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Theories and research in the field of disparaging humor 

were reviewed, and sexist humor was studied as representative 

of this field. The relationships of sex-role identification, 

self-esteem, and attitudes toward women to the judgement of 

humor in sexist material were investigated. The Scale of 

Sexist Humor, developed for this investigation, utilized a 

set of 50 cartoons and jokes devised to approximate over-

lapping standard curves on the dimensions of sexist content 

and humor. Subjects were 57 males and 70 female undergraduate 

students. Each subject performed a forced Q̂ -sort of the car-

toons and jokes, thereby rating them on a five-point scale of 

funniness, then completed instruments designed to evaluate 

sex-role identification (the Personal Attributes Questionnaire), 

self-esteem (The Texas Social Behavior Inventory), and atti-

tudes toward women (the Attitudes Toward Women Scale), A 

demographic information sheet was also obtained from each 

subject to utilize in ancillary analysis. A significant nega-

tive relationship was found between Sexist Humor and Attitudes 

Toward Women, and female subjects judged sexist material to be 



significantly less funny than did males. Support for existing 

theories and directions for future research were discussed. 
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RELATIONSHIPS OF SEX-ROLE IDENTIFICATION, SELF-ESTEEM 

AND ATTITUDES TOWARD WOMEN TO RESPONSES 

ON A SCALE OF SEXIST HUMOR 

There has been conjecture about the uses and purposes of 

disparaging humor, dating back to Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero 

(Wolff, Smith, & Murray, 1934). In the last century, Thomas 

Hobbes characterized laughter as "sudden glory arising from 

some eminency in oursleves by comparison with the infirmity 

of others" (cited in Krech, Crutchfield & Livson, 1974, pp. 

481). Freud (1905, 1960) discussed tendentious jokes—jokes 

with a purpose or aim-~and noted that, by making our enemy 

small, inferior, despicable, or comic, we achieve in a round-

about way the enjoyment of overcoming him. Freud further 

suggested, in discussing the part played by jokes in hostile 

aggressiveness, that a joke allows us to exploit something 

ridiculous in our enemy which we could not, on account of 

obstacles in the way, bring forward openly or consciously. 

Burma (1946) stated that humor is frequently used as a 

conflict device and lends itself particularly well to such use 

because of its capacity to contain more or less well concealed 

malice. In any conflict, humor can cause one's adversary to 

appear ludicrous in his own eyes and in the eyes of others. 

Stephenson (1951) confirmed this conflict function of humor 

and its concealment of malice, adding that it allows the 



expression of aggression without the consequences of other 

overt behavior, serves to strengthen the morale of those who 

use it and to undermine the morale of those at whom it is 

aimed. Wolff et al. (1934) regarded such humor as analogous 

to a statement that those being derided were ridiculous and, 

hence, the instigator of the derision was superior. Giles, 

Bourhis, Gadfield, Davies, and Davies (1976) maintained that 

even playful humor often carries some direct or implied dero-

gation. Humor, these authors proposed, can be used as a 

strategy to derogate an individual or group and belittle them 

in the eyes of others, thereby enhancing the instigator's own 

image. 

Rapp (1951) believed that the single source from which all 

modern forms of wit and humor have developed is the roar of 

triumph in an ancient jungle duel, and argued that the spec-

tators repeat the reaction of the winner or loser to the degree 

that each has identified with one or the other. He traced a 

transition to current forms of humor which involve ridicule 

and stated that an individual feels weak, unequal and incompe-

tent when laughed at. Such responses would seem to occur, 

not only beca,use of the content of the ridicule, but because 

of the laughter itself. Martineau (1972) asserted that 

continued bombardment of abrasive humor has a destructive 

effect upon the recipient, and Klapp (1950) suggested that 

fear of ridicule may be as strong as fear of punishment or 

death. 



Levine (1929) discussed the effects of the use of aggres-

sive or disparaging humor, mentioning that several investi-

gators have indicated that the use of such humor disinhibits 

and therefore may lead to increases in overt behavior. 

Berkowitz (1970) has suggested that aggressive humor will 

function as a stimulus to aggressive responses, much as film 

voilence often does, while Burma (1946) declared that any 

persons or groups who are the butt of jokes thereby suffer 

discriminatory treatment and are indirectly being relegated 

to an inferior status. In reviewing studies of satire as 

persuasion, Gruner (1976) cited results showing effects on 

attitude change. 

Certainly, humor is part of every social system and can 

be analyzed as one process affecting the system (Martineau, 

1972). LaFave (1972) presented evidence toward a superiority 

theory, in which jokes are used to facilitate or maintain the 

superiority of one group over another. The group may consist 

of a reference group or identification class which the indi-

vidual identifies with or aspires to, and encompasses attitude 

and belief systems. In reviewing humor experiments concerned 

with superiority, ego enhancement and depreciation, LaFave 

(1972) and LaFave, Haddad, and Maesen (1976) cited support 

for the concept of vicarious superiority in which humor judge-

ments prove a function of reference groups and identification 

classes. Fine (1977) insisted that the humor of a group is 

functional for the group; it supports goals toward which 



members are striving, either individually or as a group. 

Humor, therefore, arises directly from the group's social 

situation and its needs. 

Zillman and Cantor (1976) proposed a dispositional 

theory, illustrating an apparent dependency of mirth upon 

the individual's affective and affiliative dispositions 

toward the object of mirth. They proposed that humor 

appreciation varies inversely with the favorableness of the 

disposition toward the agent or entity being disparaged, 

and varies directly with the favorableness of the disposi-

tion toward the agent or entity which does the disparaging. 

These results were consistent with an earlier (1972) study by 

these same researchers which indicated that the direction 

of the disparagement and the degree to which the outcome of 

a humorous communication was favorable to the receiver, or 

to those with whom he felt affiliation, determined the inten-

sity of the mirth response. 

Other researchers and writers have affirmed similar 

utilizations of humor within social, affiliative, and group 

contexts, functioning in the areas of superiority and dero-

gation, social control, conflict, and consensus (Martineau, 

1972; McGhee, 1979; Middleton & Moland, 1959; Wicker, Barron & 

Willis, 1980; Wolff et al., 1934). Eysenck (1972) said that 

the humor of an individual or group reflects, not repressed 

tendencies, but the typical viewpoint and behavior of the 

particular individual or group. 



Klapp (1950) called attention to a continuous social pro-

cess of ascribing the role of fool to certain people, through 

the use of popular humor, derision, and belittlement. Such a 

process provides a means of enforcing propriety, status reduc-

tion or adjustment, and social control, as well as acting as a 

purging device, eliminating upstarts from positions of influence. 

In discussing humor as a means of social control, Stephenson 

(1951) points out that humor may function to express approval 

or disapproval of social form and action, express common group 

sentiments, develop and perpetuate stereotypes, and express 

collective approbation of action not explicity approved. 

Sexist humor—disparaging jokes with content expressiing 

sexism toward females.—as representative of the field of dis-

paraging humor has been chosen for exploration. Allport 

(cited in Frieze, Parsons, Johnson, Ruble & Zellman, 1978; 

p. 17) defined sexism as "prejudice against one sex." For the 

purposes of following discussion, the term "sexist" will refer 

to the negative bias against women; although bias against men 

would also properly be sexist. Frieze et al. (1978) further 

elaborated that sexism can take many forms, including social 

behavior, verbal abuse, and discrimination; that it need not 

necessarily imply any conscious maliciousness, rather that it 

may reflect a nonconscious assumption that women are less 

able human beings, a nonconscious ideology stemming from 

socialization and acculturation. For example, the assumptions 

commonly held about females, implicit in feminine sex-role 



stereotypes, result in a view of women as less competent, less 

rational, more emotional, less achievement oriented, and more 

passive and dependent than males. These attitudes and stereo-

types are so pervasive in the culture, and ingrained so early 

in the socialization process, that they are most frequently 

accepted without question (Bern & Bern, 1976; Frieze et al., 

1978; Williams, 1977). 

In illustrating types of derisive humor and the "affec-

tionate ridicule" evolving from it, Rapp (1951) pointed out 

that women do not fare so well and gave examples of common 

stereotypical jokes about women. He emphasized that, even 

though such jokes may be mild and not openly reflecting 

aggressiveness, nonetheless it is there, and the element of 

superiority plays a role in such humor, even the most loving 

and most tolerant variety. Ridicule, he declared, is savage 

in origin, and the person who is being laughed at feels it, 

no matter how gentle the laughter. 

In several studies into sex-related humor which evaluated 

several classes of sexist jokes, Fry (1972) attempted to deter-

mine what male humor about females reveals about men's attitudes 

toward women. He labeled such sexist humor as an attempt by 

men to diffuse the female image and to reassure men regarding 

their masculinity and its superiority. He proposed that their 

sexist jokes reveal their antogonism toward women and suggested 

there is evidence that this antagonism may result from a fear 

that they are inferior to females. Gravley (1978), in dis-

cussing the social functions of humor, suggested that sexist 



humor may function as one tool to counteract the perceived 

threat to the status quo implied in the autonomy, assertive-

ness, and independence of females. She proposed that joking 

serves to reduce fear responses and threats to one's self-

esteem, superiority, and power. 

To relate self-esteem directly to other personality or 

behavioral characteristics poses some difficulty. As with 

other variables presumed to incorporate internal attributes, 

the defining of self-esteem as a single, measurable charac-

teristic has been fraught with problems, as observed by 

various investigators. Hall (1981), for example, noted that, 

due to the number and variety of approaches to the measurement 

of this phenomenon, it has not always been clear what parti-

cular factors, such as capacity to perform, assurance that 

one possesses desirable attributes, or belief in one's own 

worth, were being measured. Mischel (1971) argued that, 

though self-esteem is frequently discussed as if it were a 

single entity, it may be that the individual evaluates himself 

or herself differently in different life areas, and that these 

evaluations reflect, in part, feedback received from the 

environment. 

Coopersmith (1967) viewed self-esteem in terms of evalu-

ative attitudes toward oneself, and defined it as a personal 

judgement of worthiness expressed by the attitudes held toward 

the self—a subjective experience which the individual conveys 

by verbal reports and other overt behavior. The self-

evaluation process was described as one in which the individual 
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examines his or her performance, capacities, and attributes, 

and then arrives at a decision regarding worthiness. He 

interpreted motivational research as strongly suggesting 

that striving after social status and social approval stems, 

in large part, from the desire to maintain a favorable self-

evaluation. Self-esteem has been defined in Webster's New 

World Dictionary of the American Language (Guralnik, 1976) 

as belief in oneself or self-respect (respect for onself and 

one's worth as a person). 

Coopersmith (1967) reviewed theory and research relating 

to self-esteem and reported the results of intensive studies 

conducted over a seven-year period. He asserted that atti-

tudes toward the self affect expectancies, motivation, and 

action, but that little had been done to relate self-esteem 

to particular behaviors or attitudes. In the course of his 

research, Coopersmith found that high self-esteem individuals 

were more likely, for example, to be socially skilled and to 

assume an active role in social groups; to express views more 

frequently and effectively; to be less sensitive to criticism 

and better able to deal with threat, external situations, and 

demands; to experience lower anxiety levels; and to be inde-

pendent, assertive, creative, and exploring. Individuals with 

low self-esteem, on the other hand, appeared to be more con-

forming, obedient, and compliant to the will or ideas of 

others; to experience higher anxiety levels and be less 

capable of tolerating threat; to be less capable of perceiving 
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alternatives; to be more socially withdrawn and passive; and 

more likely to be destructive. Coopersmith concluded that 

these response styles associated with self attitudes are valid, 

reliable, and theoretically consistent, and that self-esteem is 

significantly related to behavioral consequences. 

Aronson (1980), and Wrightsman and Deaux (1981) reviewed 

studies indicating that those with low self-esteem were more 

likely to yield to group pressure, to be more persuadable, and 

to commit acts considered immoral, such as cheating at cards. 

Satir (1972) described a person with high self-esteem as one 

who exhibits confidence in his or her own competence or worth, 

while an individual with low self-esteem displays indifference 

to and is more likely to deprecate others. Hall (1981) reviewed 

evidence that low self-esteem individuals, as opposed to those 

with high self-esteem, do not perform as well in achievement 

settings, particularly in situations which involve evaluative 

implications. They may be more reluctant to begin a task, 

inclined to restrict themselves to situations where the 

expectancy of success is high, and be more readily discouraged 

when beginning to experience failure. 

Rawlings and Carter (1977) observed that conservative 

attitudes toward the roles of women were correlated with low 

self-esteem in males, as was the need to maintain distance 

from members of outgroups. High self-esteem men, however, 

were more likely to view others in more humanistic terms. 
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Of particular interest to the present study is the work 

of Helmreich, Stapp, and Ervin (1974, cited in Spence & 

Helmreich, 1978), who developed the Texas Social Behavior 

Inventory (TSBI) as a measure of self-esteem. It is designed 

to assess what is believed to be a unitary concept of social 

self-esteem, with items designed to evaluate an individual's 

self-confidence and competence in social situations. The 

scale incorporates factors labeled self-confidence, social 

dominance, and social competence. Responses on this instru-

ment have been related to the presence of sex-typed person-

ality characteristics. Individuals of both sexes who were 

high in both desirable masculine characteristics and 

desirable feminine characteristics scored highest on the 

scale, with masculine-typed subjects next, then the feminine-

typed. Those low in both masculine and feminine desirable 

characteristics were also lowest in self-esteem. Investiga-

tion of the various personality characteristics involved in 

such designations of masculininty and femininty has revealed 

that the desirable masculine attributes are more socially 

valued and more desirable in an adult than the desirable 

feminine attributes (Broverman et al., 1972). Such evidence 

suggests that self-esteem may increase with the individual's 

perception that he or she possesses more socially valued 

attributes. Spence and Helmreich (1978) also reported a 

tendency for self-esteem to increase at higher socioeconomic 

levels. 
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Various researchers have investigated gender differences 

in humor preference, with varying results across studies. 

Some results have indicated, for example, that males and 

females preferred humor disparaging to females over that 

disparaging to males, while others found a preference in both 

sexes for disparagement of the opposite sex. Women have been 

found to rate humor material which they viewed as sexist as 

less funny than non-sexist material while males showed no 

preference. Several researchers, however, have found no 

significant differences between the sexes in humor appreciation. 

These studies have involved such factors as hostile and aggres-

sive humor, some varying the sex of the antagonist and the 

victim; self-derision versus derision of others; sexism in 

sexual humor; and sex differences in humor under varying 

experimental conditions (Cantor, 1976; Chapman & Gadfield, 

1976; LaFave, 1976; Levine, 1976; Priest & Wilhelm, 1974; 

Wilson & Molleston, 198; Wolff etal., 1934; Zillman & Cantor, 

1972; Zillman & Stocking, 1976). Gravley (1982) confirmed a 

hypothesis that sexist humor would be rated as significantly 

less funny by females than by males, across a population of 

undergraduate and graduate students. 

Although such studies have investigated gender differ-

ences in humor preference, the effect of masculine or feminine 

sex-role orientation has not been considered in the findings. 

The methods and assumptions employed in defining and measuring 

masculinity and femininity, as involved in sex role orientation, 
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have been critically reviewed by Constantinople (1973), Kelley 

and Worell (1977), and Spence and Helmreich (1978). A major 

criticism made by these authors was of the treatment of 

masculinity and femininity as opposite extremes of a single 

bipolar dimension. They cite support for the conceptualizing 

of masculinity and femininity as orthogonal domains, varying 

independently in the individual. Also highlighted was the 

practice of including, sometimes in the same instruments or 

observations intended to measure masculinity and femininity, 

a variety of phenomena such as attitudes, career interests, 

leisure activities, home duties, interpersonal interaction 

patterns, and personality attributes which were believed to 

distinguish the sexes. 

Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, and Rosenkrantz 

(1972) reported consensus, across various populations, as to 

the differing personality characteristics of men and women. 

They found that positively valued masculine traits formed a 

cluster involving competence, rationality, and assertion, 

while positively valued traits categorized as feminine related 

to warmth and expressiveness. Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp 

(1974, 1975, cited in Spence & Helmreich, 1978) borrowed 

largely from these items in developing their Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire (PAQ) for the measurement of masculine and femi-

nine characteristics. These researchers accepted the concep-

tualization of sense of agency and sense of communion as core 

properties of masculinity and feminity respectively. A sense 
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of agency is manifested in self-assertion, self-protection, 

and self-expansion, whereas a sense of communion involves a 

sense of selflessness, manifested in a concern with others 

and a desire to be at one with other organisms. A distinction 

was made between sex-role behavior and the characteristics of 

the behaving organism, with the instrument designed to reflect 

the internal properties of the actor rather than the acting 

out of behavioral expectations. Each item of the scale 

describes a desirable personality characteristic stereotypi-

cally believed to differentiate the sexes and on which males 

and females report themselves as differing. 

Studies reported by Spence and Helmreich (1978) confirmed 

the expected response differences by males and females on the 

PAQ. Self-scores on this instrument, however, did not relate 

strongly with ratings of the typical male or female on the 

same scale, or with the Attitudes Toward Women Scale (Spence 

& Helmreich, 1972b; Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1973; cited in 

Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 

Various research has attempted to specify behavioral 

correlates to sex-role orientation. Spence and Helmreich 

(1978) proposed that masculine and feminine personality 

characteristics may have broad transsituational significance 

and may be expected to influence an individual's role or 

career choices. However, they caution that these choices may 

not be sex-linked, and the relationship between these person-

ality characteristics and masculine or feminine role behaviors 
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may be weak. It was found that females higher on masculinity 

and lower on femininity tended to be more egalitarian in 

sex-role attitudes and more likely to have aspirations for a 

career or higher education. Positive relationships were also 

found between masculine characteristics in both sexes and the 

agentic components of achievement motivation i.e., work, 

mastery, and competitiveness. 

Bern (1975) found that males and females high on masculi-

nity or both masculinity and feminity were more independent 

(less conforming) in a social conformity situation than were 

individuals high in feminine characterisitcs or low in both. 

In the same study, males high in femininity exhibited more 

nurturant behavior in interaction with a kitten than did 

high-masculine males. In two studies conducted by Bern, Martyna, 

and Watson (1976), high-masculine individuals of both sexes 

were significantly less responsive and exhibited fewer nurtur-

ant behaviors than did high-feminine individuals, both in 

interactions with an infant and with a fellow student expressing 

loneliness. Berzins (1975, cited in Kelley & Worrel, 1977) 

demonstrated that masculine-typed subjects of both sexes were 

least dependent and more defensive, while the opposite was 

found in feminine-typed subjects. 

Henley and Freeman (1975) cited evidence that many verbal 

and nonverbal gestures of submission and lower status, such as 

lowering the eyes, backing down in a discussion, and quieter 

speech, are traits assigned as desirable secondary 
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characteristics of the traditional feminine role. Other 

research has related the feminine-submissive role, as compared 

to the masculine role, to the control of smaller areas of 

personal space which are more frequently violated, and to a 

more limited and relatively rigid range of body postures 

(Frieze et al., 1978). 

Lerner (1980) proposed a negative relationship between the 

adoption of the feminine sex role and the direct and appropriate 

expression of legitimate anger and protest. Evidence was 

reviewed by Horner (1972), indicating that women to whom the 

feminine image was important tended to conceal successes from 

male peers and to direct or change their career and educational 

aspirations toward less ambitious or more traditionally 

feminine pursuits. 

As earlier reviewed, ample evidence exists of the use of 

disparaging humor within a social process, facilitating the 

superiority and control of one reference group of identifica-

tion class over another. That such humor is used by those at 

the top of a status and power hierarchy, such as the dominant 

power structure members in a society, toward those at lower 

levels, such as less powerful or minority groups members, to 

assure the continuity of the hierarchy, has been recognized by 

several investigators. 

In reviewing research in humor motivation, Pollio and 

Edgerly (1976) affirmed that, within the context of a hierar-

chically ordered situation, those at the top make use of 



16 

disparaging humor far more than those farther down in the 

hierarchy, with the larger portion of the jokes being directed 

toward those at the lower levels. Martineau (1972) indicated 

that the status and past history of participating groups in 

the social order, relative to one another, form the relation-

ship in which the humor takes place. Previously developed 

norms of the relationship determine the amount of license in 

humor exchange and who may exercise it. 

Powell (1977) recognized that we live within a political 

system, the dominant members of which, like those of any other 

ruling group, have an interest in sustaining their ideas of 

what constitutes appropriate and legitimate behaviors, beliefs, 

and demands. Humor, this author stressed, with its dependence 

on stereotype and exaggeration, can be regarded as an indica-

tion of a group's overall world view and used as a tool for 

influencing thought processes and the environment. Powell 

further emphasized that humor is quite regularly used, in a 

routine manner, to reinforce the world-view values and norms 

of the ruling power structure and to ridicule and invalidate 

those who might constitute a threat. 

Middleton and Moland (1959) acknowledged the functions of 

humor as a mechanism for expressing aggression toward an out-

group and as a social control to deal with deviations from a 

prevailing value system. Levine (1976) maintained that impli-

cations about power and superiority are inherent in jesting 

and that, when higher status individuals are present, jokes 



17 

are not aimed upward. Rather, the use of disparaging humor 

implies rank-pulling and superiority and can only be done from 

the top. In this regard, Zillman and Stocking (1976) sug-

gested that the differential use of disparaging humor may 

well serve to establish and maintain a "pecking order," while 

Winick (1976) posited that jokes about minority groups provide 

a means for the majority group to cope with the roles of 

minorities. In discussing the social control functions if 

disparaging humor, particularly sexist humor, Gravley (1978) 

proposed that such humor is used as a socialization tool to 

maintain the social stereotypes that the power structure 

requires, to limit the aspirations and roles of less powerful 

populations, and to maintain the "second-class" positions of 

these groups. 

The evidence that women occupy a less powerful lower-

status position similar to that of minority groups in this 

society has been reviewed and well documented. Kirkpatrick 

(1963) acknowledged the low status of women and hypothesized 

that the status of women and blacks rise and fall together. 

He presented a detailed analogy between the two, citing 36 

points of similarity in status and treatment. Factors covered 

included those dealing with allegations of biological differ-

ences; stereotyping and the resultant behavioral and attitu*. 

dinal assumptions; limitations in work opportunity, earnings, 

education, achievement recognition, and military service; the 

paternalistic rationalization of the dominant status of white 

males; and the similar shaping of sex and race roles. 
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Attorney Marguerite Rawalt (1971, cited in Rawlings & 

Carter, 1977) argued that the legal treatment of a group as a 

separate class, as has occurred with women and minorities, 

both denies them rights and infantilizes them, and that legal 

codes influence concepts of identity, social and work roles, 

and development of personality. In reviewing comparisons of 

the status of women to that of other oppressed groups, Hacker 

(1981) pointed out that the earlier status of black servants 

in this society was borrowed from that of women and children, 

and that the discrimination agains t both groups stems from 

the transition from the preindustrial, paternalistic scheme 

of life. 

Similarities between the two groups were noted by Hacker 

in the areas of high social visibility; ascribed attributes, 

such as inferior intelligence and lack of responsibility; 

rationalization of status, as is expressed in the common myth 

that members of both groups are contented in their ascribed 

"place;" their accomodation attitudes and behaviors, such as 

flattering, showing deference, and pretense of ignorance; 

discrimination, as in limits on education and job participa-

tion and in their similar problems, wherein roles fluctuate 

as a result of economic and social change and are subject to 

the preferences of the dominant group in the society. Hacker 

further contended that women manifest many of the psychological 

characteristics of minority groups, such as self-hatred, 

expressed in the tendency to denigrate or scorn the self or 
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other group members, to accept and introject the dominant 

group's stereotyped conception of them, or to seek to exclude 

the self from the average of the group. 

Sontag (1979) alluded to the practice of oppressors in 

denying oppressed peoples their own standard of beauty. A 

comparison was drawn between women and blacks in the narrow 

standards of beauty that have been applied to each, and the 

resultant tendency for members of such groups to view them-

selves as unattractive when such impossible standards cannot 

be met. 

Cox (1981) summarized evidence that behaviors constituting 

femininity may be essentially the behavioral and emotional 

manifestations of psychological oppression. She related 

feminine chracteristics to those traits due to victimization 

reported by Allport (1954, cited in Cox, 1981), including 

ingratiation, desire for protection, submission, withdrawal 

and passivity, self-hate, in-group aggression, symbolic 

status striving, denial of membership in one's own group, and 

identification with the dominant group's norm. A strong simi-

larity between femininity and a minority group character 

structure was also noted by Freeman (1971, cited in Cox, 1981), 

who contended that many of these same characterisitcs, which are 

socialized in this society as feminine, closely resemble those 

of oppressed peoples everywhere. Horney (1963) and Thompson 

(1963) (both cited in Rawlings & Carter, 1977) presented 

characterizations of women as victims of sexist oppression, 
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devoid of power in their personal lives and in the social 

structure, and subjects of prejudice and discrimination. 

In a discussion of the politics of the femininity ideal, 

Sherman (1976) took the position that the relative positions 

of men and women in our society are indicative of a caste 

system, in which upward mobility for those in the lower caste 

is rarely possible and is met with hostility when attempted. 

This negative reaction is frequently expressed in more covert 

than obvious means, and Sherman suggested that the so-called 

paranoia of less powerful groups arises from such generic 

hostility. Female sexual-caste prescriptions ascribe inferior 

intellectual abilities to women, as to blacks, and encourage 

women to become incompetent human beings. These character-

istics of stereotypic femininity are likely espoused as 

positive cultural values for women because they help to justify 

and condone their lower status (Sherman, 1976). 

Tarvis and Offir (1977) asserted that any two groups, 

unequal in resources, opportunities, and access to political 

process, whether by virture of class, race, or sex, confront 

each other from different positions of power. These writers 

also took notice of the parallels between women and blacks in 

socialized behavioral characterisitcs, exclusion from legiti-

mized and social power, and consignment to inferior status and 

indirect methods of influence. 

Rawlings and Carter (1977) reviewed demonstrated corres-

pondence between the intropunitive ego defenses exhibited by 

women and minority groups. 



21 

1. Denial of membership in the disparaged group and 

seeking association with and approval from the dominant group. 

2. Withdrawal and passivity, examplified by passive 

acquiescence, agreeing with the adversary, avoidance of rebel-

lion, conflict and aggression, difficulty expressing anger, 

and misdirecting anger to self or others of even less power. 

These behaviors serve to avoid fear, punishment, deviant 

labels, being conspicuous, negative evaluation, and further 

restriction. 

3. Slyness and cunning, utilized in avoidance of direct, 

honest reactions to destructive treatment and of open alction 

in behalf of self-interest. These attributes serve a survival 

function in avoiding the negative consequences of open inter-

action and may serve to manipulate and undermine the dominant 

group on occasion. 

4. Identification with the stronger group, including 

self-hate. This mental identification with the outlook, goals, 

and prejudices of the dominant group brings about the accep-

tance of the inferior status of the membership group and may 

lead to a doormat posture and chronic disorders. 

5. Clowning, which involves humorous self-depreciation 

and excessive laughing and giggling. 

6. In-group aggression, exhibited in backbiting and 

putting down or competing with others in the same membership 

group. 
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7. Sympathy with other victims, which can be expressed 

in sentimentality, or in active effort in volunteer or charity 

work. 

8. Symbolic status striving, including the desire for 

expensive houses, clothes and possessions, and for high 

levels of accomplishment in children. 

9. Neuroticism, involving helplessness and numerous 

fears and phobias. 

Rawlings and Carter (1977) further maintained that such 

marked similarities between women and minority groups suggest 

that the behavioral characteristics result from oppression, 

ascribed inferior status, and denial of power. These authors 

noted that women cope with additional disadvantages in over-

coming their state because they live intimately with their 

oppressors and are frequently dependent on them for economic, 

social, and personal survival. Additionally, they are physi-

cally isolated and so have less opportunity for ingroup ties, 

support, and solidarity with their own kind. 

Rawlings and Carter observed also that, because men hold 

institutional power, they are permitted to define the characr 

teristics and roles of less powerful groups. Those in power 

have an interest in maintaining it and, in general, are 

accepting only of those changes that do not alter the status 

quo, are superficial in terms of power alteration, and do not 

present serious challenges to the system. The related control 

of troublesome sections of the population is maintained by 

ostensibly being helpful (Rawlings & Carter, 1977). 
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In summarizing the economic and social realities of male 

power and dominance, Rohrbaugh (1979) equated women with other 

relatively powerless groups in this society. A powerless 

group, whether the common factor is gender, race, or culture, 

is usually perceived and defined in terms of the dominant 

group. Rohrbaugh pointed out that the stereotypical assump-

tions incorporated in the definitions of all such groups have 

much in common—passivity, dependence, a happy-go-lucky 

emotionality, and a tolerance for or enjoyment of suffering. 

These assumptions include assertions that an outgroup is 

unlike the dominant, that its members see things differently, 

don't mind the more menial tasks, and are really happy with 

the way things are. Rohrbaugh further contended that such 

attitudes, feelings, and perceptions as are involved in 

these major power and status differences constitute a psycho-

logical oppression in which those oppressed outgroups are 

frequently held responsible for their own victimization. 

Wrightsman and Deaux (1981) drew parallels between sexism 

and racism, equating the two in the presence of prejudice and 

pervasive negative stereotypes, and in a wide range of discri-

minatory practices. In writing about prejudice and discrimi-

nation, Aronson (1980) grouped the lot of women with that of 

racial and religious minorities, indicating that status and 

power needs were involved in such practices. Aronson pointed 

out the similarities in the social conditioning and reward of 

stereotypical behaviors, the punishment of deviance from the 
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ascribed role, and the attitudes generally held by the domi-

nant group toward both women and minorities. 

Bern and Bern (1976) proposed the existence of a powerful 

nonconscious ideology which involves assumptons about the 

attributes of males and females. These assumptions are then 

incorporated into differential socialization, with the male 

being directed toward diversity, exploration, independence, 

and the development of uniqueness, while the female is directed 

toward the narrow confines of domesticity and service. These 

authors related such wholesale consignment of a group to a 

narrow role to the past consignment of a non-white individuals 

to manual labor and domestic service. They observed that the 

white male has been praised for exercising his power over these 

groups benignly white, through the mechanism of the noncon-

scious ideology, the right to that power has remained unques-

tioned. In this same vein, Horney (cited in Bern & Bern, 1976) , 

in discussing power between the sexes, maintained that the 

more powerful side will create an ideology suitable to main-

taining its position and making that position acceptable to the 

less powerful side, while denying or concealing the existence 

of a struggle. 

Frieze et al., (1978) reviewed evidence supporting the 

existence of prejudice against women, as against minority 

groups, including the devaluing of roles, work, gender, and 

ascribed traits. These investigators documented that women, 

like various minority groups, have been routinely, legally, 
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and socially discriminated against throughout the history of 

this society. In both instances, the attitudes held are 

learned, are multiply determined, and are functional to the 

goals of the society fostering the attitudes. Continued pre-

judice and discrimination toward women and minorities serves 

those in power economically, by providing a reserve of low-

paid or unpaid labor, and psychologically, by maintaining 

a sense of superiority, strength, or desirability in the 

dominant group. It serves also to limit political power 

and opportunity for upward mobility. 

From an inspection of relevant research, theory, and 

data pertaining to the differential opportunities for and 

use of power by men and women, Frieze et al., (1978) isolated 

four determinants of how much power a person can hold and use. 

These factors are status, concrete resources, expertise, and 

confidence. 

In this society, being male, in itself, means higher 

status. The primary sources of status for females are the 

transitory attributes of youth and beauty, and the status of 

males with whom they are affiliated. When such status is 

high, or when women attain some status through wealth, educa-

tion, or a professional job, they do not acquire power with 

their status in the same way men would. The male is the norm 

and male characteristics and achievement are most valued 

(Frieze et al., 1978). 
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Concrete resources are important in relation to the 

costs and effectiveness of power use. These authors have 

pointed out that, in this society males tend to control 

resources, with females being only peripherally involved. 

Men are perceived and acknowledged as experts in nearly all 

fields, even those in which women are traditionally granted 

expertise. Since cultural expectations or perceptions of 

females do not include expertise, women who possess this 

attribute have difficulty exercising influence. 

Confidence is enhanced by possession of high status, con-

crete resources, and expertise, and involves a generalized 

expectancy of success. Frieze et al. (1978) in summarizing, 

recognized that, with less access to the major determinants 

of power, and restricted by societal sex-role expectations 

and the negative consequences of acting in a way contrary to 

those perceptions, women have lowered confidence and expec-

tancies of success in power situations. With these disabili-

ties, they face far more difficulty than men in the effective 

use of direct power, control, and influence. 

Frieze et al. (1978) also called attention to the fact 

that women, like other outgroups, have traditionally been 

assigned indirect, helpless, and manipulative power bases. 

The utilization of these modes reinforces dependency, help-

lessness and stereotypes. The individual or group receives no 

credit for the influence exerted and is not seen as competent 

and effective. 
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Polk (1981) confirmed the higher, more rewarding status 

of the male, which provides access to other highly valued 

rewards, and the power of males implicit in role definitions. 

Polk defined six sources of male power within the culture. 

Normative power relates directly to male gender and male 

control of traditional sex-role definitions. Greater access 

to money, education, positions of influence, and political i 

and legal power comprise institutional power, which is used 

to inculcate traditional value systems and to limit options 

for those outside the dominant group. Closely related is 

the power to offer rewards, thereby shaping the behavior of 

other groups. This power of expertise is possible because 

of dominant group control of education, institutions, and 

the media, allowing their selection of the individuals or 

groups who will become experts and will receive public expo-

sure. Psychological power derives from all these areas of 

real control, giving the confidence of being "right," of 

"fitting," and grants, even to incompetent members of the 

powerful group, an important source of power over outgroup 

members. The sixth source of power is brute force, which 

includes all forms of physical dominance. The practice of 

such force, even by a small number of a dominant group, 

serves to restrict the autonomy and mobility of the group 

toward whom it is directed. 

Powell (1977) emphasized "Establishment" influence and 

control of the instruments of mass media and communication, 
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which assures the dominance of the powerful group's ideas. 

This potent power source, and its use in initiating and main-

taining role socialization, group identity, and group image, 

as well as in promoting the beliefs and value systems of the 

prevailing power structure and creating and maintaining 

stereotypes, has been well documented by many investigators 

and authors (Chafe, 1972; Deckard, 1975; Duquin, 1978; Frieze 

et al., 1978; Gerber, Felshin, Berlin, & Wyrick, 1974; Polk, 

1981; Rohrbaugh, 1979; Ryan, 1975; Tarvis & Offir, 1977; 

Williams, 1977; Wrightsman, 1977). 

The mechanisms of power as outlined in the foregoing 

discussion, appear to work for the dominant power structure 

within the political system of the culture. Having control 

of power determinants and sources, definitions of roles and 

status, tools of socialization, rewards, and punishments, 

the more powerful group may, indeed, create an ideology 

suitable to maintaining its superior position in the hierarchy 

of power and status. That the dominant power structure in 

the society is male-controlled has been evidenced in the lit-

erature reviewed. In summarizing such evidence, Williams 

(1977) proclaimed that our culture is masculine centered, 

masculine oriented, and male dominated. 

The uses of humor as a mechanism of power and control, 

and as a means of reinforcing the ideology and values of the 

dominant group in a hierarchial power and status structure, 

are acknowledged herein, as are its noted effects. It is 
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maintained that disparaging humor, as utilized in these func-

tions, can have destructive effects on those it disparages, 

undermining morale, relegating them to an inferior status, 

and adversely affecting the self-perception and sense of 

competence as well as the attitudes of others toward the 

disparaged group. Further, it is asserted that such humor, 

as a form of social control and a power device, can invalidate 

the strivings of a group for autonomy and power, develop and 

perpetuate restrictive stereotypes, and lead to more overt 

aggression and discriminatory treatment. 

That women, like various minority groups, have been and 

are a consistent target of disparaging humor in this society 

is well evidenced. Tarvis and Offir (1977) maintained that 

attitudes about the sexes are frequently coated in humor, and 

that women are the butt of jokes far more frequently than men. 

They cite, as support, the 1974 study of Zimbardo and Meadow, 

which examined jokes in the Reader's Digest over a 30-year 

span, culminating in contemporary times. The particular publi-

cation was chosen by the researchers because it draws from 

many media, has a large circulation, and could be studied over 

time. More than six times as many anti-female jokes were 

found as anti-male jokes, and this ratio did not change 

through the entire period covered. 

Chapman and Gadfield (1976) postulated that, since car-

toons and jokes are generally created and promoted by men, it 

would be reasonable to assume that such humor will be more 
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derogatory to feminine values. In a discussion of putdown 

humor, Zillman and Stocking (1976) speculated that the tradi-

tional role of the female has incorporated the function of 

serving as a convenient target for such disparaging assaults. 

Leidig (1981) hypothesized that almost all men have engaged 

in jokes at women's expense, even trivializing serious victi-

mization behaviors such as rape, wife-battering, incest, and 

sexual harrassment through common jokes. 

On the topic of feminism, Power (1977) noted that humor 

has been utilized to reinforce an attitude that feminists 

deviate from normal women, thereby reducing political demands 

to irrelevant gestures. Felshin (1973) referred to the ten-

dency in the media to make snide, satirical comments about a 

woman encroaching on a male territory in sports, thereby por-

traying her achievements as not to be taken seriously. 

In a study of comedy routines by male and female comedians, 

Levine (1976) found that the major portion of the routines of 

top female comedians consisted of self-depracatory humor, 

while males joked about their own shortcomings very little, 

tending, rather to ridicule others, with women a frequent tar-

get. Since hostility is cited as an integral element in the 

genesis of humor, and the essence of wit is "permitted dis-

respect, " Levine proposed that the role of women in comedy is 

limited to permissable self-satire, and surmised that female 
•# 

comedians are echoing the values of the social milieu in 

order to keep an audience. 
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That there is a consistent public expression of sexist 

humor in this society is evidenced not only by professional 

studies, but in an examination of general media sources. For 

example, in the course of a study of sexist humor, Gravley 

(1982) found that, in the July 1981 issue of Playboy magazine, 

the percentage of jokes or cartoons judged to be sexist toward 

females was set at 40%, 42%, and 40% respectively, by three 

independent raters, two male and one female. This type of 

humor, however, was by no means confined to publications such 

a s Playboy. By far the greater portion of the sexist humor 

materials gathered for the study were readily found in general 

publications and common media sources. 

In reviewing the uses of disparaging humor in social 

control and the maintenance of a male-dominated power struc-

ture, and the resultant effects on those so disparaged, this 

common use of sexist humor would appear to support such a 

structure and to aid in limiting the power, upward mobility 

roles, and individual expression of females in the culture. 

Such activity would reflect the prejudical attitudes toward 

women, delinelated previously, and serve to maintain the 

related feminine stereotypes and assumptions about female 

competence. 

Losco and Epstein (1975) and Zillman, Bryant,, and Cantor 

(1974) presented evidence indicating that attitudes and prefer-

ences for specific content humor are related, while Chapman 

and Gadfield (1976) suggested that humor appreciation may 
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reveal attitudes unwittingly, or may constitute a subtle 

vehicle for the intentional communication of attitudes. It 

has been proposed that humor preference could be used as a 

subtle measure of attitudes (Losco & Epstein, 1975; Wolff et 

al., 1934). 

Cantor (1976) acknowledged the fact that people tend to 

"take sides" in humorous communications, with the respondent's 

degree of demographic similarity to the depicted protagonists 

playing a part in determining these discriminatory responses. 

The reference-group or identification-class effect on humor 

jugements was well documented by LaFave (1972). The disposi-

tional theory proposed by Zillman and Cantor (1976), however, 

stipulates that an individual1s affective and affiliative dis-

positions toward the protagonists must be considered as 

crucial determinants of humor judgements. Both LaFave (1972) 

and Zillman and Cantor (1976) have reported results demon-

strating increased accuracy in the prediction of humor 

responses when predictions were based on attitudinal or affi-

liative dispositions rather than on group membership alone. 

Levanthal and Safer (1977), Sheppard (1977), and Tarvis and 

Offir (1977) took the position that attitudes toward the sexes 

and beliefs about sexism and sex roles can affect the percep-

tion of humor in sexist material. LaFave (1976) found that 

males and females who expressed equal rights attitudes found 

female disparagement less funny than those expressing more 

traditional attitudes. 
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In a review of the literature on the social functions of 

humor, Martineau (1972) argued that there is a need for a 

broadened study of humor types, with an emphasis on the deline-

ation of variables affecting humor preference. In light of 

the material presented, the purpose of the present study is to 

examine the relationshp of sexist humor to sex-role identifi-

cation, self-esteem, and attitudes toward women, and to clarify 

sex differences in response to sexist humor. 

Considering the reported prejudices in attitudes toward 

women and related assumptions regarding their ascribed roles, 

and the consistent expression of sexist humor in the society, 

the links established and reported between attitudes and humor 

appreciation should logically hold in the relationship between 

sexist humor appreciation and expressed attitudes toward 

women. The present study will investigate this relationship, 

with the prediction that, as attitudes toward women move 

toward an equal rights or egalitarian stance, the judgement 

of humor in sexist material will decrease. 

Intropunitive characteristics related to the traditional 

or stereotypic feminine role by the above writers included 

identification with the dominant group, denial of membership in the 

disparaged group, and other self-hate behaviors. Women deeply 

involved in the extremely feminine role then would seem likely 

to have a strong affiliative disposition toward the dominant 

male group, accepting the ideology, value systems, and pre-

judices of that group. Rawlings and Carter (1977), for example, 
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stated that women who have invested their identity in the 

traditional feminine role would have a portion of their self-

esteem relocated in the male, would seek to satisfy dependency 

needs and fear autonomy, and might tend to criticize female 

life-styles different from their own. These women, therefore, 

would likely identify with and seek to maintain the status quo 

of male dominance and power which supports and validates their 

roles. Considering these factors, as well as evidence of a 

relationship between traditional masculinity in men and the 

exploitation of women (Rawlings & Carter, 1977), this study 

will examine the relationship between sex-role identification 

and appreciation of sexist humor. Specifically, it is hypo-

thesized that, as a subject's sex-role identification moves 

toward the traditional sex role for his or her biological sex, 

the judgement of funniness in sexist humor material will 

increase. 

The literature on disparaging humor, as reviewed herein, 

makes reference to the use of such humor to enhance the super-

iority and image of the disparager or to compensate for per-

ceived threats to superiority or self-esteem. Gravley (1982) 

hypothesized that increasing levels of education might serve 

to increase self-esteem and a sense of competence, thereby 

reducing the use or appreciation of sexist humor to maintain 

feelings of superiority. Outland, Gravley, and Van Buskirk 

(1982) found a significant positive relationship between self-

esteem and educational level. The relationship found between 
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self-esteem and sexist humor appreciation in this study, 

although not statistically significant, was in the predicted 

negative direction and was significantly different from the 

positive correlation found between self-esteem and general 

humor appreciation. The present study will further investi-

gate the relationship between self-esteem and sexist humor. 

It is hypothesized that, as self-esteem increases, the judge-

ment of funniness in sexist humor will decrease. 

In the literature reviewed, sex differences in humor 

responses have not been consistent across studies. This study 

will examine differences in male and female responses to 

sexist humor for purposes of clarification. 

Method 

Subjects 

Subjects were 57 male and 70 female undergraduate students 

at North Texas State University. Subjects were selected from 

volunteers, on a first come basis, balancing the numbers of 

males and females as closely as possible. 

Instruments 

Scale of Sexist Humor. A scale of Sexist Humor was devel-

oped, consisting of 50 cartoons and jokes which represented 

five-point stepwise progressions, from low to high, on the two 

factors of humor and sexist content. Each level of each factor 

was represented on each level of the other. 

The material evaluated for use in the Scale consisted of 

cartoons and jokes gleaned from newspapers, popular magazines, 
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television shows and comedians, general topic joke books, and 

jokes told by individuals. The use of such material was urged 

by Schultz (1976), who insisted that humor research could best 

be accomplished by selecting published humor material, such as 

cartoons and jokes, as these are clearly published to elicit 

humor, to elicit humor on empirical test, and lend themselves 

to analysis. 

From an original sampling of approximately 500 cartoons 

and jokes, material which could be construed as containing 

sexual, anti-sexist, or anti-male content was ruled out, as 

was material of excessive length. The remaining 272 cartoons 

and jokes were rated by the experimenter and four independent 

raters on the factors of humor and sexist content. Materials 

with duplication of theme and discrepant ratings on either 

factor were then discarded. Fifty cartoons and jokes were 

retained, based on attaining the appropriate levels of each 

factor. 

The 50 items were rated for sexist content by 40 subjects, 

and for humor content by 104 subjects. Subjects in each condi-

tion consisted of a balance of male and female undergraduate 

and graduate psychology students at North Texas State Univer-

sity. Both groups of subjects performed a forced Q-sort of 

the cartoons and jokes into the five levels indicated, sorting 

five into each of the distal categories and 10 into each of the 

proximal categories, leaving 20 at the middle point. Given the 

bell-shaped 10%-20%-40%-20%-10% categories, the rating given 
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each item by the subjects' sorting of it was scored by 

rescaling it into standard scores (z-scores). The midpoint 

of the percentile for each category (5%, 20%, 50%, 80%, 95%) 

was scored following the percent of area expected under the 

normal curve (-1.65, -.84, 0, +.84, +1.65). 

The mean sexist content ratings were used as weights to 

be applied to humor ratings of the items, thus producing a 

Sexist Humor score. To provide a differential score for the 

general perception of humor, or General Humor, each subject's 

ipsative Q-sort ratings of the humor of the jokes were weighted 

by multiplying them with the mean humor rating for each item, 

thereby weighting them by the subject population's general 

conception of humor. 

The 50 weighted items (Appendix A) constituting the Scale 

formed overlapping normal curves on the factors of sexist 

content and humor. That each factor was balanced across the 

other, and thus experimentally independent of it, was evir-

denced by mean ranking sums of .007 on both. Cronbach's 

alpha was used as a test of internal consistency, yielding 

for Sexist Humor a coefficient of .70. 

The validity of a theoretical construct should be sup-

ported by empirical evidence of its expected relationships 

with other variables. Such support was offered for the 

validity of the theoretical construct of Sexist Humor, as 

separate from General Humor, by Gravley (1982), who confirmed 

hypotheses that a significant negative correlation would be 
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found between Sexist Humor and Educational Level and that 

Sexist Humor would be rated as significantly less funny by 

females. No difference was found between sexes on General 

Humor, and the correlation of this factor with Educational 

Level was positive. 

The existing literature on disparaging humor, as reviewed 

herein, has not yielded evidence of the systematic development 

of a scale of such humor; neither has there been apparent a 

clear separation of the studied factor of disparaging humor 

from general humor. Rather, with some exceptions, stimulus 

materials have commonly been classified only by the presence 

or absence of disparaging content based on the judgement of 

the experimenters or of independent raters, without specific 

controls for the degree of humor in the disparaging joke itself. 

Levine (1969) observed that many humor investigators have 

failed to consider the aesthetic qualities as well as the 

content of the jokes, and cautioned against such omissions. 

The Scale of Sexist Humor, as developed and tested, is a mea-

sure of the construct of Sexist Humor in comparing this con-

struct to other variables. 

The Scale items are routinely presented on 50 8%" x 5^" 

sheets, numbered on the face of the sheets, in a different 

random order to each subject. Item numbers indicate 

increasing levels of sexist content. 

Personal Attributes Questionnaire. The short form of the 

Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 
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1974, 1975, cited in Spence & Helmreich, 1978) was used to 

assess masculinity and femininity. This version of the PAQ 

is composed of 24 bipolar items describing personal charac-

teristics that are not only commonly believed to differentiate 

the sexes but on which both sexes have exhibited a consistent 

stereotype about sex differences. The questionnaire is 

divided into three eight-item scales, labeled Masculinity (M), 

Femininity (F), and Masculinity-Femininity (M-F). The items 

on the M scale have been fourid to refer primarily to instru-

mental, agentic characteristics, while items on the F scale 

refer largely to expressive, communal attributes. The M-F 

scale is mixed, containing items that might refer to either 

type of characteristic or to both. 

Respondents are required to rate themselves on a five-

point scale along each attribute. Each item is scored from 

0 to 4, with a high score on the M scale indicating an 

extreme masculine response and a high score on F scale items 

indicating an extreme feminine response. The range of 

possible scores on each of the scales is 0 to 32. 

The short version of the PAQ has been shown to have 

correlations with the full PAQ of .93, .93, and .91, for M, 

F, and M-F, respectively. Cronbach alphas have been found 

to be .85, .82, and .78 for M, F, and M-F, respectively, 

establishing satisfactory reliability. 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory. The short, 16-r-item 

form of the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich & 
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Stapp, 1974, cited in Spence & Helmreich, 1978) was utilized 

to measure self-esteem. The TSBI is composed of statements 

designed to assess self-confidence and competence in social 

situations. 

Respondents rate themselves on each item according to a 

five-point scale ranging from "not at all characteristic of 

me" to "very much characteristic of me." Responses to each 

item are scores from 0 to 4, with high scores indicating high 

self-esteem. The range of possible scores is 0 to 64. 

The short version of the TSBI has a correlation of .96 

with the longer form, and the Cronbach alpha of the 16-item 

version has been found to be .91. Evidence for the construct 

validity of the TSBI as a measure of self-esteem is cited by 

Spence and Helmreich (1978). 

Attitudes Toward Women Scale. The short, 15-item version 

of the Attitudes toward Women Scale (Spence & Helmreich, 1972b; 

Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1973; cited in Spence & Helmreich, 

1978) was employed to assess subjects' attitudes. This scale 

contains statements concerning the rights, roles, and privi-

leges women should have or be permitted. 

Respondents are required to indicate their agreement with 

each statement on a four-point scale, ranging from "agree 

strongly" to "disagree strongly." Items are scored from 0 to 

3, witn high scores indicating a profeminist, egalitarian 

attitude. Possible total scores range from 0 to 45. 
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The short version of the AWS has a correlation of .91 

with the original AWS, which consisted of 55 items. The 

Chronback alpha of the short version has been found to be 

.89. Spence & Helmreich (197 8) report data concerning score 

differences between various groups in expected directions 

to provide evidence for the construct validity of this 

instrument. 

Procedure 

All subjects read and signed a standard consent for 

participation (Appendix B) which included the assurance of 

an explanation of the experimental procedure. Subjects were 

seen in groups of varying size, and were seated in such a way 

as to provide adequate work space. 

Each subject was given a packet containing the 50-item 

Scale of Sexist Humor, along with a humor scoring sheet 

(Appendix E), numbered to correspond to item numbers on the 

Scale and providing a five-point scale for the funniness 

rating of each item. The order of presentation of this 

material to each subject was randomized by "shuffling" before 

each presentation. Also provided were the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire, the Texas Social Behavior Inventory, the Atti-

tudes toward Women Scale, and a demographic information sheet. 

Data requested on the information sheet included sex and age 

of the subject, family income level, and mother's employment 

and educational level (Appendix C). 
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Subjects were asked to read, along with the experimenter, 

a standard set of instructions (Appendix D). The instructions 

indicated that the subjects were to perform a forced Q-sort of 

the jokes and cartoons into five levels of humor, sorting five 

each into each of the extreme catagories (most funny and least 

funny) and 10 into each of the intermediate categories (next 

most funny and next least funny), leaving 20 in the middle 

point. Subjects were then instructed to enter these ratings 

on their scoring sheets for the respective items. 

Upon completion of the Q-sort task, the subjects were 

asked to complete the Personal Attributes Questionnaire, the 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory, the Attitudes toward Women 

Scale, and the information sheet, and were then dismissed. 

The forms completed by each subject were marked with a subject 

number. 

Data Aggregation 

Instructions for key punch data entry operations were 

printed upon the forms and questionnaires, and data was 

directly transferred onto standard computer cards. Humor 

ratings of the items in the Scale of Sexist Humor were con-

verted to standard scores (z-scores) for purposes of data 

analysis and weighted by the sexist content weights applicable 

to the respective items (Appendix A) to establish a Sexist 

Humor score. Rating a joke as very funny, for example, 

contributed more to the Sexist Humor score if the joke had 

been judged as sexist than if it had not. 
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A 3 x 2 factorial MANOVA was computed, with Sexist Humor 

scores (high, medium, low) and Sex of Subject (male, female) 

as independent variables for analysis of the three main hypo-

theses. Demographic variables were included as dependent 

measures for ancillary analysis. A correlation matrix was 

computed to allow an examination of the strength of relation-

ships between the variables. The data analysis was accom-

plished using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(Hie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). 

Results 

The statistical model developed within the MANOVA analysis 

did not produce interpretable results. Both the Main Effects 

due to Sex (biological gender) and Sexist Humor (classified 

as high, medium, and low) were weakly significant (Hotelling's 

Trace = .193, df = 1, 3.5, 55.5, £ < .02; Hotelling's Trace = 

.286, df = 2, 3, 55.5, p < .03; respectively). While these 

findings were obviously expected from the study design, when 

the contributions of the individual variables to the canonical 

variates were examined, no interpretable pattern was disclosed. 

In order to explore which of the dependent variables 

might be more useful in further research, the Main Effects 

from the univariate anlayses of variance were examined (Table 

1—Appendix H and Table 2—Apendix I). Since no signficant 

Interaction Effect was found between Sex and Sexist Humor in 

the MANOVA, the univariate interaction results were not inter-

preted and are not reported. 
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Within the Main Effect for Sex (biological gender), sig-

nificant differences between the sexes were obtained on 

Attitudes Toward Women scores (F = 8.116; df = 1, 121; 

£ < .01), on Femininity scores (F = 9.40759; dl[ = 1, 121; 

p < .01), and on Mother's Education Level (F = 4.26184; 

df = 1, 121; £ < .05). On each of these factors, the mean 

of female scores was higher than that of males. No signi-

ficant difference was found between the sexes on Masculinity 

scores. In fact, this difference was only 0.23 standard 

deviations. A 0.23 standard deviation difference, or larger, 

if consistent in large samples (N > 120), would occur about 

82% of the time if the errors of measurement followed a 

normal distribution when repeated samples of the same popu-

lation were measured. 

Within the Main Effect for Sexist Humor (by high, medium, 

and low groups), significant differences appeared between the 

groups on Attitudes Toward Women scores (AWS; F = 7.43144; 

df = 2, 121, p < .001), and on Age of Subject (F = 3.83755; 

df = 2.121; p < .03). Increasing age was related to decreasing 

Sexist Humor scores within this collegepopulation. 

The Main Effect of level of Sexist Humor on the AWS was 

described by the Pearson product-moment correlation between 

Attitudes Toward Women and Sexist Humor (f = -.3196, p < .001). 

This indicated that the perception of humor in sexist material 

decreases as attitudes toward women move toward an egalitarian 

stance (as reflected by increasing scores on the Attitudes 
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Toward Women Scale). The pattern of group means was primarily 

linear. 

The relationship between subjects' identification with 

the Spence and Helmreich measured sex-role and the judgement 

of funniness in sexist humor material was not significant. 

Classification of sex-typed subjects for this analysis was 

accomplished by grouping, as sex-typed, males who scored above 

the median on Masculinity and below the median on Femininity, 

and females who scored above the median on Femininity and 

below on Masculinity. Differences were then obtained between 

the Sexist Humor scores of these groups as opposed to the 

scores on all other subjects of their respective genders. 

The correlation between Self-Esteem (as measured by the 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory) and Sexist Humor was weak 

and non-significant. Analysis of the relationship of gender 

to Sexist Humor appreciation produced a significant difference 

between the sexes (t = 4.59; df 125; two tail, £ < .001), 

revealing that females judged Sexist Humor to be signifi-

cantly less funny than did males. No other reportable 

relationships were obtained with Sexist Humor. 

Ancillary analysis produced some relationships among 

the variables, although the interpretation of these corre-

lations is not obvious. Self-esteem related to Masculinity 

scores in both sexes (jr = .63; £ < .001) , but the relation-

ship to Femininity was not significant in either sex. Mother's 

Employment level was positively and significantly related to 
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AWS scores (r = .22; p < .05) and to Self-Esteem scores 

(r = .20, £ < .05) in females. However, these relation-

ships did not hold for males. 

Discussion 

The hypothesis that the judgement of humor in sexist 

material would decrease as Attitudes Toward Women moved 

toward an egalitarian stance was supported. Although the 

mean Sexist Humor score of the group of individuals classified 

as sex-typed was higher than that of the non-sex-typed group, 

the difference in the means did not reach significance. 

Therefore, the prediction that, as sex-role identification 

moves toward the traditional sex role for the individual's 

biological gender, the judgement of funniness in Sexist Humor 

would increase, was not confirmed. As no interpretable rela-

tionship was obtained between Self-Esteem, as measured by the 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich & Stapp, 1974 cited 

in Spence Helmreich, 1978) , and appreciation of Sexist 

Humor, the hypothesis that the appreciation of Sexist Humor 

would decrease as Self-Esteem increased did not find support. 

Differences in response to Sexist Humor by gender demonstrated 

that females judged jokes and cartoons with content expressing 

sexism toward women as significantly less funny than did males. 

The finding of a link between expressed Attitudes Toward 

Women and the judgement of humor in sexist material lends 

further support to the theories and research reviewed herein 

which suggest a strong relationship between attitudinal 
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dispositions and preferences for specific content in humor. 

Such a finding could also offer strength to the proposal 

that humor preference might be used as a subtle measure of 

attitudes (Losco & Epstein, 1975; Wolff et al., 1934). 

Support for the effects on humor preference of affilia-

tive disposition, rather than group membership alone, is less 

clear. The significant difference in response to Sexist 

Humor based on gender would certainly seem to indicate that 

group membership may constitute an effective determinant in 

the appreciation of disparaging humor, with the group being 

disparaged finding far less humor in the situation. However, 

the lack of significance in the relationship between sex-typing 

and Sexist Humor appreciation, particularly in sex-typed 

females, does not appear, on the surface, to offer strong 

support for the effects of affiliative disposition, even 

though the differences between sex-typed and non-sex-typed 

groups were in the predicted direction. 

Sex-role identification, or sex-typing, may well be a 

complex phenomenon which includes factors from behavioral, 

attitudinal, situational, cultural, and psychological domains. 

As such, it would seem to embrace those internal psychological 

attributes measured here and labeled as masculine or feminine, 

but not be restricted to or bound by that category of charac-

teristics. For example, a female who perceived herself as 

possessing highly instrumental or agentic characteristics, 

usually labeled as masculine, might still conform to a 
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culturally prescribed feminine role, adopting activities and 

attitudes appropriate to that role. Broverman et al., (1972) 

emphasized the powerful social pressures to conform to such 

sex-role standards. Spence and Helmreich (1978) noted differ-

ences between self-ratings on their Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974, 1975; cited 

in Spence & Helmreich, 1978) and ratings, by the same subjects, 

of typical males and females (stereotypical scores). In this 

light, it is suggested that the content of the Attitudes 

Toward Women Scale (Spence & Helmreich, 1972b; Spence, 

Helmreich, & Stapp, 1973; cited in Spence & Helmreich, 1978), 

as used to assess attitudinal dispositions in the present 

study, might be viewed as relative to sex-role identification. 

This scale utilizes statements concerning the rights, roles, 

and privileges that women should have or should be permitted, 

and might well reflect an attitudinal component of sex-typing. 

Considering the gender differences found in responses to 

Sexist Humor, as well as the relationships to that variable 

reported here for Attitudes Toward Women and Masculinity/ 

Femininity, further exploration of Sexist Humor would appear 

to be a valid and fruitful direction for future research. Such 

research might utilize a measurement technology that would 

accurately describe the degree of confirmation to sex-role 

stereotypes across all applicable dimensions. 

The failure to demonstrate a relationship between Self-

Esteem and Sexist Humor is, to some extent, puzzling in view 
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of the referenced results obtained by Outland et al. (1982), 

utilizing the same instruments with a college population. 

Such results are neither simple nor self-apparent, and they 

defy interpretation, as they can indicate that a relation-

ship may not exist, that the procedures employed were inade-

quate for detecting an existing relationship, or that an 

artifact of the study may have interfered. In this instance, 

the latter possibility may hold some weight. Examination of 

Self-Esteem scores in the present study revealed that the 

mean of these scores, for this population sample, was signi-

ficantly higher than that reported by Spence and Helmreich 

(1978) from large samples of students in another Texas univer-

sity (t = 7.01; df = 840; one-tailed, p < .0001). It would 

seem conceivable that, in the sample utilized, the homogeniety 

on this factor precluded adequate variance to produce a 

meaningful relationship between scores. One must also consi-

der that the particular aspects of self-esteem measured may 

not be strongly related to the construct of Sexist Humor, as 

measured, or to the constructs of self-esteem and superiority 

related to disparaging humor in the reviewed literature. In 

view of this literature supporting superiority theories of 

disparaging humor, however, further investigation into the 

relationship between such humor and measures of self-esteem 

would certainly seem a valid pursuit. 

Of the demographic measures included as dependent variables 

for ancillary analysis, only Age of Subject was significantly 
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related to Sexist Humor, with the judgement of funniness in 

such humor descreasing with increasing age in this population 

sample. In a prior study by Gravley (1982), no relationship 

was obtained between these variables, and the interpretation 

of the present finding is unclear. 

Within the sex differences reported, the higher means for 

females on Femininity and Attitudes Toward Women scores would 

seem obvious and expected. The same trend on Mother's Educa-

tional Level could suggest such possibilities as a same-sex 

parent modeling effect or an increased emphasis on education 

for daughters in families with more highly-educated mothers. 

A modeling effect would appear supported by the findings of 

significant relationships between Mother's Employment level 

and both Self-Esteem and Attitudes Toward Women scores in 

females. Quite possibly, the involvement of a mother in 

meaningful work outside the home may facilitate, in the 

developing female, the incorporation into her self-perception 

of those "masculine" instrumental and competency character-

istics which relate to higher self-esteem. 

The development of the Scale of Sexist Humor, as pre-

viously described, was undertaken to address an apparent need 

in the study of disparaging humor. As earlier observed, the 

literature reviewed failed to yield evidence of any such 

systematic scale development. Prior research, for the most 

part, had utilized materials with or without disparaging con-

tent, with little or no control for the humor in the joke 
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situation itself. The present Scale affords the measurement 

of response to the disparaging content factor within the 

joke (in this instance, content expressing sexism toward 

women) as separate from and experimentally independent of 

the humor factor in the stimulus materials. Further, in the 

particular area of sexism in humor, the Scale of Sexist Humor 

presents materials which express or appear to reinforce 

stereotypical sexism toward women, rather than simply 

varying the sex of the victim in a non—gender—related joke. 

This feature would seem to enable more specific study of this 

type of disparaging humor as it may relate to such factors, 

stressed in the literature, as maintenance of stereotypical 

roles or status hierarchies, the social control of out-groups, 

discrimination practices, or the relevant attitudinal and 

personality characteristics in those individuals or groups 

who utilize or appreciate the humor. 

Considering that the validity of a theoretical construct 

is supported by the finding of expected relationships with 

other variables, the male-female response differences and 

the significant relationship with an appropriate attitudinal 

measure, as demonstrated in the present study, would appear 

to further validate the construct of Sexist Humor as measured 

by the Scale of Sexist Humor. As noted herein, prior support 

for the validity of the Scale was offered by Gravley (1982). 

In exploring superiority theories of disparaging humor, during 

the process of development of the Scale, she confirmed the 
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prediction of a significant inverse relationship between educa-

tional level and humor judgements on the Scale of Sexist 

Humor, hypothesizing that increasing levels of education 

might serve to heighten self-confidence or personal feelings 

of superiority, thereby reducing the tendency to utilize dis-

paraging humor to achieve or maintain such feelings through 

the diminishing of others by ridicule. In the same study, 

a predicted gender difference was obtained in response to the 

Scale of Sexist Humor, with females, as in the present study, 

judging Sexist Humor as significantly less funny than did 

males. 

The field of disparaging humor and the specific area of 

Sexist Humor under study are surely so complex as to involve 

many variables not considered here, and alternative explana-

tions for the results obtained could not, of course, be 

ruled out. It is further acknowldged that these results, 

and subsequent assumptions of statements evolving there from, 

are limited in applicability to the particular population 

sampled. The Scale of Sexist Humor, like many other measure-

ment scales in use, was developed, tested, and utilized for 

measurement within a college population. As yet, it is 

unknown whether the Scale would yield similar relationships 

in other populations or whether it will relate to other rele-r-

vant variables or characteristics in expected ways. However, 

considering the obtained internal consistency factor for the 

Scale and the support found heretofore for the validity of 
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the construct it purports to measure, it certainly warrants 

serious consideration for use in the study of this type of 

humor and its possible correlates. 

Although, at this point in time, a unified theory cannot 

be supported on the basis of existing data, the work completed 

has begun to answer the call of Martineau (1972) for a broad-

ened study of humor types and the variables affecting humor 

preference. The material presented herein suggests that 

disparaging humor may, indeed, be utilized as a tool of 

social control and may, as argued by Burma (1946) and Levine 

(1969), lead to more overt forms of discrimination against 

those groups or individuals who are the butts of such jokes. 

Middleton and Moland (1959), Powell (1977), and Rapp (1951) 

have all related such humor to aggression and power. Gruner 

(1976) demonstrated that the presentation of disparaging 

humor was related to attitude changes involving a lowering 

of regard for the butt of the humor. It would seem to follow 

that the consistent directing of such humor toward a group 

could well initiate or strengthen a set of attitudes or 

beliefs that defy objective evidence and become accepted 

descriptions of that population segment. Hence, there would 

be grounds for speculation that Sexist Humor, as an example 

of disparaging humor, may be influential in creating or main-

taining restrictive stereotypical role views which may, in 

turn, help to perpetuate more direct forms of discrimination. 

Certainly, in view of such theory and evidence, the uses and 
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consequences of disparaging humor are appropriate and impor-

tant areas of study to pursue and warrant further research 

attention. 

Tne Scale of Sexist Humor would seem to be a viable 

tool in such continued study. Not only can the Scale serve 

its obvious purpose in the investigations of variables 

related to the use of disparaging sexist humor, but it can 

also serve as a viable pattern or guide for the development 

of the measurement technologies needed to more accurately 

investigate other types of disparaging humor. 
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Item 
Number Weiaht 

Item 
Number Weiaht 

Item 
Number Weiaht 

1 -.999 18 -.07 3D .174 

2 -.95 19 
O
 t 1 36 .23 

3 

L>
 

00 • 1 20 -.05 37 .24 

4 -.71 21 -.04 38 .26 

5 

C
O
 •
 

1 22 -.03 40 .28 

6 -.47 23 -.03 40 .285 

7 -.39 24 .01 41 .30 

8 -.34 25 .014 42 .30 

9 -.28 26 .02 43 .33 

10 -.26 27 .02 44 

C
M
 •
 

11 

F—1 
CM
 • 1 28 .04 45 .43 

12 -.21 29 .04 46 .49 

13 -.16 30 .05 47 

00 
L
O
 • 

14 -.16 31 .06 48 .59 

15 -.14 32 .083 49 .78 

16 -.13 33 .11 50 .92 

17 -.12 34 .15 

Note. Items 
sexist content. 

are numbered in accordance with increasing 
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Appendix B 

Subject Participation Agreement 

This research is aimed at validating new measurement 

techniques and their relationships to various attributes; 

thus, it is purely for experimental purposes. Because of 

its experimental nature, results of individual scores are 

not interpretable; however, if you wish, a summary of the 

results of the whole study will be made available to you 

at its conclusion. Your name will not be associated with 

any of your responses to insure confidentiality. 

Participation in this research is completely voluntary; 

you may stop participating at any time. If you do complete 

the project, you may be eligible for extra credit in your 

psychology classes. 

If you do participate, your consent to be a subject is 

assumed. 

Thank you. 

Name Sex 
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Appendix C 

Information Sheet 

S U B NO (1-3) KEC ID _2_ (4) 

Age: (Fill in age at nearest birthday) (5-6) 

Sex: 1. M 2. F (Circle number to left of your sex) (7) 

Family's usual annual income level: (Circle item number (8) 
to left of appropriate 

1. Less than $8,000 category. Circle only 
one.) 

2. $8,000 to $15,000 

3. $15,000 to $25,000 

4. $25,000 to $40,000 

5. Over $40,000 
In the following, "mother" refers to natural or adoptive mother, 
of to the person who has fulfilled the mother role in your life. 

Mother's usual employment; (Circle item number to the (9) 
left of appropriate category. 

1. Homemaker: Not Circle only one.) 
employed outside the home 

2. Untrained worker 

3. Trainee (intern, apprentice, etc.) 

4. Trained worker (electrician, seamstress, etc.) 

5. Sales, Clerical, or service worker 

6. Manager, administrator, or proprieter 

7. Professional or business executive 

Mother's educational level: (Circle item number to the (10) 
left of appropriate category. 

1. Did not complete high Circle only one.) 
school 

2. High school graduate 

3. Some college 
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Appendix C—Continued 

4. Bachelor's degree 

5. Some work beyond Bachelor's degree 

6. Master's degree or equivalent 

7. Doctorate or professional degree 
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Appendix D 

Instructions to Subjects 

General Instructions 

You have been provided with the following items, placed 

in the order they are to be utilized: 

1. A instruction sheet, to be followed throughout the 

experiment. 

2. A packet containing 50 cartoons and jokes, each of 

which is on a separate sheet and is numbered in the 

upper right hand corner. Each packet is in a differ-

ent sequence, so that the order in which each of you 

views the material will be different. 

3. A Humor Scoring Sheet for rating the jokes and car-

toons, which furnishes a 5-point scale for each of 

the 50 items. When you rate the cartoons and jokes 

on this sheet, you are to use the item number that 

corresponds to the number on the face of the cartoon 

or joke. 

4. A Personal Attributes Questionnaire, on which you will 

rank yourself on various characteristics. 

5. A Social Behavior Inventory, on which you will indicate 

how characteristic particular reactions and feelings 

are of you. 

6. On Attitude Survey, on which you will express degrees 

of agreement or disagreement with particular statements. 
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Appendix D—Continued 

7. An Information Sheet, which calls for a few items of 

information regarding yourself and your family. 

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME, SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER, 

OR ANY IDENTIFYING INFORMATION ON ANY OF THESE FORMS OR 

MATERIAL. ALL RESPONSES AND INFORMATION ARE COMPLETELY CONFI-

DENTIAL. 

As you view the humor the material, please do not comment 

or discuss it with others. Such activity might influence 
* 

their judgement even though they are viewing different jokes. 

For the same reason, please try to avoid laughing aloud as 

much as possible. 

As you evaluate these cartoons and jokes, please do not 

consider whether you have sean or heard them before. Rather 

rate them only on how funny you think they are. 

Procedure: 

I. You are to rate the cartoons and jokes on their funniness. 

A. Take up to 10 minutes for this activity: 

1. Go through the packet and look at all the jokes 

and cartoons. 

B. Take up to 10 minutes total for these activities: 

1. Pull out of your set of cartoons and jokes: 

the five (5) most funny, and 

the five (5) least funny, 

2. Group these separately. 
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Appendix D—Continued 

C. Take up to 10 minutes total for these activities: 

1. Pull out of the remaining cartoons and jokes: 

the ten (10) next most funny, and 

the ten (10) next least funny. 

2. Group these separately. 

3. Group the remaining twenty (20) items together. 

These constitute the middle of the "funniness" 

range. 

YOU SHOULD NOW HAVE FIVE SEPARATE GROUPS. 

D. Scoring. Take up to 10 minutes total for these 

activities. On your Humor Scoring Sheet: 

1• For the five "most funny;" 

Ci££le point 5 on the score sheet, for the item 

numbers corresponding to the numbers on those 

five "most funny" cartoons or jokes. 

2- For the ten "next most funny:" 

Circle point 4 on the score sheet, for the item 

numbers corresponding to the numbers on those 

ten "next most funny" jokes or cartoons. 

3- For the twenty left at the middle point: 

Circle point 3 for the item numbers corresponding 

to the numbers on those twenty "middle" items. 

4. For the ten "next least funny:" 

Circle point 2 for the items numbers corresponding 

to the numbers on those ten "next least funny" items 
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Appendix D—Continued 

5. For the five "least funny:" 

Circle point 1 for the item numbers corresponding 

to the numbers on those five "least funny" items. 

E. AT THIS POINT, PLEASE CHECK TO BE SURE THAT YOUR 

HUMOR SCORING SCHEET SHOWS THE FOLLOWING: 

1. On items through 50: 

5 items are marked at point 1 (least funny) 

10 items are marked at point 2 (next least funny) 

20 items are marked at point 3 (middle point) 

10 items are marked at point 4 (next most funny) 

5 items are marked at point 5 (most funny) 

2. Be sure that only one point is marked for each 

item number. 

NOTE: IF YOU SCORE SHEET DOES NOT "CHECK OUT" PER 

THE ABOVE: OR, IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS AT THIS 

POINT, PLEASE CHECK WITH THE EXPERIMENTER. 

3. When your ratings are correctly entered, stack 

your cartoons and jokes, place your score sheet 

on top of the stack, and lay them aside in your 

space. 

II. Complete all 24 items on the Personal Attributes Question-

naire, per the instructions on the form, by circling your 

response. 

III. Complete all 16 items on the Social Behavior Inventory, per 

the instructions on the form, by circling your response. 
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Appendix D—Continued 

IV. Complete all 15 items on the Attitude Survey, per the 

instructions on the form, by circling your response. 

V. Complete the Information Sheet, per the instructions on 

the form. 

VI. Place the forms you have completed underneath your stack 

of cartoons and jokes, along with this instruction sheet, 

and hand them to the experimenter, with your scoring sheet 

on top. 

This completes your activity. If you will receive class credit 

for your participation in this experiment, please ask the 

experimenter for a credit slip. 

Thank you very much for your participation. 
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HUMOR SCORING SHEET 

S U B N 0 (1~3) RED ID (4) 

On the 5-point scale for each item (cartoon or joke): 

Circle 1 for those cartoons or jokes rated least funny. 

Circle 2 for those rated next least funny. 

Circle 3 for those at the middle point. 

Circle 4 for those rated next most funny. 

Circle 5 for those rated most funny, 

*Itern Numbers correspond to the numbers on the face of the car^ 

toons or jokes. 

*Item *ltem 

No. Scale No. Scale 

1. 1...2...3...4...5 (51 26, l..r2,..3.,„4...5 (30 J 

2. 1...2...3...4,..5 (6) 27. 1. . . 2 . , . 3 . . , 4 . , , 5 (31) 

3. 1...2...3...4...5 (71 28. 1.,.2,..3..,4,..5 (32) 

4. 1...2...3...4...5 (8) 29. 1...2.,.3,,,4...5 (33) 

5. 1..,2...3,..4...5 (9) 30. 1,,.2...3.,,4...5 (34) 

6. 1...2...3...4...5 (10) 31. 1,,.2,..3,,.4,.,5 (35) 

7. 1...2...3...4...5 (11) 32. 1...2...3..,4...5 (36) 

8. 1... 2... 3 4...5 (12) 33. 1... 2 ... 3 4 ... 5 (3 7) 

9. 1...2.,.3...4...5 (13) 34. 1. , . 2. . . 3. . . 4 . , . 5 (38) 

10. 1...2...3...4...5 (14) 35. 1,.,2.,,3...4., . 5 
11. 1...2...3,..4,..5 (15) 36. 1. , , 2 . . . 3 , , . 4 ., , 5 (40) 

12. 1...2...3...4...5 (16) 37. 1. . . 2 . , . 3. . , 4 . , . 5 (41) 

13. 1...2...3...4...5 (17) 38. 1, . . 2 . . . 3 , . . 4 . . . 5 (42) 

14. 1. . . 2. . .3. . .4. . .5 (18) 39. 1. . . 2. . . 3. , , 4 . , . 5 (43) 

15. 1...2...3...4...5 (19) 40. 1 2..,3...4...5 (44) 

16. 1...2...3...4...5 (20) 41. 1...2..,3,.,4.,.5 (45) 

17. 1...2...3...4...5 (21) 42, 1.,,2...3,,.4..,5 (46) 

18. 1...2...3,..4...5 (22) 43. 1...2..,3...4...5 (47) 
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2 3 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (27) 48, 
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1 9 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (23) 4 4 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (48) 

2 0 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (24) 4 5 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 , . . 4 . . . 5 (49) 

2 1 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (25) 4 6 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (50) 

2 2 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (26) 4 7 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (51) 

1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (52) 

2 4 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (28) 4 9 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (53) 

2 5 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (29) 5 0 . 1 . . . 2 . . . 3 . . . 4 . . . 5 (54) 
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Appendix F 

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables 

Variable Cases Mean SD 

Sexist Humor 127 -0 .0011 4 .0382 

Masculinity- 127 21 .5118 4 .6664 

Femininity 127 23, .5591 3, .7196 

Attitudes Toward Women Scores 127 31, .9989 8, .1924 

Self-Esteem (TSBI) Scores 127 43. .0236 8. ,8841 

Age 127 21. ,9449 4. .6073 

Mother's Employment 127 3. ,9370 2. 4095 

Mother's Educational Level 127 3. 2756 1. 4621 
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