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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

There are billions of dollars spent on humorous 

advertising in the United States every year. Weinberger and 

Spotts reported that 24.4% of TV commercials held humorous 

intent (1989). Research conducted by others has also 

indicated similar high (or higher) levels of usage of humor 

in television ads (Kelly and Solomon, 1975; Markiewicz, 1972; 

Speck, 1987) and in radio (Weinberger and Campbell, 1991). 

From its frequency of occurrence, humor appears to be a 

popular technique employed by advertisers. However, while 

the use of humor is high, the efficacy of humor as a 

communication device remains uncertain. In sum, the use of 

humor in advertising is a controversial issue for advertising 

managers (Sternthal and Craig, 1973). 

Madden and Weinberger (1984) conducted a survey of 

executives at leading ad agencies in the U.S. regarding the 

effectiveness of humor. Ninety-four percent of the 

respondents believed that humor might enhance advertising 

effectiveness. These practitioners felt that humor 

positively affected attention, awareness for new products, 

name registration, the communication of simple points, 

retention, mood, and brand switching. French (1988) provided 

the considerable anecdotal evidence that humorous ads could 



be effective in selling products such as wine coolers, cars, 

and fiberglass. However, other researchers found 

inconsistent results that report non-significant, mixed, or 

negative effects caused by humorous ads. For example, Runyon 

(1979) argued that it might be dangerous when humor was used 

in association with serious problems, misfortune, illness, or 

death. 

From previous research, it is generally found that the 

effectiveness of using humor in advertising is inconsistent. 

The inconsistency may result from several factors. One of 

the factors may be because it is unreasonable to expect 

humorous ads to be more effective than non-humorous ads under 

all conditions. The effect should be enhanced with careful 

consideration of the objectives such as the audience, type of 

humor, placement or product characteristics. In other words, 

humor may work well only in certain media (television versus 

print), in certain messages (image versus informational), 

with certain products (snack foods versus cosmetics), with 

certain brands (established versus new), or under certain 

market conditions (high brand-switching behavior versus low). 

Humor in advertising is a complex topic that has been 

studied in several studies. Weinberger and Gulas (1992) 

concluded these research results and gained a schematic 

format (Figure 1). In the schematic format, many of the 

factors related to the effectiveness of humorous ads are 

noted. Each of these variables can intervene in the 



relationship between a given humorous ad and its outcome, 

thereby creating dozens of contingent relationships with 

possibly divergent effects (Weinberger and Gulas, 1992). The 

schematic format (Figure 1) conducted by Weinberger and Gulas 

(1992) contributed to a broad generalization about the effect 

of humor in advertising. 

In short, it is important to note that using humor in 

ads may be effective in some situations. The complex 

relationships described in Figure 1 should be considered for 

future study of the effectiveness of humorous ads. 

Purpose of the Study 

The effectiveness of using humor in ads may be 

influenced by several factors such as humor types, media, 

audience, or product types. However, Weinberger and Gulas 

also suggest that it is a difficult task to study from every 

perspective. Based upon the limitation, this study only 

measured two factors: product types and humor types. 

In addition. Madden and Weinberger (1984) found U.S. 

advertising executives generally believed that radio and TV 

were the media best suited to the use of humor. Therefore, 

this study focused on the ads presented on TV. This way, the 

factor of placement might be controlled. 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the 

use of different types of humor in television advertising 

across different product types. Two goals are present to 



probe this issue. The first is to reexamine the incidence of 

humor in TV ads and examine the incidence of these ads across 

product types. Second, the main goal of this study is to 

compare the use of different humor types across product 

types. 

For the first goal, one example is Weinberger and 

Campbell's examination of the use and effectiveness of humor 

in radio advertising using the Foote, Cone and Belding (FCB) 

planning matrix (including four product categories). They 

found that radio ads for low-involvement products used more 

humor than high-involvement. And there was extremely low use 

of humor for high-involvement/feeling products. The results 

indicate the importance of looking carefully at product types 

when making statements about the frequency and effectiveness 

of humor. Depending upon the FCB cell selected from this 

investigation, one might come to very different conclusions 

about the use and effectiveness of a humor or no humor 

strategy. By testing out such variations due to product 

types, the researchers also argued that earlier humor 

research could have turned out to be less contradictory than 

it had appeared. 

It has been tested that the product type is definitely 

related to the use and effectiveness of humorous ads. 

However, there is no any research testing the relationship 

between different humor types and product types for humorous 

ads. Therefore, the second goal of this study interested in 



humor types versus product types. It might be found that 

certain types of humor would be well suited for certain types 

of product. 

The results may be helpful to advertising executives who 

attempt to determine the appropriateness of a standardized or 

specialized approach to present humorous ads for television. 

It may also provide a good beginning for future research 

dealing with the use and effectiveness of humorous ads 

regarding humor types versus product types. 
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Figure 1: Tactical Considerations for Humor in Advertising. 
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of Humor in Advertising: A Review," 1993. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

As mentioned in previous chapter, the use of humor 

appears to be quite popular in advertising. Content analyses 

of American television advertising reported humor frequencies 

ranging from 15% to 24% to 42% of ads (Kelly and Solomom, 

1975; Weinberger and Spotts, 1989; Markiewicz, 1972). 

However, why would these commercials need humor? In general, 

using humor in advertising has positive effects on attention 

getting and attitude toward the ad. 

Several studies had suggested that people would form an 

unfavorable or favorable attitude toward an ad. For example, 

Bartos suggested that attitude toward an ad was associated 

with the ad's effectiveness and that humor was the key 

variable associated with "liking an ad" (Bartos, 1981). 

Cadwell also assumed that perceived humor was what made 

advertising liked and said that if people felt good about a 

commercial, they would transfer positive feeling to the 

product itself (Cadwell, 1981). These research makes the 

assumption that perceived humor is the path to favorable 

attitude toward an ad. 

The research by Galb and Pickett (1983) showed a 

relationship between the perception of humor in an ad and a 

positive attitude toward it. These researchers hypothesized 



that perceiving humor in an ad would be positively associated 

with liking the ad. They conducted a mail survey and found a 

highly significant association between the categories of 

agreement that an ad contained humor and the categories of 

liking/disliking the ad. The study confirms that perceived 

humor leads to liking, which in turn affects credibility, 

sponsor image, persuasiveness, and stated purchase intention. 

Thus, the association of humor with favorable attitude toward 

an ad provides one reason for using humor in ads. 

Attention getting is another effectiveness of using 

humor in ads (Zinkhan and Gelb, 1990). A survey conducted by 

Madden and Weinberger in 1984 revealed that ninety-four 

percent of advertising practitioners in this survey 

considered humor as an effective way to gain attention. 

Duncan and Nelson (1985) examined the impact of humor on 

radio advertising and found significant humor affects not 

only liking the ad but also attention to the ad. 

Because humor draws attention and produces positive 

feelings toward the ad, it is widely used in today's 

advertising. The widespread use of humor has drawn the 

attention of numerous researchers. In a frequently cited 

review of the early literature, Sternthal and Craig (1973) 

listed some conclusions about the use of humor on a number of 

communications goals. Revisited after twenty years of 

research, some of these conclusions remain cogent, but others 

have to be revised. 
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The Effects of Humor 

The Humor Research Concerning Advertising Goals 

As mentioned before, the main effects of using humor in 

advertising are getting attention and favorable attitude 

toward ads. However, there are more detailed conclusions 

dealing with the effects of humorous advertising. In "Humor 

in Advertising" by Sternthal and Craig in 1973, the 

researchers listed advertising goals and the impact of humor 

on each of these goals. Their conclusions were briefly 

showed as following: 

1. Humor attracts attention. 

2. Humor may harm comprehension. 

3. Humor does not appear to offer an advantage over non-

humor at increasing persuasion. 

4. Humor does not enhance source credibility. 

5. Humor enhances liking. 

And following Sternthal and Craig's research. Madden and 

Weinberger conducted a survey in 1984 to gain advertising 

practitioners' views about Sternthal and Craig's conclusions. 

This survey was designed to obtain expert opinions from 

executives at leading advertising agencies in the United 

States. In general, the results have confirmed some ideas 

showed in Sternthal and Craig's paper and have definite ideas 

about media, audiences, and products appropriate to humor. 

The results were: 



1. Humor does aid awareness and attention which are the 

objectives best achieved via humor. 

2. Humor may harm recall and comprehension in general. 

3. Persuasion in general is not aided by humor. 

4. Source credibility is not aided by humor. 

5. Humor is generally not very effective in bringing 

about action/sales. 

6. Creatives are more positive on the use of humor to 

fulfill all of the above objectives than the research sample. 

7. Radio and TV are the best media to use humor while 

direct mail and newspaper are least suited. 

8. Consumer nondurables and business services are best 

suited to humor, while corporate advertising and industrial 

products are least suited. 

9. Humor should be related to the product. 

10. Humor should not be used with sensitive goods or 

services. 

11. Younger, better educated, upscale, male, and 

professional audiences are best suited to humor. Older, less 

educated, and downscale groups are least suited to humor 

appeals (Madden and Weinberger, 1984, pp. 28-29). 

The Madden and Weinberger's conclusions reexamined the 

role of the use of humor in advertising. Most of them were 

consistent with Sternthal and Craig's(1973) conclusions. 

However, after many scholars' investigations, some of their 

conclusions remain cogent and others seem to be in need of 
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revision. Weinberger and Gulas (1992) provided a thorough 

literature review of using humor in advertising. Their 

conclusions partially support the results of earlier 

researches and emphasize the need to apply humor with care. 

Their conclusions are as follows: 

1. Humor draws attention. In the study of Madden and 

Weinberger in 1984, the researchers conducted a survey to 

elicit the views concerning using humor in advertising among 

two groups of advertising agency personnel: vice 

presidents/directors of research and vice presidents/ 

directors of creative services. Most of the respondents said 

that humor was an effective way to gain attention (94%); that 

it was more effective at doing so than non-humorous ads 

(55%); and that humor could help to gain awareness for new 

products (72%) (Madden and Weinberger, 1984). In this study, 

attention and awareness were the two most frequently reported 

response when asked the respondents to list which objectives 

were best attained by using humor. Speck compared humorous 

ads with non-humorous ads on four attention measures: initial 

attention, sustained attention, projected attention and 

overall attention. He found that humorous ads outplay non-

humorous ads on each of the attention measures (Speck, 1987) . 

In the research on television ads (Stewart and Furse, 1986) 

and radio ads (Weinberger and Campbell, 1991), it was also 

found that humor had a positive effect on attention. 
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All the humor-attention studies support the conclusion 

drawn by Sternthal and Craig (1973). Furthermore, some 

researchers are aware that all humor is not created equal. 

For example. Madden (1982)suggested that related humor which 

indicated that humor directly related to the product or issue 

being promoted would be more successful than unrelated humor. 

2. Mixed findings on the effect of humor on 

comprehension. The findings dealing with humor on 

comprehension are mixed. In Sternthal and Craig's 

conclusions (1973), humor was considered that it would damage 

comprehension of advertising. In Madden and Weinberger's 

(1984) survey, there were only 21% of the samples disagreed 

with the notion that humor would be harmful to message 

comprehension than non-humor and 38% of the sample felt humor 

was effective at gaining comprehension. However, in 1985, 

Duncan, Nelson, and Frontczak conducted an experiment among 

157 male undergraduates and found that humor had positive 

effects on comprehension. In a study of 1,000 broadcast 

commercials, Stewart and Furse (1986) also found humorous 

content would increase the comprehension of an ad. 

There are three reasons provided by Weinberger and Gulas 

to explain why these findings are different. The first one 

may be due to the inconsistent definitions of comprehension 

among these studies. For example, those studies that employ 

multiple or summated measures of comprehension (Speck, 1987; 

Weinberger and Campbell, 1991) are more likely to present 
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positive or mixed positive effects on comprehension than 

those studies that employ single measures (Cantor and Venus, 

1980; Lammers et al., 1983). 

The second factor that may cause different findings on 

comprehension effects is the humor type. Speck compared the 

effects of humorous ads and non-humorous in a 1987 study. He 

indicated that some humorous ads did better than non-humorous 

ads on descriptive and message comprehension, but some 

humorous ads might do worse than non-humorous ads (Speck, 

1987). For example, "comic wit" was found by Speck to have 

worse effects on comprehension than non-humorous ads. 

Furthermore, some studies point out that relatedness of the 

humor to the message appears to be very important on 

comprehension. Therefore, those studies using related humor 

may be more likely to find that humor helps comprehension 

than those studies using unrelated humor (Weinberger and 

Gulas, 1992). 

Third, the type of advertised product may also have 

impacts on comprehension. For example, Sutherland and 

Middleton (1983) found a negative comprehension effect for 

high involvement products and proved that the comprehension 

effects might be different between high involvement and low 

involvement products. Other product division like actual 

versus fictional products also had been proven to have 

different effects on comprehension (Cantor and Venus, 1980; 
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Gelb and Zinkhan, 1986; Speck, 1987; Stewart and Furse, 1986; 

Weinberger and Campbell, 1991; Zhang and Zinkhan, 1991). 

Overall, according to the inconsistent results on the 

impact of humor on comprehension, Weinberger and Gulas 

suggested that future research should consider some factors. 

3. Humor harms persuasion. The research findings about 

persuasive effect of humor are also mixed. Sternthal and 

Craig (1973) concluded that the distraction effect of humor 

might lead to persuasion. They stated that working through 

distraction, humor might increase persuasion. However, the 

persuasive effect is at best no greater than that of serious 

appeals. In Madden and Weinberger's (1984) study, only 26% 

of these practitioners agreed that humor was more persuasive 

than non-humor. But in the study of Weinberger and Spotts in 

1989, 62% of the respondents viewed humor as more persuasive 

than non-humor and only 7% of them were found to disagree 

with this statement. The two studies showed contrast results 

about persuasive effect of humor. 

McCollum and Spielman (1982) concluded that the use of 

humor could improve memorability and persuasiveness. They 

found that 31% of humorous commercials exhibited above 

average scores on persuasiveness. However, in 1986, Stewart 

and Furse found humor had no effect on persuasiveness. In 

more detail, researchers Weinberger and Campbell (1991) 

investigated the use and effectiveness of humor in radio 

advertising and found that related humor offered a 
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significant advantage in persuasion over no humor for low-

involvement/feeling products and that it was less persuasive 

on high-involvement/thinking products. According to this 

study, researchers might notice that one might come to very 

different conclusions about the use of a humor or no humor 

strategy on persuasion due to different product types. 

Overall, after Weinberger and Gulas (1992) reviewed the 

advertising literature, they found that five studies 

indicated a positive effect of humor on persuasion, eight 

studies indicated a neutral or mixed effect, and one study 

indicated a negative effect. In summary, Weinberger and 

Gulas (1992) concluded regarding the persuasive effect of 

humor to support Sternthal and Craig's (1973) statement that 

humor might be persuasive but probably no more so than non-

humor. 

4. Mixed results on the effect of humor on source 

credibility. According to Sternthal and Craig's tentative 

conclusion, humor might enhance source credibility. However, 

only 10% of the respondents in Madden and Weinberger's (1984) 

study stated that humor had the advantage of enhancing the 

advertiser's credibility over non-humor. These reports that 

the results of studies concerning the effect of humor on 

source credibility are also mixed. As Weinberger and Gulas 

(1992) mentioned, three of previous advertising studies 

concerning the effect of humor on source credibility reported 
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a positive effect, four indicated neutral or mixed effects, 

and three produced a negative relationship. 

Weinberger and Gulas stated that the mixed findings 

might be due to several factors such as the nature of the 

source or nature of the humor. For example, in Speck's study 

in 1987, it was reported that the types of humor used in the 

advertising might influence humor's impact on credibility. 

The researcher reported that "sentimental humor" defined as a 

combination of two humor processes (arousal-safety and 

incongruity-resolution) could gain more trustworthiness than 

other types of humor and non-humor treatments. In sum, the 

inconsistent study findings cannot prove that the use of 

humor enhances source credibility (Weinberger and Gulas, 

1992). 

5. Humor enhances liking. Sternthal and Craig (1973) 

said that humor enhanced the liking of the source. The 

conclusion was strongly supported by the following research. 

Previous literature stated that the use of humor would 

increase the liking of the ad (Belch and Belch, 1984; Gelb 

and Pickett, 1983; Duncan and Nelson, 1985; Speck, 1987) and 

the liking of the brand (Galb and Pickett, 1983; Gelb and 

Zinkhan, 1986; Duncan and Nelson, 1985). As reported in 

Weinberger and Gulas's study in 1992, 10 advertising studies 

and seven non-advertising studies indicated a positive effect 

of humor on liking and only two advertising and three non-

advertising studies reported neutral or mixed findings. No 
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studies reported in the study indicated a negative results. 

Therefore, it may be concluded that humor has a positive 

influence on liking. 

However, even humor can enhance liking, it is proved 

that humor cannot increase sales. In Madden and Weinberger's 

study in 1984, none of the samples cited that humor could 

achieve the purchase objective. They concluded that humor 

was generally not very effective in bringing about 

action/sales. 

6. Humor and recall. The evidence about the impact of 

humor on recall is mixed. Sutherland and Middleton (1983) 

reported that in 16 studies conducted from 1961 to 1981, 

three supported the impact of humor on recall, four indicated 

that humor harmed recall, and nine found out there was no 

significant effect. In the study on recall of humorous 

television commercials by three researchers (Murphy, 

Cunningham and Wilcox) in 1979, the findings suggested that 

the program environment had impacts on the recall of humorous 

commercials. It also suggested that the audience tended to 

remember the entertainment value of the ad itself and forget 

the product or service being advertised. In their study, 

overall ad recall was higher for humorous ads and the recall 

of the products and services promoted was much higher for 

non-humorous ads (Murphy, Cunningham, and Wilcox, 1979). 

However, in the study on the effect of humor on recall on the 

radio ads by Cantor and Venus (1980), the serious version of 
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the ad yielded significantly greater recall than the humorous 

version. 

Subsequent to the 1981 review by Sutherland and 

Middleton dealing with recall of humor, Duncan, Nelson, and 

Frontczak (1984) found that humor promoted message 

comprehension. The study findings indicated that even when 

attempted humor failed, it promoted recall as well as did a 

serious version of the same advertisement. By contrast, in 

1984, Madden and Weinberger gained the result that humor 

might harm recall and comprehension in general. And Gelb and 

Zinkhan (1986) also provided evidence that humor did not 

enhance recall in their study. 

In sum, there are conflicting results on the measurement 

of the effectiveness of humor ads. Weinberger and Gulas 

suggested that humor research had to examine the effect of 

humor across several executional factors: humor type, 

placement, audience factors and product factors. Among these 

factors, the humor type and product factors play an important 

role in determining the efficacy of a given humor treatment. 

Weinberger and Gulas made the following conclusions 

concerning the humor type and product type factors. The first 

is that humor types may affect humor response. Early work in 

this area by Speck (1987) indicated that different 

communication goals might best be addressed using different 

types of humor. However, differences in humor types have 
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largely been ignored by advertising researchers. Therefore, 

this is an area in need of much future research. 

Second, it is also suggested that the nature of the 

product affects the appropriateness of a humor treatment. 

Though humor is used with many types of products, its use is 

more successful with existing rather than new products. 

Humor also appears to be more appropriate for low involvement 

products and feeling-oriented products. 

To be more precise, the following sections individually 

discuss the findings in previous humorous research concerning 

the two factors. 

Humor Types 

Raskin's Three Humor Types 

Generally accepted definition of humor does not exist, 

therefore, the constructs of humor are categorized by 

researchers differently. Goldstein and McGhee (1972) placed 

all humor into three classifications: aggressive, sexual, or 

nonsense. Kelly and Solomon (1975) defined humorous ads 

according to seven technique dimensions: (1) a pun, (2) an 

understatement, (3) a joke, (4) something ludicrous, (5) 

satire, (6) irony, or (7) humorous intent. 

Kelly and Solomon's humor types only deal with humor 

content. Other researchers worked on the process of humor. 

For example. Speck (1991) stated that humor process was 

composed of distinct basic processes: arousal-safety, 
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incongruity-resolution, and humorous disparagement. These 

processes might act alone or combined into five humor types: 

(HPl) comic wit (incongruity resolution); (HP2) sentimental 

humor (arousal-safety); (HP3) satire (incongruity-resolution 

and humorous disparagement); (HP4) sentimental comedy 

(arousal-safety and incongruity-resolution); and (HP5) full 

comedy (arousal-safety, incongruity-resolution, and humorous 

disparagement). 

Alden, Hoyer, and Lee (1993) had introduced another 

approach to identify humor type. The researchers considered 

that humor was formed of incongruent contrasts. This 

hypothesis came from Script-Based Semantic Theory by Raskin 

(1985). In order to understand this approach, it is 

necessary to know the two following theories. 

Incongruity Theory 

Several researchers tried to find an explanation for 

humor—why was it funny and there were lots of theories 

dealing with humorous material. Incongruity theory is one of 

them. This theory points out that incongruity is the 

necessary element that elicits humor. Nerhardt (1976, 1977) 

argued that humor was "a consequence of the discrepancy 

between two mental representation," one of which was an 

expectation (presumably derived from, for example, the main 

body of a joke preceding the punch line) and the other was 

some other idea or perception (for example, as contained in 
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the punch line). Therefore, "the greater the divergence of a 

stimulus from expectation in one or more dimensions, the 

funnier the stimulus" (Suls, 1983, p. 41). However, Nerhardt 

(1970) suggested that the perception of incongruity must 

occur in the safe or nonthreatening environment. 

Incongruity-Resolution Theory 

Another theory related to the incongruity theory is the 

incongruity-resolution theory by Jones(1970), Shultz(1972), 

and Suls(1972). Simply stated, the theory proposed that 

humor results when the perceivers met with an incongruity and 

then was motivated to resolve the incongruity either by 

retrieving information in the joke or from their own 

storehouse of information (Sules, 1983). 

Taking the following joke for example: 

A group of kidnappers is arrested, tried, and 
sentenced to 15 years on a chain gang. But they 
escape, 12 of them chained together at the ankle, 
getting by the guards posing as an immense charm 
bracelet. (Sules, 1983, p. 42) 

In this joke, prisoners escaping by posing as a charm 

bracelet is the incongruous punch line. However, because 

they are chained together, the prisoners do in an odd way 

resemble a charm bracelet. Here is some fit between the 

incongruity and the other information in the joke. If there 

is a substitution that the prisoners escaped by posing as a 

fruit salad than this sentence is no more funny because it 

does not provide for any apparent resolution (Sules, 1983). 
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In summary, the incongruity theory points out that 

incongruity is an important element to produce humor and the 

incongruity-resolution theory suggests that perceivers would 

try to resolve the incongruity when confronting an 

incongruity. Now, to be more detailed, the following theory 

provides other elements within a humor message. 

Script-Based Semantic Theory 

Victor Raskin (1985) conducted script-based semantic 

theory which was a linguistic theory. He put a cognitive 

step into the perception of what is funny. To be more 

detailed, this theory assumes that "humor can be set up to 

match the intuitive ability people have to distinguish 

between funny and unfunny texts." According to Raskin, what 

is funny is "semantic simply because jokes are funny by 

virtue of what they mean" (1985, pp. 34-35). 

Raskin claimed his theory included presupposition, 

entailment and implicature which were introduced to describe 

how, "in any unfolding text, the stage is set for every 

sentence by the preceding sentence and every sentence sets 

the stage for the subsequent sentence" (1985, p. 35). He 

made an example—"John is Mary's brother" to explain. This 

sentence presupposes there is one John (a human, not a toilet 

"John") and one Mary (not "merry"). And it may imply an 

extra fact that Mary is John's sister. Or if John and Mary 

were members of a religious congregation or commune, the 
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sentence could also mean that John feels like Mary's brother 

in the Biblical sense of being one's "brother's keeper." 

This theory is combinatorial: "It calculates the meaning 

of each sentence on the basis of the meanings of the 

individual words and of the ways they are combined." And it 

would also relate a key word to other words and ideas, 

typical actions, time, place and other characteristics. For 

example, the word eat would present the most widely known 

information about eating: who eats, who eats what, cooking 

way, how frequency they eat and other pertinent information. 

As Raskin stated, "every word of a sentence evokes a script 

and the words of the same sentence frequently evoke the same 

script repeatedly" (1985, p. 36). All scripts evoked by 

personal word are combined to help understand the whole 

meaning of an sentence. At the same time, additional 

information is screened and stored to be applied to previous 

and subsequent sentences and also reflected against 

previously stored information (Machovec, 1988). 

"Script-based semantic theory looks for certain 

properties of meaning whose presence makes the text a joke" 

(Raskin, 1985, p.36). And "the text is a joke if it is 

compatible fully or in part with two distinct scripts and the 

two scripts are opposite in certain definite ways such as 

good-bad, sex-no sex, or real-unreal" (Raskin, 1985, p.36). 

In addition, there is a third element in most joke, "the 

trigger or punchline which switches the listener or reader 
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from one script to another creating the joke" (Raskin, 1985, 

p. 36) . This element usually contains ambiguity or 

contradiction. 

In the theory, compatibility between two different 

scripts is an important factor for a joke. Moreover, the two 

scripts must be opposite in a special sense. There are three 

contrast types mentioned in Raskin's theory: actual versus 

not actual, expected versus unexpected, and a possible or 

plausible situation versus an impossible or much less 

plausible situation. 

"Actual-not actual" type refers that one script is 

actual, real, normal and possible and the other one is non-

actual, unreal, abnormal and impossible. The following 

example is from Raskin: 

Male patient (in a soft bronchial whisper): Is the 
doctor in? 
Doctor's wife (young, pretty): No. Come in! (Raskin, 
1985, p.38) 

According to Raskin's analysis, doctors and lovers are 

the two scripts in this joke. The doctor script is actual 

and the lover script is not actual but it integrates all the 

words used, "the odd pieces fall neatly into place" to 

produce a "funny" effect (Raskin, 1985). 

The second contrast type is dealing with expected versus 

unexpected. For example, 

A doctor tells a woman, "Your husband must have 
absolute rest. Here is a sleeping tablet." "When do 
I give it to him?" the woman asks. "You don't," 
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explains the doctor, "You take it yourself." (Raskin, 
1985, p. 46) 

The contrast occurs among the action of the doctor who 

expectedly prescribes medication for an ill person versus 

unexpectedly prescribes for the healthy but gabby wife. The 

funny effect reveals in the contrast between the expected, 

care-giver role and the unexpected role of the talkative 

spouse. 

According to Raskin, the third contrast involves a 

possible or plausible situation versus an impossible or much 

less plausible situation. Here is an example: 

A five year old boy has lost his mother and is 
tearfully asking, "Have you seen a woman without a 
small boy—looking very much like me?" (Raskin, 1985, 
p. 46) 

In this joke, a lost little boy is possible; however, a 

mother who is walking around with a little boy who is lost is 

impossible. The funny point in this joke appears in the fact 

that the boy is making an obvious logical error. 

Raskin's theory can be interpreted within the 

incongruity resolution school of humor. First, according to 

the approach of incongruity resolution theory toward humor, 

the humor of Raskin's theory should proceed in a playful, 

non-threatening mode. Then two compatible contrasting 

scripts make the incongruity. And, a "trigger, obvious or 

implies" (such as a punchline) makes perceivers to resolve 

the incongruity by realizing the oppositeness of the 

situation (Alden and Hoyer, 1993). 
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According to the study of Alden, Hoyer and Lee (1993), 

coding results for humorous ads in four different cultures 

(Thailand, Korea, Germany, and the U.S.) support Raskin's 

script-based semantic theory. There are almost 60% of these 

humorous ads in the study containing at least one of the 

three contrasts presented by Raskin. Three specific types of 

contrasts (actual/not actual, expected/unexpected, and 

possible/impossible) are obviously identified in television 

advertising that is intended to be humorous among these 

countries. 

As shown in Table 1, 69% of humorous television ads (36 

out of 52 ads) in U.S. contain one or more incongruent 

contrasts. And among these ads, 7% contain actual/non-actual 

contrasts, 48% contain expected/unexpected contrasts, and 44% 

contain possible/impossible contrasts (see Table 2). 

According to previous research and Weinberger and 

Campbell's (1991) suggestion, the factor of humor types was 

very important to understand humor effects. Many researches 

had used the humor types distinguished by Speck's (1991) five 

humor types (HP1-HP5) to analyzes the effect of humor ads. 

However, according to the study of Alden, Hoyer and Lee 

(1993), the three contrasts present by Raskin are the main 

content used in humorous ads in U.S.. And little study had 

been conducted to understand whether these three types of 

humor would cause different advertising effects. In 

reviewing existing research, the only one study concerning 
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this issue was the research conducted by Alden and Hoyer in 

1993. 

The Research of Alden and Hoyer 

According to previous research dealing with the effects 

of using humor in advertising, it was suggested that the 

different types of humor might cause different effects. That 

is, the effectiveness of a humorous ad may be related to the 

structure of this ad. Before getting into this issue, it is 

necessary to understand how an information's structural 

characteristics contribute to audience evaluations. 

Mandler theorized that the process of responding to 

different levels of schema congruity could influence the 

valence and extremity of effective responses (Mandler, 1982). 

He hypothesized that schema congruity lead to favorable 

responses because people preferred objects to conform to 

their expectations. Therefore, whether an evaluation is 

relatively more favorable or more unfavorable is a function 

of how readily the processor can satisfactorily resolve the 

incongruity (Meyer-Levy and Tybout, 1989). 

Mandler also suggested that "moderate incongruities" 

could be resolved more successfully than "extreme 

incongruities." For example, a new product which is labeled 

as a "soft drink" but also is described as being" all 

natural" which is different from the general characteristics 

of a soft drink. The incongruity would be considered 
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moderate if it could be resolved without prompting a 

fundamental change in the perceivers' existing cognitive 

structure. It could be resolved via assimilation (e.g., "Oh, 

it's really just another soft drink"), subtyping (e.g., "It's 

a soft drink' but one that doesn't have the usual 

preservatives"), or activation of an alternative schema 

(e.g., "It's not really a soft drink; it's more of a fruit 

juice"). Moderate incongruities were regarded as 

"interesting and positively valued" (Mandler, 1982, p. 22), 

and would lead to positive response. By contrast, extreme 

incongruity is defined as incongruity that cannot be resolved 

or can be resolved only if fundamental changes are made in 

the existing cognitive structure (e.g., redefining the basic 

soft drink schema). This kind of incongruities easily lead 

to frustration and thus may elicit negative evaluations. 

Following Mandler's theory, Meyers-Levy and Tybout 

(1989) tested the evaluative effects of moderate differences 

or "incongruities" between new product information and 

information for the overall product category cued from 

memory. They did three experiments to support Mandler's 

(1982) hypothesis that the very process of responding to 

(in)congruity might contribute to product evaluation (Meyers-

Levy and Tybout, 1989). 

Incongruity, as Meyer-Levy and Tybout explained in their 

study, referred to the structural correspondence which was 

achieved between the entire configuration of attribute 
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relations associated with an object and the configuration 

specified by the schema (Meyer-Levy and Tybout, 1989). 

Within the new product context examined, it is confirmed that 

moderate schema incongruity enhances more favorable 

evaluation than extreme schema incongruity. That is, the 

moderate incongruity from expectations increases favorable 

evaluations of new product information much more than 

congruity or extreme incongruity does. 

By using this approach referred to as cognitive 

structure analysis, the researchers attempted to understand 

what makes television advertising more or less humorous 

(Alden and Hoyer, 1993). 

In the study of Alden and Hoyer in 1993, television ads 

were examined as to why certain types of advertisements 

intended to be humorous were not successful. The researchers 

analyzed the ads' structural characteristics and examined how 

these factors related to consumer evaluations of its 

humorousness by using Meyers-Levy and Tybout's approach. 

They also tried to test the applicability of the three 

contrasts (actual/non-actual, expected/unexpected, and 

possible/impossible) in Raskin's theory. For these reasons, 

Alden and Hoyer extend the current literature in two ways. 

First, they "determine whether the mere presence of a Raskin-

type contrast is associated with more or less humorous 

television advertising" (Alden and Hoyer, 1993, p. 32) . 

There are other means to display humor in advertising such as 
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arousal-safety mentioned in Speck's (1991) study. Moreover, 

there also may be some other types of contrasts not included 

in Raskin's types. Therefore, the researchers put other 

factors such as playfulness(Suls, 1983), other types of humor 

(Speck, 1991) and other contrast types not identified in 

Raskin's theory into their study. 

Second, their study examined "differences in the 

humorousness and content of ads that feature different Raskin 

contrasts" (Alden and Hoyer, 1993, p. 32). In Alden and 

Hoyer's study, expected/unexpected and possible/impossible 

contrasts were used to compare the differences. And related 

research suggested that there might be some relationship 

between perceived humorousness and the use of these two types 

of humor. As Meyers-Levy and Tybout mentioned in their 

study, moderate incongruity produced more effective responses 

than low or extreme incongruity. And according to Sule's 

(1983) statement, moderate incongruity has been hypothesized 

as more likely to be perceived as humorous than low or 

extreme incongruity. Therefore, it could be predicted that 

higher perceptions of humorousness will be associated with 

one of Raskin's contrasts, while lower perceptions of 

humorousness will be related to another type of humor. The 

expected/unexpected contrasts are defined as the deviations 

from everyday reality that are abnormal but not impossible 

and the possible/impossible contrasts are defined as the 

contrasts which would not occur within everyday reality. 
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Therefore, expected/unexpected contrasts may be considered as 

slightly to moderately incongruent and possible/impossible 

may be seen as moderately to extremely incongruent. This may 

result that using expected/unexpected contrasts ads are more 

likely to be perceived as humorous than using possible/ 

impossible contrasts ads (Alden and Hoyer, 1993). 

In addition, Alden and Hoyer also examined the 

relationships between perceived humor and the type of product 

featured in the advertisement. They divided products into 

three types: pleasure/function products, high/low involvement 

products and durable, non-durable, versus durable and service 

products. 

The researchers sampled 4 97 national brand TV ads from 

three of the four major American networks (ABC, NBC and CBS) 

and narrowed them into the kind of ads that intended to be 

humorous. Among these 497 ads, there were fifty-two ads 

judged as intending to be humorous. Then three new coders 

evaluated the 52 ads according to a standard coding form. 

The coders were asked to indicate whether the ad contained 

any of the contrasts specified by Raskin (1985) and then 

determined which contrasts contained in each ad. If more 

than one contrasts occurred in the ad, the coders would be 

asked to decide which one is the main contrast. 

In addition, in order to investigate the relationship 

between contrasts usage and products feature, coders also 

categorized the product feature in each ad into three 
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classification systems: (1) high/low involvement products; 

(2) approach non-durable, avoidance non-durable, and durable 

or service products; (3) pleasure-oriented or function-

oriented products. 

Finally, the 52 ads were shown to three different groups 

of subjects to rate the "humorousness." The subjects used a 

7-point scale to show the individual response toward these 

ads and to decide which one was funny/humorous. This process 

was to get an individual's feeling about the 52 intended 

humor ads. 

According to the results, there were no significant 

relationships between perceived humor and product types. 

Thus, whether products featured in the ad were pleasure-

oriented or function-oriented, high or low involvement, or 

approach, avoidance, durable or service made no difference in 

the ad's perceived humorousness. 

Other results indicated that there were likely to be 

several factors in addition to Raskin's (1985) cognitive 

structures that were capable of creating humor. In addition, 

it was found that there were relationships between the 

presence of an expected/unexpected versus a possible/ 

impossible contrast and perceived humorousness. The mean 

humor rating for ads with the expected/unexpected contrasts 

was higher than the mean for ads with the possible/impossible 

contrasts. According to these results, the researchers 

suggested that the type of cognitive structure within an ad 
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might play an important role in determining consumer 

perceptions of humorousness (Alden and Hoyer, 1993). The 

contrast appearance in ads was very important for being 

considered humorous. And the study also indicated that using 

expected/unexpected contrasts would achieve successful 

humorousness more easily than possible/impossible contrasts. 

As a result, the conclusion might indicate that 

expected/unexpected surprise was more moderated than 

possible/impossible contrasts and that expected/unexpected 

surprise might be considered more humorous than possible/ 

impossible. 

In sum, although humor is a commonly used communication 

tool in American advertising, it is not a magic wand that 

assures more successful advertising. Therefore, it is 

important to know that humor can be appropriate and effective 

in some situations and not in others (Weinberger and Gulas, 

1992) . For example, the different humor types may influence 

the effectiveness of advertising. In the research of Alden 

and Hoyer, it is suggested that ads employing the 

expected/unexpected contrast may be generally perceived as 

more humorous than those employing the possible/impossible 

contrast. 

It is not supported by Alden and Hoyer that different 

types of products are also the important factors affecting 

response. However, as noted in Weinberger and Gulas's study, 

the nature of the product would also affect the 
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appropriateness of a humor treatment (for example, humor 

appears to be more appropriate for low involvement products 

and feeling-oriented products). Therefore, in this study, it 

is necessary to control the variable of product types. 

Product Types 

Weinberger and Gulas (1992) suggested that product types 

might affect the appropriateness of a humor treatment. 

Advertising executives surveyed believed that low-involvement 

products such as consumer non-durables were best suited for 

humorous ad treatments (Madden and Weinberger, 1984). The 

usage of humor bears evidence of this belief. Weinberger and 

Campbell (1991) conducted an analysis of over 1600 radio ads. 

They presented the incidence and impact of the use of 

humorous radio advertising examined across product types and 

found significant variation in humor application across four 

cells of the FCB product grid (high-involvement/thinking, 

high-involvement/feeling, low-involvement/thinking, and low-

involvement/feeling products). In the cell of high-

involvement/feeling products (fashion clothes, perfume, 

etc.), only 10.0% of all commercials were humorous in nature. 

This is contrasted with the low-involvement/feeling products 

(snake foods, beer, etc.) cell where 39.6% of the ads were 

humorous. More importantly, the impact of humor also appears 

to differ across the cells of the FCB matrix. Weinberger and 

Campbell (1991) found that related humor, when used in high-
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involvement/feeling products, resulted in significantly 

higher recall scores than either unrelated in significantly 

higher recall scores than either unrelated humor or no humor 

Conversely, no humor appeared to be the most effective 

executional tactic for high-involvement/thinking products. 

In sum, the effectiveness of using humor in ads may be 

influenced by some executional factors, especially by humor 

type and product type. For humor type, Alden and Hoyer 

(1993) proved that the humor types might have relationship 

with humor perceive (expected/unexpected humor ads were 

perceived more humorous than possible/impossible humor ads). 

And for product types, Weinberger and Campbell (1991) stated 

that low-involvement products might be well suited for 

humorous treatment. However, none of the previous research 

concerned the relationship between the two factors. 

According to this, the following research questions were 

provided. 

Research Questions 

Based on the literature review, researchers believed 

that the product types and humor types would influence humor 

response and advertising effects. Before getting to the 

issue, there is a need to study the relationships between 

these two factors. However, none of the previous research 

concerned this topic. Thus, this study was designed to 

answer the following questions: 
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Ql: What is the incidence of humor in TV commercials? 

Q2: How often do the three humor types identified by 

script-based semantic theory (Raskin, 1985) appear 

in TV commercials? 

Q3: Do product types vary among humor versus non-humor 

ads? 

Q4: What is the incidence of humor types in television 

advertising examined across product types? 
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Table 1 

Number of Ads with Any of Three Contrasts by Country 

U.S. 

Germany 

Thailand 

Koera 

Any of 
contras 

n 

36 

44 

42 

29 

three 
>ts present 

% 

69 

92 

82 

57 

No contrast 

n 

16 

4 

9 

22 

P̂  resent 

% 

31 

8 

18 

43 

Total 

52 

48 

51 

51 

Adapted from Dana L. Alden, Wayne D. Hoyer, & Choi Lee, 
^'Identifying Global and Culture-Specific Dimensions of Humor 
in Advertising: A Multinational Analysis," 1993. 

Table 2 

Types of Humor Contrasts Used in U.S. Ads 

Types of Humor n 
Contrasts 

Actual/Non-actual 4 7 

Expected/Unexpected 2 6 4 8 

Possible/Impossible 24 44 

Total number of three constrasts: 54 

Adapted from Dana L. Alden, Wayne D. Hoyer, & Choi Lee, 
"Identifying Global and Culture- Specific Dimensions of Humor 
in Advertising: A Multinational Analysis," 1993. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

This study investigated the use of humor for different 

product types in television commercials. In order to answer 

the proposed research questions, content analysis was 

administered. 

Content analysis is an important research tool used in 

consumer research. As Kassarjian (1977) mentioned in the 

article titled as "Content Analysis in Consumer Research," 

content analysis was the study of the message itself, and not 

the communicator or the audience. The method which is a 

systematic technique for analyzing message content and 

message handling is a tool for observing and analyzing the 

overt communication behavior of selected communicators (Budd, 

Thorp, and Donohew, 1967). More than that, Berelson (1952) 

also argued that content analysis had the characteristics of 

objectivity, systematization and quantification. 

According to Holsti (1969), content analysis was likely 

to be especially appropriate for the following research 

problems. First, it may prove useful when data accessibility 

is a problem and the researcher's data are limited to 

documentary evidence or under conditions when subjects can no 

longer be easily located. Moreover, content analysis can be 

helpful when objective systematic evaluation of material is 

needed that is too voluminous for a single investigator 
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(Kassarjian, 1977). in this study, little research provides 

the information about the incidence of different humor types 

in ads across product types. To examine this topic in 

television commercials, the volume of material may well 

exceed the investigator's ability. Therefore, content 

analysis is the best way to do this research. 

For this study, content analysis calls for the 

occupations of humor ads in TV commercials,, the frequency of 

occurrence of three humor types in humorous ads, and the 

categorization of product types in the three types of 

humorous ads. 

Variables 

Alden, Hoyer and Lee (1993) stated that Raskin's (1985) 

hypothesized contrasts (actual/non-actual, 

expected/unexpected and possible/impossible) were likely to 

be present in advertising that was intended to be humorous. 

Therefore, the three contrasts defined by Raskin seems to be 

appropriate to be presented as the different humor types. 

For product types, it is well accepted that consumer decision 

making can vary widely between products and that marketing 

and advertising efforts need to be adjusted to reflect the 

uniqueness inherent in decision-making situation. To account 

for such contingencies and to provide a conceptual framework 

to help guide strategy planning, Vaughn (1980, 1986) and 

others (Berger, 1981) developed a planning model for use by 
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Foote, Cone and Belding (FCB). The model was named as the 

FCB planning matrix. 

Classification of Product Types 

To analyze product types, the product categories used in 

this study were classified according to FCB planning matrix 

which was developed by Vaughn (1980, 1986) and Berger (1981). 

The FCB matrix cross-classifies product decision-making 

situations along two dimensions, one being high/low 

involvement and the other thinking/feeling (Weinberger and 

Campbell, 1991). Previous research supported the assumption 

that the FCB provided a reasonable means to classify products 

(Zaichkowsky, 1987; Ratchford, 1987; Vaughn, 1986; Weinberger 

and Spotts, 1989). Products are classified into four cells 

according to the FCB planning model (see Figure 2): high-

involvement/thinking products (Cell 1), high-involvement/ 

feeling products (Cell 2), low-involvement/thinking products 

(Cell 3) and low-involvement/feeling products (Cell 4). The 

following is the definition of these four cells. 

High-involvement/Thinking Product Categories 

Cell 1 consists of thinking and high involvement. It 

emphasizes rationality as characterized by economic motives 

and would typically include large appliances and insurance 

among other products (Weinberger and Campbell, 1991). 

According to this definition, products of Cell 1 include 
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cars, trucks, insurance, bank loans, business machines, and 

business services. 

High-involvement/Feelinq Product Categories 

Feeling and high involvement distinguish Cell 2. It is 

best associated with high-priced and infrequently purchased 

products. Furthermore, this type of product also emphasizes 

items of personal taste. Therefore, products of Cell 2 

include hair coloring, fragrance, grooming aids, medicated 

skin products, jeans, and sportswear. 

Low-involvement/Thinking Product Categories 

For Cell 3, low-priced and frequently purchased goods 

with the consideration of practicability are perceived as the 

low-involvement/thinking products. It includes feminine 

hygiene, mouthwash, toothpaste, deodorant, analgesics, 

stomach remedy, antiseptics, vitamins, cold medicine, other 

medicines, cereal, prepared foods, other clothes, gas/oil, 

detergent, bleach, cleaners, and paint/hardware. 

Low-involvement/Feeling Product Categories 

The low involvement and feeling dimensions make up Cell 

4. It is defined as low-priced and frequently purchased 

goods. It also is reserved for items of personal taste, 

"life's little pleasures," such as alcohol, cigarettes, and 
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candy. Products of this cell include beer, wine, soda, gum, 

hard candy, coffee, snack food, and candy. 

Classification of Humor Types 

As mentioned before, humor types were classified by 

different researchers using different dimensions. In this 

study, the means to identify humor types is drawn from the 

script-based semantic theory by Raskin (1985). Raskin 

suggests a script-based semantic theory, "a linguistic theory 

which interposes a cognitive step in the perception of what's 

funny" (Machovec, 1988, p. 92). This theory states that a 

verbal or written communication is considered a joke when the 

"text...is compatible fully with two distinct scripts and the 

two scripts are opposite in certain definite ways such as 

good-bad, sex-no sex, or real-unreal." The third element, 

the punchline, "switches the listener from one script to 

another creating the joke" (Raskin, 1985, pp. 34-35). Thus, 

according to Raskin, the main hypothesis on which this 

approach is based is as following. 

A text can be characterized as a single-joke-carrying 

text if both of the following conditions are satisfied. 

i. The text is compatible, fully or in part, with two 
different scripts, 

ii. The two scripts with which the text is compatible 

are opposite. (Raskin, 1985, p. 99) 

According to this hypothesis, therefore, the set of two 

conditions is proposed as the necessary and sufficient 
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conditions for a text to be funny. And the two scripts with 

which some text is compatible may overlap fully or in part on 

the text. 

Following this definition, humor is categorized into 

three types: (1) actual/non-actual, (2) expected/unexpected, 

and (3) possible/impossible. 

In Raskin's humor theory, compatibility between two 

different scripts is one important requirement for a joke. 

The two scripts must also be opposite in a special sense. 

For the first type of humor, actual/non-actual, it clearly 

distinguishes between the actual situation in which the joke 

is set, and a non-actual, non-existing situation which is not 

compatible with the actual setting of the joke. The 

opposition involves the contrast between existing and 

nonexisting objects and evokes funny. 

The second type introduces the normal, expected state of 

affairs and opposes it to the abnormal, unexpected state of 

affairs. Thus, for the expected/unexpected type of humor, 

the contrast involves the normal or expected action versus 

abnormal or unexpected prescription. And, playfulness in a 

joke is captured in the contrast between the expected and 

unexpected role. 

The third contrast distinguishes between a possible, 

plausible situation and a fully or partially impossible or 

much less plausible situation. The playfulness of the joke 
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of the third type of humor is evoked by the opposition of the 

contrast between possible and impossible. 

Sampling and Procedures 

Sampling Ads in the United States 

Convenient samples of national brand TV ads shown on 

four major networks (NBC, CBS, ABC and Fox) in the United 

States were collected. Local advertising and duplications of 

national brand ads were eliminated. 

Sampling was conducted for five days (Monday to Friday) 

in October 1994. On each day, each national networks was 

recorded from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.. All commercials were 

then logged. And all duplicate and local brand ads were 

eliminated, leaving a total of 421 ads for analysis. 

Humorous Ads Identification 

First, all ads were judged by three coders to indicate 

whether the ad was humorous. Following Weinberger and Spotts 

(1989, p. 40), coders were not asked to judge whether they 

personally felt the ad was humorous; instead, the humorous 

intent of the ad was coded in an effort to reduce 

subjectivity. Using a yes/no questionnaire, coders did not 

judge how funny each ad was, but only whether humor was 

intended. At this stage, an ad was judged to contain 

intended humor when all three coders agreed. 
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In-Depth Coding Procedures 

In the following stage, the three coders were asked to 

categorize the product featured in each ad. They were asked 

to use the four cells presented in the FCB planning model 

(high-involvement/thinking, high involvement/feeling, low-

involvement/thinking and low-involvement/feeling) to identify 

product types. 

Then, the three coders used a standard coding form to 

evaluate intended humor ads. Coders were asked to view the 

ads two to three times and then independently evaluated the 

ads. Subsequent viewing was allowed when coders had 

questions about the ad's content, style, or some other 

aspect. The coding forms took 10 to 15 minutes to complete 

for each ad. First, coders were asked to indicate (yes/no) 

whether the ad contained any of the contrasts such as those 

specified by Raskin (1985)—Actual/non-actual, expected/ 

unexpected, or possible/fully or partially possible. Second, 

coders were asked to determine which specific contrasts were 

present in the ad. In addition, when more than one contrast 

was identified in the ad, coders were asked to determine 

which contrast was most emphasized (i.e., the main type). 

And all the disagreements were resolved among the coders with 

the investigator casting a tie-breaking vote if necessary. 

Reliability is one of the distinguishing characteristics 

of content analysis (Kassarjian, 1977). It provides that the 

data obtained are independent of the measuring event, 
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instrument, or person (Kaplan and Goldsen, 1949). To 

determine the intercoder reliability of this study, a 

commonly used measure of reliability is the ratio of coding 

agreements to the total number of coding decisions 

(Kassarjian, 1977). Thus, the intercoder reliability of this 

study was to take a ratio of all coding agreements to the 

data, number of coding decisions made by all judges. The 

formula is: 

3M 
Reliability = 

N̂  + N2 -f N3 

where M is the number of coding decisions on which three 

coders agree, and Ni, N2 and N3 refer to the total number of 

coding decisions by the first, second and third coder, 

respectively. 

Generally, the reported reliability in the literature is 

extremely high. Kassarjian (1977) reported that researchers 

could be satisfied with coefficients of reliability above 

85%. In this study, the reliability coefficient for measures 

of the humorous intent was 92%. One hundred percent greement 

was achieved for product category identification and 90% 

agreement was achieved for particular humorous devices. In 

sum, all the figures of intercoder reliability fell into the 

ideal range (85%-100%) suggested by Kassarjian. 
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Statistical Analyses 

For the statistical analysis, this study called for a 

measurement of the incidence of the use of humor in 

television ads. For this purpose, the typical statistical 

method used in such case was to analyze the frequency. By 

the way, the chi-square test was used to examine the 

relationship between the use of humor versus product types. 

Chi-square tests also were used to learn if there is 

difference in the incidence among the use of different humor 

types across different product types. 

The SAS statistical computer program was used to analyze 

data to see if the results of analysis were at significance 

level. The calculation of the chi-square test was based on 

the difference between the frequency observed from the sample 

and the frequency theoretically from null hypothesis. 
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Low 

Thinking 

Cell 1 

Cell 3 

Feeling 
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Figure 2. The FCB Planning Matrix 

Product 
Cell 1: 
Cell 2: 
Cell 3: 
Cell 4: 

Types: 
High-involvement/Thinking products 
High-involvement/Feeling products 
Low-involvement/Thinking products 
Low-involvement/Feeling products 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

As noted earlier, all the commercials were coded by 

three judges independently for product classification, 

humorous intent, and type of humor. The final sample 

contained 421 TV commercials coded by the three coders. 

Among the 421 (33.3%) advertisements, there were 140 ads 

associated with high-involvement/thinking products (Cell 1), 

36 (8.6%) ads associated with high-involvement/feeling 

products (Cell 2), 175 (41.6) ads associated with low-

involvement/thinking products (Cell 3), and 70 (16.6%) ads 

associated with low-involvement/feeling ads (Cell 4) (see 

Table 3). 

The product categories of the four dimension were 

classified according to the FCB model developed by Vaughn 

(1980, 1986) and Berger (1981). In this study, high-

involvement/thinking products (Cell 1) included cars, trucks, 

home furnishings, television set, wash/dryer, computers, air 

travel, credit card, insurance, bank loans, tires and car 

batteries, and other electric ranges. High-involvement/ 

feeling products (Cell 2) included jewelry, hair coloring, 

fragrance, wallpaper, family/steak restaurant, jeans, china, 

eye glasses, toy, and cosmetics. For low-

involvement/thinking products (Cell 3), it included prepared 

food, salad oil, gas-oil, cold medicine, vitamins, stomach 
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remedy, deodorant, analgesics, antiseptics, mouthwash, 

toothpaste, feminine hygiene, household products, laundry 

products, personal care products, regular shampoo, paper 

towels, razor, regular battery, and dog food. In the 

dimension of low-involvement/feeling products (Cell 4), it 

included coffee, tea, snack food, fast food, beer, soft 

drinks, cigarettes, candy, and gum. 

Data Analysis 

Incidence of Humor 

For determining the humorous intent, the judges were not 

asked to indicate whether they personally perceived the 

advertisements to be humorous. Instead, the humorous intent 

of the ads was coded by judges to reduce subjectivity. 

According to the results of this study, there were 143 

humorous ads (34%) and 278 non-humorous ads (66%) among the 

421 commercials (see Table 4). 

Question three was intended to find whether product 

types will vary among humorous versus non-humorous ads. In 

this study, a chi-square test was used to examine the 

relationship of the incidence of humor and the nature of 

products. The results of chi-square analysis are presented 

in Table 5. It shows that there is significant difference 

between humorous incidence and product types (X =15.448, 

df=3, p<.001). As seen in Figure 3, it is noted that the 

incidence of humor varies significantly in low-
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involvement/feeling product categories (n=38, 54.29%). For 

humorous incidence of high-involvement/thinking product cell 

(n=39, 27.86%), high-involvement/feeling product cell (n=10, 

27.78%) and low-involvement/thinking product cell (n=56, 

32.00%), the percentages are all lower than non-humorous ads. 

Only Cell 4 (low-involvement/feeling products) has a higher 

incidence of a use of humor than the non-humorous ads. This 

was consistent with the result of Weinberger and Spotts's 

research in 1989 in which the highest incidence of humorous 

ads was found in Cell 4. 

In the research of Weinberger and Spotts in 1989, the 

researchers analyzed the use of humor in U.S. and U.K. 

television advertising, and they found that no humorous ads 

presented for products in FCB Cell 2 (high-involvement/ 

feeling products). In the study by Weinberger and Campbell 

in 1991, the humor usage for ads in Cell 2 also had the 

lowest percentage (10.0%). The data presented in this study 

were not obvious enough to support the results of the 

previous studies. However, according to the percentages 

presented in Figure 3, the lowest percentage of using humor 

in ads was still found in the high-involvement/feeling 

product cell (27.78%) . 

In addition, Weinberger and Campbell (1991) found in 

their study that there was a dramatic distinction revealed in 

the application of humor between ads for high- and low-

involvement products. They found that within the FCB matrix, 
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the incidence of humor v̂ r-î iH r,-; -JT-
xiumor varied significantly from a low of 

14.3% and 10.0% in Cell«; '^ ar̂ n o /u- i. • 
«̂ eiis J and 2 (high involvement) to a high 

of 35.2% and 39.6% in Cells 3 and 4 (low involvement). Using 

chi-square test. Table 6 indicates that a significant 

difference is found among high- and low-involvement products 

by humor versus non-humor frequency (x2=5.119, df=l, p<.05). 

As shown in Figure 3, the percentage of using humor for low-

involvement product ads (Cell 3: 32.00% versus Cell 4: 

54.29%) is higher than the high-involvement product ads (Cell 

1: 27.86% versus Cell 2: 27.78%). Again, this result is also 

consistent with the findings of Weinberger and Campbell's 

research in 1991. 

Humor Types 

Question two of this study was to analyze the incidence 

of the three contrasts identified by Raskin appearing in TV 

commercials. For each ad judged to be humorous (n=143), 

coders used a yes/no response to indicate whether the 

humorous ad contained any of the three types of humor 

identified by Raskin (actual/non-actual, expected/unexpected 

and possible/impossible) . Table 7 shows that there are 122 

humorous ads with any of three contrasts (85.3%) and 21 

humorous with other types of humor (14.7%). 

As mentioned before, Alden, Hoyer and Lee (1993) found 

all three of Raskin's contrast types were present in the 

advertising that was intended to be humorous in four 
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countries: Thailand, Korea, Germany and the United States. 

In all four samples, very few actual/non-actual contrasts 

were detected. Furthermore, in three of the four countries, 

the percentages of expected/unexpected contrasts and 

possible/impossible contrasts were fairly similar. Looking 

specifically at the United States data, only 7% contained 

actual/non-actual contrasts as the main contrast type. And, 

there were 48% and 44% of humorous ads featured 

expected/unexpected and possible/impossible contrasts, 

respectively (Alden and Hoyer, 1993). According to the data 

analyzed in this study, there were 16 ads using actual/non-

actual contrast (13.1%), 63 ads using expected/unexpected 

contrast (51.6%), and 43 ads using possible/impossible 

contrast (35.3%) among the 122 humorous ads containing any of 

three contrasts (Table 8). As expected, these data suggest 

that expected/unexpected contrast is the most popular, 

followed by possible/impossible contrast and actual/non-

actual contrast, respectively. 

It was suggested by McCullough and Taylor (1993) that 

particular humor types might be used for the ads of certain 

products. For example, aggressive humor was more likely to 

appear in ads for computers, insurance, and mining. The same 

finding emerged in the current study. The chi-square test 

result indicated there was a significant difference in 

incidence of the product types by the humor types (x2=12.574, 

df=6, p<.05) . 
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Question four concerned the incidence of three humor 

types in TV advertising examined across product types. The 

specific types of contrasts theorized by Raskin were 

identified in all four types of products (see Table 9) . It 

is notable that there is relatively little variation in the 

proportion of actual/non-actual contrasts across product 

categories. In all four product categories, only 17% or 

fewer of the contrasts were found to be actual/non-actual. 

That is, very few actual/non-actual contrasts were identified 

as the main contrast type in each product category. 

Interestingly, the percentages of expected/unexpected and 

possible/impossible contrasts were consistent among the first 

three cells (high-involvement/thinking, high-involvement/ 

feeling, and low-involvement/thinking product cells). For 

the first three cells, the percentages of using 

expected/unexpected contrasts in humorous ads (64.5%, 66.7% 

and 54.3%, respectively) were higher than the ads using 

possible/impossible contrasts (25.8%, 22.2% and 28.3%, 

respectively) (see Figure 4). However, there is a different 

finding for low-involvement/feeling products (Cell 4). The 

percentage of presenting possible/impossible contrasts in ads 

for Cell 4 (55.6%) is higher than the percentage of 

expected/unexpected contrasts (33.3). That is, the humorous 

ads for low-involvement/feeling products are likely to 

portray possible/impossible contrast as the main humor type. 
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Summary of Findings 

The results from analyzing this current sample are 

presented in Figure 5. According to the results, the first 

finding in this study indicates that humor incidence may be 

different across product types in television advertising. Of 

the sample, 34% (143 ads) were judged to be humorous. Ads 

for high-involvement/thinking, high-involvement/feeling and 

low-involvement/thinking products emerged with more nonhumor 

appeals than humor appeals. However, humor incidence in low-

involvement/feeling product categories was different from the 

other three product types. The percentage of humorous ads 

for low-involvement/feeling products (n=38, 54.29%) was 

slightly higher than the non-humorous ads (n=32, 45.71%) (see 

Figure 3). 

Second, as suggested by Alden, Hoyer and Lee (1993), all 

three of Raskin's contrast types were present in advertising 

that was intended to be humorous. In this study, 85% of the 

humorous ads contained at least one of the three contrasts 

(Table 7) . Of these, 13% contained actual/non-actual 

contrasts as the main humor type, while 52% and 35% featured 

expected/unexpected and possible/impossible contrasts, 

respectively. 

Moreover, it was found that there were some differences 

among the usage of different types of humor across different 

product types. In the first three product cells, the 

distributions for the three humor contrasts were fairly 
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similar (Figure 5) . Most of the humorous ads in the first 

three product cells tended to use expected/unexpected 

contrasts as the main humor type. For the low-involvement/ 

feeling products, the ads which were intended to be humorous 

submitted the highest percentages, using possible/ impossible 

contrasts as the main humor type. It may suggest that the 

humorous ads of using possible/impossible contrasts are 

suitable for low-involvement/feeling products. 

56 



Table 3 

Distribution of Product Categories 

Product Categories n 

Cell 1^ 140 

Cell 2^ 36 

33.3 

8.6 

Cell 3C 175 41.6 

Cell 4^ 70 16.6 

Total 421 100.0 

^High-involvement/thinking products: cars, trucks, home 
furnishings, television set, computers, air travel, credit 
card, insurance, bank loans, tires and car batteries, and 
other electric ranges. 

^High-involvement/feeling products: jewelry, hair coloring, 
fragrance, family/steak restaurant, jeans, china, eye 
glasses, toy, and cosmetics. 

*^Low-involvement/thinking products: prepared food, gas-oil, 
cold medicine, vitamins, stomach remedy, deodorant, 
analgesics, antiseptics, mouthwash, toothpaste, feminine 
hygiene, household products, laundry products, regular 
shampoo, paper towels, razor, regular battery, and dog 
food. 

^Low-involvement/feeling products: coffee, tea, snack food, 
fast food, beer, soft drinks, cigarettes, candy, and gum. 
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Table 4 

Incidence of Humorous Ads versus Non-humorous Ads 

Humorous Intent 

Non-humorous Ads 

Humorous Ads 

Total 

n 

278 

143 

421 

% 

6 6 . 0 

3 4 . 0 

100 

Table 5 

Comparison of Humor Usage by Product Categories 

Product Categories Frequency 
Non-humor Humor 

Cell 1 101 39 

Cell 2 26 10 

Cell 3 119 56 

Cell 4 32 38 

Total 278 143 

X2=15.448, df=3, p=.001 
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Table 6 

Comparison of Using Humor for High-involvement Product 
Ads versus Low-involvement Product Ads 

Product Categories Frequency 
Non-Humor Humor 

High-involvement^ 127 49 

Low-involvement^ 151 94 

Total 278 143 

x2=5.119, df=l, p=.024 

^The high-involvement product categories includes the 
products in FCB Cell 1 and Cell 2. 

^The low-involvement product categories includes the 
products in FCB Cell 3 and Cell 4. 
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Table 7 

Frequency of the Humorous Ads Containing Any of Three Humor 
Types 

Whether the ads contain any n % 
of the three humor types? 

Yes 

No 

Total 

122 

21 

143 

85.3 

14.7 

100.0 

Table 8 

Incidence of Three Humor Types among Ads Judged to be 
Humorous 

Humor Types 

Actual/Non-actual 

Expected/Unexpected 

Possible/Impossible 

Total 

n 

16 

63 

43 

122 

% 

13.1 

51.6 

35.3 

100.0 
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Table 9 

Comparison of Product Types by Humor Types 

Product 

Cell 1 

Cell 2 

Cell 3 

Cell 4 

Total 

Cat 

x2=12.574. 

egories 

df= = 6, P=. ,05 

HT 1 

3 

1 

8 

4 

16 

Fr equency 
HT 2 

20 

6 

25 

12 

63 

HT 3 

8 

2 

13 

20 

43 

Humor Types: 
HT 1: Actual/Non-actual 
HT 2: Expected/Unexpected 
HT 3: Possible/Impossible 
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No Humor X 

/ 

/ Humor 

High 

Low 

Thinking 

n=101 / 
(72.14%) / 

Cell 1 

/ n=39 
/ (27.86%) 

n=119 / 
(68.00%) / 

Cell 3 

/ n=56 
/ (32.00%) 

Feeling 

n=2 6 / 
(72.22%)/ 

Cell 2 

/ n=10 
/ (27.78%) 

n=32 / 
(45.71%) / 

Cell 4 

/ n=38 
/ (54.29%) 

Figure 3: Frequency of TV Ads with and without Humor Within 
the FCB Planning Matrix 
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Figure 4: Frequency of Three Humor Types Accross Four Product 
Types 

Sample Size = 122 
Humor Types: 
HT 1: Actual/Non-actual 
HT 2: Expected/Unexpected 
HT 3: Possible/Impossible 
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Figure 5: Frequency of Humor Usage Within the FCB Planning 
Matrix (According to Different Humor Types) 

Sample Size = 421 
Humor Types: 
HT 1: Actual/Non-actual 
HT 2: Expected/Unexpected 
HT 3: Possible/Impossible 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was to examine the nature and 

content of humorous ads on television across the nature of 

the products. As noted p;̂ riicir- ^̂ -̂̂ ^ 
iiuLtiu earner, there was previous research 

on humorous advertising examining various correlates 

associated with the use of this message factor. One of the 

findings was that using humor in ads may be more appropriate 

for some products. For example. Madden and Weinberger 

suggested that consumer nondurables and business services 

were well-suited to the use of humor. Thus, the first goal 

of this study was to analyze the use of humor in television 

advertising across product types. The Foote, Cone and 

Belding (FCB) planning matrix was used to identify product 

types in this study (high-involvement/thinking, high-

involvement/feeling, low-involvement/thinking and low-

involvement/feeling) . In reference to this, Weinberger and 

Spotts (1989) did a similar study which examined humor usage 

in U.S. versus U.K. TV commercials by using FCB model. They 

stated that humor was most often used with low-

involvement/feeling products and least often used with high-

involvement/feeling and thinking products. As expected, the 

results of this study were consistent with their findings. 

The second goal of this study was to examine the 

incidence of humor types in TV advertising across product 
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types. The humor types were identified according to script-

based semantic theory by Raskin (1985) into three contrasts: 

actual/non-actual, expected/unexpected and possible/ 

impossible. The study by Alden, Hoyer and Lee (1993) 

suggested that the three contrasts were likely to be 

presenting advertising that was intended to be humorous. 

However, no studies could provide any information about the 

incidence of the three humor types across product types. The 

results of this study might contribute to the knowledge 

concerning this topic. It was also found that there were 

different usages of humor types across product types. 

The preceding chapters have detailed the related theory 

and literature, the methodology employed in the study, and 

the results of the analysis. The present chapter provides a 

discussion of the findings in two sections: (1) incidence of 

humor and (2) humor types. 

Implications of the Findings 

Incidence of Humor 

1. Humor is a popular message element in TV ads. One 

hundred forty-three ads (34% of the sample) were judged to be 

humorous. The incidence of humor is slightly higher than the 

24.4% of humorous ads found in the study of U.S. television 

advertising by Weinberger and Spotts in 1989. However, it is 

consistent with the conclusion of the advertising executives 

survey by Madden and Weinberger (1984) that television is the 
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-S medium well-suited to present humorous ads. The result i; 

comparable to earlier findings from content analyses of 

American broadcast commercials, which reported overall humor 

frequencies ranging from 15% to 42% of ads. In addition, it 

was suggested by researchers that radio and TV were the media 

best suited to the use of humor. In the research by 

Weinberger and Campbell (1991), 24.4% of TV ads and only 9.9% 

of print ads had humorous intent. Again, the high percentage 

of humorous ads presented in this study supported that TV was 

one of the media best suited to present humorous ads. 

2. Humor is most often used for ads of low-

involvement/feeling products. Consistent with the findings 

of Weinberger and Spotts in 1989, the highest percentage of 

humorous ads in this study presented in the dimension of low-

involvement/feeling products. It may suggest that the 

products with which people are slightly involved and which 

carry emotional attachments are viewed by marketers and 

advertisers as a "laughing matter." In addition, it is 

accepted widely that using humorous ads for this kind of 

products may have more advertising effect. 

It was also suggested by Weinberger and Spotts in 1989 

that for products that are high-involvement/feeling, 

advertising strategists might use humor least often. The 

study by Weinberger and Spotts presented that none of the 32 

commercials of the U.S. for high-involvement/feeling products 

. ^ 4- Tr. ann-i-hpr studv by Weinberger and had a humorous intent. In anotner si,uuy uy 
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Campbell (1991), only 10% of the commercials in Cell 2 were 

humorous. This study revealed a higher percentage of using 

humor in Cell 2 (27.78%). it might be because all the 

samples in this study were taped just before Halloween. 

During this period, some special ads would be presented for 

special sale. For example, there were numbers of toy 

(identified as high-involvement/feeling products) ads in this 

study using humor appeals for special holiday sales. This 

kind of ads increased the percentage of humorous ads for Cell 

2. 

As for the comparison of humor usage between high- and 

low-involvement products, the use of humor for ads with high-

involvement products was lower than the usage for ads with 

low-involvement products. Especially for the low-

involvement/feeling products (Cell 4), the use of humorous 

ads was predominant over the use of non-humorous ads. 

Generally speaking, for television advertising, advertisers 

do not seem to consider high-involvement products to be as 

much of a laughing matter as low-involvement products. 

Humor Types 

1. Humor mainly exhibits incongruity to advertising. 

One of the goals of this study was to identify the basic 

structure of humorous appeals. In reference to this goal, 

coding results for humorous ads lend support to Raskin's 

(1985) script-based semantic theory, which focuses on 
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incongruity of scripts as the central element of humor. 

Among all the humorous ads, a majority of the ads were 

classified as containing incongruent cognitive structures. 

There were 122 (85%) ads judged as containing any one of the 

three humor contrasts identified by Raskin (actual/non-

actual, expected/unexpected and possible/impossible) among 

143 humorous ads in this study. Comparing the same finding 

in the study by Alden, Hoyer and Lee (69% of humorous ads 

with any of three contrasts in U.S.), this study has a higher 

percentage (86%) of humorous ads containing at least one of 

the three contrasts specified by Raskin. It may suggest that 

incongruent cognitive structures are still present in a 

majority of television ads that are intended to be humorous. 

Furthermore, about the distribution of the three contrasts, 

it was found that only 16 ads (13%) contained actual/ non-

actual contrasts among the 122 ads identified as containing 

any of the three contrasts. Thus, a substantial portion of 

humorous advertising appeared to rely on expected/unexpected 

or possible/impossible contrasts. 

And, comparing the proportions of 52% for expected/ 

unexpected contrasts and 35% for possible/impossible 

contrasts, the expected/unexpected humor type were considered 

the most popular of the three types of humor. According to 

the suggestion by Alden and Hoyer in 1993, ads employed the 

humor contrast of expected/unexpected were generally 

perceived as more humorous than the contrast of 
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possible/impossible. It may be possible to explain the 

reason why advertisers are likely to use expected/unexpected 

humor types for humorous ads rather than possible/impossible 

contrasts. 

2. There are some differences in the usage of three 

humor contrasts across product types. Few actual/non-actual 

humor contrasts were found in all four product categories. 

That is, actual/non-actual contrasts were not considered the 

effective technique to create humor for all kinds of product 

types. And, for Cell 1, Cell 2 and Cell 3, expected/ 

unexpected contrasts have the largest proportion compared to 

other humor types. However, the category of low-involvement/ 

feeling products is distinct in that many of the ads (more 

than 50%) featured possible/impossible contrasts. As 

mentioned before, ads with expected/unexpected contrasts were 

perceived as more humorous than ads with possible/ impossible 

contrasts. Therefore, it is explicable as to why 

expected/unexpected contrasts were used more often in 

humorous ads than possible/impossible contrasts. However, it 

is not clear why humorous ads in the low-involvement/feeling 

product category exhibited fewer expected/unexpected humor 

contrasts than that in first three categories. Present 

theory and research are inadequate to explain this 

difference. Such unanswered questions clearly indicate a 

need for future research into possible factors that might 
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relate to preference for rprha-ir, +-
lor certain types of contrast for 

certain types of product. 

Conclusions 

This study made an important contribution by discovering 

that humorous television advertising in four product 

categories employed incongruent cognitive structures (three 

humor types). Furthermore, some usage of the three humor 

types would be different across different product types such 

as the possible/impossible contrasts identified the popular 

contrasts used in humorous ads for low-involvement/feeling 

products. Results of the current study suggest that message 

content in humorous advertising may vary along different 

product dimensions. It may be beneficial for the development 

of humorous ads on television for certain targeted products. 

However, this study did not address the issue of ad 

effectiveness. In the future, relationships between use of 

alternative cognitive structures (e.g., expected/unexpected 

versus possible/impossible) and effectiveness in generating 

desired humorous responses should be examined. For example, 

an important question is whether and when incongruity or 

incongruity with resolution is more effective as a humorous 

communication strategy. Regardless, it appears important for 

future research dealing with humorous ads to look carefully 

at humor types and product types when making statements about 

the frequency and effectiveness. 
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Limitations of the .si-nHy 

In the present study, there are some limitations. 

First, it should be noted that investigation here only 

examined TV commercials. it is possible that the messages 

appearing in radio commercials or print ads may be different 

from television commercials. The results of the study could 

not be used to interpret advertising performed by other 

media. 

Second, an important limitation of the study was that 

data were collected just during one certain week in 1994. 

The convenient sample made the proportion among the four 

product categories uneven. For example, there were 175 ads 

(41.6%) coded for low-involvement/thinking products, but only 

36 ads (8.6%) coded for high-involvement/feeling products. 

Because of the method used to select the sample, there may be 

some errors in the results. 

The third limitation is that the advertisements are 

divided into four product types which may exclude some 

products. Therefore, the results may not reflect other ads 

for products excluded. For this reason, some results 

presented in this study may be inconclusive. For example, 

the corporate image advertisements were excluded in this 

study. Therefore, the conclusion that 34% of TV ads are 

humorous may be altered in the real situation. 

Finally, this study devoted a concerted effort to 

ensuring that the coders clearly understood the constructs 
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and categories and demonstrated the ability to make judgments 

as the researcher intended. However, personal biases 

inherent in the coders may have influenced the results even 

though the coders were well trained. For example, for coding 

the humorous ads, although coders were not asked to determine 

whether they personally felt the ad was humorous, it was 

inevitable that the coders coded the ads using personal 

judgment. Therefore, future studies may employ additional 

measures to eliminate this potential problem. 

Recommendations for Future Study 

There are some recommendations for future research 

according to the findings of current study. First, since 

this study examines only one medium (television) , future 

research could examine humorous appeals in other media. For 

example, radio commercials might be another important aspect 

of replication. 

And, randomized cluster sampling may be an appropriate 

sampling procedure for this kind of study. For example, 

sampling may be conducted over a certain period. On each day 

in this period, one of the four major privately owned 

national networks (randomly assigned to each day) is recorded 

(randomly chosen from 6:00 a.m. to midnight. This may avoid 

some limitations in this study. 

4-K̂  -inr-idpnce of humorous ads, it is For analyzing the mciaenue 

1 r̂ ^̂ bor ̂ ionropriate method to classify the necessary to seek another apprupi-j-ao 
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product categories. Examining all kinds of advertisements 

for all kinds of products might gain more precise findings. 

At least, future research may examine the advertising 

effectiveness such as recall and attitude toward the ad by 

relating humor types and products. For example, it could 

test whether using expected/unexpected humor type may cause 

lower recall level than using possible/impossible humor type 

in the cell of low-involvement/feeling products. It also 

could examine if there is any difference in recall of using 

expected/unexpected humor contrast in ads between high-

involvement/thinking products and low-involvement/feeling 

products. By considering humor types and product types for 

examining humorous ads' effectiveness, the results may be 

more reliable. 
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APPENDIX A 

CODING SHEET 

I. ID No. (1-3) 

II. Product Types (4) 

1. High-involvement/Thinking products 

2. High-involvement/Feeling Products 

_3. Low-involvement/Thinking Products 

_4. Low-involvement/Feeling Products 

III. Humor versus Non-humor (5) 

1. Humorous ads 

2. Non-humorous ads 

IV. Whether the humorous ad contains any of the three humor 

types (6) 

1. Yes 

2. No 

V. Humor Types (7) 

1. Actual/Non-actual 

2. Expected/Unexpected 

3. Possible/Impossible 

4. Others 
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APPENDIX B 

CODING GUIDELINES 

Classification of Product Types 

High-involvement/Thinking Product Categories 

This dimension is characterized by a high level of 

involvement and rational decision criteria. Products in this 

cell include cars, trucks, television set, washer/dryer, 

computers, air travel, credit card, insurance, bank loans, 

business machines, business services, and etc.. 

High-involvement/Feeling Product Categories 

This dimension is characterized by a high level of 

involvement and affective decision criteria. Products in 

this cell include hair coloring, fragrance, expensive watch, 

wallpaper, jewelry, family/steak restaurant, jeans, 

sportswear, fashion cloth, and etc.. 

Low-involvement/Thinking Product Categories 

This dimension is characterized by a low level of 

involvement, not much affect, and routinized decision 

criteria. Products in this cell include feminine hygiene, 

mouthwash, toothpaste, deodorant, analgesics, stomach remedy, 

antiseptics, vitamins, cold medicine, other medicine, cereal, 

^ ^ ^ rs^^ HPteraent, bleach, cleaners, regular prepared food, gas-oil, aerergtiiiu, 

shampoo, paper towels, razor, salad oil, and etc.. 
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Low-involvement/Feeling Product Categories 

This dimension is characterized by a low level of 

involvement decision criteria and involves personal tastes, 

"life's little pleasures." Products in this cell include 

cigarette, beer, wine, soft drinks, gum, candy, coffee, snack 

food, greeting card, and etc.. 

Definition of Humorous Ads and Non-humorous Ads 

Humorous Ads 

Humorous ads indicate the kind of advertising message 

that intends to be funny. 

Non-humorous Ads 

Non-humorous ads indicate the ads which do not intend to 

be funny. This kind of ads includes the ads using rational 

appeal (which consists of logical and reasonable information) 

and other types of appeals (such as fear appeals, sex 

appeals, and so on) . 

Classification of Humorous Ads 

1. The principles to determine whether the humorous ads 

contained any of the three contrasts: 

I. The text is compatible, fully or in part, with two 

different scripts. 

II. The two scripts are opposite. 
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III. The opposition evokes funny. 

2. Classification of humor types 

I. Actual/non-actual 

For the f i r s t type of humor, actual/non-actual, i t 

clearly d i s t ingu ishes between the actual s i tuat ion in which 

the joke i s ac tua l ly se t , and a non-actual, non-existing 

si tuat ion which i s not compatible with the actual set t ing of 

the joke. The opposition involves the contrast between 

existing and nonexisting objects and evokes funny. 

II. Expected/unexpected 

The second type introduces the normal, expected state of 

affairs and opposes it to the abnormal, unexpected state of 

affairs. Thus, for the expected/unexpected type of humor, 

the contrast involves the normal or expected action versus 

abnormal or unexpected prescription. And, playfulness in a 

joke is captured in the contrast between the expected and 

unexpected role. 

III. Possible/fully or partially impossible 

The third contrast distinguishes between a possible, 

plausible situation and a fully or partially impossible or 

much less plausible situation. The playfulness of the joke 

of the third type of humor is evoked by the opposition of the 

contrast between possible and impossible. 
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1̂ 1̂ !. 

IV. Other types of humor 

The humorous ads which r^-n r̂r̂•l- K^ 4. 
waicn can not be categorized into the 

three humor types are included in this dimension. 

3. Example 

The following example helps to understand the 

classification: 

A doctor tells a woman, "Your husband must have 
absolute rest. Here is a sleeping tablet." "When do 
I give it to him?" the woman asks. "You don't, " 
explains the doctor, "You take it yourself." 

In this joke, the contrast involves the normal/expected 

action of the doctor's prescription for an ill person versus 

the abnormal/unexpected prescription the healthy but 

talkative wife. And playfulness occurs in the contrast 

between expected versus unexpected action of the doctor. 

Therefore, this joke can be classified as the second contrast 

type, expected/unexpected. 

A doctor prescribes some medicine to the sick person 

(expected) versus The doctor prescribes some medicine 

to the sick person's wife (unexpected). 
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APPENDIX C 

PRODUCT CLASSIFICATION IN THIS STUDY 

Non-humorous Advertisements 

1. High-involvement/thing products: cars, trucks. Bank 

loans, credit card, computers, insurance, tires, and fire 

detector. 

2. High/involvement/feeling products: perfume, hair 

coloring, family restaurant, steak restaurant, cosmetics, 

video games, and fashion cloth. 

3. Low-involvement/thinking products: cold medicine, 

vitamins, stomach remedy, analgesics, mouthwash, toothpaste, 

feminine hygiene, household products, laundry products, 

lotion, shampoo, paper towels, cereal, prepared food, can 

food, socks, underwear, and razor. 

4. low-involvement/feeling products: fast food, candy 

bar, gum, coffee, cappuccino, snack food, and soft drink. 

Humorous Advertisements 

1. High-involvement/thinking products: cars, trucks, 

credit card, television set, express service. 

2. High-involvement/feeling products: eye glasses, toys, 

china, jeans, video games. 

3. Low-involvement/thinking products: cold medicine, 

deodorant, toothbrush, detergent, laundry products, regular 

battery, gas-oil, cereal, prepared food, and dog food. 

89 



4. Low-involvement/feel ing products : fas t food, pizza, 

candy, candy bar, snack food, beer , and soft dr ink. 
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