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THE EXTENT TO WHICH BIOLOGICAL AND SOCIOCULTURAL FACTORS 

ACCOUNT FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SEXES IN HUMOR TYPE 

PREFERENCE 

Emily Acle 

New College of Florida, 2012 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

Differences between men and women in their use of four humor types were 

investigated, with an emphasis on the extent to which one biological factor – 2D:4D ratio 

– and one sociocultural factor – gender role score – accounted for these differences. It 

was hypothesized that men would demonstrate greater use of aggressive humor than 

women, and no hypotheses were made regarding differences between men’s and 

women’s use of self-deprecating, affiliative, or self-enhancing humor. Furthermore, no 

hypotheses were made regarding the relationship between 2D:4D ratio and use of any of 

the humor types. Lastly, it was hypothesized that more male-typical gender role scores 

would predict greater use of aggressive humor, greater use of self-deprecating humor, and 

greater use of self-enhancing humor, and no hypothesis was made regarding the 

relationship between gender role scores and affiliative humor. 

To test this, 35 participants first completed a packet of questionnaires, then had a 

photocopy of both their hands taken to determine 2D:4D ratio for each hand. The packet 

included the Humor Styles Questionnaire to determine how frequently each of the four 
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humor types was used, the short-form Bem Sex Role Inventory – Revised to determine 

their gender role score, and a demographic questionnaire.  

Findings were mixed and difficult to interpret. T-tests demonstrated greater use of 

aggressive humor in males than females but multiple regression analyses did not find this 

effect; furthermore, no differences arose between men and women in their use of self-

deprecating, affiliative, or self-enhancing humor. Correlations demonstrated relationships 

between 2D:4D ratio and aggressive humor use but multiple regression analyses did not 

find this effect; furthermore, no relationships were found between 2D:4D ratio and any of 

the other humor types. Lastly, no relationships were found between gender role score and 

humor type use.  

Thus, it is unclear whether the hypotheses were supported, especially considering 

the problematic composition of this particular sample. Future studies should therefore use 

a larger and more representative sample.    

  

 

 

  Dr. Steven Graham 

Division of Social Sciences 
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The Extent to Which Biological and Sociocultural Factors Account for 

Differences Between the Sexes in Humor Type Preference 

Humor is a phenomenon that permeates the world, most notably playing a role in 

social interaction (though it can also occur in isolation), and has a variety of important 

functions, such as relieving tension, bonding, and asserting social dominance or status. 

Considering the multiple functions of humor, then, it would be reasonable to expect large 

variation in people’s uses and preferences for humor. One area in which these differences 

manifest themselves is gender. Take the following joke into consideration: 

“On Christmas morning a cop on horseback is sitting at a traffic light, and 

next to him is a kid on his brand new bike. The cop says to the kid, ‘Nice 

bike you got there. Did Santa bring that to you?’ The kid says, ‘Yeah.’ 

The cop says, ‘Well, next year tell Santa to put a tail-light on that bike.’ 

The cop then proceeds to issue the kid a $20.00 bicycle safety violation 

ticket. The kid takes the ticket and before the cop rides off says, ‘By the 

way, that's a nice horse you got there. Did Santa bring that to you?’ 

Humoring the kid, the cop says, ‘Yeah, he sure did.’ The kid says, ‘Well, 

next year tell Santa to put the dick underneath the horse, instead of on 

top.’” (Funny Web Jokes, 2012). 

Although the majority of people would find this joke humorous, studies suggest 

that males would view it as more humorous than females would, due to its aggressive and 

condescending nature. Indeed, several differences between the sexes in their humor style 

preferences have been reported. From here, it is only natural to wonder why these 

differences exist; are the reasons biological in nature, sociocultural, or both? How much 
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control do we have over them? Such an understanding could prove especially useful for 

people who use humor to attack others, or even themselves, by promoting more healthy 

or peaceful relations, as only after understanding the root of certain behaviors can one 

make changes to them. 

Thus, this topic will be addressed by reviewing basic background information on 

humor. From here, the focus will become more specific, demonstrating the extent to 

which sex differences in humor exist. Emphasis is placed on the type of humor used most 

often, as it carries the heaviest social implications and will be the focus of the study. 

This will set the stage for the next section of the thesis – the social arguments for 

gender differences in humor use – as part of the overall analysis of exactly why these 

gender differences exist. Again, these gender differences can most likely be attributed to 

either sociocultural and/or biological factors; therefore, this section will be addressing the 

possibility of sociocultural factors contributing to gender differences in humor use. 

The next major section of the thesis will address the possibility of biological 

factors contributing to sex differences in humor use. Lack of research on the relationship 

between biological gender measures and humor type use preference drives the biological 

analysis in the current study. 

This analysis will first review studies that demonstrate a biological – specifically, 

genetic – influence on humor type preferences, for the sake of showing that humor type 

preference is affected by at least one biological factor. (The biological factor the current 

study focuses on is 2D:4D ratio, not genetics.) However, these studies do not take gender 

– or hormones – into account. This section will then evolve into a brief discussion of 

studies that demonstrate humor-related sex differences – though not in humor type use 
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preference, as no such studies exist – that manifest themselves biologically. However, 

while it is possible that these biological manifestations cause the aforementioned sex 

differences in humor type use preferences, it is also possible that they do not. Due to this 

limitation of non-experimental studies (i.e., that direction of causality cannot be inferred), 

the next section within the biological segment of the study proposes using a biological 

measure known as 2D:4D ratio as a way of possibly inferring causality in sex differences 

in humor. 

Following this proposal, because 2D:4D ratio is only partially established in the 

literature, several studies on its reliability will be reviewed. From here, studies reviewing 

the relationship between traits parallel to the previously mentioned four types of humor 

(i.e., looking at aggression for aggressive humor) and 2D:4D ratio will be discussed. 

These will be used as parallel arguments to support the idea that biological factors – 

specifically 2D:4D ratio – may potentially explain sex differences in humor type use 

preferences, although they very well may not. 

Finally, studies reviewing a possible relationship between 2D:4D ratio and gender 

role will be explored, in order to address the possibility that gender role may be 

influenced by the person’s underlying biology, creating the need for a particularly careful 

analysis.       

Background on Humor 

Theories of Humor 

          Many theorists consider humor its own mode of discourse among social 

interactions. Mulkay (1988) categorized discourse into either serious or non-serious 

modes. In the serious mode of discourse, the aim is to create a single, objective reality 
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that all (or at least most) speakers can agree on. Self-contradiction, as well as ambiguity 

and disagreements of interpretation, are avoided in the interest of smooth social 

functioning. However, in the non-serious mode of discourse (i.e. humor), nonsense is 

used with certain limitations. Ambiguity, paradox, multiple interpretations of reality, and 

partially resolved incongruity are acceptable (and even defining of) humorous discourse. 

In humor mode, socially unspeakable topics can be discussed without fear of 

repercussion, due to the ambiguity of humor. 

Classifications of Humor 

          Although the majority of people have a general notion of what humor is and can 

both produce and recognize it, achieving an actual understanding of humor has proven 

surprisingly difficult. This is likely due to the fact that sense of humor is not a single 

unitary concept, but rather, a variety of loosely related concepts, such as humor creation 

abilities, enjoyment of particular types of humorous stimuli, the tendency to tell jokes and 

amuse others, and use of humor as a coping mechanism. It is important to note that each 

of these requires different methods of measurement, and that, while they may be loosely 

related, they are generally not strongly inter-correlated (Martin et al., 2003). As a result, a 

variety of humor classification systems have come into existence. 

One popular classification system was created with a particular emphasis on how 

humor arises in social interactions (Graeven & Morris, 1975). The four categories of 

humor found to occur socially were: (1) humor arising from a mass media source; (2) 

humor emerging spontaneously within a situation; (3) humor arising from a memorized 

joke; and (4) humor arising from the telling or recalling of a previous event. They found 

that humor emerging spontaneously within a situation occurred the most frequently, 
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whereas humor arising from memorized jokes, mass media sources, or the telling or 

recalling of a previous event were the least frequent. This is suggestive of the fact that, 

while studying the humor behind jokes and the like (as many humor studies have done) is 

somewhat important, it is even more important that studies focus on spontaneous and 

natural humor that arises in social situations since it represents the humor most frequently 

used. 

Indeed, several studies have found that the aspect of humor most relevant to 

emotional and psychosocial well-being is spontaneous humor used in interactions with 

others. Martin and colleagues (2003) set out to identify the motives or intentions behind 

social uses of humor, resulting in a new classification system of humor that emphasized 

the psychological healthiness of each type of humor. This led to a final categorization of 

humor use, with four possible subcategories: aggressive, self-deprecating, affiliative, and 

self-enhancing. Aggressive humor is defined as humor meant to manipulate or attack 

other people; this includes sarcasm, disparagement, teasing, and offensive humor. Self-

deprecating humor includes attacking or disparaging one’s self, usually for the purpose of 

amusing other people at one’s own expense, as well as defensive denial. Affiliative 

humor involves using humor to bond, to be friendly or amusing, or to release tension, and 

often occurs in the form of spontaneous witty banter. Self-enhancing humor involves the 

tendency to maintain a humorous outlook on life, to be amused by the incongruities in 

life, and to cope with stress.  

These humor types intercorrelate to a small degree, with a positive relationship 

between affiliative and self-enhancing humor, a weak positive relationship between 

affiliative and aggressive humor, and a positive correlation between aggressive and self-
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deprecating humor. However, these relationships are small enough to conclude that each 

subscale measures dimensions relatively distinct from the others. Both aggressive humor 

and self-deprecating humor have been shown in various studies to relate to generally 

negative or harmful personality traits and relationships, whereas affiliative humor and 

self-enhancing humor have been shown to relate to generally positive personality traits 

and relationships. 

For example, Martin and colleagues (2003) administered the HSQ and numerous 

other questionnaires – including the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression 

Scale (CESD), the Life Orientation Test (LOT), the Cook–Medley Hostility Scale (Ho), 

the Buss–Perry Aggression Questionnaire (BPAQ), the Symptom Checklist-90-R (SCL-

90-R), the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI), the Index of Self-Esteem (ISE), the 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory (RSEI), the Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ), and 

the Miller Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS) – to samples ranging from 94 to 485 

participants, and found a variety of significant correlations. Aggressive humor was found 

to relate positively to the BPAQ and the Ho, indicating greater hostile attitudes and 

behaviors toward others. Self-deprecating humor was found to relate positively to the 

CESD, the STAI, the BPAQ and Ho, and the SCL-90-R, indicating greater depression, 

anxiety, aggression, and interpersonal sensitivity. Self-deprecating humor also related 

negatively to the RSEI, the ISE, the MSIS, and the SSQ, indicating lower self-esteem, 

lower social support and lower social intimacy. Affiliative humor related positively to the 

RSEI, ISE, and the MSIS, indicating greater self-esteem and social intimacy, and related 

negatively to the CESD, and the STAI, indicating less depression and less anxiety. 

Finally, self-enhancing humor related positively to the RSEI, the ISE, the LOT, the 
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MSIS, and the SSQ, indicating greater self-esteem, optimism, social intimacy, and social 

support, and related negatively to the CESD and STAI, indicating less depression and 

less anxiety. 

          These findings have further been supported in studies conducted by Veselka, 

 Schermer, Martin, and Vernon (2010), and Yip and Martin (2006). In the first, 201 twin 

pairs completed the HSQ and the MT48, which measures global toughness and its eight 

factors (Commitment, Control, Emotional Control, Control over Life, Confidence, 

Confidence in Abilities, Interpersonal Confidence, Challenge). Results showed that 

affiliative and self-enhancing humor correlated positively with all eight factors, whereas 

aggressive and self-deprecating humor correlated negatively with all the factors except 

commitment, control over life, and challenge. In the second study, 111 participants 

completed the HSQ as well as measures of trait cheerfulness, social competence, and 

emotional intelligence. Self-enhancing humor was positively correlated with social 

competence, whereas aggressive and self-deprecating humor were negatively related to 

social competence and emotional intelligence.   

Sex Differences in Humor 

          Studies have shown differences between the sexes in various aspects of humor, 

including type of humor considered funniest, frequency of public laughter, attractive 

qualities in the opposite sex, and type of humor used most often. 

Type of Humor Considered Funniest 

Men and women generally consider different types of humor to be funniest. 

Johnson (1992) had participants rate how funny they found jokes presented on a 

computer screen. He found that women generally preferred nonsense to aggressive 
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humor, silly to sick humor, role-reversal to word-play humor, and disease disparagement 

(defined as joking about the ill) to irreverent (defined as joking about those in positions 

of power) humor. Conversely, men preferred aggressive to nonsense humor, sick to silly 

humor, word-play to role-reversal humor, and irreverent to disease disparagement humor. 

Furthermore, Jackson and Jackson (1997) found that, upon rating jokes with either a 

female initiator/male target or vice versa, males considered both types equally funny, 

whereas women considered jokes with female initiators and male targets funnier than the 

opposite. 

Frequency of Public Laughter 

          Several studies have indicated that men and women differ in their frequency of 

public laughter, though some studies have not found this effect. One study coded 10, 419 

people for laughter in malls, schools, restaurants, comedy clubs, playgrounds, and stores, 

and found that females laugh more than males on any given day (Chapell, Batten, Brown, 

Gonzalez, Herquet, Massar, & Pedroche, 2002) . Another study, on the other hand, found 

no difference between men and women in their frequency of laughter, unless personality 

type was taken into account (Martin & Kuiper, 1999). They had 80 participants complete 

a daily laughter record for three days, as well as a self-report measure of Type A 

personality characteristics. The amount of type A traits in men positively correlated with 

daily laughter, whereas the opposite trend occurred in women; the amount of type A traits 

in women negatively correlated with daily laughter. Thus, there appear to be gender 

differences in frequency of public laughter as well. 

Attractive Qualities in the Opposite Sex 

          Another difference regarding humor involves what each sex finds attractive in 
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members of the opposite sex. The specific qualities that were looked at were production 

versus receptivity of humor, and interactions between status and humor type. 

          One study that looked at production versus receptivity of humor as attractive 

qualities in potential sexual partners was conducted by Bressler, Martin, and Balshine 

(2006). Their study consisted of two parts, the first being an analysis of whether men and 

women defined “sense of humor” in others differently depending on whether the others 

produced humor or were receptive to it, and the second being whether men and women 

were more attracted to a member of the opposite sex who produced humor versus one 

who was receptive to humor. In the first part of their study, the authors administered a 

categorization questionnaire they had created to university students that consisted of three 

subscales: the importance of a relationship partner’s sense of humor, the importance of a 

partner’s receptivity to the participant’s own humor, and the importance of a relationship 

partner’s production of humor. Significance was determined by comparing men and 

women’s mean scores on a particular subscale to the score expected if participants had 

consistently answered each item without a preference, i.e. a “4 – neither agree nor 

disagree.”  Results showed that while both men and women rated the importance of a 

partner’s sense of humor highly enough to reach significance, women rated importance of 

both receptivity and productivity highly enough to reach significance, whereas men only 

rated importance of receptivity – not of productivity – highly enough to reach 

significance. In other words, men and women differ in how they define “sense of humor” 

in terms of the opposite sex – while women consider both receptivity and productivity to 

constitute “sense of humor,” men only seem to consider receptivity “sense of humor.” 

Thus, Bressler and colleagues (2006) have brought to light a discrepancy between men’s 
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and women’s definition of “sense of humor,” which not only explains inconsistent 

findings in previous literature on this topic, but which also shows the importance of 

taking this discrepancy into account in future studies. 

          In the second part of their study, Bressler and colleagues (2006) administered two 

forced-choice questionnaires to the same university students to determine whether they 

found receptivity or productivity of humor more attractive in the opposite sex. Each 

questionnaire consisted of two opposing hypothetical situations. In the first situation, 

participants were instructed to imagine that they had interacted with an attractive member 

of the opposite sex (Member 1), and that the participant had produced humor which 

Member 1 enjoyed, but that Member 1 had produced humor the participant did not find 

funny. In the second situation, participants were instructed to imagine that they had 

interacted with another attractive member of the opposite sex (Member 2) who was 

identical to Member 1 in every way, except for the following: when the participant 

produced humor, Member 2 did not enjoy it, though when Member 2 produced humor, 

the participant enjoyed it. In each questionnaire, participants were forced to choose which 

person – Member 1 or Member 2 – they would choose for a one-night stand, a date, a 

short-term relationship, a long-term relationship, and a friendship. Results indicated that 

women significantly preferred humor producers overall, but only significantly for dates, 

long-term relationships, and friendships. Men, on the other hand, significantly preferred 

partners receptive to their own humor overall, but only significantly for dates, with a 

trend approaching significance for long-term relationships. Thus, the data suggest that 

women may generally prefer partners who produce humor over partners receptive to their 

own humor, whereas men may generally prefer partners to be receptive to their own 
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humor over partners who produce humor.   

Type of Humor Used Most Often 

Generally speaking, men tend to use more aggressive or more negative forms of 

humor than women do. One study that demonstrated this effect was conducted by Martin 

and colleagues (2003), the creators of the Humor Styles Questionnaire (HSQ). This self-

report measure tests for personal use of the previously listed four types of humor: 

affiliative humor, self-enhancing humor, aggressive humor, and self-deprecating humor. 

After finalizing the HSQ, they collected responses to the HSQ as well as demographic 

information from 1195 participants (725 women and 470 men), ranging in age from 14 to 

87 years. T-tests revealed that males reported greater use of self-deprecating humor and 

especially aggressive humor than females, indicating that not only do males attack 

themselves using self-disparaging humor and allow others to laugh at their expense more 

than females do, but that they also attack others with sarcasm, teasing, and hurtful 

comments more than females do.   

Using this same humor scale, a subsequent study by Greengross and Miller (2008) 

partially replicated the findings of Martin and colleagues (2003). They had 64 female and 

32 male university students complete a basic demographic inventory, as well as the HSQ. 

Statistical analysis revealed that men reported using aggressive humor more than women 

did. However, they found no significant difference between men and women on use of 

self-deprecating humor, in contrast with Martin and colleagues’ (2003) findings. A 

possible explanation may reside in the fact that Martin and colleagues’ study (2003) used 

a sample with a much larger age range than the one used by Greengross and Miller 
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(2008), who only used university students, and that some studies have demonstrated 

interactions between age and sex on humor use style. 

Somewhat related to the idea that men use more aggressive humor than women is 

the idea that men use a higher proportion of differentiating humor than women, whereas 

women may use a higher proportion of cohesion-building humor than men. According to 

Robinson and Smith-Lovin (2001), this difference can be explained by social status. They 

argue that people of lower social status (i.e., women) are less likely to be socially 

aggressive, due to the limitations of their status, and are therefore forced to resort to 

cohesion-building humor, whereas people of higher social status (i.e., men) are more 

likely to be socially aggressive because they can get away with it, as well as also using 

differentiating humor to maintain their high status. This idea was supported in Robinson 

and Smith-Lovin’s (2001) study, in which they reviewed conversation transcripts, 

containing group and individual laughter, of 29 six-person university-age discussion 

groups originally recorded in the early 1980’s. Of 5,640 speaker turns, there were 375 

total humor attempts, defined as either “remarks that lead to group laughter, remarks that 

are followed by speaker laughter, and remarks that all four coders agreed were humor 

attempts but which did not lead to laughter” (Robinson & Smith-Lovin, 2001, p. 10). 

Results showed that over 35% of men’s humor attempts were differentiating, whereas 

only 26% of women’s humor attempts were differentiating. However, results regarding 

cohesion-building humor attempts merely approached statistical significance, with 56% 

of women’s humor attempts being cohesion-building versus 50% of men’s attempts. 

Either way, these results are somewhat in line with other studies showing that men use 

more aggressive humor than women, as there is a fine line between differentiating and 
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aggressive humor. This can be said because differentiating humor is arguably a mild form 

of aggression, as its purpose is to maintain high status. Perhaps the only limitation of this 

study is that the data were collected almost 30 years ago, a time span during which the 

gap between men’s and women’s behaviors may have shrunk. More current studies 

would have to be conducted to determine whether this particular sex difference still 

applies.             

Social Arguments for Gender Differences in Humor Use 

Gender Theory 

Crawford (2003) discusses various theories of gender, including the essentialist 

viewpoint, the social interactionist viewpoint, and the social constructionist viewpoint. 

From the essentialist viewpoint, gender is conceived as a fundamental attribute of 

individuals. Social interactionists and social constructionists, on the other hand, view 

gender as a social construct, or a system of meanings that governs access to power and 

resources and that organizes interactions. 

          According to Crawford (2003), “the social interactionist perspective views gender 

as a system of meanings that operates at individual, interactional, and social structural 

levels” (p. 1416). At the individual level, gender is the internalization of a masculine or 

feminine schema; it is part of the self-concept. At the interactional level, gender is both 

portrayed and reinforced in interactions with others. At the social structural level, gender 

is used to categorize people into groups, which influence access to power, status, and 

material resources. 

          The social constructionist perspective, on the other hand, takes the interactionist 

perspective a step further and considers gender as nothing but a way of making sense of 
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transactions. It is not an attribute of individuals, but rather, considered a verb (“doing 

gender”). As Crawford states, “Doing gender” reflects the social constructionist view that 

gender is a salient social and cognitive category through which information is filtered, 

selectively processed, and differentially acted upon to produce self-fulfilling prophecies 

about women and men” (p. 1417). 

          These viewpoints are important when studying gender and humor, because both 

perspectives, especially the social constructionist perspective, emphasize language or 

speech style used in social interaction as a way of creating and defining gender; and, it is 

undeniable that humor is used as a mode of discourse during social interactions. 

          Crawford holds that humor is used both as a means of constructing and 

deconstructing gender in social interactions. Specifically, as she phrases it, “The power of 

conversational humor in constructing and presenting a self is related to its flexibility, 

indirectness, and ambiguity” (p. 1421). By acting in gender-typical ways through humor 

use, a person can reinforce their gender to others. However, humor also can be used as a 

safe medium to act in gender-atypical ways, due to its flexibility, indirectness, and 

ambiguity. 

          Generally speaking, men tend to use humor to construct their gender in ways that 

emphasize power. Mulkay (1988) found that men’s humor often objectified women, 

emphasized their sexual availability, and generally categorized them as inferior. 

Furthermore, Cameron (1997) found that men often joked and gossiped about other men, 

who they called “gay,” as a way of distinguishing themselves as superior. One could say 

that men’s more frequent use of aggressive humor may be used as a means of displaying 

their power, and as a way of constructing and reinforcing their male gender to others. 
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          On the other hand, women tend to use humor to build cohesion, at least amongst 

other women. Crawford argues that this may be a form of emancipation from the power 

men hold over them. She states that because women are socially subordinated, they create 

a sense of collective identity in their humor with each other, using their humor as a form 

of gender construction. 

Gender Role Identification and Humor 

In line with these theories, several studies have demonstrated connections 

between gender role identification and humor. One such study was conducted by Mio 

(2009), who compared types of humor found funny between individuals classified by the 

Bem Sex Role Inventory - Revised (BSRI-R; Bem, 1977) as sex-typed females (defined 

as females who score high on the feminine scale and low on the masculine scale), sex-

typed males (defined as males who score high on the masculine scale and low on the 

feminine scale), and androgynous females and males (defined as individuals who score 

high on both the masculine and feminine scales). They did not include participants 

categorized as undifferentiated, defined as individuals who score low on both the 

masculinity and femininity scales, citing no particular reason for this. This study 

consisted of two parts. In the first part, which consisted of 136 participants and was 

conducted in the early 1990’s, they administered the BSRI-R, a questionnaire consisting 

of traditional masculine, traditional feminine, and neutral items, for a total of 30 items, 

each being rated by the participant regarding how much the item described his or her self. 

Following this questionnaire, participants were given 32 mirror metaphor pairs, defined 

as a metaphor comparing a high-status item to a low-status item and vice versa (such as 

“My surgeon is a butcher among doctors” and “My butcher is a surgeon among meat-
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cutters”). Participants were instructed to place a check mark next to the metaphor they 

found funnier in each pair – either the disparaging metaphor, or the uplifting metaphor. 

Results were calculated by subtracting the total number of uplifting metaphors chosen as 

funnier from the total number of disparaging metaphors chosen as funnier for each 

participant, meaning a positive value showed the participant found disparaging metaphors 

to be more humorous and a negative value showed the participant found uplifting 

metaphors to be more humorous. It was found that 59% of the sex-typed females felt that 

disparaging metaphors were funnier, 71% of the androgynous participants felt that 

disparaging metaphors were funnier, and 78% of the sex-typed males felt that disparaging 

metaphors were funnier. Thus, although all participants, regardless of gender association, 

found disparaging metaphors funnier than uplifting metaphors, the more sex-typed male 

the participant was, the funnier they found the disparaging metaphors. This suggests that 

sex-typed (masculine) males may appreciate aggressive humor more than androgynous 

(equally masculine and feminine) males, just as sex-typed (feminine) females may 

appreciate aggressive humor less than androgynous (equally masculine and feminine) 

females do. It is worth noting, however, that no inferential statistics were run on these 

percentages, making it unknown whether these differences were significant.    

The second part of Mio’s (2009) study, which occurred around the late 1990’s – 

years after the first part of his study – tested more for differences in type of humor 

used/created between sex-typed females, sex-typed males, and androgynous females and 

males, rather than the type of humor they found funniest. Again, the BSRI-R was 

administered to a large pool of participants, but the authors stated that they had 

considerable difficulty finding sex-typed men, though not sex-typed women, for this 
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study. Participants were given metaphor stems, each of which included either a high-

status or low-status item in the topic position, and which also included a blank that was to 

be filled in by one of three choices – a high, medium, or low-status choice. (For example: 

a metaphor stem with a high-status item in the topic position would include “My surgeon 

is a _______ among doctors” with choices including “star” “person” and “butcher”). 

Participants were to circle the choice they felt would make the metaphor the funniest. 

Disparagement scores were calculated by subtracting the number of high-status choices 

chosen from the number of low-status choices chosen for only the high-status topic 

metaphors. As in the first part of Mio’s (2009) study, a positive score indicated that the 

participant found disparaging metaphors to be funnier, whereas a negative score indicated 

that they found uplifting metaphors funnier. 

Unexpectedly, results showed that while sex-typed men had the highest 

disparagement scores, followed by androgynous women, sex-typed women, and lastly, by 

androgynous men, these differences were not significant. The only significant effect was 

that both men and women found disparaging metaphors funnier than uplifting metaphors. 

Thus, the second part of Mio’s (2009) study did not find any differences in the type of 

humor created between sex-typed males, sex-typed females, and androgynous males and 

females, in contrast to the first part of his study. Mio speculated that this may be due to 

the difficulty he encountered in finding sex-typed males for the second part of his study, 

conducted about a decade after the first part, which in turn led him to consider the 

possibility that the BSRI-R has become an outdated measure. He also noted that gender 

attitudes may have shifted over the years, possibly accounting for the lack of significant 

results. 
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          In support of Mio’s first study and in contrast to his second study, Martin and 

colleagues (2003) did find evidence of gender identification predicting the type of humor 

personally used. They used a different measure of gender identification than Mio, 

however. Undergraduates were asked to complete the Extended Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire (EPAQ; Spence, Helmreich, & Holahan, 1979), which provides four 

different types of scores – positively valued masculinity (e.g., Independent), negatively 

valued masculinity (e.g., Hostile), positively valued femininity (e.g., Warm), and 

negatively valued femininity (e.g., Servile). Participants also completed the HSQ. Results 

showed that positively valued masculinity was positively correlated with self-enhancing 

humor, but that negatively valued masculinity was positively correlated with aggressive 

humor. On the other hand, positively valued femininity was positively related to 

affiliative humor, and negatively related to aggressive and self-deprecating humor; 

furthermore, negatively valued femininity was negatively related to self-enhancing humor 

and to affiliative humor. Put simply, higher masculinity scores predicted greater use of 

self-enhancing humor and aggressive humor; higher femininity scores predicted both 

greater and lesser use of affiliative humor (depending on whether it was positively or 

negatively valued femininity), and lesser use of aggressive, self-deprecating, and self-

enhancing humor. Thus, Martin and colleagues (2003) demonstrated that gender role 

orientation can predict aggressive humor use, self-deprecating humor use, and self-

enhancing humor use. 

          Thus, differences between the sexes in the type of humor they use may be 

accounted for, at least in part, by social factors. As humor is its own mode of discourse, it 

may be used as a means of gender construction in a manner consistent with society’s 
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expectations for members of each sex. This theory is supported by studies demonstrating 

relationships consistent with cultural norms between gender role identity and the type of 

humor used by both men and women. However, the possibility that humor differences 

between the sexes may be at least somewhat biological – particularly hormonal – still 

remains.     

Biological Arguments for Sex Differences in Humor Use 

Not Taking Sex into Account: Biological Factors in Humor Type Preferences 

          Several studies have found that genetics contribute at least partially to preferences 

for different humor types. One such study had 49 pairs of monozygotic (identical) twins 

and 52 pairs of dizygotic (fraternal) twins rate comics of various humor styles, including 

nonsense, satire, aggression, and sex (Wilson, Rust, & Kasriel, 1977). Goodness of fit of 

genetic and between-family environment models for these humor styles were determined 

using chi-square tests, as well as intraclass correlations. This analysis revealed a better fit 

of the environmental model than the genetic model for nonsense, satire, and sex humor 

styles, and revealed a better fit of the genetic model than the environmental model, as 

well as a higher intraclass correlation for monozygotic twins than dizygotic twins, for 

aggressive humor styles. In other words, this study found more of a genetic contribution 

to aggressive humor styles, but more of an environmental (rather than genetic) 

contribution to nonsense, satire, and sex humor styles. 

          A larger study conducted by Vernon, Martin, Schermer, Cherkas, and Spector 

(2008) had 1073 pairs of monozygotic twins and 895 same-sex pairs of dizygotic twins 

complete the Humor Styles Questionnaire. All four humor styles – aggressive, affiliative, 

self-enhancing, and self-deprecating – were found to have a substantial genetic 
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component to them, evidenced by monozygotic correlations that were almost twice as 

high as dizygotic correlations. Heritability coefficients ranged from .34 to .49. However, 

neither of the above-mentioned studies analyzed sex differences. 

Taking Sex into Account: Humor-Related Biological Differences 

Kohn, Kellermann, Gur, Schneider, and Habel (2011) performed a functional 

neuroimaging study on humor, with an emphasis on differences between male and female 

brain activation patterns. They performed fMRIs on 29 healthy, right-handed individuals 

while showing them humorous cartoons for 7 seconds each. Results showed that in 

women, the ventral system – implicated in detection and appraisal of emotion – was 

activated, including the amygdala, insula, and Anterior Cingulate Cortex (ACC). 

However, men showed activation in both the ventral and dorsal processing systems. 

These results indicate that women process humor though limbic reactivity, involving 

appraisal of its emotional features, while men apply more evaluative, executive resources 

in humor processing. Though this may initially lead one to believe that gender differences 

in humor are biological, the fact is, it is unclear whether the thought causes the brain 

activity (the brain activity being the only visible thing in an fMRI) or if the brain activity 

causes the thought. In other words, it is possible that after learning and conforming to 

gendered social expectations, each gender thinks a certain way about humor, which 

happens to create their corresponding brain activity. This issue can possibly be resolved 

by testing for 2d:4d ratio, defined as the ratio between the index and ring finger, which 

may be a stronger causal indicator of biological sex-typed tendencies. This is because 

2D:4D ratio is determined before an individual is born and therefore, determined before 

this individual can even be influenced by sociocultural factors.  
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2D:4D Ratio as a Reliable Measure of Prenatal Hormone Exposure 

Although not yet widely accepted, there is a growing body of evidence that 

2D:4D ratio is affected by (and therefore representative of) exposure to sex hormones in 

the womb, during which sexual differentiation of the brain occurs. Specifically, males 

tend to exhibit lower 2D:4D ratios (with the ring finger being proportionally longer than 

the index finger) than females. Because of this, 2D:4D ratio can, to some extent, be used 

as a causal indicator of how biologically male-typical or female-typical someone is. 

Several studies support the idea that sexual differentiation of the brain is 

determined by exposure to sex hormones in both animals and humans, especially during a 

critical period in the womb. For example, mammalian animal studies have shown that sex 

differences in neural structure and neuroanatomy, reproductive and social behaviors, and 

cognitive function are affected by exposure to prenatal sex hormones (Hines, 2002). One 

study that showed this was conducted by de Vries, Rissman, Simerly, Yang, Scordalakes, 

Auger, and Arnold (2002). They modified some genetically female (XX chromosome) 

mice to develop testes in place of ovaries, and modified some genetically male (XY) 

mice to develop ovaries in place of testes. They also had control groups where the 

genetically female mice had ovaries, and the genetically male mice had testes. They 

found that copulatory behavior, social exploration behavior, and sexually dimorphic 

neuroanatomical structures were affected by the presence of testes or ovaries, rather than 

by the genetic sex of the mouse, indicating a strong hormonal effect on these sexually 

dimorphic traits. 

Humans are likely similar to animals, particularly mammals, in this regard, 

considering similarities in development (Hines, 2002.) Although experimental data in 
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humans do not exist due to the unethical nature of manipulating fetal hormone levels, 

several “experiments of nature” that demonstrate the importance of sex hormones on 

sexual differentiation do exist. For one, females with disorders that expose them to 

greater amounts of androgens in the womb, such as Congenital Adrenal Hyperplasia 

(CAH), are more likely to identify as male or express dissatisfaction at being female, 

more likely to display male-typical childhood play patterns, as well as more likely to be 

sexually attracted to females. Likewise, males with disorders that prevent exposure to 

androgens in the womb, such as Complete Androgen Insensitivity Syndrome (CAIS), are 

more likely to identify as female, more likely to display female-typical childhood play, 

and more likely to be sexually attracted to males (Hines, 2002). Thus, it appears as 

though exposure to fetal sex hormones affects sexual differentiation in humans in several 

regards. 

From here, it is only natural to wonder how prenatal sex hormones would affect 

2D:4D ratio. One theory is that fetal cartilaginous tissue contains androgen receptors, 

making the digits of the hands sensitive to androgens in the womb (Ben-Hur et al., 1997). 

Another slightly more complicated theory was proposed by Manning and colleagues 

(1998). The differentiation of the fetal gonads, which are responsible for the fetus’s 

exposure to sex hormones, is controlled by Hox genes. However, Hox genes also control 

the growth and differentiation of the fingers and toes. Therefore, Manning and colleagues 

(1998) speculated that this sharing of causal factors in digit and gonad differentiation 

makes it possible that patterns of digit formation can reflect gonad function and, 

therefore, concentration of prenatal sex hormones. 
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Empirical evidence suggesting that 2D:4D ratio reflects prenatal androgen 

exposure takes many forms. One is in the form of animal experiments, which are 

important considering the lack of human experiments due to ethical limitations of 

manipulating human fetal hormone levels. One such animal study was conducted by 

Romano, Rubolini, Martinelli, Alquati, and Saino (2005). They increased testosterone 

concentrations in the eggs of ring-necked pheasants, and found that the digit ratios of 

adult pheasants who had received the injections were affected. Another similar study was 

conducted by Talarovičová, Kršková, and Blažeková (2009). They increased levels of 

maternal testosterone in rats during pregnancy, and found that both the male and female 

offspring of these rats had lower 2D:4D ratios and an elongated 4D on the left and right 

forepaws compared to controls. Taken together, these studies indicate that, at least in 

animals, digit ratios can be affected by exposure to testosterone during prenatal 

development. 

Assuming Manning and colleagues’ (1998) theory about Hox genes mediating the 

relationship between digit ratio and prenatal sex hormone levels is correct, it is not 

unlikely that the aforementioned animal studies can be extended to humans as well. This 

is because Hox genes are conserved in vertebrates (Romano et al., 2005), making similar 

patterns of variation in digit ratios across vertebrate classes likely. In fact, these animal 

studies, particularly Talarovičová and colleague’s study (2009), are even more 

compelling because the specific change that occurred in 2D:4D ratio after testosterone 

exposure was in a direction representative of human male 2D:4D ratios. 

          As previously stated, study after study has demonstrated that 2D:4D ratio is 

sexually dimorphic in humans, with males having lower 2D:4D ratios than females, 
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which is suggestive of the fact that 2D:4D ratio is affected by prenatal testosterone levels 

since, according to a review paper by Breedlove, Cooke, and Jordan (1998), most somatic 

sex differences involve sex hormones. Further evidence that 2D:4D ratio is likely 

affected by sex hormones in the womb is the fact that this sex difference in 2D:4D ratio is 

generally well established early in utero (Galis, Ten Broek, Van Dongen, & Wijnaendts, 

2010; Malas, Dogan, Evcil, & Desdicioglu, 2006) and remains relatively stable across 

development (Hönekopp, Bartholdt, Beier, & Liebert, 2007; Trivers, Manning, & 

Jacobson, 2006). 

          However, some of the biggest forms of evidence supporting the idea that 2D:4D 

ratio is affected by prenatal hormones are studies evaluating digit ratio in individuals with 

sex hormone disorders. One such disorder is Congenital Adrenal Hyperplasia (CAH), 

where the body produces abnormally high amounts of androgens. Generally, CAH is 

diagnosed shortly after birth, and is treated to normalize these androgens postnatally. 

Since these hormone levels are normalized either at or shortly after birth, with diagnosis 

resulting from a salt losing crisis, any differences between individuals with and without 

CAH can presumably be attributed to this excess androgen exposure while still in the 

womb (rather than hormone exposure after birth). One of the differences found between 

females with and without CAH is their 2D:4D ratio: females with CAH tend to have 

lower, more male-typical, digit ratios than related females without CAH (Brown, Hines, 

Fane, & Breedlove, 2002; Ciumas, Hirschberg, & Savic, 2009; Ökten, Kalyoncu, & 

Yariş, 2002). In other words, females with CAH have more male-typical digit ratios;  but 

it is unlikely that genetics have created this difference, because even related females have 

higher digit ratios than the CAH females. This strongly suggests that the lower 2D:4D 
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ratio is due to the excess androgen exposure in the womb. 

          A similar “experiment of nature” includes complete androgen insensitivity 

syndrome in males. As the name of the disorder implies, androgen insensitivity syndrome 

is a disorder characterized by a lack of sensitivity to androgens in the body, resulting in 

various feminized traits. Berenbaum, Bryk, Nowak, Quigley, and Moffat (2009) found 

that males with androgen insensitivity syndrome had higher, more female-typical 2D:4D 

ratios than controls. This, taken in conjunction with more male-typical 2D:4D ratios in 

females with CAH, is suggestive of the fact that 2D:4D ratio is influenced by prenatal 

androgen exposure. 

          Another form of evidence suggestive of this are studies that look at maternal habits 

and testosterone levels during pregnancy. For example, Rizwan, Manning, and Brabin 

(2006) found that children of mothers who smoked during pregnancy – which has been 

linked with higher fetal testosterone levels – have lower 2D:4D ratios than children of 

mothers who did not smoke during pregnancy. Furthermore, mothers who have higher 

testosterone levels tend to produce children with lower 2D:4D. Specifically, the higher 

the waist-to-hip ratio of the mother (an indicator of higher testosterone levels), the lower 

the 2D:4D ratio of her children (Manning, Trivers, Singh, & Thornhill, 1999). 

Furthermore, a study in which routine amniocentesis was performed, found that high 

levels of fetal testosterone relative to fetal estrogen predicted lower 2D:4D ratios in the 

offspring (Lutchmaya, Baron-Cohen, Raggatt, Knickmeyer, & Manning, 2004). Thus, the 

above studies indicate that higher testosterone levels during pregnancy raise the 

likelihood of a lower 2D:4D ratio. 

          Lastly, a multitude of studies have found associations between 2D:4D ratio and an 
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assortment of outcomes, many of which are thought to be primarily male or female-

typical. Examples include lower digit ratio predicting success in sports (Hönekopp & 

Schuster, 2010), sensation seeking (Fink, Neave, Laughton, & Manning, 2006), success 

in financial short-term trading (Coates, Gurnell, & Rustichini, 2009), and spatial ability 

(Kempel, Gohlke, Klempau, Zinsberger, Reuter, & Hennig, 2005; Loehlin, Medland, & 

Martin, 2009), to name a few. 

Thus, taken as a whole, all of the above is strongly suggestive of the notion that 

2D:4D ratio is representative of prenatal sex hormone exposure, particularly testosterone. 

Assuming this is the case, a correlation of 2D:4D ratio with humor type preference would 

indicate that at least one innate, biological force – namely, prenatal sex hormone 

exposure – is at least partly responsible for the difference between men and women in 

their humor type preferences.   

Relationships Between Digit Ratio and the 4 Humor Types (Aggressive, Self-

Deprecating, Affiliative, and Self-Enhancing): 

          Because no studies have been conducted measuring the relationship between digit 

ratio and humor type use (and, therefore, cannot be reviewed), this section cites studies 

that looked at the relationship between digit ratio and traits similar to the humor types 

(such as looking at aggression for aggressive humor). However, because studies of this 

sort only exist for traits parallel to aggressive humor, the other three humor types are not 

included in this section. Any analysis of the other three types of humor is completely 

exploratory.  

Aggressive humor. In men. Hampson, Ellis and Tenk (2008) studied the 

relationship between 2D:4D ratio and aggression in 87 undergraduate men. They 
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measured participants’ 2D:4D ratios, for both the right and left hands, then administered 

the Buss and Perry Aggression Questionnaire (1992). This measures four components of 

aggression – physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hostility – with a separate 

subscale for each. A total aggression score can be calculated by summing the scores of all 

four components, though the scores of individual subscales can be (and are) used as well. 

Results showed that verbal aggression was negatively predicted by both right and left 

hand 2D:4D ratios, but that physical aggression, anger, hostility, and total aggression 

were not predicted by either right or left hand 2D:4D ratio. In other words, the lower (or 

more male-typical) the 2D:4D ratio, the greater the verbal aggression score. 

A similar online study conducted by Hönekopp (2011) looked at the relationship 

between 2D:4D ratio and aggression levels in 1,254 males. They had participants 

measure and report their own 2D:4D ratios, and then complete the scales for verbal and 

physical aggression from the Buss and Perry (1992) Aggression Questionnaire. Results 

showed a weak negative correlation between left-hand 2D:4D ratio and verbal 

aggression, but no correlation between 2D:4D ratio and physical aggression, in line with 

Hampson’s and colleagues’ (2008) study (except for the lack of significance for the right 

hand 2D:4D ratio). In other words, both studies found that a lower, more male-typical 

2D:4D ratio predicted verbal aggression. Thus, based on these studies, it seems likely that 

2D:4D ratio would negatively correlate with aggressive humor use, at least in men, as 

humor is a verbal phenomenon. 

Somewhat in contrast to Hampson and colleagues’ (2008) and Hönekopp’s (2011) 

findings, however, Bailey and Hurd (2005) did not find a correlation between 2D:4D 

ratio and verbal aggression in men. Rather, after administering the Buss and Perry (1992) 
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Aggression Questionnaire to 149 males, as well as the Paulhus Deception Scale (PDS) to 

determine who was likely to have answered in a socially desirable manner and 

eliminating them, they found that right hand digit ratio predicted physical aggression, but 

not verbal aggression, hostility, or anger. They did not present results for the left hand 

digit ratio, the reason for this being cited as having found greater sexual dimorphism for 

the right hand than the left. Their lack of analysis of the left hand 2D:4D ratio may 

partially explain the inconsistent results between these studies, specifically results on 

verbal aggression, considering that Hönekopp (2011) only found a significant correlation 

between digit ratio and verbal aggression for the left hand. However, it is more unclear as 

to why Bailey and Hurd (2005) found significance for physical aggression at all, while 

Hampson and colleagues (2008) and Hönekopp (2011) did not. It is possible that 

eliminating participants who answered in a socially desirable manner contributed to these 

inconsistencies, though the exact mechanism by which they could have done so is also 

unclear. While it may be possible that the tendency to respond in a socially desirable 

manner correlates with digit ratio, Bailey and Hurd did not run this particular analysis, 

and no literature exists on the subject.    

Kuepper and Hennig (2007) used a somewhat different approach to studying the 

relationship between 2D:4D ratio and aggression. Specifically, they considered the 

possibility that self-report measures could yield different results than behavioral 

measures. This could be the case for several reasons. For one, it is possible that people 

are less self-aware than they think, and may thus attribute certain characteristics to 

themselves that, in reality, do not accurately describe them. It is also possible that certain 

people will alter their responses to appear more socially desirable, as was potentially the 
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case in Bailey and Hurd’s study and which led them to eliminate certain participants. 

Therefore, in their study, in addition to measuring right and left hand digit ratios, 

Kuepper and Hennig (2007) had 98 male participants complete the aggression scale of 

the Freiburger Persönlichkeitsinventar (FPI-R; Fahrenberg, Hampel & Selg, 1984), a self-

report measure, as well as a modified version of the Taylor aggression paradigm (Bond & 

Lader, 1986; Taylor, 1967), a behavioral measure of aggression. In this modified version, 

participants were told they were competing in a reaction-time task against an opponent 

(who, in reality, did not exist), in which the aim of the game was to press a button as 

quickly as possible after a red square appeared on the computer screen. The “loser” 

would receive a blast of noise preset by their “opponent.” There were 25 trials total, each 

consisting of four steps. The first step was to set the noise level of the blast that would be 

received by the opponent should the opponent lose; this could range from Level 0 (no 

noise) to Level 10 (the loudest.) The second step was to set the duration of the blast that 

would be received by the opponent. The third step involved the actual task, followed by a 

blast of noise if the participant lost. The fourth step involved disclosure of the noise level 

(but not the duration) set by the participant’s opponent, regardless of whether they had 

won or lost that round. Thus, the noise level chosen by the participant was used as a 

measure of overt aggression, since the participant chose this level knowing it would be 

disclosed to their opponent, whereas the noise duration chosen by the participant was 

used as a measure of covert aggression, since the participant chose the duration knowing 

it would not be disclosed to their opponent. 

          Interestingly enough, only the noise level chosen by the participant was correlated 

with aggression scores on the FPI-R; this was not the case with the noise duration chosen 
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by the participant, indicating that both types of measures may very well represent 

different types of aggression (and possibly account for inconsistencies in the literature). 

With respect to both right hand and left hand 2D:4D ratio, results showed no correlation 

with the FPI-R aggression subscale. However, results did show a correlation between 

various aspects of the behavioral aggression measure and both right hand and left hand 

2D:4D ratio. Mean noise level and duration, first noise duration, second noise level and 

duration, and the amount of Level 10 noise levels all correlated negatively with 2D:4D 

ratio. Thus, while no relationship was found between digit ratio and aggression when the 

self-report scale was used, a multitude of significant relationships were found between 

digit ratio and aggression (both overt and covert) when the behavioral measure was used. 

This finding carries a great amount of weight, as it supports the notion that self-report 

measures may not always yield entirely accurate data, possibly skewing results of other 

studies (Hampson, Ellis, & Tenk, 2008; Hönekopp, 2011; Bailey & Hurd, 2005) that did 

rely solely on self-report data. Furthermore, this study provides greater reason to believe 

that 2D:4D ratio may correlate with an aggressive humor style, at least in men. 

          Another different, but enlightening, approach taken toward determining the 

relationship between 2D:4D ratio and aggression was used by Millet and Dewitte (2007). 

They speculated that context cues (specifically aggressive ones), defined as cues 

dependent on the environment and situation, might mediate the relationship between 

2D:4D ratio and aggression, possibly accounting for inconsistencies in the literature. 

They exposed 47 males to either an aggressive or non-aggressive music video, and then 

administered both the Aggression Provocation Questionnaire (O’Connor, Archer, & Wu, 

2001) and the physical aggression scale of Buss and Perry’s (1992) Aggression 
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Questionnaire and summed these scores to obtain one physical aggression score. 

Following this, they measured the right hand 2D:4D ratio. Interestingly enough, results 

showed that 2D:4D ratio was negatively correlated with aggression scores, but only in the 

aggressive music video condition; in the non-aggressive music video condition, no trend 

emerged. In other words, the relationship between digit ratio and aggression only became 

apparent after participants had been exposed to an aggressive context cue. This is 

something that should be kept in mind when looking at other studies on the relationship 

between 2D:4D ratio and aggression, particularly when inconsistencies are encountered. 

          Although many studies found a negative relationship between male 2D:4D ratio 

and aggression levels, a few studies found no relationship between the variables. One 

such study was conducted by Benderlioglu and Nelson (2004). They measured digit ratio 

and directional asymmetry (DA), defined as the difference between the left and right digit 

ratios, in 51 male university students, and measured (as control variables) testosterone 

levels, age, handedness, height, and weight. Two separate measures of aggression were 

used. In the first, participants were asked to call two male confederates in an attempt to 

persuade them to donate money to a charity, and participants were told they would 

receive two free movie tickets if they managed to raise any money. However, both 

confederates refused to donate any money; the first showed interest in the charity but 

stated that he had no money, and the second insulted the charity and refused to donate out 

of hostility. This first call was considered the “low provocation” condition, while the 

second call was considered the “high provocation” condition; all participants experienced 

both conditions. The force the participant used to hang up the phone in each condition, 

used as a marker of aggression, was measured using a balance plate built into the desk. 
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The second measure of aggression involved having the participant anonymously choose 

one of three pre-written follow up letters to send to the confederates, with the first letter 

being the least aggressive and the third letter being the most aggressive. 

Results showed that, regardless of condition, no relationship was found between 

male 2D:4D ratio or directional asymmetry and either measure of aggression. The authors 

cite one possible reason for this as having too small a sample size, as there may not have 

been enough statistical power to generate significance. Furthermore, they note that this 

particular sample was somewhat unusual, as males and females were not found to differ 

significantly in their digit ratios (in contrast to most studies). Lastly, they speculate that 

the lack of significance in males may have been legitimate, and due to a “ceiling effect”, 

where all males may have received a sufficient amount of androgen exposure in the 

womb to elicit aggression in a more uniform manner than in females, making it more 

difficult to detect differences in aggression between males. Even if this is the case, 

however, previous studies still stand in contrast to this one.  

In support of Benderlioglu and Nelson’s (2004) findings but having used different 

measures of aggression, Voracek and Stieger (2009) measured the relationship between 

both implicit and explicit aggression and 2D:4D ratio in two separate samples, the first 

consisting of 114 men and the second consisting of 101 men. To measure explicit 

aggression, they had participants complete the Buss and Perry Aggression Questionnaire 

as well as an aggression feeling thermometer (where participants rated their aggression 

level on a scale from 1-100). To measure implicit aggression, an Implicit Association 

Test (IAT) was administered. Digit ratio was measured using scans of both the right and 

left hand. Results showed no association between digit ratio and either implicit or explicit 
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aggression. However, unlike Benderlioglu and Nelson (2004), Voracek and Stieger 

(2009) found, in both samples, that men had smaller 2D:4D ratios than women, rendering 

these particular samples more typical than Benderlioglu and Nelson’s sample. Therefore, 

it is unlikely that the lack of association emerged as a result of an atypical sample, at least 

in this particular sense. It must be noted, however, that Voracek and Stieger found no 

significant sex differences between men and women in either implicitly or explicitly 

measured aggression, except for finding that men scored significantly higher on physical 

aggression on the BPAQ than women did in Sample 1 but not in Sample 2. This is 

atypical considering the usual trend for men to be more aggressive than women, and may 

possibly explain the lack of relationship between 2D:4D ratio and aggression, especially 

considering all of the studies that did show a relationship between those variables. On the 

other hand, it could signify that 2D:4D ratio may not be the best marker if there is a 

biological component to aggression.   

          In women. In addition to studying the relationship between digit ratio and 

aggression in men, Hampson and colleagues (2008) also looked at the relationship 

between digit ratio and aggression in 77 undergraduate women. Again, they measured 

participants’ 2D:4D ratios, for both the right and left hands, then administered the Buss 

and Perry Aggression Questionnaire. Results showed that, in the women, a lower right 

hand digit ratio predicted total aggression as well as three measures of aggression: 

physical aggression, anger, and hostility. However, the relationship between 2D:4D ratio 

and verbal aggression merely approached significance (p = .089). This stands in stark 

contrast to the results obtained for the men, for whom only verbal aggression was 

negatively correlated with 2D:4D ratio. 
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Benderlioglu and Nelson (2004) also studied the relationship between digit ratio 

and aggression in women. Again, they measured digit ratio and directional asymmetry in 

49 female university students (controlling for salivary testosterone levels, age, 

handedness, height, and weight) and used two separate behavioral measures of 

aggression. Participants made charity calls and were presented with first a mildly 

provoking response followed by a highly provoking response. The force used in hanging 

up and the tone of the follow-up letter were measured.  

Unlike the non-significant results found for males, results for females showed 

that, in the high provocation condition, DA was negatively correlated with reactive 

aggression as measured by the force used to hang up the phone, and that 2D:4D ratio was 

negatively correlated with reactive aggression as measured by the tone of the follow up 

letters. In other words, the more masculine the 2D:4D ratio in females, the greater the 

amount of reactive aggression. It is interesting to note that a significant effect was found 

in women, but not in men. Again, the authors speculate that the lack of significance in 

males may have been due to a “ceiling effect”, where all males may have received a 

sufficient amount of androgen exposure in the womb to elicit aggression in a more 

uniform manner than in females, making it more difficult to detect differences in 

aggression between males than in females. Either way, however, in this study, females 

were shown to demonstrate greater aggressive tendencies when they had a more 

masculine digit ratio, in support of results regarding females in Hampson and colleagues’ 

(2008) study. It is also interesting to note that no significant results were found for the 

low provocation condition, demonstrating the possible importance of context cues in 

making the relationship between 2D:4D ratio and aggression visible. 
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Coyne, Manning, Ringer, and Bailey (2006) studied the relationship between digit 

ratio, directional asymmetry (defined as the right digit ratio minus the left digit ratio) and 

both direct and indirect humor, in women only. They had 100 undergraduates complete 

the BPAQ as a measure of direct aggression, and the Indirect Aggression Questionnaire 

(Forrest, Eatough, & Shevlin, 2005) as a measure of indirect aggression. The IAQ asks 

participants to rate the extent to which each statement is characteristic of themselves on a 

scale of 1 to 5, but only for behavior that has occurred in the last 12 months. It measures 

three different types of indirect aggression – social exclusion, malicious humor, and guilt 

induction, and scores on these subscales can be combined to form a composite indirect 

aggression score (InAg). Results showed that lower values of DA (more male typical) 

predicted all types of indirect aggression, but not direct aggression. However, no 

relationships were found between either right or left hand digit ratio and direct or indirect 

aggression. 

Some studies found no relationship between 2D:4D ratio or DA and aggression in 

females. Kuepper and Hennig (2007), for example, also included females in their study. 

Again, they had all participants complete the FPI-R  as well as a modified version of the 

Taylor paradigm. Unlike males, females demonstrated no relationship between digit ratio 

and either the self-report (FPI-R) or behavioral (Taylor paradigm) measure of aggression. 

Furthermore, Bailey and Hurd (2004) also included females in their study, which 

consisted of completing the FPI-R. Unlike males, females demonstrated no relationship 

between digit ratio and self-reported aggression. Lastly, Voracek and Stieger (2009) also 

included females in their study, which consisted of measuring implicit and explicit 
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aggression, and found that, as was the case in males, 2D:4D ratio in females did not 

correlate with either measure of aggression. 

Millet and Dewitte (2007) also looked at the relationship between digit ratio and 

aggression in women, in addition to men. Again, they speculated that aggressive context 

cues might mediate the relationship between 2D:4D ratio and aggression, possibly 

accounting for inconsistencies in the literature. Using the same experimental setup for 49 

females as they did with the males, they found that, in contrast to the results for males, 

female 2D:4D ratio did not predict aggression in either the aggressive or non-aggressive 

music video conditions. In other words, for women, the relationship between digit ratio 

and aggression was never apparent, even after being exposed to an aggressive context 

cue. 

Thus, it is possible that differences between the sexes in the type of humor they 

use may be accounted for, at least in part, by biological factors. Whereas some studies 

have shown that there is a biological component to humor preferences, none of these in 

particular have taken participant sex into account, and studies that have taken participant 

sex into account examined biological measures that could fluctuate throughout a person’s 

life and, thus, cannot imply causation. Furthermore, no studies have looked at the 

possible influence of prenatal hormone exposure on humor preferences, let alone on 

differences between the sexes in their humor preferences. 2D:4D ratio may be used at 

least partly as a way of determining the effect of prenatal hormone exposure on humor 

preferences. As no studies exist that examine the relationship between any of the humor 

types with 2D:4D ratio, the relationship between 2D:4D ratio and parallel traits was 

reviewed, and findings were mixed. However, the possibility that 2D:4D ratio and gender 
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role are related – which would blur the line between sociocultural and biological 

influences on humor type – still remains.     

The Relationship between Gender Role and 2D:4D Ratio 

Csathó, Osváth, Bicsák, Karádi, Manning, and Kállai (2003) looked at the 

relationship between 2D:4D ratio and gender role in 46 women. Participants completed 

the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI). Results showed that lower (more masculine) 2D:4D 

correlated positively with masculine scores on the BSRI, indicating that male-typical 

2D:4D ratios predict masculine gender roles in women. It is interesting to note, however, 

that higher (more feminine) 2D:4D ratios did not correlate positively with feminine 

scores on the BSRI. Regardless, this study has important implications, as it indicates the 

possibility that 2D:4D ratio and gender role scores may co-vary, and must therefore be 

analyzed using regression to untangle each one’s possible contribution to humor type 

preference.    

The Current Study 

Based on previous research, it is clear that men and women exhibit different 

preferences toward the type of humor they use in their daily lives, with men tending to 

use aggressive humor more than women and women tending to use cohesive humor more 

than men (Greengross & Miller, 2008; Martin et al., 2003; Robinson & Smith-Lovin, 

2001). However, no studies to date have looked at the extent to which biological and 

sociocultural factors account for these differences. Achieving an understanding of gender 

differences in humor styles is important both theoretically and practically, and it is also 

important to understand the ways in which social and biological factors could mask one 

another in this context.    
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        As such, the current study attempted to demonstrate the extent to which gender role 

accounts for differences in humor type preferences. In addition to the participant’s gender 

role, this study examined one biological factor – specifically, 2D:4D ratio – that also 

possibly accounts for these differences in humor type preferences between men and 

women. 

        Again, 2D:4D ratio can be used as a measure of biological influence on gender-

typical behaviors. 2D:4D ratio is defined as the ratio between the length of the index and 

ring finger, which is putatively determined by (and therefore representative of) sexually 

organizing effects of testosterone exposure on the fetus’s developing brain (Romano et 

al., 2005; Voracek et al., 2007). In other words, 2D:4D ratio is a putative marker of 

inherent biological differences between the sexes, already present at birth. However, as of 

today, no studies have correlated 2D:4D ratio with humor type preference, rendering such 

a study necessary. 

        On the other hand, gender role, defined as a person’s preference for/adoption of 

behavioral characteristics or endorsement of personality traits that are linked to cultural 

notions of masculinity and femininity, can be used as a measure of sociocultural 

influence on gender-typical behaviors (Yarber et al., 2010). While some studies have 

correlated gender role with humor type preference (Martin et al., 2003; Mio, 2009), none 

have looked at possible interactions with biological factors. Due to these problems, a 

study that evaluated possible interactions between biological and sociocultural factors 

was needed. 

As previously stated, then, the present study attempted to demonstrate the extent 

to which one biological factor, 2D:4D ratio, and one sociocultural factor, gender role, 
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individually account for differences between men and women in humor type preference, 

as well as each factor’s interaction with the others. 

          To do so, university students and faculty members completed the Humor Styles 

Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin et. al., 2003), and the short-form revised Bem Sex-Role 

Inventory (BSRI-R; Bem, 1978). The HSQ revealed the participant’s own personal 

humor style usage, while the BSRI-R revealed the participant’s gender role. Following 

completion of these questionnaires, a photocopy of the participant’s left and right hand 

was obtained, from which each hand’s respective 2D:4D ratio was later measured. 

          There were several anticipated outcomes as well as some questions: 

1)      Aggressive humor: 

a.       In line with Martin and colleagues (2003) and Greengross and Miller (2008), it was 

hypothesized that overall, men would demonstrate more aggressive humor use than 

women. 

b.      Because the literature is inconsistent regarding a correlation between 2D:4D ratio 

and aggression, (Hönekopp, 2011; Kuepper & Hennig, 2007; Bailey & Hurd, 2005; 

Millet & Dewitte, 2007; Hampson et al., 2008; Butovskaya et al., 2010; Voracek & 

Stieger, 2009; Benderlioglu & Nelson, 2004; Coyne et al., 2007), I explored whether a 

relationship existed between 2D:4D ratio and aggressive humor style. However, if a 

relationship was found, it was hypothesized to be a negative one, such that a lower, more 

male-typical digit ratio would predict greater aggressive humor use.   

c.       Because a more male-typical gender role orientation predicts aggressive humor use 

(Mio, 2009; Martin et al., 2003), it was hypothesized that there would be a negative 

correlation between gender role score and aggressive humor style, such that a lower, 
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more male-typical gender role score predicts greater use of aggressive humor. 

d.      As results in the literature are inconsistent for correlations between 2D:4D ratio and 

gender role (Csathó et al., 2003; Rammsayer & Troche, 2007; Troche et al., 2007), I 

explored whether the relationship between gender role and aggressive humor would 

decrease significantly once the other factors (2D:4D ratio) were held constant.  

2)      Self-deprecating humor: 

a.       I explored whether men would differ from women in their self-deprecating humor 

use, as results in the literature have been contradictory (Martin et al., 2003; Greengross & 

Miller, 2008). However, if they did, it was hypothesized that men would demonstrate 

more self-deprecating humor use than women. 

b.      Furthermore, I explored whether a correlation would exist between 2D:4D ratio and 

self-deprecating humor use. If a relationship did exist, it was hypothesized that a lower, 

more male-typical digit ratio would predict greater use of self-deprecating humor. 

c.       Because a more masculine gender role and a less feminine gender role predicts 

self-deprecating humor use (Martin et al., 2003), it was hypothesized that there would be 

a negative correlation between gender role score and self-deprecating humor style, such 

that a lower, more male-typical gender role score predicts greater use of self-deprecating 

humor. 

3)      Affiliative humor:    

a.   I explored whether men would differ from women in their affiliative humor use, as 

results in the literature have been contradictory (Martin et al., 2003; Greengross & Miller, 

2008;  Robinson & Smith-Lovin, 2001).  

b.   I also explored whether a correlation would exist between 2D:4D ratio and affiliative 
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humor use.  

c.   I explored whether gender role would predict affiliative humor use.  

4)   Self-enhancing humor: 

a.   I explored whether men would differ from women in their self-enhancing humor use.  

b.   Furthermore, I explored whether a correlation would exist between 2D:4D ratio and 

self-enhancing humor use.  

c.   Because a more masculine gender role and a less feminine gender role predicts self-

deprecating humor use (Martin et al., 2003), it was hypothesized that there would be a 

negative correlation between gender role score and self-enhancing humor style, such that 

a lower, more male-typical gender role score predicts greater use of self-enhancing 

humor. 

Method 

Participants 

University students and faculty members (24 males, 28 females) in southwest 

Florida, ages 19 - 68, were recruited on the university campus. Only right-handed, 

heterosexual, Caucasian individuals were included in the analysis, for the purpose of 

maintaining homogenous data
1
, resulting in a final sample of 16 males and 19 females.    

Materials 

          Participants completed three different surveys, the Humor Styles Questionnaire 

(HSQ; Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2003), the short-form Bem Sex-Role 

Inventory – Revised (BSRI-R; Bem, 1977), and a demographic questionnaire.  

Humor Styles Questionnaire. The first survey participants completed was the 

Humor Styles Questionnaire (Martin et al., 2003), a self-report measure used to 
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determine the extent to which participants utilize four possible humor styles in daily life: 

Affiliative humor, Self-enhancing humor, Aggressive humor, and Self-deprecating 

humor. The questionnaire consisted of four different subscales – one per humor type – 

with 8 items in each subscale for a total of 32 items. Each item was rated on a Likert 

scale of 1-7, with a 1 indicating the trait did not at all describe the participant and a 7 

indicating the trait strongly described the participant. Sample questions include “Even 

when I’m by myself, I’m often amused by the absurdities of life” and “If someone makes 

a mistake, I will often tease them about it.” (The entire HSQ can be found in Appendix 

A). 

Sum scores were calculated separately for each subscale (please refer to Appendix 

A for items in each subscale). Scores for each subsection of the HSQ were determined by 

adding the values of non-reverse keyed items to reverse keyed items, yielding a score 

ranging from 8 to 56 for each subscale. Thus, a higher score indicated greater use of that 

particular humor style by the participant.  

Bem Sex-Role Inventory – Revised. The second survey participants completed 

was the short-form Bem Sex-Role Inventory – Revised (BSRI-R; Bem, 1977), a revision 

of the original Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974). The short-form BSRI-R is a 

self-report measure consisting of 30 personality characteristics on which participants are 

to rate themselves, using a Likert scale from 1 (never or almost never true) to 7 (always 

or almost always true). Of these items, 10 are considered to be stereotypically masculine 

(comprising the masculine subscale), 10 are stereotypically feminine (comprising the 

feminine subscale), and the remaining 10 are filler items. In the current study, rather than 

classifying participants into groups, continuous T-scores were created to indicate how 
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male-typical or female-typical each participant was, with a score of 12 indicating most 

male-typical and a score of 88 indicating most female-typical. This was done by 

subtracting each participant’s standard masculinity scale score from his or her standard 

femininity scale score to obtain the standardized difference score, which was then 

transformed into a standardized T-score.  

Demographic questionnaire. The final questionnaire completed was a 

demographic questionnaire. Participants were asked to provide their gender, age, sexual 

orientation, race/ethnicity, and handedness.   

2D:4D ratio materials. In addition to completing the surveys, participants also 

had their left and right hands photocopied using a portable HP Photosmart C4795 

photocopier. A vernier caliper was used to measure the length of the index finger and the 

length of the ring finger for each hand, from the basal crease to the tip of the finger. The 

2D:4D ratio was obtained by dividing the length of each hand’s index finger by the 

length of the ring finger, with a lower ratio (longer ring finger than index finger) being 

more typical of males. 

Procedure 

          Participants were recruited in several ways. For some, an announcement was made 

during their class regarding the purpose of the study, and a sign-up sheet was passed 

around, which the experimenter used to contact interested students. For others, an 

announcement was made during their class regarding the purpose of the study, and flyers 

were passed around so that interested students could contact the experimenter. 

Additionally, flyers were posted around the university so that interested individuals could 

contact the experimenter. Lastly, the experimenter set up a table in a central location in 
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the school, put up signs on the table stating that individuals interested in partaking in a 

humor study could do so right then and there, and allowed individuals to approach the 

table of their own accord without being prompted by the experimenter.   

          Upon the participant’s completion of the informed consent form, a packet 

containing the HSQ, the short-form BSRI-R, and demographic questions was then 

administered and participants could take as much or as little time as they wanted to 

complete it. The HSQ was the first survey they saw, followed by the short-form BSRI-R 

and then the demographic section. This order was chosen to prevent any possible effect 

that answering questions about gender role could have on HSQ responses. Again, there 

was no time limit for this questionnaire.   

Following completion of the surveys, a photocopy was obtained of the 

participant’s left and right hands (as done by Bailey & Hurd, 2005; Hampson et al., 2008; 

Kuepper & Hennig, 2007; Millet & Dewitte, 2007; etc). Both surveys and the photocopy 

were labeled with the same coded ID so they could be matched later – with no master file 

linking the participant’s name to them. These were then were placed in a sealed envelope 

to preserve anonymity. Finally, participants were debriefed, were told not to discuss the 

study with others, and were compensated with a $5 Starbucks gift card. Additionally, 

students from one of the classes signed their name on a single sheet acknowledging they 

had completed the experiment, which was to be used by the professor to award extra 

credit.    

Results 

          First, t-tests were run to determine overall sex differences, including differences in 

humor style, gender role, and digit ratios. Following this, zero-order correlations were 
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determined separately within males and females for the variables in question. Finally, 

regression analyses were run on the sample as a whole. Although no predictions were 

made regarding age, it was included in the correlation and regression analyses. See Table 

1 for complete descriptive statistics on humor styles, digit ratios, and gender role scores. 

Overall Sex Differences 

          Several t-tests were conducted to determine differences in humor style, gender role, 

and digit ratios between the sexes. 

          Humor style. As predicted, there was a significant effect of sex on aggressive 

humor, t(33) = -2.27, p = .03, with males (M = 29.31, SD = 11.09) receiving higher scores 

than females (M = 22.26, SD = 7.19). 

There was no effect of sex on self-deprecating humor, t(33) = -1.44, p = .16, with 

males (M = 30.19, SD = 8.05) and females (M = 25.63, SD = 10.30) not scoring 

significantly differently. However, because I noticed that a particularly helpful participant 

was sending coworkers my way toward the end of my study, analyses were run to ensure 

that the smaller, untainted sample (n =20 sample) was similar to the full sample which 

likely contained a number of non-independent observations (n =35). Substantial 

differences were found, such that in the n =20 sample, a significant effect for self-

deprecating humor was found, t(18) = -2.22, p = .04, with males (M = 32.18, SD = 8.73) 

receiving higher scores than females (M = 23.11, SD = 9.52).   

There was no effect of sex on affiliative humor, t(33) = -1.37, p = .18, with males 

(M = 49.38, SD = 5.26) and females (M = 46.21, SD = 7.87) not scoring significantly 

differently. 
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Likewise, there was no effect of sex on self-enhancing humor, t(33) = -0.96, p = 

.34, with males (M = 44.81, SD = 5.27) and females (M = 42.68, SD = 7.41) not scoring 

significantly differently. 

Gender role. There was a significant effect of sex on gender role, t(33) = -2.22, p 

= .03, with males (M = 49.75, SD = 11.66) receiving lower, more male-typical scores 

than females (M = 57.58, SD = 9.19). 

Digit ratios. There was a significant effect of sex on right digit ratio, t(33) = 2.74, 

p = .01, with males (M = 0.964, SD = 0.033) demonstrating lower, more male-typical 

ratios than females (M = 0.998, SD = 0.039). 

However, no significant effect was found for left digit ratio, t(32) = 0.49, p = .63, 

with males (M = 0.9691, SD = 0.0397) and females (M = 0.9750, SD = 0.0300) not 

scoring differently. 

Zero-Order Correlations 

          Correlations were run separately for males and females (see Tables 2 and 3 for 

intercorrelations.) The primary focus was to determine whether digit ratios or gender role 

could predict humor style. Additionally, correlations were run to determine whether digit 

ratios could predict gender role. 

Predictors of humor styles. In males. Right 2D:4D ratio did not predict use of 

aggressive humor in males, r(14) = -0.32, p = .23. However, the relationship between left 

2D:4D and aggressive humor approached significance with a strong negative correlation, 

r(14) = -0.50, p = .06. In other words, the lower and more male-typical the left 2D:4D 

ratio, the greater the use of aggressive humor. In contrast with what was expected, gender 

role score did not predict aggressive humor use, r(14) = -0.28, p = .30. 
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          Neither right 2D:4D ratio, r(14) = 0.00, p = 1.0, nor left 2D:4D ratio, r(14) = -0.35, 

p = .21, predicted use of self-deprecating humor. Furthermore, in contrast with what was 

expected, gender role score did not predict self-deprecating humor use, r(14) = 0.28, p = 

.29. 

          Likewise, neither right 2D:4D ratio, r(14) = -0.08, p = .78, nor left 2D:4D ratio, 

r(14) = -0.03, p = .92, predicted use of affiliative humor. Gender role score did not 

predict affiliative humor use, r(14) = -0.08, p = .78. 

          Lastly, neither right 2D:4D ratio, r(14) = -0.02, p = .94, nor left 2D:4D ratio, r(14) 

= 0.41, p = .13, predicted use of self-enhancing humor. In contrast with what was 

expected, gender role score did not predict self-enhancing humor use, r(14) = 0.07, p = 

.80.  

In females. Right 2D:4D ratio approached significance in predicting use of 

aggressive humor in females with a moderate positive correlation, r(17) = 0.44, p = .06. 

Furthermore, the relationship between left 2D:4D and aggressive humor was significant 

with a strong positive correlation, r(17) = 0.49, p = .03. In other words, the higher and 

more female-typical the right and left 2D:4D ratio, the greater the use of aggressive 

humor. In contrast with what was predicted, gender role score did not predict aggressive 

humor use, r(17) = -0.23, p = .34. 

          Neither right 2D:4D ratio, r(17) = 0.03, p = .90, nor left 2D:4D ratio, r(17) = -0.08, 

p = .76, predicted use of self-deprecating humor. Furthermore, in contrast with what was 

expected, gender role score did not predict self-deprecating humor use, r(17) = 0.19, p = 

.44. 

          Neither right 2D:4D ratio, r(17) = 0.31, p = .20, nor left 2D:4D ratio, r(17) = -0.08, 
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p = .75, predicted use of affiliative humor. Likewise, gender role score did not predict 

affiliative humor use, r(17) = -0.04, p = .86. 

          Lastly, neither right 2D:4D ratio, r(17) = 0.05, p = .84, nor left 2D:4D ratio, r(17) = 

-0.22, p = .36, predicted use of self-enhancing humor. In contrast with what was 

expected, gender role score did not predict self-enhancing humor use, r(17) = 0.19, p = 

.44. 

          Relationship between digit ratio and gender role. In males. Right 2D:4D ratio 

did not predict gender role score, r(14) = 0.10, p = .71. However, left 2D:4D ratio 

approached significance in predicting gender role score, r(14) = -0.46, p = .08. In other 

words, the lower and more male-typical the digit ratio, the higher and more female-

typical the gender role score. 

          In females. Neither right 2D:4D ratio, r(17) = -0.13, p = .58, nor left 2D:4D ratio, 

r(17) = -0.19, p = .43, predicted gender role score. 

Regression Analyses 

          Linear multiple regressions were run to determine whether gender role, digit ratios, 

age, or sex predicted any of the four humor styles while controlling for said variables. 

The sexes were not analyzed separately due to a small sample size and therefore 

insufficient statistical power. Furthermore, linear multiple regressions were run to 

determine whether sex, digit ratios, or age predicted gender role while including each of 

these variables in the equation. Finally, linear multiple regressions were run to determine 

whether sex and age predicted digit ratios. 

          Predictors of humor style. Neither gender role, b = -.20, t(31) = -1.18, p = .25, 

nor right digit ratio, b = .04, t(29) = .20, p = .84, nor left digit ratio, b = -.08, t(29) = -.46, 
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p = .65, predicted aggressive humor. Furthermore, sex did not predict aggressive humor, 

b = .17, t(31) = .98, p = .34.     

Neither gender role, b = .25, t(31) = 1.38, p = .18, nor right digit ratio, b = .05, 

t(29) = .23, p = .82, nor left digit ratio, b = -.10, t(29) = -.53, p = .60, predicted self 

deprecating humor. Furthermore, sex did not predict self deprecating humor, b = .26, 

t(31) = 1.42, p = .17. 

          Neither gender role, b = -.03, t(31) = -.15, p = .89, nor right digit ratio, b = .24, 

t(29) = 1.12, p = .27, nor left digit ratio, b = -.11, t(29) = -.56, p = .58, predicted 

affiliative humor. Furthermore, sex did not predict affiliative humor, b = .16, t(31) = .82, 

p = .42. 

          Neither gender role, b = .08, t(31) = .40, p = .69, nor right digit ratio, b = -.02, t(29) 

= -.10, p = .92, nor left digit ratio, b = .08, t(29) = .40, p = .69, predicted self enhancing 

humor. Furthermore, sex did not predict self enhancing humor, b = .22, t(31) = 1.10, p = 

.28. 

          Predictors of gender role. Even controlling for age and digit ratios, sex was a 

significant predictor of gender role score, b = -.41, t(30) = -2.18, p = .04, with males 

scoring in a lower, more male-typical direction than females. Neither right digit ratio, b = 

-.06, t(30) = -.30, p = .77, nor left digit ratio, b = -.27, t(30) = -1.57, p = .13, predicted 

gender role score. Furthermore, age did not predict gender role score, b = -.20, t(30) = -

1.14, p = .27.    

          Predictors of digit ratios. After controlling for age, sex still significantly 

predicted right digit ratio, b = -.48, t(32) = -3.01, p = .01, with females possessing higher 

right digit ratios than males. 



  50 

          Conversely, after controlling for age, sex still did not predict left digit ratio, b = -

.05, t(30) = -.28, p = .78. 

Age 

Age was analyzed in both the zero-order correlations and the regressions. 

For the correlations, the female non-systematic (smaller) sample approached a 

significant negative correlation with aggressive humor, r(7) = -0.62, p = .08, such that 

younger females exhibit greater use of aggressive humor. However, the female 

systematic (larger) sample did not approach significance in this regard, r(17) = -0.38, p = 

.11. No trend was evident in males. Age did not correlate with any of the other humor 

types in either males or females. 

Age did, however, correlate with right digit ratio in females, r(17) = -0.59, p = 

.01, and approached a significant relationship with left digit ratio in males, r(14) = 0.45, p 

= .09. In other words, older females exhibited lower, more male-typical digit ratios, 

whereas older males exhibited higher, more female-typical ratios. 

As for the regressions, age did predict aggressive humor, b = -.41, t(31) = -2.50, p 

= .02. In other words, as age increased, aggressive humor use decreased. However, age 

did not predict any of the other humor styles.    

Discussion 

Aggressive Humor 

          Thus, it is difficult to draw any solid conclusions regarding aggressive humor use 

from this study. This is due primarily to statistical tests being inconsistent with one 

another, and to possible issues with the sample itself (both discussed below). 
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          Hypothesis 1: men will demonstrate more aggressive humor use than women. 

It is unclear whether males and females actually differed in their use of aggressive 

humor. On the one hand, a simple t-test comparing male and female means found that 

males did, in fact, utilize aggressive humor more than females (in line with Martin et al., 

2003, and Greengross & Miller, 2008). On the other hand, once gender role score, age, 

right digit ratio, and left digit ratio were all controlled for in the regression analysis, this 

difference between males and females was no longer found. 

          This disparity could have occurred for a number of reasons. One possible 

explanation is that males and females really do differ in their use of aggressive humor, 

but there may not have been enough participants, and, thus, statistical power, to yield 

statistical significance in the regression analysis; there were only 35 participants, yet five 

variables were being controlled for. 

          Another possible explanation for this disparity is that males and females really do 

not differ in their use of aggressive humor. It may be that in controlling for a possible 

confound – age, which correlated negatively with aggressive humor use – the regression 

revealed a lack of significant differences between the sexes. The fact that the mean age of 

male participants was 40 whereas the mean age of female participants was 47 lends 

additional support to this idea; males may have come out as more aggressive than females 

in the t-test because their average age was younger, and younger age is correlated with 

greater use of aggressive humor. Thus, it is unclear whether these data supported the 

hypothesis that men would demonstrate greater use of aggressive humor than women. 

Considering that no previous studies have found a lack of significant differences, though, 



  52 

it is likely that the disparity occurred due to the first reason. Still, no conclusions can be 

drawn without further studies. 

Non-directional hypothesis 2: does 2D:4D ratio predict aggressive humor 

use? Furthermore, it is unclear whether right or left digit ratios predicted aggressive 

humor use. On the one hand, there were several significant (or near-significant) zero-

order correlations for both males and females. On the other hand, once gender role score, 

age, sex, and both digit ratios were controlled for, these relationships between digit ratios 

and aggressive humor use were no longer found.  

In males. For the zero-order correlation, although neither right nor left digit ratios 

predicted aggressive humor use, left digit ratio approached significance in the 

hypothesized direction, with more male-typical ratios being strong predictors of greater 

aggressive humor use. It is not unlikely that having a sample size larger than the current 

14 degrees of freedom would have made this finding a significant one. On the other hand, 

once gender role score, age, sex, and digit ratio were controlled for, neither right nor left 

digit ratio even approached significance in predicting aggressive humor use. 

Again, one possible explanation for this disparity is that left digit ratio does 

predict aggressive humor use, but that the sample size was merely too small to obtain 

significance in the regression. However, it is also possible that left digit ratio really does 

not predict aggressive humor use, and that age, or gender role, was confounding the 

correlation results. This may be supported by the finding that left digit ratio in males 

increased with age (which is problematic in and of itself; see section on Overarching 

Limitations below) and older age is associated with lesser use of aggressive humor. It 

may also be supported by the finding that gender role score and left digit ratio were 
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almost significantly moderately correlated, such that a more male-typical left digit ratio 

was predictive of a more female-typical gender role score. Thus, it is unclear whether 

digit ratios were actually predictive of aggressive humor use in males. If they were, then 

that would indicate that aggressive humor use has at least some biological - specifically, 

prenatal hormonal - component to it; if they were not, then that would indicate that 

aggressive humor does not have a prenatal hormonal component to it (though this does 

not exclude other possible biological components). 

In females. For the zero-order correlation, left digit ratio was strongly predictive 

of aggressive humor use in the opposite direction of what was hypothesized, with a 

higher, more female-typical digit ratio predicting greater use of aggressive humor. 

Furthermore, right digit ratio approached significance in predicting aggressive humor use, 

also in the opposite direction of what was hypothesized. This finding likely would have 

reached significance with a greater sample size. On the other hand, once gender role 

score, age, sex, and digit ratio were controlled for, neither right nor left digit ratio even 

approached significance in predicting aggressive humor use. 

Again, one possible explanation for this discrepancy is that left and right digit 

ratio do predict aggressive humor use, but that the sample size was merely too small to 

obtain significance in the regression. However, it is also possible that both digit ratios 

really do not predict aggressive humor use, and that age was confounding the correlation 

results. This may be supported by the finding that right digit ratio in females decreased 

with age (which is problematic in and of itself; see section on Overarching Limitations 

below) and older age is associated with lesser use of aggressive humor. However, this 

would not explain the discrepancy for left digit ratio. Thus, it is unclear whether digit 
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ratios were actually predictive of aggressive humor use in females. If they were, then that 

would indicate that aggressive humor use has at least some biological - specifically, 

prenatal hormonal - component to it; if they were not, then that would indicate that 

aggressive humor does not have a prenatal hormonal component to it (though this does 

not exclude other possible biological components).  

Hypothesis 3: a more male-typical gender role score will predict greater use 

of aggressive humor. In males. This hypothesis was not supported by the data, with no 

relationship being found between male gender role score and aggressive humor use (in 

contrast with Mio, 2009; Martin et al., 2003). However, the direction of the effect was in 

the hypothesized direction; perhaps a greater sample size would have yielded 

significance. 

In females. Likewise, no relationship was found between gender role score and 

aggressive humor use. However, as was the case with males, the direction of the effect 

was in the hypothesized direction, with a more male-typical gender role score being 

predictive of greater use of aggressive humor. 

Thus, while it is likely safe to assume that there is at least some social influence 

on aggressive humor use, this study did not pick up on it. The most probable explanation 

seems to be that gender role score does predict aggressive humor use, but that the sample 

size was too small to yield the necessary statistical power, especially since previous 

studies have found a relationship between these variables (Mio, 2009; Martin et al., 

2003). On the other hand, it may be that this gender role questionnaire was not sensitive 

enough, though this is unlikely considering that the sexes scored differently on it. More 

likely is the possibility that only certain facets of masculinity or femininity are associated 
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with aggressive humor use, especially seeing as Martin and colleagues found significance 

when looking at both positively and negatively valenced masculinity and femininity, 

whereas the BSRI-R does not take positive and negative valence into account. Another 

possibility is that only other non-gendered sociocultural factors might influence 

aggressive humor, or even that familial, rather than sociocultural, values might influence 

aggressive humor use. However, this is unlikely considering Martin and colleagues’ 

significant gendered findings.  

Self-Deprecating Humor  

Non-directional hypothesis 4: do men and women differ in their use of self-

deprecating humor? As was the case with aggressive humor, it is unclear whether males 

and females differ in their use of self-deprecating humor. This uncertainty primarily 

stems from major differences between the N=35 sample and N=20 sample. In the former, 

no significant difference was found between men and women in their use of self-

deprecating humor, in line with Greengross and Miller (2008). However, in the latter 

(which may have been a more representative sample; see section on Overarching 

Limitations below), males scored significantly higher on their use of self-deprecating 

humor than women, in line with Martin and colleagues (2003). This is especially striking 

considering the smaller sample size, as it is more difficult to obtain significance with 

such a size. Thus, it is difficult to draw any solid conclusions regarding differences 

between males and females in their use of self-deprecating humor without conducting 

further studies using larger and more representative samples.  

Non-directional hypothesis 5: does 2D:4D ratio predict self-deprecating 

humor use? In males. Neither right nor left digit ratio predicted self-deprecating humor 
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use, although a greater sample size may have yielded a significant relationship between 

left digit ratio and self-deprecating humor use (as the left p-value was lower than the right 

p-value by about 0.8 significance points, and the majority of digit ratio correlations in 

males were with the left one). This trend was in the hypothesized direction, with a more 

male-typical left digit ratio being predictive of greater self-deprecating humor use. 

Ultimately, however, it is difficult to draw any solid conclusions here without conducting 

further studies using a larger sample size. By extension, it is difficult to say whether 

exposure to prenatal hormones is predictive of self-deprecating humor use in males. 

          In females. Digit ratio did not appear to predict self-deprecating humor use in 

females, even if a larger sample size were to be used. It is somewhat safe to say that in 

females, prenatal hormone levels are not predictive of self-deprecating humor use.  

Hypothesis 6: a more male-typical gender role score will predict greater use 

of self-deprecating humor. In males. The hypothesis was not supported, as gender role 

score did not predict self-deprecating humor use in males. 

          In females. The hypothesis was not supported, as gender role score did not predict 

self-deprecating humor use in females. However, the N=35 and N=20 sample differed 

substantially in terms of not only effect size – a difference of 0.55 – but direction of 

effect size, with the N=20 sample yielding a moderate (albeit non-significant) effect with 

more female-typical gender role score predicting lesser use of self-deprecating humor, in 

line with the hypothesis. There is reason to believe that the N=20 sample was more 

representative of the population, and having a larger and more representative sample size 

may have yielded a significant relationship between the variables.  



  57 

Thus, in males and females, it is unclear why no relationship was found between 

gender role score and self-deprecating humor use. It may be that prenatal hormone 

exposure does predict self-deprecating humor use, but that the small sample prevented 

significance from occurring; it is also possible that, again, only certain facets of 

masculinity or femininity are associated with self-deprecating humor use, especially 

seeing as Martin and colleagues found significance when looking at both positively and 

negatively valenced masculinity and femininity, whereas the BSRI-R does not take 

positive and negative valence into account. Furthermore, it may be that only other non-

gender-related sociocultural factors influence self-deprecating humor, though this is 

unlikely considering Martin and colleagues’ significant gendered findings.  

Non-directional hypothesis 7: do males and females differ in their use of 

affiliative humor? Males and females did not differ in their use of affiliative humor, in 

line with Greengross and Miller (2008) and in contrast with Robinson and Smith-Lovin 

(2001)(who found that females used affiliative humor more than males), though the 

latter’s data may very well be outdated, as it was from the early 1980’s. However, it is 

possible that a larger sample size would have yielded a significant difference, with males 

scoring higher on affiliative humor use than females, which is somewhat in line with 

Martin and colleagues (2003), who found that males scored higher than females on 

affiliative humor use, but with a nearly insubstantial effect size which may only have 

reached significance due to the large sample size.  

Non-directional hypothesis 8: does 2D:4D ratio predict affiliative humor use? 

Digit ratio did not predict affiliative humor use in either males or females, though it is 

possible that a larger sample size would have yielded a significant positive correlation 
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between affiliative humor and right 2D:4D in females, such that a more female-typical 

digit ratio would be predictive of greater affiliative humor use. However, this would be in 

stark contrast to the previous possibility of males scoring higher than females on 

affiliative humor use.  

Thus, it appears unlikely that prenatal hormone exposure is predictive of 

affiliative humor use in either males or females.  

Non-directional hypothesis 9: does gender role score predict affiliative 

humor use? Gender role score does not appear to predict affiliative humor use in males 

or females. Again, it is possible that non-gendered, rather than gendered, sociocultural 

factors would predict affiliative humor use in males and females. 

Self-Enhancing Humor  

Non-directional hypothesis 10: do males and females differ in their use of 

self-enhancing humor? Males and females do not appear to differ in their use of self-

enhancing humor. 

Non-directional hypothesis 11: does digit ratio predict self-enhancing humor 

use? Digit ratio does not appear to predict self-enhancing humor use in either males or 

females, though it is possible that a larger sample size would have yielded a significant 

positive correlation between self-enhancing humor and left 2D:4D ratio in males, such 

that a more male-typical digit ratio would be predictive of lesser self-enhancing humor 

use. Ultimately, however, it is probably safe to say that exposure to prenatal hormones is 

not predictive of self-enhancing humor use in males or females.  

Hypothesis 12: a more male-typical gender role score will predict greater use 

of self-enhancing humor. The hypothesis was not supported, as gender role score does 



  59 

not appear to predict self-enhancing humor use in males or females. Again, it is possible 

that only non-gendered, rather than gendered, sociocultural factors would predict self-

enhancing humor use in males and females, though this is unlikely considering Martin 

and colleagues’ significant gender role findings. It is also possible that only certain facets 

of masculinity or femininity are associated with self-enhancing humor use, especially 

seeing as Martin and colleagues found significance when looking at both positively and 

negatively valenced masculinity and femininity, whereas the BSRI-R does not take 

positive and negative valence into account.  

Overarching Limitations 

          Several possible overarching limitations exist, which may have affected the 

findings. For one, the small sample size was likely a large limitation. This limitation may 

apply especially to the correlations, which were run separately in males and females and 

therefore were even smaller. The same may be true for the regressions, which controlled 

for several variables and therefore needed a larger sample size to achieve the optimum 

level of statistical power. Several trends were approaching significance or had p-values 

on the lower end, and many of these may have reached significance with a larger sample 

size. 

             Another limitation was the puzzling trend of males and females differing only in 

their right digit ratio, yet the majority of significant (or near-significant) correlations 

being with the left digit ratio. It is difficult to say what could have caused this. Perhaps it 

is due to the next limitation: a problematic sample (though the exact means by which it 

would be due to this is also unclear). 

          This sample may have been problematic in several regards. For one, the sample 
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was not entirely random. Traditionally, in analyses, data points are assumed to be 

independent of one another, when in reality, they may not have been. This is especially 

true for the second half of the sample (the N=35 sample), since a particularly helpful 

participant, who was an employee at the university, sent coworkers down to partake in 

the study. Not only did these coworkers interact with each other on a daily basis, but they 

all may have had similar qualities due to the fact that they all worked in similar jobs for 

the same employer. This is supported by the fact that there were some substantial 

differences in significance and effect size between the N=20 and the N=35 sample, 

especially in self-deprecating humor, aggressive humor, and gender role score. The data 

points may also have not been independent of each other even in the first half of the 

sample (the N=20 sample), as groups of friends often participated. 

          Another possible limitation of the sample is that it may have been non-

representative of the general population in a substantial way. This is supported by the fact 

that digit ratio was found to increase in men as they got older, and to decrease in women 

as they got older, which is entirely contrary to all of the longitudinal research on digit 

ratio stability. This may indicate that participants with certain personality traits, which 

could be reflected by digit ratio, may have been more likely to participate, creating the 

illusion that digit ratio changes as one ages. Specifically, in younger males of this sample, 

digit ratio was found to be more male-typical. Studies have shown that digit ratio can 

mediate males’ reactions to female experimenters, with lower/more male-typical digit 

ratios lead to greater interest. This raises the possibility that younger males with more 

male-typical digit ratios (and therefore stronger reactions to female experimenters) may 

have been more likely to approach the experimenter and participate in the study. The fact 
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that several of the younger male participants flirted with the experimenter (and one asked 

her on a date) may lend support to this explanation. Older participants with more male-

typical digit ratios, on the other hand, may have found it less appropriate to approach a 

female experimenter with that intention in mind due to the age difference (or being 

married), leading to older males with more female-typical digit ratios (possibly with a 

greater inclination to help others?) approaching the experimenter more frequently. 

          Similarly, in younger females of this sample, digit ratio was found to be more 

female-typical; this may reflect the possibility that older women who return to school 

may be more assertive and have more male-typical digit ratios. Likewise, older women in 

the workforce may be more assertive than the average woman of similar age, due to 

generational differences (women working less back then). 

          Thus, these atypical trends between age and digit ratio may actually reflect a self-

selected sample, which very well could have impacted the generalizability and validity of 

the results in a substantial way. However, it is also possible that digit ratio does change as 

one ages, though this is highly unlikely considering the multitude of research that has 

found the opposite. 

          It is worth noting that despite these issues with the sample itself, several trends that 

have been consistently noted were found – such as males having lower digit ratios than 

females, and males having more male-typical gender role scores than females – possibly 

indicating that the sample was not entirely non-representative. These trends emerged 

significantly even in the regression analysis, which was more conservative in that it 

controlled for the other variables. Either way, however, it seems plausible that this 
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unusual sample affected findings that would have had a smaller (and therefore, harder-to-

detect) effect size.   

 

Directions For Future Studies 

          For one, future studies should use a different recruitment method that would collect 

a more representative sample. This would include collecting participants not affiliated 

with any particular institution, only allowing one member of a group of friends (or of a 

romantic affiliation) to participate, and reducing self-selection by more aggressively 

asking people to partake in the study. 

Additionally, participants should be included only if they are within a particular 

age group, as age was found to correlate with humor style, making it difficult to properly 

analyze the results. It would be interesting to see whether the aging process itself affects 

humor style, or whether it is simply a cohort effect. 

          Furthermore, it would be wise to use a much larger sample size to detect somewhat 

smaller effects, perhaps somewhere around 100 participants. 

          Lastly, perhaps it would make sense to analyze humor differences not in terms of 

the raw amount of a certain type of humor type used, but rather, the percentage of a 

person’s total humor that is comprised by each of the four types; this would make sense 

because in previous studies, males have been shown to use more of all the humor types 

than females, making it difficult to draw any real conclusions about female humor use 

(other than the fact that they use it less than males). This proposed method may be a 

better measure of differences between the sexes in their use of humor. 

          Only after understanding the causes of a behavior is it possible to control said 
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behavior, which could have possible implications toward reducing aggressive humor 

toward others as well as promoting more cohesive relations. Although this study was not 

experimental in nature, and therefore could not imply causality, it did provide 

information that could be used to determine which direction further studies – especially 

experimental ones – should head in. It would be useful to determine a way to conduct 

such experimental studies in an ethical manner, though this may present itself as a 

challenge. 

Thus, although this study did not provide strong support for the hypotheses, it also 

did not disprove them, and further studies should be conducted to draw further 

conclusions. 
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Footnotes 
1
Ethnicity, handedness, and sexual orientation have all been shown to affect 

2D:4D ratio (Manning et al., 2007; Manning et al., 2000; McFadden et al., 2005), which 

could possibly create inconsistencies within the data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  72 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics 

Measure Mean Minimum Maximum St. Dev. 

Aggressive Humor 25.49 11.00 55.00 9.71 

Self-Deprecating Humor 27.71 10.00 53.00 9.49 

Affiliative Humor 47.66 27.00 56.00 6.90 

Self-Enhancing Humor 43.66 30.00 56.00 6.52 

Right 2D:4D Ratio 0.98 0.92 1.07 0.04 

Left 2D:4D Ratio 0.97 0.90 1.03 0.03 

Gender Role Score 54.00 29.00 83.00 11.00 
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Table 2 

Intercorrelations Between Humor, Digit Ratio, Gender Role, and Age in Females 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Aggressive Humor -- 0.44* 0.08 -0.31 0.44* 0.49** -0.23 -0.38 

2. Self-Deprecating 
Humor -- -- 0.23 -0.02 0.03 -0.08 0.19 -0.25 

3. Affiliative Humor -- -- -- 0.08 0.31 -0.08 -0.04 -0.10 

4. Self-Enhancing Humor -- -- -- -- 0.05 -0.22 0.19 -0.25 

5. Right 2D:4D Ratio -- -- -- -- -- 0.06 -0.13 -0.59** 

6. Left 2D:4D Ratio -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.19 -0.22 

7. Gender Role Score -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.10 

8. Age -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

  

Note. * p < .10          ** p < .05          
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Table 3 

Intercorrelations Between Humor, Digit Ratio, Gender Role, and Age in Males 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Aggressive Humor  0.56** 0.17 -0.45* -0.32 -0.50* -0.28 -0.40 

2. Self-Deprecating 
Humor  0.18 -0.62** 0.00 -0.35 0.28 -0.27 

3. Affiliative Humor  -0.21 -0.08 -0.03 -0.08 -0.28 

4. Self-Enhancing Humor  -0.02 0.41 0.07 0.30 

5. Right 2D:4D Ratio  0.53** 0.10 0.16 

6. Left 2D:4D Ratio  -0.46* 0.45* 

7. Gender Role Score  -0.38 

8. Age  

  

Note. * p < .10          ** p < .05         
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Appendix A 

*Items marked with an asterisk are reverse keyed (8-score) 

Affiliative 

1. I usually don’t laugh or joke around much with other people.* 

5. I don’t have to work very hard at making other people laugh—I seem to be a naturally 

humorous person. 

9. I rarely make other people laugh by telling funny stories about myself.* 

13. I laugh and joke a lot with my closest friends. 

17. I usually don’t like to tell jokes or amuse people.* 

21. I enjoy making people laugh. 

25. I don’t often joke around with my friends.* 

29. I usually can’t think of witty things to say when I’m with other people.* 

Self-Enhancing 

2. If I am feeling depressed, I can usually cheer myself up with humor. 

6. Even when I’m by myself, I’m often amused by the absurdities of life. 

10. If I am feeling upset or unhappy I usually try to think of something funny about the 

situation to make myself feel better. 

14. My humorous outlook on life keeps me from getting overly upset or depressed about 

things. 

18. If I’m by myself and I’m feeling unhappy, I make an effort to think of something 

funny to cheer myself up. 

22. If I am feeling sad or upset, I usually lose my sense of humor.* 

26. It is my experience that thinking about some amusing aspect of a situation is often a 

very effective way of coping with problems. 

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. 

Aggressive 

3. If someone makes a mistake, I will often tease them about it. 

7. People are never offended or hurt by my sense of humor.* 

11. When telling jokes or saying funny things, I am usually not very concerned about 

how other people are taking it. 

15. I do not like it when people use humor as a way of criticizing or putting someone 

down.* 

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. 

23. I never participate in laughing at others even if all my friends are doing it.* 
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27. If I don’t like someone, I often use humor or teasing to put them down. 

31. Even if something is really funny to me, I will not laugh or joke about it if someone 

will be offended.* 

Self-Deprecating 

4. I let people laugh at me or make fun at my expense more than I should. 

8. I will often get carried away in putting myself down if it makes my family or friends 

laugh. 

12. I often try to make people like or accept me more by saying something funny about 

my own weaknesses, blunders, or faults. 

16. I don’t often say funny things to put myself down.* 

20. I often go overboard in putting myself down when I am making jokes or trying to be 

funny. 

24. When I am with friends or family, I often seem to be the one that other people make 

fun of or joke about. 

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. 

32. Letting others laugh at me is my way of keeping my friends and family in good 

spirits. 
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