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Abstract 

This research tested the influence of source (ingroup/outgroup) on the appreciation of 

controversial humour with Cavalier Humour Beliefs (CHB) as moderating variable. One hundred 

and three left-wing students participated in an online research where they read a humorous 

controversial column and answered scales on funniness, acceptability and CHB. Half of the 

participants were led to believe the humour was written by someone from their ingroup (left-

wing), the other half were led to believe the humour was written by someone from their outgroup 

(right-wing). Results showed that controversial humour from the ingroup was more appreciated 

than controversial humour from the outgroup. No moderating effects were found for CHB on the 

relation between intergroup context and the appreciation of controversial humour. 

  



A debate on controversial humour is emerging in the Netherlands. The debate appears to 

be about what is being said, but also on who says it (Brunswijk, 2018). A popular Dutch TV 

show captured TV fragments and asked its viewers; ‘are people allowed to make every joke, or 

can things go too far?’ (DWDD, 2016). The attitude about ‘when things go too far’ is different 

for a lot of people. Something found funny by one, can be considered harsh and hurtful by 

another (Saucier, O'Dea, & Strain, 2016). The discussion in the Netherlands lately rose through 

TV, where some programmes are perceived as left-wing, and others as right-wing. The subject of 

making politically incorrect jokes flamed due to an item in the television programme ‘Voetbal 

Inside’, which is broadcasted on a commercial channel and perceived to be more right-wing 

oriented. One of the main characters of the show presented himself wearing a dress and a wig, to 

mimic a Belgian TV presenter that just came out for being transgender. This joke evoked a lot of 

reaction in the Netherlands. Sponsorships were almost withdrawn and the presenter including the 

programme were accused of being sexist and homophobic (Takken, 2018; Van Wijk, 2018). At 

that same time, another TV show called ‘De Luizenmoeder’, also made multiple political 

incorrect jokes, for example about gay parenting. This show was broadcasted on a public channel 

and perceived to be more left-wing oriented. Interestingly enough, there was hardly any negative 

response to this controversial humour, on the contrary, ‘De Luizenmoeder’ was at that time the 

biggest hit with 3 million viewers (ANP, 2018).   

In response to this debate, an infamous Dutch column writer asked society: why can a left 

wing-oriented TV show make controversial jokes, whereas another right wing-oriented TV show 

cannot? (Borst, 2018). The idea arises that the source of humour matters in the appreciation of 

humour. Mostly since controversial humour on left-wing TV is perceived differently in 

comparison to controversial humour on right-wing TV. The question however is: is this true? 

This question is not yet being given much attention in scientific research, therefore the current 

research will examine whether the appreciation of controversial humour is influenced by the 

source of humour, that is, ingroup or outgroup.  

In the current research controversial humour can be defined as humour that does not obey 

the social codes and norms people have about what can be joked about (Hietalahti, 2016). 

Although humour is often viewed as positive, controversial humour can also be viewed as 

negative when it goes against the norm of what is found acceptable in society. Controversial 

humour can be on edge, and people may have various opinions about it. In this research, I 



investigate the circumstances under which controversial humour is appreciated or not, focusing 

on the source of the humour (the person providing the humour). I define humour appreciation as 

a combination of two aspects: funniness and acceptability.  

Content of controversial humour 

Most previous studies on controversial humour focused on its’ content. Humour can be 

controversial for various reasons. The content of controversial humour can be about taboos, be 

harsh on politics or it can use cursing and swearing (Boskin, 1990; LaMarre, Landreville, & 

Beam, 2009; Stone, McMillan, & Hazelton, 2015). Another form of controversial humour is 

humour with a disparaging content, meaning that it puts down other people or social groups 

(Zillmann, 1983). Disparaging humour can have different, positive and negative, effects on the 

appreciation of humour (Saucier et al., 2016). Humour with disparaging content can increase the 

appreciation, as measured by funniness of a joke (Abrams, Bippus, & McGaughey, 2015; Braun 

& Preiser, 2013), and it is perceived as funnier when the disparaging content is about another 

group then when the content is about your own group (Abrams & Bippus, 2011). On the other 

hand, controversial humour with disparaging content can decrease the appreciation when the 

content is about your own group (Abrams & Bippus, 2011) or goes against one’s beliefs. 

Something that is found for pre-existing gender attitudes (Thomas & Esses, 2004), as well as for 

political preference (Braun & Preiser, 2013).  

Source of controversial humour 

While content matters, this research tests whether the source of humour is also important 

for the appreciation of controversial humour. Scientific evidence for the importance of the source 

of humour on appreciation, can be found in studies with gender. People appreciate humour 

differently dependent on gender of the source. Mickes, Walker, Parris, Mankoff, & Christenfeld 

(2012) showed that people disproportionally misattribute funniness to men. This bias is also 

found in attributing male authorship to funniest jokes and female authorship to least funny jokes, 

even when the content of the joke is exactly the same (Hooper, Sharpe, & Roberts, 2016). 

Inferences made about the person displaying the humour, in this case sex, change the amount of 

appreciation of humour, measured by funniness. These results imply that regardless of content, 

the source of humour can determine the appreciation of humour. 

Another aspect readers of humour focus on, besides gender, may be the social group the 

source belongs to. When judging other people, people make a distinction between members of 



their ingroup and their outgroup. Ingroup is a group that people feel they belong to, and outgroup 

is a group that people feel they do not belong to (Stangor, 2015). Previous research on the 

relation between ingroup/outgroup membership and controversial humour is mostly about the 

influence of controversial humour on intergroup context. It shows how controversial humour can 

lead to tolerance of discrimination towards the outgroup (Ferguson & Ford, 2008), that 

controversial humour is mostly appreciated (most amusing) when it enhances your own social 

identity or ingroup (Ferguson & Ford, 2008) and that controversial humour may facilitate 

solidarity and cohesion within people’s ingroup (Terrion & Ashforth, 2002). There is however 

hardly any research done on the reversed effect; the influence of intergroup context on the 

appreciation of controversial humour. Since people derive inferences about others based on the 

social group they belong to (Stangor, 2015), it is of interest to see how social groups influence 

the appreciation of humour.  

Social Identity Theory 

An important theory for the current research is the Social Identity Theory (SIT) because it 

provides an explanation for the influence of the source of humour being an ingroup or outgroup 

member on the appreciation of controversial humour. SIT states that individuals categorize 

themselves as a member of a group. This might cause an ingroup bias, in which people show 

ingroup favouritism (Tajfel, 1974). This preference for the ingroup results in more positive 

feelings towards the ingroup and a preferential treatment of ingroup members (Brewer, 1999). 

People favour their ingroup in the distributions of rewards, indicating that more positive 

behaviour is shown towards the ingroup than towards the outgroup (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & 

Flament, 1971; Tajfel & Turner, 2004). This positive feeling and favouritism towards the 

ingroup over the outgroup is therefore also expected with the appreciation of controversial 

humour. People will appreciate controversial humour more when it comes from a member of 

their ingroup, than when it comes from a member of their outgroup. Therefore, the first 

hypothesis for this research is that controversial humour generated by a member of the ingroup 

will score higher on appreciation than humour generated by a member of the outgroup.  

Cavalier Humour Beliefs Scale 

People have different opinions on humour, and whether they do or do not believe that ‘a 

joke is just a joke’. Based on research done by Hodson, Rush and MacInnis (2010) it is expected 

that some people will have the opinion that everything is acceptable in humour and will therefore 



generally appreciate controversial humour, whereas other people do not share this opinion and will 

not generally appreciate controversial humour. This difference in general perception of humour 

can be measured with the Cavalier Humour Beliefs Scale (CHB). CHB is an important variable to 

measure in the current research, since people who have the general perception of humour that 

everything is acceptable, might not be susceptible for the influence the source has on the 

appreciation of controversial humour. It is probable that these people will not be influenced by 

whom the controversial humour is coming from and whether controversial humour is made by 

someone from the ingroup or someone from the outgroup. Mostly because they have the general 

opinion that everyone can say anything. It is expected that CHB is a moderator for the appreciation 

of controversial humour. Therefore, the second hypothesis is that for participants who score high 

on CHB, a smaller effect will be found of group membership of the source on the appreciation of 

controversial humour.  

In the current research, participants read a short profile introducing the author of a 

humoristic controversial column. The ingroup condition read a profile in which the author 

belonged to their ingroup whereas the outgroup condition read a profile in which the author 

belonged to their outgroup. The appreciation of humour was measured by funniness and 

acceptability and general perception of humour was measured by CHB. It was expected that 

participants in the ingroup condition would score higher on appreciation of controversial humour 

than participants in the outgroup condition. Furthermore, it was expected that participants who 

score high on CHB would score high on appreciation of controversial humour, irrespective of 

ingroup or outgroup condition. 

Method 

Participants & Research design 

In this research 106 students participated in an online survey conducted through social 

media. All students were left-wing on the political spectrum. This selection was made by an 

audit question at the start of the survey. Participants were not proceeded through to the survey 

when they indicated to not be a student and/or perceived themselves to be right-wing on the 

political spectrum. Participants had a chance of winning a coupon of €10 as a reward for 

participation. Participants were 20 men and 83 women, with a minimum age of 17 and a 

maximum age of 29 (M = 22.94, SD = 1.91). Consent from an ethical commission was not 

necessary, since the content of the research was not in any way damaging to the participants’ 



wellbeing. This study had a 2 (source: ingroup vs. outgroup) between-participants design with 

humour appreciation as dependent variable and CHB as moderating variable.  

Materials 

 Controversial column. All participants read the same controversial column. The usage of 

this column was based on a pilot. A preselection was made by the author, out of multiple Dutch 

websites, newspapers and magazines. From this preselection, four columns, from both left-wing 

and right-wing oriented newspapers, were selected. These four columns were presented to 21 

left-wing students without identifying the source. The pilot measured content funniness and 

acceptability with two questions; ‘I find this column...’ with answers on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (not funny at all) to 5 (very funny) and ‘I find this column…’ with answers on a 

5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not acceptable at all) to 5 (completely acceptable). The 

selection criteria were relatively high funniness and low acceptability, and a relatively high 

standard deviation on both. A high standard deviation was desirable since it implies that 

participants disagreed on whether the column is funny or acceptable, and hence, the column 

could be considered controversial. 

Based on the values found in Table 1, Column 1 was selected. Even though several 

columns scored higher on funniness than Column 1, these columns did not score low on 

acceptability nor have a high standard deviation on both funniness and acceptability. Column 1 

was thus chosen for its relatively high score on funniness and lowest score on acceptability.  

The chosen column is about breeding disabled people and scorns the way society breeds 

animals in the current bio-industry. The column is called ‘Gehandicapten fokken’ (breeding 

disabled people) and is written by the comedian Tim Fransen. 

 

Table 1 

Minimum scores, maximum scores, means and standard deviations for funniness and 

acceptability on the four columns of the pilot for controversial columns 

 M SD 

Funniness   

Column 1  1.43 1.36 

Column 2  1.05 .97 

Column 3  1.86 1.01 



Column 4  1.95 1.24 

Acceptability   

Column 1  2.00 1.14 

Column 2  2.48 1.08 

Column 3  3.14 .73 

Column 4  2.48 .75 

 

Cavalier Humour Beliefs Scale (CHB). General perception of humour was measured with 

the CHB scale, designed by  Hodson, Rush, & MacInnis (2010). This scale exists of six 

questions with answers on a 7-point Likert scale varying from 1 (totally not agree) to 7 (totally 

agree). Examples of questions on the CHB scale are ‘Sometimes people need to relax and realise 

that a joke is just a joke’, ‘People get too easily offended by humour’ and ‘Society needs to 

lighten up about jokes and humour generally’. The reliability of the CHB scale was acceptable 

with a Crohnbach’s Alpha of .77. 

Procedure 

Participants completed the research online with computer or smartphone. At the welcome 

page they were thanked for their participation and informed about the procedure of the research. 

Participants were informed they would first answer demographic questions, based on which they 

would or would not proceed to the other scales of the survey. Participants were told they would 

read a humorous column, receive information on the author of this column and to fill in scales 

about their opinion on the column. Participants then received an informed consent and were told 

that the research would last approximately 10-15 minutes. Lastly, participants were given an 

email address which they could contact in case they had any questions. To start the research, 

participants were asked to agree they had read and understood all information and agreed to 

participate.  

After agreeing, participants were forwarded to the demographic scale. Participants were 

asked about their age, sex, whether they were a student and considered themselves to be left- or 

right-wing on the political spectrum. Based on this information, participants were either thanked 

for their participation (when they were not a student and/or considered themselves to be right-

wing) or proceeded further to the other scales.  



Ingroup/outgroup manipulation. Participants were randomly divided into two conditions: 

an ingroup condition and an outgroup condition. Before reading the controversial column, the 

author of the column was introduced by a profile. Participants received the instruction to pay 

attention and read the next part carefully. Both conditions read a profile about a guy called ‘Bas’. 

Bas was introduced as a student at the University of Amsterdam, having lots of friends, who 

enjoys playing football and likes to drink beer and joke around with friends. Participants were 

then told that Bas had always voted on the same political party as his parents, but now believed 

that this party lately had weak arguments and started to look more like a centre-party, which is 

why he changed his voting behaviour. They were told Bas established a club with five friends 

with whom he visits secondary schools to convince youngsters to vote because he believes it is 

important for the younger generation to not screw up and realise how important it is to vote. The 

story also contained a photo of the author, to make the image more vivid. Conditions differed in 

political preference of the author (source of the humour) and the way the author of the column 

practiced politics. In the ingroup condition the source was very active in left-wing politics, trying 

to convince others to vote, without necessarily wanting them to vote left-wing or right-wing. In 

the outgroup condition the source was very active in right-wing politics, trying to convince 

others to vote right-wing. The profile was designed to keep differences between groups as small 

as possible but to maximize the negative associations with the outgroup and positive associations 

with the ingroup. By presenting the outgroup source as a bit extreme in behaviour (trying to 

convince others to vote right-wing), I hoped to evoke a negative reaction towards the outgroup 

source, which would manifest in not wanting to identify with the outgroup source. To make sure 

participants had actually read the story, they could not continue to the next page until 40 seconds 

had passed. See Appendix 2 for the profiles provided to both ingroup and outgroup participants.  

Then, participants read the column and had to answer the funniness scale, the 

acceptability scale, the CHB scale, the manipulation check scale and exit scale.  

Appreciation of controversial humour. This dependent variable was measured by two 

constructs; funniness and acceptability. Funniness of the column was measured by a 5-question 

scale with the questions ’I find this column funny’, ’I find this column entertaining’, ‘This 

column made me laugh’, ‘I enjoyed reading this column’ and ‘I do not find this column funny’ 

(reverse-coded). Participants rated to what extent they agreed with these statements on a 7-point 



Likert scale, ranging from 1 (totally do not agree) to a maximum score of 7 (totally agree). The 

reliability of the funniness scale was good with a Cronbach’s alpha of .93.  

Acceptability of the column was measured with a 4-question scale with the questions; ’I 

find this column acceptable’, ‘I think this column is okay’, ‘I find this column offensive’ 

(reverse-coded) and ‘This column evoked resistance in me’ (reverse-coded). Participants rated to 

what extent they agreed with these statements on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (totally 

do not agree) to a maximum score of 7 (totally agree). The reliability of the acceptability scale 

was acceptable with a Crohnbach’s Alpha of .86. 

Manipulation checks. Three questions checked whether participants indeed identified less 

with the outgroup source than with the ingroup source. These three questions were; ‘How nice do 

you think the author is?’ containing answers on a 7-point Likert scale with a minimum of 1 (not 

nice at all) to 7 (very nice), ‘To what extent can you identify with the author?’ containing 

answers on a 7-point Likert scale with a minimum of 1 (not at all) and a maximum of 7 (very 

much) and ‘Could the author be your friend?’ containing answers on a 7-point Likert scale with a 

minimum of 1 (definitely not) to a maximum of 7 (definitely). The reliability of the manipulation 

check scale was good with a Crohnbach’s Alpha of .91. 

Exit scale. Questions about the column were; ‘Can you explain the meaning of the 

column? ‘What was the underlying message?’ and ‘Have you read this column before? If yes, 

where?’. Answering options were open text boxes to be filled out by the participant.  

After filling out all scales, participants were thanked for their participation and given an 

email address to contact when there were any questions about the research. The complete survey 

can be found in Appendix 3.  

Results 

The manipulation check scale showed a significant effect of source on identification 

F(1,101) = 36.87, p < .001, η² = .27. Participants in the ingroup condition scored higher on 

identification with the author (M = 4.42, SD = 1.12) than participants in the outgroup condition 

(M = 2.85, SD = 1.50). The manipulation was successful. Out of 128 participants, 23 participants 

did not reach the end of the survey, these participants were excluded from the data analysis. Out 

of the remaining 105 participants, 2 reported to have read the column before and were therefore 

also excluded from the data analysis. This left 103 participants of which 53 participants in the 

ingroup condition and 50 in the outgroup condition.    



The first hypothesis tested whether controversial humour made by a member of the 

ingroup scored higher on funniness and acceptability than humour made by a member of the 

outgroup. Two (source: ingroup or outgroup) between participants analyses of variance 

(ANOVA) were performed, one on funniness and one on acceptability. The first analysis of 

variance yielded a significant effect of source on funniness, F(1, 101) = 7.02, p = .009, η² = .26, 

where mean scores on funniness were higher for participants in the ingroup condition than for 

participants in the outgroup condition (mean scores and standard deviations can be found in 

Table 2). The second analysis of variance yielded a significant difference of source on 

acceptability, F(1, 101) = 13.63, p < .001, η² = .35, with higher mean scores on acceptability for 

participants in the ingroup condition than participants in the outgroup condition. These results 

imply that source affects the appreciation of controversial humour. Specifically, humour made by 

someone from the ingroup is found funnier and more acceptable than humour made by someone 

from the outgroup. With this result, the first hypothesis was confirmed. 

 

Table 2 

Mean and standard deviation scores on funniness and acceptability in ingroup and outgroup 

conditions 

  M SD 

Funniness Ingroup 3.91 1.43 

 Outgroup 3.14 1.51 

Acceptability Ingroup 4.50 1.23 

 Outgroup 3.53 1.44 

 

 To test the second hypothesis and check the moderating effect of CHB on appreciation of 

controversial humour, two linear regression analyses were conducted. A smaller effect of source 

on funniness and appreciation was expected for participants with a high score on CHB, 

compared to participants with a low score on CHB. The hypothesis predicted an interaction 

effect between source and CHB on funniness and appreciation. Participants scored high on CHB 



with a low standard deviation in both the ingroup (M = 5.14, SD = .12) and in the outgroup (M = 

4.67, SD = .11). Two regression analyses were conducted with source, CHB and the interaction 

of source and CHB as independent variable and funniness or acceptability as dependant variable. 

The results showed a main effect of source on funniness (as mentioned in the first paragraph) (b 

= .64, p = .035), no effect of CHB on funniness (b = .38, p = .169) and no interaction effect of 

source and CHB on funniness (b = -.23, p = .513). The second regression analysis showed a main 

effect of source on acceptability (b = .75, p = .005), no effect of CHB on acceptability (b = .25, p 

= .295) and no interaction effect of source and CHB on acceptability (b = .44, p = .152). This 

suggests that the effect of the source manipulation is stable and shows that participants who 

scored high on CHB, did not show a smaller effect of source on appreciation of controversial 

humour. Therefore, the second hypothesis was not confirmed. The pattern of results can be found 

in Figure 1 and 2. 

 

 

Figure 1. Non-significant interaction effect between CHB and source for ingroup and outgroup 

on funniness 
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Figure 2. Non-significant interaction effect between CHB and source for ingroup and outgroup 

on acceptability 

 

Explorative analysis 

To gain more insight in the possible explanations for the found significant effect of 

source on humour appreciation, an explorative analysis was conducted on understanding the 

underlying message of the controversial column. One possible explanation could be that 

participants in the outgroup condition interpreted the controversial humour differently than 

participants in the ingroup condition, that is, understanding the underlying message or not. When 

participants in the ingroup condition would understand the underlying message better than 

participants in the outgroup condition, it would provide a possible explanation for why they 

appreciated the controversial humour more. When participants in the outgroup condition would 

show less understanding of the underlying message than participants in the ingroup condition, it 

would be a possible explanation for why they appreciated the controversial humour less. On the 

other hand, it was possible that participants in the ingroup and outgroup condition interpreted the 

humour in the same way. I explored this by analysing the open exit question; ‘Can you explain 

the meaning of the column? What was the underlying message?’.  

Answers to the question were scored on whether participants understood that ‘breeding 

handicapped people’ was not to be taken literally; there was an underlying message. The 

underlying message was that the author used handicapped people as a metaphor for the cruelty 
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and ease with which we humans deal with the bio-industry (due to our intelligence level). 

Answers were scored based on the following protocol with three different values:  

0. Understood: under this category, all answers related to how humans treat animals in a 

negative way or how humans believe they are more intelligent and can thus justify their negative 

behaviour towards animals were classified. Example: ‘I feel sad when I think about what we as 

humans do to animals, and that this is not acceptable’.  

1. Not understood: under this category, all answers related to how (negatively) the writer 

thinks about handicapped people, that the column is about how society treats handicapped 

people, stating they did not get the message or when indicated there was no underlying message 

were classified. Example: ‘Insulting. The underlying message was that intelligent creatures (in 

this case humans) can do everything with creatures that are less intelligent’. In this example the 

participant is talking about animals and handicapped people as less intelligent, which is why this 

example is scored as not understood. 

2. Not providing information about what the participant understood or not understood. 

Example: left blank or ‘I thought it was funny, could not take it seriously’. 

Answers were scored by myself and one other scientist blind to source condition during 

coding. The interrater reliability score was a substantial Kappa= .71 with p < 0.001 (Viera & 

Garrett, 2005). I counted how many participants did or did not understand the message in each 

source condition. Findings can be found in Table 3.  

 

Table 3 

Frequency of humour understanding in each source condition 

 Understood Not understood No information 

Ingroup 23 20 10 

Outgroup 17 23 10 

 

A chi-squared test of independence was computed to compare the frequency of 

understanding the controversial column for participants in the ingroup condition and outgroup 

condition. No significant interaction was found (χ2 (2) = 1.02, p = .600). Understanding of the 

column did not differ between the ingroup condition and outgroup condition. Thus, it appears 

that the effect of source on appreciation was not due to a difference in humour understanding.  



Discussion 

Previous research on controversial humour mostly focussed on the content of humour. 

The current research looked at the influence of the source of humour on the appreciation of 

controversial humour. The first hypothesis of this research was confirmed, suggesting that 

controversial humour made by a member of the ingroup was more appreciated than controversial 

humour made by a member of the outgroup. The second hypothesis of this research was not 

confirmed, suggesting that people who have a high CHB (the general perception that everything 

is acceptable in humour) do not show a smaller effect of group membership of the source on the 

appreciation of controversial humour. Thus, controversial humour made by a member of the 

ingroup is more appreciated than controversial humour made by a member of the outgroup, 

irrespective of CHB. Explorative analyses were conducted by looking at understanding of the 

underlying message of the controversial humour, to gain more insight in possible explanations 

for the found effect on the first hypothesis. Results did not show significant effects, implying that 

understanding the underlying message is most likely not an explanation for the found results of 

source on the appreciation of controversial humour. 

Previous research found results for the influence of source on the appreciation of 

controversial humour, when source differs on gender (Hooper et al., 2016; Mickes et al., 2012). 

Findings of the current research support this minor amount of previous research, only now with a 

difference in source based on intergroup context. Furthermore, existing research demonstrated 

that disparaging humour can amplify group differences and discrimination (Ferguson & Ford, 

2008; Terrion & Ashforth, 2002). The current research examined the opposite direction: that 

intergroup differences can affect the appreciation of controversial humour. Therefore, the current 

research extends existing literature on controversial humour and intergroup context.  

Explanations for findings on both hypotheses support the influence of the Social Identity 

Theory (Tajfel, 1974) applicated on controversial humour. The confirmation of the first 

hypothesis and the disconfirmation of the second hypothesis confirm the stable effect of the 

manipulation. They propose a good explanation for the idea that due to participants’ preference 

for people from the ingroup, participants appreciate controversial humour more from a source in 

the ingroup. Participants non-preference for people from the outgroup, explains that participants 

appreciate controversial humour less from a source in the outgroup. Until now SIT was applied 



on a broad scope of subjects, but not necessarily on humour. This research broadens the scope of 

SIT by finding supporting outcomes for controversial humour.  

The current research had several limitations. First, the controversial humour used in this 

research was rated as not very funny (below 4 on a 7-point Likert scale). Even though I already 

knew there were low scores on funniness based on the outcome of the pilot, I decided to choose 

the current text. Future research may use a video with controversial humour instead of a written 

text. It is likely that a video with controversial content that includes intonation, facial expression 

and emotion, would be rated as more funny than written text. Even though it might be difficult to 

find usable stimulus material that would contain a neutral author/presenter of the controversial 

humour (to manipulate the source), one possible solution can be to use a video of a comedian 

who is not well known. That being said, higher scores on funniness might not be necessary to 

replicate the current findings, given the significant effect found in the current research.  

 Another limitation was the used group of participants. The current research only included 

left-wing students. Therefore, results of source on the appreciation of controversial humour can 

only be generalized to students who perceive themselves as being left-wing. Moreover, as seen in 

the results, left-wing students score high on CHB in general with low standard deviations. This 

low variation in CHB might be an explanation for not finding any effects of CHB on the 

appreciation of humour. It would be interesting to replicate this research with a group of 

participants that vary more on CHB and have different political backgrounds, in order to 

examine whether CHB does have an influence in a different population and to establish findings 

for a wider audience. 

Results of the explorative analysis provide an additional point for future research. Where 

SIT provides a theory, it would be interesting to further explore the mechanism, the why, behind 

the found results. Since understanding the underlying message might not be a plausible 

explanation for the effect of source on the appreciation of controversial humour, the strength of 

the current manipulation might be. Found results exclude the idea that participants in the ingroup 

condition appreciate controversial humour more because they understand the humour better and 

participants in the outgroup condition appreciate controversial humour less because they 

understand the humour less well. Found results do however gain reason to believe that 

participants say they appreciate the controversial humour more, due to the fact that the source of 

humour belongs to their ingroup or that they say they do not appreciate it, since the person 



displaying the humour belongs to their outgroup. It would be interesting to test this with an 

implicit association test (Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998) to detect whether participants 

in the ingroup condition appreciate humour explicitly and implicitly and whether participants in 

the outgroup condition would not appreciate controversial humour explicitly but would 

appreciate controversial humour implicitly. Researching this underlying mechanism would 

contribute to the current scope of literature on controversial humour.  

 The emerging debate in the Netherlands on controversial humour is often about what is 

being said, but more and more about who says it. The importance of the influence of source in 

intergroup context, irrespective of content, is established by the current research. It proves that 

controversial humour made by a member of the ingroup is more appreciated than controversial 

humour made by a member of the outgroup. 
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