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This dissertation examined the role of humor in friendship development between previously 

unacquainted same-sex strangers. Specifically, it consisted of two studies investigating whether 

humor can be used as a form of self-disclosure in initial interactions, and whether it contributes 

to the development of feelings of intimacy over time. Chapter 2 employed an online 

experimental design wherein humor use and levels of disclosure were manipulated in vignettes 

describing conversations with a same-sex acquaintance to explore whether people perceive more 

self-disclosure from others when conversations contain humor. Participants did perceive more 

self-disclosure from the acquaintance when the conversation contained humor compared to when 

it did not, though this was only the case for conversations centered around a superficial topic. In 

conversations centered around a more intimate topic, participants perceived less self-disclosure 

when the acquaintance used humor that was positive in nature. Chapter 3 used a dyadic, 

longitudinal design to further examine whether humor can serve as a means of self-disclosure, 

and how humor contributes to the development of feelings of intimacy over time in previously 

unacquainted same-sex individuals. Results suggested that humor generally did not relate to self-

disclosure in initial interactions, nor did it contribute to the interpersonal process model of 
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intimacy in developing friendships. Overall, these studies suggest that further research is needed 

to explore potential mechanisms through which humor contributes to same-sex friendship 

development.  
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CHAPTER 1 

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

Expressions of humor are common in interpersonal interactions (Alberts, Yoshimura, 

Rabby, & Loschiavo, 2005) and serve many interpersonal functions (e.g., to improve another 

person’s mood, produce enjoyable interactions, and show support in established relationships; 

Bazzini, Stack, Martincin, & Davis, 2007; de Koning & Weiss, 2002; Kurtz & Algoe, 2015). In 

fact, some have proposed that humor and laughter could be tools for fostering close relationships 

between acquaintances (e.g., Grammer, 1990; Vettin & Todt, 2004). Supporting this idea, humor 

can be used as an indicator of attraction or mutual liking when meeting someone for the first 

time (Li et al., 2009). Furthermore, engaging in humorous activities can reduce initial feelings of 

discomfort (Fraley & Aron, 2004) and produce greater feelings of liking and perceived reciprocal 

liking (Treger, Sprecher, & Erber, 2013).  

However, several unanswered questions remain regarding the interpersonal functions of 

humor and how it may play a role in evolving relationship dynamics between acquaintances. For 

instance, some theorists have proposed that humor provides a means to indirectly reveal 

information about the self (Flamson & Barrett, 2008; Martin, 2010). In fact, Flamson and Barrett 

(2008) have expounded on this idea by outlining the encryption theory of humor. According to 

encryption theory, humor can function as a signal of hidden background qualities (e.g., 

knowledge, values, attitudes) about the producer. When the receiver “gets” and enjoys the 

humor, it is more likely that they possess similar qualities being conveyed by the producer. Over 

time, one’s humor use can become a reliable indicator of broader characteristics and traits. 

However, it remains to be seen whether we explicitly use humor to reveal information about 
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ourselves, or whether we consciously perceive that others are revealing information about 

themselves when using humor with us. The present dissertation will empirically test the 

encryption theory of humor by examining whether people report disclosing more when using 

humor with others, and whether people perceive more self-disclosure from someone using humor 

with them.  Moreover, the relation between humor use and positive interpersonal impressions 

between strangers has only been observed within the context of unusual or humorous situations 

(e.g., speaking through drinking straws; Fraley & Aron, 2004).  Humor produced by individuals, 

however, is multidimensional (e.g., interpersonally versus intrapersonally focused) and can serve 

both positive and negative functions for relationships (see Hall, 2017 for a discussion). 

Examining humor from the perspective of the individual could provide evidence for differential 

effects of humor use on developing relationships between previously unacquainted strangers, an 

issue which has yet to be examined. Accordingly, this dissertation will also employ more 

naturalistic interactions to investigate how individuals’ humor use relates to the development of 

feelings of intimacy (i.e., closeness) in new same-sex friendships. 
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CHAPTER 2 

STUDY 1 

 

 

Interpersonal Functions of Humor 

Past research on humor suggests that it is multifaceted (e.g., Martin et al., 2003), and 

should therefore serve many functions within relationships. One such function proposed is that it 

could be a tool people use to develop relationships with others (e.g., Storey, 2003; Vettin & 

Todt, 2004). Expanding on this idea, the interest indicator hypothesis proposed by Li et al. 

(2009) suggests that people exchange humor with others to develop potential relationships or 

maintain existing ones, whether they be romantic or platonic. More specifically, people use 

humor during initial interactions to implicitly communicate interest in a potential relationship 

with another person. The recipient’s response to the humor would then indicate whether there is 

mutual interest in developing a relationship. These predictions are indeed supported, such that 

people do perceive humor use and positive responses to humor between strangers as signs of 

interest in developing a relationship (Cowan & Little, 2013; Li et al., 2009). Additional research 

supports the idea that humor can serve as a tool for relationship development. Stranger dyads 

engaging in a series of humorous tasks (e.g., attempting to teach a blindfolded partner a series of 

dance steps) report feeling closer to one another compared to stranger dyads engaging in non-

humorous tasks such as tossing a ball back and forth (Fraley & Aron, 2004; Treger, Sprecher, & 

Erber, 2013). Dyads engaging in the humorous tasks also report less discomfort, suggesting that 

humor can aid with reducing the distress of interacting with someone for the first time (Fraley & 

Aron, 2004). Furthermore, they also report greater enjoyment of the interaction and perceived 

reciprocal liking (Treger, Sprecher, & Erber, 2013). Greater perceived reciprocal liking supports 



 

4 

Li et al.’s (2009) hypothesis that humor can be a signal of liking and facilitate relationship 

development. That said, these effects were produced when strangers were engaging in humorous 

activities as opposed to humor coming from the individuals themselves. Given that humor can 

differ along multiple dimensions (Martin et al., 2003), it will be important to examine whether 

humor’s complex nature lends itself to serving more diverse interpersonal functions. For 

example, could people use humor as an indirect means of revealing information about 

themselves in burgeoning relationships?  

Information Sharing Through Humor 

In initial interactions, people tend to be highly attentive about the information (e.g., 

values, attitudes, emotional states) they share and gather from others (Kane, Suls, & Tedeschi, 

1977). However, unspoken social rules can dictate how we share or gather this information due 

to the risk of being perceived as overly intrusive or having suspicious motives. Given this, it is 

often necessary to gather or share information through less direct means, possibly including 

humor. When we use humor with others, we may reveal information about personal attitudes, 

values, and beliefs (Martin, 2010). Humor can also be used to share common experiences and 

probe the feelings of others in a manner that is less likely to be perceived as overly intrusive 

(Pogrebin & Poole, 1988). Indeed, it may represent a safer method of disclosing and gathering 

this information because individuals can save face if the information is poorly received by 

claiming that they were not being serious (Keltner, Young, Heerey, Oemig, & Monarch, 1998).  

Encryption theory of humor. Expanding on the idea that humor can serve as a means of 

information sharing, Flamson and Barrett (2008) developed an evolutionary theory of humor 

exchange they termed encryption theory. This theory is based on humor’s inherently ambiguous 
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nature, in that it can contain hidden or non-obvious information (e.g., “inside jokes”; Flamson & 

Barrett, 2008). Encryption theory incorporates this ambiguity to propose that humor represents 

an indirect method of sharing information about oneself (e.g., attitudes, values, beliefs). Flamson 

and Barrett use an encryption analogy (i.e., an encrypted message that cannot be understood 

without possession of a key), with the humor being shared serving as the message and the “key” 

being the underlying information necessary for the initiator to produce the humor and the 

recipient to understand the humor. In other words, if a humor exchange is successful, the 

producer and recipient share that underlying information and the humor is constructed in such a 

way that this background information is apparent to both parties (Flamson & Barrett, 2013).  

Humor and Self-disclosure. If humor contains underlying information about the self, it 

is possible that individuals use humor as a form of self-disclosure. Humor may represent a 

socially appropriate method of revealing information that could otherwise be difficult or 

premature to share (Flamson & Barrett, 2008; Martin, 2010). If this is the case, then individuals 

should report disclosing more to others when using humor in a positive manner (e.g., using 

humor to build relationships, improve others’ mood, or reduce tensions). Moreover, if the humor 

recipient is perceiving that the other party is using humor with them positively, then they should 

also perceive higher self-disclosure from that individual. For instance, the producer’s humor 

could indicate to the recipient that the producer is using humor to interact with and get to know 

the recipient. The recipient could subsequently make inferences about the producer’s personality 

based on how the producer is using humor towards them (e.g., positive humor use could mean 

the producer is warm, affable, or extraverted).  
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It should be acknowledged that Fraley and Aron (2004) examined whether people in 

humorous situations with strangers perceive more disclosure from them compared to those in 

non-humorous situations and found no difference.  As alluded to previously, they randomly 

assigned same-sex stranger dyads to engage in shared tasks that were either humorous or non-

humorous in nature. They then examined whether dyad members who did the humorous tasks 

felt closer to one another than those who did the non-humorous tasks, as well as several potential 

mechanisms for this closeness development (i.e., self-expansion, self-disclosure, distraction from 

discomfort). However, I argue that humor generated from external situations is different from 

humor generated by individuals, in that it would not contain underlying information about 

attitudes, values, or beliefs. Thus, the findings of Fraley and Aron do not necessarily contradict 

what others have proposed (Flamson & Barrett, 2008; Martin, 2010) regarding humor serving as 

a method to broadcast information about the self.  

In fact, there is indirect support for the idea that humor is linked to self-disclosure. 

Results from one study revealed that individuals disclosed more intimate information to strangers 

after watching a funny video compared to individuals who watched a neutral video (Gray, 

Parkinson, & Dunbar, 2015). Gray et al. speculate that laughter could have stimulated the release 

of endorphins, an idea supported by other research (Dunbar et al., 2012). Given that endorphins 

can aid with social bonding (Machin & Dunbar, 2011), Gray et al. posit that endorphins resulting 

from laughter could have ultimately made people more willing to disclose personal information 

to a stranger. Interestingly, this finding somewhat contradicts the results from Fraley and Aron 

(2004), given that an external source of humor was also employed to induce laughter. Although 

not humor per se, laughter represents a highly typical response to humorous stimuli (e.g., 



 

7 

McGraw & Warren, 2010). If experiencing laughter can promote self-disclosure prior to 

interacting with a stranger, it is reasonable to posit that humor exchanges will promote greater 

perceptions of self-disclosure between strangers. That said, Gray et al.’s study primed laughter 

prior to an interaction with a stranger. It is possible that the relation between humor and 

disclosure suggested by the results of Gray et al. (2015) will function differently in situations 

where different types of humor are used. For instance, there may be situations in which 

individuals perceive less disclosure from others when humor is exchanged. Humor can indeed 

serve to hide underlying feelings in order to maintain social acceptance (Kubie, 1971; Martin, 

2003). Humor also allows one to “decommit” from previously revealed information by 

explaining that what was said was not meant to be taken seriously (Martin, 2010). Taking 

everything together, it is clear that the nature of the relation between humor and disclosure needs 

to be further examined.   

The Role of Humor Style 

As discussed before, humor plays an important interpersonal role in established 

relationships. Indeed, the ability to make others laugh is a highly desired trait people seek in 

friends and romantic partners (Lippa, 2007; Sprecher & Regan, 2002). This could be partially 

attributed to the belief that a good sense of humor is indicative of other desirable traits such as 

intelligence (Wilbur & Campbell, 2011) and agreeableness (Cann & Calhoun, 2001). In 

established friendships, humor can be used to induce shared laughter, engender positive 

emotions, and reaffirm social support (Shiota, Campos, Keltner, & Hertenstein, 2004). Close 

friends also engage in playful teasing to reduce conflict (Keltner, Capps, Kring, Young, & 

Heerey, 2001). 
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However, humor can sometimes be detrimental for relationships when it disparages 

others. Humor can make others upset or be used to avoid discussion of sensitive topics in close 

relationships (e.g., de Koning & Weiss, 2002). In fact, using humor in this manner can escalate 

disagreements during conflict between friends (Bippus, 2003), and is associated with lower 

relationship satisfaction in romantic couples (e.g., Campbell et al., 2008; Saroglou, Lacour, & 

Demeure, 2010). 

Humor Styles. Given these differential outcomes associated with humor use, it is 

perhaps no surprise that research has outlined several different humor styles that individuals use 

in interpersonal situations. Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray, and Weir (2003) propose that 

humor styles can be best described using two dimensions. One dimension describes the degree to 

which the humor being used is positive or negative in nature, and the other dimension describes 

the degree to which the humor being used is oriented towards the self or others. Using these 

dimensions, the model highlights four different humor styles-- two that are adaptive and two that 

are maladaptive. The first adaptive humor style, termed affiliative humor, is positive humor that 

is focused towards others and is used to build relationships. This type of humor consists of witty 

remarks, banter, and jokes that facilitate relationships and puts others at ease. The second 

adaptive humor style is self-enhancing humor, which is defined as positive humor that is directed 

at the self. This humor style is used to protect the self from stressors, find amusement in 

everyday life, and maintain a positive outlook when faced with adversity. The first maladaptive 

humor style is aggressive humor, which refers to humor that is directed at others and is hostile in 

nature. This humor style consists of jokes or comments that are used without consideration for 

others (e.g., racist or sexist jokes) and can also include jokes that directly attack or ridicule 
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others. Finally, the second maladaptive humor style is self-defeating humor, which refers to 

humor that is negative in nature and is directed at the self. This type of humor consists of self-

deprecating comments and jokes that emphasize one’s own weaknesses and are used to gain the 

approval of others. Supporting evidence for the existence of these humor styles has been 

observed across multiple cultures and groups (e.g., Chen & Martin, 2007; Hampes, 2006).  

It should be noted that aggressive and self-defeating humor can exist in more benign 

forms that are not necessarily intrapersonally or interpersonally harmful. For instance, playful 

teasing among friends can contain aggressive elements but still not be harmful for relationships 

(Martin et al., 2003). Mild self-deprecating humor can also help one appear more likeable to 

others (Ziv, 1984). However, the aggressive and self-defeating humor styles are distinct from 

benign forms of humor because they are excessively disparaging of self or others and harmful to 

relationships (Martin et al., 2003).  

Supporting this distinction, using aggressive and self-defeating humor with others is 

associated with negative interpersonal outcomes such as more stressful interactions, lower 

relationship satisfaction, and higher rates of divorce in married couples (Caird & Martin, 2014; 

Saroglou, Lacour, & Demeure, 2010; Winterheld, Simpson, & Orina, 2013). Conversely, 

affiliative humor can relieve tensions between casual acquaintances (Kuiper, Kazarian, Sine, & 

Bassil, 2010) and is associated with other positive interpersonal outcomes such as higher 

relationship satisfaction, perceptions of support, more playful interactions, and decreases in 

negative mood (e.g., Campbell et al., 2008; Howland & Simpson, 2014; Miczo, Averbeck, & 

Mariani, 2009). That said, it is still unknown whether the proposed association between humor 

and self-disclosure depends upon the specific form of humor being used.  
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Study 1 Aims and Hypotheses 

The goal of Study 1 was to empirically test encryption theory’s (Flamson & Barrett, 

2008) proposed link between humor use and perceptions of partner self-disclosure. This study 

also aimed to shed further light on other types of interpersonal impressions people form as a 

result of different types of humor use, in this case liking and perceived reciprocal liking. To 

accomplish this, I used an experimental design that manipulated humor use and disclosure levels 

in various vignettes to determine whether people perceive different levels of self-disclosure 

depending upon the type and presence of humor displayed. Participants read vignettes where 

humor was displayed with high disclosure (i.e., an acquaintance discusses his/her romantic 

relationship), or with low disclosure (i.e., an acquaintance discusses an upcoming class). Each of 

the four humor types (i.e., Affiliative, Aggressive, Self-enhancing, Self-defeating) along with a 

no humor condition were paired with the high and low disclosure conditions to examine whether 

the type of humor used affected perceptions of disclosure, thus producing a total of ten vignettes. 

Below, I further discuss the aims and hypotheses for Study 1. 

Aim 1: Perceptions of Self-disclosure. The first aim of Study 1 was to test whether 

people perceive more self-disclosure from another person when they are using humor compared 

to when they are not. It also investigated whether the valence of the humor used (i.e., positive vs. 

negative) relates to people’s perceptions of disclosure. It should be noted that because humor 

styles of the same valence tend to relate to similar interpersonal outcomes (e.g., Caird & Martin, 

2014; Howland & Simpson, 2014), my a priori hypotheses conceptually grouped the four humor 

styles in this manner, such that affiliative and self-enhancing humor were labeled positive humor 

and aggressive and self-defeating humor were labeled negative humor. However, unless 
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otherwise specified, relations for the outcomes of interest were examined for each humor style 

individually. For this study aim, I hypothesize the following: Although overall the vignettes 

where personal thoughts or feelings are shared should be perceived as relatively high in self-

disclosure, the vignettes that pair this with high humor use should reveal additional underlying 

information about the discloser (e.g., personality, sense of humor). Participants will therefore 

perceive more self-disclosure from acquaintances in the humor/high disclosure vignettes than 

acquaintances in the humor/low disclosure vignettes, no humor/high disclosure vignettes, and no 

humor/low disclosure vignettes (Hypothesis 1.1).  

Aim 2: Willingness to Disclose. The second aim of this study was to explore the degree 

to which people would be willing to disclose to an acquaintance based on the valence of the 

humor the acquaintance used and depth of the acquaintance’s disclosure. Given that people are 

more interested in forming relationships with acquaintances that use positive humor compared to 

negative humor, (Kuiper et al., 2014) I predict that participants will report higher willingness to 

disclose to acquaintances in the positive humor vignettes than acquaintances in the negative 

humor vignettes (Hypothesis 2.1). Moreover, participants in the high disclosure conditions will 

report higher willingness to disclose to acquaintances in the vignette than participants in the low 

disclosure conditions (Hypothesis 2.2). 

Aim 3: Interpersonal Impressions. The third aim of this study was to examine whether 

positive interpersonal impressions result from this humor and disclosure link. If people are 

perceiving more disclosure from an acquaintance’s affiliative or self-enhancing humor use, it 

stands to reason that they would also form positive impressions about that individual, such as 

higher interpersonal attraction, interest in interacting with the individual, and perceived 
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reciprocal liking (Sprecher et al., 2013). Accordingly, I hypothesize the following: Participants 

will have more positive interpersonal impressions of the acquaintance in the positive humor 

vignettes than the acquaintance in the negative humor vignettes (Hypothesis 3.1). Additionally, 

participants in the high disclosure condition will have more positive interpersonal impressions of 

their acquaintance than individuals in the low disclosure condition (Hypothesis 3.2). Finally, I 

predict that the effect of disclosure condition on interpersonal impressions will be moderated by 

humor type, such that individuals in the low disclosure condition will have more positive 

interpersonal impressions of the acquaintance in the positive humor vignettes than the 

acquaintance in the negative humor vignettes (Hypothesis 3.3). 

Study 1 Method 

Participants 

 Participants for this study consisted of 190 undergraduate students enrolled at The 

University of Texas at Dallas. All participants were at least 18 years old (M = 22.09, SD = 5.00) 

and 70% of the sample identified as female. Most participants described their ethnicity as Asian 

or Pacific Rim (30%), White (29%), Hispanic (19%), or Black (10%).  

Study Procedure and Design 

Participants completed this study online at Qualtrics.com and were awarded research 

credit for their participation. This study employed an experimental design that randomly 

assigned participants to read hypothetical scenarios wherein they have a short conversation with 

a same-sex casual acquaintance prior to the first day of class (based on vignettes developed by 

Kuiper, Aiken, & Pound, 2014; see Appendix C). In these vignettes, the type of humor and depth 

of disclosure shared by the acquaintance was manipulated to examine whether they have an 



 

13 

effect on the outcome variables of interest. This study used a mixed-model factorial design, such 

that five humor levels (i.e., Affiliative, Self-enhancing, Aggressive, Self-defeating, no humor) 

served as a within-subjects factor (i.e., participants saw all conditions) and two disclosure levels 

(i.e., high vs. low) were a between-subjects factor (i.e., participants saw one condition). In the 

high disclosure condition, participants (n = 95) read vignettes describing a situation in which the 

casual acquaintance shared details of an issue within her/his romantic relationship. In the low 

disclosure condition, participants (n = 95) read vignettes describing a situation in which they and 

the acquaintance talk about the upcoming class they are taking. Within these vignettes, humor 

use was manipulated by having the acquaintance make a joke during the conversation reflecting 

each of the four humor styles. Jokes were developed by the principal investigator after consulting 

online joke databases. Furthermore, participants read a vignette in which the acquaintance did 

not use humor to serve as a control. After reading each brief vignette, participants rated the 

degree to which they felt the acquaintance self-disclosed during the conversation as well as their 

own willingness to disclose to the acquaintance during the conversation. In addition, they 

provided interpersonal impressions of their conversation partner (i.e., liking and perceived 

reciprocal liking). Finally, as a manipulation check, participants indicated the humorousness of 

each conversation (see Appendix D for the full list of measures). 

Measures 

Perceptions of Self-disclosure. Participants rated how much they believed the person in 

the vignette self-disclosed during the hypothetical conversation using two items adapted from 

Shelton et al. (2010) on a 7-point scale (1 = very little, 7 = very much). One item assessed the 

degree to which they felt the acquaintance disclosed feelings (i.e., “How much did your 
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acquaintance share personal feelings during your conversation?”). The other item assessed the 

degree to which they felt the acquaintance disclosed personal information (i.e., “How much did 

your acquaintance share personal information [e.g., information about them personally and 

her/his views] during your conversation?”). Items were averaged to create composite variables 

for each of the ten unique humor type/disclosure level combinations (α’s range from .69-.85). 

Willingness to Disclose. Participants indicated their willingness to share personal 

information, feelings, and thoughts in the hypothetical conversation with the person in the 

vignette using two items adapted from Shelton et al. (2010). One item assessed the degree to 

which they would be willing to disclose feelings (i.e., “How willing would you be to share your 

feelings with your acquaintance in this conversation?”) and the other item assessed the degree to 

which they would be willing to disclose personal information (i.e., “How much personal 

information [e.g., information about you personally and your views] would you be willing to 

disclose to your acquaintance in this conversation?”) using a 7-point scale (1 = very little, 7 = 

very much). Items were averaged to create composite variables for each of the ten unique humor 

type/disclosure level combinations (α’s range from .75-.93). 

Liking. Participants rated the degree to which they like the person in the vignette using 

items from Treger et al. (2013) and Kuiper et al. (2014). They used a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 

7 = a great deal) to indicate “Based on this conversation, how much do you like your 

acquaintance?” and “To what extent would you want to become a closer friend of this 

acquaintance in the future?” Items were averaged to create composite variables for each of the 

ten unique humor type/disclosure level combinations (α’s range from .81-.93). 
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Perceived Reciprocal Liking. Participants rated the degree to which they felt the person 

in the vignette would like them using an item from Treger et al. (2013). Specifically, they used a 

7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) to indicate “Based on this conversation, how much 

do you think your acquaintance likes you?”.  

Conversation Humor. As a manipulation check, participants indicated the 

humorousness of the scenarios using two items from Bippus, Dunbar, and Liu (2012). 

Participants used a 7-point scale to indicate the degree to which they felt the conversation was 

humorous (1 = very serious, 7 = very humorous) and amusing (1 = not amusing, 7 = very 

amusing). Items were averaged to create composite variables for each of the ten unique humor 

type/disclosure level combinations (α’s range from .78-.93). 

Study 1 Results 

Manipulation Check  

Tables 1-5 provide means, standard deviations, and internal consistency values for all 

variables of interest for each of the ten unique humor type/disclosure level combinations. First, 

as a manipulation check, I performed a focused contrast to examine how humorous participants 

found the conversations across the four humor levels relative to the no humor condition. For this 

contrast, the mean humorousness of the no humor condition was compared to the average mean 

humorousness of the four humor conditions. As expected, participants found the four humor 

conditions to be more humorous on average (M = 4.20) than the no humor condition (M = 2.85), 

F(1, 182) = 137.39, p < .001. Exploring this further, follow-up comparisons using a Bonferroni 

correction revealed that the no humor condition (M = 2.85) was seen as less humorous than the 

affiliative (M = 5.27, p < .001), self-enhancing (M = 4.67, p < .001), and self-defeating humor 
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conditions (M = 3.66, p < .001), though it was not seen as less humorous than the aggressive 

humor condition (M = 3.20, p = .139).  

Perceptions of Self-disclosure 

To examine whether participants perceive more self-disclosure from acquaintances in the 

humor/high disclosure vignettes than acquaintances in the humor/low disclosure vignettes, no 

humor/high disclosure vignettes, and no humor/low disclosure vignettes (Hypothesis 1.1), a 5 x 2 

Mixed Model ANOVA was conducted with the five humor conditions serving as a within-

subjects variable and the two disclosure conditions serving as a between-subjects variable. The 

outcome variable in this model was participants’ perceptions of self-disclosure by the 

acquaintance during the hypothetical conversation described in the vignettes. This model was 

corrected for sphericity using a Geisser-Greenhouse correction. Results revealed a main effect of 

disclosure level, such that participants in the high disclosure condition (M = 5.02) perceived 

more self-disclosure in the vignettes than participants in the low disclosure condition (M = 3.96), 

F(1, 181) = 54.77, p < .001. In addition, a main effect of humor type was found on participants’ 

perceptions of self-disclosure, F(3.77, 681.85) = 13.25, p < .001. Follow-up comparisons using a 

Bonferroni correction revealed that participants generally perceived more self-disclosure in the 

vignettes containing negative humor (i.e., aggressive and self-defeating) compared to the 

vignettes containing positive (i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing) or no humor (see Table 6 for 

complete results). Furthermore, a significant disclosure level by humor type interaction was 

found, F(3.77, 681.85) = 14.75, p < .001. To follow this up, I examined the simple main effects 

of humor type on perceptions of self-disclosure at both high and low levels of disclosure, with 

focus on the various humor vs. no humor comparisons relevant for Hypothesis 1.1. Partially 
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supporting the hypothesis, this analysis revealed that participants in the low disclosure condition 

perceived more self-disclosure when the vignettes contained any of the four humor styles 

compared to when they did not (see Table 7). However, this association was not found for 

participants in the high disclosure condition. Interestingly, they perceived less disclosure in the 

vignettes containing positive humor (i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing) compared to the vignette 

containing no humor (see Table 8). Thus, results for Hypothesis 1.1 were mixed. 

Willingness to Disclose  

To examine whether participants would be more willing to disclose to the acquaintance 

when they use positive humor compared to when they use negative humor (Hypothesis 2.1), a 

focused contrast was performed where the average willingness to disclose for the positive humor 

vignettes (i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing humor) was compared with the average willingness 

to disclose for the negative humor vignettes (i.e., aggressive and self-defeating humor). Results 

supported this hypothesis, such that participants reported higher willingness to disclose to the 

acquaintance when they used affiliative and self-enhancing humor (M = 3.81) compared to when 

they used aggressive and self-defeating humor (M = 3.18), F(1, 182) = 59.00, p < .001 (see Table 

9). Moreover, to examine whether participants would be more willing to disclose to the 

acquaintance when the acquaintance discloses at a high level compared to a low level 

(Hypothesis 2.2), a 5 x 2 Mixed Model ANOVA was conducted with the five humor conditions 

serving as a within-subjects variable and the two disclosure conditions serving as a between-

subjects variable. As indicated in Table 10, a marginally significant main effect of disclosure 

level was observed, such that participants in the high disclosure condition (M = 3.74) reported 
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being more willing to disclose to the acquaintance compared to participants in the low disclosure 

condition (M = 3.44), F(1, 181) = 3.65, p = .058. 

Interpersonal Impressions 

 Hypothesis 3.1 proposed that participants would have more positive interpersonal 

impressions (i.e., liking and perceived reciprocal liking) of the acquaintance when they used 

positive humor compared to when they used negative humor. To investigate this, two focused 

contrasts were performed where the averages for liking and perceived reciprocal liking for the 

positive humor vignettes were compared with the averages for liking and perceived reciprocal 

liking for the negative humor vignettes. As seen in Table 11, results indicated that participants 

reported higher liking for the acquaintance when the vignettes contained affiliative and self-

enhancing humor (M = 4.51) compared to when they contained aggressive and self-defeating 

humor (M = 3.27), F(1, 182) = 169.33, p < .001. Similarly, participants reported that the 

acquaintance liked them more when the vignettes contained affiliative and self-enhancing humor 

(M = 4.60) compared to when they contained aggressive and self-defeating humor (M = 4.03), 

F(1, 180) = 45.03, p < .001. Thus, Hypothesis 3.1 was supported.  

Hypothesis 3.2 stated that participants in the high disclosure condition will have more 

positive interpersonal impressions of their acquaintance than individuals in the low disclosure 

condition. To test this hypothesis, two 5 x 2 Mixed Model ANOVAs were performed, with the 

five humor conditions serving as a within-subjects variable and the two disclosure conditions 

serving as a between-subjects variable. The outcome variables in these models were participants’ 

liking of the hypothetical acquaintance and participants’ perceived reciprocal liking by the 

acquaintance. Again, these models were corrected for sphericity using a Geisser-Greenhouse 
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correction. Results revealed no difference in levels of liking for the acquaintance for participants 

in the high disclosure condition (M = 4.02) compared to participants in the low disclosure 

condition (M = 4.03), F(1, 181) = 0.01, p = .936. However, participants in the high disclosure 

condition (M = 4.54) reported greater perceived reciprocal liking from the acquaintance 

compared to participants in the low disclosure condition (M = 4.26), F(1, 179) = 4.64, p = .033. 

These results provide partial support for Hypothesis 3.2.  

Finally, Hypothesis 3.3 proposed that the effect of disclosure condition on interpersonal 

impressions will be moderated by humor type, such that individuals in the low disclosure 

condition will have more positive interpersonal impressions of the acquaintance in the positive 

humor vignettes than the acquaintance in the negative humor vignettes. The two 5 x 2 Mixed 

Model ANOVAs described above were used to investigate this hypothesis. Supporting this 

hypothesis, a significant humor type by disclosure level interaction was found for participants’ 

liking, F(3.68, 666.81) = 3.13, p = .017 and perceived reciprocal liking, F(3.63, 650.47) = 4.34, p 

= .003. To follow up these interactions, the simple main effects of humor type at high and low 

levels of disclosure were examined for both liking and perceived reciprocal liking. For liking, 

participants in the low disclosure condition reported liking the acquaintance more when the 

vignette contained positive humor (i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing) compared to when they 

contained negative humor (i.e., aggressive and self-defeating) (see Table 12 for full results), 

supporting Hypothesis 3.3. Participants in the high disclosure condition reported liking the 

acquaintance more when the vignette contained affiliative humor compared to all other humor 

types, but only preferred self-enhancing humor over aggressive humor (for full results, see Table 

13).  
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For perceived reciprocal liking, participants in the low disclosure condition reported the 

acquaintance liked them more when the vignettes contained self-enhancing humor compared to 

the negative humor types, but only reported higher perceived liking for affiliative humor when 

compared to aggressive humor (see Table 14 for complete results). However, results for 

participants in the high disclosure condition were mixed, such that they reported the 

acquaintance liked them more when the vignettes contained self-enhancing humor compared to 

aggressive humor, but they reported less perceived liking when they contained self-enhancing 

humor compared to self-defeating humor (for full results, see Table 15). Overall, this pattern of 

results suggest that positive humor types relate to more positive interpersonal impressions at low 

levels of disclosure compared to negative humor types. That said, the relations between humor 

types and interpersonal impressions at high levels of disclosure are less conclusive.  

Study 1 Discussion 

 This study first sought to test encryption theory (Flamson & Barrett, 2008) by 

investigating whether people perceive more self-disclosure from and are more willing to disclose 

to individuals when they use humor with them compared to when they do not. It also aimed to 

examine whether the valence of the humor used (i.e., positive vs. negative) related to people’s 

willingness to disclose to another individual. Results partially supported encryption theory, such 

that people perceived more self-disclosure from a hypothetical same-sex acquaintance when a 

conversation contained humor compared to when it did not, though this was only the case for 

superficial conversations (i.e., a conversation about an upcoming class). As expected, people 

reported being more willing to disclose to an acquaintance when the acquaintance used positive 

humor compared to when he/she used negative humor. Additionally, this study sought to explore 
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how humor valence and differing levels of self-disclosure related to the types of interpersonal 

impressions people form about a same-sex acquaintance. Results revealed that people like others 

more and perceive that others like them more when conversations contain positive humor 

compared to negative humor. People also perceive that others like them more when 

conversations contain high levels of self-disclosure (i.e., an acquaintance discusses his or her 

romantic relationship) compared to low levels of self-disclosure (i.e., a conversation about an 

upcoming class).  

The Link Between Humor and Self-disclosure 

Humor and Perceptions of Self-disclosure. This study first sought to test the encryption 

theory of humor (Flamson & Barrett, 2008) by investigating whether people perceive more self-

disclosure from individuals when they use humor with them compared to when they do not. 

Individuals perceived more self-disclosure when a hypothetical acquaintance used humor with 

them compared to when they did not, but only when the conversation centered around a non-

intimate topic (i.e., an upcoming class). The fact that individuals believed that the acquaintance 

revealed more about him/herself when humor was used supports the idea put forth by others that 

humor serves as a means to indirectly broadcast characteristics (e.g., knowledge, values, beliefs) 

about oneself (Curry & Dunbar, 2013; Flamson & Barrett, 2008). Further, across both levels of 

disclosure participants perceived more self-disclosure when the acquaintance used negative 

humor compared to positive humor or no humor. The use of negative humor in this context may 

have led participants to believe that the acquaintance was openly expressing particularly strong 

negative thoughts or feelings related to the topic of conversation. The negative humor styles are 

strongly associated with attributions about others’ feelings and dispositions (Hall, 2011; Kuiper 
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& Leite, 2010). Thus, participants may have perceived that the acquaintance shared more about 

themselves when using negative humor compared to positive or no humor, though this finding 

and interpretation need to be further explored. 

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the individuals who read vignettes in which an 

acquaintance discussed a more intimate topic (i.e., an issue within his/her romantic relationship) 

did not perceive more self-disclosure when the acquaintance used humor compared to when they 

did not. The characteristics of self-disclosures (e.g., depth, breadth) can vary depending upon the 

nature of the conversation (e.g., Greene, Derlega, & Mathews, 2006). It could be that during 

conversations in which higher amounts of self-disclosure are ostensibly occurring, humor 

becomes a less salient means of gathering information about another person because that person 

is sharing their private information, thoughts, and feelings in a more direct manner.  In fact, 

individuals who read these vignettes perceived less self-disclosure when the acquaintance used 

positive humor (i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing) compared to when humor was not used. It is 

possible that these vignettes elicited feelings that the acquaintance was using humor to avoid 

revealing too much, given that humor can be used to avoid discussing certain issues (de Koning 

& Weiss, 2002) and repress feelings (Martin, 2003). Future research will need to further examine 

whether positive humor does indeed suppress perceptions of self-disclosure in high disclosure 

conversations.  

Humor and Willingness to Disclose. Individuals reported on average being more willing 

to disclose to the hypothetical acquaintance when he/she used positive humor compared to when 

they used negative humor. This aligns with prior research indicating that humorous stimuli can 

prompt individuals to disclose more to strangers (Gray et al., 2015). Moreover, other research 
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has found that people have a stronger interest in developing a relationship with acquaintances 

when they use the positive humor styles compared to when they use the negative humor styles 

(Kuiper et al., 2014). Assuming this is the case, it follows that individuals would be more willing 

to self-disclose to acquaintances when they use positive humor, given the effectiveness of self-

disclosure as a tool for developing close relationships (e.g., Aron Melinat, Aron, Vallone, & 

Bator, 1997; Sprecher et al., 2013). In addition, individuals who read the vignette in which the 

acquaintance disclosed at a high level reported being more willing to disclose themselves 

compared to those who read the vignette in which the acquaintance disclosed at a low level. This 

finding is unsurprising, as prior research has established that reciprocity of self-disclosure 

typically occurs in social interactions (e.g., Dindia, 2000).  

Humor, Self-disclosure, and Interpersonal Impressions 

Humor Styles and Interpersonal Impressions. The second aim of this study was to 

explore the types of interpersonal impressions people form about acquaintances as a result of 

using different types of humor. Supporting my hypothesis, individuals in this study reported 

liking the hypothetical acquaintance more when he/she used the positive humor styles compared 

to when the negative humor styles were used. They also believed that the acquaintance liked 

them more when the acquaintance used the positive humor styles. Although past research has 

found that humorous situations are connected with higher liking and perceived reciprocal liking 

between strangers (Treger et al., 2013), these results expand on that by suggesting the nature of 

the humor plays a role in the degree to which these impressions are formed. Indeed, these results 

align with other research indicating that affiliative and self-enhancing humor use relate to 

positive interpersonal impressions (e.g., higher romantic interest, perceptions that a stranger 
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possesses adaptive personality attributes) whereas self-defeating and aggressive humor use relate 

to negative impressions (e.g., desire to avoid future interactions, perceptions that a stranger 

possesses socially undesirable traits; Dyck & Holtzman, 2013; Kuiper et al., 2014; Kuiper & 

Leite, 2010).   

The Role of Self-disclosure. As expected, individuals who read the high disclosure 

vignettes perceived more liking from the acquaintance compared to individuals who read the low 

disclosure vignette. This finding is consistent with the body of literature demonstrating that 

receiving disclosure from another person in initial interactions promotes the development of 

positive interpersonal impressions (e.g., Aron et al., 1997; Collins & Miller, 1994; Sprecher & 

Duck, 1994; Sprecher et al., 2013). Somewhat unexpectedly, individuals in the high disclosure 

condition did not report liking the acquaintance more than individuals in the low disclosure 

condition. This is surprising, given the relatively robust link between receiving disclosure and 

liking (see Collins & Miller, 1994). That said, disclosing too much in the early stages of 

relationships can produce negative impressions (Berg ,1984). Participants may have felt the 

acquaintance was sharing too much information by revealing details about a romantic 

relationship. Alternatively, this finding could be explained by the fact that although the vignettes 

used in this study described the general topic of a high disclosure conversation, they did not 

contain actual disclosures from the acquaintance. Thus, they may not have been representative of 

a real-world conversation to a degree to which the link between receiving disclosure and liking 

would be observed.   

The Effect of Humor Styles at Differing Levels of Self-disclosure. Finally, this study 

explored whether the relation between humor styles and interpersonal impressions would differ 
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at differing levels of self-disclosure. At low levels of disclosure, individuals generally had more 

positive interpersonal impressions (i.e., higher liking and perceived reciprocal liking) of the 

acquaintance when the vignettes contained positive humor compared to negative humor. As 

alluded to earlier, when conversations are more superficial in nature, people may be more prone 

to use someone’s humor use as a gauge of their characteristics (e.g., personality traits, beliefs; 

Flamson & Barrett, 2013; Martin, 2010) because this information might otherwise be less 

apparent in brief conversations. In this case, they may be using the acquaintance’s humor use to 

make a more informed judgment about the degree to which they like the acquaintance. The 

results for perceived reciprocal liking provide evidence for Li et al.’s (2009) interest indicator 

hypothesis, such that people believe that strangers like them and are interested in forming a 

relationship when they are the recipients of positive humor. Additionally, results for the negative 

humor styles are consistent with another study suggesting that people feel as though 

acquaintances have rejected them when they are the recipient of negative humor (Kuiper et al., 

2010).    

 However, results were mixed at high levels of disclosure. Participants liked the 

acquaintance more when the vignettes contained the positive humor styles compared to 

aggressive humor, but the differences between humor styles found in perceived reciprocal liking 

at high disclosure were less systematic. For instance, individuals reported less perceived liking 

when the vignettes contained self-enhancing humor compared to when they contained self-

defeating humor, which somewhat contradicts the substantive pattern of results suggesting that 

the positive humor vignettes produce more positive interpersonal impressions than the negative 

humor vignettes. Individuals may have believed that the acquaintance was using the other-
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directed self-defeating humor style to connect with them more so than the intrapersonally 

focused self-enhancing style (Martin, 2003), or they found the self-deprecation somewhat more 

affable and less threatening than the self-enhancing humor (Ziv, 1984). This interpretation 

should be taken with caution, however, given that it contradicts other research suggesting that 

self-enhancing humor use is linked with more positive interpersonal impressions than self-

defeating humor use (Kuiper et al., 2014; Kuiper & Leite, 2010). That said, results for this 

condition did indicate that aggressive humor relates to both less liking for the acquaintance as 

well as less perceived reciprocal liking relative to the other humor styles. This finding 

contributes additional evidence to the idea that aggressive humor is especially maladaptive in 

non-established relationships (e.g., DiDonato, Bedminster, & Machel, 2013; Kuiper et al., 2010; 

Kuiper et al., 2014; Yip & Martin, 2006).  

Limitations and Future Directions 

The experimental design used for this study allowed me to isolate the effect of humor use 

on perceptions of self-disclosure to directly test the encryption theory of humor (Flamson & 

Barrett, 2008). Still, there are several limitations to this study that Study 2 will aim to address. 

First, although employing a study design using hypothetical vignettes allowed for more 

experimental control to isolate potential effects, they may not be representative of real 

conversations. Individuals’ responses to these vignettes may differ from how they would respond 

in an actual conversation for a variety of reasons. For instance, people can employ multiple 

humor styles within a single conversation, meaning that effects observed in this study may differ 

when humor styles are not used in isolation (e.g., the maladaptive effect of aggressive humor 

may be lessened when affiliative humor is also present). Relatedly, the humor attempts 
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constructed for the vignettes lack several important interpersonal contextual cues (e.g., facial 

expressions, vocal tone) that may affect how humor is perceived by the recipient. In fact, using 

spontaneous humor produced in naturalistic conversations may be preferred when investigating 

humor’s interpersonal functions (Flamson & Barrett, 2013). Finally, this study examined how 

humor use relates to early impressions of same-sex acquaintances, but did not explore whether it 

can play a role in facilitating further relationship development over time (i.e., transitioning from 

acquaintances to friends). The second study of this research addresses these limitations by 

examining humor’s role in friendship development by having previously unacquainted same-sex 

dyads engage in unstructured, in-lab conversations. Next, I discuss the importance and dynamics 

of same-sex friendships in young adulthood, along with humor’s potential contribution to these 

dynamics. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

STUDY 2 

 

 

Friendships in Young Adulthood 

 

Friendships are important relationships in young adults’ lives (Berscheid, Snyder, & 

Omoto, 1989). Indeed, young adults can form close bonds with friends (Collins & Laursen, 

2004), and possessing these high-quality friendships is associated with positive outcomes such as 

increased happiness (Demir & Weitekamp, 2007) and self-esteem (Bagwell et al., 2005). 

Conversely, not having friends or having poor quality friendships is related to negative outcomes 

such as increased anxiety and poorer well-being (Bagwell et al., 2005; Gupta & Korte, 1994).  

Feelings of intimacy (i.e., feeling psychologically close to another person; Reis & Shaver, 

1988) may be one feature of close relationships that separates high-quality friendships from poor 

quality friendships (Parks & Floyd, 1996). People do in fact expect some degree of intimacy in 

their friendships (Clark & Ayers, 1993) and can typically recall instances of these feelings in past 

interactions with friends (Helgeson, Shaver, & Dyer, 1987). People believe that intimacy will 

emerge from interactions containing self-disclosure, appropriate responsiveness to self-

disclosures, emotional support, and loyalty (Fehr, 2004). Though there may be multiple 

interaction patterns that produce feelings of intimacy in friendships, perhaps the most important 

is self-disclosure. 

Intimacy Development in Friendships 

Self-disclosure refers to the act of revealing personal information, thoughts, or feelings to 

another person during an interaction (Greene et al., 2006). It is considered a transaction between 

two people, such that one person serves as the discloser and the other person serves as the 
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recipient. Self-disclosure is also usually reciprocal, meaning that people tend to disclose to others 

who disclose to them (Derlega, Metts, Petronio, & Margulis, 1993). The degree to which people 

disclose to one another can be shaped by a variety of factors, such as attachment-related 

individual differences (Wei, Russell, & Zakalik, 2005), whether the dyad is intraracial or 

interracial (Shelton, Trail, West, & Bergsieker, 2010), and length of the relationship (Petronio, 

2002).  

Social penetration theory (Altman & Taylor, 1973) outlines how self-disclosure functions 

in developing relationships. According to this theory, acquaintances will initially disclose 

information at a superficial level. As the relationship progresses, self-disclosure increases and 

becomes more intimate in nature. For instance, friends may shift from disclosing personal facts 

and information to disclosing more private feelings and opinions (Reis & Shaver, 1988). Altman 

and Taylor’s theory has been supported by research finding that people do gradually increase in 

the depth of their disclosure as relationship length increases (Chan & Cheng, 2004). 

Furthermore, this increase in self-disclosure relates to positive interpersonal feelings, such that 

people report greater feelings of liking and closeness towards an acquaintance as disclosure 

increases (e.g., Aron et al., 1997; Collins & Miller, 1994; Sprecher, Treger, & Wondra, 2013). 

However, in addition to self-disclosure, partner responsiveness must also be present for feelings 

of intimacy to develop (Reis & Patrick, 1996). Partner responsiveness refers to behaviors that 

address the needs, wishes, or actions of an interaction partner (Miller & Berg, 1984). Disclosers 

are more likely to experience feelings of intimacy during an interaction when they feel the 

listener understands them, validates them, and cares for them (Reis, Clark, & Holmes, 2004). In 
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fact, the discloser’s interpretation of the listener’s responsiveness may be more important in the 

development of intimacy than the listener’s actual response (Reis & Shaver, 1988). 

Reis and Shaver (1988) outline a transactional process whereby the two components of self-

disclosure and perceived partner responsiveness contribute to the development of intimacy. 

According to Reis and Shaver’s interpersonal process model of intimacy, a speaker first discloses 

some form of personal information (e.g., facts, thoughts, feelings) to a listener. The listener then 

responds by also revealing personal information or expressing emotion. This response must 

communicate that the listener understood the speaker’s disclosure, validates or accepts the 

speaker, and cares for the speaker. For feelings of intimacy to develop, this process must occur 

over repeated interactions, such that over time people begin to form general perceptions that their 

relationship with another is intimate (Reis, 1990). Empirical support for this model has been 

found in a variety of interpersonal relationships, such as newly acquainted college students (e.g., 

Laurenceau, Barrett, & Pietromonaco, 1998; Shelton et al., 2010) and romantic couples (e.g., 

Laurenceau, Feldman-Barrett, & Rovine, 2005; Lippert & Prager, 2001). 

Cross-sex versus same-sex friendships. Nearly all young adults possess at least one, and 

often several, cross-sex friendships within their social network (Holmstrom, 2009; Monsour, 

2002; Rose, 1985). That said, findings concerning the dynamics and functions of cross-sex 

relationships compared to same-sex friendships are mixed. For instance, some research indicates 

that cross-sex friendships serve similar functions as same-sex friendships (e.g., emotional 

support, shared activities; Monsour, Harris, Kurzweil, & Beard, 1994; Sapadin, 1988). However, 

other research has found key differences between same-sex and cross-sex friendships. Cross-sex 

friendships can be difficult to maintain due to less clear interactional scripts, and each person’s 
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intentions for the relationship can be ambiguous (O’Meara, 1989). Cross-sex friends may also 

have to navigate incorrect assumptions about their relationship from other members of their 

social network (Schoonover & McEwan, 2014). In addition, these friendships can possess 

maintenance behaviors more commonly found in romantic relationships (e.g., routine contact, 

flirtation; Guerrero & Chavez, 2005). Given the potential for different relationship dynamics 

between same-sex and cross-sex friendships, this study examines friendship development 

exclusively within the context of same-sex friendships.      

Potential gendered pathways to intimacy. Although intimate behaviors are present in 

same-sex friendships for both sexes (e.g., Duck & Wright, 1993), there is debate as to whether 

men and women experience different levels of intimacy in their friendships. Indeed, there is 

research suggesting that women’s same-sex friendships are more intimate than men’s same-sex 

friendships (see e.g., Bank & Hansford, 2000; Fehr, 1996; Reis, 1998). It follows from these 

findings that men would engage in fewer behaviors that lead to intimacy (e.g., self-disclosure). 

However, evidence for this assertion is mixed. Although some research has found that men tend 

to refrain from disclosing personal feelings to their male friends (e.g., Davidson & Duberman, 

1982), other research has found little or no differences in self-disclosure between men and 

women (e.g., Duck & Wright, 1993; Radmacher & Azmitia, 2006). Additionally, men and 

women have similar perceptions of what constitutes intimacy in close relationships (Fehr, 2004; 

Parks & Floyd, 1996).  

An alternative explanation for the different levels of intimacy observed in men’s and 

women’s same-sex friendships is that men have different pathways to achieving intimacy than 

women. There is some evidence suggesting that men can develop intimacy through both self-



 

32 

disclosure and shared activities, whereas women achieve intimacy primarily through self-

disclosure (Camarena, Sarigiani, & Petersen, 1990; McNelles & Connolly, 1999). However, 

there are contradictory findings indicating that neither sex believes that shared activities alone 

can produce intimacy in friendships (Fehr, 2004), as well as both sexes sharing similar beliefs 

about the types of interactions that do produce intimacy (Lippert & Prager, 2001). Taken 

together, this suggests that although women may experience more intimacy in their same-sex 

friendships on average compared to men, the process by which intimacy develops is primarily 

similar for both sexes. If the process for developing intimacy is similar for both sexes, an 

appropriate question that follows is whether there are other relationship initiation behaviors that 

can play a role in this process between same-sex acquaintances. 

Theoretical Models of Humor and Intimacy Development 

Findings from Study 1 suggest that a link is present between humor and self-disclosure, 

such that people perceive more disclosure from others and are more willing to disclose to others 

in hypothetical conversations where humor is present compared to when it is not. If this link is 

indeed present, humor could serve as a catalyst for the development of intimacy in new 

friendships. This of course assumes that the appropriate level of responsiveness (e.g., laughter, 

displaying positive affect, or reciprocating humor) is displayed by the recipient of the humor. 

This positive reaction to the humor could facilitate the intimacy development process, as the 

producer should feel as though the recipient understood and accepted the humor. To date, 

research has yet to examine how reactions to humor relate to responsiveness within the 

interpersonal process model. However, it is reasonable to assume that the target of positive 

humor will respond in a manner that promotes intimacy development. Humor can be used to 
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indicate interest or liking in another person (Li et al., 2009). Results from Study 1 suggest that an 

individual on the receiving end of humor may pick up on this liking. This could subsequently 

affect their own liking of the humor producer, an idea supported by research showing that people 

tend to like others who like them (i.e., reciprocity of liking; Montoya & Insko, 2008). A humor 

recipient may also be responsive to positive humor because they may feel as though they share 

things in common with the discloser. Shared laughter has been shown to relate to greater feelings 

of similarity in close relationships, which promotes higher relational well-being (Kurtz & Algoe, 

2017). That being said, the relation between humor use and responsiveness needs to be directly 

examined. 

Humor’s potential contribution to the development of intimacy in burgeoning friendships 

is outlined in Figure 1. In this proposed model, humor is a catalyst for the interpersonal process 

model of intimacy by serving as a form of self-disclosure. In other words, people use humor to 

safely reveal information about themselves (e.g., thoughts, feelings, beliefs). It follows that they 

would report self-disclosing more following humor use (i.e., paths a and b). If the humor is 

adaptive in nature, the recipient should respond positively (e.g., laughter, reciprocating humor 

use), leading the producer to perceive higher responsiveness from the recipient (i.e., paths c and 

d). This would result in the producer to perceive the interaction as intimate in nature (i.e., paths e 

and f). Over time, repeated humor use from both parties would facilitate feelings of intimacy 

within the friendship dyad. 

Consider an example of two classmates attempting to get to know one another named 

Sara and Chelsea. If Sara is interested in forming a friendship with Chelsea, she may want to 

gather information about Chelsea or reveal information about herself. As discussed earlier, doing 
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this in a direct manner can sometimes violate social norms (Kane et al., 1977). Sara may 

therefore consciously or unconsciously rely on humor as a less direct means of information 

sharing. She could for instance make a joke to Chelsea about politics or current events. By doing 

so, Sara discloses multiple pieces of information about herself to Chelsea. First, her humor 

reveals that she follows current events and politics to a certain degree. Second, the context of the 

humor (e.g., whether it is in support of or against the topic) will provide information to Chelsea 

on Sara’s political attitudes and beliefs. This humor represents a less risky method for Sara to 

disclose personal information to Chelsea, in that she can gauge Chelsea’s reaction to the humor 

before deciding how to proceed. In addition, revealing this information about herself to Chelsea 

using humor affords her the opportunity to “save face” by claiming that she was merely joking 

(Martin, 2010). Chelsea’s reaction would affect Sara’s perceptions of Chelsea’s responsiveness 

to the disclosure. If Chelsea’s reaction to the humor disclosure is positive (e.g., laughter), Sara 

feels as though her beliefs have been validated and accepted by Chelsea. This reaction may also 

indicate to Sara that Chelsea shares similar beliefs. Thus, Sara would perceive higher levels of 

responsiveness from Chelsea, which would facilitate feelings of intimacy during the interaction. 

If Chelsea’s reaction is negative, that could indicate that she does not accept or agree with Sara’s 

beliefs, meaning that Sara should perceive lower responsiveness from Chelsea, which should 

inhibit the development of intimacy. 

An additional pathway through which humor could facilitate the development of intimacy 

in friendships is proposed in Figure 2. In this model, perceptions of a partner’s humor use 

contribute to feelings of intimacy through perceptions of partner self-disclosure (i.e., an 

interaction partner’s perceptions of his/her partner’s self-disclosure). The model assumes that 
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humor does contain underlying information about the self as has been proposed (e.g., Flamson & 

Barrett, 2008). As such, when someone perceives that an acquaintance is using humor with them, 

they should also perceive higher levels of self-disclosure from that acquaintance (paths a and b), 

an assertion that is supported by Study 1. These higher perceptions of partner self-disclosure 

should subsequently predict feelings of intimacy (paths c and d). Supporting this notion, people 

report greater feelings of liking for a stranger after listening to them disclose (Sprecher et al., 

2013). Moreover, prior research has found direct relations between self-disclosure and intimacy 

(e.g., Laurenceau et al., 2005). 

Study 2 Aims and Hypotheses 

As mentioned earlier, although Study 1 provided an experimentally controlled method to 

examine the link between humor and perceptions of self-disclosure, the observed results may not 

generalize to real-world settings. Study 2 addresses this limitation by employing dyadic, in-lab 

interactions to provide a more ecologically valid method to examine how humor use relates to 

perceptions of one’s own and an interaction partner’s self-disclosure. This study also expands 

upon Study 1 by examining whether humor aids in intimacy development over time between 

same-sex acquaintances with perceptions of self-disclosure serving as a potential mechanism of 

this development. Below, I further discuss the primary aims and hypotheses that Study 2 

investigates using a dyadic longitudinal design wherein previously unacquainted same-sex 

individuals engage in unstructured interactions.   

Aim 1: Humor Use and Self-disclosure. First, although it has been proposed that people 

use humor to reveal information about themselves (e.g., Flamson & Barrett, 2008; Martin, 2010), 

it has yet to be determined whether people report disclosing more over time when using humor 
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with another person. Also, it is unclear whether people perceive higher self-disclosure when 

another person uses humor with them in actual interactions. This study expands upon Study 1 by 

examining the relation between humor and self-disclosure longitudinally using in-lab, dyadic 

interactions over the course of five weeks. It also examines how self-reports and informant 

reports of humor use relate to perceptions of self-disclosure in developing friendships. 

Specifically, I hypothesized the following (Hypotheses 1): Self-reports of positive humor use 

(i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing humor) will relate to greater self-reports of self-disclosure 

(i.e., an interaction partner’s perception of his/her own self-disclosure) (Hypothesis 1.1). These 

self-reports of positive humor use will also relate to greater informant reports of self-disclosure 

(i.e., an interaction partner’s perceptions of his/her partner’s self-disclosure) (Hypothesis 1.2).  

Next, informant reports of positive humor use (i.e., an interaction partner’s perceptions of his/her 

partner’s positive humor use) will relate to greater informant reports of self-disclosure 

(Hypothesis 1.3).  

In addition, both aggressive and self-defeating humor use has been linked with lower 

self-esteem (Galloway, 2010; Martin et al., 2003; Stieger, Formann, & Burger, 2011; Zeigler-

Hill & Besser, 2011), which in turn has been associated with lower self-reports and behavioral 

observations of self-disclosure (e.g., Gaucher et al., 2012; see Wood & Forest, 2016 for a 

review). Therefore, I hypothesized that self-reports of negative humor use (i.e., aggressive and 

self-defeating humor) will relate to lower rates of self-reported self-disclosure (Hypothesis 1.4). 

Self-reports of negative humor will also relate to lower informant reports of self-disclosure 

(Hypothesis 1.5). Finally, informant reports of negative humor use will relate to lower informant 

reports of self-disclosure (Hypothesis 1.6). The use of both methods of reporting humor use was 
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necessary to properly investigate these questions, given that both self-reports of humor use (e.g., 

Martin et al., 2003) and perceptions of humor use are associated with relational outcomes (e.g., 

Hall, 2017). Perhaps more importantly, people can possess overly positive biases when judging 

their own sense of humor (Lefcourt & Martin, 1986), biases for which the informant reports 

accounted. 

Aim 2: Self-reported Humor Use and Intimacy Development. In addition, though it is 

known that encountering humorous in-lab situations with others relates to greater positive 

interpersonal feelings (Fraley & Aron, 2004; Treger et al., 2013), less is known about how 

humor produced by individuals relates to the development of intimacy in less scripted 

interactions. This study therefore examines whether self-reports of humor use serve as a catalyst 

for the interpersonal process model of intimacy proposed by Reis and Shaver (1988). For this 

research question, I hypothesized the following (Hypotheses 2): self-reports of positive humor 

use will predict higher feelings of intimacy over time, with higher self-disclosure and perceptions 

of partner responsiveness serving as mediators (Hypothesis 2.1), and self-reports of negative 

humor use will predict lower feelings of intimacy over time, with lower self-disclosure and 

perceptions of partner responsiveness serving as mediators (Hypothesis 2.2). 

Aim 3: Informant-reported Humor Use, Self-disclosure, and Intimacy Development. 

Moreover, given that receiving self-disclosure from a stranger relates to the development of 

positive interpersonal feelings (e.g., Graham, Huang, Clark, & Helgeson, 2008; Sprecher et al., 

2013), this study investigates whether perceptions of partner self-disclosure serve as a mediator 

in the relation between perceptions of humor use and intimacy development. Specifically, I 

hypothesized the following (Hypotheses 3): perceptions of higher partner self-disclosure will 
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serve as a mediator between informant reports of positive humor use and greater feelings of 

intimacy (Hypothesis 3.1). Additionally, given that aggressive humor can be used to alienate 

others, and self-defeating humor can be used to avoid or repress feelings (Martin et al., 2003), I 

hypothesized that perceptions of lower partner self-disclosure will serve as a mediator between 

informant reports of negative humor use and lower feelings of intimacy (Hypothesis 3.2).   

Study 2 Method 

Participants 

Participants for this study consisted of 98 dyads (i.e., 196 individuals) recruited from the 

university SONA system, all of whom were at least 18 years of age. Data from two dyads was 

dropped due to the members being cross-sex and data from one dyad was dropped due to one 

member answering the survey questions incorrectly, leaving a final sample of 95 same-sex dyads 

(M age = 20.37, SD = 3.05). Most participants identified as female (78%) and described their 

ethnicity as Asian or Pacific Rim (39%), White (27%), Hispanic (19%), or Black (10%). Nearly 

all dyad members were unacquainted prior to the study, with 96% of participants reporting that 

they did not know their partner prior to beginning the study. The remaining 4% consisted of one 

participant who indicated they had known their partner for two days and participants who did not 

complete the relationship length item. Participants received SONA credit for taking part in the 

study. 

Procedure 

Participants for this study engaged in weekly in-lab sessions over the course of five 

weeks. Prior to beginning the study procedure, participants were contacted to ensure that they 

were at least 18 years of age. Participants were then paired with a fellow participant of the same 
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sex that they had yet to meet. Prior to coming into the lab, dyad members were given the name of 

their study partner along with two names from a random name generator to ensure that they did 

not know and were unable to easily identify their study partner.  

After both participants arrived at the lab for their first study session, they were led through the 

informed consent process and taken to a discussion area to begin their first interaction. For this 

interaction, participants were informed that they would be engaging in a 5-minute unstructured 

conversation. Adapting instructions from Okdie, Guadagno, Bemieri, Geers, and Mclarney-

Vesotski (2011), participants were told that they could talk about anything they wished, but that 

they should try to get to know one another and maintain a conversation throughout the entire 

duration. Following this, participants were led to separate computers to complete questionnaires 

on Qualtrics pertaining to the interaction, including self and partner reports of humor use, 

disclosure, responsiveness, and interaction enjoyment, and self-reports of feelings of intimacy1. 

They also completed other personality measures to conceal the primary variables of interest (see 

Appendix E for full list of measures). 

Subsequent study sessions occurred approximately one week after the previous session, 

for a potential total of five sessions. As with the first session, dyads engaged in a 5-minute 

unstructured videotaped conversation and separately completed online questionnaires assessing 

self and partner reports of humor use, disclosure, responsiveness, and interaction enjoyment, and 

self-reports of feelings of intimacy. Study duration for all dyads was five weeks, such that if a 

 

1 Humor type, responsiveness, and intimacy were also behaviorally coded by trained observers. However, the behavioral 

measures used were unreliable, so they are not included in this dissertation. 
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dyad missed a weekly session, they skipped that week and moved on to the next (e.g., if a dyad 

missed Week 2, their next session the following week was Week 3). 

Measures 

 Self-report Humor Use. After each interaction, participants rated the degree to which 

they performed various humor behaviors related to the four styles from Martin et al. (2003) using 

24 items adapted from Winterheld et al. (2013), Campbell et al. (2008), and Martin et al. (2003) 

with 6 items for each humor style. They rated the extent to which they engaged in expressions of 

affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 

= not at all, 7 = a great deal). The affiliative humor subscale included items such as “I tried to 

get closer (or bond with) my partner by using humor” (α’s range from .90-.92). The aggressive 

humor subscale included items such as “I tried to distance myself from my partner by using 

humor” (α’s range from .42-.59). The self-enhancing humor subscale included items such as “I 

tried to use humor to give myself a feeling of control over the situation” (α’s range from .80-.91). 

Finally, the self-defeating subscale included items such as “I got carried away in putting myself 

down to make my partner laugh” (α’s range from .76-.84). 

Partner-report Humor Use. After each interaction, participants reported their 

perceptions of their partner’s humor use using an informant report version of the 24 items 

adapted from Winterheld et al. (2013), Campbell et al. (2008), and Martin et al. (2003). They 

rated the extent to which their partner engaged in expressions of affiliative, self-enhancing, 

aggressive, and self-defeating humor during the prior interaction on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 

= not at all, 7 = a great deal). The affiliative humor subscale includes items such as “My partner 

tried to put me at ease or lighten the mood by using humor” (α’s range from .90-.93). The 
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aggressive humor subscale includes items such as “My partner put me or others down by using 

humor” (α’s range from .45-.59). The self-enhancing humor subscale includes items such as “My 

partner tended to ‘‘Look on the lighter side’’ and was frequently amused by the situation” (α’s 

range from .83-.91). Finally, the self-defeating subscale includes items such as “My partner 

made fun of their own weaknesses by using humor” (α’s range from .70-.81). 

Self-disclosure. After each interaction, participants reported the degree to which they 

disclosed to their interaction partner using two items adapted from Shelton et al. (2010). One 

item assessed the degree to which they disclosed feelings (i.e., “How much of your feelings did 

you express to your interaction partner?”) and the other item assessed the degree to which they 

disclosed personal information (i.e., “How much personal information [e.g., information 

about you personally and your views] did you disclose to this partner during your interaction?”) 

using a 7-point scale (1 = very little, 7 = very much). Items were averaged to create a self-

disclosure composite variable (α’s range from .70-.89). 

Perceived Partner Self-disclosure. After each interaction, participants rated the degree 

to which they felt their partner self-disclosed using two items adapted from Shelton et al. (2010). 

Similar to the self-report items, participants reported their partner’s disclosure of feelings (i.e., 

“How much of his/her feelings did your interaction partner express to you?”) and personal 

information (“How much personal information [e.g., information about him/her personally and 

his/her views] did your partner disclose during your interaction?”) using a 7-point scale (1 = very 

little, 7 = very much). Items were averaged to create a perceived partner disclosure composite 

variable (α’s range from .81-.93). 
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Perceived Partner Responsiveness. After each interaction, participants rated the degree 

to which they felt their partner was responsive to them using three items adapted from Shelton et 

al. (2010). Participants rated the degree to which they felt their partner understood them (i.e., 

“How well do you feel your interaction partner understands you?”), accepted them (i.e., “During 

the interaction, how much did you feel that you were accepted by your partner?”), and cared for 

them (i.e., “During the interaction, how much did you feel that your partner cared about your 

well-being?”), using a 7-point scale (1 = very little, 7 = very much). Items were averaged to 

create a perceived partner responsiveness composite variable (α’s range from .76-.86). 

Feelings of Intimacy. After each interaction, participants reported the degree to which 

they felt intimate towards their partner using two items adapted from Shelton et al. (2010). 

Participants indicated how close they felt to their interaction partner (i.e., “How would you 

characterize your relationship with your interaction partner?”) using a 7-point scale (1 = not at 

all close, 7 = extremely close). They also indicated how much they liked their partner (i.e., “How 

much do you like your interaction partner?”), using a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = a great 

deal). Similar to Shelton et al. and others (e.g., Laurenceau et al., 2005), I used the term 

closeness in the first item to ensure that participants are reporting psychological intimacy as 

opposed to physical or sexual intimacy. These items were averaged to form a composite intimacy 

variable (α’s range from .55-.75). 

Attrition and Missing Data 

The overall retention rate for individuals who reported intimacy was 69%, with 66 dyads 

completing the fifth wave compared to 95 completing the first wave. Furthermore, 69 dyads 

completed the second wave, 63 dyads completed the third wave, and 54 dyads completed the 
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fourth wave. Participants who completed the fifth wave did not differ in age compared to those 

who did not, t(186) = 0.39, p = .698, nor did they differ in ethnicity χ2(5) = 3.18, p = .672. Dyads 

who completed the fifth wave had higher perceived partner responsiveness at Time 1 than those 

who did not, t(188) = 2.38, p = .019, though no other differences emerged in study variables 

between dyads who finished the study compared to those who did not. 

The percent missingness overall for the intimacy variable was 26.95% (256/950 * 100). 

The most common missing data pattern was participants only completing the first wave for the 

intimacy measure (n = 21), followed by participants completing all but the fourth wave (n = 18), 

and participants completing all but the third wave (n = 16). Little’s MCAR test was  significant 

χ2(653) = 732.03, p = .017, which suggests that the data cannot be treated as missing completely 

at random. Results from missing value analysis revealed that the Time 3 variables of interest 

(i.e., intimacy, self and informant reported humor styles, self and informant reported self-

disclosure, and perceived partner responsiveness) were generally related to missingness.   

Analytic Strategy 

To investigate the hypotheses of Study 2, I employed dyadic Latent Growth Curve 

Modeling (LGCM) using Mplus version 6 (Muthén & Muthén, 2002) for all variables of interest. 

I specified latent growth models for each person’s use of the four humor types, each person’s 

self-reported and informant reported self-disclosure, each person’s perceived partner 

responsiveness, and each person’s feelings of intimacy using Maximum Likelihood estimation. 

Models were specified such that they were indistinguishable across dyad members. In other 

words, means and variances for the intercept (i.e., the initial level of the variables) and slope 

were constrained to be equal across dyad members. Within-person and between-person 
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covariance between the intercepts and slopes were also constrained to be equal across dyad 

members. Finally, residual variances and time-specific residuals were constrained to be equal 

across the five time points. Guidelines for interpreting indices of model fit were adopted from 

Hooper, Coughlan, and Mullen (2008). Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) values above .10 were considered poor fit, 

values between .05 to .10 were considered adequate, and values below .05 were considered good. 

For the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), values below .90 were 

considered poor, values between .90 to .95 were considered adequate, and values above .95 were 

considered good fit. 

To test hypothesis set 1 and 2, four mediational models were constructed, with each 

person’s self-reported use of the four humor types serving as predictors, each person’s self-

reports of self-disclosure and perceived partner responsiveness serving as mediators, and each 

person’s feelings of intimacy serving as outcome variables. I attempted to test mediation within 

the LGCM framework using dyadic parallel process latent growth modeling (see Cheong, 

Mackinnon, & Khoo, 2003; Cheong, 2011). After modeling separate growth trajectories for the 

predictors, mediators, and outcomes of interest, I combined the individual growth models into a 

parallel process model that examines mediational relations among the latent slope variables. 

Each parallel process model regressed the intercept for each person’s humor use (e.g., Affiliative 

humor use at Time 1), the intercept for self-disclosure, the intercept for perceived 

responsiveness, their slope for humor use, their slope for self-disclosure, and their slope for 

perceived responsiveness on their slope for feelings of intimacy. Their slope for humor use was 

regressed on their slope for self-disclosure, and their slope for self-disclosure was regressed on 
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their slope perceived responsiveness. However, these models failed to converge, meaning that 

longitudinal relations among the variables of interest could not be examined in this manner. 

As an alternative analytic strategy to investigate hypotheses set 1 and 2, I constructed dyadic 

panel models in Mplus using Maximum Likelihood estimation. In these dyadic panel models, 

each person’s self-report of humor use at Time 1 served as a predictor for their own and their 

partner’s self-report of self-disclosure at Time 2. Each person’s self-disclosure at Time 2 served 

as a predictor for their own and their partner’s perceived partner responsiveness at Time 3. 

Humor use at Time 1 and perceived partner responsiveness at Time 3 served as a predictor for 

each person’s slope for intimacy. The outcome variable in these models remained each person’s 

change in intimacy over time (i.e., their slope), which was specified using an indistinguishable 

dyadic latent growth curve model described above (see Figure 3). This base growth model for 

self-reported intimacy displayed adequate fit with the data according to most of the model fit 

indices used, χ2 (55) = 99.44, p < .001, RMSEA = .09, 90% CI [.06, .12], CFI = .89, TLI = .91, 

SRMR = .21. To examine the possibility that change in intimacy was non-linear, I also specified 

an indistinguishable dyadic latent basis growth model wherein slope loadings for Times 2-4 were 

freely estimated. This model yielded the following model fit indices: χ2 (54) = 124.31, p < .001, 

RMSEA = .12, 90% CI [.09, .14], CFI = .82, TLI = .85, SRMR = .21. The linear model fit 

significantly better than the alternative latent basis growth model χ2
D(1) = 24.87, p < .001. Thus, 

I used the linear model for all analyses. Furthermore, in these panel models I controlled for each 

person’s previous self-disclosure and perceived partner responsiveness by regressing self-

disclosure at Time 2 on self-disclosure at Time 1, and Time 3 perceived partner responsiveness 

on Time 1 and 2 perceived partner responsiveness. Equality constraints were imposed on these 
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models, such that variances and intercepts for all variables as well as estimates of intrapersonal 

and interpersonal effects were set equal across dyad members. Hypothesis set 3 were tested using 

similar dyadic panel models. For these models, each person’s informant report of humor use and 

self-disclosure at Time 1 predicted their own and partner’s informant report of self-disclosure at 

Time 2, which predicted each person’s slope for intimacy.  

Study 2 Results 

Humor and Self-disclosure  

Means, standard deviations, and internal consistencies for variables of interest across all 

five time points are presented in Tables 16-20. To test Hypothesis set 1.1-3, which stated that 

self-reports of positive humor use (i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing) would relate to high self 

and informant reports of self-disclosure, and that higher informant reports of positive humor use 

would relate to higher informant reports of self-disclosure, I examined the intrapersonal and 

interpersonal effects of affiliative and self-enhancing humor on self-disclosure in the dyadic 

panel models described above (see Figures 5-10). For Hypothesis 1.1, I examined whether 

participants’ self-report of positive humor use at Time 1 related to their self-report of self-

disclosure at Time 2. Results revealed an intrapersonal effect of self-reports of affiliative humor 

on self-reports of self-disclosure, such that individuals who reported using more affiliative 

humor at Time 1 tended to report higher self-disclosure at Time 2, partially supporting 

Hypothesis 2.1.1a (see Figures 5 and 6). To examine Hypothesis 1.2, I examined whether 

participants’ self-report of positive humor use at Time 1 related to their partner’s informant 

report of self-disclosure at Time 2. These paths were not significant for affiliative or self-

enhancing humor (see Figures 7 and 8). Finally, for Hypothesis 1.3 I examined whether 
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participants’ informant report of positive humor use at Time 1 related to their informant report of 

self-disclosure at Time 2. Again, none of these paths were significant for affiliative or self-

enhancing humor (see Figures 9 and 10 for full results). 

Hypotheses 1.4-6 proposed that self-reports of negative humor use (i.e., aggressive and 

self-defeating humor) will relate to lower rates of self-reported and informant reported self-

disclosure, and that informant reports of negative humor use will relate to lower informant 

reports of self-disclosure. As before, I examined the intrapersonal and interpersonal effects of 

aggressive and self-defeating humor on self-disclosure in the dyadic panel models (see Figures 

11-16). For Hypothesis 1.4, I examined whether participants’ self-report of negative humor use 

at Time 1 related to their self-report of self-disclosure at Time 2 (see Figures 11 and 12). To test 

Hypothesis 1.5, I examined whether participants’ self-report of positive humor use at Time 1 

related to their partner’s informant report of self-disclosure at Time 2 (see Figures 13 and 14). 

Finally, for Hypothesis 1.6, I investigated whether participants’ informant report of positive 

humor use at Time 1 related to their informant report of self-disclosure at Time 2 (see Figures 15 

and 16). However, none of these paths were significant in the models, thus not supporting this set 

of hypotheses. 

Self-report Mediational Models 

Hypothesis 2.1 posited that self-reports of positive humor use will predict higher feelings 

of intimacy over time, with higher self-disclosure and perceptions of partner responsiveness 

serving as mediators. To examine this, I constructed two separate dyadic panel models using 

affiliative and self-enhancing humor as predictors, self-reports of self-disclosure and perceived 

partner responsiveness as mediators, and each person’s slope for intimacy as the outcome (see 
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Figures 5 and 6 for illustration of models and Table 21 for model fit indices). All mediational 

tests were conducted via bootstrapping with 5,000 replications using Maximum Likelihood 

estimation in Mplus. The intrapersonal indirect effect was captured by multiplying the effect of 

participants’ own humor use on their own self-disclosure by the effect of self-disclosure on their 

own perceived partner responsiveness by the effect of perceived partner responsiveness on their 

own slope for intimacy. The interpersonal indirect effect was captured by multiplying the effect 

of participants’ own humor use on their own self-disclosure by the effect of self-disclosure on 

their own perceived partner responsiveness by the effect of perceived partner responsiveness on 

their partner’s slope for intimacy. Results indicated that the intrapersonal paths for affiliative 

humor were significant, such that humor use at Time 1 related to higher self-reports of self-

disclosure at Time 2, which related to higher perceived partner responsiveness at Time 3, which 

related to an increase in one’s own feelings of intimacy across all five time points (see Figure 5). 

For self-enhancing humor, only the intrapersonal paths from self-disclosure to perceived partner 

responsiveness and perceived partner responsiveness to the slope for intimacy were significant 

(see Figure 6). That said, 95% confidence intervals for the intrapersonal and interpersonal 

indirect effects for both models contained zero, suggesting there is no evidence for mediation for 

the positive humor styles.  

 Hypothesis 2.2 proposed that self-reports of negative humor use will predict lower 

feelings of intimacy over time, with lower self-disclosure and perceptions of partner 

responsiveness serving as mediators. As before, I constructed two separate dyadic panel models 

using aggressive and self-defeating humor as predictors, self-reports of self-disclosure and 

perceived partner responsiveness as mediators, and each person’s slope for intimacy as the 
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outcome (see Table 21 for indices of model fit). For both models, only the intrapersonal paths 

from self-disclosure to perceived partner responsiveness and perceived partner responsiveness to 

the slope for intimacy were significant. Moreover, there was no evidence of mediation for either 

negative humor style, as the 95% confidence intervals for the intrapersonal and interpersonal 

indirect effects contained zero (see Figures 11 and 12).  

Informant Report Mediational Models 

Hypothesis set 3 investigated whether perceptions of partner self-disclosure serve as a 

mediator in the relation between perceptions of humor use and intimacy development. 

Hypothesis 3.1 stated that perceptions of higher partner self-disclosure will serve as a mediator 

between informant reports of positive humor use and greater feelings of intimacy. I constructed 

two panel models to investigate this, one for affiliative humor and one for self-enhancing humor. 

The informant reports of these humor styles at Time 1 served as predictors, the informant reports 

of self-disclosure at Time 2 served as the mediator, and each person’s slope for intimacy served 

as the outcome (see Table 21 for indices of model fit). The intrapersonal indirect effect was 

captured by multiplying the effect of participants’ informant reports of humor use at Time 1 on 

their own informant reports of self-disclosure at Time 2 by the effect of their own informant 

reports of self-disclosure on their own slope for intimacy. The interpersonal indirect effect was 

captured by multiplying the effect participants’ informant reports of humor use at Time 1 on 

their own informant reports of self-disclosure at Time 2 by the effect of their own informant 

reports of self-disclosure on their partner’s slope for intimacy. For both the affiliative and self-

enhancing humor models, none of the intrapersonal nor interpersonal paths were significant. The 
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intrapersonal and interpersonal indirect effects were also non-significant for both models (see 

Figures 9 and 10).  

Finally, Hypothesis 3.2 stated that perceptions of lower partner self-disclosure will serve 

as a mediator between informant reports of negative humor use and lower feelings of intimacy. 

Two panel models were constructed similar to the models described above, with informant 

reports of aggressive and self-defeating humor at Time 1 serving as predictors, informant reports 

of self-disclosure at Time 2 serving as a mediator, and each person’s slope for intimacy serving 

as the outcome (see Table 21 for indices of model fit). As with the positive humor models, none 

of the intrapersonal nor interpersonal paths for aggressive and self-defeating humor were 

significant. Additionally, estimates of the intrapersonal and interpersonal indirect effects were 

not significantly different from zero for both humor styles, suggesting that mediation is not 

present in these models (see Figures 15 and 16).     

Study 2 Discussion 

Study 2 sought to expand upon Study 1 by examining whether the relations between 

humor and self-disclosure observed in an online setting would generalize to face-to-face 

interactions in previously unacquainted same-sex dyads over the course of five weeks. Results 

revealed that individuals who reported using more affiliative humor also reported self-disclosing 

more to their interaction partner the following week. However, no relations between the other 

three humor styles and self-disclosure were observed in this study across both self and informant 

reports. 

Additionally, this study investigated whether humor can serve as a catalyst for Reis and 

Shaver’s (1988) interpersonal process model of intimacy, such that the relation between humor 
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use and intimacy would be mediated by self-disclosure and perceived partner responsiveness. 

Apart from self-reported affiliative humor, results suggested that the humor styles generally do 

not play a role in the interpersonal process model of intimacy across self-reports and informant 

reports. Moreover, evidence of mediation was not observed for the four humor styles across all 

methods of reporting. 

Humor and Self-disclosure in Dyadic Interactions 

The first aim of Study 2 was to expand upon Study 1 by investigating how humor relates 

to self-disclosure in face-to-face interactions between previously unacquainted same-sex dyads. 

Supporting my hypothesis, when individuals reported using more affiliative humor with their 

interaction partner, they also reported self-disclosing more with their partner the following week. 

This finding coincides with results from Study 1, which found that people are more willing to 

disclose to an acquaintance when a conversation contains positive humor compared to when it 

contains negative humor. Affiliative humor is often used to reduce interpersonal tensions and 

make others laugh (Martin, 2010). It is possible that taking part in humor that makes an 

acquaintance laugh makes individuals more comfortable revealing personal information in future 

conversations. Indeed, there is evidence suggesting that laughter can make individuals more 

likely to share personal information with strangers (Forgas, 2011; Gray et al., 2015).  

Furthermore, informant reports of the four humor styles did not relate to later informant 

reports of self-disclosure. In other words, there was no relation between the degree to which one 

perceived an interaction partner used humor and the degree to which he or she believed that 

partner self-disclosed the following week. These results are somewhat surprising given other 

evidence suggesting that humor can function as an indirect method of sharing information about 
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oneself (e.g., Curry & Dunbar, 2013; Flamson & Barrett, 2013). Part of this could be attributed 

to the fact that whereas the self-reports used in this study captured one’s motivations behind 

engaging in certain behaviors, the informant reports captured how one’s behavior was being 

perceived by others. In other words, differences in the observed results could be because 

individuals’ motivations for engaging in certain behaviors (e.g., humor use) were not apparent to 

their interaction partners. For example, individuals may use affiliative humor to make their 

interaction partner laugh and enhance the relationship, but the partner will not have insight into 

why the humor was used, or they may perceive the humor differently altogether. There is in fact 

research suggesting that the benefits of producing humor may be more strongly associated with 

intrapersonal rather than interpersonal outcomes (Hall, 2013). That said, research conducted by 

Fraley and Aron (2004) also found no relation between shared humorous experiences and 

perceptions of self-disclosure between acquaintances. It is also possible that the instructions 

provided to participants in this study (i.e., “Maintain conversation and try to get to know one 

another”) prompted them to disclose in a more open, direct manner than humor. Indeed, the 

means for self-reported disclosure (M’s range from 3.69-4.39) and informant reported disclosure 

(M’s range from 3.94-4.38) were near or above the midpoint on a 7-point scale for all timepoints. 

After receiving the prompt, participants may have not felt the need to use positive humor to 

indirectly reveal their personal thoughts and feelings or use negative humor to hide or repress 

their actual feelings. This assertion is supported by results from Study 1 indicating less 

systematic links between humor and self-disclosure in high disclosure conversations. Future 

research will need to further explore how humor use relates to self-disclosure in face-to-face 

interactions. 



 

53 

Humor and The Interpersonal Process Model of Intimacy 

Self-report Models. The second aim of Study 2 was to explore ways in which humor 

could function within the interpersonal process model of intimacy (Reis & Shaver, 1988) in 

developing same-sex friendships. Specifically, I proposed that positive humor (i.e., affiliative 

and self-enhancing) would relate to greater feelings of intimacy over time, with greater self-

disclosure and perceived partner responsiveness serving as mediators. I also proposed that 

negative humor (i.e., aggressive and self-defeating) would relate to lower feelings of intimacy 

over time, with lower self-disclosure and perceived partner responsiveness serving as mediators. 

Similar to the findings for humor and self-disclosure, significant intrapersonal effects for self-

reported affiliative humor emerged, such that affiliative humor use at Time 1 related to higher 

self-reports of self-disclosure at Time 2, which related to higher perceived partner 

responsiveness at Time 3, which related to an increase in one’s own feelings of intimacy over 

time. It should be noted that there was no evidence that self-disclosure and perceived partner 

responsiveness were mediators in this model. Still, this finding does somewhat support the idea 

that humor can serve as a tool for building relationships (e.g., Flamson & Barrett, 2013; Vettin & 

Todt, 2004). It also corroborates other research findings suggesting that humorous experiences 

can promote feelings of closeness in previously unacquainted dyads (Fraley & Aron, 2004; 

Treger et al., 2013). 

 However, no intrapersonal or interpersonal effects relating to self-enhancing, self-

defeating, and aggressive humor emerged in the self-report models. For these models, only the 

intrapersonal paths from self-disclosure to perceived partner responsiveness and perceived 

partner responsiveness to the slope for intimacy were significant. These significant paths were 



 

54 

expected given the body of literature supporting Reis and Shaver’s (1988) interpersonal process 

model of intimacy across a variety of relationships (e.g., Laurenceau et al., 1998, 2005; Manne et 

al., 2004; Shelton et al., 2010). For self-enhancing humor, it could be that its primary 

intrapersonal functions (e.g., coping with stress; Martin, 2003) make it a less important 

contributor for interpersonal relationship development than affiliative humor, which is more 

oriented towards amusing others (e.g., Kuiper et al., 2010). A similar argument can be made for 

self-defeating humor as well. Indeed, some research finds that self-focused humor is only weakly 

associated with close relationship outcomes (Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 2010; Hall, 2013), 

suggesting that other-focused humor (e.g., affiliative) may be more important for relationship 

development. That said, the other-focused aggressive humor style was also not significant in this 

study, which was somewhat surprising given its robust relations to negative interpersonal 

outcomes (e.g., Caird & Martin, 2014; Campbell et al., 2008; Campbell & Moroz, 2014; 

Winterheld et al., 2013). It should be noted, however, that internal consistency values for self-

reports of aggressive humor were quite poor (α’s range from .42-.59). The low reliability of this 

measure, along with reports of relatively infrequent use of this humor style by participants (M’s 

range from 1.50-1.62) may help to explain the null findings.  

Informant Report Models. Given the potential importance of perceptions of others’ 

humor in close relationship outcomes (see Hall, 2017 for a discussion), this study sought to 

examine how perceptions of a same-sex acquaintance’s humor styles contributed to feelings of 

intimacy, and whether perceptions of partner self-disclosure served as a mediator in this 

association. In this case, no significant effects emerged for any of the four humor style models, 

whether it be in the links between perceptions of partner humor use and perceptions of self-
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disclosure, between perceptions of self-disclosure and change in intimacy over time, or 

mediational effects. On the one hand, these results run counter to findings from Hall’s (2017) 

meta-analysis indicating that perceptions of a partner’s humor use are strongly related to 

relationship satisfaction. It should be noted, however, that this meta-analysis (along with most 

humor research) examines perceptions of partner humor use within the context of romantic 

relationships. These perceptions may not play as large of a role in relational outcomes within 

relationships that are ostensibly less intimate and contain less frequent interaction (i.e., same-sex 

acquaintances), though this idea needs to be further explored by future research.  

Further, it was surprising that perceptions of partner self-disclosure did not relate to 

changes in intimacy over time, as perceptions of partner self-disclosure have been established as 

a predictor of intimacy in both romantic relationships (e.g., Laurenceau et al., 2005; Sprecher & 

Hendrick, 2004) and close friendships (e.g., Laurenceau et al., 1998). It is possible that the stage 

of relationships I observed was before relations between these variables can be observed in 

same-sex dyads. For instance, in these models I used perceptions of partner disclosure at Time 2, 

which corresponded to only ten total minutes of conversation. It should be noted that increases in 

disclosure and intimacy have been observed during initial interactions between previously 

unacquainted individuals, but only during in-lab tasks wherein dyad members are prompted to 

make specific disclosure exchanges with one another (e.g., Aron et al., 1997; Sprecher et al., 

2013).  

Strengths and Limitations 

 Strengths of Study 2 include the longitudinal, dyadic design, which allowed me to 

examine intrapersonal and interpersonal relations among variables of interest as well as how 
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feelings of intimacy changed over time in this study. Relatedly, employing face-to-face dyadic 

conversations provided a more ecologically valid method of examining humor’s interpersonal 

functions than Study 1. Finally, the use of multiple methods of reporting (i.e., self-report and 

informant report) accounted for potential biases that could emerge with a single method of 

reporting.  

Limitations of this study included sample size, which limited the complexity of models 

that could have been constructed to adequately address research questions. Indeed, although it 

was less ideal to only use single time points for predictor and mediator variables rather than all 

five, the longitudinal design did allow me to somewhat maintain temporal precedence in the 

models. Relatedly, the power to detect effects may have been limited by the sample size. A priori 

power analyses, which was based on a proposed sample 125 dyads, indicated that this sample 

size was necessary to capture small to medium effects. Thus, this study’s sample of 98 dyads 

may not have been large enough to detect the effects of interest. Additionally, most of the sample 

was female (78%), which could limit generalizability of the findings for same-sex friendships in 

males. Finally, some of the measures employed displayed poor reliability, namely the self and 

informant reports of aggressive humor. Future research should incorporate more reliable 

indicators of these constructs to better investigate humor’s potential impact during same-sex 

friendship formation. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

 

The overarching goal of this project was to further explore the interpersonal functions of 

humor by investigating its role in friendship development between same-sex individuals. 

Specifically, it empirically tested the idea that humor can indirectly reveal information about the 

self (Study 1), as well as how humor produced by individuals contributes to the interpersonal 

process model of intimacy between previously unacquainted same-sex dyads (Study 2). Results 

from Study 1 indicated that people do perceive more self-disclosure from acquaintances when 

they use humor compared to when they do not, but only during conversations low in disclosure 

depth. Findings from Study 2 suggested that positive, other-focused humor (i.e., affiliative 

humor) may play a role in friendship development during unstructured conversations between 

same-sex individuals, though the substantive pattern of results indicated that humor use may not 

meaningfully impact the interpersonal process model of intimacy. 

Does Humor Reveal Information About Us? 

Humor has long been considered a common and important social behavior (e.g., Miller, 

2000), but the extent and nature of its interpersonal functions are still being explored. This 

research sought to test the idea put forth by others (e.g., Flamson & Barrett, 2008; Martin, 2010) 

that humor can indirectly reveal individuals’ underlying characteristics (e.g., knowledge, values, 

beliefs), an idea which received mixed support across the two studies. For instance, Study 1 

results suggest that during conversations in which personal disclosures are ostensibly low (i.e., a 

conversation about an upcoming class), individuals feel as though they learned more about a 

same-sex acquaintance when he/she used humor compared to when they did not. In this case, 
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when the hypothetical acquaintance shared jokes related to the class, participants could have 

made inferences about the acquaintance’s overall disposition or attitudes towards the specific 

class. Encryption theory suggests that this would be the case, as according to this model humor 

inherently contains underlying information about the producer given that it is mostly context-

specific (e.g., “inside jokes”; Flamson & Barrett, 2008). Following this line of thought, the jokes 

made by the acquaintance in this scenario would serve as an honest, yet safe signal of their 

personal qualities that would ultimately help the recipient decide whether to pursue a relationship 

(Curry & Dunbar, 2013; Flamson & Barrett, 2013). If humor use is indeed an indicator of 

broader characteristics (e.g., intelligence; Miller, 2000), it follows that participants felt as though 

they gained more information about the individual who made jokes about their class compared to 

the one who made a more banal comment.      

However, other results from Study 1 suggest that humor is not systematically linked with 

self-disclosure when the conversations are more personal in nature (i.e., a discussion about issues 

within one’s romantic relationship). In fact, participants perceived less disclosure in some of the 

vignettes that contained humor relative to the one that did not, which runs counter to what 

encryption theory would suggest. It has been proposed, however, that humor can be used to hide 

underlying feelings to maintain the acceptance of others (Kubie, 1971; Martin, 2003). 

Alternatively, it is possible that the structure of the vignettes was not representative of how 

humor exchanges occur in real conversations. Although the “set-up/punchline” structure of the 

vignettes allowed me to effectively differentiate the valence of humor styles (i.e., positive vs. 

negative), it may have obfuscated the fact that the acquaintance was trying to safely reveal 

information about his/her relationship by using humor. The use of “canned” humor in this 
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instance may have unintentionally obscured information that spontaneously generated humor 

often contains (Flamson & Barrett, 2013). That said, it can be argued that these vignettes still 

revealed enough information about the acquaintance for participants to form relatively 

systematic interpersonal impressions. Compared to the negative humor vignettes, participants 

reported liking the acquaintance more in the positive humor vignettes, believed the acquaintance 

liked them more in the positive humor vignettes, and reported being more willing to disclose to 

the acquaintance in the positive humor vignettes. This suggests that based on humor use alone, 

participants did gather enough information related to the overall disposition of the acquaintance 

to form these impressions. So, although individuals may not consciously perceive that someone 

is disclosing with them when using humor, they may still be gauging humor as an indicator of 

other qualities.   

Still, the substantive pattern of results for Study 2 also support the idea that humor is not 

systematically linked with perceptions of disclosure in situations in which individuals are 

ostensibly openly disclosing to one another. It is possible that people only perceive humor use as 

a form of self-disclosure absent any other information, such as during conversations about broad 

topics (e.g., “small talk”). Conversely, in conversations centered around intimate topics or 

situations in which individuals are prompted to get to know another person, revealing or 

gathering personal information via humor may not be necessary. Individuals may feel 

comfortable disclosing directly during these interactions, which means that any humor exchanges 

would serve functions other than disclosing indirectly (e.g., distraction from discomfort; Fraley 

& Aron, 2004). Future research should continue to explore humor as a potential form of self-

disclosure in truly naturalistic interactions. 
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Humor and Same-sex Friendship Formation 

These studies also revealed additional information regarding how humor potentially 

shapes relationship dynamics in the early stages of same-sex friendships. First, as expected, 

participants in Study 2 reported on average feeling closer to their study partner over time. 

Variables central to the interpersonal process model of intimacy appeared to play a role in this 

increase, such that dyadic interactions which contained higher levels of self-disclosure and 

perceived partner responsiveness related to higher feelings of intimacy towards a same-sex 

acquaintance over time. Given prior work examining newly acquainted college students (e.g., 

Laurenceau, Barrett, & Pietromonaco, 1998; Shelton et al., 2010), it is unsurprising that further 

support for the interpersonal process model of intimacy was observed in the present research. 

This coincides with a substantial body of literature indicating that self-disclosure is one of the 

primary pathways through which intimacy is achieved in friendships (e.g., Camarena, Sarigiani, 

& Petersen, 1990; Fehr, 2004; McNelles & Connolly, 1999).  

However, humor did not play a role in this particular process of relationship 

development. One previously discussed issue that could explain why the expected relations were 

not observed is that overall humor exchanges in this study may have been quite low, as 

evidenced by the low mean scores for self and informant reported aggressive and self-defeating 

humor use. Mean self and informant-reported self-enhancing humor use was also below the mid-

point at all time points. It is possible that humor use is not frequent enough in the initial stages of 

interactions between same-sex strangers to properly examine how humor contributes to intimacy 

development. Participants may have chosen to “play it safe” in these early interactions by 

limiting the degree to which they exchanged humor in hopes of avoiding potential 
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embarrassment or rejection (DePaulo et al., 1996). Research does suggest that the frequency of 

laughter is higher in friendship dyads compared to stranger dyads (Devereux & Ginsburg, 2001), 

and that laughter may be a signal to another that disclosing is safe (Forgas, 2011; Gray et al., 

2015). The low frequency of  humor use also lends credence to the methodology past studies 

have employed wherein humorous tasks and situations are used to induce humor and laughter in 

stranger dyads rather than relying on humor exchanges to occur naturally when individuals are 

interacting for the first time (Fraley & Aron, 2004; Treger et al., 2013). In this study, it appears 

that the potential maximum of 25 minutes of interaction time was not long enough to establish 

friendships, as only 15% of participants considered their interaction partner friends at the end of 

the study, whereas 41% were unsure. Given this, it may have been more appropriate to examine 

these relations within the context of existing friendships to ensure that humor exchanges would 

occur more frequently. Despite this, the body of literature on humor and close relationships still 

paints the picture that humor contributes to the development of positive feelings in burgeoning 

relationships (e.g., closeness, liking; Fraley & Aron, 2004; Li et al., 2009; Treger et al., 2013). 

Future research should therefore continue to explore potential mechanisms through which humor 

develops positive feelings in the early stages of close relationships.  

Conclusion 

This project employed two studies using both experimental and longitudinal designs to 

investigate the role of humor in the initial stages of same-sex friendship dynamics. It shed some 

additional light on how important humor can be in initial interactions and impressions. Humor 

may indeed be a valuable tool in getting to know others and helping others to learn about us. 
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Given humor’s ubiquitous nature in interpersonal interactions, we should continue to explore 

how it shapes the development and maintenance of close relationships. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual model of humor use and intimacy development. 

 

Figure 2. Conceptual model of perceptions of humor use and intimacy development. Note. P1 = 

Person 1. P2 = Person 2. 
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Figure 3. Dyadic growth curve model for self-reported intimacy. Note.  **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Figure 4. Dyadic panel model for self-report affiliative humor and self-report self-disclosure. 

Note. Per Par Resp = Perceived Partner Responsiveness. *p < .05, ***p < .001. 

 

 

Figure 5. Dyadic panel model for self-report self-enhancing humor and self-report self-

disclosure. Note. Per Par Resp = Perceived Partner Responsiveness. *p < .05, ***p < .001. 
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Figure 6. Dyadic panel model for self-report affiliative humor and informant report self-

disclosure. Note. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 

 

 

Figure 7. Dyadic panel model for self-report self-enhancing humor and informant report self-

disclosure. Note. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 
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Figure 8. Dyadic panel model for informant report affiliative humor and informant report self-

disclosure. Note. IR = Informant report. 

 

 

Figure 9. Dyadic panel model for informant report self-enhancing humor and informant report 

self-disclosure. Note. IR = Informant report. 
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Figure 10. Dyadic panel model for self-report aggressive humor and self-report self-disclosure. 

Note. Per Par Resp = Perceived Partner Responsiveness. *p < .05, ***p < .001. 

 

 

Figure 11. Dyadic panel model for self-report self-defeating humor and self-report self-

disclosure. Note. Per Par Resp = Perceived Partner Responsiveness. *p < .05, ***p < .001. 
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Figure 12. Dyadic panel model for self-report aggressive humor and informant report self-

disclosure. Note. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. **p < .01. 

 

 

Figure 13. Dyadic panel model for self-report self-defeating humor and informant report self-

disclosure. Note. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 
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Figure 14. Dyadic panel model for informant report aggressive humor and informant report self-

disclosure. Note. IR = Informant report. 

 

 

Figure 15. Dyadic panel model for informant report self-defeating humor and informant report 

self-disclosure. Note. IR = Informant report. **p < .01. 
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APPENDIX B 

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 

 

 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Perceptions of Self-disclosure 

 

Humor 

Type/Disclosure 

Condition 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

α 

Affiliative/Low 3.69 1.46 .74 

Self-enhancing/Low 4.37 1.36 .71 

Aggressive/Low 4.15 1.65 .78 

Self-defeating/Low 4.39 1.68 .85 

No humor/Low 3.28 1.53 .76 

Affiliative/High 4.44 1.45 .77 

Self-enhancing/High 4.53 1.35 .85 

Aggressive/High 5.40 1.23 .69 

Self-defeating/High 5.31 1.38 .78 

No humor/High 5.34 1.30 .80 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Liking 

Humor 

Type/Disclosure 

Condition 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

α 

Affiliative/Low 4.53 1.23 .84 

Self-enhancing/Low 4.52 1.33 .85 

Aggressive/Low 2.67 1.51 .92 

Self-defeating/Low 3.73 1.54 .87 

No humor/Low 4.73 1.19 .81 

Affiliative/High 4.80 1.29 .91 

Self-enhancing/High 4.22 1.26 .83 

Aggressive/High 2.61 1.63 .93 

Self-defeating/High 4.09 1.36 .87 

No humor/High 4.37 1.24 .86 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Willingness to Disclose 

Humor 

Type/Disclosure 

Condition 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

α 

Affiliative/Low 3.78 1.21 .75 

Self-enhancing/Low 3.86 1.45 .76 

Aggressive/Low 2.56 1.54 .93 

Self-defeating/Low 3.39 1.40 .86 

No humor/Low 3.68 1.48 .87 

Affiliative/High 3.89 1.59 .93 

Self-enhancing/High 3.74 1.52 .91 

Aggressive/High 2.91 1.73 .89 

Self-defeating/High 3.82 1.65 .83 

No humor/High 4.24 1.53 .86 
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Reciprocal Liking 

Humor 

Type/Disclosure 

Condition 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative/Low 4.44 1.43 

Self-enhancing/Low 4.63 1.34 

Aggressive/Low 3.60 1.47 

Self-defeating/Low 4.06 1.40 

No humor/Low 4.62 1.26 

Affiliative/High 4.91 1.19 

Self-enhancing/High 4.39 1.26 

Aggressive/High 3.68 1.53 

Self-defeating/High 4.74 1.25 

No humor/High 4.88 1.29 
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Conversation Humor 

Humor 

Type/Disclosure 

Condition 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

α 

Affiliative/Low 5.23 1.26 .78 

Self-enhancing/Low 5.14 1.46 .83 

Aggressive/Low 3.41 1.70 .85 

Self-defeating/Low 4.48 1.42 .78 

No humor/Low 3.49 1.39 .82 

Affiliative/High 5.33 1.29 .88 

Self-enhancing/High 4.24 1.32 .82 

Aggressive/High 3.02 1.55 .79 

Self-defeating/High 2.83 1.72 .93 

No humor/High 2.24 1.33 .88 

 

  



 

76 

Table 6. Follow-up Comparisons for Main Effect of Humor Type on Perceptions of Self-

disclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Bonferroni correction applied to adjust for multiple comparisons. Means with different 

subscripts are significantly different at p < .05. 

 

 

Humor Type 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative 4.08a
 1.51 

Self-enhancing 4.44b
 1.36 

Aggressive 4.78c
 1.59 

Self-defeating 4.86c
 1.61 

No humor 4.30ab
 1.77 
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Table 7. Simple Main Effects of Humor Type on Perceptions of Self-disclosure at Low Disclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Means with different subscripts are significantly different at p < .05. 

  

 

Humor Type 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative 3.70a
 1.47 

Self-enhancing 4.34b
 1.35 

Aggressive 4.14b
 1.65 

Self-defeating 4.39b
 1.70 

No humor 3.26c
 1.55 
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Table 8. Simple Main Effects of Humor Type on Perceptions of Self -disclosure at High 

Disclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Means with different subscripts are significantly different at p < .001. 

  

 

Humor Type 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative 4.45a
 1.47 

Self-enhancing 4.54a
 1.38 

Aggressive 5.42b
 1.23 

Self-defeating 5.33b
 1.39 

No humor 5.34b
 1.32 
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Table 9. Focused Contrast Comparing Positive vs. Negative Humor for Willingness to Disclose  

 Mean   

Positive Humor 3.81   

Negative Humor 3.18   

 Mean Diff Std. Error 95% CI 

   Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Positive - Negative 0.63*** 0.08 0.47 0.79 

Note. ***p < .001. 

 

 

Table 10. Summary of ANOVA for Willingness to Disclose 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F 

Humor Type 179.17 3.78 47.39 30.47*** 

Disclosure 20.53 1 20.53 3.65† 

Humor Type*Disclosure 12.93 3.78 3.42 2.20† 

Note. Degrees of freedom correspond with Greenhouse-Geisser correction. ***p < .001, †p < 

.10. 
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Table 11. Focused Contrast Comparing Positive vs. Negative Humor for Interpersonal 

Impressions  

 

Liking Mean   

Positive Humor 4.51   

Negative Humor 3.27   

 Mean Diff Std. Error 95% CI 

   Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Positive - Negative 1.24*** 0.10 1.05 1.43 

Perceived Reciprocal 

Liking 

Mean    

Positive Humor 4.60    

Negative Humor 4.03    

 Mean Diff Std. Error 95% CI 

   Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Positive - Negative 0.57*** 0.09 0.40 0.74 

Note. ***p < .001. 
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Table 12. Simple Main Effects of Humor Type on Liking at Low Disclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Means with different subscripts are significantly different at p < .001. 

  

 

Humor Type 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative 4.53a
 1.24 

Self-enhancing 4.50a
 1.36 

Aggressive 2.64b
 1.49 

Self-defeating 3.74c
 1.55 

No humor 4.74a
 1.21 
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Table 13. Simple Main Effects of Humor Type on Liking at High Disclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Means with different subscripts are significantly different at p < .01. 

  

 

Humor Type 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative 4.79a 1.30 

Self-enhancing 4.22b 1.28 

Aggressive 2.61c 1.64 

Self-defeating 4.09b 1.37 

No humor 4.39b 1.24 



 

83 

Table 14. Simple Main Effects of Humor Type on Perceived Liking at Low Disclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Means with different subscripts are significantly different at p < .01. 

  

 

Humor Type 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative 4.42a 1.41 

Self-enhancing 4.62a 1.36 

Aggressive 3.57b 1.45 

Self-defeating 4.07c 1.44 

No humor 4.60a 1.27 
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Table 15. Simple Main Effects of Humor Type on Perceived Liking at High Disclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Means with different subscripts are significantly different at p < .05. 

 

  

 

Humor Type 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

Affiliative 4.96a 1.15 

Self-enhancing 4.40b 1.27 

Aggressive 3.71c 1.53 

Self-defeating 4.76a 1.27 

No humor 4.86a 1.29 
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Table 16. Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 Time 1 Variables 

 Mean SD α 

SR Affiliative 4.08 1.60 .91 

SR Aggressive 1.56 0.60 .50 

SR Self-defeating 2.07 1.07 .76 

SR Self-enhancing 2.94 1.34 .80 

IR Affiliative 3.81 1.52 .91 

IR Aggressive 1.42 0.52 .45 

IR Self-defeating 1.80 0.45 .70 

IR Self-enhancing 2.80 1.24 .83 

SR Self-disclosure 3.69 1.50 .70 

IR Self-disclosure 3.93 1.53 .81 

 Partner Responsiveness 4.71 1.12 .76 

Feelings of Intimacy 4.01 1.07 .58 

Note. N = 190. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 
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Table 17. Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 Time 2 Variables 

 Mean SD α 

SR Affiliative 4.21 1.49 .90 

SR Aggressive 1.62 0.57 .42 

SR Self-defeating 2.16 1.13 .79 

SR Self-enhancing 3.14 1.46 .86 

IR Affiliative 4.05 1.57 .92 

IR Aggressive 1.44 0.50 .46 

IR Self-defeating 1.86 0.93 .77 

IR Self-enhancing 3.03 1.38 .88 

SR Self-disclosure 4.08 1.62 .82 

IR Self-disclosure 4.11 1.55 .86 

 Partner Responsiveness 4.99 1.23 .83 

Feelings of Intimacy 4.47 0.96 .65 

Note. N = 138. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 
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Table 18. Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 Time 3 Variables 

 Mean SD α 

SR Affiliative 4.22 1.54 .91 

SR Aggressive 1.57 0.65 .55 

SR Self-defeating 2.24 1.11 .78 

SR Self-enhancing 3.23 1.50 .89 

IR Affiliative 4.04 1.43 .90 

IR Aggressive 1.53 0.62 .59 

IR Self-defeating 2.04 0.99 .75 

IR Self-enhancing 3.08 1.37 .87 

SR Self-disclosure 4.13 1.46 .81 

IR Self-disclosure 4.13 1.46 .92 

 Partner Responsiveness 4.96 1.06 .79 

Feelings of Intimacy 4.69 0.89 .55 

Note. N = 126. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 
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Table 19. Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 Time 4 Variables 

 Mean SD α 

SR Affiliative 4.28 1.57 .90 

SR Aggressive 1.53 0.62 .54 

SR Self-defeating 2.27 1.33 .84 

SR Self-enhancing 3.09 1.49 .89 

IR Affiliative 4.05 1.56 .92 

IR Aggressive 1.46 0.57 .57 

IR Self-defeating 1.89 0.96 .77 

IR Self-enhancing 2.87 1.34 .87 

SR Self-disclosure 4.39 1.52 .89 

IR Self-disclosure 4.38 1.58 .93 

 Partner Responsiveness 5.17 1.15 .83 

Feelings of Intimacy 4.94 1.12 .75 

Note. N = 108. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 
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Table 20. Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 Time 5 Variables 

 Mean SD α 

SR Affiliative 3.99 1.62 .92 

SR Aggressive 1.50 0.65 .59 

SR Self-defeating 2.10 1.16 .82 

SR Self-enhancing 3.00 1.54 .91 

IR Affiliative 3.76 1.59 .93 

IR Aggressive 1.41 0.56 .58 

IR Self-defeating 1.86 0.97 .81 

IR Self-enhancing 2.78 1.48 .91 

SR Self-disclosure 4.27 1.60 .87 

IR Self-disclosure 4.22 1.64 .92 

 Partner Responsiveness 5.04 1.25 .86 

Feelings of Intimacy 4.91 1.16 .75 

Note. N = 132. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report. 
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Table 21. Model Fit Indices for Dyadic Panel Models 

Humor Model χ2 (df) RMSEA 

[90% CI] 

CFI TLI SRMR 

SR Affiliative 378.02*** 

(200)  

.09 [.08, .11] .77 .77 .15 

SR Self-enhancing 380.60*** 

(200) 

.10 [.08, .11] .77 .76 .16 

SR Aggressive 389.60*** 

(200) 

.10 [.09, .12] .76 .75 .15 

SR Self-defeating 382.89*** 

(200) 

.10 [.08, .11] .77 .76 .16 

IR Affiliative 174.44*** 

(116) 

.07 [.05, .09] .88 .88 .14 

IR Self-enhancing 201.96*** 

(116) 

.09 [.07, .11] .82 .83 .15 

IR Aggressive 197.00*** 

(116) 

.09 [.07, .11] .83 .83 .16 

IR Self-defeating 198.63*** 

(116) 

.09 [.07, .11] .83 .83 .15 

Note. SR = Self-report, IR = Informant report,. ***p < .001. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

STUDY 1 VIGNETTES 

 

 

Opening Prompt 

 

Imagine that on the first day of class you enter a classroom and find a seat next to a same-sex 

casual acquaintance from a previous class. You’ve seen this person a few times before and have 

exchanged pleasantries in the past but have never had any extended interactions. This person 

greets you as you sit down next to him or her. Before class begins, you and your acquaintance 

spend a few minutes engaging in conversation. 

 

Affiliative humor with high disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about some troubles 

they’ve been recently having with their romantic partner. For example, they say “We actually 

had dinner by candlelight recently to heat things up. The candle got knocked over and nearly set 

the table on fire, so I guess it worked.” 

 

Self-enhancing humor with high disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about some troubles 

they’ve been recently having with their romantic partner. For example, they say “We had a pretty 

big argument after dinner. If there’s one bright side, it’s that I got to catch up on some TV shows 

that they don’t like watching.” 
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Aggressive humor with high disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about some troubles 

they’ve been recently having with their romantic partner. For example, they say “During our last 

argument, I joked with my partner that our love life may be better if they lost some weight. I 

thought it was funny, at least.” 

 

Self-defeating humor with high disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about some troubles 

they’ve been recently having with their romantic partner. For example, they say “My partner 

surprisingly said sorry during our last fight, but they meant that they were sorry they started 

dating me.” 

 

Affiliative humor with low disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about the upcoming 

class you both are taking. For example, they say “It smells like someone brought food to the 

class. I swear I’m going to start drooling like one of Pavlov’s dogs.” 

 

Self-enhancing humor with low disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about the upcoming 

class you both are taking. For example, they say “I’ve been feeling sick lately. Well, I guess if I 

die, I won’t have to take the exams!” 
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Aggressive humor with low disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about the upcoming 

class you both are taking. For example, they say “I hope there are no group projects. I bet these 

other students are the type that would forget to write their name on the SATs.” 

 

Self-defeating humor with low disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance makes some funny comments and jokes about the upcoming 

class you both are taking. For example, they say “I try to tell people I have a 4.0 GPA, but it 

doesn’t take people long to figure out I’m clearly lying.” 

 

No humor with high disclosure 

At one point, your acquaintance starts telling you about some troubles that they’ve been recently 

having with their romantic partner. Your acquaintance shares their general thoughts and feelings 

about the situation. For example, they say “I’m a little stressed out. My partner and I have been 

getting into a lot of arguments recently.” 

 

No humor with low disclosure 

At one point, you and your acquaintance start discussing the upcoming class you both are taking. 

You discuss how much work you expect to do in order to perform well in the class. For example, 

they say “I heard that as long as you keep up with the reading and homework assignments, you 

can do pretty well.” 
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APPENDIX D 

 

STUDY 1 MEASURES 

 

 

Perceptions of Self-disclosure: Shelton et al. (2010) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Little   Somewhat   Very 

Much 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: During the hypothetical conversation with your acquaintance, indicate the 

extent to which your acquaintance performed the following behaviors: 

1. How much did your acquaintance shared personal feelings during your conversation? 

2. How much did your acquaintance shared personal information [e.g., information about them 

personally and her/his views] during your conversation? 

 

Liking: Treger et al. (2013) and Kuiper et al. (2014) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Little   Somewhat   Very 

Much 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Answer the following in regards to your hypothetical acquaintance: 

1. Based on this conversation, how much do you like your acquaintance? 

2. To what extent would you want to become a closer friend of this acquaintance in the future? 
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Perceived Reciprocal Liking: Treger et al. (2013)  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all   Somewhat   A Great 

Deal 

 

1. Based on this conversation, how much do you think your acquaintance would like you? 

 

Willingness to Disclose: Shelton et al. (2010) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Little   Somewhat   Very 

Much 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: During the hypothetical conversation with your acquaintance, indicate the 

extent to which you feel you would perform the following behaviors:  

1. How willing would you be to share your feelings with your acquaintance in this conversation? 

2. How much personal information [e.g., information about you personally and your views] 

would you be willing to disclose to your acquaintance in this conversation? 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Answer the following in regards to the hypothetical conversation with your 

acquaintance: 

Conversation Humor: Bippus, Dunbar, and Liu (2012) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very 

Serious 

  Somewhat 

Serious 

  Very 

Humorous 

 

1. To what degree do you feel this conversation would be humorous? 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not funny   Somewhat 

funny 

  Very 

funny 

 

1. To what degree do you feel this conversation would be funny? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not amusing   Somewhat 

amusing 

  Very 

amusing 

 

1. To what degree do you feel this conversation would be amusing? 
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Big 5 Personality: International Personality Item Pool Big Five Inventory 120-Item Version 

(IPIP; Goldberg, 1999) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree a little Neither agree 

or disagree 

Agree a little Agree strongly 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please respond to the following items using the number that best reflects your 

own beliefs. 

1. I worry about things. 

2. I make friends easily. 

3. I have a vivid imagination. 

4. I trust others. 

5. I complete tasks successfully. 

6. I get angry easily.   

7. I love large parties. 

8. I believe in the importance of art. 

9. I use others for my own ends. 

10. I like to tidy up. 

11. I often feel blue. 

12. I take charge. 

13. I experience my emotions intensely. 

14. I love to help others. 
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15. I keep my promises. 

16. I find it difficult to approach others. 

17. I am always busy. 

18. I prefer variety to routine. 

19. I love a good fight. 

20. I work hard. 

21. I go on binges. 

22. I love excitement. 

23. I love to read challenging material. 

24. I believe that I am better than others. 

25. I am always prepared. 

26. I panic easily. 

27. I radiate joy. 

28. I tend to vote for liberal political candidates. 

29. I sympathize with the homeless. 

30. I jump into things without thinking. 

31. I fear for the worst. 

32. I feel comfortable around people. 

33. I enjoy wild flights of fantasy. 

34. I believe that others have good intentions. 

35. I excel in what I do. 

36. I get irritated easily. 
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37. I talk to a lot of different people at parties. 

38. I see beauty in things that others might not notice. 

39. I cheat to get ahead. 

40. I often forget to put things back in their proper place. 

41. I dislike myself. 

42. I try to lead others. 

43. I feel other’s' emotions. 

44. I am concerned about others. 

45. I tell the truth. 

46. I am afraid to draw attention to myself. 

47. I am always on the go. 

48. I prefer to stick with things that I know. 

49. I yell at people. 

50. I do more than what’s expected of me. 

51. I rarely overindulge. 

52. I seek adventure. 

53. I avoid philosophical discussions. 

54. I think highly of myself. 

55. I carry out my plans. 

56. I become overwhelmed by events. 

57. I have a lot of fun. 

58. I believe that there is no absolute right or wrong. 
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59. I feel sympathy for those who are worse off than myself. 

60. I make rash decisions. 

61. I am afraid of many things. 

62. I avoid contacts with others. 

63. I love to daydream. 

64. I trust what people say. 

65. I handle tasks smoothly. 

66. I lose my temper. 

67. I prefer to be alone. 

68. I do not like poetry. 

69. I take advantage of others. 

70. I leave a mess in my room. 

71. I am often down in the dumps. 

72. I take control of things. 

73. I rarely notice my emotional reactions. 

74. I am indifferent to the feelings of others. 

75. I break rules. 

76. I only feel comfortable with friends. 

77. I do a lot in my spare time. 

78. I dislike changes. 

79. I insult people. 

80. I do just enough work to get by. 
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81. I easily resist temptations. 

82. I enjoy being reckless. 

83. I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. 

84. I have a high opinion of myself. 

85. I waste my time. 

86. I feel that I'm unable to deal with things. 

87. I love life. 

88. I tend to vote for conservative political candidates. 

89. I am not interested in other people’s problems. 

90. I rush into things. 

91. I get stressed out easily. 

92. I keep others at a distance. 

93. I like to get lost in thought. 

94. I distrust people. 

95. I know how to get things done. 

96. I am not easily annoyed. 

97. I avoid crowds. 

98. I do not enjoy going to art museums. 

99. I obstruct others' plans. 

100. I leave my belongings around. 

101. I feel comfortable with myself. 

102. I wait for others to lead the way. 
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103. I don't understand people who get emotional. 

104. I take no time for others. 

105. I break my promises. 

106. I am not bothered by difficult social situations. 

107. I like to take it easy. 

108. I am attached to conventional ways. 

109. I get back at others. 

110. I put little time and effort into my work. 

111. I am able to control my cravings. 

112. I act wild and crazy. 

113. I am not interested in theoretical discussions. 

114. I boast about my virtues. 

115. I have difficulty starting tasks. 

116. I remain calm under pressure. 

117. I look at the bright side of life. 

118. I believe that we should be tough on crime. 

119. I try not to think about the needy. 

120. I act without thinking. 
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Acquaintance Personality: Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree a 

little 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree a 

little 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Strongly 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to your 

acquaintance. Please choose the number connected with each statement to indicate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree with that statement. You should rate the extent to which the pair of 

traits applies to your acquaintance, even if one characteristic applies more strongly than the 

other. 

I see my acquaintance as: 

1. Extraverted, enthusiastic. 

2. Critical, quarrelsome. 

3. Dependable, self-disciplined. 

4. Anxious, easily upset. 

5. Open to new experiences, complex. 

6. Reserved, quiet. 

7. Sympathetic, warm. 

8. Disorganized, careless. 

9. Calm, emotionally stable. 

10. Conventional, uncreative. 
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Demographic Questions 

1) What is your gender? (1=Male; 2=Female, 3=Transgender/Genderfluid, 4=Bigender, 

5=Pangender, 6=Intergender, 7=Agender) 

2) How old are you? 

3) How would you describe your ethnicity? (1=White, not of Hispanic origins; 2=Black, not 

of Hispanic origins; 3=Hispanic; 4=Asian or Pacific Rim; 5=American Indian; 6=Other) 

4) What is your present religious orientation? (1=Protestant/Christian; 2=Jewish; 

3=Catholic; 4=Islamic; 5=No affiliation; 6=Other) 

5) What is your current relationship status? (1=Single (not dating); 2=Dating casually; 

3=Dating exclusively; 4=Engaged; 5=Married; 6=Separated; 7=Living with significant 

other; 8=Divorced; 9=Widowed) 

6) How would you describe your political orientation? (1=Very Conservative; 

2=Conservative; 3=Slightly Conservative; 4=Moderate (partly Conservative and partly 

Liberal); 5=Slightly Liberal; 6=Liberal; 7=Very Liberal). 

7) How would you describe your sexual orientation? (1=Heterosexual, 2=Bisexual, 

3=Homosexual, 4=Intersexual, 5=Pansexual, 6=Asexual) 

8) I answered these questions honestly: (1=Yes; 2=No) 
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APPENDIX E 

STUDY 2 MEASURES 

 

 

Self-report Humor Use: Adapted from Campbell et al. (2008), Martin et al. (2003), and  

 

Winterheld et al. (2013) 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all   Somewhat   A Great 

Deal 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: During the previous interaction, please indicate to what extent you performed 

the following behaviors.   

1. I tried to make my partner feel good by using humor.  

2. I tried to put my partner down by using humor. 

3. I tried to ingratiate myself by using humor.  

4. I maintained a humorous attitude even when faced with problems, stress, or adversity. 

5. I tried to put my partner at ease or lighten the mood by using humor.  

6. I tried to distance myself from my partner by using humor.  

7. I tried to hide my negative emotions by using humor.  

8. I had a humorous outlook that protected me from developing negative feelings (unhappiness, 

depression, anger, anxiety). 

9. I tried to reduce conflict/tension by using humor.  

10. I tried to attack or “get back at” my partner by using humor.  

11. I tried to make fun of my own weaknesses by using humor.  
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12. I tended to ‘‘Look on the lighter side’’ and was frequently amused by the incongruities of the 

situation. 

13. I tried to get closer (or bond with) my partner by using humor.  

14. I tried to downplay my partner’s emotions by using humor.  

15. I tried to gain my partner’s approval or reassurance by using self-deprecating humor.  

16. I tried to use humor to give myself a feeling of control over the situation. 

17. I laughed and joked a lot with my partner. 

18. When I told jokes or said funny things, I was not very concerned about how my partner 

would take it. 

19. I got carried away in putting myself down to make my partner laugh. 

20. If I was feeling depressed, I cheered myself up with humor. 

21. I enjoyed making my partner laugh. 

22. If I thought of something funny, I didn’t stop myself from saying it, even if it was not 

appropriate for the situation. 

23. If I was having problems or feeling unhappy, I covered it up by joking around, so that my 

partner didn’t know how I really felt. 

24. If I was feeling upset or unhappy, I tried to think of something funny about the situation to 

make myself feel better. 
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Partner-report Humor Use: Adapted from Campbell et al. (2008), Martin et al. (2003), and 

Winterheld et al. (2013) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all   Somewhat   A Great 

Deal 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: During the previous interaction, please indicate to what extent YOUR 

PARTNER performed the following behaviors.   

1. My partner tried to make me feel good by using humor.  

2. My partner tried to put me down by using humor. 

3. My partner tried to ingratiate themselves by using humor.  

4. My partner maintained a humorous attitude even when faced with problems, stress, or 

adversity. 

5. My partner tried to put me at ease or lighten the mood by using humor.  

6. My partner tried to distance themselves from me by using humor.  

7. My partner tried to hide their negative emotions by using humor.  

8. My partner had a humorous outlook that protected them from developing negative feelings 

(unhappiness, depression, anger, anxiety). 

9. My partner tried to reduce conflict/tension by using humor.  

10. My partner tried to attack or “get back at” me by using humor.  

11. My partner tried to make fun of their own weaknesses by using humor.  
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12. My partner tended to ‘‘Look on the lighter side’’ and was frequently amused by the 

incongruities of the situation. 

13. My partner tried to get closer (or bond with) me by using humor.  

14. My partner tried to downplay my emotions by using humor.  

15. My partner tried to gain my approval or reassurance by using self-deprecating humor.  

16. My partner tried to use humor to give themselves a feeling of control over the situation. 

17. My partner laughed and joked a lot with me. 

18. When my partner told jokes or said funny things, they were not very concerned about how I 

would take it. 

19. My partner got carried away in putting themselves down to make me laugh. 

20. If they were feeling depressed, my partner cheered themselves up with humor. 

21. My partner enjoyed making me laugh. 

22. If my partner thought of something funny, they didn’t stop themselves from saying it, even if 

it was not appropriate for the situation. 

23. If my partner was having problems or feeling unhappy, they covered it up by joking around, 

so that I didn’t know how they really felt. 

24. If my partner was feeling upset or unhappy, they tried to think of something funny about the 

situation to make themselves feel better. 
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Self-disclosure: Shelton et al. (2010) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Little   Somewhat   Very 

Much 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: During the previous interaction, indicate the extent to which you performed 

the following behaviors: 

1. How much did you share personal feelings during your conversation? 

2. How much did you share personal information [e.g., information about you personally and 

your views] during your conversation? 

 

Perceptions of Self-disclosure: Shelton et al. (2010) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Little   Somewhat   Very 

Much 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: During the previous interaction, indicate the extent to which you feel YOUR 

PARTNER performed the following behaviors: 

1. How much did your partner share personal feelings during your conversation? 

2. How much did your partner share personal information [e.g., information about them 

personally and her/his views] during your conversation? 
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Perceived Partner Responsiveness: Shelton et al. (2010) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Little   Somewhat   Very 

Much 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: During the previous interaction, indicate the extent to which you feel YOUR 

PARTNER performed the following behaviors: 

1. How well do you feel your interaction partner understands you? 

2. During the interaction, how much did you feel that you were accepted by your partner? 

3. During the interaction, how much did you feel that your partner cared about your well-being? 

Enjoyment of the Interaction. Fraley and Aron (2004) and Treger et al. (2013) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all 

True 

  Somewhat 

True 

  Very True 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Rate the extent to which the following statements are true concerning the 

previous interaction: 

1. My partner and I had a good time with one another 

2. The interaction my partner and I shared was exciting 

3. I had fun interacting with my partner 

4. My interaction with my partner was dull 

5. My interaction partner was boring 
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Perceived Reciprocal Liking: Treger et al. (2013)  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all   Somewhat   A Great 

Deal 

 

1. Based on the previous interaction, how much do you think your partner likes you? 

 

Intimacy: Shelton et al. (2010) 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer the following questions concerning your feelings about your 

interaction partner 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all 

Close 

  Somewhat 

Close 

  Very 

Close 

 

1. How would you characterize your relationship with your partner? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all   Somewhat   A Great 

Deal 

 

1. How much do you like your partner? 

 

 



 

112 

Post-interaction Affect: Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988 

1 2 3 4 5 

Very 

slightly or 

Not at all 

A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then select the appropriate answer using the scale next to that 

word. Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment. 

1. Interested 

2. Distressed 

3. Excited 

4. Upset 

5. Strong 

6. Guilty 

7. Scared 

8. Hostile 

9. Enthusiastic 

10. Proud 

11. Irritable 

12. Alert 

13. Ashamed 
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14. Inspired 

15. Nervous 

16. Determined 

17. Attentive 

18. Jittery 

19. Active 

20. Afraid 

 

Partner Personality: Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree a 

little 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree a 

little 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Strongly 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to your 

interaction partner. Please choose the number connected with each statement to indicate the 

extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. You should rate the extent to which 

the pair of traits applies to your partner, even if one characteristic applies more strongly than the 

other. 

I see my interaction partner as: 

1. Extraverted, enthusiastic. 

2. Critical, quarrelsome. 
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3. Dependable, self-disciplined. 

4. Anxious, easily upset. 

5. Open to new experiences, complex. 

6. Reserved, quiet. 

7. Sympathetic, warm. 

8. Disorganized, careless. 

9. Calm, emotionally stable. 

10. Conventional, uncreative. 

Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry (Back et al., 2013) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Do not agree 

at all 

    Agree 

completely 

 

1. I am great. 

2. I will someday be famous. 

3. I deserve to be seen as a great personality. 

4. I show others how special I am. 

5. I enjoy my successes very much. 

6. Being a very special person gives me a lot of strength. 

7. Most of the time I am able to draw people’s attention to myself in conversations. 

8. I manage to be the center of attention with my outstanding contributions. 

9. Mostly, I am very adept at dealing with other people. 
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10. Most people won’t achieve anything. 

11. Other people are worth nothing. 

12. Most people are somehow losers. 

13. I secretly take pleasure in the failure of my rivals. 

14. I want my rivals to fail. 

15. I enjoy it when another person is inferior to me. 

16. I react annoyed if another person steals the show from me. 

17. I often get annoyed when I am criticized. 

18. I can barely stand it if another person is at the center of events. 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory-Brief (Schoenleber, Roche, Wetzel, Pincus, & Roberts, 

2015) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all like 

me 

    Very much 

like me 

 

1. I can usually talk my way out of anything. 

2. I can make anyone believe anything I want them to. 

3. I find it easy to manipulate people 

4. I can read people like a book. 

5. I feel important when others rely on me. 

6. Sacrificing for others makes me the better person. 

7. I like to have friends who rely on me because it makes me feel important. 
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8. I try to show what a good person I am through my sacrifices.  

9. I often fantasize about accomplishing things that are probably beyond my means. 

10. I often fantasize about being rewarded for my efforts. 

11. I often fantasize about performing heroic deeds. 

12. I often fantasize about being recognized for my accomplishments. 

13. When people don’t notice me, I start to feel bad about myself. 

14. It’s hard to feel good about myself unless I know other people admire me. 

15. I am preoccupied with thoughts and concerns that most people are not interested in me. 

16. It’s hard for me to feel good about myself unless I know other people like me. 

17. I often hide my needs for fear that others will see me as needy and desperate. 

18. It’s hard to show others the weaknesses I feel inside. 

19. I can’t stand relying on other people because it makes me feel weak.  

20. When others get a glimpse of my needs, I feel anxious and ashamed. 

21. Sometimes I avoid people because I’m concerned that they’ll disappoint me. 

22. When others don’t meet my expectations, I often feel ashamed about what I wanted. 

23. Sometimes I avoid people because I’m afraid they won’t do what I want them to do. 

24. Sometimes I avoid people because I’m concerned they won’t acknowledge what I do for 

them. 

25. I get annoyed by people who are not interested in what I say or do. 

26. I typically get very angry when I’m unable to get what I want from others. 

27. It irritates me when people don’t notice how good a person I am. 

28. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 



 

117 

Stress 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not at all   Somewhat   A Great 

Deal 

 

1. How stressed out have you been within the past week? 

 

Big Five Inventory (Time 1 only): (BFI facet scales; Soto & John, 2009)  

1 2 3 4 5 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree a little Neither agree 

or disagree 

Agree a little Agree strongly 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For 

example, do you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Please indicate 

the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. 

I see myself as someone who. . . 

__1. is talkative  

__2. tends to find fault with others  

__3. does a thorough job  

__4. is depressed, blue  

__5. is original, comes up with new ideas  

__6. is reserved  
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__7. is helpful and unselfish with others  

__8. can be somewhat careless  

__9. is relaxed, handles stress well  

__10. is curious about many different things  

__11. is full of energy  

__12. starts quarrels with others  

__13. is a reliable worker  

__14. can be tense  

__15. is ingenious, a deep thinker  

__16. generates a lot of enthusiasm  

__17. has a forgiving nature  

__18. tends to be disorganized  

__19. worries a lot  

__20. has an active imagination  

__21. tends to be quiet  

__22. is generally trusting  

__23. tends to be lazy 

__24. is emotionally stable, not easily upset 

__25. is inventive 

__26. has an assertive personality 

__27. can be cold and aloof 

__28. perseveres until the task is finished 
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__29. can be moody 

__30. values artistic, aesthetic experiences 

__31. is sometimes shy, inhibited 

__32. is considerate and kind to almost everyone 

__33. does things efficiently 

__34. remains calm in tense situations 

__35. prefers work that is routine 

__36. is outgoing, sociable 

__37. is sometimes rude to others 

__38. makes plans and follows through with them 

__39. gets nervous easily 

__40. likes to reflect, play with ideas 

__41. has few artistic interests 

__42. likes to cooperate with others 

__43. is easily distracted 

__44. is sophisticated in art, music, or literature 

 

Demographic Questions 

1) How long have you known your interaction partner? 

2) Prior to this study, did you look at any of your interaction partner’s social media 

accounts? (1 = No; 2 = Yes) 
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3) What is your gender? (Time 1 only) (1=Male; 2=Female, 3=Transgender, 4=Bigender, 

5=Pangender, 6 = Intergender, 7=Agender) 

4) How old are you? (Time 1 only) 

5) How would you describe your ethnicity? (Time 1 only) (1=White, not of Hispanic 

origins; 2=Black, not of Hispanic origins; 3=Hispanic; 4=Asian or Pacific Rim; 

5=American Indian; 6=Other) 

6) What is your present religious orientation? (Time 1 only) (1=Protestant/Christian; 

2=Jewish; 3=Catholic; 4=Islamic; 5=No affiliation; 6=Other) 

7) What is your current relationship status? (Time 1 only) (1=Single (not dating); 2=Dating 

casually; 3=Dating exclusively; 4=Engaged; 5=Married; 6=Separated; 7=Living with 

significant other; 8=Divorced; 9=Widowed) 

8) How would you describe your political orientation? (Time 1 only) (1=Very Conservative; 

2=Conservative; 3=Slightly Conservative; 4=Moderate (partly Conservative and partly 

Liberal); 5=Slightly Liberal; 6=Liberal; 7=Very Liberal). 

9) How would you describe your sexual orientation? (Time 1 only) (1=Heterosexual, 

2=Bisexual, 3=Homosexual, 4=Intersexual, 5=Pansexual, 6=Asexual) 

10) I answered these questions honestly: (1=Yes; 2=No) 

11) In the time between the previous session and today’s session, have you and your 

interaction partner spent time together outside of this study? (Times 2-5 only) (1 = No; 2 

= Yes) 
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12) In the time between the previous session and today’s session, have you looked at any of 

your interaction partner’s social media accounts? (Times 2-5 only) (1 = No; 2 = Yes) 

13)  Did you and your interaction partner become friends? (Time 5 only) (1 = No; 2 = Yes) 
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