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Abstract

Although research has been sparce and results
incgﬁslstent in certain respects, there is evidence that
cannézml&ughter and a mirthful companion each enhance humor
appreciation. éowever, rélationships between individual
dgfferences and the effects of these two v;riables remain
almost unéxplored. Accordingly, predictions were made.
concerning the effects of canned .laughter and a mirthful
companion on field-dependent and field;independent people.

" To test these hypotheées, 184 undergraduate females
we;e administered the Portable Rod-and-Frame Test and were
randomly assigned to one ot four conditions defined by the
presence or absence of canned laughtgr and by the presence
or absence of a mir;hful.confederate. As they viewed and
rated cartoons for funniness, subjects were videotaped and
their ovg?f'mirth was subsequéntly scored. Five measures of
overt mirth were obthined,  for each subject, visual behavior
was also measured Eor subjects accompanied by the

confederate.

Multivariate and univariate analyses of variance

~revealed that subjects accompanied by the confederate

. 7 =
demonstrated more overt mirth and rated the cartoons funnier

than did subjects who were alone. Although canned laughter

failed to enhance measures of humor appreciation, the canned
laughter and confederate manipulations interacted signifi-

cantly: Subjects accompanied by the confederate, but not

swbjects alone, laughed less frequently when canned laughterl
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‘was present than when 1t was absent. The predicted
iﬁ;eraction.between field dependence-independence and the
confederate manipulation was nonsignificant in the
multivariate analysis but was significant on three measures
involving laughte;. Predictions relating field depenaence—
independence to canned laughéer effects and to visual
behavior were not supported.

. J

Main effects of the mirthful confederate were

tentatively attributed to motivational aspects of social
facilitation; ihteraction effects involving &é::;:\Téugh:er
were interpreted in terams of psychological reactance,
Concerning field dependence-independence, the-two groups of
subjects appeared to differ more in the manner rather than
the overall extent to which they were influenced by the

confederate- Specifically, field-dependent squects laughed \‘?\\,xj

meore in the presence than the absence of the confederate in
an apparent attempt to promote sharing of the sf{tuation.
Nonsignificant results for visual behavior were attlributed

to situational factors which reduced the likelihood that

. .
subjects would look at the confederate.
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INTRODUCTION /

To study humour means that, from the start, one

accepts remaining enclosed within a paradox:

focussing on an undefined object; endeavouring to

grasp it while it is essentially mobile;

dissecting it while analysis kills it, imprisomning

it in an experimental frame while it can only

really exist without any constraint. We are

conscious of the risks and limitations of such a

venture and we present our work as a mere explora-

tion which raises more questions ... than it

provides answers. (Bariaud, 1977, p. 229)

Whether attracted by its many paradoxes, its prevalence
in everyday life, or simply by its enjoyable nature,
philosophers, psychologists, and even some'humorists have
attempted to come- td an understanding of humor. In
responding to this challenge, humor theorists have offered a
number of explanétiOWS of the nature of humor and have
discussed the factors which influence it. Considering humor
as a response in the form of laughter or smiling, early
theorists noted two factors, among others, relevant to an
understanding of humor. These factors included situational
variables, such as the presence of other people, and
individual differences. With respect to situational
variables, the view that laughter is a social phenomenon and
a highly contagious behavior has come to be reflected in the
adage: “Laugh, and the world laughs with you”. With
respect to individual differences, people are commonly

L o :
viewed as varying in th%/Extent 0of theilr disposition to

laugh or smile.
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Early humor theorists, however, provided little
empirical“evidence to support theip speculations on the role
of situational .wvariables and individual differences in humor
appreciation. Contributing further to this dearth of
evidence 1i1s the fact that, until recently, behavioral
scientists tended to neglect the study of humor. The last
10 years: however, have ﬁitnessed an inc;eased interest in
humor among a variety of academic disciplines, includinf
psychology. As a result, the roles played by situational
variables and indiv;dual differences in humor appreciation
have‘received increased attention. For gxample, systematic
research with children has begun to demonstrate the effects
of a cpmpanion's.presence and behavior on humor apprecia-
ticn. With respect Eo-individ;al differences, studies with
a theoretical basis are beiﬁg édvocated in.conc?ast éo
earlier humor research thgh focused on broad areas-of
individual difference‘(e.g., sex) or .used samples of
subjects selected with no apparent r;tionale.

As si;uétionallvafiables and individual differences
begin to be‘expléred, questions arise concerning their joing
interaction. For example, does:a companion's influence én
humor appreciation vary across diffefent types of people?
The present study addresses “frself to such questions.

More specifically, this sctudy examines the effects of

—

two situational variables, namely a mirthful cygpanion and

canned laughter, on humor appreciation. AL{h&igh both

variables have been éﬁe object of a limited amount of

-
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research, no study with adults has examined t;eir combined
effects. 1In terms of individual differences, the effects of
these two variables are examined in‘a sample of university
students, each of whonm yas ass;ssed on an individual
difference dimension having theoretical and empirical
relevance to susceptibifity to sacial infl;ence, naﬁely
field dependence-independence. Thus thé present study
examines the role of situational variables in humor
appreciarion and investigates whether the effects of such
variables vary systematically along an individual difference
continuum.

In terms of methodology, the present study uses a
multioperational and multitggyate apﬁroach in which several

T

measures of humor appreciation are obtaiﬁed and submitted to

L)

overall multivariate analyses prior to an examinasion of

univariate results. Such an approaéh is in.contr st to
previous research which tended to involye ong¢ pr/two
measures of huﬁor appreciation and, . din éases of multiple
dependent measures, tended to restrict analysis of results
to univariate approaches;

The contents of this thesis iﬁclude'é review of the
literature and research hypotheses (Chapter'Ij, a
description of the method used to test the hypothesés
(Chapter fI), results of the statiscicai analyses (Chapter

IIL), and a general discuSsion of the results (Chapter 1IV),.
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

"There seems to be no lengths to which humorless people
will not go to analyze humor” (Benchley, cited in Levine,
1977, p.:127). 1f thi; statement is true, psychologists,
until recently, coﬁId not be considered humorless. The
apparent aversion of psychologists to studying humor is
suggested by the following contrast: In the 22-year period
from l95q to 1972, 'approximately 5,000 publications appeared
dealing with the s;bjECt of anxiety (Spilelberger, 1972); in
the 71-year span from 1900 to 1971, approximately 400
articles or books were available on humor in the English
language (Goldstein & McGhee, 19725. This dearth of
interés; shown by psychologists is 1in contrast to the///_\\
importance aécorded humor and laughter in most people’s
lives. Evidence of this.iﬁportance ls found in’"the reported
frequency of laughter (Edgerly & Pollio [cdted in Pollio &
Edgerly, 1976 ]; Young, 1937), the value placed on a sense of
humor (Allport, 1961; Hassett & Hoﬁlihan, 1979), and the
income seﬁ aside for play and humor (Berlyne, 1969).

Within the last 10 vears, however,‘psychologists have
shown an increasing interest in the study of humor and
laughter (Chapman & Foot, 1976, 1977; Goldstein & McGhee,
1972; Gruner, 1978; McGhee, 1979; McGhee & Chapman, 1980),

particularly in the study of the social influence of humor

N



&
(McGhee, 1977). Two types of variables frequently cited as

important in social influence are those involving individual

differences and situatighal variables. To date, however,

most studies on social {1 n¢cke in humor have examined

individual difference and“Nsituational variables separately
rather than in interaction. Two situational variables in
particular have been shown to be impoertant in influencing
the appreciation of humorous materials such as jokes or

cart&ons. These variables involve situations in which

social influence arises from the presence and behavio; of
live confederates and situationé in whith social influence

arises from the recorded or canned Yaughter of a group of

people.

Social Influence in Humor™

7
The Influence of Confederates j (

Though limited in number, stu}feﬁ/ising confederates to
influence humor appreciation in adults have produced fairly
consisteat results (Gadfield, 1977; Murphy, 1975: Osborne &
Chapman, 1977; Young & Frye, 1966). Specifically, in dyadic
situations, the presence of a mirthful confederate has been
f0undpco increasé subjects' ratings of the funniness of the
materlal presented and/or subjects' overt mirth relative to
conditions involving a nonrespoasive confederate (Gadfield,
1977; Osborne & Chapman, 1977). 1Ian situations iavolving
more thaﬁ one subject, overt mirth and funniness ratings

-

have been highest when confederates laughed and smiled,

lowest when confederates responded negatively, and

¥
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intérmediate when confederates were absent (Murphy, 1975;.
Young & Frye, 1966). These confederate effects have
occurred when overt mirth was measured in Ferm; of frequency
and/or duration of laughter or smiling (Murph}, 1975;
Osborne & Chapman, 1977; Young & Erye, 1966) and ghen mirth
was rated on a 5-point scale (Gadfield, 1977). Additional-
~
ly, confederate effects have been observed with a variety of
humo;ous materials including sexual and nonsexual cartoons
(Gadfield, 1977), comedy albums (Murphy, 1975; Osborne &
Chapman, 1977), and sexual and nonsexual jokes (Young &
Frye,. 1966). .

Research by Osborne and Chapman (1977) {is illustrative
ofvstudies involving both mirthful and nonresponsive
confederates. In this study,  young female adults listened
to comedy albums either alone, in the presence of a
nonresponsi;e confederate, or in the preéence 0f a remale
confederate Qho matched her smiling and laughter to similar
responses initiated by the Subﬁect. In terms of overt /f
mirth, frequency and duration of laughter as well as \\\\\
frequency of smiling were lowést in the presence of the ‘
nonresponsive confederate, highest in the presence oé the
responsive confederate, and.intermediate in the alone
condition. However, data for laughter were not analyzed
statistically due to the large number of subjects in the
nonresponsive companion condition who did not laugh at all.

No significant differences between conditions occurred for

the funniness ratings of the material. The fiallure to find



significant differ:}ces on funniness ratings and the
inability to analyze statistically the laughter data may be

related to the limited sample size/whicﬁ consisted of 31

T J
- e

subjects divided among three';featmenc conditions .
Additionally, in common with similar studies iavolving
confederates (Gadfield,'1977; Youﬁg_& Frye, 1966), Osborne
and Chapman (197;) failed to proﬁide reliability data for
any of the dependent measwres. -

In.summary, studliesg with adults‘have indicated tﬁat
mirthful confederates genefally {ncrgase humor appreciation
while nonresponsive or negative;x responding confederates
decrease humor appreciation relative, in both cases, to
conditions 1in which confederates are absent (Muréhy, 1975;
Osborne & Chapm#n, 1977; Young & Frve, 1966). - Stud;es'
involving children have also reported.the enhancing effects

-

of mirthful confederates on children's humor appreciation
(Chapman, 1974, 1975b; Chapman & Wright, 1976). ioweve;, in
contrast to studies with adults,'nonresponsi;e confedgrates
have increased rather than decreased children's responsive-
ness to humo;;us material relative to-an alone condition
(Chapman, 1974; Chapman & Wright, 1976).

As 1s evident from the foregoi;é review, the influence
of confederateg on adult’s humor apprecliation remains
largeiy_unexamined. ‘For’gxample, only one study with adults
has.compared humo; apprgcihtion in an alone condition to

humor appreciation in a dyadic situation involving a

co‘Federate (Osborne & Chapman, 1977). More studies in this



ﬁrea are negded noﬁ only to examine the effects of a conéd-
erate on the hum;r appreciation of another adult, but also

to éxplore Ehe rolé that individual difference variables may
play in influencing confederate effects. A need for simifar

studies 18 alsc apparent in the area of canned laughter.

'The Influence of Canned Laughter

In studies with adults, canned laughter has rather
consistently enhanced overt mirth (Chapman, 1973; Cupchik &
Leventhal, 1974; Fuller, 1977; Fuller & Sheehy-Skeffington,
1974; Nosanchuk & Lightstone, 1974; Smyth &‘Fuller, 1972).
Its effect on funniness racings,lhoweyer, has been more
varied (Chapuman, 1973; Cupchik & Levgnthal, 1974; Fuller, .
1577; Fuller & Sheehy-Skeffinéton, 19?4; Mielke [cited in
Zillwann, 1977]; Nosanchuk & Lightstone, 1974; Samyth &

~ .
Fuller, 1972). All studies have reported some increase 1in
funniness ratings following the addition of canned laughter.
Howevgr, this increase has not always been statistically
sfgﬂ;ficant (Chapman, 1973; Nosanchuk & Lightstone, 1974)
_norlhas it applied”;o‘éll combinations of subjects and
humorous materials, varying according to the subjects' sex

instructional set, and cartoon qualit? (Cupchik & Leventhal

1974). Compared to its consisteat effects on the overt
mirth of adults, canned laughter has less consiétently

enhanced the overt mirth of high school and elementary

P
school students (Brodzinsky, Cundari, & Aiello [cited in

McGhee, 1979]; Kosslyn & Henker, 1970; Leventhal & ;?62,

1970)- - ‘ V L]
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Illustrative of studies using canned laughter with

adults 1s Chapman's research (1973) in which male and female
-
" university studeats individually listened to 10 tape-

N

regorded jokes preselected on the basis of content, length,
fuaniness, and original;ty. -Half the subjects heard_g;oup
lauéhter following each Joke; the other half listened to
nondubbed versions of the jokes. .As subjects rated the
jokes for funniness, their overt mirth was unobtrusively
rated by-the experimencér. Analyses of variagce-revealed
that overt mirth was significant}y enhanced by the addiction
of canned laugh;ér, alchough the difference in funniness
rawrings between thg;dubbed and nondubbed tapes was
nonsigaificant. Chapmaé‘(1973) failed, however, to provide
reliability data for measures of overt mirth.
Iﬁ summary, although tanned laughter has rather
coésistently enhanced the Xvert'mirth of adults, its effects
on funniness-ratings have varied. As in the case of
confederates, the effects of canned laughter on humor
g appreciaéion should be considered within. the context of
individual diffe:ences. Unevenness in the observed results
for these two forms of social pressure might be due to nuch
'intersubject variability of response. In this rTespect, one
individual characteristic, field dependence-independence,

has definite theoretical implications for susceptibility to

soclal influence.
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Field Dependence-Independence and Social Behavior (
r - E -
Nature of Field Dependence—Independence

Field dependence-independence is an aspect of the
global-~analytic cognitive style which has been .described in

some detail in a variety of sources (Witkin, 1965; ﬁickin,

-~

Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough, & Karp, 1962/1974; Witkin, Lewis
Hertzman, Machover, Meissner, & Wapner, 1954/1972; Witkin,
Moore, Goodenough, & Cox, 1977). Consistent individua}
differences in perception were originally conceptualized by
Witkin et al. (1954/1972) in terms of a perceptual style
labeled field dependence-independence which tapped the
individual's ability Lo separate an item from a surrounding
visual field. The uncovering of consistent relationships
between this perceptual continuum énd intellectual
functioning led to the conceptualization of the global-
analytic style. Witkin et al. (1962/1974) suggested that
this style involved contrasting ways of approaching a field,
whether thﬁpfield was immediately present as ia the case of
perceptualkfunctioning, or represented symbolically as in the
case of intellectual functioning. Consistency of performance
across perceptual, intellectual, ‘emotional, motivational,
defensive, and social areas was then conceptualized in terms
of the differentiation hypothesis (Witkin et al., 1962/1974).
Aécording to this hypothesis, individuals manifesting
relatively differentiated functioning in one psychological

area (i.e., functioning characterized by specialization,

specificity, increased internal determination, and complex
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integration) were also likely to function in a relatively

q;{ferentiated manner in other psychological areas.

~,

- ~

As described by Witkin et al. (1962/1974), the
experienc; of the relatively differentiated individual is
articulated; that is, experience is analyzed and structured
whether it stems from within the person or from the field
outside. This means that the relatively differentiated
individual "has the abllity to perceive items as discrete
from their background, to reorganize an unorganized field;
and to impose structure ;n a field which has little inherent
c:Ltructure” (Witkin et al., 1962/1974, p. 14). The
perceptual style of field %nqspendence thus represents a
relatively differentiated mode of perception, characterized
as it_is by the ability to resist the surrounding visual
framework and to separate an embedded item from itg
leld. Field—depen&ent perception, in contrastc,

is characteriz;d by the relative fusion of an item with its

fieldT\E?d reprefents a relatively undifferentiated mode of

R
perception.

Since the differentiation hypochesis-proposes that
self-consistency across psychological areas is a function of
di ntiation, Witkin et al. (1962/1954) proposed that the
field-degendence-independence dimension could “serve as a
'tracer element'” (p +24) in identifying this general level

of differentiation; that s, 'an individual'ts standing on the

field—dependénce-independence continuum could be considered



indicativé of his level of differentiatign in other areas of
psychological functioning.

Cne aspece cfvdifferentiated functioning, namely sense
of separate identity, holds definite imﬁlications for
susceptibility to social influence iﬁ huior and laughter.

As defined by Wi}kin et al. (1962/1974, p. 134), alsense of
separate identity involves an awaréness of one's own needi,
feglings, and atfributes és dfstinct from'those of others;
an experience of the -self as segregated; and the availabili-
ty of internal frames of refe;ence for defining the self and
forlinteracting with the environment. Since a well
developed sense of sep;rate ideﬁtity is éssociated with
differentiated functioning, Witkin er al. (1962/1974)
suggested that relatively field-dependent people, codipared
to rélatively field-independent people, are less awa ofl

© .

their own needs and feelings as distinct from those of

others and more reliant on external frames of reference in

N

defining themselves and in interacting with the environment.
Since other people constitute one of the principal external
reference points, it has been proposed that, éompared to:

relatively field-independent people, relatively fie}d—

-
- -

dependent people are more susceptible to social influence
and more attentive to social  information (Witkin &

Goodenough, 1977). Such differences between field=-dependent

and field*independent subjects could be expected to play an

¢
important role in the social influence of humor

appreciation.

s
b
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Susceptibility to Social Influence

Two independent reviews dealing with differential
susceptibility to social influence on.the part of fileld-
dependent and field-independent individuals have led to the
same tentative conclusion that differences in response to
social referents will likely appear when subjects interact
with live or simulated groﬁp nmembers (Karp, 1l977; Witkin &
Goodenough, 1977). Althouygh results across such studies are
not totally consistent, a trend‘for significant relation-
ships betweer field dependence-independence and
susceptibility to social influence .is evident in studies
inv?lving interaction .with live or simfilated group members

;/_;(Antler, 1965; Birmiggham, 1974; Birnbaum,.1975; Boscﬂi &
Loprieno,\}968; Gabr;hziai Arkin; 1979; Lintog, 1954, 1955;
Mausner.& Graham, "1970; Oltman, Goodenough, Witkin,
Freedman, s Fﬁﬁiiman, 1975; Paeth, 1973; Rosaer, 1957;-
Shplman, 1976; Simon, 1977, Solar, Davenport, & Bruehl,
1969; Wallach, Kogan, % Burt, 1967; Wedinberg, 1970). Amoug
these studie;; generally consistent evidence of differential
susceptibility to social influence has come from search
involving face;t;—face interaction with confede:£§§% during

the performance of judgmental tasks (Antler, 1965; Boschi &
Loprieno, 1968, Rosner, i957; Shulmaﬁ,.lQ?G). Studies uﬁich
have minimized face-to-face contact during judgmental tasks
by preventing subjects from seeing their foiow participants

haée at timés indicated (Linton, 1954, 1955; Paeth, 1973;

Weinberg, 1970) and at other times faifled to indicate

&
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(Birmingham, 1974; Mausner & Graham, 1970; Simon, 1977) the |
expected significant relationships between field dependence-
independence and yielding to éocial influence.

Although some studies which eliminated interaction with
live or simulated group mémbers nevertheless revealed fhe
expected relationship between field dependence-independence
and susceptibility to social influence (Weiss & Shaw, 1979);
nonsignificant relationsﬁips have generally been.observed ih
studies which eliminated interaction through the use of such
soclal referents as tape-recordedivoices (Balance, 1968;
Busch & De Ridder, 1973), an absent group's bogus answers
tBerry, 1967; Berry & Annis, 1974; D;wson, Young, & Choil,
1974, Rubin,‘}969), video-taped group discussions (Colker,
1973), or an authoritative source's name, or written .
communication (Bermnstein, 1976; Doktor & Hamilton, 1973;
Gary, 1968; Glass, Lavin, Henchy, Gordon, Mayhew, & Donohoe,
1969; Goebel, 1967; Kumpf & G6tz-Marchand, 19735.

The sdggesfion that interpersonal interaction is
important for the appearanée of differential Suscgptibiliiy

. \ .
to roial influence is congruent with the frequent finding

of nonsignificant r;iationships between fileld dependence-
independence‘a?d pape;-and-pencil measures of acceptance of
authority, acquiescent response set,.approval motivation,

and various aspects of dependency (Cowan, 1964; Farley,

1974 ; Fisk, 1970; Goldstein, Neuringer, Reiff, & Shelly,
1968; Halm, 1963; Lewis, 1968; Ohnmacht, 1968). Also P

congruent with the suggested importance of live interaction |
~

—~
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are results of_studfés on interperéonal orientation which is
defined as the favoring of interpe;sonal situations over
impersonal ones (Qitkin &-Goodenough, 1977).  When examined
in felation to fieid dep;ndence-independence, interpersonal —
~orientation has been operag}ézzii ed in a VariEtyr;?-Ehlf\\w///’//
- including the production of soci;} fords (Birnbaum, 1975,
/”‘“*Gol&berger & Bendich, 1972; Kofmahj 1977), solitary vs. -
social delinquent style (Papen, 1976), freedom from social
distractibilicy (Beckerle, 1967), frequency.of social
contacts among thelelderly (Tramer & Schludermann, 1974);-
and educational/vocational interests, choices, and

achievements (Barrett & Thornton, 1967; C%ar,‘197l; De

Cosmo, 1977; Heath, 1964; Hunt & Randhawa, 1973; Plerson,

-

1965; Scheibner, 1970; Sofman,.Hajosy, & Vojtisek, 1936;
étein, 1968; Zytowski, Millg, & Paepe, 1969). Results
across these various areas havé indfc;ted that evidence of a
systematic relationship between field dependence—
independence and interpersonal orientation “"is often
conflicting, though on balance positive” (Vernon, 1972,
p.‘386). For example, in studies onrinterpersonal distance
in dyads, relativeiy field-dependent individuals assumed
closer interpersonal distances than did relatively
field-independent pedplé-when orally presenting a topic
(Justice, 1970) and when engaging in conversation (Holley,
19725. In addition, physical ;loseness dgfing clinical

interviews differentially affected the behavior of

field-dependent and field-independent pPeople depending on



13
cge nature of the interviewer's feedback (Gre;ﬁe, 1976).
However, in contrast to the studies j;st citéd which
involved live interaction, studies using papgr-and-pencil or
other-indirect measufes of interpersonal distance fgiled to
demonstr;te Ssystematic relationships between persohal space
;nd field dependence-independence (Evans, 1970; wxnéman,
1974).

Although interpefsénal interaction appears to be
important in demonstrating the relationship between field
dependeﬁke-independence and susceptibility to social
influence, such interaction may not be sufficient for the
emergence of this relationship. This suggestion is
supported by the inconsistent results obtained in studies
which examined the effects of positive social reinﬁorcement
and sociél punishmen; on field-depéndent and field-
independent people (Becker, Doctor; Miranda, & Wallace,
19?L;\Farrigan, 1967; Cooperman, 1977; Evans, l97U;-Ferrell, '
l?z); Fitz, 1971; Gates, 1971; Gillies & Bauer, 1971; . .

Konstadt & Forman, 1965; Paclisanu, 1970; Raab, 1974,

- - \
Randolph, 1971; Ridge, 1965; Riemer, 1963, Wade, 197 -aT -

noted by Witkin and Goodenough (1Y77), the elément of

ambiéuity, absent in most of these studies, may be a
: {
necessary but not sufficient condition for differences to

appear between field-dependent and field—in{fpendent
—
subjects in susceptibility to social influence. Co
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predicted ;elationshipg_gpﬁween field depeﬁdence—
indepéndence and Susfgptiby ity to éocial influence in#olved
Jjudgmental tasks in which gberg was po objectively correct
éESponse or in which the obggktively correct response was
difficult to determine (Antler, 1965; Boschi & Loprieno,
1968} Linton, 1954, 1955; Paeth, 1973; Rosner, 1957;
Shulman, 1976; Weinberg, 1970). |

That ambiguity alone.may be insufficient to produce
differences'bEtween field-dependent and field-independent
‘subjects in susceptibility to socill influence is suggested
.bf'che trend toward nonsigﬁificant results in st;dies which

. v

attempted te influence subjects’' judgments by _such means as
;niauthoritagive source's hame or communication (Bernsteiﬁ,
 1976; Doktor & Hamilton, 1973; Gary, 1968; Glass et al.,
.1969;,Goebel, 1967; Kumpf & dﬁtz—Marchand, 1973). Perhaps
t he joint use of subject interaction and a judgmental task
is more likely to produce the expected ditferences between
field-dependent and field-independent subjects than either
subject interactioﬁ or ambiguity alone. It may be noted,
however, phat;WiFkin and Goodenough's (1977) use of the term
"ambiguity” is itself somewhat ambiguous, since it is
‘accorded such diverse meanings as: the absence of clear
information for forming opinions, lack of instructions on
what to expect, and insufficient guidance or feedback from
the experimenter. |

In addition to the elements of actual interaction and

ambiguity, Witkin and Goodenough (1977) have suggested that,
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or differential susceptibility to social influence to

e, the person interacted with should be seen as a

likely s of information for resolving the ambiguity..
Congruent with this swggestion is the study by Mausner and
Graham (1970) which raiée the possibility that a subject's
belief Iin the competence of Nhis partner may influence the
extent to which relatively-fleld-dependent subjects are
influenced by that partner. It should be noted, however,
that In most of the studies ;}ted in the present revigw,
manipulation of the partner's competence as a source of
information was not attempted. Perbdég\iéh}L siﬁply
necessary that those present with the subject be credible
though not necessarily expert sources of information.

In summary, the literature reviewed generally appears
to support the contention by Witin and Gooaeﬁough (1977)
that differential Susce;tibility te social influence on the
part of field-dépendent and field-independent subjects 1s
most likely to appear in sitvations inveolving inkeraction
with live or simulated group members in ambigious situations
where the other 1is seen as a likely source of information
for removing the ambiguity. There is also evidence which
suggests that field-dependert and field-independent subjects
differ in attentiveness to social information, a trait which
like susceptibility to social influence has implications for

humor .appreciation.
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Attentiveness to Social Information

Studies dealing with differential atkentiveness to
social information have centered arOu;d the behaviors of
looking at others, recognizing faces, and recalling or
recogniziné incidental social stimuli other than faces. In
general, results de;ling with looking at others and
recognizing faces ﬁave indicated that field-dgpendent people
tend to look more at others in evaluative situations that do
field-independent people (Konstadt & Forman, 1965; Mones,
1975; Newvill, 1974; Ruble & Nakamura, 1972}, although they
are not necessarily superior in correctly labeling facial
affect (Pellg;reno & Stickle, 1979; Sabatelli, Dreyer, &
Buckjﬂlg79) or in ‘recognizing the faces of others (Adcock &
webberle§, 1971; Baker [cited in Witkin & Goodenough, 1977];
Beljk-Docter & Elshout, 1969; Crutchfield, Woodworth, &
Albrecht, 1958; Hoffman & Kagan, 1977; Lavrakas, Buril, &
Mayzner, 1976; Messick ; Damarin, 1;64). Based on a series
of studies relating £field dependence-independence to looking
at others, Karp (1%77) concluded that field-dependent people
looked more at others than did field-independent pecople when
the situation involved self-evaluation of when success at a
task required information which the subject lacked.

Attentiveness to soclal information has also been
assessed in terms of the incidental recall and/or recogni-
tion of cues such as social words, speaker characteristics,

social aspects of tasks, and names in a subject pool

(Birnbaum, 1975; Brilhart, 1970; Colker, 1973; Eagle,

-
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Ficrzgibbons, & Goldberger, 1§66; Eagle, Goldberger, &
Breiﬁman, 1969; Fitz, .1971; Fitzgibbons & Goldberger, 1971
lFitzgibbons, Goldberger, & Eagle, 1965; Oltman et al;, 1975;

Trego, 1972). The expected relaticnships be:ween.field
dependence-independence and the recall or recognition of
such social cues has not been consistently confirmed. 1In
féc:, there is evidence that field-independent subjects are
superior to field-dependent subjects in the recall of
differentiated aspects of social interaction when a set is
given to focus on socjial interaction {Colker, 1973). In
resolving these divergent results, it has been suggesﬁed
that the superiority of field-depende pecple in
recognizing or recalling social cues/may be moderated by the
relatedness of the distradtors (De Boeck & Claeys, 1978) and
may apﬁear only when more potent social stimuli are not
present (Eagle et al., 1966) and when subjects are free of
experimentally induced sets influencing the direction of
their attention (Witkin & Goodenough, 1977).

The following statément by Goodenough (1976) appears to
summarize much of the data on the relationship between field

dependence-independence and various aspe;>$ of attentiveness

N . 0

to social information: g// : ﬁﬁfﬁf/

Though not A&%-studie are congistent, the finding
" that field-dependeént people are better at the

incidental learning of social/ material in some
studies is particularly dramatic in the context of
the slight but general superio}ity of field-
independent subjects in similar tasks. Field-
dependent people are not super;or in the
intentional learning of social (information ...
and they are not superior in the incidental
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learning.of nonsocial information. These facts .

suggest that filield-independent people ordinarily

pay less attention to social cues than do fileld-

dependent people and, therefore, acquire lessg

social information unless their attention is

- specifically focused on such cues by the examiner.

(p.686)

Previously cited theory and research has indicated that
field dependence-independence is related to social influence
and attentiveness to social information. Additionally, as
previously discussed, socilal variables are important in
humor appreciation. Howevef} the relationship between field
dependence—-independence and the social situation surrounding
humor remains largely unexplored as 1s evident from a review
of the few studies which have examined the relationship
between field dependence-independence and various aspects of

humor.

Humor Research Involving Field Dependence-Independence

Only five studies.have been conducted relating fieldh
dependence-independence to humor and laughter. Of these
five studies, three have focused on abllities or tendencies
involved in perceiving humor (Lefcourt, Gronnerud, &
McDonrald, 1973, Lefcourt, Sordonl, & Sordoni, 1974;
Overlade, 1954) while the remaining two have dealt with both
the appreciation and creation of humor (Lefcourt, Antrobus,
& Hogg, 1974; Mones, 1975).' Both types of studles have
produced evidence that field dependence—independencé is
releva;t to the comprehension, covert appreciation, and

creation of humor.
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In Cerm§ of abilities related to the perception of
humqp; Overiadg (1954) predicted tha; performance on a form
of the Gottschaldt Figures Test. would be related to the
perception of h@mor siﬁce Qoth types of performance involve
the discovery of a hidden element, speclficaily a hidden
figure in the Gottschaldt Figures Test and a hiddéh ﬁeaﬁing
in the case of humor perceptioﬁ. To test thié.p:edkction,.
Overlade constructed a multiple-choice humor teé& counsisting
of 50 jokes, each joke involving four alternative
punchlines. This humor test, along with the Gottschaldt
Figures Test, was administered to 65 uniyersity studeuté, 56
male and 9 female. For the total group of subjects, a
significant correlation was obtained between the humor test
and the figures task, indicating that subjects who performed
well on the figures task tended to select as funniest those
punchlines which other subjects also considered éunniest.
However, for a subgroup of 37 students for whon ;ntelligence
test scores were avallable, the product-moment correlation
between the humor test and the figures task was
nonsignificant as was the partial correlation which
controlled for intelligence. With respect to these latter
nonsignificant findings, the subgroups of subjects involved
did not represent a random sample of the total group. In
addition, the reduction in the number of subjects could
itself be responsible for the loss of significance.

Whereas Overlade (1954) examined the relationship

between field dependence-independence aand the preference for
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popular joke punchlines, Lefcourt and his associﬁtes related
field dependence-independence to a different aspect of humor
perception. Specifically, Lefcourt et al. (1973) predicted
that, compared to o6ther subjects classified on the
dimensions of fiéld dependence-independence and locus of
control, field-independent subjects with an intermal locus
of control would éhow both an earlier awareness of the .
dissonant elements in an experimental task and earlier signs-
of attitude change toward the task. This prediction waé
based on the contention that locus of control and field
dependence-independence share simile\behavioral referents
such as degree of reliance on interpal as opposed to
external standards.

To test thils prediction, 65 male undergraduates were
designated~es external or ianternal and as field dependent or
fiéld independent based on the Internal-External Control
Scale and a Portable Rod-and-Frame Test (PRFT). Subsequent-
ly, each subject was asked to free-associate aloud to a list
of words which, initially unbeknownst to the subject,
contained an increasing number of sexual double entendres.
Videotapes of word association sessions for 54 of the
subjects were scored for signs of recognition of the sexual
nature of the word list. Measures we€re also obtained for
overt mirth as indicated by frequency of laughter and
smiling. Lefcourt et al. (1973) suggested-th;t these latter
neasures “denote a distance from the task, and an apprecia-

tion of the experimenter's 'joke'™ (p. 165). However, the
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operatlional definitions used for scoring laughter and -
smiling were not mentioned, scoring procedures were not
described, and data on laterjudge reliability were not
provided.

The results obtained by Lefcourt et al. (1973)
indicated that sexual responses to double entendres and
s8igns of attitude chaqge toward the task occu?red
.significantly earlier among field-independent compared to
field—dépendent subjects. Differences between these two
groups of subjects were not significant on other measures
such as overt'mir;h, though some support was obtained for
predictions involving internal-field independent subjects,
In short, compared to field-dependent subjects, field-
independent squects indicated earlier awareness of the

sexual nature of the words, th h they did not evidence

greater mirth while/per g the task,

Since sexual and nonsexual double entendres or dual
meanings are frequent elements in humor formats such as
: jokes and cartoons, the finding by Lefcourt et al. (1973)
that field-independent subjects showed earlier signs of
recognition of sexual double entendres is relevant to the
relationship between field dependence~independence and the
comprehension and/or covert appreciation of traditional
humor forms. The nonsignificant findings for overt mirth
reported by Lefcourt et al. (1973) may be pértially

explicable in terms of the set given subjects and the nature

of the stimulus materials. " Specifically, a serious set
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toward pqrforﬁing the task coupled with pernfofmance of thisg
task in the pre;ence of a serious experimenter may have
severely inhibited the expression of overt mirth by both
field-dependent and field—in4ependent subjects. Since means
and .standard deviations for measures of overt mirth were not
provided by Lefcou;t et al. (1975), this explanation of the
non;ignificant results for overt mirth remains tentative.
The sexual nature of the materi;ls pPresented may also have
contributed to these nonsgignificant fingings bx_gﬁgzzhg
responses which overrode possible effects of field
dependence-independence on overt mirth.\

In a reanalysis of the videotapes used by Lefcourt et
al. (1973), Lefcourt, Sordoni, and Sordoni (1974)
.iﬁvestigated the relationship between field dependence-
independence, lbcus of control, and three types of overt
mirth. Based on the contention that internal subjects are
less at the mercy of immediate experience than external
subjects, these researchers predicted that internals would

make greater use of the types of overt mirth which indicated

distancing from an evaluative task. No specific predictions

were made in terms of field dependence-indepgndence,
possibly Secause this measure of cognitive style had
produced nonsignificant res;l;s for overt mirth in the
original study. 1In contrast to theaprevious analysis of the
videotapes, the present study involvéd 48 as opposed to 54
subjects, operational definitions were provided for each

dependent measure, scoring procedures were described, and

-
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interjudge reliability data were presented. However, no

significan: main effects or interactions were obtained using
the dimension of field dependence-independence. The

W

possibilities discussed pr viously with respect to similar
nonsignificant findings by\L fcourt-et al. (1973) may apply
to this study as well. _

The two remaining studies dealing with field
dependence-independence and humor focused on both humor
appreciation and humor creation (Lefcourt, Antrobus, & Hogg,
1974; Mones, 1975), In the firsf 6f these.studies,
Lefcourt, Antrobus, and Hogg (1974) hypothesized that,
co?éared to field-dependent subjects, field—indefendent
subjects would laugh and smile more and make more humorous
comments when rdle playing success and failure experiences
in academic and social spheres with an experiﬁenter who
res%onded with serious or ludicrous comments., These
predictions were based on the cod:entiqn that overt mirth
and humor crgation are distancing mechanisms which
field-independent subjects are more likely to use to cope .
- with evaluative experiences. To test these predictions, the
fole-playing seSs}oﬁs of 64 males from senior high school
and univeréity were videotaped and écored. Interjudge

—

reliability coefficients for overt mirth and humor c¢reation
N /£

- were .86 or higher. , '

In terms of overt mirth, no significant main effects

were obtained for field dependence-independence or for locus

of control; laughter and smiling proved to be determined

-
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more by role characteristics than by per;ZEEQ{{y var;ab}es.
In terms of hum;; creation, the results q;re more gomplex
gince significant tﬁree—way interactions were obtainmed on
both social and ac;demic roles between field dependence-
independence, experimenter's comméhts, and.su;cgss—failure.
As predicted, there were indications of more humor -creatioan
by field-independent than by field-dependent subjects 1In
failure situations. ‘

The second study involving both humor creation and
humofﬂapéreciation-(Mones, 1975) was based ;n the general
rationale that "individuals who have learnéd differentlally
to recognize and discriminate internal and external cues
would differ in their ability to comprehend, appreciate, and
create humor”™ {(p. l4). Specifically, Mon&p predicted that,
compared to field-dependent subjects, fieldﬂindeﬁendent
subjects would create fuannier cérgbon captions and would
demonstrate greater-speediof humor comprehension.k In .
addition, based on evidence of greater social orientation on
the part of field-dependent subjects, it was prégicted that,
in dyadic situations where spontaneous humor could occur,
fieid~dependent subjects would exhibit more nonveghal humor
communication than field-independent ;ﬁ%jects an. would alsbd
- make mor; verbal attempts at humor. (/Male.and femal
undeggraduates were used to test these hypotheses.

Monés‘ first hypothesis was confirmed by sig&i&icant
relationships between students' scoxes on the Groyp Embedded

Figures Test (GEFT) and their scores on a Cartoon Captioﬁs



Test. As pfedicted, field-independent subjects tended to
create funnier captions than did field-dependent subjects.

With fespect'to Monés"hypothesis lnvolving speed of
humor comprehension, findings weré nonsﬂgaffiﬁg;:T
indicating.that field-dependent and fiefd-independent
subjects did not differ in  the time required to unscramble
sequences of uncaptioned cartoons. |

The remaining hypotheses were tested by in a situation
which was presented to subjécts as a test of problem-solving

» -

ability. 1In this situation, members of dyads, matched or

mismatched on fileld dependence-independence, took turns ®

guessing the nature of two humorous and two neutral

pictures. Subjects from the upper and lower quartiles of

the.dEFT were used to form.thése dyads, though the sexual
composition of the 30 pairs of subjects was not mentiocned.
" .
Subjects were ohserved through a one—way.m;rror and
measurements made of the number of 3U0-second iatervals ;n
which eye contact, -laughter, smiling, and grinqing occurred
for each dyad. Subjects' verbalizations weré\cape—recorqed
and subsequently scored for vgrbal attempts at humor.
Operational definitions for thesg depehdgnn measures were
not indicated and scoring procéddures were minimally
describea. However, with .the exception ‘of grinning which
was omitteéafrom gubsequent statistical analysis, interjudge
reliabilities for dependent measures were +.94 or better,

Each of the dependemt measures thained in this-

problem—solving situation was initially analyzed by means of
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a2 one-Wway analysis of variance. Results of these analyses
L4

were nonsignificant for smiling, laughing, and humor

creation,_though;in each case, as prediéted; homogeneous
fileld-dependent dyads scored higher than homogeneous field-

independent dyads. A subsequent chi-square test applied to
< N

the smiling data for dyads was significant: Homogeneous

field-dependent dyads smilgd more than homogeneous field-

independent dyads. Supplementary t tests compariag the

‘average scores for the total samples of field-dependent and

field-independent subjects were also donsignificanc for

laughing, smiling,\ and humordiiiigké;, though results were -

again in the predicted f?;:kion._-Finally, in terms of eye

contact, a significant main etfect for dyads was obtained,

though resulfts were not in the predicted direction since

more eye contact occurred in homogeneous thHan heterogeneous

dyads. explaining this latter resdlt, Mones ulated

that inc¢reased frequencj of eye contact might- feasonably be

expected in homogenedds ds since subjects in\this

situation would be "on the sanm

p. 56). ' \ . R

-

Three final points may be notéﬂ\:ich resﬁéct éo g\ es’
| (R AT

research. Filrst, an exploratory comp\nent of/ thif study’

investigated the relationship betweéen §Q3:f?’on ghe GEFT and
Ll ~ \ / -
the IPAT Humor Test of Personality. Few significapnt L

correlations were obtained between these two measures,

indicating that field dependence-independencelmay not be
. 1
\
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strongly related to preferences for different types of
humor. _

Second, the extent to which the sex of the subjects may
have influenced Mones'\'findings in the problem-solving-
situation is unclear (since the sexual composition of ihe.%w
dyads was.not specified. 1In addition, although significant
differences were reported between male and female subjects
on measures of laughing and smiling, results for field
dependence—independen;é were not analyzed separately “for

o

Finally, Mones' predictions for overt mirth and

each sgex.

humorous comments were contrary to those made by Lefcourt,
Antrobus, and Hogg (1974) who predicted that field-
independent subjects would make more rather than less use of
overt mirth and humorous comments compared to field-
dependent subjects. Differences i; the experlmental
situations used in these two stﬁdieS‘may account for these
divergent predictions,. Séecifically, while Lefcourt's study

involved a highly structured interaction im which the

subject enacted success and fallure roles with an

experimenter, Mones' study involved more spontaneous

interaction between peers in a somewhat less evaluative
setting. However, the point may be well taken that in
situations which are ndt clearly iantended to be humorous,

the meaning of laughter and smiling becomes more ambiguous

"and relationships between field dependence~independence and

overt mirth may then be more difficult to predict.
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To draw general conclusions about the relationship
between field dependence-~independence and humor is perhaps
unwarranted in view of the limited number of studies in the
area and the differences among these studies in the
experiﬁental situations utilized and the dependent variables
examined. However, a few general comments concerning the
results of these gtudies may be made.

First, with the exciﬁtion of a supplementary an;lysis
of smiling in Mones' sfudy (1975),-relationships reported
between field dependence-independence and overt mirth have
been nonsignificant (Lefcourt, Antrobus, & Hogg, 1974;
Lefcourt et al.,. 1973; Lefcourt,. Sordoni, & Sordoni, 1974).
However, in each of these studies, including Moﬁes',
subjects were required to perform tasks which were
introduced as being of serious intent. The particular set
given the subjects as well as the performance of these tasks
way have detracted from humor appreciation and contributed
to the consistent failure to find\significant differences in
overt mirth between field—dependen and field-independent
subjects. Additioually,Athe humor gtimuli used in these
studies were perhaps not particularl} petent for the
audiences used, conslisting as tﬂey did of =singly presented
- sexual dOuble—enéendre w&rds (Lefecourt et al., 1973;
Lefcourt, Sordoni, & Sordoni, *1974), "cliche-1ike jokes"
(Lefcourt, Antrobus, & Hogg, 1974, p. 650), and two ﬁictures
prerated as humorous by two independent judges {(Mones, -

1975).

e
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4 second point is that field dependence—indepeﬁdence
appears theoretically related to humor compreheansion and/or
covert apprecigkion. Supporting this suggestion is the .
finding by Overlade (1954) of a significant relationship
between field dependence~indepéndence and preference for
certain types of puanchlines; the finding by Lefcourt et al.
(1973) that field-independent people showed earlier signs of
recognition of sexual double entendres than did field-
dependent people; and the finding by Lefever and 'Ehri (1976)
that relativelycfield—independent subjects were better able
than field-deépendent Subjecfs to identify ambiguf&ies in
sentences. The elements invol&ed in these latter two
sgudies, namely the recognition of sexual double entendres
and of ambiguities in sentences, are elements freguently
found in jokes and cartoons. It should be noted, however,
that Mones (1975) found indications thqt field dependence-
independence may not be related to humor comprehension or to
preference for specific types of humor.

lFinally, of the five stu@fes which réla;;d'field
dependence-independence ﬁo humor, only two systemaeicallx
varied experimental conditions on a social dimension:
Lefcourt, Antrobus, and Hagg (1974) varied the comments made
by the role-playing experimenter, and Mones (1975) matched
or mismatched his dyads on éhe dimension of field /
dependence-independence. 1In terms of -thése social
manipulations, the resﬁlts of Mones' (1975) study were in

the predicted direction but nonsignificant for both overt



30

mirth and hﬁmqr.creation. Results of the former study were

also nonsignificéﬁt for overt mirth but were significant for
humor creation (Lefcourt, Antrobus, & Hogg, 1974). As noted
previOusly, the use of 535erious set and possibly weak humor

'stimuli may have coantributed to the scarcity of significant

differences on social dimensions in these two studies.

Summary, Rationale, and Hypotheses ~

The foregoing review has examined two lypes of
variables relevant to gocial influence in humor apprecia-
tion, namely the individual difference variable of field
dependence-independence and the situational variables of
canned laughter and the presence and behavior of
confederates. Concerning the effects of these particular

situational variables, research has been rather sparce and

ts contradictory in certain respects. For example,
research with children has consistently demonstrated‘that
the presence of a mirthful confederate or the same age'as
the subject enhancesroveit mirth relative to an alone
condition (Chapman, l974,.197bb, Chapman & Wright, 197b6).
However, of the two studies with adults which have,éxamined
the influence of a mirthful confederate in a dyadic
situation (Gadfield, 1977; Osborne & Chapman, 1977), only
one (UOsborne & Chapman, 1977) has comparéd.alone and
nirthful confederate conditions. This comparison, involving

approximately 10 subjects in each condition, revealed no

significant difference 1in frequency or duration of smiling

k]

]



between alote and mirtﬁful confederate situations. Studies
involving the effects of canned laughter on adults humor
appreciation have also been infrequent and have yielded.
results which have been inconsistent in-certailn respects.
/\_ — ——/“'

For example, although canned laughter Has consistently
enhanced the overt mirth of adults, its effects on fununiness
ratings have been more diverse, varying in certain lnstances
according to the subjects' sex and instructional set
(Cupchik & Leventhal, 1974). ) q

These letter studies iavolving subject characteristics
such as sex indicate the relevance of some individual
difference variables to social influence in humeor apprecia-
‘tion. However, as noted by Leventhal and Safer (1977), many
s;udies'relating individual difference variables to humor
appreciation have beeq atheoretical, lacking H}potheqes as

v A

well as a rationale for selecting particular groups of
subjects. Additionally, little research has been done on
the interacting effects of situational and individual
difference variables relevant to sqcial influence in humor
appreciation. Given evidence of the complex social nature
of humor responsiveness (Brisland, Castle, Dann, McGarry, -
Smith, & Snow, 1977; Cﬁapman, Smith, & Foot, 1980; Chapman &
Speck, 1977; Davis & Farina, 1970; Giles & Oxford, 1970;
Kane, Suls, & Tedeschi, 1977; Malpass & Fitzpatfick, 1959;
McGhee, 1973, 1979; Murphy & Pollio, 1975; Perl, 1933;

Prerost, 1977; Wolosin, 1975), research on suchk interactions

would help to disentangle key variables in humor apprecia-
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tion and would contribute to an uanderstanding of how such
variables 1nte£act in\g;mor and laughter. The present study
thu¥ examines the interaction between the individual
difference variable of field dependence-independence and the
situational viriabl;s of canned laughter and a mirthful
confederate.

The theoretical rtlevance of field dependence-
independence to the effects of canned laughter and a
mirthful confederate ‘on humor apprétiatio; resides pri;arily
in the theoretically and empirically established corollaries
of a sense of separate identity. Possessing a mdre
developed sense of separate identity than field-dependent

people, field~independent individuals are more aware of

their own needs, feelings,fand attributes as distinct from

those of other. Equippéd '}th a more developed sense of

%

4

separate identity, figld-independent subjects are also more
reliant on internal as oppOsed to external frames of
reference in i&teracting with the enﬁironment. Since other
people constitute one of the principal exFernal referents,
field—dependent people are more susceptible to so;ial
influence and more attentive to social information compared
to field-independent people.

Acco?dingly, given social influence in tﬂe form of a
mirthful confederate and/or canned laughter, figld—dependenc
subjects, compared to field—independent subjects, wéuld be

less aware of their own feelings of amusement as distinct

from the apparent feelings of the mirthful confederate
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and/or the.apparent feelings of the mirthful individuals
contributing to the canned laughter. Compared to field-
independent_people, fielh—dependent individuals would also
be more reliant on the hirﬁhfﬁl confederate 2nd/or the
canned laughter for determining‘iheir own feelings of
amusement and the funniness of the humor stimuli presented.
Given less awareness of their own féélings of amusement as
distinct from thoﬁe of others and greater reliance on the
confederate and/or canned laughter, field-dependent
tndividuals would be more attentive to the confederate
and/or canned laughter than field-independent subjects and-
more éuscept}ble to the social facilitation and conformity
effects frequently stated to underlie the.effects of canned
laughter and a mirthful confederate (Chapman, 1973, 1974,
l9?5b, 1976; Chapman & Wright, 1976; Foot & Chapman, 1976;
Fuller & Sheehy-Skleffington, 1974; Gadfield, 1977; Nosanchuk
& Lightstone, 1974; Osborne & Chapman, 1977; Smyth & Fuller,
1972).

with'respect to informational social influence
operative in conformity effects (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955),
field-dependent subjects, moreso than fie%Q:?ndependent

subjects, would use information from the é&nged laughter
- S— P .

and/or the confederate's overt mirth as evidence about
reality and thus judge and respond to the humorous material
in a manner similar to that of the counfederate and/or in a
manner gimilar to that of the individual§ contributing to

the canned laughter. According to'normagéze soclal

_— [N
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influence operative ino conformity effects (Deﬁtsch & Gerard,
_1955), the confederate's presence and overt mirth would
induce field-dependent subjects, moreso than field-
independent subjects, to behate in a manner similar to that
of the confederate in 6rder to avoid being éeen as
different, ridiculed, or negatively evaluated by the
confederate. ‘

With respect to soclal facilitation effects, a mirthful
confederate would exert greater influence on the humor
appreclation of field-dependent than field-independent
subjects because field-dependent subjects would be more
Suscepiible to arousal (Zajone, 1965), evaluation
apprehension (Cottrell, 1968, 1972), énd social shar}ng
processes (Chapman, 1974; Chapman & Wright, 1976) underlying
the soclal facilitation effects of a mirthful confederate.
Differences in susceptibility to soclal facilitation
processes would also coatribute to the differential effects
of canned laughter on the humor appreciation of field-
dependent and field-independent individuals. For exanmple,
according to the pefceptual model of social facilitation,
canned laughter QOuLd focus the subjects' attention on
aspects of the humor stimuli they might otherwise have
missed (Tolman, 1968). Being more susceptible to social
facilitation‘effectd, such a perceptual effect would be more
’marked for fie}d-dependent subjects and'accordingly,‘field-
dependent subjects would find the humorous material more

amusing than would ﬁield—independent subjects.



The theoretical corollaries of a sense of separate
identity lead to the expectation that a mirthful confederate
and canned laughter would both have greater effects on che-
humor.appreciation of field-dependent compared to
field-independent subjects. ~Additionally, there is research
evidence suggesting éhat differences in responsiveness to
éocial 1nfluence on the part of field-dependent and field-
independent people ére most likely to appear when subjects
lnteract with live or simulated group members (Karp,.1977;
witkin & Goodenough, 1977). Accordingly, differences in the
susceptibility of field-dependent and field-independent
people to the influence of a physically present mirthful
confederate would be greater than differences in the
suéceptibility'of these two groups to the influence of
canned laughter.

Additionally, considerations arlsing from the
theoreéical corollaries of a.sense of separate identity and
from research eviﬁence concerning the importance of live
interaction lead to the expectation that the Jjoint presence
of a mirthful confederate and canned laughter would have a
greatér effect on field-dependent than field-independent
subjects. Belng less attentive to social information and
less susceptible to social influence than field—dependent
subjects, field-independent subjects would be less
responsive td differences between social situationmal
' variables. Accordingly, field-independent subjects would be

zore consistent 1in the extent of their responsiveness to



canned laughter and a mirthful conféderate compared to
field-dependent subjects who would differ more in the ext;nt
of their responsiveness to these two situational variableé.
Relevant to this suggestion is evidence that social
influence is greater when the source of such influence is
visible rather than out of sight (Deutsch & éerard, 1955;
_Levy, 1960), and‘evidénce that differences in responsiveness
to social influences on the part of field-dependent and
field-independent People are most likeliy to appear ;hen

~

subjects interact with live or simulated group members

-

(Witkin & Goodenough, 1977). It would therefore be expeqgted
that fileld-dependent subjects would be more responsive to '
the effects of 2 mirthful confederate than to the effects of
canned laughter and that this difference in responsiveness
to these two situational variables would be greater for
field-dependent than for field-independent people. Accord-
ingly, compared to the effect of canned laughter in an alone
condition, the presence of a mirthful confederate with
canned laughter wouald enhance the effect of canned laughter
for field-dependent;ﬁpbjects moresc than for field-
independent subjects. In short, given a tendency to be more
attentive to social information, more Busceptible to social
influence, and more responsive to differences between social
situatioqal wvariables, the effect of the Joint presence of
canned laughter ;nd a8 mirthful confederate would be greater

for field-dependent éubjects than for field-independeni//

subjects. For example, viewed in terms of social facilita-



tion processes, the presence of a mirthful confederate would
produce a greater increase in arousal level among field-
dependent than field-independent subjects compared to an
alone condition. Given the joint presence of canned
laughter and ; mirthful confedérate, the more highly aroused
field—dependent subjects would be more -susceptible than
field-independent subjects to reflex processes in social
facilitation and would be more likely to consi&er the canned
laughter funny in itself. Thu;, compared to fielq—
independént subjects, field-dependent subjects would
demonstrate a greater increase in humor appreciation from a
mirthful confederate/no canned laughter condition to a:
mirthful confederate/canned laughter condition.

In _viewpof the‘previously cited research concerning.
social influence in humor via the situatiénal variables of a
mirthful confederate and canned laughter and the thecoretical

- - .
relevance of fleld dependence-independence to the effects of
th;se two variables, the following research hypotheses were
formulated: |
1. All meésurés of humor appreciation will be significant%y l
greater for subjects accompanied by a mirthful
confederate than for subjects in'an alone condition.
2. All measures of humor appreciation will be signifiiiig;yfﬂ

greater for subjects exposed to canned laughter than for

shbjects uot so0 exposed.

s

‘3. There will be a significant interaction between field.
v,

dependence-independence and the presence/absence of a

!
~

]

{
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mirthful confederace, i1.e., increases on all measures of’
humor appreciation from an alone to a mirthful
confederate condition will bé significantlj greater for
field-dependent people than for fieldl--independent1
people.

There will be a sigunificant interaction.between field
dependence—-independence and the presence/absence of
canned laughter, i.e., inéreases on all measures of

humor appreciation from a no canned laughter condition

to a canned laughter condition will be significan;ly
greater for field-dependent people than for field-
independent people.

There will be a significant interaction between field
dependence-independence, the presence/absence of a
mirghful confederate, and the.presence/absence of canned .
laughter, i1.e., the joint presenée of a mirthful

confederate and canndd laughter will have a significant-

o

- ly greater effect on field-dependent people than on

field:TBdependent people for all measures of humor
appreciation.

Fieldjdependent people will look at the confederate's
face significantly longer and more frequently thaan will

field-independent people.



* » CHAPTER II

p ] . METHOD

“This chapter describes the me€thod used to test the

research hypotheses. The subject. pool 1s described first

-

followed by information on the measurement of field _
- 4

dependence-independence, the selection of the stimulus

materials, the canned laughter manipulation, and the

confederate manipulation. ' The apparatus used in the >N

experimental sessions is described next followed by an

-

’ L.
outline of the procedures used in these sessions. Equipment

and procedures used ép score the subject33 and the

confederate's behavior are described followed by a specifi- *
catioﬁ of the depen&ent variables. The chapter concludes

with a.-description of the experimént;l design and a sumﬁary

r

-
of the-statlstical techniques used.

Subjects

The subject pool for this stu@y consisted of female
students aEtending introductory psythology courses at the
University of Ottawa in the fall of 1977. Males were
exciuded from the ssudy:in ordef.co control the variable of
sex and to i;crease the:probability of BStaining an adequate
,’iepresentation of field-dependent subjects. Previous
research has indicated a tendency for college Qﬁudents;

particularly males, to score in the direction of field-

L]
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independence {(Oltman, 1968; Pressey, 1968; Stuart &
Murgatroyd, 1971; Vaught, 1968).

When.recruitea in their introductory psychology -«
courses, EOCential subjécts were informed that the study
would focus on the relationship between visual perception
and the apbfeciation of such yaried humor formats as printed

e :
cartoonsyand _films. As an incentive for participating,

] ‘-_.\

—_ .
subjects\were offered-QE} mark credit EEWE;; thelr final

%
course mark in introductory psychology.

A total of 292 women initially agreed to participate in
the study. Of this.number, 3ﬁ were used to select cartoons
for the experimental sessioans and 20 particiﬁated in a pililot
study. O0f the remaining 242 subjects, 187 participated in
the experiment proper, completing both the Portasie Rod-and=-
AFrame Test (PRFT) and the experimental session which
invﬁled exposure to tﬁe preselected cartooans. However,
data for 3 pf these 187 subjects Had to be eliminated. Of
the three, one snee;ed throughout the entire experimentai
sesslon and thus had difficulty viewing the cartoons. One
stated that she had seen almost all the cartocons before, and
the experimental session of the third was inte;rgpted by a
burstinghbulb in the slide projector. Thus, the final
sample which completed both the PRFT aand the experiﬁental
.session totaled 184. The rem;ﬂﬁing.SS people who initially

volunteered for the study were either unable or unwilling to

attend the PRFT or the experimental session or were members

o
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of ethnolinguistic. groups whose skills in English were not
typical of the majority of the subject pool.

Assigoment of subjects to treatment conditions took.
place following the administratiorn of the PRFT. In this
assignment procedure, the PRFT scsres of 200 subjects whose
first language was English were rank ordered and divided
into quartiles of 50 subjects each. Ten subjects were
selected at random from each quartile to form a reserve
group in the event ¢f the failure of certain subjects to
compleEe the experimental session. Following the removal of
the 10 reserve subjects from each quartile, the remaining 40
sﬁbjects in each quartile were assigned at random to one of °
four treatment conditions: alone/no canned laughter; alone/
canned laughter, with mirthful confederate/no cann%d
laughter, with mirthful confederate/canned laughter.

In terms of descfiptivg chaiacteristics, the final
sample of 184 subjects‘r;ngiy/in age from 17 to 46 years
with an average age of 21 years. Approximately 71X were 18,
19, or 20 years of age; The majority, 145, were enroldled 1In
the first year of an'undergra&uate program. Approximately
43% were registered in the Faculﬁy‘of Arts, 234 in the
Faculty of ﬁealth Sciences, 1l4% in.the Faculty of Science
and Englneering, and the remainder ih the Faculties of
Soéial Science and Administration. As previously noted, th%
. first langdage of all subjects was Englisﬁ. The typical

participant was thus an anglophone female, 19 years of age,
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nrolled in the first year of an undergradu;te pr;gram in
the Faculty of Arts.

A series of chi-square tests of indepen&e;ce were
conducted in order to determine whetﬂér there was a
significant relationship between field dependence- .
independence (2 categories) and each of th following
varlables: subjects' faculty (5 categorles), years of study
at huiversity (3 categories), status as a part— or full-time
student (2 categories), section og introductory psycholpgx
(6 categories), week of experimental séssion'(é categories),
time of experimenéal session (3 categories), and week of
scorlng (5 categories). Ngne of these tests yielded

ASignificant results. A one~-way analysis of variance on age
coﬁparing field-dependent and field-independent subjects

also yielded a nonsignificant ‘resulc.

Measurement of Field Dependence—-Independence

A PRFT marketed by Darrqw Products of Lynabrooke, New
York, was used to measure Ffield dependence-independence. In
terms of the interior visual field presented to the subject,
this apparatus was ldentical to tha; deécribed by Oltman
(1968). Externai details of construction were also -
identical with the exception of thé base which was é inches
(.2 m) narroﬁer than Oltman's version, Lhe curtain which was
corduroy rather than velveteen, and the gddition of a
bubble-type level mounted td the base to ensure proper

horizontal positioning of tke apparatus.

B}
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Procedures and instructions for administering the Pka'
matched those provided by Oltman (Breitman, 1976): These
lastructions and procedures are provided in Appendix A. IThe
PRFT was administered by the experimentef and the score for
each subject was the sum of the abéolute deviations from the
vertical over the eight trials given. Testing with the PRET
took place between January 3 and January 27, 1978,

Although the dimension of field dependence-independence
represents a coutinuum, for purposes ;f statistical analysis
subjects were idengified as field-dependent or field-
independent based on a median split on PRFT scores. In the
final sample on which statistical analyses were conducted,
the mean PRFT‘score for the 92 subjects designated as field-
independent was 17.83. For the 972 subjects designated as
field-dependent the mean PRFT score was 67.05, In keeping
with the suggestion by Loo (1979), varied descriptive
statistics for the PRFT obtained with the final sample are
presented in Table 1. Compared to similar samples tested
with a PRFT, the present sample appeared to be somewhat more
field-independent. Thus, expressed as an average rather
than a sum over eight trials, the overall mean of 5.31
obtained in the present study was lower than the means of
6.16, 6.55, 7.95, and 8.33 obtained in studies by Stuart and
Murgatroyd (1971), Oltman (1968), Goldberger and Bendich
(1972), and MacEachron (1977) respeccively‘il However, other
studies using similar samples have yielded'mean PRFT scores

lower than that obtained in the present study (Hoffman & ,,
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for PRFT Scores Obrained
from the Final Sample of 184 Subjects

44

~

Mean 42.44 Maximum 211.00 Standard Error

Median  29.08 Minimum 8.00- Skewness
Range  203.00 Standard Deviation 36.02 Kurtosis

2.66
1.95°

4.72

/’__’///.
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Kagan, 1977; Lyle, 1974). 1In terms of the median PRFT
score, Eomparisons wicth other studies again indicate a
tendency £or the present sample to be more field—independent‘
than similar samples tested with a PRFT (MacEachronm, 1977),
although exceptions can agala be citE:\?Lylet 1974; Stuart &
Murgatroyd, 1971).

The PRFT used in the preseat study appears to be a
valid substitute for the standard RFT. For example, Oltﬁan
{1968) reported a correlation of +.89 between scores on a
portable and a,sﬁandard RFT for a sample of 163 college

-

students. Significant correlations have also been reported

L}

"between portable versions of the RFT and various forms of

the Embedded Figures Test (Breitman, 1976; Lyle, 1974;

~Qltman, 1968, Roy, 1970).

The reliability of the PRFT i1s relatively well
estgblished. In studies involving adults, corrected split-
half reliabilities ranging from +.98 to +.82 have been
reported {McCarrey, 1969; Oltman, 1968; Roy, 1970; Stuart &
Murgatroyd, 1971; Weitz, 1971). Test-retest reliability
coefficients based on periods from 2 weeks to-l month havé
ranged from +.76 to +.85 (Lyle, 1974; McCarrey, 1969; Roy,

1970). Reliability data for the PRFT obtained in the

present study are presented in chapter 3.

Selection of Stimulus Material

An attempt was made to obtain a sample of single frame

cartoons which would be restricted in content as well as
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considered amusing and understandable by the inteaded
éubjects. Particularly arusing cartoons were sought in
order that canned laughter and confederate mirth might
appea; nat%Fal in response to such materlals. Some ease of
comprehension was sought in order to reduce possible effects
of intelligegce on the comprehension and/or appreciation of
the cartoons. With respect to humor appreciation, however,
such effects were not 'expected to be great given indications
that the relationship between intelligence and humor
appreclation is not particularly stroang in a homogeneous
population of ﬁormal subjects (Berlyne, 1969; Byrne, 1956;
Flugel, 1954; Khoury, 1977; Koppel & Sechrest, 1970; Landis
& Ross, .l1933; Rouff, 1974, Wierzbicki &'Young, 1978).
Regstriction in the con;enc or the* cartoons was sought
not only to control this varﬁable.but also to maximize the
funniness of the cartodns; In terms of the relatiomship
between fate&ufunniness and stimulus content, certain
studies have indicated that funniness ratings by females
were higher when the coantent of jokes or cartoons was
o€Xial or aggressive ihan when 1t was whimsical or
nonsensical (Godkewitsch, 1976; Gollob & Levine, 1967).
Additionally, Malpass and Fitzpatrick (1959) reported that
females rated sexual hﬁmor.funnier than aggressive- humor and
aggressive humor funnier than whimsical humor. Although
sexual cartoons thus appeared to be associated with the
hlghest levels of funniness, the decision was-reached to

.8elect cartoons with an aggressive theme. This decision was



47

based on the possibili{y that thé repeated presentation of
sexual cartoons might produce responéeé in subjects which
would override the effects of field dependence—-independence,
Alrhough whimsical cartoons appeared preferable to
aggressive or sexual cartoons in this latter respect, the
prevalence of sexual and aggressive theﬁes in humor and the
association of whimsical content with lower levels of
funniness segggd to militate against obtaining a pool of
whimsical cartoons large enouéh to result in-a particularly
funny subgroup which contained no elements of sex or
aggreséion. Thu;, only cartoons judged to be aggressive 1n
content were used in the presehéfstudy in order tuv maximize
the funniness of the material and avoid overriding
influences which might occur with a sexual theme. It was
recognized, however, thaE sfrict control of the funniness,
ease of comprehension, and content of the cartoons could
only be approximated, given the complexity of the stimulil
ana subjects' responses to such material.

In éelecting the cartoons used in this study, a pool of

132 capﬁioned cartoons was collected from The New Yorker and

Look magazines as well as from collections of varied
cartoonists. According to the experimenter's judgment, 112
of these cartoons involved aggression, 10 involved sex, and
10 nonsense. The cartoons were also judged .by the
experimenter not to require the visual disembedding of items
for their comprehension and appreciation., The presence of

such disembedding in the cartoons would have favored fileld-
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independent over field-dependent subjects in terms of both
speed and level of comprehension of the cartooans.

This collection of 132 cartoous, arragged in one random
order, was presented to fiye female students enrclled in a
graduate psychology program. These students independently
categorized each of the 132 cartoons according to its theme
or content. The instructions, definitions, and examples
provided these raters are included in Appendix B. Defini-
tions for aggressive, aexual,.and whimsical themes were
based upon éhose used in previous studies. Specifically, an
aggressive theme wasVdegcribed in terms of definitions used
by Malpass and Fitzpatrick.(1959) and Singer, Gollob, and
Levine (1967). Godkewitsch's definition (1972) was used to
describe a sexual theme, an the meaning of a whimsical
theme was explained in termsﬁg?“definitiOns used by Berlyne
(1969) and Malpass and Fitzpatrick (1959).

Based on the categorizations made b;:the five raéers, a
collection of 65 cartoons was formed. For 33 of these
cartoons, agreemené among raters was l00% concerning the
presence of an aggressive theme; for the remainding
cartoons, agreement was 80% that, the theme of the cartoon
was agressive, Cartoons withlSOX agreement were included 1in
the final collection since limiting the number of cartoons
to the 33 on which there was 100% agreement might have
restricted the range of funniness of the material.

Thirty females from the initial pool of subjects

independently rated each of the 65 cartoons on a 7-point
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scale for funniness and a 7-pqint scale for ease of
cpmprehen;E;n. The funniness scale was adapted from that
used by Cupchik and Leventhai (1974). Each subject, all of
whom had English as a first language, rated the cartoons
alone and in a different random order. The instructidns
provided each subject are included in Appendix C. Although
it would have been preferable for these 30 subjects to have
rated the cartoons in a situation similar to that of the
experimen£31 sessions {(i.e., to have rated the cartoons in
slide form while listening to the tape-recorded captions),
the cost of such a procedure was found to be prohibitive,
aaproximately $600 for six random orders according to an
e¢stimate received from Marc Productions Limited of Ottawa.

Using the method suggested by Ebel (1951) for
estimating reliability.of ratings, the reliability for the
30 raters combined was +.89 for funniness and.+.88 for ease
of couwprehension., Based on the ratings made by these 30
students, mean ratings for funniness and for ease of
comprehension were determined for each of the 65 cartoons.
Using these means, 18 cartoons rated as the easiest/to
understand were selected from among the 22 cart ong}fated as
most funny. Each of ghe-ls cartoons so selected was then
photographed and slides were processed from the film,
Captions were omitted from the slides in order to remove the
possibility that subjects, reading the captions quickly,
might fespond before the tapé—recorded captions were

compiéted and the confederate umirth and/or canned laug%;er
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had a chance to occur. A number was placed in.the corner.of
each sli;e.to‘assist subjects in maintaining their place on
the funniness rating sheets during the experimental session.

The geSults of a pilot study using these 18 slides
revealed that three slides were inadequate in terms of
visual clarity. Since this problem seemed to stem from-che
nature of the cartoons rather than from the qualig;jpf the
slides, these three cartoons were replaced with ones which
had also been prerated as easiest to understand among ﬁhe 22
cartoons prerated as most funny.

The final sample of 18 cartoons, arranged in the random
order in which they were presented, is included in Appendix
b. In terms of categorization according to content, this
collection of 18 cartoons included Ll which had been

: 1 .
unanimously categorized as aggressive and 7 on whigh
agreement had been 80Z as to the presence or an aggressive
theme. 1In terms of preratings by the 30 undergraduate
students, the mean funniness ratings of ﬁhe 18 cartoons
ranged from 3.7 to 5.1 with an ovérail average of 4.4 on a
7-point scale. Average éatings on the 7-point scale for
ease ol comprehension ranged from 5.6 to 6.6 with an overall
average of 6.2. The 18 cartoons used in the present study
were thus prerated as "somewhat”™ funny and “very easy” to
understand. 'In terms of reéency, 13 of tFe 18 cartooans had

been published prior to 1Y75; the remainder had been

published in 1977. The most recent date of publication was
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August, 1977, 5 months prior to exposure of the cartoons in

the present study.

Subjects viewed this final sample of 18 cartoous in the .

presence or absence of canned Laughter and the presence or
absence of a mirthful confederate. The specific procedures
used to manipulate the independent variables ot canned

laughter and a mirthful confederate are described next.

L

Canned Laughrer Maﬁipulation
Tape recordings involving_in;tructions for subjezts and
captions for the 18 cartoons were prepared for the canned.
laughter and no ;anned laughter conditioms. All reeﬁrding

and dubbing operations were conducted by Marc Produciions

Limited. .

’

Instructions for subjects in the canned laughter and no
canned laughter conditions were recorded in the
experimenter's voice.. The two instructions ditffered in one
respect, namely,_the présence or absence of a retference to a
group of people present during the recording of the

captions. Thus, subjects in the canned laughter condition

heard the following as part of the their instructions: i

It has been found in earlier work that it is
sometimes difficult to read the captions at the
bottom of the cartoons because of the small print
and occasional shifts in focus of the slides. To
get around this problem, a tape recording has
been made of parts of a session during which
these same cartoons were shown to a larger Eroup.
An experimenter read the cartoon captions aloud
for them: '

. . ‘ . .
For subjects in the no canned laughter condition, this part

of the instructions was as follows: ~

‘Sh.
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) : .

It has been found in -earlier work that it is

sometimes difficult to read the captions at the

bottom of the cartoons because of the small print

and occasional shifts in focus of the slides. To

get around this problem, a tape recording has

been made of an experimenter reading the cargoon

captions aloud.

The last sentence in the above instructions was spliced ingo
the recording of the canned laughter instructions so that,
with the exception of two sentences, the ilnstructions were
.ldentical for subjects in the canned laughter and no canned
laughter conditions. This particular method of manipulating
the presentation of canned laughter was adapted from that
used in previous studies (Cupchik & Leventhal, 1974;
Leventhal & Cupchik, 1975). Iastructions for the no canngd
laughter and canned laughter conditions are included in
Appendices E and F respecti}ely.

Canned laughter was obtained by recording the laughter
of 10 adults, five male and five female, as they listened
through headphones to comedy albums. Discrete laugh
sequences were then selected from the hour of recorded
laughter. An attempt was made to avold sequences of
laughter which sounded forced, unnatural, or particularly

'8

boistrous or hysterical. GThe laughter sequences which were

]

selected varied in duratio? from 4.5 to 5 seconds.,

Captions for the 18 cartddns were recorded by‘a male

-p
andouncer and two tape recordings were prepared on .4~-track

tape, , Track 1 of the canned laughter tape contained

instructions, captions, and canned laughter while track 1 of

the no canned laughter tape contained only instructions and

captions. h

b}
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: Since the sound of Maughter following every cartoon

~

might have appeared somewhat unnatural to the subjects, only
12 of the-l&fcaptions on "the canned>laughter tape were
~followed by the sounds of people laughing. In order to
allow the possibility of analyzing the results according to
blocks of cartoons, the 12 sequences-of canned 1aﬁghter were
assigned-at'random'tg the 18 cartoons with the restriction
‘that there bg 4 canned laughs within each successive block
of 6 cartoons. In the assence of references to latency in
otﬁe; studies on the effects of canned iaughter {Chapman,
-1973; Fuller & Sheehy-Skeffington, 1974; Kosslyn & Henker,
lb70§~ieventhal & Mace, 1970;‘Nosahchuk & Lightstone, 1974;
Smyth & Fuller, 1972), thq\&atency used by Cupchik and
Leventhal (1974) and Lev?nthal and Cupchik (1975)‘was

(aHthed. Thus, canned ldﬁghter.folldwed the époken captions

'\\ N ) " ) . \

Confederate Manipulation
Half the subjects in the present study viewed the
cartoons in the presence of a 22-year-old female who had

sever?l years experlence working in varied theatre groups
iﬁéluding the Theatre Young Company of the National Arts
Centre. The confederate was paid for her participation in
this study. Since Ehe confederate did not attend courses at
the University of Ottawa, it was considered unl;kely that

, -
she would be recognized by subjects in the experimenf. The

confedérate wore a variety of coats, dresses, slacks,
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scarves, glasses, wétchks, aﬁd hair styles in different
experimental sessions in order to reduce the possibii;ty
thathsubjects would discover that the same companion was
present with differenk subjects. The confederate was
unawafe of the field;dependence—indgpeudence dimgné&on of
the study and thus was blind to subjects' standings on this
variable.

FLR ' -

. © Lo .
Training of the confederate took place over the period

'of 1l day, using videotapes from the pilot study as exgﬁples
of mirthful behavior. This training period was intended to'
ensure that the procedures involved in conducting the
sessions were understood and well rehearsed, and that the
confederate responded naturally té the cartoons. The
-confederace was provided with a script which specified the-
behaviors required of her prior to, during, and immediately
after each experimental session. :

While exposed to }he cartoons, 2?e confederate was
instructed to smile and chucklé when cued by prérecorded
tones which occurre¥ on track 3 of the canned laughter and
no canned_laughrer tapes immediately after selected
éaptions. The confederate was to attempt to make these
mirth responses as constant as possible-in .terms of latency,
intensity, and du;atipn. At no other time was she to show
signs of_humor appreclation. In addition, unless the

o
subject spoke o her, the confederate was not to lock.at, or

speak to the subject while the cartoons were exposed. In

making her funniness ratings of the cartoomns, the
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confederate was to unobtrusively keep her rating form from
the subject's view and to make her own ratings in the center
of the scale. Within the limitations described above; the
confederate was instructed to behave as naturally as

possible. To help ensure that the behavior of the

confederate and the experimenter did‘nét gradually deviate
4

-

from the oris}ndl instructions, three veview sessions were
held during the course of conducting the experimental
sessions.

In attempting to minimize subjects' suspicions
concerning the geu;ineness of the compdnion's mirth, it was
considered inadvisable for the confederate to exhibit mirth
to all 18 cartooas or to exactly thﬁ-same subset of cartoons
associated with canned laughter. (éowever, i1f canned
laughter and confederate mirth were\io occur in response Lo
Eotally different subsets ¢f cartoons, fewer instances of
canned laughter and confederate mirth would be possible, and
subjects' suspicions might be aroused by such~awm
arraﬁgegent. Thus, the dec%sion ;as reached that the
confederate Qould exhibict mircth in response to 12 of the 18
cartoo9s‘and that some of these respouses would accompany
canned laughter,

As in the case of canned laughter, the 12 occasions of
confederate mirth were assigned at random to the 18 -cartoons
with the additional restriction that, within each successive

o

-
block of & cartoons, there be 4 lnstances of confederate

h,ﬁ:D.
c”

A |
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mirth, an& that 2 instances of the ; ia each block accomﬁany.
canned iaughter.

In order to determine tﬁe consistency of thq
confedqraté's responses across experimental sessions, the
behavior of the confederate was.scored in two ways. In the
first approach, 13 (l14%) of the 92 videotaped sessions
involving the confederate were selected and the
confederate's behaviour was scored in ﬁerﬁs of frequency and
duration of laughcer and frequency an& duration of smiling.
D?tailed descriptions of these scoring categories and the
scoring prpcedures used are provided later in this chapter.
Th'e 13 sessions selected for such scoring were those during
which the confederate was most coﬁsiscently wicthin the
camera's range. (During the experimental sessions the
caméra had been placed such that the subject would be
consistently in view unless she moved radically to the left
and the confederate would be in view unless she moved
forward). During the 13 sessions which were scored, the i?
confederate moved temporarily out of view when responding to
17 of the 234 cartoon presentatons. Table 2 presents
descriptive data on the confederate's behavior during these
13 sessions.

Inspection of Table 2 reveals that, for the 13 sessions
scored, the confederate's svert ﬁirth was consistent across

AN
blocks of cartooms. This table also reveals that the
confederate was mor;fconsiscent across subjects Iin terms of

her laughter than in terms of her smiling. Additionally, .
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Table 2

Means and Ranges for Confederate Behaviors During
: 13 Experimental Sessions

Dependent 6 Sessions without 7 Sessions with- Total of 13 Sessions
Variable Canned  .Laughter Canned Laughter
g‘Eée.n ’ Range Mean Range Mean ) Range

First Block of 6 Cartoons N

Frequency .
Laughter . 3.8 3-4 4,0 a 3.9 3-4 v
Smiling 2.0 1-2 2.0 0-4 2.0 0-4
Duration
Laughter 3.0 1.0-5.8 2.9 1.0-6.6 2.9 1.0-6.6 2
Swmiling 4.4 3.1-6.7 4.4 2.7-8.8 4.4 2.7-8.8
an
Second Block of 6 Cartoons
( 4
Frequency : ' . ‘
. Laughter - 3.8 3-4 4.0 a 3.9 3-4 \
Smiling 2.3 0-3 2.3 1-3 2.3 0-3 ]
Duration
Laughter 2.3 1.1-4.3 2.2 9.2 2.2 94, %
Smiling 4.5 3.1-6.1 3.8 2.6-5.7 4.1 % 2:6-6.1
Third Block 4; 6 Cartoons
Frequency o )
Laughter 3.8 3-4 3.7 3-4 3.8 3-4
Smiling 1.\:7 0-3 2.4 1-3 1.9 0-~3
Duration .
" Laughter 2.6 1.2-4.4 2.7 1.0-4.9 2.6 . 1.0-4.9
Smiling 4.8 1.8-8.3 3.8 1.6-6.0 4.1 }.6-8.3

2 The confederate consistently laughed on the four pres&ribed
occasions.

—
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the 12 laughs which the confederate was to exhibit with each
subject ;ere not consistently scored by the observer,

Ratﬁer on 5 of the 156 cartoon presentations the observers
scored a smile for the confederate but no laugh. Of these
five failures to laugh, three lnvolved field-independent
subjec}s aéd two involved field-dependgnt-subjects.

Although the confederate may have smiled rather than laughed
in these five instances, it 1is also possigle that ’

. occasionally the sound of her laughtfr may not have been
plcked up by the microphone -which was located closer to thé
subject tpan to' the confederate. With respect to
variability in the confederate;s smiling, scoring of the
subjects' visual behavior indicatéd that only six field-
independent and eigﬁt field-depemndent s;bjfcts gazed at the
confederate's face @hile she exhibited overt mirth. The
total duration of such gazing was also quite brief, 5.43
seconds for the field-independent subjects and.7.44 seconds
for the field-dependent subjects. Thus, vafiability in the
conederate's smiling may not have had a marked effect on
results of the present study.

In the second approach. to scoring the confederate's
behavior, an opserver noted the nature a;d sequence of the
confederate's behavior during each of the 1,656 cartoon
eXposures to the 92 subjects who accompanied the
confederate. Thus, for examgle, the observer might note

that the confederate's initially blank facial expression

gave way to a smile, then to a laugh, and then returned to
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an impassive state. Any verbalizations made by the
confederate weré:also noted.

According to the resulting behavioral descriptions, the
confederate was generally, but not completely consistent
acros; subjects in demonstrating overt mirth. Specifically,
f&r 6 of the 18 cartoons, .the confederate was requested to
maintain a blank facial expression. According to Ehe'
observer's notes, the confederate successfully maintained
such an expression on 554 {(95%) of the 552 occasions these
six cartoons were exposed. On the remainihg 28 exposures of
these six cartaons, the confederate exhibited overt mirth,
smiling on 2§ occasions and laughing on 3. However, during
none of these uncalled for instances of confederate mirth
did subjects gaze at the confederate's face. As indicated
in Table 3, these 28 instances of confederate mirth were
rather evenly distributed across canned laughter dnd\ig
canned laughter conditions (14 ianstances in each case),i
across field-dependent and field—indepénden; SubjecES (1ls
and 12 instances respectively), and across blocks of
cartoons (10, 8¢ and 10 instances in the first, second, and
third blocks).

The confederate was fequested to laugh at the remaining
12 cartoons and, according to the observer;s ﬂQCes, ;he did
so on 1,075 (97%) of the 1,104 occasions these 12 cartooans
were exposea..-For the remainingx29‘exp05ures of these 12

cartoons, the observer scored either a confederate smile (22

occasions) or a blank facial expression (7 occaslons). As
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Table 3

Instances of Confederate Errors in Exhibiting Overt Mirth

Block of Cartoons
Experimental

Condition 1 2 3 . Total

Failures rto Inhibit OQert Mirth

Field-Independent Subjects

No Canned Laughter 2 4 1 7

Canned Laughter 2 0 3 5
Field-Dependent Subjects .

No Canned Laughter 4 1 2 7

Canned Laughter 2 3 4 9

Fallures to Exhibit Laﬂghter

Fleld-Independent Subjects

No Canned Laughter . 3 1 3 7

Canned Laughter 2 -2 2
Field-Dependent Subjects

"No Canned Laughter 4 @ 3 11

Canned Laughter 3 2

ah
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indicated in Table 3, these failures in confederate laughter
occurred 18 and ll times respectively in the no canned
laughter and canned laughter conditions, 16 and 13 times
respectively with field-dependent 'and field-independent
subjects, and 12, 7, and 10 times in each successive block
of six cartoons. -

Verbalization by the confederate were noted on 12
occasions, 5 involving field-independent18ubject§ and 7
involving field-dependents. Of the 12 confederate verbal-
izations noted, 9 occurred with verbalizations by the
subject. Five confederate verbalizations occurred in the
fir;t block ot cartoons, four occurred in the second block,
-and three in the third. Such verbalizations occurred

_ —-
equal;y often in the no canned laughter and cannéd laughter
conditiong.

Instances of eye contact between the confederate and
the subject were also noted by the observer. Only three
such instances were reported across the 92.subjects who
accompanied the confederaée. Each instance involved a
field-dependent subject and each occurred in the third block
of cartoons.

In summary, although the confederate was not absolutely
©

accurap% in following the prescribed behavioral directions,

she appeared f;:}éw\these directions quite closely and
-4

her behavior did not appear to differ systematically across

field-dependent and fiéid—independent subjects, across

7
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blocks of cartoons, or across canned laughter and no canned

laughter Eonditions.

Apparatus

Experimental sessions involving the presentation of the

cartoons were conducted at the Child Study

Centre on the

University of QOttawa campus. The apparatus required to

y . "
conduct these sessions was located in two areas: in an

experimental room in which subjects viewed
in an adjacent "control area”™ in which the
operated the equipment required to present
videotape the sessions.

Experimental Room

*Subjects were exposed to the humorous

standard physical conditions in a carpeted

the cartoons and
experimenter

the cartoons and

material undér

'10.5 ft. by 8 tt.

(3.2 m by 2.4 m) room. The main feature in this room was a

-

Lehigh Valley Modular Human Test System located on a table.

Appendix G presents photographs of this modular unit, the

dimension of which were 23.75 inches by 21

-3 inches by 24

inches (.6 m by .55 m by .61 m). The subject, and

confederate if present, sat facing the frontal panels of the

unit.

Located inside the modular unit were two pleces of

equipment: a slide projector and a videotape camera. The

!

ilide projecﬁar (Kdaaéi#odel 800) rear-projected'the

AN

cartoons onto the centralyfrontal panel of the modular unit,
\\ P

The dimensions of this paneT‘ﬁE}e 6 inches
Y

\

.
~.

—

by 7 inches

&
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(.15 m by .18 m). The video tape camera (Shibaden model
HV=15) c0nce§led inside the modular unit was equipped with a
wide angle lens which formed a repéss in the left central
panel of the unit. This Jens allowed the video-taping of
both the subject and the confederate. The conce;led lens
was approximately 12 inches (.3 m) from the c0nfedérate's

face aand 24 inches” (.61 m) from the face of the subject.

'Thus, as the subject, and confederate *f present, sat in

front of the modular unit, they viewed slides ofléhe
cartoons on the central froatal panel of the unit and were
videotaped by the camera conqealed in?&de Ehe unit, Sounds
in the experimental koom were picked up by a microphone

concealed on the subject's side of the modular unit \v

approximately 30 inches (.76 m) from the subject's mouth.

As the subject, and confederate if presen wed the

cartoons on the central panel of the modular unit, the
listened to the cartoon captions via open-air earphones
. o l T—

(Beyer Dynamic model DT 302) which also allowgd them to hear
sounds in the experimental room. The earphones were
inserted into plugs located in thgpbottom.gxntrar pangi of
the modular app;ratus. Only one set of earphones was
present when the subject was alone.

In addition to the modular unit which housed the slide

projector and coqcéwLed_the videotape c¢amera, the

experimental room contalned a second videotape camera ™~

. stationed high in one corner of the room. This second

>
camera, which was aimed toward the chair(s) to be occupied

- &
WP
»
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by the subject, and confeaerate if present, was clearly
visible to both the subject and confederate. Although it
was blugged inte an electrical wall outlet, this second
camera was inoperative and was included \in the room in order
that subjects would nqt suspect that their behavior was
actually being recorded by a camera concealed approximately
24 inches {.61 m) from their face.

Other gquipmenc in the experimental room incidental to
the presentétion of the cartoons amd the vidéotaping of the
session included a l6-millimeter film projector '(Kodak model
AV-126-TR) and a speaker adjacent to the modular unit. This
equipment was required fo? thg presentation of a film
following the coupletion of the projection of the slid:s.

On the walls of the experimental room were two paintings by

children and a pliece of decorated material. This latter

- wall hanging covered a one-way mirror and served to prevent
damage to the lens of the conceal®d videotape camera which
"faced the mirror.

Control Area

The control area located Iin an adjacent room contalned
equipment which the experimenter operated in order to
control the presanFation of the slides and the videotaping
of the experimental sessions. Specifically, the control

area contained a quarter track tape recorder (Revox’ model

477) used to pipe'instgud;ions and car captions (with or

without canned laughter) to both sid of thelsubject’'s

earphones and to one side  of the confederate's, earphones.

I3

-
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{On the other side of her earphones the confederate heard
the prerecorded cueing tones.)
Attached to the tape recorder in the control area was a

device (Uher Dia Plot model F422) which controlled the pace

of the slide presentation by sensing trigger tones

- previously recorded on track 4 of the canned laughter and no

canned laughter tapes. When the experimenter in the control

‘area smactivated the tape repbrder,'this device enabled the

the slides in the experimental room to

proceed igizfeﬁLcally in phase whicﬁr;hé spoken captions.
- s v

The t rger tones sensed by the device were spaced such that

pregentation oX

each slide yas exposed for approximaieiy 2 seéonds before
the first,/word of the caption was heard and eacﬁ-élide
remained exposed for 10 seconds following the last word of
the caption. This proéedure allowed the subjects to briefly
view each cartoon prior to hearing its caption and permitted
subjects sufficient‘time’cU make their funniness ratings.
(The timing of the canned laughter and no canned laughter-
tapes differed by 6 seconds due to the previou;ly noted
difference in the tape-recorded instructions given in tﬁese
t wo coﬁditions.)

In additfon to tﬂe tape recorder which Rresentéd the
«various audio elementé of the experimental,session,'and the
device attached to the tape recorder which controlled the

»
pace of the 'slide preéentation, the control ares contained
‘vzajotape recorder (Hitachi model SV—SIOU) connected to the

videotape camera concealed in the experimental room. The

. . =

>



66

control area was also equipped with a 9 inch (.23 m)

videotape m?nitor (ITC model PM-9I?) which allowed the. g
experimenter to viek the ongoing experimental session. The
experimenter was able to hear the session by means of an

earplug attached to the videotape recorder. A microphone<:, g r
was used by the efperimenter'to‘record onto the videotape
the subject's number as weli as the number of each cartoon
presented. A microphone mixér {(Shure, Podel M68) locééed in
the.control area combined onto the audio portion of the
bideotape the sounds picked up by the experimenter's
microphone in the con;rol area and the sounds picked up by

t he Eoncealed microphone in the experimental room.
7

Procedures During the Experimental Session

-

Whén solicited for participation in this research,
subjects were informed that the study involved the
'relatioﬁship between visual perception and the appreciagion

of such humor formats as printed carFoons.and filas. As
previously described, subjects whé completed the PRFT were
assigned at random to one of the four_treatmen: conditions
defined by ‘the presence or absence of canned laughter' and by
cﬁe presence or.absence of the mirthfu% confederate.

Due to difficulties involved in m;Eching the schedules
of the subject, confederage, and e#qerimenter, e~gched- ég
’uling of the four treatmernt cdnditions was nd{/fj;::;IZEH";?-” )
counterbalan;ed. Appointments were made according to the

demands of the subjects' academic timetables and the
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availability of the confederate and experimenter. With few ' ¢
- T - .
exceptions, all four t}eatment ¢onditions occurred a minimum

of once or twice a day using these scheduling 2:0c§dures.
- .
The experimental sessions took place between January 3£N\‘;> f

and March 31, 1978. On arriviag in the lobby of the Child

L4

Study, Centre, the subject was asked by the secretary to take

-

a‘seat. The confederate, if scheduled to be present with -

the subject, was already seated kn the lobby wearing a coat
and béots auﬂwgiziijpg books. A few seconds after the

. ’ . . ]
subject .was seat&d, the experimenter entered the lobby snd ¢

greeted the subject, and confederate if present. When

- -

introducing the subject and comdfederate, various names were

used for the confederate who was said to be a volunteer for

-

the study from a different section of the introductory

-

psychology course. Proceeding to the third floor of the

Centre; £he experimenter mentioned the'probable length of

the seésion and the fact that the session would be :

vi@eotaped-in order to gpare\gyé experimenter from taking

notes. No subject objectea to the videotaping. ) .
.anarriving at the 'third £floor, the subj?cé, and

confederate 1if present, were seated in a waiting area. The

experimenter then explained that the curreant phase of the .

study involved a humorous film but that; prior to this film,
- \ ‘.

b 4 .
cartoons from magazines would be presented in slide form.

L
The experimenter‘expléined :hatt\bii?d on the results of °

“

previous research in humor, «viewing of the cartoons would )

‘serve as a warm—up_period‘co kelp éubjects relax and be

.\

R & .



spontaneous in the experimental setting. Additionmally, it
;as explained that subjects would rate the cartoons using a
simple rating scale in order to hec?me familiar-wrtk the
.procedur; of rating humor stimuli.

Fpllowing this explanation, the experimenter led the
sﬁbject E& the expprimental roomw. The confederate, when
present, positioned herself to arrive at the room just
behind the subject. Subjects who were alone were asked to
tékp a‘seaf in the singlg chair placed behind the table on -
which the modular unit was located. ‘Subjecgs accomparnled by
the confederate were also asked ;o take that\giiiicular
seat, which was the further of the two present, a request

ich seemed natural given the positioning‘of the .subject
and the confederate at the door to the room. When present,
the confederate was thus seated 1 ft. (.3 m) to the
subject;s leftr.

Once the subject, and confederate 1f presént,.uére
seated, the experimenter indicated/}he'pagel on whicg the
cartoons would be presented and Aoted that features on the
other panels could e distega;de since they were used in l
other studies. The experimenter then asked that the
shgject, and confederate if present, put on their earphones
.in order to hear thugzﬁézfuctions. The subject w;; then

given a pencil and‘a%50ufrpage rating booklet, as was the

I AR

LR, Lo .
confederate when pfég&ntv“'The cover page of the booklet

contained the verbébimﬁ§¢ripg of the tape-recorded

instructions for the canneﬁﬁgaughter or no canned laughter

™
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conditions. The next three pages contained 18, 7-point

- .

scales for funnines‘, one scale for each cartoon. The

funniness scale used was identical to that employed in the

preratings of the caétoons. The experimenter requested that
the instructions Ee read silently as.rhey}were heard over
the earphones. Expliining that she would be back when the
slides were completed, the experimenter turned on the power

for the slide projector, left _the room, and proceeded to the
%

contrel area.

Once in the control area, the experimenter immediately

-

activated the tape recorder which was equipped with the
appropriate canned laughter or no canned laughter tape. The

experimknanter activated the videotape equipment when the
>
tape-recorded instructlions ended. As a means of facili-

tating subsequent scoring of the subjects' behavior, the

experimenter, equipped with a-microphone,'fécorded onto the
videcotape the number of each cartoon as it was ekposed.
When the last cartoon was remov;d from view, the ;xperi-
ménter turned off all equipmenébfn the control area And
returned to the experimental room where she turned off the

slide projector, indicated that earphones could be removed,

and took_-the completed rating form(s). The e#perimenter

.

then explained that the warm—hp was over and that the film

1)
-

would now be shown. She then gave the subject, and

confederate 1f present, a one-page rating form containing a

single 7-point rating scale for funniness to be used to rate

the £ilm. Explaining that she would be back when the Tilm

P—

)
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: a
ended, the experimenter started the film projector and left

b

the room. The film, Bambi Meets Godzilla (Marlin Motion

Piéeures Limited), played for approximately 2 minutes, at
. e .
the completion of which the e%perimenter reentered the room, .

stopped the film projector, and’'took the completed rating

form(s). :

At this point, the confederate, 1if pre;eﬁt, wasweasked
to return for a few minutes to the walting area outside the
experimental room because the expé:imenter wished to ask a
few questiq;% of each subject individgally. The experi-
menter then prbbed the subject for suspicions about the
validity and purpose of the canned-laughter and the
companion. Questions were also asked about various
chiﬁéﬁferistics of the cartoons and the film. The specific
ques?%%ns asked in this postexperimental interview are , -

indicated in Appendix H. Prior to leaving the experimental

room, subjects were asked not to describe the slides or the

film to others or to mention to others how funny or unfunn;,

they had found ;he material. Prior to ché subject’'s
departure, the experimenter also explained the purpose of
the study in tegms of a theoretically valid framework which
was not, however, investigated in the present study.
Specifically, thislsxplanation involve&%Gileé and Oxford's

-

(1970) rationale for studying the lationship betWeen field
Li)

\
dependence5§ndependence ané\{&i%iié

stimulus. The experimenter noted that the film Bambi Meets

- ~ 1
span of a hamor

b3
Godzilla represented an instance of visual short time-span
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humor and that appreciation of such humor would be

systematically related to che-styles of visual perception
ﬁeasured by the PRFT. The experimenter avoided, however,
mengk:i%ng whigh berceptual style would be associated with a

%

greater preference for the film.
~
Following this debriefing, the subject was led back to
t?g waiting area, where the confederate, if inyolved; was
seated. The exﬁerimenter then said goodbye to the subject,
and if the confederate was present led her back to the
experimental room, appareantly for her turn to be questioned..
For 50 of the subjects, :Eis closing procedure was :

somewhat different. Instead of being given the rationale

=
for the ;}4Hy at the end ot the experimental session, 20

<\\\fubjects»were retested with the PRFT and then debriefed.

»

N\
This retesting was conducted in order to obtain data on the
test-retest reliability of the PRFT. The 20 subjects so

retested had been selected at random with the restriction

that five were from each quartile of the distribution of

PRFT scores. s

S
The 30 remaining subjects for whom closing procedures
%-

were different were asked to return for a second session of

.};Exifgrfhe humorous material. The purpose of thesel

additi6nal5§e§§ieq§\iizﬁi::i;%d: ‘(a) to contribute to the
sparce literature ¢on the ability of responses to humor
stimuli and, {(b) to provide éupplementary measures of

intercobserver agreement. Tﬁ% 30 subjects wh$ returned for a

second session were selected from among thosg who had viewed

.y : #

AR
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the cartoans glone, without canned laughtef. The selection
!

of these 30 subjects was random with the restriction tHat _

N
field-dependent and field- independent subJects be eqt.l-ali\..,\:_~
\_,._..4

represented. Subjects who hif viewed the cartoons with thg_gj/
confederate and/or with canned laughter were not asked to

return for a second session because it 'was feared that
~

! ~

additional exposure to the canned laughter, and particularly
to the same confederate, might make subjects more suspicious

about the intent of the experiment. o - -~

Subjects who r?iirned-for thg second experimental
sension received one ¥xtra mark toward their final nark in
cne introductory psychology course. When the request to .
ceturn was made, it was explained that‘the second session
would also involve the presentation of humoFous material for
approximatély-ls minutes. On arriving for thigksecond
session, -subjects wé?ErInforned nhat the session would be
identical no the first ann that the longevity of the humor
evokiné potential of fhe film was being studied. After this

second sessiph, subjects were given the same rationale

'the study'?é had beemn previously used with other sy¥fjects. <°

Scorini of the Subjects' and Confederate's.Behavior

Scoring of the Subjects' Overt Mirth

Observer orientatlon and training. As previously
described, all subjects, and the confederate, 1f present,
were videotaped during the Pxpen}mentar\fessions. These

videotapes were viewed and scored by two female students in
. »
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the third year of an undergradzéte psychology program. Both
were employed for 7 weeks and wére paid for their services.

Prior to training, each observer received a typed
description of the purpose of the study and the nature of
the experiménial sessions. The purpose of tﬁg\k{udy”was
sald to be twofold: first, .to collect a bodyuof reliable

empirical data on the behaviors involved in humor apprecia-

tion, and second, to study the relationship between these

overt behaviors and subjects' judgments of the funnineégpof
the related humorous materials. _1t was explained that, in

the rarely studied area of humor appreciatioﬁ,'g body of

L

reliable behavioral data'wés needed before more complex

theoretical issues -¢ould be studied.

- -

™
The description of the expﬁrimental sessions provided

~To.\the observers was accurate/Zith the exception that no
reference was made to the categorization of subjects
ﬂ}j’according to cognitive sﬁ}le or to the canned laughter

) -
»manipulation., With respect to the confederate manipulation,

the obs&isgrs were informed that subjects had viewed the
cartoons either alone or with one other person.’ It was

: ~ )
stated that these two situations were includedgln order that
the study would be representative of two common humor

appreciation situations, namely solitary appreciation and

-
~
-

appreciation with someone else. It was further explained

that the same companion was presenf‘with different subjects

A
-

{2 order to standardize the situation somewhat.

e
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In addition to these descriptions of the purpose of the
study and the nature of the experimental sessions, each
observer was provided with typed descriptions and >
definitions of the behaviors to be scored. Both‘obherverg
were asked to familiarize themselves with these descriptions
prior to tradning. .

During the 4-day traini5g period, the obse;v;rs became
proficient in using the scoring equmeent and gained
pradﬁice in applying the scoring_categgries and procedures.

Videotapes of subjects from the pilot study weru\gzed as

practice material, The exposure of each cartoon s treated
as a seEaréte scoring period during which the ﬁwo observérs
independently scored the subject's behavior and tpen
immediateiy compared tbézr decisions. Disagfeemﬁnts were
discussed and scoring categlories revised in an attempt Co
reach coansistency in the use of the scoring.system. At the
end of the training period, the scoring caéegorieg and

procedures were fiﬁaliie&v and interobserver reliability

& N

assessed. These reliability data are reported in chapter 3. -

Scoring equipment. Following training, the observers

began to score the 26 teels of videotabe containing the
experimental sessions of the 184 subjects. The vide;tapes
-rather than sessions oE the subjects were scored in a randam
ords; becapse a random ordegzof sessions would have entéiled

considerable rewinding gnd rethreading.of the videotapes

with-resultant ‘wear apdltear and possible\damagg to or
- : ' ¥

. . S—
" "*breakage of the tapes. The observers‘independenély scored

. - :
-~
-
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all experimental sessious, each week deciding between
themselves which one would score during the morniag and
eatrly afternoon and which one would score during the late
afternoon and evening.'

The equipmen; rgquired to view the subjects' behavior
{ncluded a Sony Solid State videocorder (model AV-3650) and -
a Sony So%id State black and white videomonitor (model
CVM-950) equipped with a 9 jnch (.23 m) screen. A set of

Koss earphones connected to the vi@eomonitor allowed the

observer to hear thée sounds in the experimental room,
exclusive oé-chd’ca;ned laughtegland_cartoon captioné which
were audible omnly to the -subject, and confedergtq if
present, oOVer their own earphones.
Specially constructed equipment was used to measure the
frequency and duration of theﬁsubjects' responses. A panel
- equipped with normally open microswitches was located on the.
observer's table in froat of the videomonitor. Four_colored
butt?hs cove;ed these switchesuénd each‘of the four buttons

represented a different su'ject responge, namely blank

facial expression, negative responge; laugh, and smile.

-

aAttached ro this panel was a Motorola D1 nicrocofiputer which
measured the frequency and duration Ei;)f ‘each button

depression-to the nearest one hundredth of a second. -

Connected to the microcomputer Wwas a teletype machine (model

33T72) which, when activated by the obs® provided a

e

.ﬁrintout indicatfng the frequency, duration, quence of

the button depressions. . ' \( :

n
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. s
‘focus only on the subject's behavior. 1In this way, the

76

Scoring procedures. 'The exposure of eaq? cartoon was
treated @8 a separate scoring period. The béginning and end
of each of these periods was signalled byla change in
lighting as Ehe slide prbjector presented and then removed

N . -m
each of :ﬁf}l& slides.

Throughout the scoring of the subjects' behavior, half
of the screen on the videomonitor was covered to prevent the
pb;éfvers from viewing_the confederate. This concealment
was not intended to hide the' fact that different subjects
were accompanied by the same person. Rather, the

_—
confederate was concealed in order that the observers would

-

-scoring for all subjects would more readily be based on the

~ -
overt behavior each demonstrated. In additapn, the

exXxperimenter's experie;ce in scoring videotapes from the
pilot study indicated that scoring was facilitated when
visible distractions from the confederate were eliminated.
P ihe specific-procedures followed 1in scoring.tﬁé )
behavior of each subject were as follows. Prior to viewiung
the video;ape for a given subject, the scorer Jompleced ﬁhe

~

identifying information for that subject on an iﬁdividual.

-scoring sheet. A copy of this sheet is included in Appendix

I. The observer then viewed the subject's behavior during
”
the exposure if the first cartoon, stopping the tape when
. Y
the first cartoon,was jremoved from view. If. the observer

was certain that the subject had evidenced no signs of a “

laugh, smile, or negative reéponsg during the exposﬁre of

e,
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the first cartoon, she wrote "blank” in the appropriate //’f—%

column of the scoring sheet adjacent to the first cartoon. (

She then immediately proceeded to view the subject's. /
- a i
behavior during the exposure of the next cartoon. -

If the observer had noticed signs of a laugh, épile, or . )
negative response during the first cartoon, she indicated on
the scoring sheet the particular response(s) observed. For
example, 1f the subJect shifted from an initially blank
facial expression to a smile and then to a 1;ugh, the
observer recorded “bl;nk-smile—laugh“ in the appropriate ..

column adjacent to the first cartoon. After indicating her

initial decision about the subject's response(s), the

observer rewound the videotape and reviewed the subject’'s
behavior during the exposure of thg cartoon. This review
was intended to serve as a check om the obsérver's initial
scoring decision. If the observer was not certain of the

scoring of a subject's behavior during the exposure of the
.- AEirst rtoon, she repeated the process of rewlinding and

P

reviewing the videotape until she was able to reach a finall
decision about the subjéct's behavior.

'Having-reachedva final decision on the subject's
behﬁ?;or, the observer prepared to measure the frequency,
duration, and sequence of the swpject's responses during the
exposure of the .first cartoon. This’ involved resetting the
microcomputer, writing the subject's number and the nunber
of the cartoon on the paper 1in t@e teletype, and typing the

appropriate message on the‘teletype. The observer then




started the videotapé and made the apﬁropriace button
depressions on the scoring panel to indic;:; the cccurrence,
duration, angd sequence of each laugh, smile, or negativ?
response. Following the depression of these buttoﬁs,-the
obseiiij/ﬁﬁ?ivatgd the tkletype and obtained a printout
which indicated :hé frequency, duration, and sequence of the
subject's response(s) during the expo;ure of éhe first
cartoo;. The scoring proéedure for each 6f the remaining 17

cartoous waEi}&entical tv that for cartoon 1l.

Descriptions of the scoring categories. During the

4-day tralfiing period, changes were made in the écbring

. L4

categories initially provided to the observers. For

'y
example, the distinction between full smiles and halg,smiles
was dropped when it was discovered that the observers could

not reliably distinguish between the two. The définitions
S

" and descriptions of four scoring categories, finalized at

the -conclusion of the training period, were based on those

used in other studies (Arthur, 1974; Foot & Chapman, 1976;

"Hopkins, 1968; Kosslyn & Henker, 1970; Murphy, 1975, Pollio,

Mers, & Lucchesi, 1972; Wolosin, 1975), modified in certain

-

N A\ .
instances by experience gained during the training period. ~

.
The four behaviors scored for- each subject included:

-

ative rTesponse, “°\E§99r response, smile, and laugh.
. b

A negative response was defined as an obvious sign of

-

disliking a cartoon. Suchga reaction could be signaled by a

deep frown, a snarl, a deep sigh, or extreme rolling back of
. o~

the eyes in the head. This category was thus reserved for .

-
-
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A)_

more obvious negative responses and was not used for minor
t

- facial Loutortions such as pursing the lips ﬁraising 6ne or
) -

- both eyebrows, minor\furrowing of the brow, or protruding of

the bottom lip. It wa fe%t that such facial contortions

could convey_a variety/of attitudes including perplexity
o . ]

»
- ~

surprf%e, or in siveness as to the fpnnine%s of a

cartoon.

Facial expressions which‘conwﬁyed_neither obvious

S

s
as no humdr response. The most frequent behavior included

dislike of a cartoon no?bhumor appreciation were categorized .

in this category was a blank or neutral facigl expfession:
In short, the category of po.humor reéponse wﬁs scored in
the absence of a laugh, smile, or negative response by the
subject. _ .

A smile was defined in terms of uplifted corners of the
mouth without the accompanying séund or, movement characteﬁi5y

istic of laughter. It was noted, however,tthat the simple

P

presence of uplifted corners of the mouth did not
» - '
necessarily signify a smile since the corners of a subject's.

] C @
mouth could be raised if, for example, she sniffed.

Addirionally, an open moiith or the visibility of teeth were

not considered necessary or sufficieft conditions for a
L-] : g 7

snile.

During the training period it was discovered that

evidence of a smile occasionally occurred when a subject

b

lowered her head while making-her funniness rating. Ia such

situations, observers found it difficult to detgrming if a

T
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~

smile had in fact occurred. . To improve reliability of

A

scoring, smiles were got scored in such doubtful situations.
Similarﬂb scoring the duration of a smile was stopped as -
soon as a samiling sutject lowered her head, provided that

when the Suoject raised her head she was no longer found to

——
!
I'¢
H

be smiling. v

A laugh was defined in terms of uplifted corners of the

*

mouth accompanied by inarticulate vocal sounds and/or
-moderately active head, chest, or shoulder movements. The-

inarticulate vocal sopnds included reiterated "ha-ha" sounds

as well as short, strang exhalations of breath with or )

tsk”. The bodily movements involved
. - \ .

“in a laugh included evidence of convulsive, thythmic

ht
withowt suchysounds as *

'breathing (palpitating upper torso movement), raising of

i
both shoulders, or backward movement 'of the head and

1
shoulders. It was noted, however, that not all bodily
movements which occurred” when the corners of the mouth were

uplifted were laugh related. . For example, a subject might

fnile and matter-of-factly nod her héad.

e

. As a further guideline for scoring a laugh, it was Cod
L3 ) ¢ %

noted that a subject's mouth could be open or closed durimg 2

4% a laugh. 1In terms of duration, a given'laugh'was scored as

long as the corners of the mouth were'uplifted and laugh—

like sound orhmovement occurred. During training, it was. .
v v

discovered that it was j;equent}y difficult to determine if

-

-1 given laugh was !receded or followed by a smgle because

both laughter anf;jyiling involved uplifting of the coraners ™

-



of the mouth. The decision was reached to score smilles
before or after laughs only when such smiles were distinctly
held by Ehe subject. This decision was reflective of the
conservative orientation the observers were asked to adopt
when apply?ng the scoring categories andrproqedures. For
example, if an observer could not decide yhi;n of tw;
scoring categoriles was more appropriate in a given instance,
she was to score the category .which indicated less humor
appreciation. Thus, if she couid‘not decide whether the
subject was exhibiting a laugh or a smile, she would score a
smile; 1if she éould not decide between a smile and no humor
response, she would scofe no‘humor.response.

Usiné the procedﬁres and scoring categories previdﬁsly

described, the observers spent 5 weeks viewing and scoring

Vet -

the overt mirth of the 184 gxpérimental subjects. Following

LY

this, the confederate's overt mirth was scored and measures

_were obtained of the subjects' visual behavior.

LI

Scoring of the Confederate's Qvert Mirth

As previous described, two approaches were taken to
¢ .
measuring the consistency of the confederate's behavior. In
the first approach, frequency and duration of confe?erate
laughter and frequency and durat#gn of co;federate smiling
7 .
were scored for the 13 experimgnéél sessions in which the
Aconfederate was most consistently within the caﬁera's raﬁge.
The categories and,procedures used to score these 13

sessions were identical to those used to score the subjects

overt mirth. The second approach to scoring the
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Scoring of Visual Behavior

~

confederate's behavior involved all 92 sessions in which the

confederate was present. In this latter approach, the

sequence of the confederate's behavior (e.g., blank&smile—
l§ugh) was noted during the exposure of each cartoon.
-~ A half-day training period pfeceded this latter
appreoach teo écoring the confederate's behavior. Using
videotapes from the pilot s:udy,‘both obserférs were trained
to note thelseqqenée of the confederate's behavior including
any confederate verbaliéétiohs. The ;bservers were éot told
that the confederate had been instructed to béhave consis-
tently with different subjects. Definitions of a laugh,
sﬁile, negative reépon;e, and no humor response. were
identical to those previously used to score the ;ubjects'
behavior. Verbalization was defined as any-word Or words
spoken aloud, fegardless of whether these words were
specifically directed at the other.person. This definition
of verbalization was based upon that used by Murphy (1975).
Although only one observer scored the confederate's
behavior, interobserwver agreement for such scoriﬂg was
assessed on two occasions and intraobserver agreement was
assessed as well. Data on observer agreement are presented

-

in chapter 3.

-~

™~

The subjects' wvisual behavior was assessed in order to
obtain measures relevant to research Hypothesis 6 which
stated that field-dependent subjects would look at the

confederate's face significantly longer and more frequently
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than would field—independent subjects. Based on initial
- viewing of the videotapes by the éxperimenter, two types of
visual behavior were defined, namely, eyeing the

confederate's face and looking at the confederate's face.

Eyeing the confederate's face consisted of the subject

moving her eyes but not her head in the direction of the

-

confederate's face. Looking ac the confederate's face

-

-

‘consisted of the subject moving her eyes as welI as her Head
in the direction of the confederate s face. " During a half-
day training period, both observers learned to séore the

" subjects! behavior using these two categories. A third
cacegory, €ye contact, was also scored when reciprocated
looking occurred in the region of the eyes; that is, when
~both the subject and tne confederate Simultaneously engaged
in looking at the face of the other. This definition of eye
contact was similar to that used by Foot and Chapman (1976).
Eye contact was measured as an additional check on the
consistency of the confederate's behavio;.

The procedure used in scoring eyeing, looking, and eye
contact was as follows. The observer first noted the
frequency with which any of these three responses occurred
during the exposure of a given cartoon. Having recorded the
frequency of such responses, the observer then measured the
duration of eyeing or looking at the confederate s face
using the same equi pment used Lo score duration of overt
mirth. Altnough both observers were trained to score visual

behavicr, only one did so for the 92 sessions involving the
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confederate. However; interobse;ver.ﬂgreement ir scoring
visual behavior was assessed on two occasions and
intraobserver agreement was assessed as well. Data on
observef agreement in scoring visual behavior are presented

in chapter 3.

Dependent Variables

Humor Appreciation

Six dependentrvariab%es were derived in order to test
the first five hypotheses. These six variables included
five measures derived from observer scoring of subjects'
overti?irch (viz., frequency of laughter, frequency of :
smiling, duration of laughter, duration of smiling, and
ratings of overt mirth) and the self-reported funniness
ratings which subjects assigned to the cartoons. In order .
to simplify the presentation and discussion.of results these
$ix variables are collectively referred to as measures of
humor appreciation, although it is recognized thaF‘none of
these six is a necessary or sufficient condition for
feelings of amusement (Berlyne, 1972; Chapman & Foot, 1976;
La Fave, 1972; McGhee, 1979). S g

Scores for each of‘the six measures of humor apprecia-
tion were derived by blécks of cartoons in order to examine
the possible influence of waram-up and fatigue effects. Such
effécts h;ve long been the subject of discussioﬁ and
research in humor appreciation (Byrne, 1958; Chapman,

1975(a); Chapman & Speck, 1977; Clément, 1974; Cupchik &
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Leventhal, 1974; Foot & Cﬁapman, 1976; Hom 1966; kirkland,
1974; Lee & Griffith, 1962; Martin, 1905; Murphy, 1975;
Nosanchuk & Lightstone, 1974). 1In thé present éiudy{

measures of humor appreciation were derived for each of

three successive blocks of cartoons (;iz., cartoons 1 to.6,

7 to 12, and 13 to 18).

| Thus, for each block of cartoons, a subject's score for
frequency of laughter consisted of an avefage oflthe total
number of laughs scored by the two observers for that

subject. _Analogously, by obtaining a sum wi:hin each block

of cartoons'for each pbserver separately and averagigg these °
two sums for each block, measures were obtginéd for éach
subjectlfor frequencey of smiling; duration of laughter, and
duration of smiling.

:The dependent variable, observer, rating ox SubjeCt's
overt mirch, was bas%g on the following aﬁpoint‘scale: (1)
negative resﬁonse; (2) no response (blﬁnk face); (3) smile;
(4) laugh. ij;;pt for the absence of a distinction between

full and half smiles, this scale is virtually identical to

r 4

those used by.Leventhal and Cupchik (1975), Shultz (1972),
and Zigler, Levine, and Gould (1967). Based on the scoring
of overt mirth done Sy cach observer separately, a rating of
l to 4 was assigned to the behavior exhibited by a subject

during each cartoon. These ratings were summed within each
4

-

block of cartoons for each observer separately. The average
of these two sums within each block constituted the

subject’s score for' rating of overt mirth.

[
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The dependent variable, self-reported funniness rating,
was based on a 7- point scale used by subjects to rate the'

funniness of each cartooh. Within each block of cartoons, a
subject's score on this variable c;nsisted of the sum of the
‘funniness ratings she had “assigned to the six cartoons in
that block.

A subsidiary variable, negative response, was réliably
measured by the observers (99X interobserver agreement for
184 Subjeéts) but.was-nbt‘%reaced as a separate dependent
variable. The occurrence of this category was taken into
account, however, in ratings of overt mirth. (Negative

responses_ﬁere infrequently observed. 0f the total sample,

only 18 subjects, 10 field-independent and 8 field-dependent

were noted by either observer to have exhibited a negative

response.)

Visuwal Behavior

A

- Whereas measures of humor appreciation were derived to
Y ) 4

.

test the first five hypotheses, measures of visual behavior
were derlved to deterdine whether field-dependent subjects

looked at the confederate's face significaqtly longer and P

»

more frequently than did field—independent subjects

(Hypothesis 6). As previously described, two types of
. i . . e

visual behavior were scored relevant to Hypothesis 6, namely
eyeing the confederate's face and looking at the
confederate's face. Although eyeing and loocking at the

confederate's ﬁacé were not significantly correlated with

each other, @ (1) = -.05, P > 05, these two measures were

-



summed teo form an index called gazing in order to examine
the possibility that the sum of the two measures might
relate more to field dependence-independence than either
measure considered separately. By summing over the 18
cartoons, measures were thus obtained from observer scoring
for frequency of eyeing the confederate's face, frﬁquenéy of
looking at the confederate’'s face, frequency of gazing a£
the confederate's face, and duration of gazing at the

confederate's face.

Experimental Design and Statistical Analyses

The present study involved a 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 mixed d;sign
{Keppel, 1973, p. 423; comprising three between-subject
effects each containing two levels and one within—subject‘
effect containing three levels. Between-subject effects
included field dependence—-independence, the ﬁ;esence/absence
of canned laughter, and the presence/absence of the
confederate. The within-subject effécﬁ consisted of the
three successive blocks of six cartoons. For each of the
field-dependent and field-independent groups of subjects, a
total of 23 subjects constituted the final sampfgxfgﬂzz‘ of
the four conditions defined by the presence or absence of
canned laughter and by the presence or absence of the
confederﬁte.

As a preliﬁinary step in testing the first fivé

hypotheses, Pearson product-moment correlations were

calcularted to examine the magnitude of the relationships
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among the six measgres of humor appreciation. Because these
cortelations were considered to be of sufficient magnitude
for the use of multivariate sfatistics, multivariate
analyses of variance were then conducted on all ?ix measures
of humor appreciation.. h_z-x 2 x 2 x 3 univariate analysis
of variance was subsequently conducted on each measure of
humor appreciation sepératel; iﬁ order to determine which
dependent variables yielded statistically significant
results on effects which were significﬁnt in the
"multivariate analyses\., Tests of simple main effects‘and
simple interactign ﬂffects were conducted on significant
interactions and Tukg} ratios were calculatea to determine
which differences between blocks of cartoons were
statistically significant. .

To test Hypothesis 6 which involved looking at the
-confederate's face, 2 x 2'analyses of variance were
conducted on frequedcy of_eyeing, looking, and gazing at the:
confederate's face. Duration of.gazing‘at the confederate's
face was'also subjected to a 2 x 2 analysis of variance.

The two between-subject effects involved in all analyses for
Hypothesis 6 were field dependence—independénce and the
presence/absehce of canned laughter.

Prior to testing Hypotheses 1 to 6, reliability indices
were cémputed for observer agreement and for the PRFT. For
all analyses conducted in this studyx the alpha level was

set at .05.
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Multivariate analyses of variance were conducted by

means of the Multivariance VI computer program; Biomedical

' ) ' . o
Computer Programs P - Series (BMDP) was used to conduct the
2 x 2 x 2 x 3 univariate analyses of variance. _All other

statistical analyses were conducted using the Statistical

Package for-the Social Sciences (SPSS).



CHAPTER III

RESULTS
This chapter contains the results of the present study.
Reliability indices for‘the PRFT and for observers®' scoring
are presented first. The next section contaias the results
of the major statistical‘analyses used to test the research
hypotheses. The chapter concludes with datg obtaired from

the postexperimental interview.

Reliability

PRFT

Each subject's PRFT score consisted of the sum of the
ab;oluce deviations from the vertical over eight trials. A'
test-retest relibility coefficient of +.9Y5 was obtailned
based on 20 éubjects fFom she present study retested with
the PRFT after an averége of 32 days. Based on the final
sample of 184 subjects, the Spearman-Brown split-half

reliability coefficient for the PRFT was +.96.

Observer Reliability

Yumor appreciation. Table 4 presents product-moment

correlatiéns computeq to determine the extent of inter-
observer agreement on five dependent.varihbles, namely,
f?equency of laughter, frequency of smiling, rating of overt
mirth, duration of laughter, and duratiqn of smiling.

Inspection of Table 4 reveals that interobserver reliabili-

ties for these five measures ranged from +.43 to +.92. The
Qo



Table 4

Interobsérver Reliabllities
for Measures of Humoxr Appreciation

91

Block.of Cartoons

Dependent ‘
Variable 1 .2 3 Total®
Frequency of )

Laughter .88 .81. 86 .90
Frequency of .
Smiling <70 .61 5S4 70
Rating of

Overt Mirth . .91 .84 .88 .92
Duration of P
Laughter .88 .8l. .86 ©.9l
Duration of

Smiling .75 43 .56 .67

N

Note. These correlations are based on the total Samng of 184
subjects and all are significant at p < .0l.

™

a These correlations are based on sums ‘obtained over the three °

blocks of cartoons.
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median interobserver reliabilitf coefficlent was +.81 for
the 15 coefficients involving separate blocks of cartoouns.
These reliabilicy cogfficients are geqerally consistent with
previous research in which interobserﬁer relliabilities for
similar behaviors ranged frbm +.45 t; +.98 with the majority
in the +.70 to +.95 range (Arthur, 1974; Brgnch, Fine, &
Jones, 1973; Doris & Flerman, 1956; Foot & Chapman, 1976;
Gerber & Routh, 1975; Justin, 1932; Lefcourt, Antrobus, &
Hogg, 1974; Leventhal & Cupchih,.1975;‘Murphy, 1975; Murphy
& Pollio, 1975; Peterson [cited in Pollio & Edgerly, 1976];
Rosenfeld, 1966; Wolosin, 1975; Zigler, Levine, & Gould,
1966). Inspection_of Table 4 also reveals that agreement
between obseBvers was hiéher for meagﬁ;es of laughter than
for measures of smiling. Although certain studies have also
reported higher interobserver reliabilities for laughing
t-han for smiling {(Peterson [cited in Pollio & Edgerly,‘
1976]), the reverse has been tfﬁé ig other studies (Arthuf,
1974; Branch et al., 1973).

~———

The relative%y low interobserver reliabilities obtained-
for smiling would not appear to be due to an inadequate_
definition of this behavioer; Muréhy {(1975) obtained.an
interobserver reliabilit; coefficient of +.91 using essen-
tially the same definition for smiling. It is possible,
however,lthat insufficiedt time was devoted to training the
observers to score smiles. Relevant to this suggestlon are
daEa ig Appehdix J on indices of inter- an&xincraobserver

L

agreement obtained immediately after observer training and



93

after the scoring for all experimental sub]ects had been
completéd. Inspection of this data revéals that iﬁmediately
after training, interobserver agreement for frequency and -

duration of smiling was generaily cébparable to the

. -
'

acceptable levels of agfeemeﬁg fbr frequency anﬁ duration of
Iaughter. These infer&b#érvér reliability coefficients
were, howgvgf,'b#sed on a small sample of eight subjects
from‘the‘;ilot study. Diversity in smiling may have been
.c0nsiderabif grgater.iﬁ the total sample of 184 subjects who
participated'in the experiment prop;r.

Suppiementary data on interobserver agreement are
coutained in Appeh&ix K. This appendix presents data.on
interobserver agreement based on 30 subjects who were
expésed to tﬂe cartoons a second time, as well as data on

the temporal stability of measures of humoxr appreciation.

Visual behavior. Measures of observer agreement for

frequency of gazing, eyeing, and looking at the confederate
are presented in Table 5. 1Indices of agreement rather thaﬁ
product-moment correlations were calculated for frequency of

. ) LW '
visual behavior due to the high incidence of zero scores aﬁg\)

, .
restriction of range. The formula used to calculate
percentage of observer agreement was:
no. of cartoons on which observers )

agreed the response did or did not occur . 100
total number of cartoon exposures

Inspection of Table 5 reveals that observer agreement for
frequency of eyeing, looking, and gazing at the

confederateg's face ranged from 96%Z to 100X%.

by & w5
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Table 5

Percent of (Observer Agreement for Frequency of
Eyeing, Looking, and Gazing at the Confederate's Face

Dependent Variable

Type of
Observer Agreement - Eveing the Looking at the Gazing at the
' Confederate's Confederate's Confederate's
~7 _ Face . Face Face
Interobserver Agreement
After training® " 97 99 96
Midway in scof&ngb SR Y- 100 98
Intraobserver Agreementa 98 100 98

%rhese measures of observer agreement are based on the first five

. experimental subjects whase sessions with the confederate were on the
videotape selected at random to be scored first. The visual behavior of
these subjects was scored by both observers immediately after training
and again after scoring of the visual behavior of the 92 subjects was
completed.

bThese measures of agreement are based on five experimental
subjects selected at random from among those subjects whose behavior was
observed midway through the scoring of visual behavior.

1
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- Product-moment correlations were used to meas&re\
o§;erver agreement for duration of gazing at the
confederate's face. Interobserver aéreement was not
statistically siguificant igmediately after observer
training, r (3) = +.38, p > .05 but was significant midway
through scoring, r (3) = +.87, i < -05. Intraobserver
agreement, calculated after scoring was completed, was also
statistically significan;, r (3) = +.93, p <« .05. These
measures of observer agreement for duratio; of gazing were
' based on the "same subjects used to determine observer
~agreement for frequency of gazing at the confederate's face.
Observer aéfeement for eye contact, also based orn the -same

subjects, ranged from 99% to 100X.

Confederate behavior. Immediately after both observers

had been trained to note the sequence of the confederate's
behavior duriﬁg each cartoon, five sessions‘involvzng the
confederate were randomly selected from the pilot study to
determine interobserver agreement for scoring the
confederate's behavior. These same five sessions from the
pilot study were also used to determlne int}dbh$er0er
agreement after scoring 6f the confederate's behavior had
been completed.. As an add}:ional check that scoring
remained consistent, interobserver agreement was also
determined midway through scoring based on 1l sessions
randomly sélected from those comprilsing-the actual

experiment. An agreement was talliéd each time both

observers (ilnterobserver agreement) or the same observer .-
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(intraobserver agreement) scored a laugh, smile; or & blank
expression_for the confederate on the éxposure of a given
cartoon. Interobserver agreement in scoring the
confederate's behavior was 912 immediately after observer
training and 97% midway through scoring. Intraobserver
agreement was 94%Z. With respect to confederate
verbalfzations, indices of interobserver and intraobserver
agreement were consistently 99%.

Scoring Equipment Usage. As a f£inal check on observer

agreement, a comparison was made of the obsgévers' accuracy
in using the scoring panel. Each observer made a sequence
pf 100 button depressions, each depression lasting 5 seconds
as timed by a stopwatch. A second sequence of 100
depressions each lasting 3 seconds was also obtained. As
indicated in Table 6, measures of duration were quite
accurate and observers did not differ significantly for

durations of 5 or 3 seconds.

Tests of the Research Hypotheses

Humor Appreciation

As previoudsly described, six dependent variables,
collectively referred to as measures oﬁ humor appreciation,
were derived to test the first five hypotheses. These six
dependent variables iﬁcluded: frequency of laughter,
frequency of smiling, rating of ovéfc mirth, duration of

laughter, duration of smiling, and funniness ratings.

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficilents were

~
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Table 6

Measurement of Duration (sec): Means, Standard Deviations,
and Significance of Differences Between Means for Observers

Observer A ’ Observer B
. srandard ‘Standard
Duration Mean Deviation Mean Deviation t
'5 seconds 4.96 .10 4.95 A 3477

3 seconds C2.99 .11 2.98 .07 1.77
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calculated to examine the magnitude of the relationships
among the six dependent variables (Table 7). These inter-
correlations, wﬁich were also factor analyzed (Appendix L),
were considered to be of sufficient magnitude for the use of
multivariate statistiecs. Given the experimental desigh of
the present siudy, a2 x 2 x 2 x 3 multf%ariate analysis of
variance was selected for use. This analysis inclu ed three
between-subject effects each tontaining two levels (Qiz.,
field dependence—independence, the p;esence/absence of the
confederate, the presence/absence of canned laughter), and
one within-subject effect containing three levels (viz.,
blocks of cartoons). ‘

Due to the'nature Bf;available computer programs, a
2 x 2 x 2 % é multivariate analyqig of variance could not be
conducted in one stage. Therefore, two multivariate
aﬁalyses'of variance were condqpted. In the first analysis,
eaéh of the  six meagurés of humor appreclation was summed
across the couplete set of 18 cartoons for each subject, and
the six measures were simultangously subjected to a
2 x 2 x;z mu;tivafiate analysis of variance_involviné the
three between—-subject effects.- This fifst multivariate
analysis yielded results for mairn and interaction effects of
the three between—-subject variables. In the second
analysis, the six measures of humor appreciation were agailn
subjected to a 2 x 2 x 2 multivariate analysis of variance

inVolﬁing all three between-subject effects but this rcime

the analysis was based on two orthogonal contrasts between
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Table 7

Correlation Matrix of the Six Measures of Humor appreciation

Variable 1 2 3 &4 5 6

Observer Scored

1. Frequency of Laughter 1.00
2. Frequency of smm?@ .43 1.00

3. Rating of Overt Mirth .95 .65 1.00

4. Duration of Laughter .92 .39 .87 1.00
5. Duration of Smiling -~ .27 .85 46 . .24 1.00

Self-Reported

6. Funniness Ratings .38 .30 .45 .32 .22 1.00

Note. All correlations are significant at p < .00l.

—
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blocks of cartoons for all dependent measures. This second
multivariate analysis yielded results involving the main and
interaction effects of blocks of cartoons. Results for both
multivariate analyses of variance are summarized in Table 8.

Cell means for each of the six measures of humor

- appreciation are presented in Table 9.

The multivariate analysis of wvariance yieldeg statis-

tically significant results for two main effects, two two-

- way interactions, and one three-way interaction. Only one’

of these five significant effects had been hypothesized,
namely .the significant main effect for the confederate
manipulation, F (6, 171) = 12.90, p < .0001, which revealed
that subjecrs accompanied by the confederate evidenced
greater humor appreciation than subjects who were nlone.
Hypothesis .] concerning the main effect of the confederateA

was thus suppos:cd. The four remaining significant

. ’
multivariate'F ratios included a,main effect for blocks of

.cartoons, F (12, 165) = 9.34, P.< .000l; a two-way inter-

action between the canned laughter and confederate manipula-
cions; F (s, l}l) = 2;21, P < .05 a two-way interaction
bctwcen blocks of cartoons and canncd laughtér,

F (12, 165) = 3.76, P < .0001; ;nd a2 three-way interacrtion
between field dependence~independence, the confederate
manipulation, and blocks of cartoons F (12, 165) =.2.19,

P < 01,

In order to examine which dependent varlables yielded

statlstically significant results on effects which were

-
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Table 8§
Summary of Multivariate Analyses of Variance
of Measures of Humdr Appreciation
. Wilks' Approximate
Source of Varilance - daf Lambda F
Main Effects
Field Dependence-Independence (4) 6,171 .97 .75
Canned Laughter (B) 6,171 .95 1.62
Confederate (C) 6,171 .69 12,90%%x
" Blocks of Cartoons (D) 12,165 .60 9.34%%%k .
=
Two-Way Interactions
AXB 6,171 .98 J1
AxC 6,171 .96 . 1.16
BxC 6,171 .23 2.21%
AxD 12,165 .91 1.36
B xD 12,165 .79 3.7 6%%%
CxD 12,165 .90 1.53
Three-Way Interactions
AXBxC 6,171 .98 46
AxBxD 12,165 .96 .57
AxCx?D 12,185 .86 2.19%=%
BxCxD 12,165 .98 © .27
> ’
Four-Way Interactions )
AxXxBxCxD 12,165 .89 1.63

*p < .05. -
** p < .0L.
*%*% p < ,0001.
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significant in the nultivariate anélysesh a2 x 2 x2x3
mixed design analysis of variance (Keppel, 1973, p. 423) was
computed on each of the six dependent variables separately.
A éMDP computer program was used to conduct ﬁhese analyses.
Several considerations prompted this approach rather than
using univariate results'available from the Multivariance VI
computer program. A gflﬁgry consideration was the fact that
these latter univariate results for interactions involving

blocks of cartoons differed depending on the particular
combination of orthogonal comfarisons used in the multi-
variate anHleis. Additionally, orthogenal comparisons of
blocks of‘cartosns conducted in the Eyfkivariance program
failed to yield univariate results for differences between
each successive block of cartions because only two
orthogonal comparisons could be analyzed. “Univariate
results for differences between experimental conditions
within a given block of cartoons were also unavailable from
t he Multiva}iance program. )

In condu;Eing the 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 mixed design univariate
analyses of variance, the same between- and within-subject
variables were used as in the case of the multivariate
analyses of variance. Where poséible, comparisons were made
between the computer printout of results provided by the
BMDP program and that provided by the Multivariance VI

program. Such comparisons yielded identical results for

sums of squares, degrees of freedom, and F ratios.
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Table 10 presents F ratios for theé univariate analyses
of variance. Complete analysis of variance tables ;or these
univarlate results are preéented in Appendix M, Bec;ﬁse the
test }or compound symmetry was statistically significant for
orthogonal contrasts on the dependent variables involving
differences between blocks of cartoons, ( 32(66) - 1501.65,
p < .0001; Pearson-Hatkley F-max = 29.68), Geisser-
Greenhouse conservative F ratios were obtained for all
univariate effects invélving blocks of cartoons. Procedures
describ;d by Kirk (1968, p. 289) were used to make the
required adjustments to the gegrees of freedonm.

As indicated in Table 10, all six univariate F ratios
corresﬁbdding to the significant multivariade F ratio for
the main effect of the confedefqte were statdgtically
significant. Thus, cbmpared to subjects who were alone,
subjects accompanied by the mirthful confederate laughed and
suiled longer and more frequently, received higher ratiags
of overt mirth, and rated the cartoons as funnier.

. The significant multivariate F ratio for the two-way
interaction between the canned laughter and confederate
manlpulations appeared to be due mainly to frequency of
laughter, the sole dependent variable for which the
corresponding univariate F ratio was significant, F (1, 176)
= 3.92, p < .05. An analysis of the simple main effects of
this interaction, plotted in Figure 1, revealed that the

differevce in frequency of laughter between the no canned

laughter and canned laughter conditions was statistically
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slgnificant for subjects accompanied by the confederate,
F (1, 176) = 11.82, 2 <-a001,'but not for subjects who.wene
alone, F (1, 176) = 1.99, P > .05. Subjects accompanied by
the confederate laughed iess frequently when canned laughter
‘was present them when it was absent. AV ~

Three significant multivariate F ratios inxolvéﬁ the
effect of blocks of cartoons. As ipdicated in Table 10,
five univariate F ratiofs corresponding to the significant
multivariate F ratio for the main effect of slocks of

. e

cartéons were statistically significant.. Means for these
fiv? measures of humor appreciation by blocks of-cartoons
are presented in Table 11. 'Since no hypothesis had been
formulated concerning the mailn effect of blocks of-carﬁoous,
Tukey tests were used to determine which }articulaf
Q}fferences between blocks were statisticélly significant.
Resulrts of these Tukey tests, summarized in Table 12,
indicate that frequency and duration of smiling decreased
significantly between the first aﬁd second and the first and
third blocks of cartoons. In contrast, all other measures
of humor appreciation increased significantly across biocks.
Specifically, ratings qf overt mirth and duration of
laughter increased significantly\between the second and
third blocks of cartéons; and funniness ratings increased
significantly between the second and third and the girstrand
third blocks of cartoons.

With respect to the statistically significant

multivariacte F ratio for the interaction between canned



Table 11

Means for Five Measures of Humor\Appréciation
by Blocks of Cartoons

108

Cartoon Block

Dependent
Variable
1 2 3

Observer Scored
Frequency of Smiling 1.42 1.05 1.11
Rating of Overt Mirth 15.34 15.17 15.65
Duration of Laughter 4.59 4.07 5.11
Duration of Smiling 6.33 4.6l 4,87

& ‘

-Self-Reported : : .

Funniness Ratings ) 19.90 20.07 22.42

Ypmar
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Table 12
N Tukey Ratios (gq) for Differences Between Blocks of Cartooms
on Five Measures of Humor Appreciation
Difference
Dependent :
Variable Block 1 - Block 2 =~ Block 1 -
Block 2 Block 3 Block 3
Qbserver $Scored
Frequency of Smiling 5.87%*% - W94 4,93%% '
Rating of Overt Mirth L.45 —4 ] 1%% -2.66
.Duration of Laughter 2.01 —4.00% -1.99
Duration of Smiling 5.24%% - .80 &4 45%*%
Self-Reported
. Funniness Ratings - .65 —9.12%=* -9.77%%
. .
. * p { .05.

** p ( .0l. -
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laughter and blocks of cartoons, two dependent. variables
yielded significant univariate F ratios for the
corresponding interaction. Figures 2 and 3 present the
interaction between canned laughter and blocks of cartoouns.
for ratings of overt mirth and duration of laughter
respectively. Analysis of the simple main effects of this
interaction for ratings of overt mirth revealed that the
* only statistically significant difference between the no
canned laughter and canned laughter conditions occurred in
ﬁhe second block of cartoons where ratings of overt mirth
were 1owe£ when canned laughter was present than when it was
absent, F (1, 528) = 6.25, p < .05. This analysis of the
simple main effects of the interaction between canned
laughter and blocks of cartoons also revealed a statistical-
ly significant effect of blocks of cartoons on ratings of
overt mirth when canned laughter was present, F (2, 352) =
10.22, p < .001, but not when pa;ﬁed laughter was absent,
F (2{ 352) = .12, p> .05. Similar results were ostained
-for duration of laughter: _Thélgffect of blocks of cartoons
was ;tat;stically significant wgen‘canned laughter was

e -

present, F (2, 352) = 6.76, p < .0, but not when it was
) i

anght, E_(é,'BSZ)_-'2.09; p >-.05. Tukey tests of the S
diffeyencég between blocks of cartoons in the canned
laughter condition revea%ed tgig,zhe difference between the
second and third blocks of cartoons was-statistically

significant for ratings of overt wmirth (¢ = -6.20, p\< .01)

and for duration of.laughter (g = -4.48, p < .01). The

. ':§: -
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>
difference between the first and third blocks of cartoons
was also statistically significant for ratings of ovgrt
mirth (g = -4.45, p < .01) and duration of laughte;
(g = ~4.52, p < .01). 1In each case, means for ratings of
overt mirth and duration of laughter increased across blocks
of cartooas.

Anogher significant multivariate F ratio which‘involved
blocks of cartoons was the tﬁree-way'interaction between =
field dependence-independence, the confederate manipulation,
and blocks of cartoons. With respect to univariate analysés
of variance, the éorresponding three-way interaction was
significant only for self-reported funniness ratings,

F (1, 176) = 5.78, p < .05. This three—way‘interaction for

i

funniness ratings, plotted‘in Figure 4, was subjected to
tests of simple interaction effects which révealed a
statistically significant interaction between field
dependence~independence and blocks of cartoons for subjects
who weré alone, F (2, 352) = 4.49, p < .05. As indicated by
Tukey tests, field-dependent subjects who were alone rated
the cartoons funnier in the third block of cartoons than in
the first block (g = -3.82, p < .05) or the second block

(¢ = =5.13, p < .01)., 1In contrast, field-independent
subjects who were alone demonstrated a conslstent increase
in their funnineés ratings across all blocks of cartoons.

These latter subjects rated the second block funnier than

the first (g = ~3.91, p < .05), the third block funnier than
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tbe second (g -'—S.Oq, P <.0i), and the third block funnier
than the first (q = -8.99, p < .0l).

Analysis of the simple interaction effgcts'of three-way
interaction for funniness ratings also revealed a signifi-
cant interaction between the, confederate manipulation and
blocks of cartoons for field-independent subjects,

F (2, 352)'- 7.71, p < .001. The increase in funniness
ratings across blocks of cartoons for fileld-independent
subjects was significant only when these subjects were
alone, F (2;.352) = 20.34, p <~ .001. When field-independent
subjects were accompanied by the.confederate, their =
funniness ratings did not differ significantly across blocks
of cartoons, F (2, 352) = 2.70, p > .05. Additionally, the
difference.in funniness ratings between alone and
confederate conditions was significant for field-independent
subjects iﬁ the firsc (F (1, 528) = 23.37, p < .00l) and
second (F (1, 528) = 5.36, p < .035) blocks of ;artoons but
not in the third (F (1, 528) = 2.31, p > .05). 1In contrast,
for field-dependent subjects the difference in funniness
ratings between aloune and confederate conditions was -
consistently significant in all three blocks of cartoons:

F (1, 528) = 4.15, p < .05 for the first block;

F (1, 528) = 8.03, p < .0l for the secoad block;

F (1, 528) = 7.12, p < .01 for the third block. However,
the interaction between fileld dependence-independence and
the cénfederate manipulation was statistically significant

only ia the first biock of cartoons, F (1, 528) = 3.91,
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P < .05. In t@is'first block, contrary to Hypothesis 3, the
difference between alone and confederate conditions was
greater for field-independent than fo; field-dependent
subjects. (Interestingly, however, as indicated in Table
10, the hypothesized two-way interaction between field
dependence-independence and the confederate manipul;éion was
statisgtically significant in the case of frequen;y of @
laughter, duration of ladghter, and ratings of ‘overt mirth,
although the corresponding two-way multivariate interaction

was noc‘statistically significant.)

Visual Behavior

As describﬁd in chapter 2, frequency of_looking at the
confederate's face was operationalized in terms of eyelng,
looking, and gazing, gazing being defined as the sum of

‘eyeing and looking. To test Hypothesis 6 that field-
dependent subjects would l;ok at the confederate's face more
frequently than would field-independent subjects, each of
these three measures for frequency of looking was subjected
to a 2 x 2 analysis of variance involving two between-
subject effects (viz., field ‘dependence-independence and the
presence/absence of canned laughter). The results of these
analyses, presented in Tableg.l3, 14, and 15, were not
statistically significant, Data on actual frequencies of
eyeing, looking, and gazing at the confederate's face are

presented in Table 16,
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¢ Table 13 '
Summary of the 2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for Frequency
of Eyeing the Confederate’'s Face
Source of Variance §s . df MS F
. Field Dependence-Independence (A) 1.57 1 1.57 1.65
Canned Laughter (B) .17 1 .17 .18
Ax B .00 1 .00 -00
Exp. Error 83.74 88 .95
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Table 14

Summary of the 2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for Frequency
of Looking at the Confederate's Face

118

Source of Variance S8 df MS B

SS ac F
Fleld Dependence-Independence (A) .10 1 .10 .12
Cauned Laughter {B) .10 1 .10 .12
AXxXB ’ .10 1 .10 .12

Exp. Error . . 72.17 88 .82
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Table 15 ~

Summary of the 2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for Frequency
of Gazing at the Confederate's Face

&

Source of Variance SS df MS F
Field Deﬁegdgpce-lndependence (a) 2.45 1 2.45 1.43
Canned Laughter (B) _ .53 1 .33 .31
Ax B -10 i TW10 :06
Exp. Error ~ 150.61 8% 1.71




Table 16 ¢
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Total Frequency of Eyeing, Looking, and Gazing

at the Confederate's Face

Group Eyeing ~Logking Gazing
No Canned -Laughter Condition .
Field-Independent 11 (5) C14(10) 25 (13)
Field-Dependent 5 (2) .14 ( 8) 19 (10)
Canned Laughter Condition
Field-Independent 9 (3) 14 ( 8) 23 (10)
Fleld-Dependent - *3 (3) 11 (10) 14 (12)

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of subjects who

engaged in the behavior in question.
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Hypothesis 6 also predicted that field—depeﬁaent
* subjects would look.at the confederate's face longe; than
would field-independent subjects. To test this aspect of
Hypothesis 6, measures for duration of gazing at the
confederate's face were subjected to a2 2 x 2 analysis of
variance involving the between-subject effects of field,
dependence-independence and the presence/absence of canned

—

laughter. As indicated in Table 17, neo significant Jesults' )
-were obtained. For field-independent subjects, the tot&l
duration of gazing at the confederate’s,face was 39.70
seconds; for field-dependent subjects the corresponding

figure was 28.27 seconds. Thus, Hypothesis 6 received no
support in terms of either frequency or duration of looking

at the confederate's face.

Supplementary analyses. Chi-square tests were applied

to tHe number of field—dependenﬁ and field-independent
subjects who engaged in or failed to engage in eyeing,
looking, or gazing at the confederate's face. Results of
these chi-square anaiyses were not statistically signifigéat
for eyeing, xz(l) = .81, p > .05, for looking, xz(l) = 0, "
p > .05, or for gazing, Xz(lq = .04, p > .05. Thus, ’
field—depende;t ;nd field-independent subjects did not
differ significantly in the proportion-of each group which
eyed, looked, or gézed at the cé%?gEZ{ate's face.

Summary of Results Regarding the Research Hypothese&

The first five hypotheses in the present study involved

humor appreciation. Results of the multivarilate énalyses of



Table 17

Summary of the 2 x 2 Andlysis\of Variance for Duration
of Gazing at the Confederate's Face

Source of Variance

ss 4 owmsF
Field Dependence-Independence (4) 1.50 ! 1.50 1.03
Canned Laughter- (B) .16 1 .16 .11
AxB . .66 1 .66 .46
s | .
~ Exp. Error . -128.33 88 1.46
i b
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variance used to test these five hypothses provided support

for the first hypothesis whiqh predicted that: All measures
‘

of humor appretiation will be significantly greater for

subjects accompanied by a mirthful confederate than for

sﬁbjects in an aloﬁe-condation. )

All six univariate analyses of variance Flso supported
Hypothesis 1. Specifically, compared to subjects who were
~alone, subjects accompanied by Ehe mirthful confederate
la#éhed and smiled longer and.more frequently, received
higher }agings of overt mirth, and- rated the cartoons as
funnier.‘ -

Results of the multivariate analyses of variance. - .
provided no support for the remaining four ;xpotheses

dealing with humor appreciation. These hypotheses involved

the main effect ?f éanned laughter (Hypothesis 2), the two-

way interacti?q: etween field dependence-independence.and

- l

the confederqfé‘m’nipulation (Hypothesis 3}, the two-way

field dependence—independencé and the

-

interaction bétwe
canned lau%hter Ednipulation (Hypothesis 4), an& the three-
way interaction between field dependence-in@epéndence, the
confederate manipulatioﬁ, an@ the canned laughter manipula-

. S s
tion (Hypothesis 5.).

'

Although the mu;tivariaté analyses conducted on
neasures of humor appreqiaéion failed to support Hypotheses
2, 3, 4, or 5, significant results were obéained on four
effects. Oﬁe such effect involved a two-way interaction

between the canned laughter and confederate manipulations.
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At the u&ivariate level, this two-way interaction was
significant for frequency of laughter: Subjects accompanied
by the mirthful confederate, but not subjects alone, laughed
less frequentlflwhen canned laughter was pfesent than when
it was absent. - A

The three remaining sfgnificant multivariate results
Ynvolved blocks. of cartoond. These significant results
included the main effect of blocks of cartoons, the two-way

‘ .

interaction between blocks and the canned laughter manipula-
tion, and the three-way interaction between blocks of
cartoons, field dependence-independence, and the confederate
manibulation. |

'Ipspection of univariate results corresponding fo
significant multivariate effects revealed that the main
effect of blotks of cartoons was statistically significant
for five measures of humor appreciation. Tukey tests
applied to these univariate means for blacks of cartoons
revealed significant decreases across blocks for frequency
and duration of smiling and significant increases across
blocks of.éartoons on the remaining three measures of humor
appreciation.

Analyses of univariate results for the two-way
interaction between caﬁned laughter and blocks of cartoons
indicated that ratiags of overt mirth and duration of

-

laughter increased significantly acress blocks of cartcoons

when canned laughter was present but not when it‘was absent.

-

-
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Univariate resu1£s for the three-way interaction
between blocks of cartoons; field dependence-independeace,
-and thé confederate manipuiation were significant onrly in
the case of gelf—repor;ed.funniness ratings. Analysis of *
this three-way interaétion for funniness ratings indicated
that, whereas field-dependent subjects rated the éartoons
increasingly funny across successive blocks of cartoons :
regardless of whether they were algne or with the
confederate, field—indepen&ent subjects rated the cartooans
increasingly funny gnly when they were alene’ Add¥tibnally,
whereas rhe enhancing effect of the mirthful confederate on
funniness ratings was significant for field—dgpendent
subjects in all three blocks of cartoons, ¥or field-
independent subjects this effect was siénificant o;ly in the
first two blocks. However, the interaction between field
dependence-independence and the miiéhful confederate was
statistically significant only in the first block of
cartoons. In this first block, contrary to Hypothesis“S,
the difference between alone and confederate conditions was
greater for field~independent subjects than for field-
dependent subjects. As previously noted, however, the
hypothesized two-way interaction between field
dependence-independence. and the confederate manipulation was

-

statistically significant and differences between means were

in the predicted direction for frequéncy of laughter,

duration of laughter, and ratings of overt mirth, although
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the corresponding two-waf interaction in the multivariate
analysis was not statistically significant.

The sixthrhypothesis in the present study in{olved
visual behavior and wgs tested py means of univariate
analyses of variance,. The results of these analyses as well
as of supplementary ggalyses failed te provide support for
the hypothesis which stated that: Field-dependent people

will look at the confederate's face significantly longer and

more frequently than will field-independent people.

- Postexperimental Interview

Following the experimental session, each subject was
ﬁuestioned about the inclusion of the canned laughter é;d/or
the\presence and behavior of the confederate. Additional
questions were asked about the cartoons, the fila, and the
subject's feelings during the experimental session. Some of
these latter questions were included to reduce subjects’
susplclons concerning the intent of the experiment. All
.Subjects' comments and answers in the posteip;rimental
interview were transcribed by the experimenter.

Subjecis' suspicions concerning the inclusion oflcanned
laughter were assessed by the question: "Did the sounds of
the audience on the t;pe dis;ract you?". Subjects.who
responded to this question in the affirmative were asked to

explain how the audience had distracted them. Also used to

assess susplicions were spontaneous comments about the canned
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laughter made by subjects at any time during the
postexperimental interview.

0f the 92 subjects exposed to the canned laughter, 61
commented on 1its presénce. of tﬁese 61 subjects, 33 had
been classified as field—independent.and 28 as field-
dependent. The numbered coamments of these 61 subjects were
read Sy two females, both of whom had undergraduate degrees.
Neither had been involved in the experiment in any capacity.
The two judges were ipstructed to indicate for each commentg
whether the subject who made thsﬂgpmment knew or ngp
suspected that the canned ladggter had been included to
influence her in some way: The judges were also asked to
indicate whether the subject who made the comment guessed or
even suspec;edlcﬁat the study was aimed at examining the
effects of canned laughter on different types of people.
Instructidns provided to the judges are included in Appendix
N.

Agreement between the judges was 85X as to which
comments iundicated suspiciousness about the presence of the
cénned laughter. Of the 61 cdmmeqts.referring to the canﬁed
la;ghter, 15(25%Z) were classified by both judges as
ilndicating that the subject knew or SuSpecﬁed that the
canned laughter had been included to influence people. Of
the 15 conmments so cléssified, 8 had been made by field-
independent subjects and 7 by field;dependents. None of the

15 subjects, however, was classified by either judge as

having guessed or suspected that the study was intended to
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examine the effects of canned laughter on different types .of
people. Accordingly, none of these 15 subjects was
eliminated from the study. An additional reason for
ret;ininélthese subjects was the destruction of randomness
which wpuld have resulted from their loss (Keppel, 1973,

p- 79). /\_‘,—v,-r-f"

Subjects’ suspicions—loncerning the confederate were
assessed by the question: “Did you find it distracting
being with someone else in the session?”. If subjects
responded in the affirmative to this question they were also
asked: “"How was it distracting?”. Also used to assess
subjects’ susplcigps were spontaneous comments about the
confederate m;;;’jtﬁ>ny_tipe during the postexperimental
interview. \

5

0f the 92 subjects exposed to the confederate, 33(36%)
commente? on.her in the postexperimental interview. Twee:y—
"three of these cgmments were made by field-independent
subjects and 10 by field-dependents. Two females, both with
undergraduate degrees and previously uninvolved in the
study, read each of the 33 numbered comments and indicated
for each comment whether the subject knew of even suspected
that the confederate was there to influence her in somelway.
The judgés were also asked to indicate whether the subject
who made the comment guessed or even suspected that the
sﬁudy was intend;d to examine the effects of a companicn on
different types of people. ‘Instguctions provided to the

-

judgeé are included in Appendix O. .
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Agreement between judges was 82% as to which comments
indigated suspiclousness about the confedégate. 0f the 33
comments which referred to the c&ﬁpanion, one counment made
éy a fieLd—independent subject was clagsified by both judges
as‘indicacing that the subject knew or suspected that the
companion had been there.tb influence her. Neither judge
indicated, however, that this subject guessed or suspectéd
that the study was intended ter examine the effects of a

companion on different types of people. Accordingly, this

subject was not eliminated from the study. ' ’
{

r

During the postexperimental interview, subjects were N
also questioned about the cartoons which had been presénted.
0f the 184 subjects, ll mentioned that they had had diffi-
culty seeing some of the'cartoons. Of_tﬂese ll'subjec:s,
seven mentioned specific cartoons as beiné difficult to see;
threé mentioned the bright {llumination &f the slideg. Five
of the 184 subjects stated that they had seen one or more of
the cartoons before. Of the seven carfoons so identified,
all but two had been published ﬁrior to 1974, a wminimum of 4
iye;rs before the cartoons were presgsented in this study.

‘ Subjects .were a;so askéd during the postexperimental‘
inter;iew 1f they had felt relatively relaxed or relatively
tense during the experimental session. The relationship
betwe;n stated feeiings of relaxation and field dépendence—
independence was not statistically significant,X 2(1) -

3.7, p » .05. Additionally, stated‘feelings of relaxation

were not significantly related to the presence/absence of
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the confederate, x2 (1) = 1.29, p > .05, or to the
presence/absence of canned laughter, xz(l) = .10, p > .05.
\

In their general comments at the end of the experimental

-
-

session, 15 subjects (8 field—igdependent and 7 field-
dependent) noted that there had been é theme in the =
cértoons. 0f these 15 subjects, 12 idggiified that theme as
agressive; 9 (5 field-independené and 4 field-dependent)

stated that they disliked such a theme in humor.



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
Following a brief restatement of ihe purpose of the
study, this chapter presents a discussion of the results
obtained for each of the research hypotheseg. This
discussion is followed by Suggestions.for improving and

exXxpanding on the present research.

Restatement of the Study's Purpose

The present study attempted to clarify the role of
situational and individual difference variables in the
impact of social. influence on humor app;eciation. .Specifi-
cally, this study examined the effects of a mirchful
confederal@ and canﬁeﬁ laughter on overt mirth and funniness,
ratings an: explored the interaction of these two

situational variables with the individual difference

variable of field dependence-independence.

Discussion of Results for the Research Hypotheses

Hypotheses involving the humor appreciation of field-
dependent and field-independent subjects were Bésed on
predictions that the confeéer;te and canned laughtex would
each enhanQe measures of overt mirth and funniness ratings.
T;erefore, the outcomes for these situational variables are

examined first, prior to a discussion of results in terms of

field dépendence-indepenﬁence.
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With respect-to the main effect of the confederate, the

following hypothesis was formulated:

Hypothesis 1. All measures of humor appreciation will
be significantly greater for subjects
accompanied by a mirthful confederate
than for subjects in an alone condition. .

.The nultivariate test of Hypofhesis 1 provided clear
support for the expectation that the mirthful confederate
would enhance measures of humor appreciation relative to an
alone condition. Imspection of univariate results f;r this
main effect indicated that this increase was significant fo¥ -
all six measures of humor appreciation. i

The present fesu%ts are not only congruent with

previous research on the effects of a mirthful confederate
but also extend such research with adults by demonstrating
strong codfederq}e effects on several dependent variables in
a dyadic situation. In previous research with adults;
significant confedgrate effects have been reported ig
settings with six or more people (Murphy, 1975; Young &
Frye, 1966). In dyads, significant differences have been
-reported only between mirthful and nbnresponsive confederate
condifions. {Gadfield, 1977, Osbor;e & Chapman, 1977). In
the one previous study with adults which examined differ-
ences between alone and mirthful confgderate conditions
(0sborne & Chapman, 1977), the mirthfdl conféderate enhanced
subjects' overt mirth. However, rhese results were *not
statistically significant fo% frequency of smiling and were

not statistically analyzed for frequency or duration of

laughter. 1In contrast, the mirthful confederate in the
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"presént study produced significant increases on all measures
of overt mirth as well as on self-reported funniness ratings
relative to the alone condition.
P
The possibility cannot be discounted, however, that
confedgrate effects in the present study, as well in

-

previous research, were partially due to observers'
awareness that certain subjects were alone whereas ;thers
were accompanied by a companion. Given the tendency of
subjects to ocpasionally talk to or look at their companion,
the effect of_Such awareness on tge part of observers may be
difficult to eliminate totally. However, several factors
argue‘against the likelihood that confederate effects in the
preéent study were due largely to the observers' awareness
of subjects’ social condations. These faq:ors include: the
orientation given observers to focus_only on the subjects’
behavior; the covering of the cﬁmpanipn's image on the
videotape monitor during scoring; and the presence of
significant confederate effects on fuaniness ratings which
were made.by the subjects éhemselves independent of the
observe;s' scoring.

Confederate effects were as predicted for all dependent
variables. The meaﬁing‘of these effects is, however,
somewhat unclear with respect to un&érlying psychological
processes. Al?hough,confo;mity and iﬁication as well as
reflex, perceptual,- and disinhibitory processes in social
facilitation may have been simultaneously involved, various

considerations support the suggestion that the confederate

7
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efgzzks obtained may’ be gttributable largely to motivational
aspects of social facilitation.

With respect to conformity, normative social influence
may be ruled out as the priﬁcipal explanatioh of the
confederate effects obtained in this study: Had subjects
accompanied by ghe confederate sought mainly to a?oid her
ridicule ar negative evaluation, it is.unlikely“;hat they
would have rated the cartoons funnier than did subjects who
were alone. Informational social influence may also be

considered a minor rather thanm a major process underlying

confederate effects: Had rthe humor appreciation of subjects

- accompanied by the mirthful confederate been due principally

to an -acceptance of her behavior as evidence of the funni-
ness of the material, subjects would not have demonstrated

significant incrjfeeﬁiipflaughter and funniness ratings

across blocks of cartoons since the confederate's behavior
was consistent across these blocﬁﬁ. '
Imitation may also be considered of minor rather than
major importance in producing the confederate effebts. As
indicated in the presentation of results, freguehqy‘and
duration of eyeing, looking, ahd gazing at the confederate's
face;were somewhat limited. Additionally, the majority of
subjects did not look at the confederate's fabg. Thug;
particularly in the case of smiling, ~it is unlikely thart
copfederate effects were due principally to imitation, that

is, to subjecis directly matching theilr behavior to that of

the confederate. . ’ %
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Reflex, perceptual, and'disinnibitory processes in
social facilitation may also be regarded as ‘secondary rather
than primary comntributors to the confederate cffects
obtained. 1In the case of ;eflex processes, the
confedernte's behavior and overt mirth did not appear Co be
particularly amusing and were not described as such by any
subject in the-nostexperimental interview. Perceptual
processes may be considered of secondary importance because
the cartoons used were preselected as easy to understand.
Thus, it is unlikelx that -the confederate oerved mainly to
direct subjects' attention to parcs af;tne humor stimuli
they would otherwise have missed. Disinhibiting effeccsiof
the mirthful confederate appear to have been minimal: In
tne postexpenimental interview, approximately 84X of
subjects who were alone reported that they Rad féit.
;relatively relaxed” during the experimental session
compared to 87% of subjects with the confederate who made
‘this same report. ! .

Mocivntional aspects of social facilitation may be
considered more likely to have played a major role in
producing the observed confederate effects. As described by
Tolman‘(l968), a motivational iaterpretation of social
facilitation proposes-that the companion's behavior’
decreases the subject's reaction threshold to the stimuli of
interest. In the present study, subjects accompanied ny the

mirthful confederate may have been made more reactive to the

cartoons as a result of evaluation apprehension (Cottrell,

-

EES )
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1968, }972) and/or arousal (Zéjonc,.1965). Although evalua-

3 ~
tion apprehension may have contributed to the gonfederate's

effect in enhancing overt mirth, suzh apprehension

ould not

have begn expected to contribute to the significantly“iigher

funniness ratings produced by the mirthful confederate,
Compared to .evaluation apprehension, arousal may have been
.0of greater importance in the confederate's enhancement of

L 4
suggested by previoids res€®archers, smiling may be considered

humor appreciation, partf:;jarlyvin the case of smiling. ~As
a less intense and less ;:Rﬁﬁlted form of humor apprecilation
than laughter (Chapman, 1976;_Flugel, 1954; Giles & Oxford,
1970; McGhee, 1971; Nerhardt, 1976; Poll;o et al., 1972).
Smiling may also be considered é well léarned response in
the presence of huﬁor stimuli and particularly in;theljoint"
. - : A
presence of other people and humor stimuli. Thus, the ’
presence of the confederate may have .-increased subjects'
arousal levél and enhanced the emission ofe the dominant
resﬁonse ob smiliné. The smile facilitory erfect SArthur,
1974) may';h%n have contributed to the emissibniéidfnhanped
laughter, Accordiﬁg to this hypothesized effect, “"smiling
which is a relatively ﬁpiﬁhibited response seéﬁs to have a
facilitory effect on iaughing which is a relatively-
inhibited response”™ (p. 80). Giyen enhap?ed overt mirth, et
subjécts,.through self-obse%vatig;, (Bem,s1965) may have

rated the cartoons funnier. As noted previously, however,

this discussion of processes underlying the confederate's

-
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effects is_speculative'beéause the present study was not
designed to examine specific i;fluence processes.

The secoud’hypothesis_in the present study, like the
first; iﬁvolved the main effect of a situational variable on
humor appreciation. In this instancs the situational
v;riable was canned laughter. Specifically, Hypothesis 2
stated:

Hypothesis 2. Ali measures of humor appreciation will

. be significantly greater for subjects
exposed "to canned laughter than for
subjects not so exposed.

The multivariate teéc of the main effect of canned
laughter provided ﬂolsdpport for Hypoﬁhesis 2, However, the
canned laughter manipuiatioﬂ entered ;nto two significant
nultivariate interéction;, pne with the confederate ménipu—
lation and one with blocks of cartoons. With respect to the
former interaccion,'canned laughter by confederate, the:'
corfesponding univariate anélysis was significant for
freque;cy of laughter: Subjects who were alone laughed with
equal frequency in the presence and absence of .canned
laughter; subjbcts;accompan;ed by the mirthful confederate
l;ughed significanly less often when canned laughter was
ﬁresent than when it was absent. With respect to the latter
interaction, canned laughter by blocks of ;;rtoons, uni-
variate analyseéawere significant for duration of laughter
and ratings of overt mirth: 1In the presence but not the

‘absence of canned laughter, ratings of ﬁgért mirth and

duracion'of laughter increased significantly across blocks
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of cartoons, with tpe greatest 1ncreases OCCurriﬁg between
the second and third-blocké.

i Psychoiogical reacgahce appears to provide‘the most
appropriate and parsimonious explanation of these
significant interactions. As defined by Brehm (1976)
psychological reactance is a motivational state which
‘"consists of pressure directed toward re-—-establishing
whatever freedom has been threatened or eliminated”™ (p. 55)}.

-

Giveﬁ the enjoyable fnature oﬁ,humor as a discretionary
activity and the recognition that individuals différ in
their.sense of humor, peoplp méy have a strong'need to feel
free not to laugh as well as to laugh. Viewed in the
context of reactance, canned laughter may thus have
constituted a threat to subjects' freedom not to laugﬁ. As
a result, subjects may have atgempted to restore this ver;-
freedom by éxercising it and onr several occasions not
lagghing. That subjects mayghave'expeq}enceq a threat to
their freedom not to laugh is.suppoxted by data from the
postexperimental interview: Appror(iztely 254 of the
subjects' comments concerning the canned laughter weré
judged to.indicate that subjects knew or suspected that the
éanned laughter was intended te influence them.

The foregoing, interpretation appears to explain the
two-way interaction betwéen the confedéraie ana canned
laughter manipulations. For subjects who were alone, the
reactance aroused by canned laughter may have counter-

&
balanced the positive effects of this manipulation with the
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1

net result that canned laughter had no_siguifican; effect.
. s '

In contrast, subjects exposed té both the mirthful N
confederate and canned laughter may have experienced a
stronger threat to their fr;edom not to laugh. As a result,
reécq;nce effects for these latter subjects: may not simply.
have counterbalanced but in fact overpowered the positive
effects of canned laughter: - Experigncing greater reactaﬁce
than those who were alone, subjeéés.accombanied‘By the
mirthful cdnfederate laughed significantly less frequently
when canned laughter was preseant than when it was absent.

Examining more closely the situation for subquts who
were alone, the canned laughter used may have constiguted a
rather weak influence attempt. This suggestion is suppo;ted
by an examination of the characteristics of thelcanned
laughter used. This laughter was produced by 10 adults.
Particularly boisterous or hysterical laugh.sequences were
eliminated on - the basis that such laughter might sound
unnatural or forced in respénse tofthe cartoons presented.
For the same reasons, canned laughter followed 12 of the 18
cartoons rather than all cartoons. In contrast, the canned
laughter used in previous studies was produced by 18 te 20
people (Chapman, 1973a Fuller & Sheehy-Skeffington, 1974;
Smyth & Fuller, 1972), or was desc;ibe& as “"boisterous”
(Cupchikr& Leventhal, 1974, p. 431). Additionally, canned
laughter in previous studies followed every humor stimulus

when different subjects served in the no canned laughter and

canned laughter conditions (Chapéan, 1973; Cupchik &

By
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Leventhal, 1974). Thus, the canned laughter used in the
. .
present study may have lacked force in terms of its

robustness and frequency of presentation;

An additional factor may have further.weakened positive
effects of canned laughter f;r subjects who were alone,
namely.the realism of the canned lauéhter. -To date, the one

study conducted in this area indicated that canned laughter

used on I Love Lucy television programs Jiffered from the
recorded laughter of live theatre audiences in such respects
a's the latency and vériety of l%ughcer (Pollio et al.,
1972). Given scant reference in previous research to the
characteristics of the canned laughter used, the latency of
canned laughter in the present study was identical to that
used by Cupchik & Levénthal (1974) and, as in Chapman's
study (1973), all laughs were of approximately equal
duration. Although thes; particular characteristicsldiffer
froﬁ tpe laughter of live audien;es, previous studies using
such cﬁaracteristics obtained positive effects for canned
laughter. Thus, 1t is difficuit to determine the extent to
which realism is necessary to significantly enhance humor
appreciation and the éxtent.to which deficits in realism may
have contributed to the preseat failure of canned laughter
to produce the'expected effects.: It is possible, however,
that the canned laughtér in this study was less realistic

than that used in previous studies, despite efforts to

achieve realism by conducting all recording and dubbing

“
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sessions at a professional studio with the services of ]
professional sound engineers. .
Whereas the characterisgics of the canned laughter used
o {viz., its ;;bustness, frequency, and realism))may have
contributed to weakening its positive effects for subjects
who weEe alone, the context in which this laughter was
presented, may héve contributed to arousing a réactance.
. effect. In the prqseﬁt study, subjects were informed that
"the cartoon presentation constituted a warm-up f;r the humor
stimulus of interest, the film, and. in the prerecorded
instructions the experiménter eXxpressed the hope that
subjects would "enjoy this warm-up per;od by simply sitting
back, relaxi&g, and looking at the carﬁoons". This warm-up
set was created in order to foster a rélaxed atmosphere,
.promote natural as epposed to forced‘reéponding, and help
reduce the "'1'm a guinea pig' actitudq: (Campbell, 1957,
p- 308) during the exposure of the cartoons. However,
subjects may have felt that they were being pressured to
relax, warm up, and show signs{ ¢f humor éppreciation and may
' .
have viewed the canned‘laughte; as the exgerimeﬁter's way of
facilitating th@ir warm-up. Thus subjects who were alone
may have felt that their freedom not to laugh was being *
threatened not only by the presentation of canned l%%ghter
but also by the.warm-up'instructions.
Exémining the situation for subjects exposed to borth

the canned laughter and the mirthful confederate, the

juxtaposition of canned laughter with the live laughter of

0
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the subject and confederate may have furcher weakened the
positivé effect of canned laughter, such a juxtaposition
perhaps drawing attention to deficiencies in the realism of
this laughter. _As noted by Clee and W;Eklund {1980), when
an influence attempt lacks credible and attractive features,
reactanée effects may lead to an overall negative outcome
for the influence attempt.

Canpedllaughéér as a source of positive influence may
thus havé been further weakeneﬁ for subjects accompanied by
the mirthful confederate compared to subjects who were |
alone. However, reactance appears to have been strengthened
for the former group. For subjects exposed to both the
mirthful confederate and canned laughter, the freedom not to
laugh may bave beeﬁ threatened not only by the canned
laughter and warm-up set but also by the simultaneous

— ‘
presence ot the mirthful confederate. Auaditionally, the
freedom not to laugh may have been‘more salient for subjects
;ith the Eonfederate than for subjects who were alone. With
respect to this latter point, it has often been noted that.
people rarely laugh when alone (Berlyne, 1969; Foot &
Chapman, 1976; Keith-Spiggel, 19725. In contrasf,‘people
frequently laugh when accompanieé by others. This tendeﬁcy
to laugh more frequently id’; group situation thaﬁ when

alone is apparent as early as nursery school age (Brackett,

1933; Ding &&jersild, 1932; Kenderdine, 1951, ﬁbchge, 1976).

e e

Thus, the freedom to laugh or not to laugh may be’more : -
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salient in social situations and hence more liable to threat
and the arousal ;f reactance.

’ In summary, as noted by Brehm (1976), "a social
influence attempt threatening freedom can gimultaneously

contain a sfzable force toward positive social influence”

N -
Yo

{p. 58). For subjects who were alone, varied weaknesses in
the Eanned laughter itself may ﬁave diminished its strength
as a source of poéitive influence with the net result that
positive effects of canned laughter were canceled by
reactance aroused by the prgsentation of canned laughter and
by the warm-up set. For subjécts exposed to both the

confederate and canned laughter, the positive influence of
L 4

canned laughter may have been further weakened by its °

juxtaposition with live laughter whereas reactance may have

increased given the joint presence of two sources of

influence apd the salience of the}f{eedom not to laugh.
Thus, for‘subjects accompanied by ghe anfederate, reactance
may have ocutweighed-.the positive influence effects of canﬁed
.laughter and produced a negative effect for this varigble.

The foregeing explanation has focused on a reathnce
interpretation of the interaction between the canned

—_ .

laughter and confederate manipulations. Such an ianterpreta-
tion may also be applied to the significant ingerac;ion
‘between canned laughter and Rlocks of cartoons in which
ratings of overt mirth and duration of laughter incréased
significantly acro;s blocks of cartoons in the prééence but

not the .absence of canned laughter. With repeated exposure
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to the canned laughter, subjecté may have 5ecome habituated
to ir with the result that they experienced decreased threat
to their freedom not to iaugh'and reactance effects corre-
spondingly diminished across blocks of cartoons. Reactaﬁce
may also have diminished across blocks because subjects
exercised—tygir freedom not to laugh and thus experienced
reduced reactance towards the end of the sequemce of
cartoons.‘ Supporciv; of a reactance interpretation of this
interaction is the fact that in the first two blocks of
cartoons, means for;?ﬁcings of overt .mirth and duration of
laughter were lower when canned laughter was present'than
when canned lapghter wag absent whereas the reverse was
observed in the final block of cartoons. Also congruent
with a reaétance interpretation is the fact that for five of
the six dependent variables, the increases observed between
the second and third‘blocks of gartoons were greater for
subjects in the confederate/canned lauéhter condition than
for subjects in the alone/canned laughter condition, the
former subjects having experienced more reactance th&n the
latcter. ’

Although the present effects involving canned laughter
appJﬁr explicafle in terms of a reactance effect, the
question arises as to why a reactance effect would be
statistically significant only for measures of laughter.
(Ratings of overt mirth may be considered ﬁeaSures of

laughter in the sense that laughter took precedence over aay

other response 1ia scoring this variable.) Possibly,
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subjects may have experienced a more direct threat to their
freedom of laughter than to freedoms involving smiling or
funniness ratings because of the similarity between the
response of laughter and the independent variables
threatening the freedom of laughter (viz., the laughing
confederate and canned laughter).‘ Additionally, freedous
involving spiling and funniness ratings may have been
threatened less than freedom of laughter because the former
responses were more private in .nature. Funniness ratings
represented subjects' subjective judéments and were not

shown to the confederate. Smiling was also a more private

response than laughing in view of the side-by-side seating

"orientation and the fact that the .confederate rarely looked

at the subject.

A * As a firnal comment on canned laughter effects, the fact

that most previous studies have repé%?ga positive rather
than negative or nonsignificant results may be attributable
to the paucity of research in this area as well ;s to the
design of such research. In the one previous study which
manipﬁlated both canned laughter and the presence/absence of
others, the subjects involved were 4- to 6-year old boys,
results were minimally described, and no reference was made
to an interaction between canned laughter and éocial
;onggtions (Kosslyn & Henker, 19f0). In terms of desigm,
previous studies usfag canned laughter have either failed to

describe the social conditions surrounding the manipulation

of canned laughter (Fuller & Sheehy-Skeffington, 1974; Smyth
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. & Fuller, 1972), or manipulated this laughter under social

)
it ke conditions which may have influenced the effects attributed

to canned laughter. For example, in Chapman's study (1%973),
the experimenter's presence during tee presentation of
canned laughﬁer may have coetribuCed to the observed
increase in subjects' overt mirth. In the case of other
studies, the nature of the experimental situations ruled out
a reactance effect involving the jolnt presence of canned
laughter and a mirthful companion or the juxtaposition of
canned laughter with live laughter because: (a) Subjeets

. were tested alonefzy‘in pairs in which they could not see or
hear each other (Cupchik & Leventhal, 1974); or (b) subjects
believed/that the laughter was not “canned” but emanated
from other subjects (Nosanchuk & Lightstone, 1974).

To this point! the discussion of results has focused on
outcomes involving the main aed interaction effects of the
confederate and canned laughter with.no reference to the
hypothesized effects of these independent variables on
field-dependent and field-independent subjects. Before
examieing outcomes in terms of cognitive style, an
additional effect,.not previously discussed, is noted.
“Statistically significant in the multivariate analysis as
well as in five univariate aeel§3es was the main effect of
blocks of cartoons. Although interest in this sigunificant
main effect is reduced by the presence of the canned

- \laughter by block interaction, one aspect of this main

effect requires comment, namely, that measures of laughter

Pl -
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increased, principally between the second and third blocks
of cartoons, whereas measures of smiling decreased mainly
between the firét and second blocks. That smiling decreased
whereas laug;:er increased across blocks of-cartOOns was not
unexpected iﬁ view of previous evidence that laughter and
smiling are not necessarily affected by the same variables
(Chapman & Wright, 1976; Mones, 1975) aad that laughter and
smiling can be affe;ced in opposite ways by the same
"variables (Chapman, 1976; Foot, Chapman, & Smith, 1977),
However, in terms of explalning the p;esent results for
blocks of cartoons, Arthur’'s (1974) “smile facilitory .
etfect” (p. 80) appears pérticularly relevant. As
previously described, in this process the relatively
uninhibited response of smiling has a facilitory effect on
the relatively inhibited response of laughter. Thus, in the
.present study, the uninhibited response of smiling occurred

™~

at a higher rate than the more inhibited responée of;w
laughing early in the sequenée of cartoons. The occurrence
of smiling may thus have served to facilitate the occurrence
of laughter which became the predominant response during the
later stages of the cartoon presentation,

Turning now to a discuséion of results conceruning field
dependence-independence, the first of four hypotheses
dealing with ﬁhis cognitive -style was as follows:

dypothesis 3. The;g wiil be a siganificaant interaction

between field dependence-independence

and the presence/absence of a mirthful
confederate, i.e., increases on all

{
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T .
measures of humor appreciation .from an

alone to a mirthful confederate
condition will be significantly greater
for field-dependent people than for
field-independent "people.

Multivariate results failed to support this predicted two-
way interaction between field dependence~independence and
the confederate manipulation. In explaining this
nonsignificant multivafiate result, consideration must be
given to the extent to which this study established
conditions similar to those under which field-dependent and

field-independent subjects have previously been shown to a

differ in susceptibility to social influence. As'suggested:
fby Witkin and Goodenough (1977), such differences in

—

susceptibility to social influence appear When subjects

N

interact with live or simulated group members in ambiguous
situations where the other peréon is seen as a Likely source
of igformation for removing the ambiguit?. I& the present
study, interaction took place with a live copfederate in a
situation which was ambiguous in the sense that there were
no objectiye cues as té what constituted the humor in the
cartoons and there were ;o objectively correct responses.
The confederate was a likely source of informabion'for
removing the ambiguity to the extent that her mirthful

4
responses indicated that the cartooqs were amusing and
deserving of overt mirth. Thus, the failure to support
Hypothesis 3 wog&d not appear to be due to a fa;lufe to.
approxjimate cond;tions previously shown to be conducive to

demonstrating differemtial susceptibility to social
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-~

influengce on the part of field-dependent and field-

-

independent~subjects.' .
Although the.finding of a nonsignificant multivariate

interaction betweeﬂ field dependence-indepeudende and the

confederate manipulation discourages a discussion of

univariate results for this interaction, these univariate.

findings are sufficiently consistent to require a qualifica-

tion to the nonsignificant multivariacte interaction.
Specific;lly, for thgee of the.six dependent variab{:;
(viz., fréquency and duration ot lahghte} and ratings of
oveéﬁ mirth),. the hypothesized two-way interaction between
field dependence-independence and the confederate manipula-
tion was statistically significaﬂt, These three variables

. “*
were similar in a number of rTespects. Specifically, each of

-

these measures involved_laughtef; intercorrelations among
these three variables were the hiéhest of the six dependent
variablés; interobserver reliabilities were approximately
+790 for.ail three meas;res; ;nd these three evidenced the
highest temporal stability in the retest. In contrast, ‘the
hypothesized two-way interaction between field depehdence—
in%ependencé and the confederate manﬁfulation was not
statistically significant for frequency or duration of
sgiling or for funniness ratings..—Although the Two méasurgs

-
of smiling were almost as highly intercorrelated as the

chree other measures of overt mirth, interobserver reliabi¥—

ities/were considerably lower for measures OI smiling than |

it ]
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for measures of laughing and duration of smiling was theg

least stable measure over time.
¢

Although the unreliability of measures of seiling may

have contributed to the nonsignificant multivariate

™~

interaction between field dependence-independence and the

confederate manipulation, the systematic split on the

dependent variables for this interaction may indicate that

field-dependent and- field-independent subjects differed more

- £

in the manner rather than the overall extent to which they
were influenced by the mirthful confederate. 'As noted by

Witkin et al. (1977), field dependence—independencé is

related more to the "how"” than the "how much" of

functioning. - For example, results of a study by Nebelkopf

and Dreyer (1973) indicated that although field-dependent

\\'}

and field-independent subjects did not differ significantly

in the number of trials required to correctl} attain-a

-

concept, the two groups appeared to use different concept

-~

attainment strategies. Thus, in the present study, although
. _ ;

f&eld—dependént and field—independent subjects hid not
differ in the overall extent to which they w;re inflﬁ;nced
by the confederate, the psychological_procqéses which
produced the responses may have diffgred fo; these two
groups (Ai&en, 1965).. Such considerations give rise to
questions concerning the functions of laughing and smiligg
in the present sgudy. |

With respect to the distincﬁion bethen laughter and

. ; X .

smiling, there i's a general consensus among humor

-
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researchers that both.fesponses may reflect humor apprécia-
tion, and as such, laughter,may be considéred a more intemnse
response than smiling (Chapman, 1976; Flugel, 1954; Giles &
Oxford, 1970, McGhee, 1971; Nerhardt, 1976, Pollio ‘et al.,
1972). Rese;rchens in hﬁmor also note that the meaning and
function of laughter and smiling are not invariant in a
given situaﬁion or across different situations (Murphy &
Pollio, 1975, Wolosin, 1975). Im a given situation,

laughter and smibing may each seyve several functions (e.g.,

inducing or reducing arcusal, conveying information) and may

differ from eath other in the function(s) which each serves
-+

and/or in the extent to which each serves a given_functionf
Additionally, the function which a given response serves for

different groups of people may vary depending-on the nature

of the situation. For example, Murphy and Pollio (1975)

reported that the meaning of laughter and %miling appeared
Ly

“to vary depending on whether these responses were made by
groups of friends or strangers and whether the grouap was
listening to the humor of Bill CosSy or that of Don Rickles.
Similarly,'Foot et al. (1977) reported thét the functions of

laughter and smiling appeared to differ depending on whether

thé responses were made by boys or by girls an& whether the

" social situation was one of high or low inti&?cy. More '

. e
specifically, Foot et al. (1977) suggesijj/ﬁﬁyt in

situations low in intimacy, girls used ldughter to gain and

maintain their cbmpanionﬂs atteantion wiereas boys used
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laughter to break athentiqn in situatioas gxperienhed as too
high in intimacy. ' —

Thus, previous résearch suggests that tﬁe functions of
laughter and smiling may differ“and such differences iay
depend on situational and individual difference variabies.
In the present study, such research 1s relevant to ;hé face
that the hjpothesized'interaction between ﬁield—depéndence

<

and the confederate manipulation\was significant only for
"measures of laugh;eru In this study, the ;onfederate may
not only have enhanced arousal levels, but aiso may havé
made subjects more reactive to the humor stimuli by
promotiné feelings and expectations of sharing the social
situdrion. SucQ expectations may have been particularly
strong among soc¢ially oriented field-dependent subjécts.

The experimental situation, however, le/not prove to be

conducive te such sharing, given the sf@e-by—side seating

-

- ,
orientation, the requirement that subjects look at and rate

viSu;l material presented .at a brisk pace, and the general
failﬁre of the confederate to look.at subjects. Thus,
socially oriented field-dependent ;ubjects may have
experiénced the éonfederate condition as insufficiently
intimate and, relative to the alone condition, may have
laughed significantly longer and more frequently than field-
independent subjects in.an attempt to p?omote greater
sharing of the situation with the confederate by first
gaining and maintaining her attention. In-the present

n ! - o '
experimental situation, funniness ratings and sfiling were
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more private in nature and, compared to iaughter, were less

suitable for attracting and maintaining the companion's

attentionx

Congruent with the foregoing interpretation is the
"observation that, if subjects' laughter was strictly a
function of how amusing they considered the material, the
interactlion between field depéndence—indepéndence and the
confederaté manipulation for measures of la;ghter might have
been expected to be nonsignificant as was the case for the
corresponding interaction for fuanniness ratings. Laughter

thus.appeared to serve other functions besides indicating
how fun;y the subjects congidered tﬁe material. Given the
nature of the experimental situétion and the audible
character ot laughter, this response may have represented a
better way-of gaining the confederate's attention than ;gd
the other depe;dent variables.

As an additional point concerning the interaction
between fiéld dependence—-independence and the confederate
manipulation, the desir; of field-dependent Subjgcts to
share the social situation is, not considered to be
indicative of emotional dependehce, defined as séeking ? »
emotional sustenance and attention fr&m other. Rather,jthe
desire to gain the confederate's attention and thus increase
sharing of the situation is counsidered to be an aspect of
the “turning-toward-others orient;tion“‘(Witkin & ;;
Goodenough, 1977, p. 668) which unlike emotional deﬁegkzﬁce

has been shown to relate to field dependence—~independence.
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Compared to field—;ndependent peﬁple, fleld-dependent people
prefer greater physical and emotional clos;ness'with others.
These latter people also prefer interpersonal situations
over imPersonal ones. . Such preferénces appear to be based
on a desire ﬁo gain and mainiain access to one of the
ériﬁcipal external sour;Zs of reference useful for
structuring ambiéuoué situations, namely, other people. In
the present experimental situation which lacked obje;tively
correct responses, field;dependent subjects may‘havg sought
an incréased sharfng of the situation in order to  gain and
maintain more detailed and subtle cues as to th; extent of
the confederate's enjoyment of the humor stimuli.

The foregoing explanation of the interaction between
field dependence~independence and the confederate manipula-
tion must be considered tentative, however, in view of the
fact that the two g;oups of subjects did not d;ffer signifi-
cantly-in frequency of verbalizations or in frequéncj or
duration of visual behavior directed at the coﬂfederate@s
face., Possible reasons for the nonsi 'fic;nt results for -
visual behavior are discussed presentf§T

An additional fianding relevant to the influence of the
‘confederate on fieldiiﬁpendent and field-independent ..
subjects 1is the statistically significant mulkivariate
interaction between field dependence-independence, the
confederate manipulation, and blocks of cartoons. In tpe

univariate analyses, the corresponding three-way interaction

was significant only in the case of self-reported funniness
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ratings. Diffefences between this dependent variable and
the five others in terms of the phenomenon'measured and the )
method of measurement may be responsible for the fact that
this three-way interaction was significant only for
funniness ratings. &g;é specifically, whereas funniness
iatings were self-re;ortéd and represented a more covert
aspect of humor appreciation, the five other dependent
vaf;abfes were scored by the observers and represented overt
behavioral respoﬁses-involved in humor appreﬁiatioﬁ.
Analysis of this three-way interaction for funniness
ratings revealed a2 significant interacti;n between field
dependence-independence and the confederafe manipulatioA in

the first block of cartoons. Contrary to Hypothesis 3,

however, field-independent subjects were more responsive to

~
-

the confederate during the first block of cattoons than were
field-dependent subjects.
In interpreting this outcome in the three-way

interaction, certain aspects of the present data support the

suggestion that subjects may have required time to "settle

into” the experimental setting before demonstrating their
characteristics modes of ELhavior. Specifically, for field-
independent subjects, differences betweg&~alone_and
confederate conditions were statistically signif;cant in the
first block of cartoons, significant but at a lower level in
the-second block, and nonsignificant in the third block of

cartoons. Iun contrast, for field-dependent subjects,

differences between alone and confederate copditions were.
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statistdically significant in all three blocks of cartoons
and the level of statistical significance consistently
ihcreased across blocks: Additionally, differences between
alone and confederate conditions were greater for field-
dependent than for field-independent subjects on fouyr of the
$ix dependent variables‘in the second block Qf cartoons and
on all si; éependent variables in the third block. Thus,
field-dependent and field—in&ependent subjects may have o
presented thefr characteristic modes of behavior only
towards thg end of the sequence of cartoons.
“!bA second aspect of the three-way interaction-also
requires comment. Namely, field-independént subjects self-
reported significanfly higher funniness ratings across
blocks of cartoons only when Ehey were alone; when
accompanied by the confederate, their funniness ratiags
showed no such increase across blocks. Field-dependent
subjects in contrast evidenced the same pattern of increased
funninéss ratings across blocks of cartoons whether they
yere-alone or with the mirthful confederate. —Thus, for
field-independent subjects, the confederate may have
Subpréssed an increase in funniness ratingsé across blocks of
cartoons. This effect may have been due to an attempt by
field—independ;nt subjects to actively discount the ﬁresence_
and behavior of the confederaée when making their funniness

ratings. In contrast, field-dependent subjects accompanied

by the confederate may ‘have made their jfunniness ratings in
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2 less analytic manner with no active atfempt to discount or
counteract the influence of the confederate.

In summary, multivariate results failed to support the
hypothesized two-way interaction between field dependence-
independence and the confederate manipulation. Aithough
statistical considerations involving the reliability of
me;sures of smiling may have contributed to this nonsignifi-
cant‘multivariate interaction, the systematic split'on
dependent variables for this two-way interaction may reflect
the fact that field-dependent and field-independent subjects
differed more in the manner rather than the overall extent
_to which they were influenced by the confederate. Further
suggestive of‘differences in the manner of influence were
indications in tﬁe three—-way interaction thaf subjects may

\J

have required time to settle into'the experimental session

and that the confederate tended to suppress an iancrease in
funniness ratings across blocks of cartoons for field-
independent .subjects but not for field-dependent subjects.
The present study contained two additional hypotheses
involving the differential responsiveness of field-dependent
and field-independent subjects to social influence in humor
appreclation. These hypotheses were as follows:

Hypothesis 4. There will be a significagt interaction
between field dependence-independence
and the presence/absence of canned
laughter, i.e., increases on all
measures of humor appreciation from a no
canned laughter condition to a canned

laughter condition will be significantly
greater -for field-dependent people than

i;F field-independent people.
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Hypothesis 5. There will be a significant interaction
between field dependence-independence,
the presence/absence of a mirthful
confederate, and the presence/absence of
canned laughter, 1.e., the joint
presence of a mirthful confederate and
canned laughter will have a significant-
ly greater effect on field-dependent
people than on field-independent people
for all measures of humor appreclation.

Results of the statistical analyses provided no support
for Hypotheses 4 or 5. In the multivariate analysis and in
all univariate analyses, the interactions in question were
not statistically significant. A major factor in.the lack
of support for Hypotheseswh and 5 was the overall failure of
canned laughter to enhance humor appreciation. AIn fact, no;
only was the overall_main effect of canned laughter not
statistically significant but canned laughter significantl}
depresséd frequency of laughter for subjects aécompanied Bf?
the confederate. This effect of canned laughter has been
discussed earlier in terms of psychological reactance. The
negative effect of.canned laughter in the presence of the
confederate directly contradicted the prediction that, at
least for fiéld—dependent\kubjects, the presence of'the
cdnfedepate would enhance .the positivé effect of canned a

laughter on humor appreciation.” In short, results failed to

support the hypothesiéed interactiohs'involving field
- - , Yoo~

dependence-independence and canned laughter because cgnned

laughter did not enhance humor apprecilation and the mirthful

confederate did not/igkégzgﬁzﬁg\pOQitive effects predicted

for canned laughter. / P

¢



159

The sixth and fina+ h&pothesis involved visual behavior
rather than.humor appreciation. This hypothesis stated:

‘Hypothesis 6. Field-dependent people will look at the

confederate's face significantly longer

and more frequently than will field-

independent people.
Statiséical qnal&ses failed to supporg Hyéoﬁhesis 6. The
;heoretical proposition may thus be incorrect that field- '
dependent people look more at others in evaluativé
situations than do field-independent people. Alternatively,
a number of situational factors may have contributed to
producing the nonsigniticant results for visual behavior.
Firstly, in ;igw of the visual ﬁacﬁre.of the cartoons, the
pace with which they were preserdted, and the side~by-side
seating arrangement, the exper%mental siCuation may not have
been conduci&é to looking at the contederate. Supportive of
this suggestion are data indicating that oaly l4% of the
subjects eyed the confederate and 39% looked at her; The
average duration ot gazing at the contederate was 1.5
seconds. Visual demands of the humor stimuli énd physical
arrangement; in the exﬁerimegtal setting thus seem to have.
contraindicated visual.interactig;’with the conrederate.

The fact-thac thé confederg;e laughed in response to |2
(67%) of‘the 18 cartoon may afgo have contributed to the
nonsignificént differences in visual behavior between field-

ependent and fieldfindependfﬂt subjects. Previou§ researgﬁ
as indicated‘that fiélgzdepéﬁdhgt people look‘moreiat '/_
lanother’s face than field-indepegéﬁgt people when they léck

‘ . ~—e S
information essential to suctcess on a task {(Karp, 1977). In

\

.,
—,
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the present situatioun, the gonfe&erate's audible laughtér in
response to the majority (67%) of cartoons preclﬁéed the
need-to look ét her face in order to determine whether she
considered the material funny. As noted in previous
research, lower levels cof visué?bg;héviqr appear to
charagterize situations invglving a lower neéd to moni:ar
the other gerson's actions (Coutts & Schneider, 1975;
Goffﬁan, 1965; Kendon, 1967j%:.Addicipﬁally,:xhe'confederate
rarely'retdrned subjeéts' glances. aér beha;ior would thus
havé served to extingu;sh élances which subjects directed at
her in the hopes éz sharing':He-siﬁuafion And/or'figd;ng
cues. Lo an.acceptablé re;ction. In short, nonsignificant
differences in visual behavior between field-dependent and
field—independent.gubjects mayjhave been duéeto a varieiy of
facto;s @ncluding: the visu;l nature of the hﬁmor stimuli
and the pace of their presentation; a reduced need to look
at the coﬂfedefate given the iﬁﬁormatidnal value of her
laughter; and the fallure of the confederate to reinforcE

, BN
visual behavior directed at her face.

~

Interpretative Summary L éy
The psychologicgl si.uation wherein social influence 1is

exerted on overt mirth and self~reported funniness ratings

" appears to be.a complex one involving the interaction of

several underlying processes. .In thg'presgnt study, the

mirthful confederate appeared to increase subjects' arousal

level and enhance the emission of laughter and smil{ng.

&

~
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Given enhanced o#ert minﬁh, subjects, possibly via the
groceés of self-observation, rated the cartoons funnier.
Under certain conditions, howe%er,ra mirthful
copfederateicaﬂ be associlated with inhibitory effects on
humor appreciation. . Spec%fically, given the joint presence
of the mirthful confederaée and canned.laugﬁtér; subjects in
the present st;dy may haQe‘experienced psychological
reactance. Such Subjects'may have felg that their fr;edom
not to laugh was being threatened not caly by the canned-
laugﬁter and the wérm—up set but also by the simultaneous-
presence of the mirthful confederat;. The canned'laughéer i
may-have been perceived as insufficiently boisterous,
freqqent, or realistic and thus this laughter failed to

proddce positive effects strong eno&Eﬁ'to overcome such

reactance. However, following the subjects' iniiial

assertion of their} freedon not to laugh, reactance appeared -
. . R

to diminish over t . . ,/
Individual difflerencés also appear éb.be relevant to
social inf%uence in humor appreciation. 1In the present
study, field-dependent sdbjects éppeared to use laughter to
promote greater sharing of the situation with the
confederate bf first gaining her attention. Such an
increased sharing would have permitted field-dependent
subjects to further structure the sitﬁation by galining more

—

detailed and subtle cues as to the extent of the

confederate s engoyment of the .humor stimuli. T eld-

dependent. subjects did not look at the confedeyate mor
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h Y
frequently or longer than did field-independent subjects may

-
-

be partly attributed to the experimental situation which was
not conducive to looking at the confederate and to a reduced

need to look at the confederate given her audible laughter.

—

The foregoing interpretative summary has a numbér of
theoreFical and practical implications. F;rsc, aqd perhaps
rather obviously, the arousal effects of the confedgrate,
the social sharing motives of fie}é—dependent s@bjects, and
the réactance gffects of cannediiaughter indicgte the

centrality of motivaﬁibnal proéesses in humor appreciation.
& ,

This implication 1s congruent with the tenets of pgycho-
analytic¢, arousal, incongruity, and superiority theqries of -
humor which stress the.motivational aspects of the content
of humor stimuli as well as motivational processes involved
in understanding and appieciafihé such material. The
present study contributes ;6 an understénding‘of
mot%yational ;spects of humor appreciatioy by gointing to
thé\need toe consider the impact-of psycholog;cal reactance,
a proces; which has received scant attention in attempts to
understand éo%ial influence in humor appreciation. |
Results of the present study also provide evidence of .
the dynamic character of s?cial influence in humor apprecia-
tion. Not only may a variety of motivaticnal processes be
ijﬁblved, but such processes appear to influence each otﬁer
. -
aﬁd to chapge over}cime. For example, in the interaction

betwegn‘bjnned laughter and blocks of cartoons, the

reactance ‘effect evoked by the canned laughter manipulation
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appearéd to decrease after subjgcts exercised their
threatened freedom; following thig exercise of freedom,
subjects appeared gd react more positgveiy to the canned
laughter. -
The'presenf study also. suggests that field depeudénce—
independence is related to social influence in humor -
appré@%aqion iﬁ a manner more complex than suggested ig the
original hypotheses. In understanding.the role-of this
cognitive stylg, consideratiou must be given ro yayg in

~ «

whidh a number of environmental conditions may simultaneou-
sly interact to: (4) create conditions under which field-
deﬁendent subjects will demonstrate their tufning-coward—
others orientation, and (b) de;;rmime the/ways in which
field-dependent subjects di;L demonstrate this orientat;on.
For ex;mpie, although chg ambiguity inherent in Humor
Vaﬁpreciation sftuations wéuld appear. tv be conducive to
fieLd-dependgnt éubjects seeking~access to external
referents, factofs such as the‘nature of the task at hand
{e.g., visual vs. auditory), and the behavior of others
present appear to influence the extent to which field~
"dependentASubJects demonstrate this turning—tbward—?thers
orientat;oﬁ an the manner in which they d$ so,

A practical implication of the present study is that

people may be becoming more semnsitive to the presence and
, . .

4

realism of canned laughter. Such an increased sensitivity

ay be reflected in, as well as produced by, the groﬁing use

in television of éue—controlled live audiences instead of
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canned laughter. As noted by Fuller (1977), there is a need

fg{ systematic research on the characteristics of canned
A

laugﬁter %nd until such research is undertaken “dubbing

o~

Lo rely largely on theilr own intuitions”
©

editors ... have

LY

(Fuller, 1977, p. 397).

: Suggestions for Future Research

P

Buil&ing'on evidence thaﬁ‘field dependence-independence

.

1s related to the "how” of social influence in humor

appreciation, future studf&s should focus on the specific N

N
2 -~

. hY .
influence processes underlying the effects  of a mirthful

-
- - . ~

confederate on field-dependent and field-independent
subjects. As indicated by Underwood (1957), “"differences in
behavior related to 'subject variables only start re;earch,

for in the typical case thesé differeunces must be related to

more fundamental behavioral processes” {p.‘llA). In compar-

-

isoa with the present study, a more clear cut interpretétion

of social influende processes could be made if 'social

-
- -

conditions were established in cioser accordance with

-

conformity or social facilitation paradigms. For éxampld,

spciql.confor?}ty pfocesses should be studied in situations

in which cartoons prerated as high or low in funniness were

responded to by a confederate with levels of overt mirth of

-

varying appropriateneﬁs. -
ﬁh\\ Social influencge processes~theoretically operative in
. v *

field-dependent and field-independent subjects shoyld also

be studied in greater depth by means of ajpostexperimental
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questionnaire., In this self-report method, 2 questionnaire
could assess Subjects“ perceptions of the way(s) in which

they were influenced Hf the confederate., In the present

-

study, the postexperimental interview omitted such detailed .

questioning in order to avold arousing subjecls' suspicions
concernihg the true purpose of the experiment, particularly

in view of the fact.that experimental sessions extended over
. .

a period of 2 wmonths. Condﬁcting the sessions over a
shorter time-span would increase the feasibility of
administering such a.detailed postexperimental question-

naire. 2
: -

The tendency of field-dependent and field—?gdéﬁEthnt

subjects to differ in .their use of internal and external

-
-

- X -
referents 1 umor appreciatio& should be studied using an

(-
.

experimenta@‘manipulacion of stimulus conditions that are

4

both consistent with and contrary to the styles of thesé two
groups of people on a priori theoretical grounds. Given
environmental conditions conducive to the use of externé%
referents, field;dépendenﬁ subjects would be expected to
rely on such referents more than field-independent Eubjects
who, givgn conditions conducive to reliance on internal

v
.referents would rely on these latter SOurées. Such'é study‘
éould contribute to understanding the r?le of field

dependence-independence in humorgaappreciation and would
‘ . ﬁ- ‘
serve as a test'of the theo_re’t_igaig}ro;aosition that field-

. " %-. e
dependent and field-independeift, geople differ in the extent

L S

-~ AN P - .
of eir rellance on internal- and external referents.
’ L Ta N \\\\\_ff_
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A variable which has theoretical as well as practical

relevance to fut;re research on canned laughter and/or
confederate manipulations. with field-dependent a;a field-
- indeﬁend;nt péople is subj!Lts' knowledge of-being observed
or vide;taped. Objective seif-awareness; or the "state in
which the person takes himself to'bg an object” {Wicklund,
1975, p. 234), has been showh to affect a variety'of behav-
iors. However, only one study has gpecifically investigatéd
the influence.on overt mirth of subjects’ aware;ess of being

-

. % .
observed (Chapman, 1976). In that study, childrens'

kﬁowledge of the nature of a one-way mirror inhibited their

- . T :
. laughter but facilitated their smiling and eye ¢ontact. The

e

- »

\\fole of objective self-awareness in the humor appreciation
of adults may e no less complex. For.example, in a sthdy
unrelated to humor-a;preciation, Duval (1976) ;;portedhthac
subjects' knowledge of beiny videotaped led to an increase
in conformity to .others. With respect to field dépeadence—
independence, Lefcourt, Hogg, and Sordoni (1975) obtained ,
evidence that field dependence-independence may be.relevant
to the effects of objective self-awareggﬁs. Howevef,
another prgvious study reported that éues to objective self-

awareness (viz., a mirror and/or an unplugged videotape

‘camera) had no significant effects on the induction o#

elation and depression in fipld~dependent and field-*

LY

independent subjects (Wol}e, 1975). In short, the effects

of objective self-awareness appear to represent a complex
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but theoretically and practically relevant area for future

research on individual differences in humor appreclation.

’
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APPENDIX A

. ' . )

PROCEDURE FOR THE PORTABLE ROD-AND-FRAME TEST (PRFT)

Note: The apparatus must be on a sturdy table and must- be
, ; . s : ~
level. Before the subject enters . the room,-be sure the

frame_is not tilted and that the urtain is closed,

Before seating the subject in front of the apparatus

say: : . . "
—
“In this test we want to find out how well you can
determine the upright - the vertical - ufider various

-

conditions.

“In this box (PRFT) you will see a square frame and
within this frame you will see a rod.”

"It is possible for me to tilt the frame to the left or
the right. I can also tilt the rod to the left or
right. I can tilt the frame alone or the rod alone; or
I can tilt them both at the same time, either to the
same side or to opposite_sides.

“Wwhen I lower the curtain at the beginning of each
trial, I want you to tell me whether the rod and franme
are straight up and down — i.e. vertical - or whether
they are tilted. In other words, tell me whether the
rod and frame are straight with the walls of this room
or whether they are tilted.”

“Are there any questions?”

Seat the subject in front of the apparatus and adjust
the head rest. The subj%ct's hands must be in her lap, not
touching the table. Tell the subject to keep her head in
the rest at all times.

Trial 1: Adjust the frame to 28L aand the rod to 28L. Open

the curtaia. Say:

“What is the position of the rod and frame?”
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" -3

Record the subject's response.

" A. 1If the subject says the rod is not vertical, say to her:

"I will now turn the rod slowly until you think it is
straight with the walls of this room. As 1 sald, I
will turn it slowly, and after each turm, tell me
whether it has been turned enough or whether you want
it turned some more. Just say 'more’ or 'enough' after
each turn. Please make your decisioms quickly and
don't be too finicky. -Which way/ shall I move the rod
to make it vertical - |clockw: or counterclockwise?”

Now move the rod about 3° at a time opposite to the
direction in which the subject says it is tilted, until she
reports “emough”. Ask the subject after she reports the rod
'vertical:

"Is the rod now vertical - that is, is it strhight with

the walls.of this room? In other words, is it straighec

up the way a flagpole outside is?”

If the subject should now say that she wants the rod

” .
moved some more in either direction, do so. Close the
curtain and record the position of the rod.
B. If on this first trial, the subject reports the rod to
be straight at the outset, ask her the quesgtion:

“In other words, is the rod straight with the walls of

the rook we are in? That is, is it straight up and

down like a flagpole?”
1. 1If she now says the rod is tilted, give the imnstructions

under "A"-above. .
2. If she repeats that the rod is vertical, close tﬁé

curtain and proceed to Trial 2. Give the instructions

concerning the straightening of the rod (as in "A"

above) on the first trial om which she says that the rod

{1s tilted.
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Trial 2: Leave the frame at 28L and adjust the rod 28R.
Open the curtain and éay to the subject:

"Would you tell me now and at the beginning of all

subSequent trials whether the rod and frame are-

straight with the walls of this room, or tilted; and 1if

the rod is tilted, whether the rod should be moved

clockwise or counterclockwise to be made straight.”

If the subject asks you to turn the rod, do so until
she says “enough”.

Ask her 2Zgain: “Is the rod now vertical - that is, is

it straight with the walls of this room?”

Do not ask this guestion on subsequent trials. <Close

‘"the curtain. Record the adjustment. Proceed to the next
trials.
Trial 3: Frame Z8R Rod 28R .

@;kﬁ{\é{ .Frame 28R Rod 28L
rial Frame 28L Rod 28L
/rrial 6: Frame 28L  Rod 28R

Trial 7: Frame 28R Rod 28R
Trial 8: Frame 28R Rod 28L

1f at any time after the rod has been adjusted on a
" given trial the subpject should say that she wants it moved

some more in either direction, de so. »

-
1f the subject should take more than 5 seconds on any

trial before saying "more” or "enough”, tell her: "Please

make your decisions quickly.”

-

1f the subject should repeatedly say “more” of "enough"
before the turn of the rod is completed, say To her:
“please wait until I have completed the turmn.”

.Check from time to time to determine whether the

subject's head is in the proper position 1in the head rest.

\/”\'
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APPENDIX B

INSTRUCTIONS, DEFINITIONS, AND EXAMPLES PROVIDED FOR THE
INITIAL CATEGORIZATION OF CARTOONS ACCORDING TO
PREDOMINANT THEME

Using the definitions provided below, indicate for each
cartoon which theme is predominant.

Aggressive theme: The cartoon's humor potential
: depends primarily om: a) an
implied or overt attack on or
criticism of some person, group,
- institution or event; b) the
. destruction or suffering of some
person or group. (See attached
cartoon illustrative of an
aggressive theme.)

Sexual thene: The cartoon's humor potential
depends primarily on clear
' allusions to, implications of, talk
’ : about, or descriptions of
heterosexual or homosexual acts.
(See attached cartoon 1llustrative
0of a sexual theme.)

Whimsical (non- The cartoon's humor potential
sensical) theme: : 'depends on illogicalities and
absurdities without essential
reference to sex or aggression,
{See attached cartoon illustrative
of a whimsical theme.)

Noting the number of each cartoon, and using the sheet
provided, write "A" in the appropriate space if the
cartoon's theme is predominantly aggressive, "S§" if the
cartoon's theme is predominantly sexual, and "W" if the
cartoon’'s theme is predominantly whimsical. These three
themes need not be equally ‘represented in your final
categorizations. ’

Important: Indicate only one theme for each cartoon.® If
two or more themes appear to.be present in a cartoon and 1if
both appear to be equally important, write 7" in the
appropriate space. :
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“UWell, that bastard Flepplewether wished me a Flappy New Yeur,
but I was ready for him. I told hin to

AGGRESSIVE THEME
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“Was that the Um’y reason you wanted to see me, warden?”

SEXUAL THEME
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APPENDIX C

-

INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATING CARTOONS FOR
FUNNINESS AND DIFFICULTY

You will be rating this series of 65 cartoons. I hope
you will_enjoy this session by simply.sitcing back,

- relaxing, and looking at the cartoons.. As'yoﬁ do this yau
are asked to answer the following quesgiqné for each
cartoon: |
%i&st .

How FUNNY was the cartoon?
not very - . ~ very .
at all little a little / somewhat much much extrenmely
T Y A U A B B
Second | 2 /%/ﬂ,»
S )

\
HEGIEE;FICULT was the cartoon to understand?
extremely very somewnhat fsomewhat very extremely
mpossible/ difficult /difficult /difficult €asy easy easy

YA Y YRy

For each cartoon you are to first circle the number

I3

t L4

which best indicates how funny the cartoon was to you and
then circle the number which best indicates how difficult it
was for you to understand the "point” of the cartoon.

When answering the two questions about eacﬁ cartoon,
keep in mind that there is no necessary relationship between
xpur answéré to the two questigggt‘ For example, gvcartoon
you consider extremely funny m;y be either extremely ’ o

difficult or extremely easy to understand.

You are to indicate your responses Co theq&artoons on

" the attached sheets. Please take a look at the next page.
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APPENDIX D

FINAL SAMPLE OF 18 CARTOONS

e
?ﬁ. W
‘\::.

“Let e sec if 1 have it correctly, sir. To hell with the appetizer. 4
chopped sirloin that damn well better be rare. No goddam relish tray.
Wha cares which salad dressing, since they all taste like sludge?”

CARTOON 1
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“For God’s sake, stop picking ar 5¢!”

CARTOON 2
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CARTOON 3
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“You flunked 1chat?”

CARTOON &
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Loy fust Lot far [ean cret yore

CARTOON 6
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“Mister, yoi're really asking for justice!” >
CARTOON 7
N
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“[T'e who serve as your Zoning Board of
Appeals ask neither thonks nor compensation,
but would greatly appreciate not
being addressed as, *You swine up therel’”

CARTOON 8
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! . . . " .
“_ind nowhgentlemer, before this meetng gets under way,
. wkger

923>
are there any more smart-alecky remarks?

&

1

CARTOON 9

h
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“Howard, this 13 one of the toughest decisions
Due ever had 1o make”

CARTOON 10



CARTOON 11
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My daughter telis me you're /
from Dullsville.” <

CARTQON 12
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“If you withdraw or deposit your dann five dollars one more time

this year, Xlrs. Babeock, P zoing to shont you!”

CARTOON 13
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“Well, so muck for the new math”

14

CARTOON
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“This newe, mnre positive self-image of yours,

»

Clarkson——get rid of it.

CARTOON 15
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- “For a kindly old man, he's mighty quick with the whip.”

o CARTCON 16



<
“Suppose he doesn’t ger the best arks
i hiis class. Do vou get the highest salary in your offce?”
CARTOON 17
“~

212
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“I know we don’t communicate. It's
one of my few pleasures.”

CARTOON 18
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¢ ' APPENDIX E
INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATING CARTOONS IN THE
NO CANNED LAUGHTER CONDITION
You will be viewing a sequence of 18 cartoons. I hope
you will enjoy this warm—up period by simg}y sitting'back,\\\
relaxing, and lookling at the cartoons. As you do this, you \\\

are asked to angswer the following question for each cartoon:

How FUNNY was the cartoon?

not “very very
at all little / a little /[ somewhat much much extremely

[ ] s e e

For each cartoon you are tOo answer this question by

circling the nuﬁber which best indicates how funny_the
cartoon was. Each cartoon will be displayed on the screen
for several seconds.

1t has been fouand in earlier work thar it 1is sometimes
difficult to read the gaptions at the bottom of the cartoons
because of the small print and occasional shifts in focus of
the slidés..'To get around this problem, a tape recording
has beea made of an experimenter reading the cartoon
capﬁions aloud.

50 now, just sit back, relax, and make yourself

comfortable. The cartoons will begin shorcly.

%

L

h
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APPENDIX F
INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATING CARTOONS IN THE
CANNED LAUGHTER CONDITION

You will be }iewing a sequence of 18 cartoouns. I hope

you will enjoy this warm-up period by simply sitting back,
- ' .

relaxing, and looking at the cartoons. As you do this, you
;fe asked to‘answgr the following question for each cartoon:

J
4 -
How FUNNY was the cartoon?

not_/very / very )
at all little a little [ somewhat much much extremely
[l o s s ] e ]

For each cartoon you are to answer this question by

¢ircling the number which best indicates how funny the
cartoon was. Each cartoon will be displayed on the screen
for several“seconds.

It has been found in earlier work that' it 1s sometimes
dréglcult to read the captions at the bottom of the cartoowns
because of the small print and occasional shifts 1n focus of
the slides. To get around this problem, a_ﬁaée recording
has been made of parts of a session during which these same
cartoons were shown to a larger group. An experimenter read
the cartoon captions aloud .for them.

So now, just sit back, felax, and make yourself

-

comfortable. The cartoons will begin shortly.

4
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LEHIGH VALLEY MODULAR HUMAN TEST

SYSTEM
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APPENDIX H
POSTEXPERIMENTAL INTERVIEW
Subject # Date
Exp. Condition
. . B
1. Were there any cartoons you had
difficulty seeing? yes no
If “"yes”, which ones? (Show subject photocopies of
cartoons.)
2. Had you seen any of the cartoons .
before? yes no

1f "yes", which ones? -{(Show subject photocopies-of
cartoons.)

3. As you watched the cartoons did you feel
relatively rtelaxed relatively tense?

If "relatively tense”, can you say why?

4, (If canngd laughter had been presented) Did the sounds
of the s¥Mdience on the Ltape distract you?

yes no

If "ves", how did they distract you?

5. By the time the cartoons were over
did you have a clear 1dea of how to
use the funniness rating scale? yes no

Now, about the film...
6. In terms of visual clarity was the film totally
blurred, blurred in parts, clear enocugh to

make out the details?

7. Did you have any trouble hearing
the sound track? . yes no
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-+
(If the confederate had been present) Did you find it
distracting being with someone else in the session?
yes ‘ no

~

1f "yes”, how was it distracting?

Do you like slapétick humor? , - yes o

Do you have any comments about the session?

~
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INDIVIDUAL SCORING SHEET FOR OVERT MIRTH

Scorer Tape # it
Time Begin
Cartoon # Footage ‘Scoring Latency.

— )
%

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Time End

[

Comments
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APPENDIX J

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ON INTEROBSERVER AND
INTRAOBSERVER RELIABILITY FOR MEASURES OF HUMOR APPRECIATION

Dependent Block of Interobserver Reliability Intraobserver Reliabilitya
Variable - Cartoons After After Observer Observer
Training Scoring A " B
Frequency .
of Laughter 1 .93 .95 85 .83
2 J7 81 .96 .93
3 .92 .82 .96 1.00
Total .90 .90 .97 94
1 .87 .92 .72 ' .94
2 .73 .54 .89 .89
3 .54 .78 .87 .83
Total .90 .94 .90 94
Rating of ’
Overt Mirth 1 92 .97 .94 .90
2 .90, _ .87 .98 .98
3 .90 87 94 .95
Total .91 .90 .96 .95
pration of o
Laughter 1 .99 87 _L9l £3
2 .68 .80 .96 .85
3 .78 .89 98 .96
Total .91 .96 .96 -86
Duration .
of Smiling 1 .99 97 .98 .98
. 2 .54 42 .89 .88
- 3 . .97 79 J5° .83
Total .97 .93 .97 .99

Note: These correlations are based on eight subjects from the pilot
study selected at random with the restriction that four were alone and four
were with the confederate. All correlations .71 or higher are significant
at p < .05.

2 Intraobserver reliabilities are based on the same eight subjects
from the pilot study whose behavior was scored on two occasionms:
immediately after observer training and again 5 weeks later, after the
scoring of all experimental subjects had been completed.
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APPENDIX K

INTEROBSERVER AGREEMENT AND TEMPORAL STABILITY OF
HUMOR APPRECIATION MEASURES FOR SUBJECTS
EXPOSED TWICE TO THE CARTOONS®

Correlation

Session Between Sessions
Dependen First Second Same Differen
Variable X G X g Observer  (bserver
Frequency of Laughter 2.60 2.37  1.30 2.09  .7u%* L7 2%%
Frequency of Smiling 2.67 2.23 1.93 1.98 LSL%% -62x*
Rating of Overt Mirth 43.17 5.50 40.47  5.35 HUF* LH3x%
Duration of Laughter 8.27 '9.30 3.72  6.76 70> (fBB**
Duration of Smiling 9.29 9.09 5.65 7.99 .33 L 71k
Funniness Ratings ~ 58.33 13.36 57.33 16.17  .4&7**

a n= 30

b For each dependent variable, subjects' scores consisted of sums
obtained over 18 cartoons.

€ For the five measures of overt mirth, Pearson product-moment
correlations between sessions are based on scoring done by the same
observer for both sessions.

d For the five measures of overt mirth, Pearson product-moment
correlations between sessions are based on scoring ot the two sessions by
different observers.

** p < .01,
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APPENDIX L

PRINCIPAL FACTOR ANALYSIS WITH VARIMAX ROTATION
OF THE SIX MEASURES OF HUMOR APPRECIATION

Variables Factor 1 Factor I1
Frequency of Laughter : .986 147
Frequency of Smiling . ' .295 .951
Rating of Overt Mirth l 914 ‘ .395
Duration of Laughter .906 .121
Duration of Smiling 145 842
Funniness Ratings | .359 .208

Percent of Variance 75.6 24.4
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APPENDIX M
SUMMARIES OF THE UNIVARIATE ANALYSES OF
VARTJANCE ON THE SIX MEASURES OF
HUMOR APPRECIATION
Summary of the 2 x 2 x 2 x 3.Analy;is of
Variance on Frequency of Laughter
Source of Variance SS _ df MS F
Between—Subjects
Field Dependence-Independence (A) .5.089 1 5.089 1.49
Canned Laughter (B) 2.348 L 2.348 .69
Confederate (C) 165.225 1 165.225 48.29%*
AxB | 3.668 1 3.668  1.07
AxC 13.712 I 13.712 4.01%*
BxC 13.399 1 13.399 3.92%
AxBxC o 408 1 408 .12
Subjects within cells 602.145 176 3.421
Within-Subjects
Blocks of Cartoons (D) 4.851 2 2.426 3.38*
AxD 3.319 2 1.659  2.31
BxD T 4,826 2 2.413 3.36%
CxD _ 3.851 2 1.926  2.68
AxBxD 011 2 .005 .01
AxCxD ‘ 4.337° 2 2.168  3.02%
BxCxD ' 547 -2 274 .38
AxBxCxD 467 2 <234 .33
.718

D x Subjects within cells 252.790 352

Note. For effects involving repeated measures, the degrees of freedom
reported here are for conventional rather than congervative F tests.

* p <.05.
** p < .0001.



Summary of the 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 Analysis of
Variance on Frequency of Smiling
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— R
Source of Variance 8S df ES_'- F
Between-Subjects
Field Dependence-Independence (4) 1.913 1 1.913 .62
Canned Laughter (B) 11.450 1 11.450 3.73
Confederate (C) 89.685 1 89.685 29.20**
Ax3B 2.827 1 2.827 .92
AxC - _ 493 1 493 7Té
B xC ) .022 1 .022 .01
AXxBxC g6l 1 61 55
Subjects within-cells ~ 540.551 176 3.071
Within—Subjects
B‘locks of Cartoons (D) ’ 14.709 2 7.355  9.95%*
AxD e 3.240 2 1.620  2.19
BxD _ | .932 2 466 .63
CxD 2.966 2 1.283 1.74
AxBxD - .691 2 .346 47
AxCxD 981 2 490 .66
BxCxD 550 2 275 .37
Ax BxCx D | 5.120 2 2.560 3.46%
D x Subjects within cells 260.210 352

.739

Note. For effects involving repeated measures, the degrees of freedom
reported here are for conventional rather than conservative F tests.

* p < .05.
** p < .0001.



Summary ¢t the 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 Analysis of
Variance on Ratings of Overt Mirth
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Source of Variance SSs df Ms F
Betweenfﬁubjects
Field Dependence-Independence (A) 32.045 1 32,045 2.34
Canned Laughter (B) 31.089 1 31.089 2.27
Confederate (C) 920.958 1 920.958 67.23%%x
Ax B( 18.848 1 18.848 1.38
AxC 56.116 1 56.116 4,10%
B x C TTI3.546 1 23.544  1.72
— .
AxBxC 6.306 1 6.306 46
Subjects within cells 2411.130 176 13.700
Within-Subjects
Blocks of Cartooas (D) 22.403 2 11.202 4.34%
AxD 7.077 2 3.539 1.37-
BxD 30.887 2 15.443 5.99%%*
CxD 9.485 2 4.742 1.84
AXBxD 1.133 2 567 fgl
AxCxD [1.278 2 5.639 2.19
BxC=x?D 2.628 2 1.314 .51
AxBxCxD 1.416 2 2707 .27
D x Subjects within cells 907.696 352 2.579
Note, For effects involving repeated measures, the degrees of freedom

reported here are for conventional rather than conservative F tests.

*p <.05.
*% P < .01.
*** p .< .0001.



Summary of the 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 Analysis of
Variance on Duration of Laughter
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Source of Variarice S8 df MS F
Between—-Subjects

-Field Dependence-Independence (A) 58.572 1 58.572 1.00
C;nned Laughter (B) .290 1 .290 .OO-
Confederate (C) 1792.045 1 1792.045 30.49%%x
AxB 86.6&& 1 7 B86.624  1.47
AxC 246.067 1 246.067  4.19%
BxC 44.376 1 44.376 .75
AxBxcC 11.464 1 11.464 .20
Subjects within cells 10344.653 176 58.776
Within-Subjects

Blocks of Cartoons (D) 99.862 2 49.931 3.99%
A xD 41.243 2 20.622 * 1.65
BxD 121.651 2 60.825  4,.86**
CxD 69.005 2 34.502 2.76
AxBxD 10.596 2 5.298 42
AxCxD 10.387 2 5.194 W42
BxCxD 4.196 2 2.098 .lf
AxBxCxD 27.578 2 13.789 1.10

D x Subjects within cells 4403.973 352 12.511

. o *
Note. For effects involving repeated measures, the degrees of freedom
reported here are for conventional rather than conservative F tests.

* p < .05.
** p < .0l.
**k p < ,0001.
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Summary of the 2 x' 2 x 2 x 3 Analysis of
variance on Duration of Smiling

Source of Variance ss \ El_f_ MS F
Between—-Subjects

Field Dependence-Independence (A) 130.806 1 130.806 .78
Canned Laughter (B) 489.667 1 489.667  2.91
Confederate (C)° 1561.090 1 1561.090  9.26%*
AxB 22.454 1 22.454 .13
.A x C 231 1 .231 .00
"B xC = 9.389 1 9.389 .06
AxBxC ) 91.777 1 91.777 .54
Subjects within cells 2965i929 176 «-3168.511
Within-Subjects

Blocks of Car:to?{xs (D) . ' 318.162 2 ‘159.081 7.99%%x
AxD f 68.631 2 34,315  1.72

B x D 124.174 2 62.087 3.12%
C x Dﬁ%} _ 47.326 2 23.663  1.19
AxBxD 33.990 2 16.995 .85
AxCxD 60.655 2 30.328  1.52
BxCxD . 27.959 2 13.979 .70
AxBxCxD 28.473 2 - 14,237 71

D x Subjects within cells 7010.822 352 19.917

Note. For effects involving repeated measures, the degrees of freedom
reported here are for conventional rather than conservative F tests,

* p < .05.
*% p < .0l.
**x% p < ,0001.



Summary of the 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 Analysis of
variance on Funniness Ratings
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Source of Variance SS daf . MS F
Between-Subjects
Field Deﬁendence—lndependence (&) . 166.32 1 " 166.32 2.36
Canned Laughter (B) 10.19 1 10.19 .14
Confederate (C) 1387.00 1 1387.00 19.70%*%*
AxB 63.35 1 63.35 .90
AxC 6.74 1 6.74 .10
BxC 1.74 1 Y 1.74 02
Ax B x-C B.88 1 8.88 .00
Subjects within ;ells 12394.00 176 70.42
Within-Subjects
Blocks of Cartoons (D) 734.68 2 367.34 29.85%*%
AxD 12.95 2 6.47 .53
BxD 80.42 é 40.21 3.27%
CxD 58.66 2 29.33 2.38
AXBxD 23.76 2 11.88 .97
AxCxD 142.33 2 71.17 5.78%*
BxCxD . .59 2 .30 .02
AxBxCxD 7 37.13 2 18.57 1.51
D x Subjects within cells 4332.10 352 12.31

1

Note. For effects involving repeated measures, the degrees of freedom
reported here are for conventional rather than conservative F tests.

*p .05
*% p < .01,
*kx p < 0001,
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APPENDIX N
INSTRUCTIONS FOR CLASSIFYING SUBJECTS'
REFERENCES TO THE CANNED LAUGH?ER
Note: Read all the instructilioms, background information,

and comments before marking the answer sheet.

Background Information

gemale students in fir;t year university particilpated
in an experiment®in which they viewed single frame cartoons
taken from*&iéiiizfﬁ; They listened .fo the captioﬁs of the
cartoons through earphones. The sounds of people laughing
followed the reading of some of the captions. The subj?cts
rated each cartoon for funniness using a paper-and-pencil
ratiné scale. Subjects were videotaped as they viewed th;
cartoons. Subjects were elither alone or with one o:Her
female student as they viewed the cartoons.

At the end of the experimental session, subjects were
asked the following question: “Did the sounds of the
audience on the tape distract you?"”. Subjects responded
A

"Yes™ or "No” to this questlon and then elaborated.

Instructions

Read each of the comments. Place a (1) beside the
comment number on the answer sheet 1f the comment iﬁdicates
that the subject knew or evean suspected that the canned
laughter was included to influence her in some way. Place a
{(*) beside the (1) if the comment indicates that the subject
guessed or even suspected that the study was aimed at
exanining the differential effedt of canned laughter on

different types of people.
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APPENDIX 0 .
INSTRUCTIONS FOR CLASSIFYING SUBJECTS'
.- . REFERENCES TO THE CONFEDERATE
Note: Read all the inmstructioans, baékgrOund informatiSn,
and comments before marking the answer sheet.

Background Information,

Female students, first year univeréity-participated
in an experiment in whic they viewed single frame cartoons
taken f;om magazines. Tﬁey listened to the captions of the
cartoons through earphones. Each student viewed cartoons
along .with another female who ha% been introduced as a

fellow subject in the experiment. The subjects rated each

cartoon for funniness using a paper-and-pencil rating scale.

Subjects were videotapedvas they viewed the cartoons

At the end of the experimental session, the Subjéct
(alone with the experimenter) was asked the following
Quescion: "Did you find it distracting being with someone
else iE.the session?”. Subjects responded “Yes“ or "No" to
this question and then elaborated.

-

Instructions

Read each of the comments. Place a (1) begide the
comment number on the answer sheet if the comment indicates
that the subject knew or even suspected that the companion
was there to influence her ian some way. Place a (*) beside
the (1) 1f the comment indicateé that the éubject guessed or
even suspected that the study was aimed at examining the

differential effect of a companion on different types of

people.





