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ABSTRACT

FAMILIAL FACTORS BEHIND EARLY ADULTHOOD HUMOR

UNARAN, Kadir Cem
M.Sc., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Emre Selguk

September 2018, 75 pages

The present study investigated the role of several familial factors in the
development of early adulthood humor, which was examined with a focus on four
humor styles. Two hypotheses stated earlier in the literature in relation to this
subject (namely, modeling and reinforcement hypothesis, and stress and coping
hypothesis) formed the core of the study, which was supported by additional
explorations. 227 participants, who averaged 20.67 (SD = 1.33) years of age, filled
in questionnaires on their own humor use, those of their parents, family environment
quality, and parental warmth and acceptance. The results suggested that both fathers
and mothers had some influence on their young adult children’s humor styles. The
quality of family environment was related only to the maladaptive humor styles. In
addition, paternal warmth appears to have moderating effects on intergenerational
humor associations between fathers and their children, with higher paternal warmth
resulting in stronger relationships with regard to positive humor styles. The set of
familial variables examined, however, explained only a small portion of

interindividual variance in humor.

Keywords: humor styles, family, early adulthood, humor development
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ERKEN YETISKINLIK MiZAHINDA AILENIN ROLU

UNARAN, Kadir Cem
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Emre Selguk

Eyliil 2018, 75 sayfa

Mevcut caligma ailevi etmenlerin geng yetiskinlerin mizahinin gelisiminde
oynadigi rolii incelemistir. Mizah, mizah tarzlar1 merkeze alinarak ele alinmistir.
Calisma literatiirde daha once dile getirilmis ve incelenmis iki hipotezi temel
almistir ve ilave incelemeler ile desteklenmistir. Yaslarinin ortalamasi 20.67 olan
227 katilmc1 kendi mizah tarzlari, ebeveynin mizah tarzlari, aile ortami ve
ebeveynin ilgi ve sevgisi lizerine anketler doldurarak calismada yer almislardir.
Yapilan analizler degerlendirildiginde hem baba hem de annenin simdilerde geng
yetiskinlik doéneminde olan cocuklarinin mizah tarzlar1 iizerinde etkili olmus
olduklart sonucuna varilabilmektedir. Aile ortaminin yalnizca negatif mizah
tarzlariyla iligkili oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica, babanin gosterdigi sevgi ve ilginin
babanin mizahi ile ¢ocugunki arasindaki iliskiyi degistirdigi goriilmiistiir. Daha
yiikksek sevgi ve ilgi pozitif mizah tarzlar1 baglaminda s6z konusu iliskiyi
kuvvetlendirmistir. Bu bulgulara ek olarak belirtilmesi gerekir ki, incelenen ailevi
etmenler mizah degiskenlerinde goriilen varyansin sadece kiigiik bir boliimiinii

aciklayabilmisgtir.

Anahtar kelimeler: mizah tarzlari, aile, erken yetiskinlik, mizah gelisimi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Considering its complex role in highly diverse areas of human life including
among others emotion regulation, friendships, mate selection, and physical health,
humor is no laughing matter. Humor, comedy, and laughter have been taken as a
subject in written works beginning with the ancient times, and philosophers ranging
from Plato to Bergson as well as psychologists starting with Freud have formulated
theories on the subject. Unlike most of the theories proposed by these writers,
psychological theorizing and empirical work of recent times have focused on the
differences among individuals, dealing with such questions as why some people
engage in humorous behaviors more often, and why people differ in relation to the
things they find amusing (Martin, 1998).

The present study focuses on individual differences in early adults’ humor
tendencies, and examines the role the family plays in the development of these
differences. A conceptual background including the essential terms is followed by
literature reviews on early humor development, gender differences, and predictors of

individual differences regarding humor.

1.1. Humor and Sense of Humor

The origin of the word humor goes back to Latin, with the meaning being a
liquid or fluid. It is this meaning that drives the historical usage of the word that
denotes the four main body fluids (blood, phlegm, yellow bile, and black bile),
which were part of the ancient Western medicine. A use of the word that is much
more relevant to the present sense comes from the field of aesthetics as studied
mainly by philosophers, for whom the comic belonged to a set of aesthetic features,
such as beauty, harmony, and the tragic. However, humor was regarded only as an

element of the comic, signifying a “smiling attitude toward life and its
1



imperfections: an understanding of the incongruities of existence” (Ruch, 1998). In
fact, this understanding of humor entails what Freud meant in his related works, and
a lack of awareness of this meaning is sure to lead to confusion upon encountering
his distinctions between jokes, humor, and the comic. The word humor experienced
yet another twist, leading to its contemporary use in everyday language and
American research. In today’s language, humor replaced the comic as used in the
aesthetics field, becoming a comprehensive term for all laughter-producing
phenomena, which range from nonverbal humor forms (e.g. slapstick comedy) to
verbal ones such as jokes or irony (Martin, 2007). In contrast to its earlier use, the
word became more comprehensive also in the sense that it may have negative (for
instance, hostile teasing) as well as positive content (Ruch, 1998).

The other important term in humor studies is the “sense of humor” that some
people are said to have. But what exactly is meant when a person is said to have this
quality? Martin (1998) reports that Eysenck suggested the following meanings: it
may mean that such a person finds amusing the same things as we do, that this
person laughs often and has a tendency to get amused easily, or that he or she is the
“life and soul of the party”, in other words, the person that relates funny stories and
makes others laugh. Hehl and Ruch (1985) offered an even longer list, perhaps the
most important of them being the degree to which a person appreciates humorous
stimuli (which corresponds to the definition given by Oxford English Dictionary)
and the ability to create humor. In short, while having a sense of humor may be used
in daily language to indicate various different qualities that may also coexist in a
specific use of the word, it seems reasonable to say that the intended meaning is
usually related to the appreciation of humor or a combination of the abilities of both
appreciation and creation.

What is certain is that having a sense of humor is widely considered as a
desirable characteristic in today’s world. Besides, as with physical attractiveness,
people thought to have a good sense of humor are believed to have many other
positive qualities, such as being interesting, intelligent, creative, extraverted, and
cordial (Cann & Calhoun, 2001). As a result of this positive stereotype, a strong
sense of humor serves as an important factor affecting friendly relationships and
mate selection. In fact, a study by Sprecher and Regan (2002) showed that a sense of
humor is one of the most desired characteristics in any relationship type (spanning

2



from casual sex partner to marriage partner and friendships), regardless of the

participant gender.

1.2. Forms of Humor

Martin (2007) categorized humor forms into three main groups: jokes,
spontaneous humor arising in conversations, and unintentional humor.

Jokes are very short stories aiming to produce a laughter in the listener
during or after the last sentence, which is also referred to a punch line. The rest is
only meant to prepare the listener, creating an exceptation for what follows. The
unexpected and surprising ending results in a merry reaction, as long as the listener
understands the playful twist in the story. Another aspect of jokes is that they are
“prepackaged”, meaning that the content remains unchanged or goes through only
slight changes as people remember and spread it to others (Martin, 2007). In the
Turkish culture, fikras share the same characteristics as jokes. Also, riddles are a
form of humor closely related to jokes (Martin, 2007), and usually amuse the
listener through language tricks, such as by using an alternative meaning of a word.
An example from our culture would be: “Eskimis postala ne denir? Kartpostal.”

Norrick (2003) noted three kinds of intentional humor used in conversations:
anectodes (funny incidents experienced by oneself or others), play on words (e.g.
puns), and irony (using words that normally mean the opposite in conveying what
you have in mind). Other important forms include sarcasm, satire, teasing, and self-
deprecation. Humor that is ironic and aggressive is called sarcasm when directed at a
person, and if the target is instead a social or political institution, then satire is a
more appropriate label. Teasing is a witty remark about the appearance or a mistake
of another that is playful, and, unlike sarcasm, not intended at all to attack the
person. Remarks making fun of the speaker himself or herself, in turn, are examples
of self-deprecation, which can have a variety of motives, such as comforting
somebody or trying to make somebody like you (Martin, 2007). Non-verbal humor
is also a part of intentional humor taking place in social interactions. It is mainly
produced through facial expressions or gestures that are in some way odd or

exaggerated (Martin, 2007).



Unintentional humor is another notable source of laughter in daily life. This
sort of humor occurs when we do or say something without intending to be funny.
Embarrassing mistakes such as slipping and falling on one’s buttocks or Freudian

slips could be taken as humorous when no serious harm is involved.

1.3. Psychosocial Functions of Humor

In our daily lives we use humor for a myriad of purposes. It could serve as a
bonding device that, when used regularly, may facilitate the development of new
relationships. One can use it as an ice breaker in a newly formed social group, or as
a means of distracting others in moments of pain and anxiety. It could be used to
attack others systematically as well as in isolated incidents, say, to take revenge on
anybody who has just crossed the line (Chiaro & Baccolini, 2014). It may help those
in close relationships to ease conflicts among themselves, or alternatively, when
used in an unwise manner to avoid dealing with problems and delay working on
them constructively, might irritate and even estrange one’s partner on the long run.
In addition to interpersonal relationships, humor is present in the intrapersonal
sphere as well. Notably, humor is used by many to deal with unpleasant experiences
(Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2003). One could lift up one’s spirits
by focusing rather on the ironical side in the challenging circumstances of life, or
simply by watching an episode of one’s favorite sitcom.

Humor plays other important roles in everyday life in subtle though familiar
ways. We often use humor to avoid risky situations. For instance, one might give his
or her personal views on a controversial matter in a half-joking way, so that one
would have the possibility to take back one’s words in the case of undesirable initial
reactions by simply saying “I was only joing” (Martin, 2014). Besides, humor is one
of the means by which stereotypes and social norms are maintained through
generations, though it could also be wielded to resist such social phenomena
(Martin, 2007).

The list goes on. One important note to be remembered is that human
creativity has ensured that humor is used for remarkably diverse purposes. Not
surprisingly, it has attracted the attention of thinkers and scientists from different
fields as a complex phenomenon. This complexity is also reflected in humor styles.
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1.4. Humor Styles

Based on the earlier work on humor, Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, and
Weir (2003) proposed and tested the existence of four humor styles: affiliative
humor, self-enhancing humor, aggressive humor, and self-defeating humor. In
addition, the first two were grouped as the adaptive styles and the last two as the
maladaptive ones. The four styles, which were quick to gain popularity among the
humor researchers, were designed with two basic distinctions in mind. First, humor
can be used to enhance oneself or to improve one’s social relationships, depending
on the motives of the humor producer. Second, humor can be either benign and
friendly or harmful and malicious.

Being high on affiliative humor indicates a tendency to laugh, and tell jokes
and funny stories, often with the intention of making others laugh, facilitating
relationships, and reducing social tensions. In contrast to aggressive humor, the
authors intended to reflect benign humor in this style, and, it is argued that it is
conducive to interpersonal relationships. In addition, people high on this dimension
are expected to be high on such personality characteristics as extraversion and
cheerfulness, and to generally experience positive emotions and satisfaction in their
relationships. Significant and positive correlations were reported with these
personality characteristics as well as psychological well-being in Martin et al.
(2003). Furthermore, judging by the content of the items, the present author argues
that this dimension can also be interpreted as one’s general humor orientation, or the
degree to which a person likes and engages in humorous acts and remarks.

Self-enhancing humor is concerned with the use of humor as an emotion
regulation or coping mechanism. A person who often engages in this style of humor
is thought to have a humorous perspective on life, to be able to retain it in stressful
circumstances, and to find something amusing in the incongruities of life rather than
being overcome by them. Compared to affiliative humor, this type of humor is less
social and more intrapersonal. As the authors predicted, self-enhancing humor was
found to be associated with lower depression, anxiety, and neuroticism scores, and
higher psychological well-being (Martin et al., 2003).

Such forms of humor as hostile teasing, ridicule, and sarcasm comprise
aggressive humor. Needless to say, these types of humor are done at the expense of
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another person, and, therefore, are likely to hurt him or her and damage the
relationship between the perpetrator and the victim. As expected by the authors,
aggressive humor was found to be positively related to neuroticism, and strongly
and negatively related to agreeableness. Also, a negative relationship was observed
between conscientiousness and aggressive humor use (Martin et al., 2003).
Self-defeating humor is the other maladaptive humor style due to its self-
disparaging nature. It is defined by the production of humor at one’s own expense,
usually in an effort to bring oneself into others’ favor or gain approval. A person
high on this style often lets others make fun of himself or herself, and may also react
with laughter when being ridiculed and laughed at, possibly so as to conceal
negative feelings. Self-defeating humor was hypothesized and found to be positively
related to neuroticism, depression, and anxiety, and negatively related to
conscientiousness and psychological well-being (Martin et al., 2003). These findings
suggest that humor may play an inconspicuous role in abnormal psychology, and
that it might help practitioners to keep negative humor use in mind when searching

for causes of psychological problems.

1.5. Early Humor Development

Laughter emerges in infants at some point between the third and fifth month
(Martin, 2007). Infants could display laughter in response to tickling as early as the
tenth week, and around the fifth month they typically enjoy playing peek-a-boo and
show their merriment through a great deal of laughter (Mireault & Reddy, 2016).

Actions triggering laughter in infants are numerous, and they include
popping of the lips, tickling, odd facial expressions, kiss on the stomach, sounding
like a familiar animal, walking in an unusual way, and chase games (Martin, 2007).
Naturally, these actions are enjoyed by infants at certain stages of development, and
every stage has its own characteristic laughter-provoking behaviors. For instance,
Sroufe and Wunsch (1972, as described in Mireault & Reddy, 2016) noted in their
study of infant laughter that the period around the fifth month is mostly a time of
enjoying such actions as lip-popping and being kissed on the bare stomach. In
contrast, these behaviors are typically replaced by unexpected (or “inappropriate”)
actions like mother sucking the milk bottle or walking in an intentionally strange
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and funny way in the second half of the first year, and by the “I’m gonna get you”
game at 12 months.

These observations led Sroufe and Wunsch (1972) to conclude that infant
humor is driven by actions that are incongruous with their existing schemas.
Notably, these actions must be observed in a safe environment to be able to result in
laughter. Parrott and Gleitman (1989) worked further on this subject, and noted that
while actions such as walking like a penguin produce laughter due to their
incongruous and unexpected nature, confronting events that are too incongruous
with their schemas (e.g. observing that a different person appears in tricky peek-a-
boo trials) causes infants to react with puzzlement instead of merriment.

Nwokah, Hsu, Dobrowolska, and Fogel (1994) examined the development of
laughter in the first two years of life, and found that its frequency increased during
the first year, and did not show a considerable change in the following year. Besides,
an increase in the frequency of laughter was also reported for the period between the
ages three and five (Bainum, Lounsbury, & Pollio, 1984). Perhaps not surprisingly,
non-verbal (vs. verbal) humorous actions were preferred by the three-year olds,
whereas the children aged five enjoyed verbal acts more. Furthermore, during the
period between ages three and five, the children in this study exhibited an increase
in the proportion of laughter linked to aggressive incidents such as pushing
somebody roughly and derision.

But when does a true sense of humor emerge? When dealing with this
question, it is important to keep in mind the distinction between things that are
funny and those that are simply fun (Martin, 2007). Laughter can arise as a result of
both experiences. Nevertheless, seeing something as funny implies an understanding
of the humorous side of the event, whereas having fun does not necessarily involve
humor. Laughing because one is having fun often simply reflects a pleasant mood
due to an enjoyment of the present circumstances. Researchers have proposed
various time points as to the age when a sense of humor first appears.

Basing his conclusion on his work on jokes, Shultz (1976, as described in
Mireault & Reddy, 2016) argued that recognizing why jokes are humorous does not
take place until the age six or seven. However, Pien and Rothbart (1976) criticized
this conclusion, pointing out the relative difficulty of the stimuli used. They
maintained that when more age-appropriate material was used, even four-year olds
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understood what makes a joke funny. Other psychologists proposed a much earlier
age for the development of humor. Notably, McGhee (1979, as described in
Mireault & Reddy, 2016) argued that as soon as children gain the ability to pretend,
they have what is needed to make sense of humor. Since make-believe play starts
around 18 months, he claimed that the first experiences of humor must begin at this
time as well. In contrast, according to Rothbart (1973), the necessary ingredient for
an understanding of humor is a playful attitude. She tracked down the origin of
humor appreciation to the first appearance of play, and argued that humor emerged
together with play around the age of four months.

In addition to his views on the time when humor first appears, McGhee
(1979, as described in Martin, 2007) also developed a developmental model on
humor, which had four stages. According to his model, beginning with the eighteen
months of age, infants start to see humor in unconventional usage of objects. Around
the age of three, the playful mislabeling of objects or animate beings (e.g. calling a
hand a foot) begins to give infants much pleasure. This is soon followed by an
extension of mislabeling to the enjoyment of misrepresentation. An example could
be a cat that sings like a bird. Lastly, around the age of seven, children gain the
necessary skills to appreciate word plays and double meanings, so that they begin to
enjoy riddles and jokes.

As children get older, they derive pleasure from subtler forms of humor,
such as irony and sarcasm. Children fail to grasp the actual meaning in ironic
statements until around the age of six (Dews et al., 1996). Interestingly, it seems to
take them a little longer to recognize the humorous aspect of irony: Dews et al.
(1996) found that the youngest group, which was comprised of five and six-year
olds, found ironic criticisms funny as often as they did the literal ones, whereas
ironic criticism was more often funny than literal criticism for the older group of
children made up of eight and nine-year olds. However, in another study examining
ironic and literal criticisms and compliments with children aged from five to eight,
no age group considered ironic statements more humorous (Harris & Pexman,
2003). These two studies suggest that the normative age for understanding the
humor in irony might be sometime around age nine. Pexman, Glenwright, Krol, and
James (2005) concluded that early signs of recognizing the humor in ironic
statements appear between the ages of seven and ten. A thorough understanding of
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irony is thought to mature at twelve or thirteen years of age (Keltner, Capps, Kring,
Young, & Heerey, 2001).

Other uses of humor are also present in childhood. Researchers as early as
Freud and Wolfenstein have described how children make use of humor and
laughter to change a threatening topic into something to be laughed at, thereby
gaining mastery over the anxiety-producing situation (Martin, 2007). Fiihr (2002)
examined the use of coping humor in age groups ranging from ten to sixteen. As
both girls and boys get older, they use humor more often in dealing with stress and
uncertainty. Interestingly, using humor to lift one’s spirits becomes more frequent
with increasing age in girls, but not in boys.

Teasing is another use of humor that becomes more conspicuous in older
children. Some changes in the way children tease their peers have been reported in
the literature, including the content and possible functions (Martin, 2007). As the
ability to produce irony and sarcasm improves in early adolescence, teasing becomes
more playful and humorous (Keltner, Capps, Kring, Young, & Heerey, 2001). Also,
when asked to describe motives for teasing, children older than eleven years of age
stated positive motives as well, unlike the younger age groups examined, who
apparently had solely hurtful motivations (Warm, 1997).

In relation to developmental changes, it should also be noted that children
and adolescents show a preference for humorous stimuli that are neither too simple
nor too challenging for their current cognitive level (McGhee, 1976). In other words,
there is an optimum level of difficulty for humor to be fully successful in producing

laughter at each stage of the rapidly developing minds.

1.6. Gender Differences in Humor Appreciation and Creation

Differences between men and women in humor enjoyment and creation have
been examined in diverse ways, including the analyses of ratings of jokes and
cartoons, humor use in conversations, self-report questionnaires, and preferences in
creating cartoons.

Studies on gender differences in humor appreciation were most often based
on the enjoyment of two types of humor: hostile and sexual. Lampert and Ervin-
Tripp (1998) gave a summary account of the then-available research, and it appears
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that the results were mixed concerning hostile humor. Six of ten studies reported no
gender differences, whereas three indicated that females rated this sort of humor less
enjoyable compared to males. Interested in the effects of the feminist movement on
women’s humor preferences, Herzog (1999) examined hostile humor having females
as targets (or victims), and found that females enjoyed such humor less than did
males, which reportedly replicated an earlier finding. More recently, locin (2010)
reported in her work dealing with humor appreciation, gender, and anxiety that
among non-anxious participants women enjoyed video clips with aggressive humor
more than did men. This result was the opposite of what was hypothesized, and can
be considered noteworthy when we take into account the earlier studies.

As to sexual humor, Lampert and Ervin-Tripp’s review (1998) concluded
that apart from a few exceptions, eighteen studies from nearly two decades
converged, indicating that women liked this kind of humor less than did men. Yet,
they qualify this conclusion with the observation that most of the humor presented in
those studies was sexist and belittling towards women (as reported in Martin, 2014).
Apparently, when only non-sexist sexual humor was taken into consideration, there
were no gender differences. In his study, in which targets of humor were separated
into males and females, Herzog (1999) found that while sexual humor with female
targets were enjoyed more by men, there was no gender difference in the case of
male targets. These studies show that the nature of the jokes and cartoons (i.e.,
whether it is sexist or not) and the target’s gender are crucial factors in making sense
of gender differences in sexual humor appreciation.

Interestingly, when requested to name a person with an exceptional sense of
humor, both male and female university students were more likely to nominate a
man rather than a woman (Crawford & Gressley, 1991). Also, this finding was
replicated with Chinese students in Singapore (Nevo, Nevo, & Yin, 2001).

Early research on gender differences in humor creation seems to have
focused on joke-telling. In a survey done by Crawford and Gressley (1991), it was
found that telling jokes was typical of males, whereas anectodal humor (i.e. telling
humorous short stories experienced by oneself or others) was more often used by
females. This finding was supported by another study that asked college students to
tell their favorite joke (Johnson, 1991). Significantly more women than men could
not come up with a joke, suggesting that joke telling is generally speaking a “male
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thing”. Moreover, the same study reported that among participants who were able to
think of a joke men were more likely to tell jokes that had both sexual and
aggressive elements. In contrast, women were more likely to tell jokes having
neither sexual nor aggressive content (Johnson, 1991).

Several studies examined gender differences in humor production by
focusing on humor produced during conversations among friends or strangers. Hay
(2000) analyzed conversations that took place among all-male, all-female, and
mixed-sex groups of adult friends, and categoried humor produced into three
functions: power-based (e.g. aggressive teasing), solidarity-enhancing (e.g. telling
humorous shared memories or friendly teasing), and psychological (e.g. coping
humor). It was found that women used solidarity-enhancing humor more often than
did men, regardless of group composition. Importantly, this finding echoed that
reported in Crawford and Gressley (1991), which indicated that women used
anectodal humor more often than men. Another interesting finding in Hay’s (2000)
study is that women were found to be slightly more likely to engage in aggressive
teasing than men, which was observed both in same-sex and mixed-groups. Yet, the
author’s comment on these odds-ratio findings downplayed the importance of them,
as the ratios were quite close to 1.

Robinson and Smith-Lovin (2001) carried out another study examining
conversations among single-sex and mixed-sex groups, though their participants did
not know each other and worked together on some tasks during the study. Their
results showed that men engaged in humor more frequently in mixed-sex groups.
Comparing all-male and all-female groups, the authors found that humor was more
frequent in all-female groups. In addition to a general examination of humor use,
humor attempts were also examined by dividing them into two functional categories:
cohesive and differentiating. As to the latter category, which was intended to capture
humor aiming for status gains within a group, men used differentiating humor more
often than did women.

Other results concerning gender differences in conversational humor are
present in Lampert and Ervin-Tripp (2006), who examined teasing or comments that
made fun of another in the group or the speaker himself or herself. Other-directed
teasing was found to be more common in all-male versus all-female groups, whereas
more self-directed humor was observed in all-female groups (vs. all-male).
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The findings related to conversational humor are difficult to summarize due
to the differences in study designs. One thing we can confidently argue is that group
composition plays a decisive role. Besides, it seems that while humor making fun of
others as a part of status struggle is more typical of males, solidarity-enhancing
humor is used more by women.

Self-report measures were also utilized in measuring humor-related
variables. A notable case is the Humor Styles Questionnaire. The original study
reported gender difference in every style, with men showing a higher average
(Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2003). A noteworthy aspect of the
study is that the age range (between 14 and 87, M = 25) covers almost the whole life
span. The authors drew attention to the very large sample, and argued that a
significant gender difference in the adaptive styles of affiliative and self-enhancing
humor was observed only because of the extraordinary sample size. As a result, they
regarded these differences as trivial, emphasizing instead those in maladaptive
styles. Kazarian, Moghnie, and Martin (2010) reported higher aggressive and self-
defeating humor for male students in a Lebanese university, with the other two
styles showing no difference. This pattern was also observed in two studies done in
Turkey with students studying in Cukurova University and Anadolu University
(Tumkaya, 2011; Basak & Can, 2014). A recent study from Spain reported a
different pattern of results, with males having a higher mean than females in relation
to every style (Salavera, Usan, & Jaire, 2018).

Lastly, Samson and Huber (2007) compared male and female cartoonists
along formal features such as verbal elements and number of panels, offering us an
unusual glimpse into gender differences regarding humor creation. Female
cartoonists were more likely to produce cartoons having any kind of text as well as
one or more speech balloons, and turned out to be more voluminous even when only
those cartoons with words are considered. In addition, their cartoons had more
panels than did those drawn by men, suggesting that female cartoonists prefer a
longer narrative.

As can be seen in this section, a variety of themes are present in the studies
that dealt with gender differences in humor. Aggressive or hostile humor is arguably
the most recurrent one. Overall, although the findings do not all point to the same
direction, this kind of humor seems more characteristic of men than women.
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1.7. Predictors and Correlates of Individual Differences in Pre-Adulthood

Humor

Interpersonal differences in humor appreciation and production in children
and adolescents were examined from three main perspectives: genetic factors,
family factors, and personality and behavioral associations. While the first two
certainly imply causal effects on humor variables, findings related to the last
category are less clear cut in relation to the nature of the link to humor.

Personality and behavioral correlates of humor variables have been
examined in many phases of the life span. Children aged 4 and 5 with higher humor
initiation in nursery school were rated by their mothers as showing greater activity
and approach as opposed to social withdrawal (Carson, Skarpness, Schultz, &
McGhee, 1986). The same age group as well as children in elementary school, who
displayed more aggressiveness during free play, were later found to laugh more
often and engage in more humorous acts (McGhee, 1980b). In grades 5 to 8, a
higher degree of humor understanding and production were associated with more
positive characteristics, namely, sociability and leadership as rated by peers, and no
relationships were detected between humor measures and aggressiveness ratings
(Masten, 1986). A Turkish sample of university students were participants of a study
which examined the links between humor styles as developed by Martin and his
colleagues and Big Five personality traits, with the largest correlations being those
between extraversion and affiliative humor (correlation is positive) and between
agreeableness and aggressive humor (negative) (Ozyesil, Deniz, & Kesici, 2013).
Pourghaz, Jenaabadi, and Ghaeninejad (2016) conducted a similar work on teachers,
and the results showed that teachers’ sense of humor, which was assessed via a self-
report measure, was associated with higher extraversion and lower neuroticism self-
report scores. Lastly, a meta-analysis by Mendiburo-Seguel, Paez, and Martinez-
Sanchez (2015), who integrated 15 studies utilizing the humor styles designed by
Martin et al. (2003), yielded an overall picture depicting to what extent humor styles
and Big Five personality traits are related. Affiliative humor has a positive
relationship with extraversion and openness to experience, with the former
personality trait being moderately strongly related (mean » = .42). Self-enhancing
humor is also positively linked to extraversion, and shows a negative association
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with neuroticism. Not surprisingly, agreeableness is negatively related to aggressive
humor (mean » = -.33), which has a negative relationship with conscientiousness as
well. Another notable finding is that self-defeating humor and neuroticism exhibit a
positive relationship. The interested reader may refer to the article in question for the
remaining significant (though smaller) associations.

To the best of our knowledge, genetic factors related to humor have been
examined exclusively by twin studies. An early study carried out with young adults
by Nias and Wilson (1977) asked their participants to rate the funniness of cartoons,
and the results showed that identical and fraternal twins had similar correlations,
which suggested negligible genetic effects, and that shared environmental influences
played a major role. Working with a similar methodology, Cherkas, Hochberg,
MacGregor, Snieder, and Spector (2000) also concluded that genetic factors made
no contribution to individual differences related to humor appreciation. Vernon,
Martin, Schermer, and Mackie (2008) utilized the twin design in the context of
humor styles as developed by Martin et al. (2003), and the findings coming from a
North American sample showed that the role of genetics depended on the type of
humor. Individual differences in positive humor styles were largely accounted for by
a combination of genetic and non-shared environmental factors, whereas negative
humor styles were explained by shared and non-shared environmental ones.
However, another study carried out with an Australian sample showed that
individual differences pertaining to all styles were accounted for by genetic and non-
shared environmental factors, and reported that these findings replicated their
previous results from a UK sample (Baughman et al., 2014). Finally, using the
humor appreciation perspective like the first two studies reported in this section,
Weber, Ruch, Riemann, Spinath, and Angleitner (2014) found that apart from a
moderate genetic effect in the funniness ratings of sexual content, shared and non-
shared environmental effects dominated in other contexts. Overall, the present
research findings seem contradictory, which could be attributed to the use of
different conceptualizations of humor across the studies. Nevertheless, these studies
suggest that some portion of interpersonal differences in humor is due to shared
environmental factors, of which family constitutes an essential part.

Two hypotheses have been put forward in relation to the effects of family
factors on an individual’s humor development. The first one, modeling and
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reinforcement hypothesis, argues that a child’s humor-related behaviors are
modelled after his or her parents’, and parents who tend to laugh a great deal and
frequently produce humor are thought to create many opportunities for their children
to learn how to appreciate humorous stimuli and how and when to produce humor.
Humorous parents are also likely to increase their child’s production of humor and
amount of laughter by reinforcing efforts to that end (McGhee, Bell, & Duffey,
1986). And it should be kept in mind that reinforcing humor-related tendencies does
not even require deliberate attempts, and can easily take place through the
ubiquitous and effortless use of laughter.

The stress and coping hypothesis (Manke, 1998; Martin, 2007) concerns the
effect of an unfavorable family environment characterized by conflict, distress, or
neglect, which may lead children to develop a sense of humor in order to cope with
the resulting negative emotions. Such a reaction appears as an adaptive one, and to
be closely linked to the conceptualization and use of humor as a coping strategy.
Humor may be adopted in this context as a way to release hostile emotions in an
acceptable manner, or can be used in an effort to get some attention or affection
from neglectful and distant parents. Furthermore, a stressful family environment in
childhood might lead to increased humor use in adulthood, at least when faced with
stress.

A few studies examined the merit of these hypotheses using different
samples ranging from nursery school children to university students. Some evidence
for the effect of modeling and reinforcement on humor development comes from a
study of university students and elderly women (McGhee, Bell, & Duffey, 1986).
Participants rated their current amount of humor creation and their parents’
humorous behaviors when they were growing up. Male students’ humor production
was found to be positively related to their fathers’ amount of joking and playful
teasing, suggesting that modeling effects are present only for the father-son dyad. In
addition, female students’ frequency of hearty and long laughter was positively
related to their mothers’ joking and teasing. Findings from elderly women were also
present, but it should be noted that the data they provided are arguably even more
prone to memory distortions. In a small-sample study described in detail below,

McGhee (1980) consistently found positive relationships between mothers’ amount
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of humor and their school-age children’s laughter and humor initiation, but they
failed to reach statistical significance. This was observed for both boys and girls.

Paul McGhee (1980) investigated two different age groups and included
many maternal and home variables in his study that have implications for the stress
and coping hypothesis. A group of nursery school children was observed during
free-play for three weeks, and their frequency of laughter and attempts at behavioral
and verbal humor were recorded. Data were already available for the mothers’
parenting behaviours which had been assessed in previous data collections. The
results indicated that children whose mothers were less affectionate showed greater
amounts of behavioral humor and laughter, and that babying and overprotectiveness
were also associated with more behavioral humor and laughter. No relationship was
detected between general adjustment of the home and humor variables. Data on
elementary school children were gathered during a summer camp and analyzed
separately for boys and girls. Girls, but not boys, whose family environment was
poorer (i.e. having more conflict, unpleasantness, and insecurity) in the first three
years of life engaged in more verbal joking, and at the same time had higher ratings
of humor hostility. In contrast to nursery school children, babying and
overprotectiveness were associated with less frequent laughter and attempts at
humor, and affectionateness was unrelated to humor measures. It seems that while
the study produced some evidence supporting the stress and coping hypothesis, the
findings are mixed. It should also be noted that the study had somewhat small
samples, with twenty children in the younger age group and forty-three in the older.

Prasinos and Tittler (1981) examined the effects of family environment and
parental distance on adolescents’ humor orientation. Splitting a group of boys into
three subgroups differing according to their level of humor orientation, the authors
found that the group with the highest humor orientation rated their families as more
conflict-ridden and less cohesive than either of the other groups did. The same
pattern was found for the parental distance measure, with the humor-oriented group
showing the greatest distance from their fathers. Furthermore, Fisher and Fisher (as
cited in Manke, 1998; Martin, 2007), in their 1981 book partly on professional
comedians, related accounts of comedians who described their family environment
as lacking in parental warmth, high in parental conflict, and exaggerated
expectations of responsible behaviors.
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Given the small number of relevant studies and their small sample sizes,
Martin (2007) warned that firm conclusions concerning these hypotheses should
best be avoided, pointing to the need for a more rigorous examination of the subject.
To our knowledge, no study has dealt with this topic since, apart from a study
carried out in Lebanon that examined the links between humor styles and parental
warmth and rejection experienced from age 7 to 12. Overall, adaptive humor styles
(i.e. affiliative humor and self-enhancing humor) were found to be positively related
to both maternal and paternal warmth and negatively related to parental hostility,
neglect, and rejection. The opposite pattern was observed in maladaptive humor
styles (Kazarian, Moghnie, & Martin, 2010).

Importantly, these findings are relevant to the stress and coping hypothesis,
according to which children’s humor may develop as a means of coping with an
adverse family environment. We have already noted that McGhee (1980) had
detected a negative relationship between adjustment of the home and girls’ verbal
humor production. In contrast, Kazarian, Moghnie, and Martin’s (2010) study
produced evidence contrary to the view that negativity at home leads to increased
humor. This seems to be the case especially when we consider affiliative humor as
reflecting one’s general humor orientation. This humor measure was either unrelated
or negatively linked to parental variables such as neglect or rejection. Besides, the
hypothesis also speaks to self-enhancing humor. A more negative home
environment arguably contains more emotional challenges a child has to overcome,
and when he or she is alone, a child needs to draw on his or her own resources to be
able to cope with the resulting negative emotions. This may gradually lead to a
heightened use and even a mastery of self-enhancing humor, which is likely to result
in successful emotion regulation. Hence, McGhee’s (1980) assertions also imply a
negative link between family environment quality and self-enhancing humor.
However, results from Kazarian et al. (2010) suggest otherwise, as self-enhancing
humor use increases with higher parental warmth and acceptance, and decreases
with higher parental hostility, neglect, and rejection. In sum, combining the results
from both studies, we can argue that McGhee indeed had a point, but that an
unfavourable family environment has an incremental effect only in relation to

maladaptive humor.
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1.8. Present Study

The aim of the study was not only to further investigate these two hypotheses
about the family’s role in humor development but also to revisit them with novel
perspectives. Unlike the original studies of the 1980s, but in a similar way to
Kazarian, Moghnie, and Martin (2010), the study was based on humor styles. Using
different styles, we intended to give a detailed and comprehensive account of humor
as required by the complexity of the construct, and the four styles outlined by Martin
et al. (2003) were regarded well-suited to this effort.

Evidence for the modeling and reinforcement hypothesis was sought by an
examination of the associations between parents’ and their children’s humor style
scores. The study covered all four humor styles included in Rod Martin and
colleagues’ work (Martin et al., 2003), and dealt with both parents. Positive
intergenerational associations were expected for each humor style and for both
parents. Additionally, the strength of the association for self-enhancing humor might
be relatively low compared to the other styles because it is less conspicuous
(alternatively described as intrapersonal by Martin) and consequently might be
harder for children to observe.

It was hypothesized that the same-sex dyads would show stronger
intergenerational associations as compared to opposite-sex dyads, given the
emphasis the social learning theory places on similarity. Gender socialization in
family and school, which is prevalent in contemporary Turkish society (Sunar &
Fisek, 2005), is another factor that is expected to contribute to such a difference. In
their efforts to fit in and fulfill gender roles, children and adolescents may follow the
example of their same-sex parent (and same-sex older siblings) to adjust their own
behavior, and this may include humor-related ones as well, such as hostile humor
use or the amount and loudness of laughter.

It was also of interest to examine the possible role that parental warmth plays
in the modeling and reinforcement hypothesis, and this variable was considered as a
potential moderator variable. Parental warmth is undoubtably one of the most
important aspects of parenting and parental influence, and also one of a number of
factors in social learning theory that facilitate modeling and imitative learning (Bao,
Whitbeck, Hoyt, & Conger, 1999). It is argued that warm and sensitive parents’
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behaviors and beliefs acquire a positive value for the child who associate them with
the parent’s positive attitude, and the child is more motivated to reproduce the
parent’s characteristics. Moreover, facilitators of modeling and imitative learning
affect these processes not only in the family context but also when an unfamiliar
adult acts as a model, as shown by Yarrow, Scott, and Waxler’s (1973) study of the
learning of prosocial actions. The moderating influence of parental warmth has been
documented in such diverse contexts as religious transmission (Bao, Whitbeck,
Hoyt, & Conger, 1999) and ethnic intergroup attitudes (Jugert, Eckstein, Beelmann,
& Noack, 2016). In short, parental warmth was expected to act as a moderator in the
context of humor development as well, with parent-child relationships characterized
by higher parental warmth showing a stronger humor association, regardless of
parental gender.

In connection with the stress and coping hypothesis, which suggests young
people coming from problem-stricken families are more in need of coping methods
and may therefore use humor more frequently, it was hypothesized that family
environment quality would be negatively associated with self-enhancing humor.
Besides, Kazarian, Moghnie, and Martin (2010) made a significant contribution to
the assessment of the familial factors by examining a set of parental variables
including warmth, hostility, and rejection. This study can be summarized as adding a
nuance to McGhee’s earlier findings (1980). Its results indicated that only
maladaptive humor use heightens with increasing familial negativity. This pattern of
course competes with the above-mentioned hypothesis. Both views were taken into

consideration in the discussion section.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

227 young adults (females: 168 (74%)) were the study participants. Their age
ranged from 18 to 25, though there were only four participants older than 23 (M =
20.67, SD = 1.33). The participants were largely university students (n = 219), and
the rest was composed of high school and university graduates. The reported
monthly family income (in Turkish Liras) was as follows: less than 2000 (10%),
2000-4000 (37%), 4000-6000 (23%), 6000-8000 (15%), and more than 8000 (12%),
suggesting that each income level was represented to a considerable extent. More or
less half of the parents were university graduates, with fathers and mothers having a
2-year degree or higher making up 55% and 44% of their own group. The education
level of the rest of the parents was reported to be: high school (23%, 24%), middle
school (9%, 11%), primary school (11%, 18%), and not graduated from primary
school (0%, 2%), with the percentages referring to fathers and mothers, respectively.

The majority of the participants (n = 176) lived with both of their parents
during the years spanning adolescence and the transition to early adulthood before
they started their studies in university. Forty others spent the same period with one
of the parents, with only five of them living with the father. Eight participants
reported that they lived with neither of their parents.

2.2. Procedure

The study was approved by the Human Subjects Ethics Committee of the
Middle East Technical University (METU) (Approval protocol number: 2018-SOS-
002), and data collection took place between March and May 2018. The required

sample size had been calculated using G*Power 3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, &
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Lang, 2009). It was based on the main statistical analysis of the study, namely,
multiple linear regression, and determined by using the module “Linear Multiple
Regression: Fixed model, single regression coefficient”. In order to achieve 95%
power with a two-tailed test that assumes an effect size of f* = .073 for a single
coefficient, 180 participants were needed and aimed at. Most of the subjects (n =
170, 75% of the total) were recruited via the METU Psychology Department’s
subject pool, which consists of psychology and non-psychology students enrolled in
the introductory courses offered by the department.

All the participants filled in the questionnaires online. The order of
presentation was such that the introductory page, which informed the participants
about the study and requested their consent, was followed by the main
questionnaires assessing humor styles, family environment, and parental warmth,
which appeared in a random order. Then came a five-item questionnaire assessing
how closely the participants resembled their parents in terms of their humor
appreciation. These five items were written by the present author and added for
exploratory purposes. The session ended with the presentation of a demographic
form.

Those METU students who were part of the subject pool received course
credit (0.5 point) for their participation in this study. The rest of the participants did
not receive any compensation.

The study was preregistered in the website of the Open Science Framework
before the data collection began. The registration form contains detailed information
on the study hypotheses, dependent variables examined, statistical analyses to be

conducted, and the sample size, and can be accessed via https://osf.io/vqjye/.

2.3. Measures

2.3.1. Humor Styles Questionnaire (Mizah Tarzlar1 Olgegi). This 32-item
self-report questionnaire deals with the four humor styles designed by Martin and
his colleagues (2003), with each style being measured by eight items. Affiliative
humor reflects the degree to which a person uses humor to make others laugh, and
how much he or she laughs and jokes around with others. Self-enhancing humor
measures the extent to which humor is utilized to get over unpleasant feelings or to
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disperse bad mood. Aggressive humor informs us about a person’s use of “put-
down” humor. Finally, self-defeating humor is defined as the production of humor at
the expense of the self. Scores for the items were averaged to form the score
representing each humor style. Cronbach’s alphas for the four styles were reported
to range from .77 to .81 in the above-mentioned study, which had a large sample of
1195 participants. The questionnaire was adapted to Turkish by Yerlikaya (2003). In
this adaptation study, internal reliability values were acceptable, ranging from .67 to
.78. Our sample yielded better internal reliability results, with Cronbach’s alpha
scores ranging from .803 to .884.

The questionnaire was adapted by the present author so that the participants
could also rate their parents on the same dimensions. The statements were changed
from first person singular to third person singular sentences with no reference to
gender. In order to avoid too many repetitions, parents were rated in a single
questionnaire, and rating options for both parents appeared after every item.
“Mother” was listed first under every statement, though the participants were free to
choose which parent to rate first. Internal reliability scores for the mother version
were as good as the self-report, and the alphas ranged from .802 to .890. The same
scores for the father version were exceptionally good (ranging from .881 to .895)
apart from the self-defeating humor subscale (.758). The reader may refer to Table 1
for detailed information on internal reliability.

The items in both versions appeared in a random order.

Table 1
Cronbach’s alpha scores for the different versions of the Humor Styles

Questionnaire used in the present study

Affiliative Self-enhance ~ Aggressive  Self-defeating

Version

Self .834 .884 811 .803
Mother .888 .890 .849 .802
Father .887 .895 .881 758
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2.3.2. McMaster Family Assessment Device (Aile Degerlendirme Olcegi).
This self-report questionnaire was developed by Epstein, Baldwin, and Bishop
(1983) in accordance with the McMaster model of family functioning, and adapted
to Turkish by Bulut (1990). It consists of 60 items answered using a 4-point Likert
scale, and its seven subscales are as follows: problem solving, communication, roles,
affective responsiveness, affective involvement, behavior control, and general
functioning. The subscales of problem solving, communication, affective
responsiveness, and general functioning were used in the present study to measure
family environment quality. In assessing internal reliability, the four subscales were
not considered separately, as the variable of interest was the family environment
quality. Cronbach’s alpha for the whole questionnaire comprising 33 items was

excellent (.943). The items appeared in a random order.

2.3.3. Parenting Styles Questionnaire (Cocuk Yetistirme Tutumlar:
Olcegi). Developed by Siimer and Giingér (1999), the 22-item questionnaire has two
subscales assessing parental warmth and acceptance, and parental discipline and
control. Only the subscale concerning warmth and acceptance, which has 11 items,
was used in this study. The questionnaire uses a 5-point Likert scale, with scores
ranging from 1 to 5.

Participants were asked to rate their mothers and fathers separately, though
in the same questionnaire. Rating options for the mother appeared first under every
statement. As in other cases, the items appeared randomly.

Cronbach’s alphas for the ratings on both the mother and the father were
especially good: .922 and .936, respectively.

The three questionnaires used can be found in the Appendices section.

2.4. Data Analysis

All the statistical analyses were run using SPSS v. 24.

To examine the two main hypotheses, multiple regression analyses were
conducted, with humor styles analyzed separately. For each style, participants’
humor style scores served as the outcome variable, and parents’ own corresponding
humor scores and family environment quality as predictor variables. It was
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originally planned to include mothers’ and fathers’ warmth/acceptance in these
analyses as well, in order to assess the unique effects of family environment and
parental warmth on humor styles. However, these two variables were decided to be
left out due to the following reasons: 1) The addition of the parental warmth
variables in question led to suppression situations, where paternal warmth had beta
weights significantly or marginally significantly different from zero, even though its
simple associations with the dependent variables as observed in the correlation
matrix were non-significant and nearly zero in such cases (affiliative and self-
enhancing humor). According to the description by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013),
family environment quality seems to act as a suppressor variable. In another case
(aggressive humor), paternal warmth was observed to change sign when five
predictors were all included, coming to have a positive beta weight, despite being a
significantly negative correlate of young adults’ aggressive humor and keeping its
negative association with the dependent variable in a multiple regression that
includes only family environment apart from itself. As a result, comparing unique
effects became meaningless in the full model context. 2) The variable of family
environment quality was strongly correlated with both measures of parental warmth
(r=.66 and .63, for maternal and paternal warmth/acceptance, respectively), leading
to concerns over multicollinearity.

The reader may refer to Table 8 in Appendix D for the results of the multiple
regression analyses carried out with the full set of predictors. For the sake of brevity,
only the results concerning affiliative humor and self-enhancing humor are
presented.

As a further examination of the modeling and reinforcement hypothesis from
the gender perspective, it was hypothesized that compared to opposite-sex dyads the
same-sex dyads would show a stronger association given the emphasis the social
learning theory places on similarity in the context of gender, and gender
socialization in family and school. This hypothesis was tested by statistically
comparing the correlations of father-son and mother-son dyads, as well as those of
father-daughter and mother-daughter dyads. To this end, an interactive calculator
designed by Lee and Preacher (2013) which is available from

http://quantpsy.org/corrtest/corrtest2.htm was utilized. This calculator tests whether

two correlation coefficients are equal that have been obtained from the same sample
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and have one variable in common (in the present case, humor scores of sons as well
as daughters). With an eye to avoid too many comparisons, one adaptive (affiliative
humor) and one maladaptive (aggressive humor) style were examined. The p-values
reported below were from two-tailed tests.

The possible moderator role of parental warmth in the modeling and
reinforcement hypothesis was explored using the Modprobe syntax written by Hayes
and Matthes (2009). For each humor style, parents’ scores served as the focal
variable, and those of the participants as the outcome variable. The influence of
mothers and fathers was explored separately. The moderator was a continuous
variable, and was treated as such. In view of the fact that the sample size was not
large enough for a solid test of a moderation effect, the analysis was considered as
exploratory.

No estimation was done for the missing data, most of which were observed
in parental humor and paternal warmth. Since analyses were carried out with those
participants who had no missing values in the set of variables included, the analyses
containing several variables suffered some noteworthy decrements in sample size.
Multiple regression analyses of affiliative and aggressive humor utilized data from
211 individuals, and those of the remaining two styles from 210. Likewise, the

moderation analyses were run with sample sizes ranging from 210 to 216.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Descriptive Statistics

The humor styles were correlated with each other to some extent, with the
correlation coefficients ranging from .152 to .392 (see Table 2). It is worth noting
that the two highest coefficients were observed in the relationships between the
styles belonging to the same category in terms of adaptiveness, and that the adaptive
styles of affiliative and self-enhancing humor were moderately correlated ( = .392).
The overall picture that emerged from these intercorrelations resembles the findings
of the original scale development study (Martin et al., 2003) and those of the scale
adaptation study (Yerlikaya, 2003), with the notable exceptions that affiliative and
self-defeating humor were unrelated in both sexes in the former study, and that self-

enhancing and aggressive humor showed no association in the latter.

Table 2

Descriptive statistics for and correlations among participants’ humor styles

1 2 3 4

1. Affiliative -

2. Self-enhancing 392%* -

3. Aggressive 226%* 189%**

4. Self-defeating 222%* 152% 286%* -

M 5.612 4.507 2.788 3.899

SD 926 1.256 1.033 1.111
* p<.05.
** p<.0l.
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As would be expected in a self-report study, the maladaptive humor styles
had lower average scores than the adaptive ones, with the aggressive humor (M =
2.788) being the lowest. Aggressive humor was even significantly lower than the
other maladaptive style, namely, self-defeating humor (M = 3.899), #226) = -
13.044, p <.001, 95% CI for the difference [.943, 1.278].

Furthermore, the means and standard deviations of maternal and paternal

humor styles are presented in Table 3 for comparison purposes.

Table 3

Descriptive statistics for parents’ humor styles

Affiliative Self-enhancing Aggressive Self-defeating

Mothers
M 4.961 3.474 2.665 2.981
SD 1.198 1.327 1.152 1.111
Fathers
M 5.229 3.651 3.258 2.947
SD 1.163 1.319 1.356 1.020

A clear pattern emerged concerning the associations between the
participants’ humor and the predictor variables present in the study. For each and
every humor style, a positive association was observed between the two generations,
regardless of the parents’ gender. However, the influence of the variables regarding
familial conditions diverged where the adaptiveness of the styles was concerned.
While family environment quality and parental warmth/acceptance showed negative
associations with the maladaptive styles of aggressive and self-defeating humor,
these same familial variables were found to be unrelated to the adaptive styles (see
Table 4). The last finding stands in stark contrast to what was reported in Kazarian,
Moghnie, and Martin (2010), which was focused on parental warmth, neglect, and
rejection. In this study, parental warmth was found to be significantly and positively
related to the affiliative and self-enhancing humor of university students, with the
correlation coefficients being .27 and .30 for the latter style.
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Table 4
Correlations between participants’ humor styles, parental humor, family

environment, and parental warmth and acceptance

MH* FH* FamEnv MW FW
Affiliative 255%* 363%* 091 067 -.026
Self-enhancing 284 264%* 114 .025 -.027
Aggressive 232%* 323%* -213**% - 157* -.194%*
Self-defeating 272%* 271 - 132% -.057 -.169%*

Note. MH, maternal humor; FH, paternal humor; FamEnv, family environment
quality; MW, maternal warmth; FW, paternal warmth.

* Maternal and paternal humor reflects the corresponding humor style at each row.
* p <.05.

** p<.0l.

Maternal and paternal warmth were found to be highly correlated with
family environment quality (» = .663 and .628, respectively). The former variables

were moderately correlated with each other (» = .465) (see Table 5).

Table 5

Descriptive statistics for and correlations among familial variables

1 2 3
1. Family Environment -
2. Maternal Warmth .663 -
3. Paternal Warmth .628 465 -
M 2.839 3.901 3.418
SD 557 .803 963

Note. All correlations were significant at p <.01.
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As to the gender differences regarding young adults’ humor, aggressive
humor was significantly higher for males (M = 3.302, SD = 1.174) than for females
(M = 2.603, SD = 914), #(221) = -4.575, p < .001, with the CI of the difference
being [.398, 1.000]. In contrast, the averages for males and females in the remaining
humor styles were strikingly close to each other (ps > .67). Importantly, males
showed higher self-defeating as well as aggressive humor than did females in earlier
studies carried out in such diverse places as Canada (Martin et al., 2003), Lebanon
(Kazarian, Moghnie, & Martin, 2010), and Turkey (Tumkaya, 2011; Basak & Can,
2014). It may be that the pattern observed in this study, which is characterized by a

gender difference only in aggressive humor, is a rare case.

3.2. Familial Variables Predicting Early Adulthood Humor Styles

Multiple linear regression analyses indicated that mothers’ and fathers’
humor were significant predictors of young adults’ humor in every style examined.
Family environment was a significant predictor only in the case of self-defeating
humor, though it also reached marginal significance when predicting aggressive
humor (p = .069). Findings related to family environment suggest that the variable
has a predictive quality only in relation to maladaptive humor.

For each style, the three-predictor model accounted for a rather small portion
of the variance, ranging from .11 to .16 (see Table 6). Yet, it should be noted that the
addition of gender to the model predicting aggressive humor, where a significant
difference was observed between the average scores of young men and women,

increased the explained variance from 14 to 22%.

3.3. Influence of Gender Similarity on Intergenerational Associations

Detailed information on the correlation coefficients among same-sex and
opposite-sex dyads is presented in Table 7. The relationship between young men’s
and their mothers’ affiliative humor is the only one that is not statistically significant
(r=-.021, p = .885).

Comparing the strength of the associations between same-sex and opposite-
sex dyads, the expected difference was found only in relation to the young men’s
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Table 6
Results of multiple regression analyses wherein young adults’ humor styles were

regressed against familial factors in three-predictor models

Affiliative Self-enhancing Aggressive Self-defeating
Beta p Beta p Beta p Beta p

MH* 185 007 239 002 .44 040 208  .004
FH* 327 001 .65 025 242 001  .194  .007
FamEnv -067 329 -017 803 -123 .069 -159  .015
R 161 114 142 (223)° 134

Note. MH, maternal humor; FH, paternal humor; FamEnv, family environment
quality. Statistically significant beta weights are emphasized in bold type.

* Maternal and paternal humor reflects the corresponding humor style at each
column.

® When gender is included in the model.

affiliative humor, in which the relationship with fathers was stronger than that with
mothers (p = .002). Although a tendency seemed to be present in the case of male
aggressive humor, the difference was not significant, as were those in the female

context (ps > .461).

Table 7

Correlations between young adults’ and their same-sex and opposite-sex parents’

humor

Males Females
Fathers Mothers Mothers Fathers

Affiliative 433 -.021 .349 342
Aggressive 410 295 254 304
N 50 52 164 161

Note. The elements of the bold pair are significantly different from each other, p =
.002.
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3.4. Paternal Warmth as Moderator of Intergenerational Associations

The results suggested that paternal warmth acted as a significant moderator
in the relationship between fathers’ and their children’s affiliative humor, R* change
=.034, F(1, 207) = 8.896, p = .003. The unstandardized slope for fathers showing
average warmth and acceptance was .397. The same coefficient for paternal warmth
one standard deviation below and above the mean was .248 and .546, respectively
(see Figure 1). When the analysis was run with maternal variables instead, the

interaction term was not significant (p = .35).
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Figure 1. The relationship between fathers’ and young adults’ affiliative humor as

moderated by paternal warmth and acceptance.

The same pattern emerged when the analysis was repeated with self-
enhancing humor, with the paternal but not maternal warmth acting as a moderator,
R? change = .039, F(1, 206) = 9.093, p = .003. The respective unstandardized slopes
were .057, .256, and .455 (see Figure 2), depending on the increasing values of

paternal warmth as used in the previous case.
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Figure 2. The relationship between fathers’ and young adults’ self-enhancing humor

as moderated by paternal warmth and acceptance.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The finding that parents’ humor styles were consistently associated with
those of their children in early adulthood even after considering their influence
together in the same model suggests parents play a role in the development of humor
use and styles. This is in line with the modeling and reinforcement hypothesis,
which argues that parents shape their children’s behavior through serving as models
to be imitated and reinforcing most of those behaviors and attitudes that are similar
to their own, if not all.

Importantly, positive associations between parents and their children were
observed not only in each and every humor style examined but also in both parents,
which is not in agreement with an earlier study that found that significant
relationships were peculiar to the same-sex dyads (McGhee, Bell, & Duftfey, 1986).
The results in this study strongly suggest otherwise. It appears that both parents
shape —to some degree at least - the types of humor preferred by their children and to
what degree they are used. That said, modelling and reinforcement mechanisms are
unlikely to single-handedly explain the associations observed. First of all,
intergenerational associations may be partly due to shared genes. A study also
focusing on the four humor styles indicates that monozygotic twins, compared to
dizygotic ones, have roughly twice as large correlations among themselves (Vernon,
Martin, Schermer, Cherkas, & Spector, 2008). Second, parents and children who are
similar in certain personality traits are expected to show similarities in certain humor
tendencies as well, especially with regard to two styles. Affiliative humor was found
to be moderately correlated with extraversion, and aggressive humor strongly (and
negatively) with agreeableness (Martin et al., 2003). Since the humor style measure
used deals with fo what degree one produces a certain type of humor in a definite
context rather than what is produced (the precise content), personality similarities, if

they existed in our sample to a large extent, must have been one of the factors
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behind the associations. Lastly, many family members share a cultural sphere, and in
some cases a subculture, and this may have effects on both generations, influencing
their humor-related tendencies in similar ways. If so, then modeling and
reinforcement would only serve as an additive factor by strengthening and building
on these foundations.

Family environment quality does not appear to have any influence on young
adults’ positive humor styles. Self-enhancing humor, which is essentially humor
used for coping purposes, is apparently unaffected by how bad the family
environment is, as opposed to what the stress and coping hypothesis suggests. The
same conclusion seems valid for affiliative humor, and we can argue that family
adjustment does not affect our general humor tendency in social settings. Thus, the
hypothesis does not seem to hold up well against these considerations. Needless to
say, humor can be used to cope with many kinds of problems and undesirable
emotions arising from diverse situations and incidents. Our results indicated,
however, no linear relationship between family environment quality and self-
enhancing humor, causing us to shift our attention away from the coping
mechanism.

On the other hand, family environment quality was found to be a significant
factor in the prediction of self-defeating humor, and a marginally significant one in
relation to aggressive humor, suggesting that family environment quality, a factor
that typically surrounds the young developing person and is highly likely to have
varied effects, may have some influence on our negative humor behavior. If it is
indeed the case that negative humor use increases as a result of problems linked to a
dysfunctional family environment, then this finding is worthy of attention since
increased maladaptive humor production is likely to add to problems a young person
is already facing due to an unfavorable family life, which is surely a strong negative
influence on human development. As aggressive humor becomes a regular part of
one’s social interactions, there should arise numerous cases where adolescents and
young adults find themselves in a difficult situation, both in the family and the
school setting, due to strained relationships. Likewise, high levels of self-defeating
humor could lead to problems among friends by betraying a lack of self-confidence,
which often underlies this humor style (Martin et al., 2003). Social problems could
also emerge when characteristics that could be regarded as weaknesses in a person

34



are made more conspicuous by such humor use and, as a result, more easily
exploited and made fun of by peers.

Furthermore, the finding related to family environment and aggressive
humor resonates with an earlier result from McGhee’s (1980) observational study, in
which elementary school girls’ verbal humor and hostility of humor produced
among themselves were negatively related to home environment, which was
assessed along such dimensions as the degree of conflict and the feeling of security
at home. Importantly, this finding and its interpretation by the author lie at the origin
of the stress and coping hypothesis mentioned in the writings of Manke (1998) and
Martin (2007). McGhee linked the increased verbal humor to attempts by girls to
cope with negative familial circumstances. Since both verbal humor and humor
hostility were related to home environment, it seems to be the case that the humor
observed was for the most part hostile. The relationship we observed between family
environment and aggressive humor fits well with this finding, and consequently, it
may well be argued that the increased verbal humor in McGhee’s study was simply
due to the influence of home environment on aggressive humor. While he
emphasized coping, McGhee also hinted on such an influence by remarking that
girls may have increased their verbal humor in order to release hostile feelings. In
short, McGhee’s finding that inspired the stress and coping hypothesis is in fact
explainable without regard to coping. That said, one could still argue that producing
hostile humor may help some young people cope with their problems and difficult
experiences and feel better, at least in the short run. The question is open for
discussion and future research, but we believe that the present study is not well-
equipped to treat it properly.

It should be remembered that our sample consisted mostly of young women,
and this might mean that it is women who are particularly sensitive to the quality of
the home setting. Considering this in combination with McGhee’s findings
concerning school-aged girls leads us to the possibility that females exhibit this
influence on their negative humor-related behaviors in various stages of
development.

As a last note to the first set of findings, the familial variables explained only
a small portion of the total variance in humor styles, as reflected in the rather low
values of variance accounted for (ranging from .11 to .16). In other words, a
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satisfactory explanation of interindividual differences regarding humor styles would
require the consideration of additional factors, personality being a good candidate.

As regards the role of gender similarity on intergenerational humor
associations, no strong evidence was found that supports the hypothesis that same-
sex dyads have a stronger relationship among themselves when compared to
opposite-sex ones. On the one hand, there were no signs of such a difference in the
mother-daughter pairs of our sample. On the other, the relationship between fathers’
and sons’ affiliative humor was significantly stronger than that among mother-son
dyads, with mothers’ humor bearing no relation at all to sons’ in this context.
Concerning aggressive humor, some difference was observed in the strength of
association between the father-son and mother-son pairs that favored the former,
though the comparison did not reach statistical significance. These findings suggest
that the hypothesis in question was not confirmed in a general manner, preventing us
from concluding that parents have a stronger influence on humor development when
the child is from the same sex category. Nevertheless, the proposed difference could
still be true depending on the context, such as the gender of the child or the aspect of
humor being examined.

The last set of results suggested that warmth and acceptance shown by
fathers moderated the relationship between the two generations with regard to both
of the adaptive humor styles, though the relatively small sample size should be kept
in mind when assessing the merit of these findings. As expected, the association
became significantly stronger as the fathers exhibited a more loving and caring
attitude towards their children. When we assume the validity of the findings, an
intriguing and baffling question arises: what are the reasons behind the observation
that paternal warmth has a moderating effect, while maternal warmth does not? The
moderation analysis was carried out as an extension of the modeling and
reinforcement hypothesis which places emphasis on the modeling mechanism.
Combining this with a gender-stereotype observation leads us to a plausible
explanation. It has been noted that according to certain stereotypic notions in
society, humor and especially humor production are considered a “guy thing”
(though such beliefs were disputed and contradicted by empirical work) (Martin,
2014). If this view is consciously or unconsciously internalized by a youngster at
some point in childhood or adolescence, then this could lead to his or her seeing the
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father as the only or the more important humor model in the family. In such cases
where the father has more weight than the mother in the eyes of the child, who is
consequently more “tuned in” to the former’s jokes or humorous remarks, it may be
that there is more room for influence for a moderator factor such as paternal warmth,
and that it plays a more important role in the degree to which the child acquires
parental characteristics. Meanwhile, the child might continue to be influenced by the
mother’s style acting in the background, affected less by her parental attitude.

An alternative explanation could be that the observed difference between
mothers and fathers was driven by variable characteristics. Compared to paternal
warmth, maternal warmth had a considerably higher average and a somewhat
smaller variance (see Table 5). This meant that lower portion of the paternal warmth
scores contained more of the values that would be considered low also in an absolute
sense. If the moderation effect depended on the presence of such low absolute values
to surface, then this may explain why it was seen only in relation to fathers.

The consideration and investigation of the familial factors all together that
were examined separately in earlier works, and of their relationships to one another
was a noteworthy aspect of the present study. The main contribution to the literature
was to present which factors were related to a particular humor style, and a rough
estimation of their total explanatory power with regard to individual differences. The
study with its Turkish sample is an addition to the small number of works in the
Turkish context, and also could be of help for future cross-cultural research. The
sample characteristics were satisfactory in that the sample was balanced in terms of
age and family income distribution, the subjects were not from a single academic
department or university, and a significant portion of the sample did not live with
both of their parents so that people with experiences outside the norm were also
represented. Another strength of the study was that participation was completely
anonymous and took place without any researcher or assistant present, and because
social desirability was assumed to affect the scoring of some factors, especially the
maladaptive humor styles, it was expected that being anonymous would increase the
truthful reporting of personal information. Finally, randomization was used in the
presention of both the questionnaires and items, minimizing the possibility of any

order effect.
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Limitations of the study include: 1) Intergenerational associations may
involve genetic effects in addition to the modeling and reinforcement mechanisms.
Besides, humor styles may be affected by the fact that family members share a
cultural sphere in many cases, and any link could also be partially due to a shared
subculture. Disentangling such influences from the pure effect of modeling and
reinforcement was beyond the scope of this study, and, as a result, no estimation was
offered for it. 2) There was a marked gender imbalance in the sample. Except for the
second set of analyses where male and female subjects were treated separately, the
results should be interpreted cautiously because the observed relationships and
effects may have been affected by this imbalance. In other words, the female
participants that formed the vast majority may have been the driving force behind
some or all of the findings. 3) The sample size was rather small for a moderation
analysis, and it was therefore regarded as exploratory. In addition, the analyses that
compared father-son and mother-son pairs were based on a small subsample of
about 50 young men. Although only bivariate correlations were examined in that
analysis, sampling error for the male subjects was definitively a bigger concern as
compared to the females. In both cases, additional research making use of a larger
sample is needed to clarify and confirm the findings. Replicating the moderation
effect appears especially important since it would be an indirect evidence supporting
our view that modeling plays a key role in the intergenerational associations
regarding humor. Carrying out a post-hoc sample size analysis in G*Power for a
reliable moderation analysis, we estimated the required sample size to be 305 when
aiming to achieve 95% power with a two-tailed test that takes an effect size of f* =
.043 for the interaction coefficient. The effect size was calculated using the results
from the first moderation analysis described in the Results section and an equation
appropriate for calculating local effect size, which was given and explained in the
work by Selya, Rose, Dierker, Hedeker, and Mermelstein (2012). 4) In the parental
questionnaires, mothers and fathers were rated one after the other. This may have
affected the responding in at least two ways: either repeating what was reported for
the mother when rating the father in cases where the parents are similar but not
exactly the same in a certain aspect of humor, or accentuating the differences
especially when there is a contrast in the eyes of the respondent. It could have been
better to have the participants fill in the parental questionnaires separately and
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preferably with other questionnaires in between, but this was deemed inconvenient
as it would make the participation too repetitive and possibly result in many
dropouts. 5) The use of self-report for the maladaptive styles of aggressive and self-
defeating humor is not the ideal method, and admittedly, it must have led to some
distortion in the data due to self-presentation concerns. At the same time, using self-
report ensured continuity with earlier studies that used the Humor Styles
Questionnaire, and enabled us to compare our findings with theirs. The obtaining of
reports from close others would have been a complicating factor in this regard.

A note on the self-defeating humor style could be helpful in interpreting the
relevant findings presented here and also for future research. This way of producing
humor was formulated as a maladaptive style by Martin and colleagues, but an
examination of the items assessing this style suggests that this may not be as clear-
cut in the Turkish context as it was presented in the original work. The content of
some items reflects behaviors that could be either adaptive or maladaptive
depending on the social context, especially in terms of how much collectivistic
values are endorsed. For instance, the item “Letting others laugh at me is my way of
keeping friends and family in good spirits” may well be adaptive for those who
socialize in collectivist circles, in which one would expect the well-being of the
group is prioritized. Besides, such items could also be adaptive or perhaps neutral if
the behavior described is actually a norm in the group, regardless of the cultural
context. These reservations are in no way intended as a rejection of the formulation
of the self-defeating style as negative. It was deemed, however, necessary to point to
the possibility that some of the items could be considered and may also in reality
work as an adaptive behavior in a less individualist social environment. This issue
complicates the interpretation of the findings to some extent, and also exemplifies
how complex a phenomenon humor is, and how difficult it is to fit in categories to
simplify the matter.

The present study investigated humor from one particular perspective.
Humor Styles Questionnaire is based on humor production, though a few of the
items deal with how one reacts to a certain style when used by others. Additional
studies with different perspectives are needed for a more comprehensive
understanding of the multifaceted phenomenon of humor. Future research could
make further contribution by looking at the subject from humor appreciation.
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Familial influences on humor appreciation could be analyzed by focusing on the
enjoyment of certain types of humor such as hostile, sexual, or sexist humor in a
manner similar to the present study. Alternatively, the researcher may choose to take
a content-based approach by having young adults and their parents rate cartoons,
jokes, short stories, or video clips. This would certainly result in fruitful research
shedding light on the intergenerational continuities (and discontinuities) regarding
humor appreciation in Turkey.

Aggressive humor is an important part of a major social issue, namely, peer
victimization or bullying. Forms of humor belonging to this behavior, such as
hostile teasing, ridicule, and name-calling are widespread in schools, and used by
bullies either as the dominant method or in combination with physical and/or
relational aggression (Rigby, 2004). Bullying leads to serious problems in victims
that include social-cognitive deficits, depression, impaired school performance, and
school avoidance, or exacerbates already existing difficulties, and consequently
there have been repeated calls to minimize this problematic behavior in children and
adolescents (Berk, 2009). Working with parents has been recommended (Limper,
2000) as a valuable component to those forming interventions to tackle peer
victimization, and our results support this view. It could make a difference to detect
parents of bullies who use aggressive humor themselves to a high degree, and have
them change their ways to set a more prosocial example to their children. It could
also be helpful to make suggestions to interested parents to help them form and
sustain a more functional family environment. Intervention projects are likely to

benefit from such approaches when designing comprehensive programs.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

Humor is an impressive phenomenon characterized by complexity. With or
without language, humans have used humor in various ways and for many purposes,
and showed or developed different tastes in appreciating it. Taking a developmental
perspective, this study dealt with the familial influences behind early adulthood
humor in the frame of two hypotheses voiced in the literature, and in addition to
searching for evidence supporting them, additional analyses were done in order to
probe these hypotheses further. The focus of the study was on humor styles, which
were, along with the related factors examined, reported by participants through
online questionnaires.

Parents’ and their children’s humor were found to be consistently and
positively associated when the same humor style was examined, and this constituted
a supporting evidence for the hypothesis that children take their parents as models
also in relation to humor, and relationships are apparently still present even in early
adulthood. Overall, family environment and parental warmth seemed to be of lesser
importance, and appeared influential only with regard to maladaptive humor. On the
one hand, the results did not support the basic tenet of the stress and coping
hypothesis, as the self-enhancing humor was not found to be negatively related to
family environment quality. On the other, they drew our attention to the links to
negative humor discussed above that are potentially informative to interventions
aiming to create healthier settings for children and adolescents.

Same-sex dyads were expected to have a stronger association concerning
humor styles as compared to opposite-sex ones. However, only partial evidence was
found for it, and the results indicate this could indeed be the case for father-son
pairs. Admittedly, additional research is needed to clarify these blurry findings.
Finally, exploratory analyses suggested that paternal warmth moderated the

relationship between fathers’ and their adult children’s humor, and as expected, the
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associations became stronger as paternal warmth increased. It has been argued that
having a fondness for the model facilitates the modeling process, and since parental
warmth predominantly leads to affection in children for the parent, this analysis was
considered as an indirect evidence supporting the modeling and reinforcement
hypothesis. Nevertheless, this set of findings requires replication with a larger
sample in order to be conclusive.

Humor is an essential part of our daily life. We use it to enhance
relationships, to disperse a bad mood, to dominate others, to get away from a
problem, and so on. In addition to affecting our everyday interactions and close
relationships, it even affects how much we like distant figures we see and read about
in the media. And comedy has been a favourite pastime since the ancient times. Yet,
I believe humor is still an underresearched area which in fact promises to reveal so
much about the basic human nature and the transitions humans go through, as well
as individual and cultural differences. Apart from psychological research, language,
cultural and gender studies will hopefully continue their work on this field, and I

hope this work is a contribution, albeit small, to that end.
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APPENDICES

A. HUMOR STYLES QUESTIONNAIRE

Biraz katilmiyorum

Kesinlikle
Katilmryorum

Trataleanax

1. Genellikle ¢ok fazla giilmem ya da
baskalariyla sakalasmam.

5. Insanlari giildiirmek icin ¢ok fazla
ugragsmam gerekmez — dogustan esprili
bir insan gibiyimdir.

9.Basimdan gecen komik seyleri
anlatarak insanlar1 pek gilildiirmem.

13. Yakin arkadaglarimla ¢ok sik
sakalasir ve giilerim.

17. Genellikle fikra anlatmaktan ve
insanlar1 eglendirmekten hoslanmam.
21. Insanlar1 giildiirmekten hoslanirim.
25. Arkadaslarimla ¢ok sik sakalagmam.
29. Baskalariyla birlikteyken genellikle
sOyleyecek esprili seyler diisiinemem.

2. Moralim bozuk oldugunda kendimi
mizahla neselendirebilirim.

6. Tek basima bile olsam ¢ogunlukla
yasamin gariplikleriyle eglenirim.

10. Uzgiin ya da mutsuzsam, kendimi
daha iyi hissetmek i¢in genellikle o
durumla ilgili giiliing bir seyler
diisiinmeye ¢aligirim.

14. Yasama kars1 takindigim mizahi
bakis agis1, benim olaylar karsisinda asir1
derecede tliziilmemi ya da kederlenmemi
onler.

18. Tek baginaysam ve mutsuzsam,
kendimi neselendirecek giiliing seyler
diisiinmeye ¢aligirim.

ArIAa

Ne katiliyorum ne
Tratalenaxr

Biraz katiliyorum
Katiliyorum
Tamamiyla

1 _ 4
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22. Kederli ya da lizgiinsem genellikle
mizahi bakis agimi kaybederim.

26. Tecriibelerime gore bir durumun
eglendirici yanlarini diistinmek sorunlarla
basa ¢ikmada ¢ogunlukla etkili bir
yoldur.

30. Neselenmek i¢in bagkalariyla birlikte
olmam gerekmez, genellikle tek
basimayken bile giilecek seyler
bulabilirim.

3. Birisi hata yaptiginda ¢ogunlukla
onunla bu konuda dalga gegerim.

7. Insanlar asla benim mizah anlayisim
yliziinden glicenmez ya da incinmezler.
11. Espri yaparken ya da komik bir sey
sOylerken genellikle karsimdakilerin
bunu nasil kaldiracagini pek
onemsemem.

15. Insanlarin, mizah1 baskalarini
elestirmek ya da asagilamak icin
kullanmalarindan hoslanmam.

19. Bazen 0yle komik seyler gelir ki
aklima bunlar insanlar1 incitebilecek,
yakisik almaz seyler olsa bile, kendimi
tutamam sOylerim.

23. Biitiin arkadaglarim bunu yapiyor
olsa bile, bir bagkasiyla alay edip ona
giilerlerken asla onlara eslik etmem.

27. Birinden hoslanmazsam ¢ogunlukla
onu kiigiik diistirmek i¢in hakkinda
espriler yapar ya da alay ederim.

31. Bir sey bana gercekten giiliing gelse
bile, birini glicendirecekse eger, buna
giilmem ya da bununla ilgili espri
yapmam.

4. Insanlarin benimle dalga gecmelerine
ya da bana giilmelerine gereginden fazla
izin veriyorum.

8. Kendimi yermem ailemi ya da
arkadaslarimi giildiiriiyorsa eger,
cogunlukla bu isi kendimden gecerek
yaparim.

12. Cogunlukla kendi giicsiizliiklerim,
gaflarim ya da hatalarimla ilgili giiliing
seylerden sz ederek, insanlarin beni
daha ¢ok sevmesini ya da kabul etmesini
saglamaya ¢aligirim.

16. Cogunlukla kendi kendimi kétiileyen




ya da alaya alan espriler yapmam.

20. Espriler yaparken ya da komik
olmaya ¢alisirken ¢ogunlukla kendimi
gereginden fazla elestiririm.

24. Arkadaslarimla ya da ailemle
birlikteyken ¢cogunlukla hakkinda espri
yapilan ya da dalga gecilen kisi ben
olurum.

28. Sorunlarim varsa ya da lizglinsem,
cogunlukla gercek duygularimi, en yakin
arkadaslarim bile anlamasin diye, espriler
yaparak gizlerim.

32. Bagkalarinin bana giilmesine izin
vermek; benim, ailemi ve arkadaslarimi
neselendirme tarzimdir.
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B. MCMASTER FAMILY ASSESSMENT DEVICE

[lisikte aileler hakkinda 60 ciimle bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her ciimleyi dikkatlice
okuduktan sonra, sizin ailenize ne derecede uyduguna karar veriniz. Onemli olan,
sizin ailenizi nasil gordiigiiniizdiir. Her climle i¢in 4 se¢enek s6z konusudur (4ynen
Katilivorum/ Biiyiik Olciide Katiliyyorum/ Biraz Katilyyorum/ Hic Katilmiyorum).

Her ciimlenin yaninda 4 segenek icin de ayri yerler ayrilmistir. Size uygun secenege
(X) isareti koyunuz. Her ciimle i¢in uzun, uzun diisiinmeyiniz. Miimkiin oldugu
kadar ¢abuk ve samimi cevaplar veriniz. Kararsizliga diigserseniz, ilk akliniza gelen
dogrultusunda hareket ediniz. Liitfen her ciimleyi cevapladiginizdan emin olunuz.

Biiyiik
Aynen | Olgiide Biraz Hig
Katihi- Katihi- Katili- | Katilmi-
yorum | yorum | yorum yorum

1.Ailece ev disinda program yapmada gii¢liik
cekeriz, ¢linkii aramizda fikir birligi
saglayamay1z.

2.Ginliik hayatimizdaki sorunlarin
(problemlerin) hemen hepsini aile iginde
hallederiz.

3.Evde biri iizgiin ise, diger aile iiyeleri bunun
nedenlerini bilir.

4.Bizim evde, kisiler verilen her gorevi diizenli
bir sekilde yerine getirmezler.

5.Evde birinin basi derde girdiginde, digerleri
de bunu kendilerine fazlasiyla dert ederler.

6.Bir sikint1 ve iizlinti ile karsilagtigimizda,
birbirimize destek oluruz.

7.Ailemizde acil bir durum olsa, sasirip kaliriz.

8.Bazen evde ihtiyacimiz olan seylerin
bittiginin farkina varmayiz.

9.Birbirimize kars1 olan sevgi, sefkat gibi
duygularimizi agiga vurmaktan kaginiriz.

10.Gerektiginde aile iiyelerine gorevlerini
hatirlatir, kendilerine diigen isi yapmalarini
saglariz.

11.Evde dertlerimizi tiziintiilerimizi birbirimize
sOylemeyiz.

12.Sorunlarimizin ¢dziimiinde genellikle ailece
aldigimiz kararlar1 uygulariz.

13.Bizim evdekiler, ancak onlarin hosuna
giden seyler sdyledigimizde bizi dinlerler.

14.Bizim evde bir kisinin sdylediklerinden ne
hissettigini anlamak pek kolay degildir.

15.Ailemizde esit bir gorev dagilim1 yoktur.
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16.Ailemizin iiyeleri, birbirlerine hoggoriilii
davranirlar.




17.Evde herkes basina buyruktur.

18.Bizim evde herkes, sdylemek istediklerini
tistii kapali degil de dogrudan birbirlerinin
yliziine soyler.

19.Ailede bazilarimiz, duygularimizi belli
etmeyiz.

20.Acil bir durumda ne yapacagimizi biliriz.

21.Ailecek, korkularimizi ve endigelerimizi
birbirimizle tartigmaktan kaginiriz.

22.Sevgi, sefkat gibi olumlu duygularimizi
birbirimize belli etmekte giigliik ¢ekeriz.

23.Gelirimiz (licret, maas) ihtiyaglarimizi
karsilamaya yetmiyor.

24 Ailemiz, bir problemi ¢dzdiikten sonra, bu
¢Oziimiin ise yarayip yaramadiZini tartigir.

25.Bizim ailede herkes kendini diisiiniir.

26.Duygularimizi birbirimize agik¢a
sOyleyebiliriz.

27.Evimizde banyo ve tuvalet bir tiirlii temiz
durmaz.

28.Aile iginde birbirimize sevgimizi
gostermeyiz.

29.Evde herkes her istedigini birbirinin yiiziine
sOyleyebilir.

30.Ailemizde, her birimizin belirli gérev ve
sorumluluklar vardir.

31.Aile iginde genellikle birbirimizle pek iyi
gecinemeyiz.

32.Ailemizde sert-kotii davraniglar ancak belli
durumlarda gosterilir.

33.Ancak hepimizi ilgilendiren bir durum
oldugu zaman birbirimizin isine karigiriz.

34.Aile iginde birbirimizle ilgilenmeye pek
zaman bulamiyoruz.

35.Evde genellikle sdylediklerimizle, sdylemek
istediklerimiz birbirinden farklidir.

36.Aile iginde birbirimize hosgoriilii davraniriz

37.Evde birbirimize, ancak sonunda kisisel bir
yarar saglayacaksak ilgi gosteririz.

38.Ailemizde bir dert varsa, kendi igimizde
hallederiz.

39.Ailemizde sevgi ve sefkat gibi giizel
duygular ikinci plandadir.

40.Ev islerinin kimler tarafindan yapilacagin
hep birlikte konugarak kararlastiririz.

41.Ailemizde herhangi bir seye karar vermek
her zaman sorun olur.

42 Bizim evdekiler sadece bir ¢ikarlart oldugu
zaman birbirlerine ilgi gdsterir.

43.Evde birbirimize kars1 agik sozliiyiizdiir.

44.Ailemizde higbir kural yoktur.

45.Evde birinden bir sey yapmasi istendiginde
mutlaka takip edilmesi ve kendisine
hatirlatilmasi gerekir.
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46.Aile iginde, herhangi bir sorunun
(problemin) nasil ¢oziilecegi hakkinda
kolayca karar verebiliriz.

47.Evde kurallara uyulmadig1 zaman ne
olacagini bilmeyiz.

47.Bizim evde akliniza gelen her sey olabilir.

49.Sevgi, sefkat gibi olumlu duygularimizi
birbirimize ifade edebiliriz.

50.Ailede her tiirlii problemin iistesinden
gelebiliriz.

51.Evde birbirimizle pek iyi geginemeyiz.

52.Sinirlenince birbirimize kiiseriz.

53.Ailede bize verilen gorevler pek hosumuza
gitmez ¢iinkii genellikle umdugumuz
gorevler verilmez.

54.Ko6tii bir niyetle olmasa da evde birbirimizin
hayatina ¢ok karisiyoruz.

55.Ailemizde kisiler herhangi bir tehlike
karsisinda (yangin, kaza gibi) ne
yapacaklarini bilirler, ¢iinkii boyle
durumlarda ne yapilacagi aramizda
konusulmus ve belirlenmistir.

56.Aile iginde birbirimize giiveniriz.

57.Aglamak istedigimizde, birbirimizden
cekinmeden rahatlikla aglayabiliriz.

58.Isimize (okulumuza) yetismekte giigliik
cekiyoruz.

59.Aile i¢inde birisi, hoslanmadigimiz bir sey
yaptiginda ona bunu a¢ikca sdyleriz.
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60.Problemimizi ¢6zmek i¢in ailecek ¢esitli
yollar bulmaya calisiriz.




C. PARENTING STYLES QUESTIONNAIRE

Asagida anneniz ve babanizla olan iliskileriniz hakkinda ciimleler verilmistir. Sizden
istenen, cocuklugunuzu ve genel olarak anne-babanizla iliskinizi diisiinerek her bir
climlenin sizin i¢in ne derece dogru oldugunu ilgili yeri isaretleyerek belirtmenizdir.
Bunu anne ve babaniz i¢in ayr1 ayr1 yapmanizi istemekteyiz. Higbir maddenin dogru
veya yanlis cevab1 yoktur. Onemli olan her ciimle ile ilgili olarak kendi durumunuzu
dogru bir sekilde yansitmanizdir.

Annem Babam
hig dogru | kismen | dogru ¢ok hig dogru | kismen | dogru ¢ok
dogru | degil dogru dogru | dogru | degil dogru dogru
degil degil

1. Benimle sik
sik rahatlatici
bir sekilde
konusurdu.

2. Nasil
davranacagim
ya da ne
yapacagim
konusunda
bana hep
yararl fikirler
vermistir.

3. Sorumlarim
oldugunda
onlar1 daha
acik bir sekilde
gormemde hep
yardimci
olmustur.

4. Sorunlarimi
¢6zmemde
destek olurdu.

5. Sevgi ve
yakinligina her
zaman
glivenmigimdir.

6. Hicbir
zaman fazla
yakin bir
iliskimiz
olmadi.

7. Bir
problemim
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oldugunda ona
anlatmaktansa,
kendime
saklamay1
tercih ederdim.

8. Onunla
birbirimize ¢ok
bagliydik.

9. Onun
diistincelerine
ters gelen bir
sey yaptigimda
suc¢lamazdi.

10. Bir
sorunum
oldugunda
bunu hemen
anlarda.
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11. Higbir
zaman benim
ne hissettigimle
veya

ne
distindiigiimle
gergekten
ilgilenmedi.




D. RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES IN FIVE PREDICTOR

Table 8

Results of multiple regression analyses wherein young adults’ humor styles were

MODELS

regressed against familial factors in five-predictor models

Affiliative Self-enhancing

Beta p Beta p
MH* 149 .030 214 .006
FH* 411 .001 .196 012
FamEnv .021 .827 121 238
MW .093 279 -.056 535
FwW -.268 .002 -.162 .070
R 201 131

Note. MH, maternal humor; FH, paternal humor; FamEnv, family environment
quality; MW, maternal warmth; FW, paternal warmth. Statistically significant beta
weights are emphasized in bold type.

* Maternal/paternal humor reflects the corresponding humor style at each column.
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F. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Giris

Mevcut calisgma geng yetiskinlerin mizah1 {izerindeki ailevi etmenleri
incelemektedir. Mizah, dogas1 geregi farkli bakis agilarindan incelenmeye uygun bir
konudur. Ornegin, gegmiste belirli bir tiir mizahin kimlerin daha ¢ok hosuna gittigi,
kimlerin daha siklikla bir mizah tiirii olan sakayir kullandigi, ve erkek ve kadin
karikatiiristlerin liretimlerinin hangi yonlerden ayristig1 gibi konularda aragtirmalar
yapilmistir. Onceki c¢alismalara sekil veren bakis agilarindan biri de mizah
tarzlaridir, ve bu ¢alisma da farkli mizah tarzlarini ele alacak sekilde tasarlanmistir.
Dolayistyla geng yetiskinlerin mizahina iliskin ailenin gelisimsel rolii incelenirken
farkl1 mizah tarzlarina ayr1 ayri bakilmistir. Ilgili literatiiri gozden gegirmeden énce

mizah tarzlarini kisaca betimlemek faydali olacaktir.

Mizah Tarzlan

Bu c¢alisma Rod Martin’in tasarladigi dort mizah tarzin1 kullanmstir.
Bunlardan olumlu kabul edilen iki tanesi katilimci ve kendini gelistirici mizahtir,
olumsuz ya da zararli goriilen diger ikisi ise saldirgan ve kendini yikici mizahtir.

Katilimer  mizah  bagkalariyla ne sikhikta giiliip  sakalagtigimiz,
cevremizdekileri ne siklikla giildiirdiigiimiiz ve giildirmekten ne kadar keyif
aldigimizla ilgilidir. Yazarlara gore bu mizah tarzinin kisinin sosyal iliskilerine
olumlu bir etkisi vardir ve genel olarak zararsiz bir igerige sahiptir (Martin, Puhlik-
Doris, Larsen, Gray ve Weir, 2003).

Kendini gelistirici mizah kisinin morali bozukken neselenmek veya daha iyi
hissetmek i¢cin mizahi kullanabilmesi, hayata mizahla bakabilme sayesinde kotii
duygulara engel olmasi, ve tek basina da olsa birseyi komik bulabilme ya da
giilebilmesi ile ilgilidir. Bu mizah tarzina sahip olma kisinin kendisi i¢in olumlu bir
ozellik olarak goriilmektedir (Martin ve digerleri, 2003).

Saldirgan mizah giinliik hayattan asina oldugumuz alay, saldirgan ya da

diismanca takilma, ve igneleyici ironi gibi degisik formlarda karsimiza ¢ikar. Hedef
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olan kisiyi iizebilecegi ya da farkli bir sekilde zarar verebilecegi gibi saldirgan
mizahi iireten kisi ve buna maruz kalan kisi arasindaki iligkiyi de zedelemesi
olasidir. Buna ek olarak yazarlar bu tiir mizahi iireten kiginin bagkalar1 {izerinden
kendini ytikselttigini diisiiniir (Martin ve digerleri, 2003).

Kendini yikict mizah kisinin kendisini kiiglik diisiiren mizah kullanimidir.
Amacin ¢cogunlukla bagkalarina kendini sevdirmek ya da baskalarinin onayimi almak
oldugu diistintilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, bir yandan bagka insanlarla olan iliskileri iyi
tutmak i¢in kullanildig1 sdylenebilirken, obiir yandan ¢ok kullanildiginda kisinin
kendi akil saglig1 i¢in bir tehdittir ¢ilinkii kisi bagka insanlarin yaninda kendini kiigiik
diistiriir ve baz1 durumlarda duygusal ihtiyaglarini bastirir (Martin ve digerleri,
2003).

Bu mizah tarzlarinin kisilik 6zellikleriyle olan iliskileri hakkinda temel

bulgular ana metinde bulunabilir.

Cocuklarda ve Ergenlerde Mizaha Dair Kisilerarasi Farklarin Ac¢iklanmasi

Mizah gelisimi konusunda ¢ocuklarin ve ergenlerin mizahindaki kisilerarasi
farklar1 agiklamaya c¢alisan ¢aligmalarda ii¢ bakis agis1 gdze carpar: genetik; ailevi
etmenleri iceren ve kisilik 6zelliklerini kullanan ¢aligmalar. Bu 6zette sadece ailevi
etmenleri konu alan hipotez ve ¢alismalardan bahsedilecektir.

Literatiirde ailevi etmenlere dair iki hipotez 6ne siiriilmiistiir: (a) model alma
ve pekistirme hipotezi ve (b) stres ve basa ¢ikma hipotezi (Manke, 1998; Martin,
2007). ilkine gore, mizahi seven ve hayatlarinda mizaha onemli bir yer veren
ebeveynler ¢cocuklarina model olacaklardir. Ayrica, boyle ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarinin
mizah denemelerine destek olmalar1 ve onlar1 pekistirmeye calismalar1 olasidir.
Dolayisiyla, bu tiirden anne ve babanin cocuklarinin mizahla daha ¢ok i¢ ice
olmalar1 beklenmektedir. ikinci hipoteze gére, olumsuz bir aile ortaminda yetisen
cocuklarin mizahi yonii, sorunlarla bas etmeye calisirken kuvvetlenebilir.

Birinci hipotezi destekleyen bulgular bildigimiz kadartyla azdir. McGhee,
Bell ve Duffey’in (1986) yiiriittiigii c¢alismada erkek ve kadin {iniversite
ogrencilerinden kendilerinin ne siklikta mizah iirettiklerini ve anne, babalarinin
kendileri biiyiime ¢agindayken iirettikleri mizah1 degerlendirmeleri istenmistir.
Erkek ogrencilerin mizah {tretim sikliginin babalarinin  gegmiste sergiledigi
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sakalasma ve oyuncu takilma miktar1 ile pozitif iliskide oldugu bulunmustur.
Sonuglar model alma ve pekistirme hipotezinin yalnizca baba-ogul ¢iftinde gegerli
olduguna isaret eder.

Ikinci hipotezle ilgili ve destekler goriinen bazi bulgular mevcuttur.
McGhee’nin (1980) yuvaya ve ilkokula gitmekte olan c¢ocuklarla yliriittigii
arastirmada ilkokula giden kizlarda ev ortami1 durumunun, akranlariyla beraberken
irettikleri sozel mizah miktar1 ve mizahin saldirganlig: ile negatif iligkide oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Bu iliski erkek ¢cocuklarda saptanmamigtir. McGhee bu bulguya, Freud
ve Wolfenstein gibi mizaha dair yazilar1 bulunan eski yazarlara gonderme yaparak,
sorunlarla baga ¢ikma perspektifinden bakmistir ve mizahin olumsuz aile ortaminin
sebep oldugu duygularla basa ¢ikmada bir yontem olarak kullanildigi sonucuna
varir. Anlasildigl kadariyla, bu yorum ilerleyen yillarda yazilan metinlere stres ve
basa ¢ikma hipotezi olarak ge¢mistir. Ilaveten sdylemek gerekir ki, aym calismada
annenin 0-6 yas arast gosterdigi sefkat ilkokula giden kiz ve oglanlarin mizah
degiskenleriyle alakasiz ¢ikmustir.

Prasinos ve Tittler (1981) aile ortaminin ve babaya olan mesafenin ergenlik
cagindaki erkeklerin mizahina olan etkilerini incelemistir. Mizahi egilimlerinin
kuvvetine gore li¢ gruba ayirdiklar1 genclerin en yiiksek mizaha sahip grubunda aile
ortaminin diger gruplara kiyasla daha ¢ok catigma icerdigi saptanmistir. Ayrica, bu
grup, babaya en fazla mesafe bildirmis olan gruptur. Bu bulgularin stres ve basa
¢ikma hipotezini destekler nitelikte oldugu soylenebilir.

Ilgili galismalarin az sayida oldugu goéz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda bir
sonuca varmaktan kag¢inilmasi dnerilmistir (Martin, 2007). Goriinen o ki, bu konuya
iliskin sadece bir arastirma daha yapilmistir. Liibnan’da {iniversite 6grencileriyle
yliriitiilen bu caligmada mizah tarzlar1 ve ¢ocuklukta yaganmis ebeveynin sevgi ve
reddedisi gibi faktorler arasindaki iliskiler incelenmistir. Genel olarak, olumlu mizah
tarzlarinin hem anne hem de babanin gosterdigi sevgi ve yakinlikla pozitif, ihmal ve
reddedis ile negatif iliskide oldugu bulunmustur. Olumsuz mizah tarzlar ile ayni
ebeveyn degiskenleri arasindaki iligkiler i¢in tam tersi s6z konusudur (Kazarian,
Moghnie ve Martin, 2010).

Bu calismanin sonuglarinin  McGhee’nin (1980) yukarida sozii gegen
calismasindaki aile ortami-mizah bulgusuyla, en azindan ilk bakista, uyumsuz
oldugu dikkate degerdir. Kazarian ve digerlerinin ¢aligmasina gore, aile degiskenleri
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kotiilestikge kiginin genel mizah egilimini yansittigini sdyleyebilecegimiz katilimer
mizah, ve de kendini gelistirici mizah azalmaktadir. Obiir yandan, olumsuz mizah
tarzlar1 aile degiskenleri kotiilestikge artis gosterir. 1ki ¢alismanin sonugclarini
birlikte yorumlarsak, McGhee’nin aslinda 6nemli bir noktaya isaret ettigini ama
kotii aile ortaminin sadece olumsuz mizah tarzlar iizerinde artirict bir etkisi
oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. McGhee’nin ¢alismasinda goriilen aile ortami1 ve mizahin

saldirganlig1 arasindaki negatif iliski de bu yorumu destekler niteliktedir.

Mevcut Calisma

Bu calismada geg¢mis literatiirde dile getirilmis iki hipoteze iliskin ilave
bulgulara ulasmak disinda, konuya yeni perspektiflerden bakmak hedeflenmistir.

Model alma ve pekistirme hipotezi baglaminda ebeveynin ve geng yetiskin
cocuklarinin mizahi arasindaki iliskiler incelenmistir. Dort mizah tarzina ayri ayri
bakilmig, ve hem anne hem de baba ele alinmigtir. Tiim mizah tarzlarinda ve hem
anne hem baba i¢in pozitif nesillerarasi iliski beklenmektedir.

Buna ek olarak, ayni cinsiyetten ebeveyn ve ¢ocuklarin farkli cinsiyete sahip
ciftlere gore daha kuvvetli mizah iliskilerine sahip olmasi éngoriilmektedir. Ornegin,
babalar ve ogullar arasindaki mizah iligkisinin anne-ogul arasindakine kiyasla daha
kuvvetli olmas1 kastedilmektedir.

Model alma ve pekistirme hipotezine dair son inceleme ebeveynin sevgi ve
ilgisinin nesiller arasi iliskileri etkileyip etkilemedigi lizerinedir. Baska bir deyisle,
ebeveynin sevgisinin olast moderasyon etkisi arastirilmistir. Hem anne hem de
babada, daha fazla sevgi ve ilginin iki nesil arasindaki mizah iliskisini
kuvvetlendirecegi diisiiniilmiistiir.

Stres ve basa ¢ikma hipotezine iliskin, aile ortami kotiilestikge kendini

gelistirici mizah kullaniminin artmasi beklenmektedir.
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Yontem

Katihimcilar

168’1 kadin olan 227 geng yetiskin calismada katilimct olarak yer almistir.
Yaslariin ortalamasi 20.67 (Ss = 1.33) olan katilimcilar agirlikli olarak {iniversite
ogrencisidir (n = 219) ve yas aralifi 18 ve 25 arasindadir. Ailenin aylik gelir
seviyesi, dengeli bir dagilim gostermekle beraber, 2000-4000 (37%) ve 4000-6000
(23%) araliklarinda yogunlagmistir. Katilimcilarin babalarinin yilizde 55°1 tiniversite
mezunu, yiizde 23’i lise mezunu olarak, annelerin ise yiizde 44’ii liniversite mezunu
ve ylizde 24’1 lise mezunu olarak gosterilmistir. Annelerin ylizde 20’sinin sadece
ilkokul egitimi almis olmalarindan O6rneklemin kayda deger bir 6zelligi olarak
bahsedilebilir. Bu oran babalarda yaklasik olarak annelerdekinin yarisidir (11%).

Katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugu (n = 176) ergenlik donemi baslangici ve tiniversite

donemi baglangic1 arasindaki yillarini anne ve babalari ile gegirmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Calisma veri toplama baslamadan 6nce Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nin
(ODTU) insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu tarafindan onaylanmustir (Onay protokol
numarasi: 2018-SOS-002). Veri toplama Mart 2018’de baslamis ve iki ay stirmiistiir.
Katilimcilara ulasmada esas olarak ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii’niin katilime1 havuzu
kullanilmistir.

Katilim internet ortaminda doldurulan anketler vasitasiyla gerceklesmistir.
Analiz edilecek anketler rastgele bir sirayla katilimecilarin karsisina ¢ikmustir.

Calisma plani veri toplama 6ncesinde Open Science Framework adli web
sayfasinda kayit altina alimmistir. Bu kayitta hipotezler, yapilacak istatistiksel

analizler, ve d6rneklem biiytikliigli gibi mevzular detayl bir bicimde not edilmistir.
Veri Toplama Araclar
Mizah Tarzlar1 Olgegi. 32 maddeden olusan anket kisinin bu lgegin ele

aldig1 dort mizah tarzindan her birini ne dl¢lide kullandig1 ya da benimsedigini 6lger.
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2003 yilinda Yerlikaya tarafindan Ingilizce’den Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmustir. Sozii
gecen mizah tarzlar sunlardir: Katilimer mizah, kendini gelistirici mizah, saldirgan
mizah ve kendini yikict mizah. I¢ tutarlilk degerleri orjinal ¢alismada (Martin,
Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2003) .77 ve .81, uyarlama c¢aligmasinda .67 ve
.78, mevcut ¢alismada ise .80 ve .88 arasindadir.

Anne ve babalarin mizah tarzlariin 6l¢iilebilmesi i¢in ebeveyn versiyonu
olusturulmustur. Bu versiyonlarin i¢ tutarlilik degerleri 6zbildirim versiyonuna ait
olanlara benzerlik gosterir. Bu degerlere dair ayrmtili bilgi Ingilizce metinde Tablo

1’de mevcuttur.

Aile Degerlendirme Olcegi. Epstein, Baldwin ve Bishop (1983) tarafindan
gelistirilen orjinal 6lgek Bulut (1990) tarafindan Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmistir. Dortlii
likert 6l¢egi kullanan 6zbildirim anketinde 60 madde vardir. Bu ¢alismada aile
ortami kalitesini Ol¢erken yedi altdl¢ekten dordii kullanilmistir. Toplam 33 madde
eden bu altolcekler sdyledir: problem ¢dzme, iletisim, duygusal tepki verebilme, ve
genel iglevler. Kullanilan bu kisa versiyonun i¢ tutarlilik degeri mevcut ¢aligmada

cok yiiksek ¢cikmigtir (.94).

Cocuk Yetistirme Tutumlar Olcegi. Siimer ve Giingdr (1999) tarafindan
gelistirilmis olan bu dlgek 2 altdlgekten olusur: biri anne ve babanin gosterdigi ilgi,
sevgi ve kabul, digeri ise ebeveyn tarafindan uygulanan siki denetim ve kontrol ile
ilgilidir. iki altdlgek de 11 maddeden olusur ve besli likert dlgegi kullanir.

Bu c¢aligmada yalnizca ilgi, sevgi ve kabul altdlgegi kullanilmistir, ve
katilimcilardan anne ve babalarimi ayr1 ayri degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Mevcut
caligmadaki i¢ tutarlilik degeri anne versiyonu i¢in .92, baba versiyonu i¢in .94 tiir.

Kullanilan tiim olgeklerde maddeler rastgele bir sirayla katilimcilara

sunulmustur.

Verilerin Coziimlenmesi

Istatistiksel analizlerin tiimii SPSS versiyon 24’te yapilmistir.
Iki ana hipotezin incelenmesinde ¢oklu regresyon analizi kullamlmistir. Her
mizah tarzinin incelenmesinde katilimcilarin kendi mizah tarzi bagimli degisken
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olarak, anne ve babanin mizah tarzlari ve aile ortami kalitesi ise yordayici
degiskenler olarak yer almistir.

Model alma ve pekistirme hipotezi iki acidan daha ele alinmistir. Cinsiyeti
merkezine alan ilk incelemede geng¢ yetiskinlerin gosterdigi mizahin hemcins
ebeveynin mizahi ile olan iligkisinin, karsi cins ebeveynin mizahiyla olan iligkiye
kiyasla daha kuvvetli olmast beklenmistir. Bu hipotezin incelenmesinde Lee ve
Preacher (2013) tarafindan tasarlanan online hesaplayict kullanilmistir

(http://quantpsy.org/corrtest/corrtest2.htm).  S6z  konusu  hesaplayici  aym

orneklemden gelen ve ayni zamanda ortak bir degiskene sahip iki korelasyon
katsayisinin istatistiksel olarak esit olup olmadigini tespit eder. Bu analize 6zgii
olarak kadin ve erkek genc¢ yetiskinler ayri ayri incelenmistir. Cok sayida
karsilagtirma yapmamak adina sadece katilimci mizah ve saldirgan mizah ele
alinmustir.

Ayrica, ebeveynin gosterdigi sevgi ve ilginin nesiller arast mizah
iligkilerindeki olas1 moderatdr rolii yoklanmistir. Bu analiz anne ve baba i¢in ayri
ayr1 yapilmis ve iki olumlu mizah tarzi baglaminda incelenmistir. Analizde Hayes ve
Matthes (2009) tarafindan moderasyon analizleri i¢in 6zel olarak gelistirilen
s0zdizim kullanilmastir.

Yer yer goriilen veri eksiklikleri sebebiyle analizlerde katilimcilarin tiimii
kullanilamamustir. Ornegin, ¢oklu regresyon analizleri 210 veya 211 kisiden,

moderasyon analizleri ise 210 ve 216 aras1 kigiden elde edilen veriyle yapilmistir.

Bulgular

Betimleyici Istatistikler

Erken yetiskinlerin incelenen dort mizah tarzinin birbiriyle pozitif iligkili
oldugu goriilmektedir ve korelasyon katsayilar1 .15 ve .39 arasinda degismektedir
(bk. Tablo 1). iki olumlu mizah tarzinin birbiriyle orta kuvvette olan iliskisi &ne
cikmaktadir. Hem bu bulgu hem de genel tablo ge¢mis calismalarla uyumludur
(Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2003; Yerlikaya, 2003). Ancak,

anlamli iliskinin goriilmedigi ciftler istisnai de olsa mevcuttur. Ornegin, kaynak
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gosterilen ikinci ¢aligmada kendini gelistirici mizah ile saldirgan mizah arasinda
anlaml1 bir iligki bulunmamustir.

Her mizah tarzinda, katilimcilarin mizahi ile hem anne hem de babanin
mizahinin pozitif iligkili oldugu goériilmektedir. Aile ortam1 ve ebeveyn sevgi ve ilgi
degiskenlerine gectigimizde ise farkli bir tablo ile karsilagmaktayiz. Geng
yetiskinlerin olumlu mizah tarzlar1 bu degiskenlerle anlamli bir iliski i¢inde degildir.
Saldirgan mizah ise hepsiyle iliskilidir ve bu iligkilerin tamami negatiftir. Kendini
yikict mizahin ise sadece aile ortami kalitesi ve babanin gosterdigi sevgi, ilgiyle

negatif iligkide oldugu goriiliir. Ayrintili bilgiler Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1
Katilimcilarin mizah tarzlarimin birbiriyle iligkilerinde gériilen korelasyon

katsayilart ve her tarz igin betimleyici istatistikler

1 2 3 4

1. Katilimct -

2. Kendini gelistirici 392%* -

3. Saldirgan 226%* 189%*

4. Kendini yikici 222%* 152% 286%* -

X 5.612 4.507 2.788 3.899
Ss 926 1.256 1.033 1.111
*p <.05.
** p<.0l.

Anne ve babanin gosterdigi sevgi, ilgi birbiriyle orta kuvvette iligkili
cikmistir (r = .465). Aile ortam1 kalitesi ise bu iki degiskenle kuvvetli bir iliski
icindedir (sirayla, » = .663 and .628).

Geng yetigkinlerin mizah tarzlarint cinsiyet farklar1 baglaminda
inceledigimizde sadece saldirgan mizahta anlamli bir fark oldugu goriilmektedir.
Erkeklerin gosterdigi ortalama saldirgan mizah (X = 3.302, Ss = 1.174)
kadinlarinkinden (X = 2.603, Ss = .914) daha fazladir (#221) = -4.575, p <.001).
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Tablo 2
Geng yetiskinlerin mizah tarzlari ile ebeveynin mizah tarzlari, aile ortami ve

ebeveynin gosterdigi sevgi, ilgi arasindaki iliskilere ait korelasyon katsayilar

AM* BM* Aile AS BS
Katilimer 255%* 363%* 091 067 -.026
Kendini gelistirici 284%* 264%* 114 025 -.027
Saldirgan 232%* 323%* -213%*% - 157* -.194%*
Kendini yikici 272%* 271%* -.132%* -.057 -.169*

Not. AM, annenin mizahi; BM, babanin mizahi; Aile, aile ortaminin kalitesi; AS,
annenin gosterdigi sevgi, ilgi; BS, babanin gosterdigi sevgi, ilgi.

* Anne ve babanin mizahi her satirda birinci stitundaki mizah tarzina denk gelecek
sekilde degisir.

* p<.05.

** p<.0l.

Geng Yetiskinlerin Mizahim Yordayan Ailevi Etmenler

Coklu regresyon analizlerinin sonuglart incelendiginde anne ve babanin
mizahinin her mizah tarzinda anlamli yordayicilar oldugu goriilmektedir. Soz
konusu yordayicilarin her durumda katsayisi pozitiftir. Aile ortami kalitesi yalnizca
kendini yikici mizahin anlamli yordayicisidir ve iliski negatiftir. Buna ilave olarak
aile ortaminin saldirgan mizahin anlamli yordayicisi olmaya yaklastig
belirtilmelidir (p = .069). Ayn1 degiskenin olumlu mizah tarzlar ile yordayici bir
iliskide olmadig1 goriiliir.

Ele aliman yordayici degiskenler geng¢ yetiskinlerin mizah tarzlarindaki
varyansin ancak kiiclik bir kismin1 agiklamaktadir (ylizde 11 ile 16 arasinda, bk.

Tablo 3).
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Tablo 3

Uc¢ yordayicili coklu regresyon analizine ait bulgular

Katilime1 Kendini Saldirgan Kendini yikict
gelistirici
Beta p Beta p Beta p Beta p
AM* 185 .007 239 .002 144 .040 208  .004
BM* 327 .001 165 025 242 .001 194 007
Aile -.067 329 -.017 .803 -.123 069  -159 015
R’ 161 114 142 (223)° 134

Not. AM, annenin mizahi; BM, babanin mizahi; Aile, aile ortaminin kalitesi.
Istatistiksel olarak anlamli beta degerleri koyu yaz ile vurgulanmustir.

* Anne ve babanin mizahi her stitunda en st satirda belirtilmis mizah tarzinin aynisi
olacak sekilde degisir.

® Modele cinsiyet eklendiginde.

Nesiller Arasi1 Mizah iliskilerinde Cinsiyet Ortakliginin Rolii

Bu kisimda ayni ve farkli cinsiyetten ciftlerin mizah iliskilerinin kuvveti
karsilagtirilmis ve ayni cinsiyetten olan ¢iftin daha kuvvetli bir iliskiye sahip olacag:
ongoriilmiistiir. Ornegin, kadinlarin katilimer (veya saldirgan) mizahi baglaminda
anne-kiz ve baba-kiz olarak iki iligki karsilastirilmis ve ayni cinsiyetten olan ¢iftin

yani anne-kiz iligkisinin kuvvetinin daha fazla olmasi beklenmistir.

Tablo 4
Geng yetiskinlerin mizah tarzlari ile ayni ve farkl cinsiyetteki ebeveynin mizah

tarzlari arasindaki iliskilere ait korelasyon katsayilar

Erkekler Kadinlar
Baba Anne Anne Baba
Katilimei 433 -.021 .349 342
Saldirgan 410 295 254 304
N 50 52 164 161

Not. Koyu yaz1 vurgulanmis kisimdaki iki deger birbirinden anlamli olarak farklidir,
p =.002.
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Beklenen fark yalnizca erkeklerin katilimer mizahinda goriilmistiir (bk.
Tablo 4). Baba-ogul arasindaki iliskinin kuvveti anne-ogul arasindakinden daha
fazladir (p = .002). Erkeklerin saldirgan mizahinda, kadinlarin ise hem katilimci
hem de saldirgan mizahinda mevcut konuya iligkin anlaml bir fark yoktur.

Ayrica, anne-ogul arasindaki katilimecir mizah iligkisinin sifirdan farkli

olmamasi dikkat ¢ekici bir bulgudur (» =-.021, p = .885).

Ebeveynin Sevgi ve Ilgisinin Nesiller Arasi iliskilerde Moderator Rolii

Moderasyon analizlerinin sonuglar1 incelendiginde babanin katilimci mizahi
ile cocugununki arasindaki iligkinin babanin sevgi ve ilgisinin biiyiikliigline gore
degistigi bulunmustur, R? degisimi = .034, F(1, 207) = 8.896, p = .003. Babanin
sevgi ve ilgisi arttikga s6z konusu iliski kuvvetlenir. Ayni bakis acisiyla annenin
sevgi ve ilgisinin olast moderatér rolii incelendiginde benzer bir durum
goriilmemistir.

Babanin kendini gelistirici mizahi ile ¢ocugununki arasindaki iliski de
babanin sevgi ve ilgisinin biiyiikliigiine gére degismektedir, R* degisimi = .039, F(1,
206) = 9.093, p = .003. Babanin sevgi ve ilgisi arttikca s6z konusu iliski kuvvetlenir.
Katilime1 mizahta oldugu gibi, anne baglaminda moderasyon etkisi goriilmemistir.

Bu sonugclar1 6zetleyen figiirler ana metinde mevcuttur (bk. Figiir 1 ve 2).

Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Nesiller arasi iligkilere dair elde edilen sonuglara bakilinca ebeveynin
cocuklarinin mizah kullanimi ve tarzlarinin gelisiminde rol oynadiklarini sdylemek
miimkiindiir. Bir bagska deyisle, sonuclar model alma ve pekistirme hipotezini
destekler niteliktedir. Ayrica, McGhee, Bell ve Duffey’nin (1986) bulgularinin
aksine, hem baba hem de anne c¢ocuklarnin mizahmin {zerinde etkili
goriinmektedir.

Bununla beraber belirtmek gerekir ki, gozlemlenen iligkilerin biitlinlinii
model alma ve pekistirme etkilerine yormak dogru olmayacaktir. Oncelikle, ortak
genlerin katkist olasidir. Vernon, Martin, Schermer, Cherkas ve Spector’in (2008)
caligmasinda tek yumurta ikizlerinin birbirleriyle olan mizah korelasyonlari, ¢ift
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yumurta ikizlerininkinin yaklagik iki katidir. Calismanin, mevcut ¢alismada oldugu
gibi dért mizah tarzina dayanmasi dikkate degerdir. Ilaveten, benzer kisilik
ozellikleri ve aym kiiltiirel cevreden etkilenme gibi etmenlerin gdzlemlenen
iliskilere katki yapmis olmasi muhtemeldir. Dolayisiyla, model alma ve pekistirme
etkilerini diigiiniirken az 6nce belirtilen temeller iizerine kuruldugunu dikkate almak
gerekir.

Sonuglara bakilirsa aile ortami kalitesinin geng yetiskinlerin olumlu mizah
tarzlari iizerinde genel bir etkisi yoktur. Ozellikle kendini gelistirici mizah iizerinde
bir etkisinin olmadig1 bulgusuna bakarak, stres ve basa ¢ikma hipotezine destek
bulamadigimizi sdylemek miimkiindiir. Giinliik hayattan bildigimiz iizere, mizah
baz1 kisiler tarafindan ve bazi durumlarda sorunlarla ve olumsuz duygularla basa
cikmak icin kullanilir. Ancak, eldeki bulgulara gore aile ortami ve kendini gelistirici
mizah arasinda dogrusal bir iliski yoktur.

Aile ortaminin olumsuz mizah tarzlariyla olan negatif iliskisi kayda degerdir.
Eger arada diisiindiigiimiiz gibi sebep-sonug iliskisi varsa, yani daha kotii bir aile
ortami daha fazla olumsuz mizah kullanimina yol agiyorsa, bu, olumsuz aile ortami
dolayisiyla zaten sorunlar yasayan genc¢ insanin ek sorunlar yasamasina yol
acacaktir. Ornegin, saldirgan mizah yiiziinden kisinin hem hedef aldig1 kisilerle hem
de bunlar1 goren, duyan kisilerle iligkileri zedelenebilir. Ya da fazlaca kullandig:
kendini yikict mizah ile 6zgliven azligini belirgin kilabilir (Martin ve digerleri,
2003). Kisacasi, sorunlarin baska sorunlari dogurmasi: bu baglamda da oldukga
olasidir.

Ele aldigimiz aile degiskenlerinin geng¢ yetiskinlerin mizah tarzlarindaki
varyansin sadece kii¢iik bir kismini agiklayabilmesi 6nemlidir ve daha tatmin edici
bir agiklama i¢in bagka faktorlerin dahil edilmesinin gerektigine isaret etmektedir.

Nesiller arasi iliskilerde cinsiyetin roliine dair bulgulara baktigimizda ilgili
hipotezin genel olarak desteklendigini sdylemek miimkiin goriinmemektedir. Ancak,
katillmecr  mizah baglaminda baba-ogul ikilisinin, anne-ogul ¢iftleri iliski
gostermezken, dikkat cekici bir kuvvette iligkili bulunmasi iizerinde durulmasi
gereken bir noktadir. Eldeki bulgulardan ¢ikarilabilecek bir sonug, ayni cinsiyetten
olan ikililer i¢in Ongoériilen farkin hepsinde olmasa bile bazi baglamlarda dogru

olabilecegidir.
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Moderasyon analizlerinin sonuglarina bakildiginda babanin sevgi ve ilgisinin
baba-ogul arasindaki mizah iliskisini beklenen yonde degistirdigi goriilmektedir.
Anne i¢in ayn1 etki s6z konusu degildir. Moderasyon etkisinin neden sadece babada
goriildiigli ele alinmasi gereken bir sorudur. Ana metinde verilen iki agiklamadan
daha olasi gorlineni degiskenlerin 6zellikleriyle ilgilidir. Annenin sevgi ve ilgisi
daha yiiksek bir ortalamaya ve daha diisiik bir varyansa sahiptir. Bu da degiskenin,
babanin sevgi ve ilgisi degiskeni kadar moderasyon etkisine agik olmadigina isaret
eder.

Calisma bahsedilmesi gereken bazi noksanlar icermektedir: 1) incelenen
orneklem dikkate deger bir cinsiyet dengesizligine sahiptir. Kadin ve erkek
ogrencilerin ayr1 ayr1 incelendigi bir analiz disinda, genel olarak bulgulari ele alirken
bu durumu hesaba katmak gerekir. 2) Katilimer sayist bazi analizler icin yeterli
degildi. Bu durum 6zellikle moderasyon bulgularina olan giiveni azaltmakta ve daha
biiyiik bir 6rneklemle tekrarmi gerektirmektedir. Ayrica, baba-ogul ve anne-ogul
arasindaki mizah iligkileri incelenirken yalmzca elli kiisur katilimcidan veri
kullanilmistir. 3) Ebeveyn ve geng yetiskin olan c¢ocuklar1 arasindaki iligkileri
degerlendirirken model alma ve pekistirme hipotezini destekler nitelikte oldugunu
ama Obiir yandan da bu mekanizmalar disinda bagka faktorlerin de muhtemelen isin
icinde oldugunu sdylemistik. Genetik benzerlik bu hususta énemlidir. Ancak mevcut
calisma goézlemlenen iliskilerin ne kadarmin model alma ve pekistirme
mekanizmalarindan kaynaklandigi hakkinda bir tahmin yapamamaktadir.

Bu kisitlamalara ek olarak soylemek gerekir ki, mevcut ¢alisma mizahi
sadece bir yonden ele almistir. Bu calismada kullanilan Mizah Tarzlart Olgegi
agirlikli olarak mizah tiiretimine dayanir. Mizah iiretme disinda mizahi begenme
(hangi tiirlerden ne kadar keyif alma) de inceleme konusu olabilir ve daha doyurucu
bir bulgu seti i¢in katki saglayacaktir.

Saldirgan mizah akran zorbalifinin 6nemli bir pargasidir ve tek basina
kullanilabilecegi gibi fiziksel ve iligkisel siddet gibi davranislarla beraber de
goriilebilir (Rigby, 2004). Akran zorbaliginin sebep oldugu olumsuzluklar sayisiz
calisma ile gosterilmis ve dolayisiyla bu davranisi azaltmak i¢in bircok ¢agr
yapilmis ve projeler yiiriitiilmistiir (Berk, 2009). Anne ve babay1 dahil etmek bazi
projelerde 6gelerden biri olarak yer almistir. Mevcut bulgular bu tercihi dogrular
niteliktedir. Saldirgan mizah1 fazlaca kullanan ebeveynin bu aligkanliindan
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vazgecerek cocuguna daha iyi bir 6rnek olmasi ¢ocugunun bu olumsuz davranisini
azaltabilir. Ayrica, aile ortaminda iyilesmeler istenen tablonun olusumuna bir katki
saglama potansiyeline sahiptir.

Mizah, yasamimizda karmasikligiyla 6ne ¢ikan bir olgudur. Bu c¢aligma ise
gelisimsel bir bakis agisiyla ve mizah tarzlarina odaklanarak tasarlanmistir. Az
caligmanin bulundugu bu alanda mevcut ¢alisma noksanlarina ragmen miitevazi bir
katk1 yapmay1 hedeflemistir. Dile getirilen sorunlar tekrarlanmayacak sekilde benzer
bir calisma yiirlitmek bizi daha doyurucu sonuglara gotiirecektir. Ayrica, konu
yukarida da onerildigi gibi farkli farkli yonlerden incelemeye uygundur. Umuyoruz
ki gelecekte yapilacak caligmalarla insan yasaminin bu Onemli pargast daha iyi

anlagilacaktir.
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