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2. Abstract 

 

 

 

The present study investigated humour styles, self-efficacy, temperament and their relationship 

to self-esteem, resilience and happiness. With a sample of (n=160) Humour styles were 

examined in a correlational study. Adaptive humour styles (self-enhancing and affiliative) were 

found to moderate associations with the though the more significant relationships were found 

between Temperament (mood, cheerfulness) along with gender age, relationship status and the 

resilience, self-esteem and happiness. While the maladaptive styles (self-defeating and 

aggressive) were found to have weak and no significant relationships respectfully. During 

research it was found that a typology approach to study humour styles may garner more 

reflexive results of how humour styles interact with in an individual each with a differing 

relationships to the well-being indicators was pertinent. 4 distinct clusters where found with 

unique relationships to the independent variables. 

 

Keywords: Humour Styles, Humour Types, Temperament, Self-efficacy, 

Resilience, Self-esteem, Happiness. 
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3. Introduction 

 

As the name would suggest the field of Positive Psychology is fundamentally centred 

around positive experiences, with a focus of building upon the better qualities one possesses 

as an individual. This can be taken from varying points of view; the individuals experience, 

or the past, present and future, or from a group or civic perspective, though fundamentally, 

Positive Psychology is interested in the  “good life” (Seligman, 2010). An integral part of the 

‘good life’ are virtues and characteristics as first set out by Seligman and Peterson (2004). 

Humour, which can be defined as “the tendency of particular cognitive responses to provoke 

laughter, physical reaction, and provide amusement.” (Tariq, Ismail & Ashraf, 2013) is 

classified as one of the characteristic strengths of an individual under the Virtue of 

Transcendence.  

Putting great emphasis on well-being and happiness, Positive Psychology allows for 

certain constructs that may enable an individual to attained and maintain their well-being. For 

example Resilience is thought of as the ability to bounce back from adversity, emotionally 

and temporally, and/or the ability not to become ill (psychologically or physically) due to the 

effects of adversity (Smith, 2008), or “effectively negotiating, adapting to, or managing 

significant sources of trauma…” (Windle, 2011). Bandura (1977) proposes that Self-Efficacy, 

another valuable construct vitally important to well-being, is defined as the belief that one 

can control and select a course of action that is reflective of solving a given (adverse) event 

or situation (Schwarzer & Warner, 2013). A closely related construct Self-Esteem, seen as the 

positive and negative evaluation of the self (Coleman, 2015) is also deemed of great 

importance regarding ones well-being. Other constructs such as cheerfulness, seriousness, 

(bad) mood are also strong indicators to ones well-being which are temperamental (trait and 
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state)in nature, while happiness though easy to report, tends to be difficult to define (Ford, 

Lappi & Holden, 2016) but can be seen as one of the primary emotions related to joy and 

pleasure (Coleman, 2015). 

 

3.1 Humour 

The renowned psychologist and holocaust survivor, Viktor Frankl (1959:2006) notes 

the importance of humour stating: “It is well known that humor, more than anything else in 

the human make-up, can afford an aloofness and an ability to rise above any situation, even if 

only for a few seconds”. This sentence provides great insight into the importance of humour 

and its application in day-to-day occurrences and interactions. There are five main humour 

theories, each having validity in understanding the importance and purpose of humour. 

Firstly, Psychoanalytic Theory, where Freud (1905) indicates its purpose as an unconscious 

expression of emotions and desires, to Arousal-Relief Theory where humour is a relief 

mechanism of tension with as homeostatic purpose (Perks, 2012). Superiority Theory which 

states that humour is pertinent in maintaining an air of superiority over an individual or 

advancing social position (Lintott, 2016: Perks, 2012). Not forgetting Incongruity Theory 

were expectations are not met in a given scenario, with the actual outcome substituting the 

expected outcome, which in turn, is deemed humours due to its unexpected nature 

(Hempelmann & Attardo, 2011) and Social Communication Theory where its usage is seen as 

being motivated to establish and maintain social bonds (Meyer, 2000).  

 Kuiper and Martin (2016) go further and state that humour is an essential part of the 

person having both cognitive, emotional and interpersonal facets, furthermore, describing 

humour as having “fuzzy boundaries” meaning that an individual’s humour style (and sense) 

is multidimensional in nature, and is derived from different aspects of the individuals 

personality, going on to mention that humour is also context dependant. Essentially an 
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individual uses different humour styles to a varying degree in graduation, taking this into 

account humour can be viewed as a multifaceted construct. 

Sense of humour plays an important role in well-being and is quite often based upon 

the three temperaments of cheerfulness (associated with light-heartedness, smiling and 

laughter), secondly bad mood (associated with grumpiness, sadness, negative interaction 

styles), and thirdly, seriousness which can be seen as the opposite to playfulness (Ruch, 

Kohler & van Thriel, 1997). Falkenberg, Jarmuzek, Bartels and Wild (2011) found during 

research into individuals with unipolar depression that patients were less inclined to use 

humour, while scoring significantly higher on seriousness and bad mood, and significantly 

lower on cheerfulness. However, it was noted that they still gained some well-being from 

humour when in a depressive state, finding the effects of being exposed to humour reducing 

their depression, insofar, that they were able to positively and emotionally connect with the 

humours stimuli. Though less likely to interact with it compared to a control group. These 

results however should be taken with caution with an extremely small sample size (n=19) 

used. Frank et al. (2013) while investigating humour in cerebellum stroke survivors, found 

that as depression increased (common in stroke survivors) so did (state) bad mood, this was 

reflected in the lack of readiness to interact with a humours idea as previously found with 

Falkenberg et al. (2011). In addition, it was found that seriousness played a mediation role for 

those with aggressive and affiliative humour, indicating that those with high usage of humour 

were also open to negative and unhealthy habits (Edwards & Martin, 2012). 

 

3.2 Humour Styles 

Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray and Weir (2003) lay out four humour styles 

consisting of two adaptive (self-enhancing and affiliative) and two maladaptive (self-

defeating and aggressive), differing from previous studies that focused on sense of humour 
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seen solely as a positive and adaptive disposition (Ford et al, 2016). Self-enhancing humour 

is used to enhance the perception of oneself, in an non-derogatory and complaisant manner, 

as opposed self-defeating humour, deemed detrimental to the individual, seen as using 

oneself as the butt of the joke and/or allowing jokes at the expense of oneself to gain 

approval. Martin et al. (2003) continue to explain that humour styles also play an integral role 

in our relationships to others, with affiliative humour used during social situations in a 

tolerable and self-accepting way comparable to aggressive humour where an one may be 

disparaging or insulting to another. These humour styles are relative to the ideals of the 

individual (Martin et al., 2003). The associations in relation to well-being, depression, 

anxiety amongst others garnered interesting results with the adaptive humours found to be 

positively correlated to well-being and negatively towards depression and anxiety, with the 

opposite being true for maladaptive humours (Leist and Müller, 2012). 

When investigating humour as a coping strategy in adolescence, Erickson and 

Feldstein (2007) found indications that positive humour was a reflection of an adaptive 

coping strategy, whereas negative humour was seen to be an avoidance strategy. While 

researching university students Erzokan (2009) found a relationship between all humour 

styles and shyness, interestingly it was found that maladaptive humour (aggressive) had a 

positive correlation with shyness. 

Ford et al (2016) found that happiness had a positive correlation between affiliative 

and self-enhancing humour, with the opposite being true for the maladaptive humours. 

Indicating that those using adaptive humour on a daily basis tend to be happier than those that 

ultimately use maladaptive styles. Humour, as a mediator, was found to be instrumental 

between the so called happy personality traits (optimism, internal locus of control, self-

esteem and extraversion) and happiness, insofar, as individuals with these traits adopt an 

adaptive approach to humour (namely self-enhancing humour), which in turn feeds their 
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happiness. In essence these individuals are seemingly better at finding positive regulatory 

strategies enabling them to be happier (adaptive humour styles being one of these strategies) 

Interestingly, the same significance in mediation was not found for affiliative humour (Ford 

et al, 2016). Conversely, Ruch and Heintz (2013) found little to no relationship for humour 

styles as a predictor for well-being once personality was controlled for. But also found that 

certain humours did correlate substantially with differing aspects of psychological health, 

self-defeating humour was found to be more context driven than reliant on humour  

appreciation itself. Interestingly, Edwards and Martin (2012) found a mediation link between 

affiliative humour, aggressive humour, playfulness, and substance abuse showing the 

possible strength of understanding humour and temperament as an indicator of well-being 

and poor habit forming. The humour style framework adds to Positive Psychology due to the 

inclusion of the negative effects of humour, and allows it to be not just seen as a positive 

influence on well-being of the self and others.  

 

3.3 Humour Clusters  

 Recent research suggest that undertaking a typology approach of humour styles will 

provide for greater dept in understanding the role played by humour in indicators of well-being. 

Leist and Müller (2012) found humour types concentrated into 3 clusters, Humour Endorsers 

(above average on all styles), Humour Deniers (below average on all styles), and Self-

enhancers (above average on adaptive humour styles, especially self-enhancing, and below 

average on maladaptive styles) these clusters have different relationships with tested variables. 

Humour Endorsers scored average in self-esteem, while Self-enhancers above average and 

Humour Deniers scored below the mean, with no significant difference between Deniers and 

Endorsers (Leist & Müller, 2012). It must be noted that the sample used was populated heavily 

in favour of females over males, leading to caution when analysing the results, due to perceived 
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differences in gender and humour associations, with males tending to employ maladaptive 

humours significantly more so than females (Martin, 2003). Regarding life satisfaction, 

Humour Deniers scored below average and differed significantly from Endorsers (scoring 

average) and Self-enhancers (above average). While no significant difference was found 

between Humour Endorser and Self-enhancers (Leist & Müller, 2012). 

 Fox, Hunter and Jones (2016) corroborate this approach, though find 4 clusters in 

adolescents varying in humour styles with one group consisting of above average on self-

defeating humour and below on all others (called Self-defeaters) another above average on all 

humour styles (Humour Endorsers). Furthermore, Interpersonal Humorist’s were above on 

affiliative and aggressive, but below on self-defeating and self-enhancing and finally Adaptive 

Humorist’s, showed above average adaptive humour, as the name would suggest, and below 

on the maladaptive humour's. Investigations into self-esteem, depression and loneliness where 

conducted with Self-Defeaters found to be highest in depressive symptoms, lowest on self-

esteem and loneliness. Adaptive Humourist scored highest on self-esteem in comparison to all 

other groups (Fox et al, 2016). A point of interest is over 90% of the participants in this were 

Caucasian and in early adolescence, making generalisations difficult to ascertain.  

These two studies build-upon previous research from Galloway (2010) who also used 

a typology method of clustering, suggesting 4 clusters and finding distinct relationships 

between typology and Ocean Model personality traits and self-esteem. Humour Endorsers 

scored average in self-esteem and Neuroticism, above average on Openness and Extraversion 

but below the mean on Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. The second group (similar to 

Humour Deniers) were above average on Conscientiousness, below on Extraversion but close 

to the mean on Openness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism and self-esteem.  

While the third group (similar to Adaptive Humourists) scored above average on 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion and self-esteem, but below the mean on 
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Neuroticism, and close to the average on Openness. Finally cluster four (a unique group not 

found in previous studies, above average on maladaptive humour and below on adaptive 

humour) were below the mean on Agreeableness, Extraversion, Openness, and self-esteem, but 

close to the mean on Conscientiousness and Neuroticism (Galloway, 2010). Interestingly it was 

found that males seemingly were dominant in the clusters with positive correlations to all 4 

humour styles and/or to maladaptive humours, and conversely, females were dominant in 

clusters that were negatively correlated to all 4 humour styles or solely adaptative humour 

styles. 

 

3.4 Humour and Resilience  

Resilience, from the perspective of Positive Psychology is an important and integral 

facet, one that an individual can draw upon in a time of stress, adversity or trauma, it is in 

essence a coping and reappraisal strategy (Kuiper, 2012). Broaden and Build theory 

(Fredrickson, 2006) postulates that positive emotions have a role in (and aid in) resilience and 

are not to be seen as a by-product of someone who is resilient, but as an integral part of what 

makes them resilient in the first place (amongst other strategies). Ong, Bergeman, Bisconti & 

Wallace (2006) state, using  “humor and infusing ordinary events with positive meaning to 

regulate negative emotional experience” may strengthen resistance by allowing greater access 

to positive emotions and feelings. Furthermore, Ong et al. (2006) found during times of 

bereavement (and other stressful situations) positive and negative emotions which are 

seemingly separate in function under normal circumstances, interact with each other in 

stressful situations with positive emotions diminishing negative emotions (if there is a deficit 

of positive emotions then negative emotions will overcome the individual) in what is called 

the Dynamic Affect Model (DMA) (Zautra, Smith, Affleck & Tennen, 2001) those that 

exhibited greater amounts of humour and positive emotions in the period after becoming 
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widows were adjudged to have greater resilience, though the sample must be considered in 

this research being elderly as with previous studies mentioned due to the specific age range 

generalisation may be difficult.  

Wu et al. (2013) mention a variety of factors contributing to the development of 

resilience in an individual from genetic, epigenetic, developmental to psychological and 

individual differences. Focusing on the individual differences, and such characteristics like 

optimism (or Humour) aids the ability to cognitively reappraise the situation, where finding 

meaning in a given situation is of the utmost importance with the positive characteristic 

(optimism/humour) being used as a cognitive reappraisal of an event (Perchtold, 2019) and  

in turn is a strong factor in how one develops or sustains their resilience level (Frankl, 

1959:2006: Ong et al., 2006: Wu et al., 2013). During qualitative research Cameron, Fox, 

Anderson and Cameron (2010) found humour to be an important tool for adolescents 

(disadvantaged youths in this instance) in a socio-emotional manner allowing them to 

navigate the difficult social aspects of friendship formation. Thus, serves as a protector to the 

individual giving further credence to the idea that social support is also a large contributory 

factor to resiliency development. Benign humour (self-enhancing and affiliative) was found 

to have negative relationships with depressive symptoms but positively associated with social 

adjustment, while detrimental humour (self-defeating and aggressive) was found to be an 

‘immature’ defensive strategy and negatively affect relationships, and overall could be 

associated with poor mental health. It was postulated that though sarcasm is a form of 

negative humour, in the context of closely knit adolescent relationships, it serves as a 

function of protection of social bonds during tricky and awkward interactions (Cameron et al, 

2010). It must be noted that the age range in this study was very specific (13-16) indicating it 

may not be pertinent to generalise these findings.  
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Previous resilience and humour style studies have shown some interesting results as 

Edward and Martin (2012) found that over all humour and resilience correlate quite well, 

specifically, self-enhancing humour seemingly had a positive correlation to resilience but 

curiously so did self-defeating humour though moderately in nature. Contemporary research 

into humour and mental toughness by Veselka (2016), a similar construct to resilience, 

provided interesting results. One finding being a positive significant relationship between 

aggressive humour and interpersonal confidence, where curiously all other aspects of mental 

toughness were negatively correlated. Geisler and Weber (2010) had somewhat contradictory 

findings indicating those that utilised humour to a greater extend coped well with the initial 

failure in exams indicating strong resilience, though performed poorer on subsequent tests, 

this would be in opposition to a resiliency model of humour as bouncing back is indicative of 

resilience though there are interesting findings is it difficult to generalise these results to other 

threats to the self or performances.  

On possibly a more serious topic, Kosenko and Rintamaki (2010) found during 

investigations into HIV service providers found that there was a detrimental effect on 

resilience by those utilizing humour, though it could be argued that the weakness with this 

study is that humour was viewed as solely a positive aspect and was not measuring 

maladaptive humour. A point of interest for this research is that the majority of humour and 

resiliency studies focused on the positive aspects of resilience and do not measure the 

maladaptive sides of humour (Kuiper, 2012). Interestingly, Fuente, Elawar, Martínez-

Vicente, Zapata and Peralta (2013) found differences in resilience strategies between genders 

(not of a significant level) with males perceived as more resilient to stress, while females 

utilized spirituality under the same circumstances to a greater effect. While, Jeste et al.(2013) 

found that an individual’s resilience may increase an age despite diminishing cognitive and 

physical abilities..  
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3.5 Self-Efficacy and Resilience 

Fang et al. (2015) found during research into resilience in HIV patients, found 

sufferers strategies for coping that amongst hope, optimism and social support, that self-

efficacy plays an important role in resilience during a time of such serious illness, with a 

positive association found. Keye and Pidgeon (2013) postulate that self-efficacy and 

mindfulness are strong indicators of resilience level, with both accounting for 60% of the 

variance while self-efficacy alone, though not the most significant relationship, it still 

accounted for 16% of the variance alone. Sagone and De Caroli (2015) show that, along with 

optimism and life satisfaction, general self-efficacy played a fundamental part in resilience in 

adolescents with a significant positive association. Indicating those individuals who were 

high on self-efficacy were also high on resilience scales, this was building on previous 

research of resilience and scholarly self-efficacy finding similar results (Sagone & De Caroli, 

2013: Cassidy, 2015). These results point to the fact that if one believes they can handle an 

adverse life event or situation it can be done so via differing coping strategies (i.e. humour). 

Similarly, Hamill (2003) found the importance of self-efficacy and its relationship to 

resilience, indicating the those who adapt well to stressful life events are high on self-

efficacy, while also indicating the importance personality plays too. It seems the willingness 

to, and belief that one can, engage in coping strategies is fundamentally important to being 

resilient and overcoming the adverse situation, samples in both studies were young again 

limiting generalisation.  
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3.6 Humour, Self-Efficacy, Self-Esteem and Happiness  

The self-efficacy concept developed by Bandura (1977) and Maddux (2012) proposes 

that an individual will garner their concept of self-efficacy from their life experiences and 

how (if) they succeed or fail in these life events.  

Maujean and Davis (2012) undertook research into self-efficacy in stroke survivors in 

order to ascertain if there was a relationship with life satisfaction, significant correlations 

were found between those survivors who had high self-efficacy and believed that they could 

continue to function in social manner and had the capacity to partake in new activities and 

hobbies. The study showed the power of ones self-belief in their capacity to overcome 

obstacles in their daily life, obviously certain limitations on the control an individual has 

(such as access to medical aids and a variety of material goods and services) enabling them to 

overcome a situation such as this will play a larger role in the well-being. While, Di Giunta et 

al. (2010) found in an international study involving Bolivia, The US and Italy that 

independent of culture, self-efficacy was a strong indicator of self-esteem with moderate 

positive associations occurring. Furthermore, research in cancer patients (stage 2 and 3) 

conducted by Harorani (2018) show a strong association between these constructs and 

ultimately found that in this instance self-efficacy could significantly predict the self-esteem 

of these patients. Self-esteem obviously differing from self-efficacy but non-the-less a 

contributor and indicator to an individual’s well-being (Maddux, 2012) having associations 

(negatively) with depression and anxiety (Sowislo & Orth, 2013), and moderately positive 

with happiness, where it also acts as a mediator for self-efficacy (Doğan, Totan & Sapmaz 

2013). Also correlating positively with life satisfaction where age and gender differences 

were also found, with males scoring higher on life satisfaction and self-esteem (Moksnes, & 

Espnes, 2013).  
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Kuiper and McHale (2009) showed in studies pertaining to how humour styles 

mediate between self-evaluation and psychological well-being. The adaptive humour 

(affiliative) was shown to significantly predict positive social self-esteem and a reduction in 

(or reduced) depression, the inverse being found for self-defeating humour. These findings 

suggest that the adaptive aspect of humour leads to greater and more positive interpersonal 

relationships leading, in turn, to a positive intrapersonal experience and self-evaluation. 

Surprisingly, though there was lack of evidence pointing to any significant predictive 

relationship between self-enhancing humour and positive self-evaluation and/or well-being. 

Martin et al. (2003) suggest that self-enhancing humour is used as a coping mechanism or as 

a protector against stressful situations, leading Kuiper et al. (2009) to suggest that it may only 

be adopted and useful in such situations.  

 Leist and Müller (2012) found that in their humour type clusters, differences in self-

esteem from group-to-group were present, with self-enhancers scoring above average, while 

humour endorsers scored average and humour deniers scoring below average, though the 

findings in humour deniers and endorsers did not reach significant. The age range tested in 

this was limited to young adults, possibly limiting generalisation of these results. Humour 

and its relationship with the differing variables of mental health has been increasingly 

investigated. Yue, Jiang and Hiranandani (2014) conducted self-esteem and happiness studies 

with varying relationships seemingly dependent on humour style, with positive associations 

from adaptive humour and negative associations with maladaptive humour. This same study 

interestingly found self-defeating humour is actually beneficial to well-being if used sparsely 

and is ultimately dependant on context of its use being contradictory to the previous studies 

of Kuiper and McHale (2009).  

Liu (2012) found, a mediation role that the adaptive humour styles played between 

self-esteem and subjective happiness, while it must be noted that Liu (2012) reported a 
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difference in gender and humour style similar to Martin et al (2003). It was found that males 

have a tendency to utilize maladaptive humours more so in comparison to females, indicating 

a difference in humour usage between genders, though the cultural setting 

(eastern/collectivist) must be taken into account in this research as it may play a role. 

Bleidorn et al. (2016) found that there was a significant gender gap in self-esteem during 

longitudinal cross-cultural studies which indicated that males had significantly higher self-

esteem then females. Even when socio-economic and cultural differences where controlled 

for age differences were also very apparent with self-esteem increasing significantly as one 

ages. Orth and Robins (2014) also found similar age related results, stating that self-esteem 

increased with age but this increase tended to stop at approximately 50-60 years of age. This 

also being true of happiness with an increase in happiness as one ages being well 

documented. Frijters, and Beatton, (2012) finding a U-shaped trajectory for happiness, with a 

decline after adolescence and increase later in life (60 years), similarly findings to Tiefenbach 

and Kohlbacher (2013). Changes in humour as one ages has also be documented with 

younger individuals using maladaptive humour more often then older individuals. With 

greater occurrences of self-enhancing humour occurring in younger population and self-

enhancing as one gets older (particularly in females) (Martin, 2003). 

 

3.7 Aims 

The purpose of the current study is to ascertain the relationship between humour,  

self-efficacy, temperament with self-esteem , resilience and happiness. Further investigation 

into the relationship of humour will be undertaken using a typology approach which has been 

argued to give a broader perspective of an individual’s humour usage. This will be done so 

guided by a typology of humour styles will be created in Galloway (2010), Leist and Müller 

(2012) and Fox, Hunter and Jones (2016). 
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3.8 Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: Humour styles, temperament and self-efficacy will have significant 

relationships with resilience.  

Hypothesis 2: Humour styles, temperament and self-efficacy will have significant 

relationships with self-esteem. 

Hypothesis 3: Humour styles, temperament and self-efficacy will have significant 

relationships with happiness. 

Hypothesis 4: Significant differences will be apparent in self-esteem, resilience, 

happiness and self-efficacy depending on humour type. 

Hypothesis 5: Gender differences in resilience, self-esteem and happiness will be 

present. 

Hypothesis 6: Differences will be found between gender groups and humour.  

• Hypothesis 6a: Gender difference in humour style will be present 

• Hypothesis 6b: Gender difference will be evident in humour types, males 

being more prevalent in groups high in all humour, while those groups with 

greater numbers of females will be higher in adaptive humour 

. 
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4. Methodology 

4.1 Participants  

A chain sample was utilized as the information required was best suited to be sought 

from the general public (18+), the reach and access to participants was also taken into 

consideration when deciding upon this sample. A total of 160 participants, with 41 male 

(26%) and 119 female (74%),  

 

4.2 Design  

A mixed design consisting of Correlational and Cluster analysis where the 

Independent variables are Humour Styles clustered into Typologies of humour via a (K-

means) analysis. Correlations of the humour and temperament styles, self-efficacy were also 

study with the dependent variables of resilience, self-esteem, and happiness. 

 

4.3 Materials  

An information sheet (Appendix A) outlining the purpose of the study was presented 

prior to the participants taking the survey, a Consent Form (Appendix B) and age check were 

also requested from the participants prior to commencement of the questionnaire. A self-

reporting questionnaire (Appendix C) was devised using the following questionnaires: 

 

Humour Style Questionnaire (HSQ): (Martin, 2003) a thirty two (32) item 

questionnaire that will give an indication to the Humour Style an individual utilises. Four 

possible Humour styles (each having its own scale of 8 items) on a gradient 

Positive/Adaptive are seen as either self-enhancing or affiliative, while Negative/Maladaptive 

humour are classified as self-Defeating or aggressive. Using a seven Likert (scale ranging 

from 1 being “Totally Disagree” and 7 being “Totally Agree”. Reverse scoring is used in 
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questions 1, 7, 9, 15, 16, 17, 22, 23, 25, 29 and 31, with a reliability of the scales ranging 

from .77 to .81. For the purpose of this study at times the subscales of each Humour Style 

shall be used as a variable as seen in Erozkan (2009). 

 

Brief Resilience Scale (BRS  :(Smith et al, 2008) a six item scale that measures the 

Resilience, using a Likert Scale from 1 – 5. One being “Strongly Disagree’ and five being 

“Strongly Agree”. Reliability of the questionnaire is .84 to .91 and previously with test-retest 

validity of .69. The possible score range on the BRS is from 1 (low resilience) to 5 (high 

resilience). Questions 2, 4 and 6 are reverse scored.  

 

General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE): (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) a ten item scale 

points designed to show an individual’s Self-Efficacy. It uses a scale of one to four. One 

being “Not True at All” and four being “Exactly True”. Reliability of the questionnaire with 

Cronbach's alphas between .76 and .90. The total score is calculated by finding the sum of  all 

items. For the GSE, the total score ranges between 10 and 40, with a higher score indicating 

more self-efficacy.”(Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). 

 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (SES): (Rosenberg, 1965) a ten item scale with four 

points ranging from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree” with questions 3, 5, 8, 9 and 10 

reverse scored. This scale test the participants Self-Esteem and has a high reliability on test-

retest correlations range from .82 to .88, while Cronbach's alpha tests range from .77 to .88. 

(Rosenberg, 1986). 

State-Trait Cheerfulness Inventory (STCI) (Ruch, W., Kohler, G. & van Thriel, 1996). 

The short version of the STCI-T (with 30 items) measures three dimensions: trait-

cheerfulness (CH), trait-seriousness (SE), and trait-bad mood (BM). An example of each is 
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‘Everyday life often gives me the occasion to laugh’, ‘I prefer people who communicate with 

deliberation and objectivity’, ‘I am a rather sad person’, respectfully. The short version of 

the STCI-S (with 18 items) measures three dimensions: state-cheerfulness (CH), state-

seriousness (SE), and state-bad mood (BM) examples being, “I feel gloomy”, “I am set for 

serious things”, “I am cheerful”, respectfully. Both STCI-T and STCI-S used a 4 point scale 

ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”. In essence the ability to keep or lose 

ones humour. In order to minimise possible fatigue of participants only the first 10 questions 

of each scale were used.. 

Happiness a Questions asking ‘In general I see myself as a happy person’ with a 1-7 

rating sequence, with 1 being ‘Totally Agree’ and 8 being ‘Totally Disagree’. The validity of 

single item question is brought forward as a strength by Diener (1988) and Abdel-Khalek 

(2006). 

 

The software required to create the questionnaire is Microsoft Forms, access to a 

Laptop/PC was required in order to access and collect data from the online survey along with 

SPSS software (26) to run quantitative analysis on data collected. 

 

4.4 Procedure 

Having received ethical approval from Dublin Business School Research Ethics 

Committee and DBS Psychology Ethics Committee. An online survey link was posted via 

social media platforms, namely Facebook, asking participants to take part on a voluntary 

basis. At the start of this survey the information sheet (Appendix A) was presented to the 

participant which gave them the relevant information as to the purpose of the study, here an 

age check of 18+ was asked prior to accessing the survey. The a statement indicating that the 

process overall took approximately 12 minutes for the participant to complete. After the 
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participant had completed the questionnaire an automatic debriefing information was 

presented with contact information for Pieta House, Aware.ie and Mental Health Ireland 

(Appendix D). The data was collected and exported to an excel word document and 

eventually transferred to SPSS 26 for analysis. No remuneration was offered for participating 

in this survey. 

 

4.5 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical approval was sought and gained through Dublin Business School. The 

Psychology Society of Ireland guidelines were adhered too, along with the British 

Psychology Society Guidelines namely: the four principles of 1) Respect the rights and 

Dignity of the Person, 2) Competence, 3) Responsibility, 4) Integrity, statements regarding 

the purpose of the study for postgraduate assessment were relayed to the participants at the 

time of the survey via the information and debriefing sheets. Every precaution was 

undertaken to portray the accuracy of results from the survey/questionnaire these four 

principles were adhered too with the utmost diligence. 

A statement on the introduction page stating that the researcher was conscious of the 

requirement to maintain confidentially and anonymity which would be maintain through the 

whole of the research process was given to participants. As there was some possibly 

identifiable information requested during the survey with age, marriage status and gender, 

this information was handle and stored securely in a passworded file. In line with research 

conducted the researchers contact details were stated at the end of the survey.  
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5. Results 

 

5.1 Data Analysis  

Correlations matrix were run on all outcome variables of resilience, self-esteem and 

happiness against humour styles, self-efficacy and the subscale of the STCI (I)(S) along with 

multiple linear regression models for each outcome variable against the predictor variables.. 

A Cluster analysis, Chi-square, zmean scores and a series of One-Way ANOVAs were ran to 

ascertain the difference in cluster with the outcome variables if any. Independent T-Tests 

were ran to ascertain the difference if any, between gender and the outcome variables 

 

5.2  Reliability Checks 

Cronbach’s alpha are generally considered a very accurate test to verify reliability. HSQ 

showed (α = .82), subscales of HSQ scored as followed: Affiliative Humour (α = .67) Self- 

Enhancing Humour (α =.82), Aggressive Humour (α = .94), Self-Defeating Humour (α = .79), 

Brief Resilience Scale (α = .89), Rosenberg Self-Esteem (α = .92), while the General Self-

Efficacy (α = .90). The subscales of the State Trait Cheerfulness Inventory scored; Trait 

Cheerfulness (α = .65), Trait Seriousness (α = .43), showing low internal consistency, Trait 

Bad Mood (α =.89), State Cheerfulness (α = .69), State Seriousness (α = .57) showing low 

internal consistency, State Bad Mood (α = .83).  

 

5.3 Descriptive Statistics 

Statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS 26 showing frequency for age groups (table 1 ) 

and the mean, maximum, minimum, standard deviation and variance of the subscales of the 

four humour styles, Affiliative Humour (Mean = 40.83, SD = 6.40), Self-Enhancing Humour 

(M = 37.14, SD = 8.46), Aggressive Humour (Mean =27.52, SD = 6.54) Self-Defeating 
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Humour (M = 29.27 SD = 8.83). See Table 2 for further details on descriptive statistics of the 

independent variables. Other frequencies of note are mean age 39.56, with min (18) ma. (65) 

and SD of (8.25) 

 

 

Table 1: Frequency table for age groups 
  Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Age Group      

Valid 

 

29 and 

Under 

13 8.1 8.1 8.1 

30-39 81 50.6 50.6 58.8 

 

 

40-49 51 31.9 31.9 90.6 

50+ 15 9.4 9.4 100.0 

 Total 160 100 100 - 
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Table 2 Descriptive Statistics for Predictor Variables   

  

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation

  

Variance 

Affiliative 

Humour Total 

154 15.00 54.00 40.83 6.40 40.90 

Self-

Enhancing 

Humour Total 

154 11.00 56.00 37.14 8.46 71.53 

Aggressive 

Humour Total 

152 13.00 47.00 27.52 6.54 42.73 

Self-Defeating 

Humour Total 

157 8.00 53.00 29.27 8.82 77.79 

Self-Efficacy 

Total 

150 17.00 39.00 30.49 3.73 13.94 

Trait 

Cheerfulness 

Total 

159 4.00 16.00 12.67 1.90 3.63 

Trait 

Seriousness 

Total 

158 6.00 16.00 10.66 1.97 3.90 

Trait Bad 

Mood Total 

159 2.00 8.00 3.81 1.54 2.37 

State 

Cheerfulness 

Total 

156 4.00 12.00 9.55 1.65 2.71 

State 

Seriousness 

Total 

158 3.00 12.00 8.54 1.60 2.6 

State Bad 

Mood Total 

159 4.00 15.00 7.30 2.61 6.80 

Valid N (listwise) 133. 
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Descriptive Statistics for the dependent variables show that the sample were above 

average on the 3 dependent variables, Brief Resilience (M =  3.24, SD = .84), Self-Esteem (M 

=19.85, SD = .84) and General Happiness (M = 5.63, SD = 1.41). See Table 3 for further 

analysis on the dependent variables. A gender break on the dependant variables  is in Table 4 

 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Dependant Variables  

  

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation

  

Variance 

Brief 

Resilience 

Total 

160 1.00 5.00 3.24 .84 .71 

Self-Esteem 

Total 

156 .00 30.00 19.85 6.17 38.10 

General 

Happiness  

160 1.00 7.00 5.63 1.41 1.98 

Valid N (listwise) 156 

 

 

 

Table 4: T-Test results for Gender on Resilience, Self-esteem and Happiness  
 Gender N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Brief 

Resilience  

Male 41 3.45 .85 .13 

 Female 119 3.17 .83 .076 

Self-Esteem Male 39 20.23 6.10 .98 

Female 117 19.73 6.22 .57 

Happiness Male 41 5.66 1.51 .24 

Female 119 5.62 1.38 .13 
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5.4 Inferential Analysis 

Pearson’s r correlations were carried out in order to ascertain (if any) what variables 

should be included in a Multiple Linear Regression (Table 5) 

 

 

Table 5 Correlation table showing significant correlations prior to regression 

analysis.  

Variable Self-Esteem Resilience Happiness 

Affiliative Humour .17* .30** .31** 

Self-Enhancing 

Humour 

.35** 

 

.42** .43** 

Aggressive Humour - - - 

Self-Defeating 

Humour  

-.38** - -.19* 

Self-Efficacy  .48** .50** .39** 

Trait Cheerfulness .58** .46** .60** 

State Cheerfulness  .47** .49** .62** 

Trait Seriousness  - - - 

State Seriousness  - - - 

Trait Bad Mood  -.68** -.56** -.71** 

State Bad Mood  -.64** -.52** -.63** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Assumption tests were used to ascertain that the data selected was appropriate for 

performing a multiple regression; independent variables were continuous and/or categorical 

in nature while only having 2 categories (i.e. Male/Female). Bivariate correlations were run 

for outcome measure and each of the independent variables only those that were significant 

were then used for the regression model. Where significance was present linearity between 

the independent variables and the outcome measure is suggested. A sample size of over 100 

(N=160) was selected as Harris (2015) suggests that 5-10 cases per variable are a requirement 

for a regression model. Multi-collinearity analysis for each predictor were conducted in order 

to ensure that correlation with one another was at an acceptable level. In each case tolerance 

levels were >.1 and the VIFs were <10 . Normality checks on residuals show that there was 

normal distribution via (histogram). Influence of any outliers was checked by looking at the 

Cooks Distance over 1, the Centred Leverage Values was examined for any instances that 

were over 3 times its mean. Outliers by distance was checked for by running a case-wise 

diagnostic and in turn looking for and that we 3 standard deviations away from the line of 

regression. A scatterplot was also generated for the residuals against the predicted values 

showing homoscedasticity. 

  

 

 

5.5 Hypotheses 1  

Partially Accepted Null: Self-enhancing and affiliative humour shows moderate 

associations with resilience (Table 5) though interestingly aggressive humour had no 

association with any of the well-being variables, while self-defeating had a weak negative 

relationship. Results of the multiple linear regression indicated that there was a collective 

significant effect of gender, age group and relationship status, along with state and trait 
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cheerfulness and trait bad mood, (F(6, 147) = 17.11, p < .001, R2 =.39) accounting for 38.7% 

of the variance, on further inspection it was found that Trait Bad Mood (t = -4.95, p < .001) 

Gender (t= -2.73, p = .007) State Cheerfulness (t = 2.45, p = .015) were the significant 

predictors in the model. 

 

 

5.6 Hypothesis 2  

Partially Accepted Null.: Self-enhancing humour has a weak to moderate relationship 

to self-esteem as does self-defeating (negatively), while affiliative is weakly correlated and 

aggressive humour was not significantly associated. Multiple linear regression was also 

conducted for self-esteem where a collective significant effect was found for age group, 

relationship status, gender, trait bad mood, self-efficacy (F(5, 140) = 33.48, p < .001, R2 = 

.53)  (53% of variance) with trait bad mood (t = -9.33, P < .001), self-efficacy (t= 3.73, p < 

.001), age group (t= 2.92, p = .004) having significance in the model.  

 

5.7 Hypothesis 3 

Partially Accepted Null Self-enhancing and affiliative had weak to moderate 

associations to happiness, while self-defeating is weak and negatively correlated, aggressive 

was again found to have no significant relationship. Similarly a Multiple linear regression 

was performed for happiness where a collective significant effect gender, age group, 

relationship status, trait bad mood and state cheerfulness (F(5, 149) = 34.64, p < .001, R2 = 

.57) Account for 57% of the variance. As expected state and trait bad mood (t= -8.31, p < 

.001) and state cheerfulness (t = 4.77, p< .001) were the biggest contributors to this model. 
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Table 4 Regression Coefficients 

 

  Unstandardized 

B 

Coefficients 

Std. Error 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta 

t Sig. 

 (Constant) 5.40 .87 - 6.22 .00 

 Gender -.26 .17 -.08 -1.53 .13 

 Age Group .04 .10 .02 .42 .67 

 State Cheerfulness 

Total 

.26 .05 .31 4.77 .00 

 Relationship Status .25 .10 .01 .24 .81 

 Trait Bad Mood 

Total 

-.49 .59 -.54 -8.31 .00 

a Dependent Variable: General Happiness 

 

 

 

5.8 Cluster Analysis  

Cluster analysis conducted using the K-Means method previously used by Galloway 

(2010), Leist and Müller (2012/3) and Fox et al.(2015) and allows accurate interpretation of 

cluster though requires some interpretation from the researcher via trial and error. Similarly 

to Galloway (2010) and Fox et al (2015) a 4 cluster solution was best fit in terms of 

parsimony when compared to 2, 3 and 5 clusters. Cluster 1 consisting of individuals with 

above average affiliative, self-enhancing humour and below average aggressive and self-

defeating humour, which will be called ‘Adaptive Humourists’ similar to Fox at al. (2015) 

also found by Galloway (2010). Cluster 2 was found to have above average aggressive, self-
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defeating humour with below average affiliative and self-enhancing humours again this was 

found in Galloway (2010) will be called ‘Maladaptive Humourists’. Cluster 3 consisting 

above average on all humour styles called ‘Humour Endorsers’ (Fox et al., 2015). Finally, 

cluster 4 above average on all humour styles will be called ‘Humour Deniers’ (Figure 1). 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Mean Z-scores for the four clusters (Humour types) 
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Table 5 Mean z-scores on each Humour Style for each Humour Type (cluster) and 

percentage of participants. 
 Clusters    

 Adaptive 

Humourist 

Maladaptive 

Humourist 

Humour 

Endorsers 

Humour Deniers 

N’s (Total = 145) 54 26 47 28 

% of Total N 37.24% 17.93% 32.41% 12.41% 

Humour Style      

Zscore: Aff .26 -.56 .65 -1.81 

Zscore: SEn .35 -.91 .58 -1.46 

Zscore: Agg. -.50 .19 .82 -.90 

Zscore: SD -.70 .51 .75 -.70 

Aff = Affiliative humour , SE=Self Enhancing Humour, Agg =Aggressive Humour , SD = Self 

Defeating Humour. 

 

Chart 1: Pie Chart of Clusters with percentages. 
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5.9 Hypothesis 4 

 

Null Accepted: A series of one-way ANOVA’s for each dependent variable was 

carried out in order to ascertain if there is a difference between the cluster groups that have 

been found regarding,  happiness, resilience and self-esteem. Along with zmean scores which 

were interpreted in order to strengthen the investigation into these relationships. 

 

 

 
Table 6 Mean z-scores by Humour Type (cluster) for Resilience, Self-Efficacy and Self-Esteem 

and happiness.. 

 Clusters    

 Adaptive 

Humourist 

Maladaptive 

Humourist 

Humour 

Endorsers 

Humour Deniers 

Zscore:  Brief 

Resilience 

.22 -.60 .23 -.53 

Zscore:  Self-

Efficacy 

.37 -.59 .01 -.55 

Zscore:  Self-

Esteem 

.41 -.88 .05 -.12 

Zscore: 

Happiness  

.27 -.80 .23 -.40 

     

 

Table 6 reports the mean zscores on 4 psychological variables. Members of Adaptive 

Humourists and Maladaptive Humourist as the name would suggest differ greatly on these 4 

variable with the former above average on resilience, self-esteem, happiness and self-efficacy 

and the latter below average and to quite a large degree on self-esteem. Humour Endorsers 

and Humour Deniers again as the names would postulate differ to a similar degree but not to 

the same degree, especially with Humour Endorsers being very close to the mean on self-
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efficacy and self-esteem. Humour Deniers show below average on all 4 constructs, with self-

esteem being close to the mean.  

 

 Significant differences were found in resilience (F(3, 141) = 7.19, p < .001.) A 

significant difference was found between Adaptive Humourists and Maladaptive Humourists 

(p = .003) and Adaptive Humourists and Humour Deniers (p =.02), in a sense that Adaptive 

Humourists scored marginally above average on resilience while both Maladaptive 

Humourists and Humour Deniers are below average. Furthermore, Maladaptive Humourists 

also differ significantly from Humour Endorsers (p = .003) with Humour Endorsers scoring 

similarly above average to the Adaptive Humourists. In turn Humour Endorsers significantly 

differ from Humour Deniers (p = .03) with Humour Deniers again scoring below average. 

 

Scores on self-esteem showed significant differences between groups (F(3, 137) = 

12.08, p < .001) looking closer at the groups Adaptive Humourists, scored substantially 

above average (M = 22.42, SD = 4.87) and Maladaptive Humourists with a score well below 

the average (M = 14.40, SD = 5.75), with a significant difference (p < .001) being recorded 

while no significant differences between Adaptive Humourists and Humour Endorser (M = 

20.17. SD = 5.38) was found (significant level of p = .05 not reached). Though when 

comparing with Humour Deniers (M = 19.16, SD = 6.89) a significance level of (p = .046)  

was recorded. While a significant difference was also recorded between Maladaptive 

Humourist and Humour Endorsers too (p < .001). No significant difference was seen between 

Humour Endorsers and Humour Deniers (p = .05 not reached).  

 

When considering general happiness, significant differences were also found (F(3, 

141) = 17.42, p < .001), Humour Endorsers showed no significant differences with Humour 
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Deniers, scoring slightly above (M = 5.96, SD = 1.04) and slightly below average (M = 5.06, 

SD = 1.55) respectively (the significance p = .05 was not reached). The same cannot be said 

for Adaptive Humourists (M = 6.02, SD = 1.31) as a significance was found (p = .04). 

Maladaptive Humourists scored substantially below the average (M = 4.50, SD =1.48) with 

the same finding being true for Humour Endorsers and Maladaptive Humourists with a 

significant difference of (p < .001). Humour Deniers had no significant difference with 

Maladaptive Humourist, the same being true for Adaptive Humourist and Humour Endorsers.  

 

5.10 Hypothesis 5 

Null Rejected: Results of the independent T-Test found that there was no significant 

difference in gender on resilience (t(158) = 1.88, p = .063) but a trend was present. No 

significant difference were found for resilience and self-esteem (t(154) = .44, p = .66) and 

happiness (t(158) = .14, p = .89).  

 

 

5.11 Hypothesis 6  

Null Accepted: Results of Independent T-Test on Gender and Humour Style found 

that there was a significant difference in affiliative humour (t(152) = 3.05, p = .003) (M = 

43.46, SD = 5.30) for males and (M= 39.93, SD = 6.50) for females. aggressive humour 

(M=(t(150) = 3.85, p < 001) (M=30.80, SD = 6.75) for males and (M= 26.37, SD = 6.07) for 

females. While there was no significant difference for self-enhancing humour (t(153) = 1.80, 

p = . 074) but showing a trend in the difference males and females score (M= 39.29, SD = 

6.47) and (M=36.45, SD = 8.91) respectfully, the results for self-defeating similarly showing 

no significant difference. (t(155) = 1.23,  p = .22) with males scoring (M = 30.77, Sd = 7.87) 

with females scoring (M = 28.76, Sd = 9.09). 
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Hypothesis 6 also stated that there will be a difference in in gender and humour types. 

A Chi-Square analysis for association found there was a moderate positive but significant 

relationship between gender and humour type (X2 (3 N=145) = 15.16, p=.002). Two points of 

interest are with the humour type, firstly, Adaptive Humourists consisting of 24% of males 

(N=9, expected N=14), while 42.7% of females (N=45, expected N=40) were found to be 

present in this group (total N=54, expected N=54). Secondly, Humour Endorsers consisted of 

over half the male participants (56.8% ) (N= 21, expected N= 12) with less than expected 

females involved in this group females (24.1%), (N=26, expected N= 35) (Total N= 47, 

Expected N=47). The other 2 humour types scored as expected with slightly female Humour 

Deniers and slightly less males, Humour Deniers Male (2.7%, N=1, expected N=5) and 

females 15.7%,(N=17, expected N= 13)(Total N= 18, expected N= 18). Maladaptive 

Humourist, males (16.2%) (N=6, expect N=7)) and 18.5% of females (N=20, expected N=19) 

(Total N= 26, expected 26). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 39 

6. Discussion 

 

The purpose of this paper was to investigate the relationships between humour styles 

as laid out by Martin et al. (2003) along with self-efficacy and temperament with the 

psychological constructs of self-esteem, resilience and happiness. During research it became 

apparent that a humour typology approach would be better suited in order to ascertain if there 

were significant differences in humour usage (context dependent) on these variables. 

 

Hypothesis 1 can be partially accepted. Both self-enhancing and affiliative humour 

showed positive moderate correlations, while both self-defeating and aggressive humours 

have no significant relationship from this sample, similar results were found previously (Ford 

et al, 2016). This could indicate, those who use the positive aspects of humour have a greater 

capacity to overcome and bounce-back from adversity in their lives and/or not allow these 

negative events to hinder there life, similar to findings to Cameron et al. (2010) and Edward 

and Martin (2012). Self-efficacy with significant relationship to resilience indicating those 

that believe in their capabilities and ability to deal with a situation irrespective of the context 

will have a greater capacity to overcome the obstacles that could be deemed detrimental, The 

willingness to partake in the coping strategies coupled with the belief that one has the ability 

to overcome difficult life events is fundamentally important to being resilient (Fang et al., 

2015: Keye and Pidgeon, 2013). The temperament of an individual seemingly has an 

indication of their ability to bounce-back with both state and trait cheerfulness and trait bad 

mood (inversely) similarly to Frank et al (2013) play a role in resilience. Trait bad mood on 

the trait level would indicate that if one does not have the want to engage with the event their 

resilience could be diminish, conversely if one can make light of the situation via 

cheerfulness both on the state and trait level the effects of this negative life event could be 
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minimised (Falkenberg, 2011). In the regression model gender was shown to play a 

significant part in resilience with males tending to show more resilience than females. 

 

Hypothesis 2 is partially accepted though as expected self-enhancing and affiliative 

humour correlated with self-esteem in a positive manner, though possibly weaker than 

expected, and while self-defeating humours correlated moderately and negatively, 

interestingly, aggressive humour had no significant correlation with self-esteem. Humour 

styles were not the significant contributors to self-esteem, this relationship lies elsewhere. 

The multiple regression showed that age group, relationship status, gender, trait bad mood, 

self-efficacy where the strongest indicator of self-esteem. Trait bad mood interestingly having 

the most significant relationship. The relationship of self-efficacy to self-esteem is well 

documented and as expected a strong moderate correlation was found, as with Harorani 

(2018) and Di Giunta et al. (2010) these results show how the belief one can achieve will 

influence self-evaluations and in turn well-being.  

Bleidorn et al. (2016) suggest these perceived difference in gender may down to 

genetic differences between the genders or possibly to a pancultural gender difference learned 

through gender roles and the expectations that arrive with those roles may hinder females 

having higher self-esteem. Regarding age, it is postulated that many cultures have similar 

milestones of aging and development (i.e. social roles and expectations at a given age) which 

in turn effect the individual similarly, cognitively altering behaviour and goals, thus self-

esteem is affected. 

 

 Hypothesis 3 was also partially accepted. Similarly to Doğan et al. (2013) self-

efficacy was found to have a moderate positive association with happiness The moderate 

association that self-enhancing and affiliative humour has with happiness points to the fact 
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that these adaptive humours may have an enhancing effect on ,or be indicative of, an increase 

in temperament, this is corroborated by the fact that both trait and state cheerfulness, and trait 

and state bad mood have very strong associations with happiness. Though relationships were 

found between humour styles and happiness the significant relationships lay elsewhere with 

gender, age group, relationship status, trait bad mood and state cheerfulness. Again, trait bad 

mood was, along with, state cheerfulness the most significant contributor. Trait bad mood 

would naturally effect ones happiness with negative interactions leading to a negative outlook 

and diminishing ones happiness (Ruch, Kohler & van Thriel, 1997). While state cheerfulness 

would lead one to be open to light-heartedness and in a jovial mood, and open to humour 

which in turn has been associated with happiness, even though humour style may not be 

indicative of happiness, sense of humour can be. 

 

Hypothesis 4 can be accepted. Though the very nature of creating the typology of 

styles requires some consideration and interpretation from the researcher, leading to possible 

bias’s in there construction, in this research multiple cluster analysis were conducted in order 

to ascertain the most pertinent and parsimonious clustering. As in Galloway (2010) the four-

cluster solution was deemed the best fit, using the z-scores it was found that there a 

significant differences in the humour types (clusters) in relation to resilience, self-esteem and 

happiness. Humour Endorsers being above average on all humour styles indicates that these 

individuals are quite flexible in the humour that is utilised in a given situation, this may aid in 

the above average resilience that was indicated. Humour acting as a coping mechanism tool 

could lead to this possibility. The social aspect of humour can be seen here via this humour 

type scoring average on self-esteem but may indicate that ability to use all humour styles may 

neither have a positive or negative effect on the self. With adaptive humour styles and 

maladaptive humour styles neither aiding nor hindering the individuals mental state or being 
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indicative of such. As humour is deemed context dependent it must be noted that Humour 

Endorsers utilise self-defeating humour as much as self-enhancing humour this could point 

towards findings where not all self-defeating humour was found to be detrimental (Yue et al., 

2014), the fact that this humour style is supported, and not used in isolation, via other styles 

supports this explanation. 

Regarding happiness and Humour Endorsers, who show slightly above average in this 

construct could indicate the humour styles working against one another, in essence nullifying 

one another, as Leist and Müller (2013) postulate these individuals may use humour 

carelessly, with little or no reflection, or that they do not take life seriously and contextualise 

their behaviour according to the social setting. Humour Deniers on the other hand being 

below average on all humour styles interestingly showed similar levels of happiness (just 

below the mean), but below average on self-esteem and well below average on resilience. 

Indicating that this grouping may lack well-being, and the ability to bounce back during 

difficult life events. Adaptive Humourist, those that favour the adaptive humour styles (self-

enhancing and affiliative) scored substantially above average on self-esteem, above average 

happiness and slightly above average on resilience. Using these adaptive humours styles 

while not partaking in negative humour seemingly allows these individuals to maintain high 

and healthy opinion of who they are, also aiding in their ability to negate difficult life events. 

Maladaptive Humourists, utilising solely the maladaptive humours scored low on all 

dependent variables most notably substantially below average on self-esteem and happiness, 

this use of negative humour without the balance of self-enhancing and affiliative humours is 

quite detrimental to the individual this is similar to results and suggestions by Martin et al 

(2003), Galloway (2010) and partially supporting those of Yue (2014). 

As Fox et al. (2016) mention, this leads one to think that if maladaptive humours 

(aggressive and self-defeating) are used along with other humours they may not be to the 
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detriment of the individual. Leist and Müller (2013) who also suggest similarly that 

aggressive humour can be used to consolidate a place in a social hierarchy. Similarly, when 

considering self-defeating humour, where making fun of oneself, allows the individual to 

create (or consolidate) social bonds with peers and in turn increasing resilience, self-esteem 

and happiness this was also seen in Cameron et al. (2010). These two findings are suggestive 

of both Superiority Theory and Social Communication Theory.  

 

Hypothesis 5 is rejected as no significant difference was found in resilience, self-

esteem and happiness, when studied in isolation the difference between genders in resilience 

did not reach significant, the trend suggests that given a different population, one more equal 

in gender, a significant difference may be found. No significant differences were report for 

gender and self-esteem and happiness  This contradicts previous findings by Orth and Robins 

(2014) and Bleidorn et al. (2016) found again this may be due to the fact the sample was 

dominated by females. But also indicating the possibility that in isolation there is no 

significant differences for gender in these constructs. 

 

Hypothesis 6  is partially supported. Over half of male participants (56%) were part of 

the Humour Endorser group indicating that males possibly have great utility for using all 

humour styles. Nearly half of female participants in the sample (41.7%) were in the Adaptive 

Humourists grouping showing greater usage of adaptive styles of humour (self-enhancing and 

affiliative. This mirrors Fox et al. (2016), though not with actual figures but rather with the 

gender being of a greater proportion in these humour types. Though females were equally 

present in the Maladaptive Humourist group, it is noteworthy to mention this possibly 

contradicts findings from Martin et al. (2003) which indicate that males use more 

maladaptive humour than females. The aforementioned findings could be seen as a perceived 
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limitation of the humour style model, in comparison to the humour type model, where 

majority of males shown to partake in maladaptive styles and females in adaptive. Though 

the types show that females and males are equally distributed in Maladaptive Humourists and 

Humour Deniers. 

 

6.1 Strengths 

The sample consisted of  160 participants with a wide age range of 18-65. With 

minimum research seemingly conducted into the typology approach to humour styles this 

study adds to the ever growing literature, and cluster results was replicable of previous cluster 

analysis. Abdel-Khalek,(2006) argue for the usage of a single item scale to measure the 

construct of happiness indicating that it had both strong concurrent and divergent validity, 

with Diener (1988) stating that single-item scales usually correlate as expected. 

 

6.2 Limitations 

 

With three quarters of the sample being female, results must be taken with some 

caution especially as it is well documented that there are differing humours favoured by the 

genders, when considering the humour style approach, so generalisation may be difficult to 

ascertain. One notable limitation was a Cronbach’s alpha reliability score for Trait 

Seriousness (α = .43) and State Seriousness (α = .57)  unfortunately in the range of poor this 

reliability issue could be due to the fact the full scale was not selected for this construct. The 

fact that trait seriousness did not have any meaningful association with any of the 

psychological constructs may be due to this fact, the possibility of such needs to be 

considered at the very least. The one item scale for happiness also has its weakness’ as there 
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is conflicting evidence as to the appropriateness of such as scale is acceptable for 

measurement of a complex construct were reliability is difficult to ascertain (Diener, 1988). 

 

6.3 Conclusion 

The seriousness of humour as an indicator of psychological constructs such as self-

esteem, resilience and happiness should not be underestimated. Though self-efficacy and 

temperament had stronger associations to these well-being measures, there is a lot to be 

gained from the study of humour as an indicator. A mounting body of evidence suggests that 

using a typology approach to humour research is the more reflective approach, giving greater 

dept to the research comparable to previously allocating an individual to a single style of 

humour. Humour types allow for flexibility in an manner that humour styles do not, which is 

required when investigating such a complex and dynamic construct such as this (Martin, 

2003; Kuiper & Martin, 2009: Galloway, 2010). In this context humour styles seemingly 

allows for an individual to only use a single form of humour, or more accurately, judges the 

individual solely on the most dominant humour style. As seen both maladaptive humour 

styles have weak associations (self-defeating) and no significant relationship (aggressive) 

with the psychological well-being variables. This may differ in the typology approach. While 

not diminishing the value of the humour style approach, the fact the typology approach to 

studying humour could give ,not only a broader, but more detailed and refined approach, 

should be noted and considered for future study. There may be a need to consolidate a finite 

number of humour types as the three typology studies, and now this research have found 

differing groups. This topic may also benefit from mediation studies utilising the effect 

temperament plays as mediator for each humour type. Continual research using the typology 

approach may garner better and more accurate results than with previous humour studies. In 
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addition in future studies peer reporting scale could possibly provide greater depth to results 

adding greatly to the ever growing literature on humour and well-being.  
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8. Appendices  

8.1 Appendix A 

Information Sheet 

 

My name is Stephen Conway and I am conducting research in the Department of Psychology 

that explores Humour Style and varying aspects of Well-Being (for example Self-Efficacy, 

Self Esteem and Resilience, State-Trait Cheerfulness). This research is being conducted as 

part of a H.Dip study and will be submitted for examination. You are invited to take part in 

this study. Participation involves completing and returning the attached anonymous survey. 

While the survey asks some questions that might cause some minor negative feelings, it has 

been used widely in research. If any of the questions do raise difficult feelings for you, 

contact information for support services are included on the final page. 

 

Participation is completely voluntary and so you are not obliged to take part and may 

withdraw at any stage.Participation is anonymous and confidential. Thus responses cannot be 

attributed to any one participant. For this reason, it will not be possible to withdraw from 

participation after the questionnaire has been collected. 

 

The questionnaires will be securely stored and data from the questionnaires will be in  

electronic format and stored on a password protected computer. As the survey has been 

conducted online please note that no further personal information will be requested or sought 

other than those in the questionnaire. The information collected during this study is for purely 

academic purposes, meaning when completely the research/results may be stored online and 

be available for Dublin Business School students to use.   

 

It is important that you understand that by completing and submitting the questionnaire that 

you are consenting to participate in the study. 

 

Should you require any further information about the research, please contact  

Stephen Conway, xxxxxxx@mydbs.ie . My supervisor can be contacted at xxxxxxxx@dbs.ie. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 
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8.2 Appendix B 

Consent Questions: 

 

Are you over 18? Yes/No 

 

Do you consent to participate in this study? 

 

8.3 Appendix C 

Demographic Question are below: 

Age: __ 

 

Gender: 1. Male 2. Female 3. Other 

 

Relationship Status: 1. Single  2. In a Relationship  3. Married  4. Divorced  

 



  

 

Questions 4 – 35 are below: 

INSTRUCTIONS: People experience and express humor in many different ways. Below is a 

list of statements describing different ways in which humor might be experienced. Please 

read each statement carefully, and indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with it. 

Please respond as honestly and objectively as you can.  

Answer by clicking one of the option buttons beside each item, using the following scale:  

 
Totally 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

1. 

I usually don't laugh or joke around 

much with other people.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

2. 

If I am feeling depressed, I can 

usually cheer myself up with 

humor.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

3. 

If someone makes a mistake, I will 

often tease them about it. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

4. 

I let people laugh at me or make 

fun at my expense more than I 

should. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

5. 

I don't have to work very hard at 

making other people laugh -- I 

seem to be a naturally humorous 

person.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   
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6. 

Even when I'm by myself, I'm often 

amused by the absurdities of life.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

7. 

People are never offended or hurt 

by my sense of humor. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

8. 

I will often get carried away in 

putting myself down if it makes my 

family or friends laugh. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

9. 

I rarely make other people laugh by 

telling funny stories about myself.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

10. 

If I am feeling upset or unhappy I 

usually try to think of something 

funny about the situation to make 

myself feel better. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

11. 

When telling jokes or saying funny 

things, I am usually not very 

concerned about how other people 

are taking it.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

12. 

I often try to make people like or 

accept me more by saying 

something funny about my own 

weaknesses, blunders, or faults. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

13. 

I laugh and joke a lot with my 

friends.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   
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14. 

My humorous outlook on life keeps 

me from getting overly upset or 

depressed about things. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

15. 

I do not like it when people use 

humor as a way of criticizing or 

putting someone down.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

16. 

I don't often say funny things to put 

myself down. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

17. 

I usually don't like to tell jokes or 

amuse people. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

18. 

If I'm by myself and I'm feeling 

unhappy, I make an effort to think 

of something funny to cheer myself 

up. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

19. 

Sometimes I think of something 

that is so funny that I can't stop 

myself from saying it, even if it is 

not appropriate for the situation. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

20. 

I often go overboard in putting 

myself down when I am making 

jokes or trying to be funny. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

21. I enjoy making people laugh.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   
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22. 

If I am feeling sad or upset, I 

usually lose my sense of humor. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

23. 

I never participate in laughing at 

others even if all my friends are 

doing it. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

24. 

When I am with friends or family, I 

often seem to be the one that other 

people make fun of or joke about. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

25. 

I don't often joke around with my 

friends.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

26. 

It is my experience that thinking 

about some amusing aspect of a 

situation is often a very effective 

way of coping with problems. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

27. 

If I don't like someone, I often use 

humor or teasing to put them down.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

28. 

If I am having problems or feeling 

unhappy, I often cover it up by 

joking around, so that even my 

closest friends don't know how I 

really feel. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

29. 

I usually can't think of witty things 

to say when I'm with other people.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   
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30. 

I don't need to be with other people 

to feel amused -- I can usually find 

things to laugh about even when 

I'm by myself.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

31. 

Even if something is really funny to 

me, I will not laugh or joke about it 

if someone will be offended.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

32. 

Letting others laugh at me is my 

way of keeping my friends and 

family in good spirits. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

 

 

 

 



  

Questions 36-41 are below: 

Brief Resilience Scale 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Instructions:  Use the following scale and circle one number for each statement to indicate  

how much you disagree or agree with each of the statements. 

      1 = Strongly Disagree    2 = Disagree    3 = Neutral    4 = Agree    5 = Strongly Agree 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

1.  I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times.. 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  I have a hard time making it through  

     stressful events……………………                      1 2 3 4 5    

3.  It does not take me long to recover from a  

     stressful event……………………                        1 2 3 4 5 

4.  It is hard for me to snap back when  

     something bad happens…………………….         1 2 3 4 5 

5.  I usually come through difficult times  

     with little trouble..……………………              1 2 3 4 5     

6.  I tend to take a long time to get over  

     set-backs in my life……………………              1 2 3 4 5  

__________________________________________________________________________ 

BRS Score  Interpretation  

1.00 - 2.99  Low resilience  

3.00 - 4.30  Normal resilience  

4.31 - 5.00  High resilience  
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Scoring: Add the value (1-5) of your responses for all six items, creating a range from 6-30. 

Divide the sum by the total number of questions answered (6) for your final score.  

 

 

Question 42-51 are below: 

The General self-efficacy scale (GSE) (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995)  

Response Format: 

1 = Not at all true 2 = Hardly true 3 = Moderately true 4 = Exactly true.  

Score format:  

The score from each question is summed up and gives a score between 10 and 40, whereas 

the higher the scores is the higher the person perceived self-efficacy is according to the test. 

(Schwarzer and Jerusalem, 1995).  

I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough.  

If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I want  

It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.  

I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events.  

Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations.  

I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.  

I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities.  

When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions.  

If I am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution.  

I can usually handle whatever comes my way.  
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Questions 52-61 are below 

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale  

Instructions: Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. If 

you strongly agree, circle SA. If you agree with the statement, circle A. If you disagree, circle 

D. If you strongly disagree, circle SD.  

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.  

2.* At times, I think I am no good at all. 

3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.  

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.  

5.*  I feel I do not have much to be proud of.  

6.*  I certainly feel useless at times.  

7.   I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.  

8.*  I wish I could have more respect for myself.  

9.*  All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.  

10. I take a positive attitude toward myself.  

Scoring: SA=3, A=2, D=1, SD=0. Items with an asterisk are reverse scored, that is, SA=0, 

A=1, D=2, SD=3. Sum the scores for the 10 items. The higher the score, the higher the self 

esteem  
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Questions 62-81 are below: 

State-Trait Cheerfulness Inventory – Trait (First 10 questions taken from the shortened 

Scoring key for the STCI-T<30>  

The short version of the STCI-T (with 30 items) measures three dimensions: trait-

cheerfulness (CH), trait-seriousness (SE), and trait-bad mood (BM).  

The four answer alternatives are coded as follows: "strongly disagree" = 1, "moderately 

disagree" = 2, "moderately agree" = 3, and "strongly agree" = 4.  

Below you find the formulas for the three scales.  

CH:1 + 6 + 8 + 9  

SE: 2+4+ 7+10 

BM: 3 + 5   

1  Everyday life often gives me the occasion to laugh.  

2  I prefer people who communicate with deliberation and objectivity.  

3  I am a rather sad person.  

4  One of my principles is: "first work, then play.”  

5  I am often sullen.   

6  I can easily unwind and enjoy the moment.   

7  I am a serious person.  

8  Many adversities of everyday life actually do have a positive side.  

9  I often smile.  

10  In everything I do, I always consider every possible effect and compare 

all pros and cons carefully.  
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State-Trait Cheerfulness Inventory – State (First 10 questions taken from the shortened 

English version)  

Scoring key for the STCI-S<18>  

The short version of the STCI-S (with 18 items) measures three dimensions: state-

cheerfulness (CH), state-seriousness (SE), and state-bad mood (BM).  

The four answer alternatives are coded as follows: "strongly disagree" = 1, "moderately 

disagree" = 2, "moderately agree" = 3, and "strongly agree" = 4.  

Below you find the formulas for computing the scores of the three dimensions.  

CH: 3 + 7 + 9  

SE: 2 + 4 + 8  

BM: 1 + 5 + 6 + 10  

 

1. I feel gloomy.  

2. I am set for serious things.  

3. I am cheerful.  

4. I have important things on my mind.  

5. I am in a crabby mood.  

6. I am sad. 

 7. I am ready to have some fun.  

 8. I have a serious mental attitude.  

9. I could laugh at the drop of a hat. 4)  

10. I am peeved.  

 

Happiness rating question below:  

82. In general I am a happy person. Rated 1 - 7 
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8.4 Appendix D 

Debriefing Sheet. 

 

Thank you for participating in this research. 

 

Important Information:  

 

Please note, that all questions answered are from standardised measures if you have found 

any part of this study distressing and/or uncomfortable, please see the contact details for 

different agencies in Ireland. 

 

Pieta House: (01) 6010000 or at https://www.pieta.ie  

 

Mental Health Ireland:  (01)284 1166  or website https://www.mentalhealthireland.ie 

 

Aware: 1800 80 48 48 Available Monday to Sunday from 10am - 10pm. or at 

https://www.aware.ie  

 

If you have any questions or wish to retrieve a copy of the completed research, please contact 

Stephen Conway at XXXXXX@mydbs.ie  

 

 

 

 


