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PERCEPTION OF HUMOROUS CONTENT UNDER
NORMAL AND PSYCHOPATHOLOGICAL CONDITIONS

The article presents the results of the study of perception of humorous content by individuals who belong to the
group of conventional norm and by people with mental disorders. The survey involved 358 respondents with psyhcopa-
thologies and 52 healthy respondents and was based on Humorous Statements Assessment Inventory. The perception of
humour by the group of individuals who represent different nosological forms differs inside the group in comparison
with the group of individuals of conventional norm. Since the specificity of perception of humorous content by people in
conventional norms and people with various mental disorders is different, the use of humor has a pcychodiagonostical
orientation in detecting of certain mental pathologies. For instance, the participants with paranoid schizophrenia and
dysthymia show an exact tendency to underestimating the humour of phrases. The comments of the phrases by the re-
spondents with dysthymia show the reduction of motives and desires, lack of energy aspects of psyche to adequate re-
spond to humour. The patients with cyclotemia show a tendency to overestimate the humour of the proposed content.
The patients with mental retardation of light degree show a tendency to underestimating some humorous phrases and
overestimating others. Precisely this tendency is manifested by individuals with mental retardation of moderate degree
and reflects, above all, the lack of understanding of humorous content. Groups of people with neurotic, stress-related
and somatoform disorders and Asperger syndrome do not show significant differences in the assessment of humorous
content as compared to the participants of the group of conventional norm.

Keywords: perception of humour, humorous content, group of conventional norm, group of individuals with mental
disorders.

Introduction Clinic “Sociotherapy”. Among them: with paranoid

The character of perception of humorous content is an
important parameter, which can help to diagnose the devel-
opment of certain types of pathology. Even indistinct men-
tal violation or changes in the functioning of brain struc-
tures are reflected on the peculiarities of perception of
humorous products. That is why this aspect of humour
attracts the attention of researchers [1-8]. But still there are
few studies which present data on specific perception of
humorous content by individuals with different types of
mental disorders, so this issue remains understudied.

The paper aims to present the research results of
perception of humorous content in norm and psycho-
pathology.

Research Methods

The experiment involved 358 patients of Vinnytsia
Regional Psychiatric Hospital named after
O. Yushchenko and Vinnytsia Regional Drug Abuse

schizophrenia (F20.0) — 24 people; cyclotemia (F-34.0) —
33 people; dysthymia (F-34.1) — 42 people; with neurotic,
stress-related disorders (F-40 — F-48) — 124 people; neu-
rasthenia — 25 people; obsessive-compulsive disorders —
26 people; hypochondria disorder — 25 people; dissocia-
tive converse disorders — 26 people; mixed anxiety and
depressive disorder — 22 people; mental and behavioural
disorders due to psychoactive substance use (MBDPSU)
(F-10 — F-19) — 65 people, in particular, mental and be-
havioural disorders due to alcohol use (MBDAU) — 30
people, mental and behavioural disorders due to opioids
use (MBDOU) - 35 people; mental retardation (F-70 — F-
79) — 50 people, notably, with diagnose mental retardation
of light degree (F-70) — 29 people, mental retardation of
moderate degree (F-71) — 21 people; Asperger syndrome
(F-84.5) — 20 people.
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The age of participants ranged from18 to 54 years
(M =311, SD=6.2).

The group of conventional norm included: lecturers
of Vinnytsia State Pedagogical University named after M.
Kotsiubynskyi (52 people), lawyers of Vinnytsia Regional
Law Association — 64 people, telecommunication experts
of “Vita” Television Company — 28 people, and medical
employees of Vinnytsia Regional Clinical Hospital named
after M. Pirogov, Department of Traumatology — 60 peo-
ple. The age of people who joined the group of conven-
tional norm ranged from 25 to 71 years (M = 32.4, SD=
6.3).

The survey was based on the Assessment of Humor-
ous Statements Inventory developed by M. Koviazina
and M. Kohan [3]. It includes 50 statements: 38 humorous
statements and 12 neutral phrases. The participants were
suggested to listen to the phrases and assess the extent of
humour of each one using a scale from 0 (unfunny) to 5
(very funny).

While processing the results we also grounded on the
authors’ data of the approbation of the technique on
healthy respondents. Firstly, authors distinguished “fun-
ny” and “neutral” phrases from their point of view. Later,
they performed the analysis of frequency of statements
assessment. Thus, out of 38 so-called “funny” phrases the
authors obtained 21, which were assessed as comic and
received 3, 4 or 5 points by more than 60% of test partici-
pants. These are phrases 5, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 18, 24, 25,
29, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 41, 44, 45, 46, 48, and 50 [Annex
A]. The authors referred them to pure humorous (funny)
statements. Among 29 phrases that were not included
according to the frequency analysis to the category of
“funny”, 18 phrases were considered by the respondents
as “neutral” and assessed in 0 points (4, 6, 11, 16, 19, 23,
26 , 43, 47) and “not very funny” — 1 or 2 points (1, 2, 15,
21, 22, 30, 35, 39, 49) [Annex A]. The phrases remained
were placed in the medium category: 50% of them were
assessed as “humorous”, and the other 50% as “not fun-
ny”. These phrases were not used by the authors in the
further analysis of the results.
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We have not removed “not very funny” phrases, as
they can also present research interest. There is a proba-
bility that individuals with mental disorders perceive them
in a different way as compared with healthy individuals.

The comparison of data obtained in the study of peo-
ple with mental disorders and healthy people provided an
opportunity to explore the specificity of perceptive aspect
of humour, depending on the form of nosology. Using the
described methods, we compared the results of statements
assessment included in the proposed set which was done
by the authors’ and our respondents.

Distribution of the respondents by the criterion of as-
sessing statements as “funny”, “not very funny” or “neu-
tral” was similar to obtained by the authors of the tech-
nique. 64.6% of the respondents assessed phrases 5, 7, 10,
12, 13, 14, 18, 24, 25, 29, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 41, 44, 45,
46, 48, and 50 as “funny” (assessed in 3, 4 or 5 points; the
authors’ result was about more than 60%); 62.1% of the
respondents assessed phrases 4, 6, 11, 16, 19, 23, 26, 43,
47 as “neutral” (evaluated them in 0 points), and phrases
1, 2,15, 21, 22, 30, 35, 39, 49, as “not very funny” (eval-
uated them in 1 or 2 points) [Annex A]. Differences in
perception of statements depending on the professional
affiliation and gender were not detected. Thus, the re-
spondents who belong to the group of conventional norm
perceive the statements similarly to the individuals who
participated in the study of the authors of the technique.

In the process of further analysis, we compared these
points with the points by people with mental disorders in
order to find probable differences in perceptive aspect of
humour by individuals with mental disorders and healthy
people. The comparison was carried out separately for
each phrase. We compared points of the group of conven-
tional norm with the points of groups formed by the crite-
rion of nosological diagnosis, i.e. groups of people with
paranoid schizophrenia, cyclotemia, dysthymia, neurotic,
stress-related and somatoform disorders, mental retarda-
tion, Asperger syndrome, MBDAU, MBDOU (Table 1).

Table 1.

Comparison of medians of assessment of humorous statements
by people with mental disorders and the group of conventional norm
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Note. In Table 1&2, numbers of statements, assessed by the group of conventional norm as “funny”, are marked in bold, “not very funny” —in

normal font, “neutra

"

—in italics.

Table 2 presents the information about the significance of differences between the group of conventional norm and
different groups of people with mental disorders.

Table 2.
The differences between the perception of humour by people
with mental disorders and the group of conventional norm
No state Mann-Whitney Criterion U

ment F20.0 - F34.0 - F34.1- F40- F48- F10-norm | Fl1l-norm | F70-norm | F71-norm F84.5-
norm norm norm norm norm
5 -2,772%* -3,218** -2,808%* -0,011 -1,717 -0,783 -2,781** -4,228** -0,017
7 -0,391 -2,914** -1,890 -0,423 2,777** -1,744 -1,111 -3,818%* -0,446
10 -0,396 -1,265 -7,602%* -0,652 -0,229 -0,340 -1,342 -5,934** -1,652
12 -3,864** -4,068** -1,697 -0,232 -0,443 -0,966 -1,617 -1,212 -1,238
13 -5,050** 0,112 -1,862 -1,046 -0,131 -0,770 -0,892 -4,981** -1,148
14 -7,859%* -0,916 -6,854%** -0,793 -0,438 -1,315 0,414 -6,618** -0,798
18 -3,911** -4,102** -1,218 -1,113 -0,230 -3,087** -0,538 -0,572 -1,133
24 -0,338 -1,114 -3,014%* -1,258 -0,019 -0,132 -1,898 -1,113 -1,266
25 -1,892 -1,608 -4,467** -1,462 -0,257 -1,006 -0,916 -5,002** -1,464
29 -0,819 -1,816 -1,718 -0,344 -0,664 -0,793 0,316 -2,828** -0,849
32 -5,039%* -1,077 -1,694 -0,232 -0,091 -1,113 -1,794 -4,846** -0,244
34 -3,404** -0,936 -8,412%* -0,447 -0,078 -1,258 -0,611 -7,627** -0,453
36 -0,184 -2,802** -1,118 -0,231 -0,148 -1,462 -1,631 -1,515 -0,231
38 -0,533 -2,935%* -1,781 -0,444 -0,656 -0,344 -1,544 -1,769 -1,456
40 -8,890%** -0,581 -3,864** -0,230 -0,986 -0,232 -1,612 -8,914** -1,115

41 -0,126 -3,735** -1,142 -0,018 -0,227 -0,447 -0,798 -3,559** -2,966**
44 -4,642%* -0,128 -1,388 -0,257 -0,608 -1,325 -0,448 -2,893** -0,232
45 -3,436** -0,924 -0,166 -0,638 -3,015** -1,220 -1,164 -1,340 -0,128
46 -3,602** -2,953** -1,146 -0,096 -1,065 -0,573 -1,635 -1,647 -0,264
48 -0,896 -0,098 -5,362%* 0,174 -1,003 -1,008 -0,558 -7,231** -0,835
50 -1,878 -4,004** -1,178 -0,449 -2,918** -0,008 -1,414 -7,746** -0,197
1 -2,781%* -2,818** -0,497 -0,463 -0,249 -0,232 -0,759 -4,212%* 0,176
2 -2,930%* -2,844%* -0,890 -0,138 -0,673 -1,046 -1,238 -3,770** -0,469
15 -3,616** -7,412%* -0,361 -0,489 0,173 -0,793 -1,862 -2,936%** -1,178
21 -2,835%* -1,764 -1,719 -0,260 -0,449 -1,113 -1,615 -1,729 -0,662
22 -4,212%* -1,889 -1,448 0,313 -0,233 -1,272 -1,680 -1,438 -0,232
30 -1,870 -1,448 -1,306 -0,258 -0,017 -1,468 -0,914 -1,992 -1,312
35 -0,968 -0,996 -1,704 -0,630 -0,257 -0,344 -1,016 -0,893 -1,402
39 -2,822%* -2,790%* -2,008* -0,096 -0,666 -1,232 -1,222 -4,003** -1,241
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# state- Mann-Whitney Criterion U

ment - F34.0 - F34.1- FAO-F48- | L0 norm | F11-norm | F70-norm | F71-norm F84.5-
norm norm norm norm norm

49 -3,414** -1,618 -0,981 -0,074 -0,092 -0,449 -0,118 -0,389 -0,515
4 -0,679 -0,092 -0,361 -0,189 -0,074 -0,484 -0,655 -0,192 -0,913
6 -0,513 -0,381 -0,212 -0,678 -0,131 -1,049 -0,081 -0,684 -1,361
11 -1,016 -3,154** -0,094 -0,894 -0,674 -0,313 -0,196 -0,984 -1,008
16 -0,483 -0,916 -0,895 -0,455 -0,687 -1,713 -0,489 -0,657 1,715
19 -1,212 -4,606** -0,381 -1,314 -0,129 -1,258 -0,663 -1,318 -0,964
23 -1,605 -2,912** -1,009 -1,505 -0,189 -1,462 -0,131 -1,555 -1,452
26 -0,788 -1,015 -1,362 -0,772 -0,271 -0,344 -0,889 -0,779 -0,013
43 -1,312 -1,625 -0,843 -0,414 -0,874 -0,248 -1,114 -0,424 -0,246
a7 -1,691 -0,894 -0,789 -1,003 -0,888 -0,461 -1,435 -1,334 -0,441

According to Table 2, the most significant differ-
ences in the assessment of the statements in comparison
with the conventional norm were found in groups of indi-
viduals with paranoid schizophrenia, cyclotemia, dysthy-
mia, mental retardation of moderate degree.

Interpretation of the Results

In the group of people with “paranoid schizophre-
nia”, the differences in the assessment of humorous and
neutral phrases were discovered compared with the group
of conventional norm. Phrases: 5, 12, 13, 14, 18, 32, 34,
40, 44, 45, 46 were assessed by the group of conventional
norm as definitely “funny” (they got 3 or 4 points), and
individuals with paranoid schizophrenia gave them lower
points [Annex A]. Some of them were assessed in 3
points, while the members of the group of conventional
norm assessed them in 4 points.

However, most of the mentioned phrases were as-
sessed by the analysed group as “not very funny”. Simi-
larly, the phrases which were assessed by the members of
conventional norm as “not very funny”, were assessed
lower in 1 point or as “neutral” by the members of the
analysed group.

Thus, this group of people has specific perception of
humorous information that distinguishes them among
others. All the phrases, according to which we revealed
significant differences, were assessed lower by the partic-
ipants of the analysed group. The way the respondents
commented some phrases, reflect the specificity of their
perception of humour.

For example, one of the respondents assessing the
phrase “Is it your skirt or belt?” explained: “There is
nothing funny. It is possible to use a wide belt as a skirt
and a skirt as a belt”. Another statement “I am bored. |
want to sleep with you” was explained by one of the re-
spondents as follows: “One cannot laugh when he/she
wants to sleep. This phrase cannot be assessed more than
in 2 points”. The explanations reflect the impact on the
perception of humorous side associations and different
style of thinking of the respondents that, obviously, re-
duces the humorous effect of the perceived content to a
great degree.

The respondents with paranoid schizophrenia have a
tendency to underestimate the humorous content of the
suggested phrases, and the participants with cyclotemia,
by contrast, have a tendency to overestimate humour of
the statements. Moreover, it should be noted that they
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assessed not only phrases from categories “funny” and
“not very funny”, but also “neutral” phrases higher than
the respondents of the control group.

Some phrases, assessed by the control group as
“funny”, were assessed much higher by the respondents
with cyclotemia (such phrases as 5, 7, 12, 18, 36, 38, 41,
46, 50) [Annex A]. In addition, the following phrases
were assessed by the participants of the control group as
“not very funny” but the patients with cyclotemia consid-
ered them to be “funny”: 1, 2, 15, 39.

11, 19, 23 phrases that, according to people of con-
ventional norm, are neutral, were evaluated by the ana-
lysed group as “not very funny” [Annex A].

Here is an example of the female respondent’s ex-
planation of one of the statements: “The Cat (male) that
walked on his own”, is ridiculous. In the old days ‘cat
used to walk on her own’, and now he does the same
(male cat)”. Another example relates to the phrase “Hap-
py New Year!” The respondent considers this statement
“not very funny” but not “neutral”, explaining: “The New
Year is the funniest holiday, and even mentioning of it is
amusing” [Annex A]. The most frequently the respond-
ents of this group could not explain their assessment; they
just mentioned that it was funny and without thinking,
evaluated them higher compared to the participants of the
control group.

The nature of the assessment of humorous and neu-
tral content, emotional, verbal and nonverbal reactions by
this group’s members reveals specific to this category of
patients parameters of perception of humour. First of all,
it is reducing the criticality of humorous content, a ten-
dency to overestimating the level of humour, influence on
the perception of random associations, the inability to
focus on significant moments of humorous content.

Analysing the survey results of the respondents with
“dysthymia” we have noticed a reverse trend in percep-
tion of humour. They, as well as people with paranoid
schizophrenia have a tendency to underestimate the level
of humour. Nevertheless, the psychological nature of this
inclination is slightly different.

If people with schizophrenic disorders have specific
properties of thinking combined with distortion and de-
crease in affective areas [62], the respondents with dys-
thymia disorders are characterized by reducing the level
of motives and desires, lack of energy aspects of the psy-
che for adequate responding to humour.




Humour for individuals with depressive states are, in
some sense, an “excessive”, “redundant” phenomenon, as
it requires additional mental efforts to understand its con-
tent and to participate in the intellectual game, which can
be provided. 5, 10, 14, 24, 25, 34, 40, 48 and 39 phrases
were assessed lower by the participants with dysthymia
than by the members of the group of conventional norm
[Annex A].

The group of people with neurotic, stress-related and
somatoform disorders has no significant differences in the
assessment of humorous statements compared with the
group of conventional norm. Of course, it does not mean
that such differences do not exist. Obviously, for their
distinguishing it is necessary to use more delicate and
sensitive psychodiagnostic tools that can be considered as
the prospect of further research. It should be noted that by
the criterion of the perception of humorous content, the
analysing group is more similar to the group of conven-
tional norm than other groups of people with mental dis-
orders.

In the group of people with MBDPSU, we have re-
vealed some differences compared to the group of con-
ventional norm according to certain phrases. In the group
of people with MBDAU the differences in the assessment
of three humorous phrases: 7, 45, 50 are observed [Annex
A]. In all these cases, the respondents with MBDAU
overestimated humorous phrases. In the group of people
with MBDOU overestimation is observed only in the
phrase 18 [Annex A].

A tendency to overestimating the level of humour
content is probably associated with the development of
psychological defence mechanisms, where the use of
humour is one of their elements. Unserious attitude to
serious problems is specific to people with MBDPSU,
with the functioning of the mechanism of rejection.

Obviously, such a psychological tendency is ob-
served in perception of not only serious content as light-
hearted, but also humorous content as “more humorous”.

People with mental retardation of light degree show
a tendency to underestimating. However, significant dif-
ferences were detected only in respect of one phrase — 5
[Annex Al.

Clearly this tendency is manifested by individuals
with mental retardation of moderate degree. Phrases 5, 7,
10, 13, 29, 32, 34, 40, 41, 44, 48, 50 which were assessed
as “funny” by the members of the group of conventional
norm, were greatly underestimated by the analysed group
[Annex A]. The same situation is applied to phrase 1 and
2 that under normal conditions were assessed as “not very
funny”. Individuals with mental retardation of moderate
degree assessed them lower. At the same time phrases:
14, 15, 25, 39 were overestimated by them [Annex A].

In general, the tendency to the underestimating of
humorous phrases with certain cases of overestimating
means insufficient understanding of humorous content.
The group of people with mental retardation of moderate
degree assessed humorous phrases often by “trials and
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errors” based on personal experience, certain situational
associations, etc.

According to the respondents’ explanations it was
clear that the phrases were assessed without understand-
ing their meanings. For example, one of them commented
the phrase “The thought has left his mind, not being able
to put up with loneliness” as follows: “one should always
think, even if he/she is alone” [Annex A].

We have revealed the dependence of the perception
of humour on the level of intelligence in people with
mental retardation. In order to understand the humorous
content a person should be familiar with the system of
cultural meanings, have certain educational level, as well
as to be able to generalize and abstract.

It is clear that people with mental retardation of
moderate degree failure according to all these parameters.
And, obviously, this level of mental retardation is a kind
of boundary where understanding of humour cannot be
adequate.

The respondents with Asperger syndrome have a
significant difference compared to the group of conven-
tional norm in the assessment of just one phrase: 41 [An-
nex A]. The medians of assessment of other phrases often
vary downward and upward, however, significant differ-
ences have not been found. Thus, by means of The As-
sessment of Humorous Statements Inventory, the specific-
ity of perception of humour by individuals with Asperger
syndrome has not been revealed.

Conclusion

Perception of humour by individuals, who represent
different nosological forms, is different as compared to
the conventional norm and different groups between each
other.

e Participants with paranoid schizophrenia and
dysthymia show an exact tendency to underestimating the
humour of phrases. The comments by people with para-
noid schizophrenia reflect the impact on the perception of
humour side of associations, various thinking and distor-
tion of affective sphere. The explanations of people with
dysthymia show the reduction of motives and desires,
lack of energy aspects of psyche to adequate respond to
humour.

e  The patients with cyclotemia show a tendency to
overestimate the humour of the proposed content; the
nature of their assessments reflects the decline of criticali-
ty for humorous content, influence on the perception of
random associations, the inability to focus on essential
points.

e Participants with MBDPSU, show a slight ten-
dency to overestimating humour, manifested in their use
of certain aspects of humorous behaviour as defence strat-
egies.

e People with mental retardation of light degree
show a tendency to underestimating some humorous
phrases and overestimating others. Precisely this tendency
is manifested by individuals with mental retardation of
moderate degree and reflects, above all, the lack of under-
standing of humorous content. The phrase assessment by




individuals with mental retardation of moderate degree is
often performed by the method of “trials and errors”,
without sufficient understanding of the content, based on
specific situational ties.
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Annex A

Humorous Statements Assessment Inventory (by M. Koviazina and M. Kohan)
NotaBene: humor of most phrases is based on the word-play in the Russian language, so that the humorous content

of some statements may be lost as a result of translation).

1. MpusBanue xopowio, a 3BaHue Jiy4uie — Vocation
is good but profession is better (Humor is based on un-
translatable wordplay).

2. 3amomuu! Hy gro Te1 mumrems! — What the hell
are you writing?! Shut up!

3. Uewm jablie XO4ellb MPbITHYTh, TEM HHXE HYX-
HO corHyThesi — The further one wants to jump, the lower
he/she needs to bend.

4. Peiba muteniercs B BoaHax — Fish is splashing in
waves.
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5. Crosua tuxas BapdonomeeBckas Houb — There
was a quiet Bartholomew’s night.

6. PoicTBEeHHMKOB M Jpy3eil HaJg0 MO3/APaBISITH C
npasaaukamu — Relatives and friends should be sent holi-
day greetings.

7. MpIcTs TOKHMHYJA TOJOBY, HE BBIAEPIKAB OJHHO-
yecta — A thought left his mind, not being able to put up
with loneliness.




8. JInme TsOKeNBIN KOIIeneK MO3BOJIIeT YTHAThCA 3a
Mmoot — Only a heavy purse makes it possible to keep up
with fashion.

9. Ecnn y Bac yenryTcs pykd, TO MOYELINTE B APY-
rom mecte — If your fingers itch to do something, scratch
somewhere else.

10. 3a necuu mox (oHOrpamMMy HaJ0 IUIATHTH Kce-
pokormmsimu gener — For songs with phonogram, one
should be pay with photocopies of money.

11. Mama yOmpama KBapTHpY, a ICTH HUTpaldl Ha
ymuie — While mother was cleaning up the apartment, her
children were playing in the street.

12. Axmus! Kynure onuH 60THHOK M B IOJapOK TO-
nyuaete BTOpoii! — Sale! Buy one shoe and get a second
one as a present!

13. Mopckas kauka n300paxkeHa XyJI0XKHHUKOM C Ta-
KHUM CXOJACTBOM, YTO NPpHU OAHOM B3IJIAAC HAa KAPTUHKY
tourauo — Ship motion is depicted by the artist with such
a similarity that at the sight of it one can feel sick.

14. lypak, COBEpIICHCTBYACh, CTAHOBUTCS KPYIJIBIM
— A fool improving is getting blooming (based on the
world-play).

15. Kor, xotopslii Tyssu1 cam 1o cebe — The cat that
walked on his own.

16. JIyumie no3aHo, uem Hukorga — Better late than
never.

17. Beimics B ankoronukd — He has drunk his way
in alcoholism (the translation is based on the phrase
“make one’s way in life”).

18. lenbru — 3510. Korga npuxoauis B MarasuH, 371a
ne xBataet! — Money is root of all evil. It burns a hole in
our pockets every time we need it (Humor is based on
untranslatable wordplay).

19. C noBeM rogoMm! — Happy New Year!

20. ToxpkOo B OYEHH XOpOIIEM HACTPOCHHH OHa
Ha3bIBaJla MOJYYKy Myxa aeHbramu — Only in a very
good mood she called her husband’s salary money.

21. bor co3man eHIIWH TIIYIBIMHA, 9TO0BI OHH JTIO-
6w myxumn — God created women silly so that they
loved men.

22. Kpuk MOJpl NOHSTHEE BCEro Ha HWHOCTPAHHOM
si3eike — The last word in fashion is the most clearly un-
derstandable in a foreign language.

23. Ceronns xopouias moroaa — The weather is fine
today.

24. Tlepbs y nucarens ObUIM — €My HE XBaTallo KpbI-
neeB — The writer had feathers (quills) but he lacked
wings (In the Russian language, a quill is the same as a
feather, the humor is based on the homonyms).

25. Yero MwIMIMu HE XBaTaeT, Tak 3TO pyoIe
HerpobuBaeMbix kmieroB — The only thing our militia
lacks is ruble-proof vests.

26. B TO yTpo COJHEYHBIC Jy4d HEKHO CBETHIH B
komHaty — That morning the sun’s rays glowed gently
into the room.

27. Permuka: «Cobaku — Toxke mroam» — Dogs are
people, too.
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28. Tostpue Hamo Ha Men HaxuMars! — You should
press the chalk more brightly!

29. Herpam ouens HpaButcs ¢punbeM «Yamaesy, oco-
O6enHo (¢paza «Bcex OenbIXx BBIpEKEM — W HACTaHET
cuacTimBas xu3Hb!» — Black people enjoy the movie
“Chapaiev” very much, especially the phrase “We will cut
out all the white — and a happy life will come!”

30. Pycckue mpocTopsl Beeraa panyroT rimasz — Rus-
sian open landscapes are inviting to an eye.

31. Xena meda MHOTO NMydumie, yeM mmed XEHBI —
The boss’s wife is much better than the wife’s boss.

32. 310 y Tebs 100Ka wiu mosic? — IS it a skirt or belt
on you?

33. Hosoe mouetHoe 3Banme: «[loueTHbI ciryra
Hapona» — The new honorary title “The honored servant
of people.”

34. JIroObuTte BHYKOB — OHA OTOMCTST BalllUM JETSIM
— Love your grandchildren — they will take revenge on
your children.

35. CryTHHK claBel — OJJMHOYECTBO — The compan-
ion of glory is loneliness.

36. He Ooiitech 3TOi# TpaHaThl — OoHa pyuHas — Do
not be afraid of this hand-grenade. It is tame (In the
Russian language, “hand” and “tame” are homonyms).

37. Cerogns orpabaTbiBacM OJCBaHUE U pa3feBaHUE
mpotuBoraza. — Today we practice “dressing” and “un-
dressing” the gas mask (Based on the similarity of the
Russian phrases “put on” and “dress”).

38. Korma ona 3aroBopmia O 4epHOOYpO# Jwce,
My TocMoTpes Ha Hee BoimkoM — When she started talk-
ing about a silver fox fur, the husband glared at her like a
tiger.

39. Kpacora — crpamnas cuna — Beauty is a weapon
of mass distraction (literary: Beauty is a terrible power,
based on the Russian aphorism).

40. «Y nuButensHOE — simom» — Ckazan Canbepu. —
One man’s meat is another man’s poison — Salieri said
(Humor is based on the wordplay on the Russian apho-
rism).

41. Hossrii «Yanmu» co BKycoM akajgemuka [laBioBa
— i cobak, KoTopslie moMHuAT — The new Academician
Pavlov-flavored “Chappi” — for dogs who remember.

42. U3 cBOAKM HOBOCTEH: «3aKOHUYWIHCH POXKJIE-
cTBeHCKkHe OombGapaupoBku barmama». — From the news
headline: “Christmas bombing of Baghdad has ended.”

43. Yaii B Th 4aCOB — YHUCTO aHIJIMICKas Tpaau-
st — Five o’clock tea is a pure English tradition.

44. «letu! CmoTpuTe Ha MEHS BHHUMATEIbHO, a TO
He Oynere HUMEThb MpPEICTaBICHUS 00 OO0e3bsHE» —
“Children! Look at me attentively; otherwise you will not
have an idea of a monkey.”

45. Ecnu xeHa HE CIEIUT 3a MOJOMH, 3a HEM MOYKHO
ue cienutsb — If your wife does not follow fashion trends,
there is no need to follow her.

46. MHe ¢ BaMH CKy4HO, MHE C BaMH CIIaTh XO4ETCs
— I’m bored with you, I would better sleep with you.

47. LUpmst mo ocenn cuurarotr — Never count your
chickens before they hatch.
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48. Korma My3sl MOJYaT, TOBOPST XXCHBI ITO3TOB — 50. MHorme >eHATCA MO JIOOBH, HMOTOMY YTO HE
When muses keep silent, the poets’ wives talk. AMEIOT BO3MOXXHOCTH JKEHHUTBhCA IO pacuery — Many

49. Komku 0XOTATCS Ha MBIIIEH, a Mblln ux O0osarcs  people get married for love just because they do not have
— Cats chase mice, and mice are afraid of them. an opportunity to marry for convenience.
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CIHPUAMAHHS T'YMOPUCTUYHOI'O 3MICTY Y HOPMI TA IIPA ICUXTYHIN ITATOJIOT T

VY crarTi IpeAcTaBICHO PE3YNIbTATH NOCHIIIKECHHS CHPUIMaHHA TYMOPHCTHYHOTO 3MICTY 0CO0aMH, 10 HAJIEXKaTh
JI0 TPYIH YMOBHOI HOPMH, @ TaKOX 0co0aMM 3 NCHXIYHMMHU po3nazamH. IlomaHo omuc BuOIpKM Ta METOAMKH JOCII-
JUKeHHSA. Y  JOCHIMKCHHI BUKOPUCTaHO MeToauKy “OmiHKa TyYMOPHCTHYHHUX TBEpPIDKEHB , PO3POOICHY
M. C. Kosszinoo ta M. A. Koranom [3]. YcraHoBneHo, O CHpUiiMaHHsA TyMOpY B 0cCi0, 110 MPEACTaBISIOTh Pi3HI
HO30JIOT19Hi ()OpPMH, BUABIAE BIIMIHHOCTI SIK y TIOPIBHSAHHI 3 TPYIIOI0 YMOBHOT HOPMH, TaK 1 y MOPIBHAHHI Pi3HUX TPy
Mix co00r0. OCKibKH crenika CIpUiMaHHSI TYMOPHCTUYHOTO 3MICTY B 0Ci0 YMOBHOI HOPMH Ta OCi0 i3 pi3HUMH
NICUXIYHUMH PO3JIaZaMH € HEOJHAKOBOK, BUKOPUCTAHHS TYMOPY MaTHMeE ICHXOJiarHOCTUYHY HAIPaBIIECHICTh y BUSIB-
JICHHI NIEBHUX MNCHUXIYHUX TaTojorid. CnpuiiMaHHs ryMopy B 0Ci0, 1110 NPEACTABIAIOTH Pi3HI HO30JIOTIYHI (OPMH, BHU-
SIBJISIE BIZIMIHHOCTI SIK y TOPIBHSIHHI 3 TPYIOI0 YMOBHOT HOPMH, TaK 1 y MOPIBHSHHI Pi3HUX Ipyn Mix cobor. Jloci-
JDKYBaHI 3 MapaHOiTHO MIU30(PPEHIEI0 Ta TUCTUMIEI0 BUSBISIFOTh BUPAKEHY TEHICHIIO 0 HEJOOIIHKH I'yMOPUCTHY-
HocTi ¢pa3. [Ipu 1bOMy MOSCHEHHS 0Ci0 3 MapaHOiAHO MIK30(pPEHIe0 BiI0OpaxaloTh BIUTUB HA CHPUIMaHHS IyMOpPY
MOOIYHUX acomiarili, pi3HOIUTAHOBOCTI MUCJICHHS Ta BUKPHUBIICHHs adeKTuBHOI cepu. [ToscHeHHS K 0ci0 3 quCTUMIERO
BiZIOOpaXaloTh 3HMKEHHS PIBHS CIOHYKAaTh Ta MOTATIB, HEJOCTATHICTh €HEPTETHIHNX ACIICKTIB MCHUXIKH I a/leKBaT-
HOTO pearyBaHHS Ha Tymop. JlociiKyBaHi 3 HUKJIOTUMIEIO BHABISIOTH TEHACHIIIO J0 MEPEOLiHKH I'YMOPHUCTUYHOCTI
3aIPOIIOHOBAHOTO 3MICTY; XapakKTep iX OIIHOK BiOMBA€ 3HW)KEHHS KPUTHYHOCTI II0JI0 TYMOPUCTUYHOTO 3MiCTY, BIUINB
Ha CIPHUUAHATTS BUIAIKOBUX acolliamiid, HEe3JaTHICTh 30CEPEAUTUCh Ha iCTOTHUX MOMEHTaxX 3MicTy. JlocmimkyBaHi 3
[IITPBBITAP BuSABIAOTh HE3HAYHY TECHJCHIIIIO IO MEPEOIiHKH I'YMOPUCTUYHOCTI, IO BiAOWBa€ BUKOPHCTAaHHS HUMHU
MEBHUX aCIEKTiB TYMOPUCTHYHOT NOBE/IIHKH y SIKOCTI 3aXUCHUX cTpaTeriif. Ocobu 3 po3yMOBOIO BIICTAJICTIO JIETKOTO
CTYIEHS BUSIBIISIIOTh TEHACHIIO J0 HEJOOLIHKH OJHMX T'YMOPUCTHYHHUX ()pa3 Ta MepeouiHKd — iHmuX. YiTKime 1
TEHJICHIIS] BUSABJLIETHCS y OCI0 3 pO3YMOBOIO BiJICTATIICTIO MIOMIPHOTO CTYIEHs Ta BigoOpaxae, HacaMIiepe1, HeIocTaT-
HE PO3yMiHHS I'YMOPHUCTHYHOTO 3MICTy. BUKOHAHHS 3aBAaHHs Ha OL[IHKY T'YMOPHCTHYHOCTI (pa3 AOCIIHKYBAaHUMH 3
MOMIPHOIO PO3YMOBOIO BIJICTAJIICTIO 4aCTO BHKOHYETHCS METOJIOM «IpO0 Ta MOMMIIOK», 0€3 JOCTATHHOTO PO3yMiHHS
3MiCTy, 3 OMOPOI0 Ha KOHKPETHO-CUTYalilHi 3B’SI3KK. 3a rpynamMu ocid 3 HEBPOTUYHUMH, OB’ SI3aHIMH 31 CTPECOM Ta
coMaTo(OPMHHUMH poO3JIaJlaMi Ta 3 CHHIPOMOM Acrieprepa, 3HauUMHX Bi]MIHHOCTEH B OI[IHKaX T'YMOPHCTHYHOTO 3MicC-
Ty, Y TIOPiBHSHHI 3 OLIHKAMH YYaCHHKIB Py YMOBHOI HOPMH, HE BUSIBJICHO.

Knrwouoei cnosa: cripuiiMaHHs TyMOpY, TYMOPHUCTHYHHI 3MICT, Ipyna yMOBHOI HOPMH, Ipymna 0ci0 3 NCUXIYHUMHU
po3nagamu.
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