,
1939, 20, 25- 32

Su1s, J. M. A two staged model. for the apprec1at1on of Jokes and
cartoons: An information-processing analysis. In J. Goldstein &
P. McGhee (Eds.), The Psychology of Humor:  Theoretical Perceptives
and Emp1r1ca1 Issues New York' ~Academic Press, 1972. '

Tamash1ro, R. Ch11dren S humor A deVé]opmentalvviEW. E]émentarx
School Journal, 1979 80(2) 68-75.

Terman, L., & Oden ‘M. Genetic Stud1es»of Genius. Sténfokd, Ca]ifornfa:
Stanf@rd Un1vers1ty Press, 1947. ' ‘

Terry, R. L., & WOodé M. E. Effects of humor on test performance of
e1ementary schoo1 ch11dren Psycho]ogy in the Schools, 1975, 12,
182-185. g : , B '

Torrance, E. P. Tests of Creative Th1nk1ng Princeton, New:Jersey;
Personnel. Press, Inc., 1966 : : :

Torrance,.E;iP. Non- test 1nd1cators of creat1ve talent among disad-
vantaged Children G1fted Child Quarter]y, 1973 17(1) 3- 9

Townsehd,-M & Mahoney, P. Humor and anx1ety Effects on c1ass
performance Psycho]ogy in the Schoo]s, 1981 18 228 234.

Treadwé]] FY;: Humor and creat1v1ty. Psycho]ogjcal Reports, 1970
26, 55- 58

Untermeyer, L. (Ed ) Gfeéf;HumOk. NeWaYork:f'McGraW—Hfll, 1972.

V1zmu11er,-J.k Psycho]ogica] reasons for using humor in a pedagogical
setting. Canadian Modern Language Review, 1980, 36(2), 266-271.

Wallach, M., & Kogan, N. Creativity and intelligence in children's
thinking. Trans-Action, 1967, 4(3), 38-43.

Washburn, M., & Walker, M. A. Healy-Fernald picture comp]et1on test
of the percept1on of the comic. American Journal of Psychology,
1919, 30, 304-307.

Whitt, J. K., & Prentice, N. M. Cognitive processes in the development
of ch11dren s enjoyment and comprehension of joking riddles.
- Developmental Psychology, 1977, 13(2), 129-136.

Williams, J. M. An experimenfa] and theoretical study of humor in
children. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 1946, 16, 43-44.




78

Wolfenstein, M. Children's Humor."GTehcbe; I119nois: Free Press,
1954.

Yalsove, D. The effect of riddle structure on children's comprehension
of riddles. Developmental Psycho]ogy, 1978, 14(2), 173-180.

Yamamoto, K. Effects of restriction of range and test unreliability
on corre]at1on between measures of intelligence and creative
th1nk1ng British Journal of Educational Psycho]ogy, 1965, 35(3),

Z1g1er, E s Lev1ne,‘J & Gould, L. Cogn1t1ve processes in the develop-
-ment of ch11dren S apprec1at1on of humor Child Development, 1966,
507 518. ' e AT

Z1gler, E, 'Lev1ne J., & Gou]d L Cognitive challenge as a factor in
children's humor apprec1at1on Journa1 of Persona11ty and Soc1a1
Psychology, 1967, 6(3), 332-336. R :

Zillman, D., Williams, B. R., Bryant, J., Boyton, K. R., & Wolf, M. A.
Acqu1s1t1on of- information from educat1ona1 te1ev1s1on programs as a
function of differently paced humorous 1nserts - Journal of Educational

sxcho]ogx 1980 72(2) -170- 180

Z1v, A. Fac111tat1ng effects of humor on creat1v1ty Journa] of
Educat1ona1 Psycho]ogy, 1976 68(3) 318 322

Z1v ‘A, Humor and creat1v1ty. The Creative Ch11d and Adu]t Quarter]y,
1980 5(3) 159 169 A

Z1v, A. Cogn1t1ve resu1ts of using: humor in. teach1ng Presented at the
Third International Conference on Humor, Washington, D.C.,
~August 27-30,v1982,




79

Additional Referénces
The following is a 1ist”of‘additfona1 sources of information used

in the writing of this doctoral dissertation but not cited in the text.

Aho, M. L.  Laughing with children. Childhood Educatidn, 1979, 56,
12-15.

Aldous, J. Fam11y background factors and or1g1na11ty in ch11dren
G1fted Ch11d Quarter]y, 1973 17(3), 183- 192

Asch, S. E., & Nerlove, H The development of doub]e-function terms
in ch11dren In B. Kap]an & S. Wopner (Eds.), Perspectives in
Psycho]og1ca1 Theory New York: Internat1ona1 University~Press; 1960.

Bachto1d L. M. Effects of 1earn1ng env1ronment on verba] creativity
of g1fted students Psycho]ogy in the Schoo]s, 1974 11(2) 226-228.

Barbe, W. B. & Renzu111, (Eds ). Psycho1ogy and Educat1on of the
Gifted. New York: Irv1ngton Publishers, 1975.

Bergler, E La;ghter‘and the Senée‘of Humor . New York:
Inter cont1nenta1 Med1ca1 Book Corp 5 1956

Berlyne, D. E Humor and p]ay In G. Landzy and E. Arnson (Eds. )
~The Handbook of Soc1a1 Psycho1ogy ~Don Mills, Ontario: Addison
Wes1ey, 1969 ER T E R ;)

Ber1yne, D, E. Humor and its k1n In'J ”Goldste1n & P. McGhee (Eds.),
The Psychology of Humor Theoretical Perspect1ves and Empirical
~Issues. New York:. Academ1c Press, 1972 -

B1os, J. Geft1n§ it The f1rst notch on the funny bone Sch001
L1brary Journal, 1980, 26 42 43. H

Brodz1nsky, Dl Conceptual tempo as an individual d1fference variable
~-in children's humour development. In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.),
It's A Funny Thing, Humor. Oxford: . Pergamon Press, 1977.

Brown, G. E., Wheeler, K., & Cash, M. Effects of a Taughing vs. a
non- 1augh1ng model on ‘humor - responses in pre-school children.
Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 1980, 29(2), 334-339.

Cohen, D. Humour, irony and self-detachment. In A. Chapman & H. Foot
- (Eds.), It's A Funny Thing, Humor. Oxford: ‘Pergamon Press, 1977.

Cornelj, M. 'Teaching the gifted and talented. Phi Delta Kappa
Educational Foundation, Bloomington, Indiana, 1978.




80

Damico, S., & Purkey, W. Class c]owns A study of middle.school
students American Educational Research Journa] 1978 15(3),
391-198.

Day, H. I., & Langevin, R.. Curiosity and intelligence: Two necessary
conditions for a high level of creativity. Journal of Special
Education. 1968, 3, 3.

Edelberg, L. A contr1but1on to the study of wit. Psychoaha]yﬁic‘Review,
1945, 32, 33 61.

Eysean, H. J. The Biological Bas1s of Persona11ty Springfield;
IMTinois: Thomas, 1967. ~ ' ’

Eysenck, H. J., & White, P. Personality and the measure of intelligence.
British Journa1 of Educat1ona1 Psycho]ogy, 1964 34(2), 197-202.

Floyd, J. C. Humor and laughter In G. Lindsey (Ed.), Handbook of
- Social Psychology, Vol. 2, Special Fields and App11cat1ons Reading,
‘ MassachUsetts Addison- Wesley, 1954. o

Gardner, H. . How the sp11t brain gets the Joke Psycho]ogy Today,
1981,hl§(2) 74-78. cr T :

Gese1],'A.,7& I1g, F. Child Deve]opment New York' Harper Bros., 1949.

Goodchilds, J. On be1ng w1tty, causes, corre]at1ons and consequences
In J. H. Goldstein & P. E. McGhee (Eds.), The Psychology of Humor:
Theoretical Perspect1ves and Emp1r1ca1 Issues New York: Academic
Press, 1972. ‘ T o '

Greehwa]d,,H.k Humour in psychotherapy ‘In A Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.),
It's A Funny Th1ng,Humor;__Qxford Pergamon Press, 1977.

Grossman, S. The use of jokes in psychotherapy. -In A. Chapman & H. Foot
(Eds.), It's A Funny Thing, Humor. Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1977.

Guilford, J. P. Inte111gence Creativity and Their Educat1ona1
Implications. San Diego: Knopp, 1968. '

Hilson, Rowenna, The heroic, the comic and the tender: Patterns.of
~ literary fantasy and their- authors ~ Journal of Personality,
1973, 41, 163-184. T

Houtz, J. C., Rosenfe]d S. &'Tétenbahm, J. Creative thinking in
 gifted elementary schoo1 ch11dren Gifted Child Quarterly,
1978, 22(4), 513-518. T , .




81

Jacobs, J. C. Rorshach studies. reveal possible misinterpretations of
persona11ty traits of the. g1fted - Gifted Child Quarterly, 1971,
15(3), 195-200. TR i

Jourard, S. The Transparent Self. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Co.,
1971. e s o

| Kar]ens ‘M A note on a new test of creat1v1ty Journal of Creative

Behav1or, 1972, 6(2), 95 101

Khatena, Jus. & Torrance, E P Thinking CkeéfiyeTy:wfthnSounds and
Words: Norms Technical Manual. (Rev. ed.) Lexington, Massachusetts:
Personal Press, 1973.

K1111nger, B; The p]ace of. humour in adu1t psychotherapy In A. Chapman
& H. Foot (Eds ), It's A Funny Th1ng,Humor Oxford: Pergamon Press,
1977.

King; P. V.,v&,King, J. E. A children's humor test. Psychological
REEOPtS, 1973 33, 632.

K]ine; P. The psychoana1yt1c theory of humour and 1aughter In
A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A Funny Th1ng,Humor Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977.

Laubenfe1s, J. The G1fted Student An Annotated B1b11ography Weétport,
Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1977. ' _ SR

Ludoyici; A.vM The Secret of Laughter. London: Constable, 1932.

Mandléy;nc. R;,_Jr. E11te Commun1cat1on A Suggésted Penspective for
Communication Studies Scholars. Paper presented at Annual Meeting
of Speech Commun1cat1on Assoc1at1on (65th) San Antonio, Nov. 1979.

Mark1ew1cz,.D, Effects of humor on persuas1on Socidmetny; 1974,
37 407-422. ' ‘

Maz1ow, A. H ‘Motivation and Personality;waéwﬁYOrk: Harper'& Row,

MCGhee, P. Cogn1t1ve deve]opment and ch11dren s comprehens1on of humor.
Child Deve]opment, 1971, 42, 123 138. '

McGhee P Deve1opment of ch11dren S ab111ty to create the Jok1ng
re]at1onsh1p Child Development, 1974, 45, 552-556.

McGhee, P. Sex differences in children's humor. Journal of Communica-
t1on, 1976 26 176- 189 B} o T -



82

McGhee, P. The early development of children's appreciation of .
disparagement humor. Presented at the Third" Internat10na1 Conference
on Humor.. Wash1ngton D. C., August 27- 30, 1982. :

McGhee, P., & Kach J. The development of humor in black mexican-
amer1can, and wh1te preschool children. Journal of Research and
Development in Educat1on, 1981, 14(3), 81 -90.. :

Monson,‘D,t A 1ook at humor in 11terature and ch11dren s responses. to
humor. Paper presented at Annual Meeting of International Reading
Assoc1at1on, World Congress on Read1ng, 7th Hamburg, W. Germany,
August 1-3, 1978. , N

Nias, D & W1lson G. - A genet1c analys1s of humor preferences In
A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds. )s It's A Funny: Thing, Humor. Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977

0" Conne]] W. Creat1v1ty in humor * Journal of Socia]:Psycho1ogy;
1969, 78 237 -241. o o )

0'Connell, W. The sense of -humour: - Actualizer of persons and theories.
In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds ), It's A Funny Th1ng,Humor Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977 '

Passow, H. A. (Ed ). The Gifted and the Talented: :Their Education and
Development. ' Yearbook committee: and associated contributors.
Chicago: National Society for the Study of Educat1on, Un1vers1ty of
~Chicago Press, 1979 v , :

P1dd1ngton, R. The Psycho]ogy of Laughter A Studyﬁin Soc1a1 Adaptation.
- New York: Gamut: Press, 1963 ; E

P1en, D. & Rothbart M. Incongru1ty humor, p]ay and se]f regu1at1on
- of arousa] in young children. In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds. ),
It's A Funny Th1ng,Humor 0xford' Pergamon Press,: 1977.

Po111o,‘M. R., & P0111o ‘H. R. The deve]opment of figurative language
in ch11dren Journa] of Psycho1inguistio Research, 1974, 3, 185-201.

RansahOff R. Som observations on humor and 1aughter in young adoles-
cent . g1r15 Journa] of Youth and Adolescence. 1975, 4, 155-170.

Reynolds, R. E., & Ortnoy, A.’ Some issues in the measurement of
~ children's comprehension of metaphoric 1anguage . Child Development,
1980, 51, 1110 1119. i . ey

Rimm, S., & Culbertson, F. Validation of gift, an 1nstrument for the
1dent1f1cat1on of creativity. Journal of Creative Behavior, 1980,
14(4), 272-273.




83

Robinson, H., Roedell, W., & Jackson, N. Early identification and
intervention. In H. A. Passow (Ed.), The Gifted and the Talented:
Their Education and Dévelopment. Yearbook committee and associated
contributors.  Chicago: National Society for the Study of Education,
University of Chicago Press, 1979. '

Rothbart, M. K., & Pier, D. Elephants and marshmallows: A theoretical
synthesis of incongruity-resolution and arousal theories of humor.
In.- A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A Funny Thing, Humor. Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977.

Sears, P. The Terman genetic studies of genius. In H. A. Passow (Ed.),
The Gifted and the Talented: Their Education and Development.
Yearbook committee and associated contributors. Chicago: National
Society for the Study of Education, University of Chicago Press, 1979.

Sheehy-Skeffington, A. The measurement of humor appreciation. In
A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.), It's A Funny Thing, Humor. Oxford:
Pergamon Press, 1977.

Silverblank, F. A selection of selected personality factors between
students talented in english and students talented in mathematics.
California Journal of Educational Resources, 1973, 24(2), 61-65.

Suls, J. Humor as an attributional index. Personality and Social
Psychology Bu11etin, 1976, 3, 256-259.
¢
Suls, M. The role of familiarity in the appreciation of humor.
Journal of Personality, 1975, 4392), 335-346.

Terry, R. L., & Ertel, S. L. Exploration of individual differences in
preferences for humor. Psychological Reports, 1974, 34, 1031-1037.

Toler, D. Appreciation of Humor: Implications for Educators. U. S.
Educational Resources Information Center, 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 168 961)

Torrancé, E. P. Creative Teaching and Learning. New York: Dodd Mead,
1970.

Turner, R. G. Self-monitoring and humor production. Journal of
Personality, 1980, 48, 163-172.

Wright, D. S. Children's humor. In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds.),
- It's A Funny Thing, Humor. Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1977.




84

Yawley, T. More on play as 1nte111gen¢e in thi]dren. Journal of
Creat1ve Behav1or 1979 13(4), 247 257.

Z111man D., & Cantor, J R. A d1spos1t1on theory of humour and mirth.

In A. Chapman & H. Foot (Eds )s Humor and Laughter Theory, Research,
and AppTlications. = London: W11ey, 1976 : —



APPENDIX A: Operationai Definitions of Humor Techniques

Absurdity

Accident

Alliteration

Bon Mot

Burlesque

Caricature

Coincidence
Comeback

Conundrum
Debunking
Disquise
Dfo]]ery
Epigram

Exaggeration

Hyperbole
Ignorance

Impersonation

something c]eariy untrue or unreasonabie, and therefore
1aughab]e, ridicuious :

happening that is not toreseen expected or intended

repetition of an initial sound in two or more words of
a phrase, line of poetry etc.

witticism, apt Saying

a broadly comic or satirical 1m1tation of something,
derisive caricature

deliberately distorted picturing or imitating of a
person, literary style, etc. by exaggerating features or
mannerisms for satirical effect; something so distorted,
ugly or inferior as to seem a’ 1udicrous imitation-

an accidental and remarkable occurrence of events, ideas,
etc. at the same time, in a way that sometimes suggests
a causal relationship

a retort, a quick, sharp or Witty reply ‘especially one -
that turns the words of the prev1ous speaker back upon
himself j ’

a riddie whose answer 1s a pun

expOSing fa]se or exaggerated c]aims, pretens1ons, etc.
things not~the way they seem

anything quaintiy amu51ng, humorous]y odd

terse, witty, p01nted statement often: antitheticai
(containing a contrast or opposition of thoughts)

overstating, magnifying beyond the fact, increasing or
eniarging to an abnormai degree overempha51zing

exaggeration for effect not meant to be taken Titerally
lack of know]edge education .

mimicking the behavior, manner: of (a person) for purposes
of entertainment
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Incongruity
(simple)
Insult

Irony

Jibe

Mimickry
Misfortune of
others
Mistake
Mockery

Nonsense

Onomatopoeia
Parody

Pun

Quip
Riddle

Ridicule

86

inappropriateness, lacking harmony or agreement, having
inconsistent or unharmonious parts, elements

an act, remark etc. meant to hurt the feelings of self-
respect of another; affront; indignity

a method of humorous or sarcastic express1on in which
the intended meaning of the words used is the direct
opposite of their usual sense ,

a.jeer, taunt, sarcastic or derisive comment making fun

.of a person or thing in a rude manner
-imitation in speech or action as in ridicule

bad ]uck trouble, advers1ty, m1shap, mischance,

unlucky . acc1dent embarrassment occurr1ng to others

a fault in understanding, perception, interpretation,

blunder, error

holding up to r1d1cu1e, imitation as in fun or der1s1on,
burlesque -

- words that convey an absurd meaning or no mean1ng at all

«the use. of words formed by 1m1tat1ng the natura] sound -

associated with the object or action involved

Titerary composition imitating the characteristic style
of some other work or of a writer or composer, but
treat1ng a serious subJect in a nonsensical manner, as
in ridicule : o :

the humdrous:userf a wdkd,ibr oftwbrds which are
formed or sounded alike but have different meanings,

-in such a way as to play on two or more of the possible

applications; a play on words
gibe, jest, witty or sarcastic expression or allusion

a problem or puzzle in the form of a question, state-
ment, etc. so formulated that some ingenuity is required
to solve it

words intended to make someone or something the object
of contemptuous Tlaughter by joking, making fun of,
mocking, deriding.



Satire

Self-derision
Taughter

Stereotype

Superiority
(simple)

Surprise
Taboo
reference

Tongue in
cheek

Unintentional
sTip

Unmasking
Whimsey
Wisecrack

Wit

w1tt1cism

87

the use of r1d1cu]e, sarcasm, irony etc. to expose,
attack or deride vices, follies etc.

making fun of or ridiculing oneself

an unvarying form or pattern; fixed or conventional

expression, notion, character, mental pattern, etc.

“having no 1nd1v1dua11ty as though cast from a mo]d

~hav1ng or showing a fee11ng one is better than others;
‘arrogance

“sudden or unexpected event or unusual thing that
~causes wonderment or astonishment

‘mention of sex, bathroom subjects etc.

facetiousness

accidental error of speech, action

Ld1sc1os1ng the true nature of revea11ng, exposing;
v,remov1ng a d1sgu1se form

cur1ous qua1nt or fanciful humor

ff11ppant or facet1ous remark, often a give or retort

clever, ironic or satirical remark, usua]]y made by

"perce1v1ng the incongruous and expressing it in a

surpr1s1ng ‘manner

a sharp, cleverly amusing saying
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APPENDIX C: Sample Guide to Assignments for Teachers

ASSIGNMENTS
1. Letter to Mom explaining why student will be Tate coming home
~ tomorrow. ’
Time allotted: 30 minutes
Relative importance: ungraded
2. Editorial - any subject of student's choice
Time allotted: 45 minutes
Relative importance: ungraded
3. Essay summarizing recent unit in Social Studies
’ S Science
Math
Literature
What has the student learned from this unit?
Time allotted: 45 minutes
Relative importance: graded
Note:

Times/Relative ‘importance were varied among classes and among
assignments. '
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APPENDIX D: Computer Format

Column Item Symbol
1-3 ID ID
4 Sex , S
5 Class ‘ C “
- 6-13 Assignment #1 AlH
14-21 Assignment #2 A2H
22-29 Assignment #3 A3H
30-31  Sibling Order Variable BO
32 Parent Occupation PO
33 Gifted Area G
34 Assignment type for #1 AT1
35 Assignment type for #2 AT2
36 Assignment type for #3 AT3
37-41 Personality configurations P(1,5)

of Students
42-50 Teacher characteristics T(1,9)

90

Coding
Students List

1=female

.2=male

Teachers' LiSt

Humor List
direct

Humor List
direct

Humor List
direct

Variable
definition #1

Variable
definition #2

Code ofvéreas

Variable
definition #3

Variable
definition #3

Variable
definition #3

Binary

Variable
definition #4
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Column. 1-3 ID ID ~ Students' List
001-139
Column 4 Sex S | l1=female
2=male
Column 5 Class C Teachers' List
1 Singleton
2 Lindsfrom
3 Cramer |
4 Spaulding
5 Wijliams
Co]dmn 6-13 Assigﬁméhtv#l AiH Humor List direct
6 1 Whole humbrous
2APartsAhumorous
3 No incidehées of humor
7 Broéd thor (number ofvincidences)
8 Wit " 8
9 Dig . "
10 Neutral " !
11 Incongruify " "
12 Self-derision ° "

13

Taboo references"
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Column 14-21 Assignment #2 = = A2H ‘Humor List direct
14 1 Whole humorous |
2 Parfsvhumorous

3 No incidences of humor

15 Broad humor (ndmbér of incidénces)
16 Wit T
17 Dig | I
18 Neutral "
19 Incoﬁgr@ity f- : "
20 Self-derision " "
21 1 Tabookreféren¢es e K
Column 22-29 kASngﬁmént #3 A3H’“ g _’Humor Lisf direct
22 1Whole humorous o |

2 Parts humoroué

3 No incidences of humor

23 Broad<hﬁmor' v‘(number of incidences)
24 Wit : .
25 Dig: e SL T e "o

26 Neutral CL M e

27 -Incongruity % - ™

28 Self-derision - " o

29 .Taboo references:
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Column 30-31 Sfbling Order variable BO Variab]e#gefinition
1 Only child
2 Eldest child, same séx family, fewer than 3 siblings
»3 Eldest child, same sex family, 3 or more siblings
~ 4 Eldest child, multiple sex family, fewer than 3 siblings
5 Eldest child, multiple sex family, 3 or more siblings
6 Middle child, same sex family, fewer than 3 siblings
7 Middle child, same sex family, 3 or more siblings
8 Midd]e child, multiple sex family, fewer than 3 siblings
9 Midd]e chiid, multiple sex faﬁi]y, 3 or moré_sib]ings
10 Youngest chi]d, same sex family, fewer than 3 siblings
11 Youngest child, same sex fami]y,.3 or more siblings
12 Youngest child, multiple sex family, fewer than 3 siblings
13 Youngest éhi]d, multiple sex family, 3 or more siblings
Column 32 'Parenf”OCCUpation PO Variab1e#gefinition
1 Father - People job, Mother at home
2 Féthef'- People job, Mother émp]oyed
3 Father - Desk job, Mother at home
4 Father - Desk job, Mother employed
5 Father - Lab Job, Mother at home
6 Father - Lab job, Mother employed
7 Father - Military, Mother at home
8 Father - Military , Mother employed




Column 33

a 5w ™D

0 N o
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Gifted Area G

Math

Science
Math/Science
Language Arts
Social Studies
Arts/Music

AT1

Not. discernible

Code of areas

Column

34

Assignment type for #1

30 minutes, marked -
30 minutes, unmarked
45 minutes, marked-
45 minutes, unmarked
60 minutes, marked

60 minutes, unmarked

Variable definition
#3




Column 35

S~ w N
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Assignment type for #2

30 minutes;'mérked
30 minute$; unmarked
45 miﬁutes, marked
45 minutes, unmarked
60 minutes, marked

60vminutes, unmarked

Variable definition
#3

Column

nN

[@)] (S B w

Assignment type for #3 AT3

30 minutes, marked

30 minutes, unmarked

-45 minutes, marked

45 minutes, unmarked
60 minutes, marked

601mihnté§, unmarked

Variable definition
#3




Column 37-41
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Personality configurations P(1,5) Binary
of students

well Tiked

37 1
2 not well Tiked
38 1 aggressive
2 ndtyéggféSSive
39 1 Toner
2 joiner
40 1 outgoing
2 shy
41 1 nice
2 not nice
Column 42-50 Teacher characteristic T Variab1e#2efin1tion
42 1 male
2 female
43 1 married
2 single
44 1 black
| 2 white
.45. 1 under age 40
46 1 formal
2 informal
47 1 demanding excellence

not demanding excellence



48

49

50

directive

2 non-directive

dynamic

static

~ traditional -

non-traditional

.97
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Family Placement

counting from first born as 1

2/5‘second of‘fiVe-children ,

‘<:T";>pa11 same sex

A
| only child

: v
Parent Occupation

o

&

§
5

Pe People
Daled Desk
Lamed Lab

Zion Military"

Area of Giftedness

- Fww) ED

Pi Math

Shin Science

He Language Arts:
Tzadik Social Studies
Gimel Art, Music etc.
Alef ATl |

Kuf Not disCernib]e, non-gifted (?)

Assignment Time .A:S 30 minutes

Importance

C::1’45vminutes
= 60 minutes
O graded

& not graded



=
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Humor notations Categories:

- BROAD

Absurdity/
outlandishness

Accident
Burlesque
Disguise

Exaggeration/
Hyperbo]e

Incongruity
Mistakes

Nonsense
words

Self-derision-
Slapstick
Taboo references

Unmasking

WIT -~ DIG
Caricature - Jibe
 Cartoon Mimickry
Drollery ~ Misfortunes
of others
Epigram/ R
' Bon Mot ~ Mockery
‘Facetiousness  Ridicule/
i - -Insult
Flipness '
Stereotype
Insult ‘
(kindly) Superiority
Irony Wisecrack
‘Lampoon

Litote

Mock Serious
Parody

Play on
Language

Quip
Satire
Spoof

Tongue 1in
Cheek

Whimsey

 NEUTRAL
Making Tight of

"Repetition

Slang
Sounds

Surprise/
Unexpected
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E The following tables i11ustr§te the results of the process by

- which data was programmed intofthg computer ahd frequencies were obtained.

By successive re-coding and re-programming tables were developed to show:
Frequénéy.of hﬁmor use éé%ﬁés égsighmentﬁ énd by aséfgnment

Frequency of humor technique across assignments and by
assignment «

Frequency of humor technique by Sex

Frequency of humor technique by Class

Frequency of humor technique by Birth Order -
Frequency of humor technique by Area of Giftédness

Frequency of humor technique by Personal Characteristic

Frequency of humor technique by Teacher Characteristic
The tables included here are those which:relate most closely to

the findings discussed in this document.




101

. TABLE 1
FREQUENCY OF HUMOR USE

#3

Total Taboo ref. Aséignméﬁfs 1, 2,3

Assignment | # »: #2

A11 humorous 75% 122% 5.6%
~Partly humorous 9.8% 2843 37.6%

Non-humorous | 15.2% 53.7% 56.8%

TABLE 2
FREQUENCY OF HUMOR TECHNIQUE

TAH2 (Total Broad Humor Assignments 1,;2,'3) 62.6%

TAH3  Total Wit Assignments 1, 2, 3 66.9%

TAH&  Total Dig AssignmehtsAl;’z, 3 36.0%

TAHS  Total Neutral Assignments 1, 2, 3 25.9%

TAH6 Total Incongruffy,Assignments l,/2; 3 40.3%

(unclassified)

TAH7 Total Se]fedeh{sionuAssignments51, é, 3 20.9%

 TAHS ' 4.3%
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 TABLE 3
FREQUENCY OF HUMOR TECHNIQUE BY AREA OF GIFTEDNESS

TAH2 Total Broad Math 61.5%
Math/Science 16.7%
Language Arts 59.3%
Social Studies 50%

~ Arts/Music 70.6%

A11 75.7%

) Not discernible 50.0%
TAH3 Total Wit Math 55.6%
) Math/Science = 66.7%

Language Arts 55.6%
Social Studies 83.3%

Arts/Music 82.4%

/ A1l 67.6%

Not discernible 72.2%

TAH4 Total Dig -Math 15.4%
Math/Science 33.3%

Language Arts 40.7%
Social Studies 50.0%

Arts/Music 41.2%

ATl 45.9%

Not discernible 22.2%

TAH5 Total Neutral Math 30.8%
C Math/Science 16.7%

Language Arts 22.2%
Social Studies 33.3%

~ Arts/Music 23.5%
All y 29.7%
Not discernible 16.7%
TAH6 Incongruity Math 53.8% ’
_ (unclassified) Math/Science 33.3%

Language Arts 37.0%
Socjal Studies- 50.0%
Arts/Music =~ 35.3%
ATl 37.8%
Not discernible 27.8%



TAH7

TAH8

Self-derision

Taboo references

103

Math :
Math/Science

- Language Arts

Social Studies
Arts/Music ,
A1l

Not discernible

Math
Math/Science
Language Arts

Social Studies

Arts/Music
All ‘

, Not discernible

7.7%
33.3%
18.5%
33.3% -

5.9%
37.8%

5.6%

3.8%
7.4%
5.99
5.4%
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| TABLE 4 i
FREQUENCY OF HUMOR TECHNIQUE BY PARENT OCCUPATION

60.9%
66.7%
44.2%
66.7% -
4%
85.7%
. 63.0%
72.7%

TAH2 ~ Broad

ONOOTPEWN -
. e e e e e e
~
—

59.6%
62.5%
70.8%
66.7%
1%
85.7%

TAH3 - Wit

ONOG B WRN
o
~

. 72.7%

 TAH4 Dig . 47.8%

O~NOYOI S WM
S
N
©
3R

27.39%

TAH5 Neutral 39.1%

25.0%
8.6%
14.3%
22.2%
9.1%

ONO T WN
)
©

39.1%
54.2%
50.0%
7%
42.9%
42.9%
25.9%
45.5%

TAH6 Incongruity

ONOYTOT R~ WM
e e s e e e o o
—
()]
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TAH7 Self-derision 1. 26.1%
‘ 2. 45.8%
3. 16.7%
4, 8.3%
5. ——-e
6. 14.3%
7. 14.8%
8. 18.2%
TAH8 - Taboo references 1. =-=--
' 2. 12.5%
- 3. ----
4. ----
5. =----
6. 28.6%
7. 3.7%
' 8.. _——ia
Key: 1. Father - People job, Mother at home
2. Father. - People job, Mother employed
3. Father - Desk job, Mother at home
4. Father - Desk job, Mother employed
5. Father - Lab job, Mother at home
6. Father - Lab job, Mother employed
7. Father - Military, Mother at home- -~ .
8. Father - Military, Mother employed
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TABLE 5

FREQUENCY OF HUMOR BY ASSIGNMENT BY CLASS

#1

Class Assignment #2 #3
1 A11 or some Humor 65.6% 54.5% 35.3%
2 A11 or some Humor 86.7% 32.0% 29.0%
3 A11 or some Humor 92.8% 46.4% 60.0%
4 A1l or some Humor 82.3% 82.3% 50.0%
5 A11 or some Humor 100% 20.0% 52.6%
Note. Teacher characteristics:

Class 1 'Male, Single, White, Age 40-50, Informal, Not

demanding, Non-directive, Static, Traditional

Class 2 Female, Single, White, Age 40-50, Informal, Not
demanding, Directive, Dynamic, Non-traditional

Class 3 Female, Married, White, Age under 40, Informal,
- Demanding, Non-directive, Dynamic, Traditional

Class 4 Female, Single, White, Age 50+, Informal, Demanding,

‘Non-directive, Static, Traditional

Class 5 Female, Married, Black, Age 40-50, Formal, Demanding,
Directive, Static, Traditional
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