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Introduction

Humor is everywhere (or almost everywhere) in public and private discourse,
online communication, etc. Raskin (1985: 17) is correct in pointing out that “[a]s
virtually everything else in human society, humor turns out to be a convention
created and legitimized by society and imposed by it on its members (so early
in their lives (...) that no human who is totally unfamiliar with the phenome-
non can actually be found)”. Humor surfaces in numerous and diverse contexts,
while at the same time context determines to a significant extent how humor will
work, its form, and its functions and consequences for interlocutors.

The main theories of humor more or less explicitly consider context to be a
significant parameter for defining humor. Incongruity theories suggest that
humor originates in the perception of something that seems to be incompatible
or unexpected in a given context. It is in specific circumstances that something
violates our expectations, is judged as irrelevant or abnormal, and hence trig-
gers a humorous effect or response. Then, aggression/superiority theories pet-
ceive humor as an expression of (usually mitigated or covert) hostility against
something or someone deviating from what is socially expected. The target of
humor is denigrated or attacked for not complying with the conventions or
rules that are dominant in a specific context. Finally, relief theories of humor
maintain that humor enables individuals to circumvent or defy the social rules
imposed within a specific sociocultural context. In this sense, it allows individuals
to speak “freely” and express themselves in ways that are stigmatized or for-
bidden within that context. Thus, even momentarily, humor releases the tension
caused by social (i.e. contextual) conventions and restrictions.!

Yet, for several decades, linguistic humor research has often neglected con-
text as a parameter accounting for the construction and meaning(s) of humor.
Such a tendency appears to be related to the fact that for humor scholars the
most common and popular humorous texts for analysis have been canned
jokes which are supposed to be “verbatim” reproduced in various communica-
tive settings and whose meaning has been perceived as stable across contexts
(see also Bell 2018: 291-292). Hence, context appears to be left out of the theo-
retical and analytical parameters taken into consideration by the most influ-
ential linguistic theories of the past few decades, namely the Semantic Script
Theory of Humor (Raskin 1985) and the General Theory of Verbal Humor

1 For more detailed descriptions of the main theories of humor, see Bergson ([1901] 1911),
Freud ([1905] 1991), Raskin (1985), Attardo (1994), Palmer (1994), Billig (2005b), Morreall (2009),
Larkin—Galifianes (2017), and references therein.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501511929-001
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2 = |Introduction

(Attardo and Raskin 1991; Attardo 1994, 2001). All this is in line with more
general trends in theoretical linguistics, most notably Chomsky’s (1965) generative
theory, which programmatically refrained from a contextualized view of linguistic
phenomena. Drawing on Chomsky (1965), both the Semantic Script Theory of
Humor and the General Theory of Verbal Humor described an ideal speaker’s
competence in identifying and understanding humor in idealized circumstances
where, for example, everybody shared the same sense of humor and reached
identical interpretations of humorous texts.

Within linguistics, it was mostly in sociolinguistic and discourse analytic
approaches to humor (see among others Norrick 1993; Norrick and Chiaro 2009)
that the analysis of humor concentrated on real speakers’ actual performances
in social settings, thus highlighting the significance of context in the produc-
tion and interpretation of humor. Furthermore, discourse analytic and socio-
linguistic approaches to humor reminded and still remind us that nothing can
be “universally accepted” as humorous: speakers co—construct and negotiate
humor in interaction and may more or less differ in their perceptions of what
can be considered and framed as humorous. This is why some attempts at
humor prove to be successful, namely accepted by all interlocutors, while
others may fall flat or even cause intense disaligning reactions by at least
some of them. Such diverse reactions underline the fact that not all of us per-
ceive the same behaviors or aspects of social reality as incongruous; we do
not therefore agree on the selected targets to be attacked through humor and/
or on the reasons for such “humorous” aggression. Furthermore, we do not
think that the same topics, behaviors, actions, etc. are “appropriate” for hu-
morous framing; in fact, the violation of some social conventions, norms, or
restrictions is not unanimously welcome by the members of a sociocultural
community, even if it makes some of them feel temporarily “released” or
“free” from social impositions. In short, in situ humorous performances could
involve diverse, even opposing senses and interpretations of humor.

Given the above, and adhering to the sociolinguistic and discourse analytic
perspective, the present study will try to explore the variety of forms humor
may take in different communicative settings, the wide range of sociopragmatic
functions it may serve, as well as the more or less dissimilar perceptions speak-
ers may have concerning what humor is, what it means, and how it works. To
this end, the Chapters of this book will try to contribute to building a new theo-
retical approach to the analysis of humor placing emphasis on context. Such an
approach presupposes that language is not perceived as a limited set of rules
and units with predetermined meaning (cf. Chomsky 1965). Instead, it is based
on the premises that meaning is perceived as co—constructed and negotiated
in context by participants and that linguistic creativity and the possibility
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for multiple interpretations are considered to be key aspects of human commu-
nication (see among others Linell 1998; Bell and Pomerantz 2015; Chovanec
and Tsakona 2018). Therefore, the proposed approach will try to take into con-
sideration not only the sociocultural environments where humorous texts are
created and interpreted, but also the meanings derived from them and the reac-
tions to humor by real interlocutors in real settings.

The importance of context for the production and interpretation of humor
has repeatedly been underlined in humor scholarship during the past few
years: from decontextualized canned jokes or other printed material, many
humor scholars have re—oriented themselves towards more contextualized ap-
proaches to humorous texts and genres, so as to examine them in their own
terms. This means that it becomes increasingly significant and unquestionable
that there is no way we can account for the situated, local meanings of humor-
ous texts/genres unless we take into consideration a number of factors that
constitute their context. So, the first Chapter of this book is dedicated to the
theoretical description of what context is, by placing particular emphasis on
how humor scholars account for those contextual aspects that they consider
significant for analyzing humor (see among others Raskin 1985; Norrick 1993;
Oring 2008).

Among other things, context includes speakers’ reactions to humor, which
may confirm or cancel the humorously intended meaning proposed by the hu-
morist. Such reactions seem to depend on speakers’ own perceptions and as-
sessments of humor and eventually on differences and preferences concerning
what can qualify as humor, when, why, etc. Such perceptions and preferences
are shaped by the sociocultural background speakers interact in: social habits
and customs, widespread stereotypes, shared knowledge concerning humorous
phenomena are all responsible for our reactions to humor and for the interpre-
tations we derive from it. In Chapter (2), all these will be discussed in terms
of the metapragmatic study of language, which involves the analysis of speak-
ers’ knowledge and discourse about pragmatic phenomena (see among others
Jaworski, Coupland, and Galasinski 2004; Agha 2007; Bublitz and Hiibler 2007;
Culpeper and Haugh 2014). After an overview of some main concepts, topics,
questions, methodologies, and goals of metapragmatic research, the analysis
will concentrate on the metapragmatic comments on humor, particularly on
how such comments work in terms of creating or reinforcing solidarity and inti-
macy among speakers who share similar interpretations of humorous texts; or,
on the contrary, in terms of dividing them into opposing groups defending dif-
ferent views and evaluations of humorous texts and humor in general. The data
examined here comes from humorous texts circulated online (an advertisement
and canned jokes) and, most importantly for the metapragmatic analysis, also
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includes authentic, spontaneous reactions to them, which reveal how these texts
are understood and evaluated.

Chapter (3) is dedicated to issues related to the genres of humor, thus
highlighting not only the presence of humor in numerous and diverse commu-
nicative settings, but also the different forms it may take therein. After a brief
theoretical overview on genres and humor, I offer a taxonomy of humorous
genres and then discuss how humorous genres may be transformed in time,
mostly due to the new needs arising in online communication and the new
media. New genres may emerge, while old ones may transform to adjust to the
new environments of (humorous) communication. As the data analysis is in-
tended to demonstrate, such transformations may be attested in prototypical
humorous texts such as canned jokes, as well as in oral humorous genres, such
as joint fictionalizations (Kotthoff 1999), which are adapted to online environ-
ments. It will therefore be confirmed that genre is indeed one of the key contex-
tual features affecting humor production and interpretation.

In view of the above, the discussion in Chapter (4) turns to the two linguis-
tic theories of humor, namely the Semantic Script Theory of Humor and the
General Theory of Verbal Humor (see above), and to some recent efforts to ex-
pand the latter, so as to include aspects of context which were left out of its
initial version. This discussion will lead to the development of a performance
theory of humor, which will attempt to encompass most (if not all) aspects of
context that are significant for the creation and interpretation of humor (as pre-
sented in Chapters 1-3). Moreover, a performance theory of humor cannot but
account for humor failure and humor quality issues as well, hence I will try to
address these topics (drawing, among others, on Bell 2015). A tentative applica-
tion of the proposed analytical model is also included in this Chapter exploiting
the humorous advertisement discussed earlier (in Chapter 2) and viewers’ reac-
tions to it.

So far, we have placed particular emphasis on speakers’ multiple ways of
conceptualizing and interpreting humor (Chapter 2) as well as on the variety of
settings and genres it may occur (Chapter 3). Such aspects of humor use are not
only relevant to humor theory (as has been suggested in Chapters 1 and 4), but
also to language teaching, especially to teaching about humor. So, in Chapter
(5), I explore how we can teach about humor in language courses while taking
into serious consideration that humor may indeed yield multiple and often op-
posing interpretations, and that it surfaces in most communicative settings and
texts/genres. This means that we need to adopt an educational/teaching frame-
work opening the door to multiple perceptions of humorous discourse and si-
multaneously creating space for everyday texts with humor and not limiting
students’ linguistic/textual experiences in class to the texts/genres proposed by
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the official curriculum. One such educational/teaching framework is, I suggest,
that of critical literacy (see among others Fairclough 1992a; Comber and Simpson
2001; Wallace 2003).

So, in Chapter (5), after an overview of recent research on teaching with/
about humor, I elaborate on what critical literacy is and how it is usually prac-
ticed within educational settings. I also argue for the exploitation of humorous
texts in critical language courses, trying to diffuse common or potential reserva-
tions or objections. Particular emphasis is placed on teaching about humor
through the exploitation and analysis of humorous texts in class rather than on
teaching with humor, which is often proposed to improve learning outcomes.
To this end, I finally present some tentative proposals for a critical approach to
humorous texts in language classes. The main aim of these critical proposals is
to enhance students’ critical awareness of what humor is, how it works in vari-
ous contexts and genres, and what are its (positive or negative) social implica-
tions for interlocutors and/or the targeted individuals or groups. The teaching
proposals are based on the analysis of everyday humorous texts referring to
current sociopolitical affairs, gender issues, and migration. In addition, I intend
to demonstrate that the analytical model described in Chapter (4) is not only
meant for theoretically—-oriented approaches to humor, but it is also helpful for
designing and implementing critical analyses and discussions about humor in
educational settings.

The conclusions at the end of the book (Chapter 6) summarize its content
and explores further areas of inquiry.
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1 Context in humor research

1.1 Introductory remarks

The importance of context for the interpretation of humor has repeatedly been
summarized by most of us when we say “You just had to be there” to apologize
for an utterance or a story whose humor has not been understood by our recipi-
ents, despite our best efforts. It is also clearly reflected in (linguistic or other)
humor scholarship during the past few years: from decontextualized canned
jokes or other printed material, which are supposed to be repeated “verbatim”
in different contexts, many humor scholars have re—oriented themselves to-
wards more contextualized approaches to humorous texts and genres, so as to
examine them “in their own terms”. This implies that we can account for the
situated, local meanings of humorous texts/genres only if we take into conside-
ration a number of factors that constitute its context.

So, why this study begins (and emphasizes in its title) the concept of context?
If context has become the sine qua non for a significant number of humor analyses,
why do we need to read more about it? Various studies on humorous phenomena
seem to presuppose and exploit different aspects of context and, in my view, it
would be interesting to discuss and bring together different approaches. In addi-
tion, as our above—-mentioned excuse “You just had to be there” indicates, lack or
overlooking contextual information may lead to the failure of humor. Successful or
unsuccessful humor and, in general, multiple perceptions of humor due to diverse
and sometimes incompatible contextual presuppositions are another area of study
that has recently attracted the attention of humor scholars.

Admittedly, context is notoriously hard to define. It is not accidental that,
under the influence of anthropological conceptualizations and approaches to it
(see among others Malinowski [1923] 1989; Duranti and Goodwin 1992), innu-
merable pages have been written and innumerable debates have taken place on
its definition and significance for the analysis of discourse within pragmatics,
discourse analysis, and sociolinguistics (to name but a few). It is not among the
aims of this book to contribute to such debates and discussions (see Brown and
Yule 1983; Fetzer 2004; Georgakopoulou and Goutsos 2004; Widdowson 2004;
Predelli 2005; van Dijk 2008a; Fetzer and Oishi 2011; Finkbeiner, Meibauer, and
Schumacher 2012, and references therein). Instead, here I would like to begin
with bringing together those aspects of context that have been considered as
significant specifically for the analysis of humorous discourse. These aspects
are not, of course, specific to humorous discourse, but they can help us frame
and develop our research questions and their discussion in the present book.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501511929-002
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So, in what follows, I will briefly refer to some main approaches to context put
forward by humor scholars.

1.2 Conceptualizing context within humor research

In his seminal work on the linguistic mechanisms of humor, Raskin (1985) offers
a linguistic theory which deliberately and programmatically disregards context;
it is instead designed to account for speakers’ competence to identify a text as
humorous based on its semantic structure. Drawing on Chomsky (1965), Raskin
discusses the ideal speaker’s competence in identifying and understanding
humor in idealized circumstances where everybody shares the same sense of
humor and reaches identical interpretations of humorous texts (for a more de-
tailed description of Raskin’s theory, see Chapter 4). This, however, does not
mean that Raskin underestimates or totally overlooks the importance of context
for processing humor. Quite on the contrary, he presents a quite detailed account
of the factors constituting context (Raskin 1985: 3-5, 11-19, 63-64). These are the
following:

1. the human participants in the humor act, namely the speaker, the perceiver/
hearer, and the addressee. In an effort to underscore the significant role of
the perceiver for constructing and identifying humor, Raskin (1985: 3) states:
“It is the perceiver’s presence, of course, which makes a humor act a humor
act, simply because it is the perceiver who laughs”;

2. the humorous stimulus: “something must happen in a humor act. An utte-
rance has to be made, a situation has to develop or to be perceived — in short,
a new stimulus should be presented and responded to humorously” (Raskin
1985: 4). The stimulus must involve a failure, a violation of a rule/the social
order, or a deviation from what is expected; in other words, an incongruity or
script opposition;

3. the participants’ life experiences including their preferences or tastes for
humor, their feelings or beliefs about what can be humorously framed or
not, and their previous experiences with humor. Such experiences are re-
lated to differences in humor from one generation or era to another;

4. the participants’ dispositions to humor, namely the psychological mood al-
lowing them to participate (or not) in a given humor act;

5. the physical environment or situation where a humorous stimulus occurs;

6. the social and cultural background of a humor act including shared social
values, norms, etc. Such a common background renders humor effective.
To elaborate on the significance of this factor, Raskin (1985: 17) quotes
Viktoroff (1953: 146), among others: “society determines the circumstances
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under which laughter is recommended, tolerated or forbidden, as well as
its duration, intensity, etc.”.

Raskin’s account of context appears to resonate Freud ([1905] 1991: 282-285)

who offered a list of “accompanying factors” for humor including, among other

things, a cheerful mood, the absence of a “serious” mental activity, the absence
of feeling, and the presence of a pleasurable circumstance where humor is ex-
pected (see Raskin 1985: 11-13). All these are reminiscent of what Raskin refers

to as participants’ dispositions and the physical environment or situation of a

humor act (see above).

In addition, Raskin (1985: 59) underlines the fact that the script-based seman-
tic theory on which he builds the Semantic Script Theory of Humor has “a strong
contextual emphasis” and belongs to “contextual semantics” (see also Raskin 1985:
xiv, emphasis mine). He further supports the contextual nature of the Semantic
Script Theory of Humor in his account of semantic scripts: “[t|he script is a cogni-
tive structure internalized by the native speaker and it represents the native speak-
er’s knowledge of a small part of the world. Every speaker has internalized rather a
large repertoire of scripts of ‘common sense’ which represent his/her knowledge of
certain routines, standard procedures, basic situations, etc.” (Raskin 1985: 81). It
should also be underlined here that, even though he concentrates on speakers’
competence (i.e. their potential to recognize and interpret humor), Raskin (1985:
63) admits that “every sentence is perceived by the hearer already in some context.
If the context is not given explicitly by the adjacent discourse or extralinguistic si-
tuation, the hearer supplies it from his previous experience. If the hearer is unable
to do that he is very unlikely to comprehend the sentence”. In other words, Raskin
(1985: 59-98) recognizes and actually capitalizes on the significance of context for
processing humor, since context forms the basis for evoking or building the scripts
that need to be opposed for creating and comprehending humor.

In one of the earliest discourse analytic approaches to humor, Norrick
(1993: 3-6) discusses the significance of context for knowing when to produce
humor and for grasping its meaning(s). In his account, context involves:

1. the cultural lore (Norrick 1993: 4) about places, customs, and interactions
as well as the stereotypes that may be evoked in humorous discourse;

2. interactants’ assumptions about when, where, about what, and with whom to
use humor; such assumptions include information about a community’s
habits concerning the use of humor or its avoidance or prohibition;

3. the physical setting, the participants (including their social roles, relation-
ships, and interactional history), and the co—text (i.e. the surrounding lin-
guistic/discourse context) of humor; in other words, the local circumstances
of humor production and reception; and
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4. the contextualization cues provided by the participants (e.g. intonation,
prosody, code-switching, smiles, laughter, facial and body movements;
see Gumperz 1982).

In a similar vein, but from an anthropological and folklorist perspective, Oring
(2008: 196-202) suggests that there are four different categories of context
which are perceived as relevant to the analysis of humor:

1. the cultural context including cultural knowledge, concepts, values, and at-
titudes contributing to processing humor;

2. the social context referring to the social circumstances where humor emerges:
time, setting, participants and their relationships, as well as the nature of
their interaction, all relating to how humor functions and what message(s) it
conveys;

3. the individual context highlighting aspects of humor that may more or less de-
viate from one person to another. Under the influence of previous experiences
and inclinations, participants may exhibit specific preferences as to what
kind(s) or topics of humor they prefer and disseminate, as well as whether
and how they recontextualize humorous texts. This results in the develop-
ment of different habits or even tastes in humor use (cf. Kuipers 2006); and

4, the comparative context mostly referring to humor research methodology
and tradition rather than to participants’ real-life circumstances, practices,
and concerns. Humor scholars have often adopted comparative approaches
to humorous discourse by examining similar practices or texts across socio-
cultural communities (see among others Davies 1998).

Oring’s (2008) classification is quite compatible with Raskin’s (1985) and
Norrick’s (1993) accounts in terms of the cultural and the social context.? Their
main difference involves the emphasis both Raskin and Norrick place on linguis-
tic aspects of context (i.e. the humorous stimuli or the co-text and the contex-
tualization cues respectively). On the other hand, Raskin and Oring underline
the individual differences in humor creation, dissemination, and perception,
while Oring is the only one who discusses an analyst—oriented aspect of context,
that is, the comparative context.

Without offering such comprehensive accounts of context, Canestrari (2010)
and Tsakona (2013a) highlight the same contextual aspects as significant for the

2 El Refaie (2011: 90) also distinguishes between “the immediate interpersonal setting in
which a particular joke is created, communicated and received, and the broader social, politi-
cal and historical context, which determines what is considered to be funny in the first place”.
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analysis of humor. Canestrari argues for the importance of contextualization cues
for processing humor, while Tsakona (2013a: 42) argues for the centrality of
its “sociocultural presuppositions”, namely the culturally-specific background
knowledge necessary for its processing. In addition, both concur that verbal reac-
tions to, or comments on, humor are to be closely examined as part of the con-
text, since they reveal participants’ perceptions of discourse intended as
humorous and (more or less directly) reflect their views on when or whether some-
thing is humorous, why it is (not), how humor is (not) to be used, etc. (cf. Oring’s

individual context above; see also Shilikhina 2017, 2018).

An interesting, and more elaborate in a sense, proposal is put forward by
Filani (2017), who distinguishes between the context—of-the—joke and the
context—in—the—joke. More specifically, the context—of-the—joke refers to the cir-
cumstances within which humor emerges and is interpreted, and includes three
components:

1. the shared situational knowledge, that is, participants’ mutual perception of
their own ongoing activities (which give rise to humor);

2. the shared cultural knowledge pertaining to the beliefs, history, events, actions,
presuppositions, attitudes, values, and behaviors that may influence the use
of humor in a specific sociocultural community. Such factors may be more or
less different across communities and may result in multiple forms, topics,
and targets of humor; and

3. the shared knowledge of code including the linguistic choices made for a
humorous utterance/text, which must be accessible to its recipient(s).

The context—in—the—joke refers to what happens inside the humorous text and

forces recipients to evoke background assumptions and knowledge to process

it. This kind of context comprises the following:

1. the joke utterance;

2. the participants—in—the—joke, namely the characters and the targets, as
well as the stereotypes surrounding them;

3. the activity—in—the—-joke;

4. conversational joke cues, that is, devices used to engage recipients in the
humorous exchange, contextualization cues;

5. nonverbal cues (see 4 above); and

6. voicing referring to characters’ speech representation.

As Filani (2017: 458) himself suggests, “[t]he context—in—the—joke (...) is embed-
ded in the context—of-the—joke”, thus underlining their close interconnection.
His proposal is partially compatible with Norrick’s (1993) and Oring’s (2008),
especially when it comes to his account of the context—of-the—joke and its
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components, as well as the conversational and nonverbal cues of the
context—in—the—joke. The other components of the context—in—the—joke have
not been adequately discussed before, so this model directs our attention also
to how the content of humorous texts represents social reality or builds fic-
tional realities through entextualizing aspects of the context—of-the—joke.
Recently, Chovanec and Tsakona (2018: 3-8) attempt to capture in (often
overlapping) categories some aspects of context that matter for humor scholars.

So, they discuss the following categories:

1. framing devices of humor, which include laughter and smile, prosodic and
intonational features and patterns (pauses, pitch, speed, etc.), movements,
gestures, and facial expressions, as well as code—switches and metalinguis-
tic devices indicating the transference from the serious to the humorous
mode and back (Shilikhina 2018), and in general explicit statements or de-
scriptions concerning the humorous intention or quality of an utterance;

2. reactions to humorous discourse revealing whether or not the audience under-
stood the intended humorous message, what was their exact interpretation of
it (which may deviate from what the speaker initially intended), and whether
they evaluate it positively (e.g. they like/agree with it) or negatively (e.g. they
do not like/agree with it). Such reactions may be non-verbal (e.g. laughter,
smile, facial expressions of approval or disapproval; see framing devices
above) or verbal. In the latter case, the reactions may even take institutional-
ized forms such as the publication of journalistic and scholarly articles discus-
sing and negotiating the meaning(s) and repercussions of a text intended as
humorous;

3. sociocultural parameters of humor relating, on the one hand, to participants’
social characteristics and identities (age, gender/sexual orientation, ethnic-
ity, religion, social class, political affiliation, profession, etc.); and, on the
other, to the sociocultural particularities of the community where a humor-
ous text is circulated and interpreted. Different sociocultural communities
have different preferences and norms concerning in which contexts humor is
expected (or not expected) to be used, which humorous topics and targets
are considered appropriate or inappropriate for each audience and in each
setting, whether there are institutional restrictions on the use of humor, and
how they are imposed on the members of the community (cf. the normative
communities of humor in Kuipers 2008a);

4. the reasons why humor is employed and the goals/functions it is meant or per-
ceived to achieve. Among other things, humor brings to the surface shared val-
ues and views, thus highlighting the boundaries between the ingroup and the
outgroup; creates solidarity and reinforces intimacy; contributes to a pleasant
atmosphere; expresses criticism; mitigates aggressive or face-threatening
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moves/acts; disparages the “Other”; breaks social relationships; attracts the
attention of the audience; enhances the popularity of the humorist; contrib-
utes to building specific social identities (e.g. gender, ethnic, political ones),
etc. (see among others Norrick 1993; Attardo 1994: 322-330; Bell 2018). This
means that humor is never “innocent” and devoid of emotional impact and
social consequences, whether positive or negative ones; and

5. the genres where humor is included. Taking generic particularities into ac-
count could assist participants in making sense of a humorous text’s content
and purposes. By becoming familiar with the genres circulating in a sociocul-
tural community, participants learn to use humor in specific ways so as to be
able to participate in specific activities. They also learn to opt for humorous
devices and strategies that are considered “conventional”, “appropriate”,
and eventually effective in achieving certain goals or completing certain
tasks. Still, the normativity and conventionality of genres does not necessar-
ily constrain speakers’ freedom in humor use; it can actually provide a mean-
ingful background for creative uses and recontextualizations.

All these parameters, Chovanec and Tsakona (2018) suggest, underlie speakers’
dynamic negotiations and perceptions of humor in real settings. Although this
proposal exhibits similarities with all the previous ones, it seems to place par-
ticular emphasis not only on the reactions to humor (see also Canestrari 2010
and Tsakona 2013a above), but also on the functions and genres of humor,
which are tacitly subsumed under Oring’s (2008) cultural context, Norrick’s
(1993) “assumptions about where, when, about what and with whom to use
humor”, and Filani’s (2017) shared situational knowledge. On the other hand, in
Chovanec and Tsakona’s (2018) classification, Oring’s cultural and individual
contexts are merged into the category of sociocultural parameters.

All these approaches could be presented in a concise way in Table (1.1), so
as to demonstrate more clearly their similarities and differences:

1.3 The focus of the present study

Needless to say, not all aspects of context can be examined in detail in a single
monograph. Moreover, even if we cho(o)se one or two of them, we would not be
able to cover all related topics. The focus of the present study will be, first, on par-
ticipants’ verbal reactions to humorous discourse and their sociocultural assump-
tions (see Table 1.1, columns G and A respectively) and, second, on the genres of
humor (see Table 1.1, column B).
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Participants’ reactions to, and comments on, humor are one of the most
important sources of information we have at our disposal to explore what
they think of humor, how they perceive specific humorous utterances, texts,
or genres, how they assess humor functions in specific real-life situations. In
this sense, participants’ comments on humor stem from, and reflect, their
more or less diverse views and attitudes towards its use, all of which are di-
rectly related to their sociocultural assumptions concerning the use of
humor: when and why it may be used, what its topics may be, what back-
ground knowledge is presupposed or taken for granted for its processing. All
these can be considered as part of what Agha (1998, 2007) calls a metaprag-
matic stereotype. The metapragmatic stereotypes of a specific pragmatic phe-
nomenon (e.g. humor) are participants’ internalized models on what this
phenomenon consists of, how it should be used, when, why, and for what
purposes. Participants’ metapragmatic stereotypes of humor constitute their
positionings towards widely held beliefs on what humor is and how it is ex-
pected to be used and function in communication (for a more detailed discus-
sion, see Chapter 2).

A significant part of the metapragmatic stereotypes of humor involves the
communicative settings where humor is (or is not) expected to appear, that is,
the genres of humor. In other words, metapragmatic stereotypes pertain to
when and where the use of humor is deemed (in)appropriate, (in)dispensable,
and hence (in)effective or not (their strong interconnection is depicted in
Figure 1.1). Even though humor has by now become an integral part of the pub-
lic sphere, popular culture, and certainly of private interactions, its presence
turns out not to be welcome in certain cases (see among others Lockyer and

Metapragmatic
stereotypes
(of humor)

Genres

(of humor)

Figure 1.1: The interconnection between metapragmatic stereotypes and genres.
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Pickering 2005). As a result, there may be controversies arising from divergent
perceptions about where and when humor can or cannot be used. Even though
humor seems to surface in increasingly more genres than in earlier times (e.g.
even in courtroom decisions in the USA; see Hobbs 2007) and to become a
main ingredient in new (often mediated) genres (e.g. memes, online posts in
the social media), research on the genres of humor is still scarce: “[t|lhe conse-
quences of genres and form for the interpretation and appreciation of humor is
[an] understudied field in humor scholarship” (Kuipers 2008b: 388; see also
Attardo 2001: 23; Tsakona 2017d).

So, in what follows, I first discuss the main tenets and goals of metaprag-
matic research, as well as recent research on the metapragmatics of humor, and
how the latter can be explored through participants’ verbal reactions and com-
ments on humor use in context (Chapter 2). Then, we move on to discussing and
classifying the genres where humor is more or less expected to occur as another
significant parameter for the contextualized analysis of humor (Chapter 3).

1.4 Summary

This Chapter provided an overview of some main accounts of context offered by
humor scholars. The comparison between the different approaches to context
brings to the surface not only significant similarities from one approach to an-
other, but also the wide variety of factors that are deemed important for the
contextualized analysis of humor. The present study chooses to focus on two of
them: first, speaker’s reactions revealing their interpretations of humor and
their sociocultural assumptions on humor use; and, second, the genres where
humor is more or less expected to occur. The following Chapter is dedicated to
the study of the metapragmatics of humor, which will allow us to account for
the more or less diverse interpretations and sociocultural assumptions of it.
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2 Humor and metapragmatics

2.1 Introductory remarks

Humor scholars often underline the importance of speakers’ reactions to humor,
since such reactions may confirm or cancel the humorously intended meaning
proposed by the humorist (see among others Raskin 1985: 3). Such reactions
seem to depend on speakers’ own perceptions and assessments of humor and
eventually on differences and preferences concerning what can qualify as
humor, when, why, etc. Such perceptions and preferences are shaped by the
sociocultural background speakers interact in: social habits and customs,
widespread stereotypes, and shared knowledge concerning humorous phe-
nomena are all responsible for our reactions to humor and for the interpreta-
tions we derive from it. All these parameters belong to what is called context,
as explained in Chapter (1) (see also columns A and G in Table 1.1).

In this Chapter, these aspects of context will be discussed in terms of the
metapragmatic study of language, which involves the analysis of speakers’ know-
ledge and discourse about pragmatic phenomena (such as humor). To this end,
we begin with a brief overview of some main concepts, topics, questions, metho-
dologies, and goals of metapragmatic research (Sections 2.2-2.3), so as to demon-
strate that these could help us explain the multiple ways the above—mentioned
parameters influence the production and reception of humor in real settings.
A second overview will follow including some recent studies on the metaprag-
matics of humor, covering a relatively wide range of phenomena and methodolo-
gies (Section 2.4). Then, by focusing on sets of data including metapragmatic
comments on humor, I will try to investigate how such comments could broaden
the scope of the analysis (and eventually the theory) of humor, and why it is not
only interesting but also useful for humor scholars to examine various (even op-
posing) interpretations of humor. Furthermore, the two case studies discussed
here will allow us to see how metapragmatic comments work in terms of creating
or reinforcing solidarity and intimacy among speakers who share the same
humorous texts, or, on the contrary, in terms of dividing them into opposing
groups defending different views and evaluations of humorous texts and humor
(Sections 2.5-2.5.3).

2.2 On metapragmatics

Metapragmatic research has concentrated mostly on phenomena such as po-
liteness, register, deixis, and honorofics. Drawing on such previous research

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501511929-003
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(Agha 1998, 2004, 2007; Bublitz and Hiibler 2007; Culpeper 2011: 71-112; Kadar
and Haugh 2013: 181-206; Culpeper and Haugh 2014: 235-263) will enable us to
clearly delineate the scope of the present Chapter and the respective research
questions concerning the metapragmatics of humor.

So, what is metapragmatics? Metapragmatic research is premised on the
inherent reflexive capacity of language, namely its capacity to refer to itself, to
describe and evaluate its features, structures, uses, functions, etc. (Jakobson
[1957] 1971; Lucy 1993; Mauranen 2010).* As Caffi (1994) suggests, a metaprag-
matic perspective on language involves “the investigation of that area of
speakers’ competence which reflects the judgments of appropriateness on
one’s own and other people’s communicative behavior”, namely the investi-
gation of “the ‘know how’ regarding the control and planning of, as well feed-
back on, the ongoing interaction” (Caffi 1994: 2464, 2461, as cited in Hiibler
and Bublitz 2007: 7; see also Kadar and Haugh 2013: 181). Another term used
to refer to such competence is metapragmatic awareness, which has been de-
fined as “a discursive ‘monitoring’ based on the speakers’ ability to explicitly
reflect on their message and to organize it seeking to prompt certain perlocu-
tionary effect on the part of the addressee” (Timofeeva-Timofeev 2016: 274).
Metapragmatic awareness is therefore directly related to speakers’ efforts to
effectively shape their utterances/texts depending on their communicative
goals in specific contexts. Based on their linguocultural experiences, speakers
have acquired and/or recontextualize specific context-dependent ways of
using language, namely specific norms guiding their own discourse produc-
tion and interpreting or assessing that of others.

However, it is often pointed out that metapragmatic awareness remains
quite abstract as a notion: “[a]wareness is not measurable, and the notion lends
itself to easy speculation” (Verschueren 2000: 445; see also Culpeper and Haugh
2014: 237-239; Timofeeva-Timofeev 2016: 274-275). In an effort to better account
for such awareness, Culpeper and Haugh (2014: 239-240, 252-253) distinguish
between metapragmatic awareness and metapragmatic comments: metaprag-
matic comments or other such resources reflect speakers’ metapragmatic aware-
ness. A similar distinction is proposed by Preston (2004): his Metalanguage 1
(i.e. metapragmatic comments/resources) refers to “folk linguistic comments

4 There definitely is a close interconnection among linguistic reflexivity, metapragmatic
awareness, folk linguistics, and knowledge about language in general. In this sense, meta-
pragmatic research is very closely related to metalinguistic research. A detailed discussion of
such interconnections lies far beyond the scope of this book (see among others Lucy 1993;
Verschueren 1999, 2000; Coupland and Jaworski 2004; Jaworski, Coupland, and Galasifiski
2004a; Preston 2004; Hiibler 2011: 120—125; Kadar and Haugh 2013).
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(...) based on the respondent’s awareness of a difference between his or her lan-
guage use and that of some others” or, more generally, to “attitudinal responses
to language” (2004: 79, 94); and his Metalanguage 3 (i.e. metapragmatic aware-
ness) refers to “the presuppositions which lie behind much Metalanguage 1 use”,
namely “underlying folk beliefs speakers of a language have about the nature of
the object itself” (2004: 87, 94; emphasis in the original).

Within metapragmatic research, scholars have identified several metaprag-
matic resources or, to use Culpeper and Haugh’s (2014: 240) terminology, meta-
pragmatic indicators, such as the following:
language description (whether scholarly or not),
speech representation (including stylization),
deixis,
hedges,
contextualization cues (e.g. intonation, prosody; see also Section 1.2),
references to, and the labeling of, previous or prospective (speech) acts,
cohesive devices (e.g. discourse/pragmatic markers), and
explicit comments on language use (e.g. evaluative or prescriptive acts).’

NV AW

All such features provide recipients with more or less subtle guidelines con-
cerning how they (are expected to) interpret an utterance/text in given circum-
stances and, in general, how language is (expected to be) used therein.

Why is it important to study metapragmatics? Metapragmatic research seems
to grant researchers access not only to speakers’ implicit views and norms concern-
ing language use (i.e. their metapragmatic awareness), but also underlines the
inseparability between speakers’ conceptualization of pragmatic/sociolinguistic
phenomena and their own practices in various contexts. Jaworski, Coupland,
and Galasifiski (2004b: 3) provide a comprehensive account of what meta-
pragmatics can tell researchers interested in pragmatics, discourse analysis,
and sociolinguistics:

How people represent language and communication processes is, at one level, important
data for understanding how social groups value and orient to language and communica-
tion (varieties, processes, effects). This approach includes the study of folk beliefs about
language, language attitudes and language awareness, and these overlapping perspectives
have established histories within sociolinguistics. Metalinguistic representations may enter
public consciousness and come to constitute structured understandings, perhaps even

5 On metapragmatic indicators, besides the seminal works of Jakobson ([1957] 1971), Bateson
([1955] 1972), Lucy (1993), Silverstein (1993), see also Caffi (1994), Verschueren (1999, 2000),
Coupland and Jaworski (2004), Preston (2004), Hiibler and Bublitz (2007), Culpeper (2011),
Hiibler (2011), Culpeper and Haugh (2014), Ruiz—Gurillo (2016c: 84), Chun (2017).
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“common sense” understandings — of how language works, what it is usually like, what cer-
tain ways of speaking connote and imply, what they ought to be like. That is, metalanguage
can work at an ideological level, and influence people’s actions and priorities in a wide range
of ways, some clearly visible and others much less so (emphasis in the original).®

It therefore seems that metapragmatic research does not only bring to the sur-
face more or less latent norms of language use, but also reveals how such
norms are circulated, debated, and eventually become entrenched and often
naturalized among speakers. Metapragmatic research may help us trace the in-
terplay between pragmatic norms (implicit or explicit ones) and actual use:
pragmatic norms and conventions shape actual use which in turn reinforces or
weakens the dissemination and validity of the norms, depending on whether
speakers decide to comply with them or challenge them. In other words, speak-
ers’ perceptions and attitudes towards aspects of language use are directly re-
lated to how they themselves tend to speak or write — and vice versa. As a
result, theorizing about pragmatic phenomena cannot but take into consider-
ation speakers’ metapragmatic awareness as encoded through metapragmatic
indicators. In Verschueren’s (1999: 196) words, “in social life, conceptualizations
and practices are inseparable. Consequently, there is no way of understanding
forms of social behavior without gaining insight into the way in which the social
actors themselves habitually conceptualize what it is they are doing. Preconceived
theoretical frameworks just do not suffice” (emphasis in the original).’

Relevant to the present discussion is the concept of metapragmatic stereo-
types (Agha 1998, 2004, 2007). Agha claims that speakers internalize models of
language use which guide their own linguistic behavior and enable them to
make judgments about their own language use or that of others. Such models
aim at fixing and stabilizing the variation attested in language use so that spe-
cific pragmatic phenomena are easily recognizable to speakers.® Metapragmatic
stereotypes influence speakers’ linguistic performance and interpretation of
discourse in real settings, and are culturally—specific and context—dependent.
They are shaped by the sociocultural context speakers interact in and, more spe-
cifically, by the ways discourse is used and evaluated therein. It could therefore

6 See also Culpeper (2011: 73-74) and Kadar and Haugh (2013: 181, 183-186).

7 See also Verschueren (2000: 451), Agha (2000: 216), Kadar and Haugh (2013: 183).

8 It should be noted here that the word stereotype does not imply that the respective categori-
zations are necessarily false or inaccurate. Nor do they try to distort the representation of so-
ciolinguistic reality. The specific term indicates the ideological nature of language use and of
the norms and rules speakers form and tend to follow in discourse (Agha 2007: 157; see also
Moschonas 2005: 112-117, 122-123; Tsakona 2013b: 13-16).
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be suggested that metapragmatic stereotypes on specific pragmatic phenomena
are part of speakers’ metapragmatic awareness.

Metapragmatic stereotypes can be observed and recorded via speakers’ meta-
pragmatic activities and statements, namely through metapragmatic indicators
(see above). However, speakers seem to have different ideologies on how lan-
guage is or should be used: the metapragmatic stereotype of one speaker may, to
greater or lesser degree, deviate from, or even compete with, that of the other,
thus leading to conflicts and negotiations on the “(un)common”, “(un)desirable”,
“(in)appropriate”, and “(in)correct” language use as well as to defending specific
interpretations as “the only valid/correct ones”. A single speaker’s metaprag-
matic stereotype may even exhibit differences from one communicative setting to
another. As a result, metapragmatic stereotypes may mark group boundaries
(e.g. between those who agree and those who disagree on the definition and/or
functions of a pragmatic phenomenon) and may acquire an exclusive/inclusive
potential and function in context.’

For example, a metapragmatic stereotype on humor precedes any scholarly
definition of humor, as every speaker has certain opinions and attitudes con-
cerning what qualifies as humor and what does not, how, when, and where
humor is used or should be used, what are its desired or attested effects, etc.
Such a relatively stable mental model accounts for what speakers do (or think
they do) and is evoked to assess humorous phenomena. In other words, each
speaker has shaped their own metapragmatic stereotypes on humor which al-
lows them to reach conclusions concerning its “success” or “failure”, the “(in)
appropriateness” of its use, its “positive” or “negative” effects, etc.

9 It should be noted here that two other concepts perhaps more commonly employed to
refer to such internalized models of language use are language ideologies and (social or
meta-)discourses on language. These consist of “habitual ways of thinking and speaking
about language and language use” (Verschueren 1999: 198); or of “persistent frames of inter-
pretation related to the nature and social functioning of language” (Verschueren 2000: 450;
see also Cameron 2004: 316; Coupland and Jaworski 2004: 36-37; Preston 2004: 86-95;
Moschonas 2005; Kadar and Haugh 2013: 200-204). Like metapragmatic stereotypes, lan-
guage ideologies and social discourses influence language use and practices, are politically
charged, and can be publicly contested. Thus, they are employed to categorize speakers (e.g.
denigrate those who use language in a “non-standard” or “deviant” manner) and exhibit an
inclusive/exclusive function through connecting language use with moral orders. The dis-
cussion of the similarities and subtle differences (if any) between language ideologies, social
discourses, and metapragmatic stereotypes lies beyond the scope of the present study, while
the latter term will be used throughout the book for ease of reference.
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Given the above, metapragmatic indicators encoding metapragmatic stereo-
types may fulfill sociopragmatic functions. As Hiibler and Bublitz (2007: 3-4,
17-18) suggest, metapragmatic indicators may be:
evaluative,
conflictual (e.g. face—threatening),
organizing (e.g. turn—taking, topic management, coherence),
defending communicative norms,
creating and modifying identity.'°

via W e

The use of such indicators becomes particularly relevant and salient when some-
thing “goes wrong” in interaction and participants feel the need to do some re-
pair or management moves. For instance, metapragmatic indicators often occur
when audience expectations are breached, when disagreement occurs, or when
it becomes helpful or necessary to monitor interaction or to point to certain
meanings (Preston 2004: 78-79; Hiibler and Bublitz 2007: 8, 12, 16; Mauranen
2010: 18-20; Kadar and Haugh 2013: 199).

To sum up, speakers’ knowledge, views, and stances concerning language
use constitute their metapragmatic awareness which can also be conceptual-
ized as the sum of metapragmatic stereotypes, each of which refers to a dif-
ferent pragmatic phenomenon. Such stereotypes become accessible through
specific metapragmatic indicators, which are employed by speakers as more or
less explicit guidelines addressed to recipients concerning how their utteran-
ces/texts are to be interpreted. Since, as metapragmatic research has shown,
speakers may not share the same metapragmatic stereotypes on a specific prag-
matic phenomenon, but instead they may possess different or even competing
ones, the respective metapragmatic comments may be used to enact and under-
line such similarities or differences. As a result, metapragmatic indicators ac-
quire multiple sociopragmatic functions themselves. The following Figure (2.1)
represents the relationship between metapragmatic awareness, stereotypes, in-
dicators, and their functions:

To recontextualize all these in humor theory terms, metapragmatic aware-
ness involves, among other things, speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes on
what humor is (or is not), how, why, when it should (or should not) be used,
etc. Such views become explicit not only through speaker’s own production of
humor in specific communicative settings (and their avoidance of humor in cer-
tain others), but also through their contextualization cues and reactions to

10 See also Cameron (2004: 313), Jaworski, Coupland, and Galasifiski (2004b: 3-4), Culpeper
and Haugh (2014: 258-260).
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Metapragmatic awareness

Metapragmatic stereotypes
on various

pragmatic phenomena

Metapragmatic indicators

Sociopragmatic functions Figure 2.1: The relationship between
of metapragmatic awareness, stereotypes,
metapragmatic indicators indicators, and their sociopragmatic functions.

humor, that is, through metapragmatic indicators. Given that there can be dif-
ferences in what speakers assess and/or frame as humorous as well as in how
they choose to react to humor, they may converge or diverge as to their use of
humor. Thus, the metapragmatic indicators of humor may eventually bring
speakers closer together if they are used in a more or less similar manner and/
or convey compatible meanings; or, on the contrary, they may drive speakers
apart if they are used differently or in opposing ways. This is how metaprag-
matic indicators acquire sociopragmatic functions.
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2.3 Some methodological notes on metapragmatic research

There appear to be several ways to trace and collect metapragmatic data. Kadar
and Haugh (2013: 192-204) discuss a wide variety of methodological approaches
including corpus analysis, lexical/conceptual mapping, metapragmatic inter-
views and questionnaires, naturally occurring discourse (e.g. face—to—face inter-
actions, media commentary, historical documents/texts), or elicited discourse
(e.g. interviews, diaries, reports; see also Verschueren 1999: 196; Kristiansen
2004: 167; Preston 2004: 85; Sinkeviciute 2017, 2019; as well as the Chapters in
Bublitz and Hiibler 2007).

The investigation of metapragmatic indicators is not, however, without li-
mitations and challenges. First of all, even though participants have implicit
models on language use, they do not always encode them in their discourse.
Moreover, the context—dependent and culturally—specific nature of such mo-
dels does not allow for generalizations across texts, genres, communicative set-
tings, or communities. Metapragmatic indicators may provide information on
participants’ perceptions within a specific communicative setting or linguocul-
tural community at most (see Coupland and Jaworski 2004: 25-26; Kristiansen
2004; Kadar and Haugh 2013: 185-186, 192-204; Culpeper and Haugh 2014:
263; Tsakona 2017e).

Another restriction relates to the methodology of their collection: in case meta-
pragmatic indicators are elicited (via questionnaires, interviews, etc.), they may be
influenced by what Labov (1972) calls observer’s paradox, namely the effect the
presence of a researcher has on the collected data. Speakers are more or less likely
to conform to (what they think are) the expectations of the researcher, whether
consciously or subconsciously (see also Kristiansen 2004: 187). On the other hand,
authentic, spontaneous data which would be preferable is not particularly easy to
spot. It is often difficult to know in advance when and where participants will
spontaneously discuss pragmatic or sociolinguistic phenomena, and to manage to
record such discussions.

In addition, the distinction between pragmatic and metapragmatic analyses
may still be a controversial issue in some cases. It often seems to be necessary
to make a clearer distinction between analytical levels and foci when research-
ers aim at exploring metapragmatic phenomena (Hiibler 2011: 4; Tsakona
2016a, 2017a). This could be attributed to the fuzziness of the concept of meta-
pragmatic awareness (see Section 2.2).

Finally, given that scholarly linguistic descriptions and linguistics/prag-
matics in general constitute metapragmatic activities themselves (see Caffi
1994: 2461), researchers tend to implicitly or explicitly suggest that their own
methodogically—sanctioned and theoretically-informed analyses are the only
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“correct” and “valid” ones. Hence, there is often bias against speakers’ meta-
pragmatic activities and analyses, which are, subsequently, framed by scholars
as “ideological” and not actually significant for linguistic analysis (see among
others Cameron 2004: 317; Kristiansen 2004: 187; Preston 2004: 81-82).

The present investigation of the metapragmatics of humor is based on the
premise that speakers’ perceptions on humor are as ideological as researchers’
ones. After all, researchers are predominantly language users. Whether we real-
ize it or not, our research hypotheses and questions more often than not stem
from our own experiences with language use and from potential discrepancies
between real-life linguistic data and the theoretical frameworks and concepts
employed for their analysis (Verschueren 2000: 452; Coupland and Jaworski
2004: 24; Tsakona 2013b, 2017e). This further suggests that theoretical frame-
works and their analytical concepts and tools could actually be enriched and
become more effective if we take into serious consideration speakers’ percep-
tions and assessments of linguistic/pragmatic phenomena. And this is why I
insist on a metapragmatic perspective on humor here.

More specifically, in the present study, emphasis will be placed on authen-
tic, spontaneous metapragmatic comments, namely “expressions convention-
ally understood within a speech community to refer to an evaluation of certain
behavior-in—context” (Culpeper 2011: 74; see also Section 2.2)." The analysis of
such comments will allow us to trace speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes on
humor, that is, their views and stances concerning what humor is, how humor is
expected to be used in specific contexts, how it functions, what are the differences
between a humorous utterance/text and a non-humorous (e.g. serious or offen-
sive) one, etc. It will also be shown how similarities or differences in such meta-
pragmatic stereotypes may respectively bring speakers closer together or may
drive them apart via dividing them into opposing groups fighting over the “cor-
rect” interpretation of humor. Eventually, the analysis of metapragmatic comments
could lead us to confirm, refute, or revise prefabricated theoretical schemas con-
cerning the nature and use of humor and reinforce or undermine their validity.
Understanding what humor is and how it works will always be partial without con-
sidering its users’ views and attitudes concerning their own practices and habits.

Before we proceed with the analysis of metapragmatic comments on hu-
morous texts, first, let’s take a look at recent metapragmatic research focusing
on humor and related phenomena.

11 See also descriptive metapragmatic comments in Sinkeviciute (2019).
12 Following Ruch (1998) and Attardo (2011: 135), the word humor is used as an umbrella term
covering all related phenomena.
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2.4 Metapragmatic research on humor

Recently humor scholars have started to investigate various aspects of the meta-

pragmatics of humor, not only bringing to the surface diverse perceptions of

humor per se, but also testing different methodological approaches that could
foster further research in the area.

Ruiz—Gurillo and the contributors to her edited volume (2016b) explore
humor as metapragmatic awareness or, as the editor herself puts it, as “meta-
pragmatic ability” (Ruiz—Gurillo 2016a: 1), namely as a means to gain insight
on how speakers monitor and plan their own language use. Explicitly or implic-
itly drawing on Verschueren’s (1999, 2000) conceptualization of metapragmatic
awareness (see Section 2.2), the authors of the volume scrutinize specific strate-
gies or devices speakers resort to, when producing and negotiating humorous
utterances and texts, depending on their potential recipients and communica-
tive settings. Such strategies or devices are expected to be recognized and appro-
priately interpreted by the recipients. The studies explore various metapragmatic
indicators such as prosody, (dis)fluency markers, and facial expressions, while
they also discuss humorists’ metalinguistic/metapragmatic ability to manipulate
linguistic/pragmatic conventions.

Metapragmatic comments as metapragmatic indicators are explored by re-
searchers such as Kramer (2011), Laineste (2011), Stewart (2013), Constantinou
(2019), and Dynel and Poppi (2019), who analyze online public debates on spe-
cific humorous texts. In their studies, these authors collect spontaneous, authen-
tic reactions to humorous discourse by participants in online environments, who
offer multiple perspectives on the meanings and the potential functions of spe-
cific texts. Such perspectives could lead to more or less intense conflicts which
often turn out to be futile, as Kramer (2011) suggests, because participants do not
appear to be willing to concede, converge, or even consider the arguments of the
opposite side. Among the topics discussed in these debates are the following:

1. What is humor?

2.  When does humor succeed or fail - and why?

3. How does humor function?

4. Should there be limits to humor (e.g. in the form of self- or other—censorship)
or not? Does freedom of speech mean no limits to humor?

Do humorous texts reflect social reality?

6. Do humorous texts influence social stances and views (e.g. via promoting
racism, aggression, or bigotry), or are they perceived as “simply amusing”
and “inconsequential” discourse?

7. What is the relationship between humor and offense?
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8. Is laughter a controllable/voluntary reaction to humor or an uncontrolla-
ble/involuntary one?

9. What does it mean to laugh or not to laugh with a text intended as humor-
ous which may, however, be interpreted as aggressive or offensive?

The different stances participants adopt in such debates on the metapragmatics
of humor divide them in opposing groups through the construction of opposing
identities for themselves and the “Others”. Specific texts and the multiple and
ambiguous meanings derived from them thus bring to the surface different
humor ideologies (Kramer 2011: 138) or different tastes of humor (Laineste 2011;
cf. Kuipers 2006). The public defense of such ideologies on humor seems to ac-
quire a ritual character as “identities and beliefs are performed and naturalized
under the guise of a debate” (Kramer 2011: 163). In other words, such studies
demonstrate that divergent metapragmatic stereotypes encoded through meta-
pragmatic comments on specific humorous texts have significant socioprag-
matic functions (see Figure 2.1).2

Humor ideologies or metapragmatic stereotypes conceptualized as humor
ethics are also the focus of Lockyer and Pickering (2001) who investigate reac-
tions to humor that has been interpreted as offensive. The reactions examined
come from letters of complaint sent to, and published in, the satirical magazine
Private Eye. Researchers suggest that speakers disapprove of humor, which
they find exaggerated and beyond the limits of “propriety”, while at the same
time defend themselves against potential accusations of lacking a sense of
humor. Through their comments on humor, speakers attempt to draw the bound-
ary between humor and ethics, humor and offense, as well as between serious
and humorous discourse (see also Lockyer 2006).

Kerkkénen (2006) has attempted to describe the humor-related topics fo-
cused upon in Finnish newspaper articles. The corpus analyzed includes ar-
ticles reporting on Kerkkdnen’s own research on humor and elaborating on
related phenomena. His conclusions indicate that journalists are not so much
interested in research findings concerning humor; instead, they tend to concen-
trate mostly on whether such findings confirm or refute widely circulating
views on humor, such as its subversive character or function and its positive

13 A slightly different perspective is adopted by a number of studies investigating how humor
is used to mitigate or disguise racist meanings or intent (see Billig 2001, 2005a; Park,
Gabbadon, and Chernin 2006; Chun and Walters 2011; Malmquist 2015; McKinney and Chun
2017, and references therein). Such studies examine recipients’ metapragmatic comments on
humorous discourse, but their main focus is on the discursive construction and dissemination
of discriminatory views and practices, not on the conceptualization of humor.
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influence on health. Newspaper articles also tend to promote evaluative ac-
counts of humor (e.g. which is the “best” kind of humor or whether humor is
related to optimism). It therefore seems that press texts may often refer to wide-
spread metapragmatic stereotypes on humor, thus further disseminating them
and perhaps increasing their perceived validity (see also Kersten 2019).

Based on the same premise that the media significantly contributes to dis-
seminating metapragmatic stereotypes on humor, Tsakona (2013b) aims at trac-
ing the similarities and differences between scholarly accounts and findings on
humor (i.e. etic perceptions of humor), on the one hand, and views or stances
expressed by journalists and other professionals such as comedians, cartoon-
ists, writers, scholars from outside humor research, literary or theater critics,
on the other (i.e. emic perceptions of humor)." Her corpus includes interviews
and articles from Greek newspapers and magazines (whether print or online)
published and collected from 2000 until 2013 and referring to humor and re-
lated phenomena. The analysis of the metapragmatic comments on humor con-
centrates on six thematic areas:

1. the definition of humor and its relationship with related phenomena such
as laughter, satire, and the comic;

the negative and positive attitudes towards humor and its research;

the sociopragmatic functions of humor in various genres;

the relationship between humor and politics;

the limits of humorous expression;

the role of humor in education.

oA W

The comparison between journalistic articles and research findings on humor
reveals both similarities and differences between emic/lay and etic/scholarly
perceptions of humor, thus confirming the inseparability between humor con-
ceptualizations and humor practices (see Verschueren 1999: 196 in Section 2.2).
It seems that not only may journalists and professionals be familiar with schol-
arly approaches to humor (e.g. in the framework of the research necessary to
fulfill their professional roles or out of personal interest), but also that humor
scholars may, on the other hand, rely on their lay perceptions of humor more
than they would be willing to admit.

Besides spontaneous metapragmatic data, elicited ones could turn out to
be revealing for humor research. Sinkeviciute (2017) investigates how funniness
is conceptualized in interaction and what are, in her informants’ views, the
preferred reactions to funniness. Interviews are therefore used to detect emic

14 For the distinction between etic and emic analyses, see Pike ([1954] 1967).
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understandings of funniness. The findings of this study suggest that partici-
pants may offer positive or negative evaluations of funniness depending on
the point of view adopted each time, namely the humorist’s, the target’s, or the
non-participant’s in interaction. Yet, only positive (i.e. light-hearted or humor-
ous) reactions to funniness are considered to be preferred and expected in all
such cases. Sinkeviciute (2019) also explores metapragmatic comments coming
from the same set of data and functioning as identity claims. She demonstrates
how her informants construct collective, individual, or situated identities while
interpreting and commenting on humorous instances. More specifically, inform-
ants may build collective identities when they align themselves with a linguocul-
tural group in their assessment of what is (not) funny and, on the contrary, they
may build individual identities when they differentiate themselves from what
others belonging to a specific group perceive as humorous. Situated identities
are constructed when speakers underline the importance of a certain local con-
text and of participants’ relationships therein for evaluating whether something
can be considered to be funny or not (see also Sierra 2019).

Sgrensen (2016: 85-96) also uses interviews to investigate the socioprag-
matic functions of humorous political stunts, namely humorous activist perform-
ances taking place in public spaces to attract general attention and undermine
dominant discourses on various sociopolitical issues. Specifically asked to com-
ment on the role of humor in such contexts and in the communication within
such groups, the interviewed activists come up with a variety of sociopragmatic
functions of humor. Among other things, they employ humor in their stunts to
reach out to, and mobilize, the wider audience, to reduce their fear and apathy,
to attract and recruit new members, to render their messages more appealing
and memorable, to convey undesirable or unpleasant truths, and to break
well-entrenched patterns of thinking. Within the activist groups examined,
humor helps members to sustain their culture of resistance, to enhance their
self-respect, group cohesion, and motivation, to cope with feelings of fear,
anxiety, depression, and burn—out, to lower the levels of aggression they ex-
perience, and to create and maintain a pleasant atmosphere in their meetings
and joint activities. Humor thus appears to be an important multifunctional re-
source for activists, at least according to their own metapragmatic comments on it.

Metapragmatic research of humor may also be based on scripted discourse
reflecting language use and potentially putting into wider circulation specific
views on humor (on the interplay between metapragmatic stereotypes and
discursive practices, see Section 2.2). Dynel (2017) examines the differences
between emic/lay and etic/scholarly perceptions of two closely related phenom-
ena: irony and sarcasm. In particular, she uses the terms irony and sarcasm as
metapragmatic labels revealing speakers’ perceptions of these phenomena in
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American English, and she compares speakers’ labels to theoretical definitions
and approaches to irony and sarcasm. Such a comparison indicates that “the
label ‘irony’ is typically used with reference to situational irony, whereas ‘sar-
casm’ denotes the presence of the rhetorical figure [of irony]” (Dynel 2017: 84).
Moreover, “contrary to the prevalent view in the scholarly literature that sarcasm
(...) promotes disharmony and conflict or is simply offensive”, in the data exam-
ined it appears to be “perfectly innocuous” and “carries no (intended or per-
ceived) aggression” (Dynel 2017: 84). Needless to say, this line of research could
bring to the surface more such intriguing mismatches between emic and etic
understandings of humorous phenomena, that is, between speakers’ metaprag-
matic stereotypes on humorous phenomena and the respective theoretical ap-
proaches and scholarly definitions of them.

Studies in the lexical field of the word humor could also be considered part
of its metapragmatic research. Hempelmann (2017) offers a detailed discussion of
the meanings of terms such as humor, wit, laughter, comic, smile, amusement,
and exhilaration mostly in English but also in other European languages such as
German, French, and Spanish (see also the references therein). His suggestions
align with previous research on the terminology of other pragmatic phenomena
(e.g. politeness; see Culpeper 2011: 74; Kadar and Haugh 2013: 189-194; Culpeper
and Haugh 2014: 263) to the effect that there usually are significant differences
in the meanings and uses of such terms not only across languages and cultures,
but also within the same language due to polysemy and/or language change in
time. As already mentioned (see Section 2.3), the use of such terms is always
culture—specific and context-dependent, hence generalizations across contexts,
languages and/or cultures could prove confusing and misleading. Even though
previous such research may sometimes have been based (besides scholarly sour-
ces) on dictionaries or researchers’ own intuition, use, and agenda, nowadays
the use of large electronic corpora could facilitate and eventually encourage
more research on the terminology and lexical fields of humor.

Whether based on spontaneous or elicited metapragmatic data, such stud-
ies offer solid evidence on the multiple interpretations of humor in context and
could perhaps lead us to reconsider the strong emphasis placed on humorous
intention by earlier studies. A humorous text is not humorous per se only be-
cause its producer intended it as such; its humorous dimension has to, and is
indeed, negotiated by all participants (see also Pickering and Lockyer 2005: 9;
Chovanec and Tsakona 2018). Furthermore, both types of methodology seem to
have their strong and weak points: on the one hand, interviews providing us
with elicited metapragmatic data are easier to design and conduct, but usually
focus on specific, well-defined questions and hypotheses; on the other, au-
thentic, spontaneous metapragmatic comments on humor are harder to find
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and collect, but they may offer insights on a wide variety of topics deemed sig-
nificant by the participants themselves in relation to humor and its conceptual-
izations. Moreover, spontaneous metapragmatic data is not influenced by the
presence of the researcher (see Section 2.2). Finally, scripted data or prescrip-
tive texts (such as dictionaries) may promote specific meanings and uses of
humor-related terms, thus entrenching or, on the contrary, contradicting com-
mon use and/or scholarly definitions. All methodologies on the metapragmatic
research on humor seem to come with their pros and cons, hence researchers
are expected to be aware of the limitations of their analyses and findings. Still,
the variety of approaches to the metapragmatic of humor appears to be promis-
ing and paving the way for more interesting studies to come.

2.5 The sociopragmatic functions of metapragmatic
comments

As already mentioned (in Sections 2.2 and 2.4), divergent metapragmatic indica-
tors/comments reflecting different metapragmatic stereotypes may drive speak-
ers apart, that is, divide them into ingroup and outgroup. On the contrary,
converging metapragmatic indicators/comments stemming from compatible
metapragmatic stereotypes may contribute to creating consensus and bonding
among speakers. Such sociopragmatic functions will be discussed in the fol-
lowing Sections. In the first case presented here (Sections 2.5.1-2.5.1.3), it will
be shown that speakers’ metapragmatic comments on humor contribute to
creating ingroupness and consensus, as they emphasize their common experi-
ences and perceptions as represented in the humorous texts commented
upon. In the second case (Sections 2.5.2-2.5.2.3), however, the metapragmatic
comments on humor appear to have the opposite effect: they bring to the sur-
face opposing perceptions and functions of humor, and hence speakers are
divided into groups offering contrasting interpretations of a humorous text.

2.5.1 Creating solidarity through metapragmatic comments on crisis jokes

The first set of data comes from the online exchange of contemporary political
jokes on the Greek debt crisis.”” After a brief presentation of the political

15 Sections (2.5.1-2.5.1.3) draw from Tsakona (2015, 2017c, 2017f) with appropriate modifica-
tions to adjust to the purposes of the present book.
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jokes exchanged among speakers, so as to demonstrate their main topics and
targets, I will concentrate on the metapragmatic comments speakers offer on
such jokes, and discuss how these comments put forward common views on
the sociopragmatic functions of such humor, thus creating consensus among
speakers.

The jokes discussed here come from a large corpus of humorous texts
(1,662 texts) referring to the Greek financial crisis and collected from January
15, 2010 until December 12, 2013. The corpus includes both multimodal texts
(i.e. internet memes, political cartoons; 1,066 texts, 64.13%) and exclusively
verbal ones (i.e. jokes; 596 jokes, 35.86%). All of them were sent to the author’s
personal email account by friends and relatives.'® The verbal jokes presented
here could be divided into two broad categories: a) jokes directly targeting and
discrediting Greek or, less often, foreign politicians and their political decisions
and actions concerning the Greek debt crisis (322 jokes, 54.02%; see examples
2.10-2.15 in Section 2.5.1.1); and b) jokes referring to Greek people’s everyday
lives and problems due to that crisis, thus only indirectly and by implication
targeting politicians and their policies (274 jokes, 45.97%; see examples 2.1-2.9
in Section 2.5.1.1)."”

The main, however, focus here is not the crisis jokes per se, but the com-
ments speakers offer after reading and before forwarding them. Such comments
are inserted in the emails forwarding the jokes and constitute authentic, sponta-
neous reactions to them and could offer us some information on how speakers
perceive such jokes and why they choose to forward them. In other words, they
could reveal what are the sociopragmatic functions and purposes served by dis-
seminating such material, and eventually grant access to speakers’ metaprag-
matic stereotypes on this kind of humor. Out of the 167 emails including the jokes
examined here, only in 72 cases (43.11%) did speakers offer their evaluations and
views on such humor, either on the title of the email or exactly before the joke(s)

16 None of the emails sent was excluded from the collection and, at the same time, no other

material was added by the author (e.g. downloaded from websites or coming from printed col-

lections). Although the corpus does not claim representativeness, it could be suggested that

this selection was not biased by the author’s personal preferences.

17 These two categories are reminiscent of the ones identified by Raskin (1985: 222-237) in his

discussion of political jokes:

1. denigration jokes targeting “a person, a group, an idea, or the whole society”; and

2. exposure jokes targeting “a political regime as a whole and contain[ing] a reference to an
event or series of events, which are not widely publicized, and quite often actively sup-
pressed by the regime” (Raskin 1985: 222).
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began. In the rest of the emails (i.e. 95 emails, 56.88%), no comment was found:
the email title included either an abstract of the joke or one of its utterances (e.g.
the punch line or the opening phrase) or the word avékdoto/a ‘joke(s)’ or an ut-
terance not directly related to the content of the email (e.g. a greeting).

2.5.1.1 Some examples of the crisis jokes

In general, crisis jokes revolve around what are deemed as “incongruous” as-
pects of living in Greece during the past few years as well as politicians’ “incon-
gruous” behaviors.”® Their brief presentation here will allow us to take a
glimpse at the sociopolitical conditions Greek people experience and, most im-
portantly, at how they perceive and evaluate these conditions and represent
them in their discourse. Such representations (i.e. the crisis jokes) are in turn
commented upon and critically discussed through speakers’ metapragmatic
comments on this kind of humor. Such comments, as we will see in the follow-
ing Sections (2.5.1.2.1-2.5.1.2.3), indicate speakers’ efforts to share their views
and feelings through humor, thus supporting each other.

Many crisis jokes in my corpus refer to the lack of money (due to unemploy-
ment or cuts in salaries and pensions), which has had several repercussions on
people’s lives; the cost of living has increased and people cannot afford to pay
for their everyday expenses:"

(2.1) Ze Aiyo Ba mnyaivoupe oovmep PAPKET, Sev Ba ayopaloupe Tinota kat Oa
Ké&voupe povo like.
Soon we will go to the super market, we will not buy anything and we will
only “like” the products [i.e. as we do on Facebook].

(2.2) 'EAeya va mépw okVAO 0TO omitt aAAG TL @Taiel TO 8OAL0 va kpuvWVel; Oa
TIOPW TILYKOLIVO.
I thought of getting a dog at home but why should the poor animal be
cold? I'll get a penguin instead.

18 On crisis jokes in a different sociocultural context, see Akinola (2018).

19 All the Greek data presented in this book was translated by the author. In humorous texts
in particular, some humor may have been lost on the way. Unconventional spelling was main-
tained in the Greek original texts, but was not reproduced in the English translations. Square
brackets include additional explanatory material. It should also be noted that short jokes were
usually preferred to longer ones (which were more than one page long in several cases), as
they proved relatively easier to translate.
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In example (2.1), the joker complains about the high prices at the super market,
where soon we will only “like” the products (as we do on Facebook), but will
not be able to buy anything. The lack of money also results in the lack of heat-
ing at home, where only a penguin (and not a dog) could survive during the
winter (example 2.2).

Crisis jokes often involve job scarcity and unemployment, bad working con-
ditions and relations, and (forced) migration as a solution to the above:

(2.3) Av axovoete TIMOTA yla Kapld O€on epyaciog EVNUEPWOTE HE OOG
TapakoAw. . . Payvw devtepn dovAeld yiati mpwtn dev Bpiokw pe Timotal!
If you hear anything about a job post, please let me know. .. I am looking
for a second job, because I can’t find a first one no matter what!!

(2.4) =V 1piTn Avkeiov Ba mpémnel va mpoobeaouv padnua «Iwg va {roete 0To
eEWTEPLIKOY. . .
In the third class of Lyceum [i.e. the final year of Greek secondary educa-
tion] they should add a course on “How to live abroad [as a migrant]”. ..

Such jokes focus, among other things, on the difficulty to find a job (example 2.3)
and on the fact that young people may be forced to leave Greece to support them-
selves (so Greek education needs to prepare them for this; example 2.4).

Greek people also criticize themselves for their current situation:

(2.5) Ot veogAAnveg &obevouv xpripata mov Sev €YOUV Yyla V& Oyop&GOuLV
avtikeipeva mov de xpeldfovial WOTE Vo EVIUMTWOLAOOVV avOpwWMovg
oV §ev EKTIHOVV.

Greeks spend money they do not have to buy things they do not need so
as to impress people they do not appreciate.

(2.6) Aev eival 0TL eV eipaoTe eEMAVAOTATEG. ATIAG €ipaoTe dTuyoL Tov Sev eival
OTAO O KQVOTTEG,.
It is not that we are not rebels. We are just unlucky that the couch is not a
weapon.

Greek people are self-portrayed as wasting their money to satisfy their vanity
(example 2.5) and as lazy and self-indulgent (i.e. lying on the couch all day;
example 2.6), hence they do not care for, and do not fight against, the austerity
measures imposed on them.

Moreover, crisis jokes identify incongruities in the general conditions of living
and in the Greek public health and education systems (due to recent reforms),
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while they also critically comment on the Greek media, corruption in both the pub-
lic and the private sector, monetary insecurity, elections, banks, demonstrations,
etc. The following examples are indicative:

(2.7) H 8uxpopd peta&d eAAnvikig owkovopiog kat Titavikov:
Ztov Titaviko eixe kaL opxriotpa.
[What is] the difference between the Greek economy and the Titanic?
On the Titanic there was also an orchestra.

(2.8) O xpovog eivar o kaAUTEPOG ylatpds. Tavtd oto IKA cov kAeivouv
pavTeBOU ylo HETA OO 4 PVEG.
Time is the best doctor. This is why at IKA [i.e. the then largest social se-
curity organization in Greece] they give you an appointment for 4 months
later.

(2.9) Zvvopihia pnTépag-yov atnv Ovykdavta To 2011:
—ApnvtovA Sidface Ta poBrpatd oov moudi pov. Ta maddkia otnv EAAGSa
dev €xouv ovTe BIPAia..
A mother—son conversation in Uganda in 2011:
—Abdul dear, do your homework. Children in Greece do not even have
textbooks. . .%°

Greek economy seems to be sinking like the Titanic but without an orchestra
playing music (example 2.7). Due to recent cuts, the public health system does
not work properly (example 2.8) and, in Greek schools, students do not have
textbooks (example 2.9).

In the jokes presented so far, Greek people complain about their deterio-
rated living conditions and unemployment, and seem to feel deprived of goods
and services available to them before the crisis (e.g. house heating, health ser-
vices, school textbooks). At the same time, they criticize themselves, among
other things, for a luxurious lifestyle beyond their means and for not reacting
dynamically against all the measures imposed by the Greek government and
the members of the Troika (i.e. the International Monetary Fund, the European
Central Bank, and the European Commission). It could therefore be suggested
that via crisis jokes Greek people express their criticism and indignation for

20 School textbooks are given to all students of Greek public schools for free at the beginning
of each academic year. However, in September 2011, when the academic year began, the books
were unavailable, hence teachers and students had to work with photocopied material for a
few months.
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their current situation, implying that things should not be like they actually
are. What is more, they critically recognize (and laugh at/with) their own irrespon-
sibility and inadequate behavior in preventing and/or solving such problems.

On the other hand, politicians’ actions, statements, practices, policies,
omissions, etc. are more often than not judged by joke-tellers as unexpected
and incompatible with their institutional role. More specifically, a significant
amount of the jokes discussed here considers incongruous, and hence disap-
proves of, the ways Greek politicians handle various aspects of the crisis. So,
politicians are often represented as unsuitable for the job:

(2.10) Twg xata@épvel o Twwpydkng va kavel T0o00 TMOAEG BAakeieg o pia
povo pépa;
— ZnKWVeTOL Vwpig To mpwi!
How does little George [i.e. George Papandreou, the then Prime Minister]
manage to do so many stupid things in only one day?
— He wakes up early in the morning!

The then Prime Minister George Papandreou from the socialist party PASOK is
represented as stupid and thus incapable of, and even dangerous for, ruling the
country. The nickname lNwpydxng ‘little George’ further reinforces a widely circu-
lating stereotype referring to Papandreou’s allegedly limited political skills.
Opposition parties and their members are also attacked via humor:

(2.11) Tdel o Toinpag kat 0 ZTpatovAnG otnv AyyAia ywa pio guvévtnon pe tov
Kapepov. IInyaivovv oto &evodoxeio katl avoiyouv Tnv vtovAdma va
Balovv péoa ta povya Toug kKot BAEmouV €va movTiko. «Pe ou», Aéel o
Toinpag, «E€pelg mwg eival 0 TOVTIKOG OTA AYYALKA Yl Vo TIGPOULE
mA&épwvo otnv Reception va Toug movpe oL Pprikape Evas» «Ox1» AgeL 0
ZTpaTOVANG, «e0v»? «OUTE eyw» Aéel o Toimpag, «aAA& doe, Ba mdpw
eyw va e&nyndw!».

— Yes, Reception?

- Yes, how can I help you?

— Do you know Tom and Jerry?

- Yes, of course.

— Jerry is here.

Tsipras and Stratoulis [i.e. the Leader and a prominent member of the
then major Opposition party, SYRIZA] go to England to meet [David]
Cameron [i.e. the then British Prime Minister]. They check in the hotel
and they open the closet [in their room] to put in their clothes and they
see a mouse. “Dude”, says Tsipras, “do you know how they say ‘mouse’
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in English so that we call the reception and tell them that we found
one?” “No”, says Stratoulis, “do you?” “Me neither”, says Tsipras, “but
let me call [them] to explain myself!”.

- Yes, Reception [there]?

— Yes, how can I help you?

— Do you know Tom and Jerry?

— Yes, of course.

- Jerry is here.”!

In joke (2.11), the Leader and a prominent member of the left party of SYRIZA
are targeted for their inability to recall a rather common English word, and/or
possibly for the limited skills in English stereotypically attributed to them.? It
is thus implied that they may not be suitable for the job as they may not be able to
discuss and negotiate with our EU partners and other international institutions.

In addition, politicians are targeted for corruption, power hunger, and
criminal behavior:

(2.12) Prpoe AN Mropmd. ‘Exet povo 40 kAEQTES.
Vote for Ali Baba. He has only 40 thieves.

Joke (2.12) humorously represents Greek parliamentarians as thieves stealing
Greek people’s money and property. Thus Greeks are advised to vote for Ali
Baba instead, who only has 40 thieves, while the Greek parliament has 300
members/thieves.

A few jokes from this corpus attack foreign politicians and institutions for
interfering with Greek politics:

(2.13) H Mépkel Ba prioel mpoekAoyika oto Kaoteddpilo otig 5 lovviov, oTto
AioTopo oTig 10 Iouviov kat oo Iledio Tov Apewg 15 Iovviov.
Merkel is going to give pre—election speeches in Kastellorizo on June 5th,
in Distomo on June 10th, and in Pedion tou Areos on June 15th.

During pre—election campaigns, Greek political leaders speak in open rallies in
Athens and other big cities around Greece. So, in joke (2.13), the German
Chancellor Angela Merkel is humorously portrayed as a “Greek” political leader
touring Greece to deliver speeches, thus implying that she makes decisions and

21 The underlined extract appears in English in the original Greek joke.
22 See also Spilioti (2016: 71-72), Vladimirou & House (2018).
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rules the Greek state. The humorous potential and connotations of this joke are
enhanced by the selection of the places where she is supposed to deliver her
pre—election speeches: Kastellorizo is a small island in the Dodecanese from
where the then Prime Minister George Papandreou officially announced that
the country would have to ask for help from the EU institutions to avoid bank-
ruptcy; Distomo is a village in mainland Greece, whose inhabitants were slaugh-
tered by the Nazis in 1944; and Pedion tou Areos is a big park in the centre of
Athens where open rallies but also protests often take place. All three places
are heavy with symbolism not only in relation to the Greek crisis and politics
(Kastellorizo, Pedion tou Areos), but also in terms of the relationship between
the Germans and the Greeks (Distomo).

Greek people’s disappointment and mistrust are sometimes encoded as vio-
lent behavior against politicians:

(2.14) 1 @AtV ka@é, a&io: SEURO
1 moto o710 pmnap, a&ia: 10EURO
1 Aitpo Bevlivn, a&ia: 1,70EURO
1 yloo0pTL 0TA HOUTPA EVOG KOUGTOUHATOL, PevTn moAttikov, afia:
ANEKTIMHTH!
1 cup of coffee, price: 5 euro
1 drink at the bar, price: 10 euro
1 liter of gas, price: 1.7 euro
1 yogurt at the face of a well-dressed, lying politician: priceless!

Joke (2.14) constitutes a parody of the Mastercard “Priceless” advertisements
and explicitly suggests that it is priceless, namely particularly satisfying, to
throw yogurt at the face of “lying” politicians. Such a gesture constitutes an act
of protest and denigration against people who are perceived as deceitful and
worthless. Instead of a product or something that could be paid by a Mastercard
and please us, the punch line involves a more violent type of “pleasure”. In the
same joke, the product prices may also allude to the incongruous increase of pri-
ces during the crisis due to heavy taxation.

Greek people occasionally blame themselves for voting for their politicians,
thus in a sense sharing responsibility again (cf. jokes 2.5-2.6) for what is hap-
pening in the country:

(2.15) BAgnovtag avtoug mov e&gAe&av ot EAAnveg otn BovAr|, okégTtopal mwg
Sev npenel va pog Stwéovv amnd tnv evpwlwvn aAAG and Tov mAaviTn.
Watching those elected in the parliament by the Greek people, I am think-
ing that we should not be expelled from the Eurozone but from the planet.
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Joke (2.15) blames Greek people for voting the wrong people for the parliament,
thus proposing that they should be even forced to leave the planet for such
wrong choices.

So, crisis jokes targeting politicians depict the negative opinions Greek peo-
ple seem to have for them, and convey their mistrust and disapproval towards
them. Politicians are blamed for not being able to handle the problems of the
country effectively and for defending their own interests instead of the coun-
try’s ones. Concurrently, Greek people seem to feel responsible for electing
such politicians, but they also tend to become aggressive towards them, even
in a humorous frame.

2.5.1.2 Speakers’ metapragmatic comments on crisis jokes

Together with crisis jokes, speakers seem to disseminate online their own opin-
ions on such texts, namely their metapragmatic stereotypes on how and why
humor works in such cases. In the set of data examined here, speakers tend to
focus on the sociopragmatic functions of crisis jokes. So, in what follows, I will
discuss the metapragmatic comments offered by those who read and circulate
the jokes presented above. Speakers’ own perceptions and evaluations of crisis
jokes are equally (if not more) important with researchers’ analyses, as they
could confirm, enrich, or even refute etic conclusions.

2.5.1.2.1 Crisis jokes as sources of amusement

First of all, it should be noted that forwarding an email including jokes could
be considered an indication of their positive evaluation in and of itself. We
would not easily spend time recycling texts that we do not approve of; on the
contrary, we share information and material that we find interesting and poten-
tially enjoyable as a means of bonding with our peers (see among others Laineste
2008: 35). This seems to be confirmed by all the comments collected and exam-
ined here: no negative evaluation of such jokes is attested in the 72 comments
offered on them.

More specifically, crisis jokes are evaluated via adjectives such as (apxerd/
oAD) kaAo/a ‘(quite/very) good’, pavraotiko ‘fantastic’, kopvgaio ‘top (joke)’,
KaramAnktika ‘great’, pofepa ‘amazing’, copo ‘wise’, pilocopnuévo ‘sagacious’,
tedeto ‘perfect’, vooTiua ‘cute’, yaprrwuéva ‘delightful’, ééunva ‘clever’, etc. A cri-
sis joke also seems to be appreciated because it is (10AV) emixaipo ‘(very) timely’.
Furthermore, a positive evaluation of such jokes is implied when the emails in-
cluding them are titled with phrases such as yeAdue ‘we laugh’, XAXAXAXAXA
‘HAHAHAHAHA’, (xat) (Aiyo) yéAio ‘(and) (some) laughter’, mAdka €yovv ‘they are
fun’, TpeAd yéAio ‘crazy laughter’, etc. Such metapragmatic comments also reveal
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that crisis jokes are circulated to provoke laughter and to share the amusement
speakers feel when reading them. Thus, they become a means of entertainment
and bonding among speakers (see also Piata 2018).

Moreover, metapragmatic comments such as “wise”, “sagacious”, and
“clever” underline that such jokes are appreciated for their to—-the—point and
perceptive commentary on the sociopolitical reality in crisis—ridden Greece. This
brings us to the second sociopragmatic function of crisis jokes pointed out by
my informants.

2.5.1.2.2 Crisis jokes as “accurate” representations of a “tragic” reality
Speakers often comment on the “realism” of crisis jokes: the jokes are thought
to be reflecting reality and proposing ways of interpreting and dealing with it.
The following metapragmatic comments are illustrative:

(2.16) ANTIMETQIIIZH THX KPIZHZ !
DEALING WITH THE CRISIS!

(2.17) 6ev Ba nBeAa va nTav 1ot aAAa Suotuxwg EINATHIIIIIIIIIT

(2.18) KAAHMEPA ZAS....... ETZI EIN’H ZQH. . ...
GOOD MORNING TO YOU... THAT’S LIFE. ..

(2.19) Gia na gelasoume ligaki me ta xalia mas!!
Let’s laugh a bit with our mess!!

(2.20) MHN TEAAY . H KATASXTAZH EINAI TPATIKH !!!
DON’T LAUGH. THIS IS A TRAGIC SITUATION!!!

(2.21) AvékboTo yla yeAwa kat yia . . .kAGpata!
A joke to laugh and to. .. cry!

Not only are the situations described in these jokes perceived as “realistic” (at
least by some speakers; see examples 2.16-2.19), but also as “tragic” (examples
2.19-2.21). Speakers imply that crisis jokes are in a sense “accurate” representa-
tions of what happens in Greece ever since the crisis began — and this seems to
be one of the reasons why they choose to forward such jokes. Even if we do not
adopt a literal interpretation of examples (2.16-2.19) but a figurative one (i.e. if
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we interpret them as exaggerations), the message conveyed remains that one of
the reasons for recycling such jokes is that their incongruities seem at least
“plausible” to Greek speakers.

Only in one metapragmatic comment are crisis jokes framed as a means for
awakening the Greek people:

(2.22) TIpowBroTe TO Pmag kat EVmviioouV Kamolot
Forward this just in case some people wake up.

This implies that crisis jokes as “accurate” representations of reality could con-
tribute to cultivating Greek people’s awareness of the circumstances and events
that led to the current “tragic” situation, and could perhaps incite them to react
against it.

All the metapragmatic comments presented so far show that, for Greek
speakers, there is a strong interconnection between the hard reality of the fi-
nancial crisis and the comicotragic reality of the jokes. Even though Greek
speakers are aware of the fact that these texts are humorous and meant for en-
tertainment (see Section 2.5.1.2.1), their evaluations underline the similarities
between real life and its humorous representation.

2.5.1.2.3 Crisis jokes as a coping mechanism

It seems that crisis jokes and the ensuing laughter also function as a coping
mechanism, namely as a way to survive the crisis (at least from a psychological
point of view), as the following examples indicate:

(2.23) TETAPTH BPAAY TOY AH AHMHTPH!!!
[TEPIMENONTAY THN WYXPOAOYZIA AIIO THN EE............. AX TO
ATAZKEAAYOYME
pe moAv ayann (80Tt povov autn Ba pag pelvel 0To TEAOG)
IT’S WEDNESDAY NIGHT, [the feast day] OF ST. DEMETRIUS!!! [i.e.
October 26th]
WAITING FOR THE BAD NEWS FROM THE EU... LET’S HAVE SOME
FUN
With lots of love (because this is the only thing we’ll be left with at the end)

(2.24) Kol 0og pépa Kat MEPATTIKA Hag!
Good morning and let’s get well soon!
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(2.26) TO X10UpOP KAl TO YEALO Bev B TO GpOUV amo Ta XeiAn pag !

(2.27) TeldoTte yati xavopaote! !

(2.28) Mmnopeil va pnv €xovpe Ae@Td, pmopel va eipacte ota mpobupa NG
XPEOKOTIIOG, GAAG EXOUHE. XLOUHOP Kol ouTocapkaopd! Alafdote kopu@aieg
OTAKEG TTIOV KUKAOPOPOVV TaL KPIOIHO OUTE XPOVLa.

We may not have money, we may be on the verge of bankruptcy, but we
have [a sense of] humor and self-sarcasm! Read top punch lines circu-
lating during these critical years.

Such metapragmatic comments reveal that speakers reproduce crisis jokes in
their effort to help themselves make it through the hardships. They admit that
they may have been deprived of their money (example 2.28) or their hope for
the future (examples 2.23, 2.26, 2.27), but they have managed to maintain their
sense of humor and their ability to laugh as a means for keeping things in per-
spective. They seem to suggest that exchanging emails with crisis humor and
the ensuing laughter will help them to endure the bad living conditions they
find themselves in (examples 2.23, 2.25, 2.27) and to recover from the crisis (ex-
ample 2.24).

To sum up, the analysis of speakers’ metapragmatic comments on crisis
jokes reveals their metapragmatic stereotypes on political humor, in particular
on political jokes produced in times of crisis and circulated via email among
Greeks. First, it seems that such humor is positively evaluated by Greek people
as entertaining, clever, wise, and timely, and aimed at producing laughter.
Moreover, it is considered to involve more or less “plausible” or even “accu-
rate” representations of a “tragic reality”. Speakers also perceive crisis jokes as
a way to psychologically cope with the consequences of the austerity measures
and to bolster their morale. Hence such jokes are shared as a means of self- and
other—encouragement and of making people aware of the critical circumstances
surrounding them and, less often, of their own responsibility therein. In my in-
formants’ views, these appear to be the main sociopragmatic functions of crisis
jokes.

It should also be noted that consensus is built among participants, as they
seem to offer similar or compatible accounts of the sociopragmatic functions of
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these jokes. In the present set of data, no negative evaluation of the jokes and
their content was attested and, in general, speakers did not challenge or dis-
pute the metapragmatic comments or stereotypes of their interactants. Such
metapragmatic convergence may be related to the specific circumstances where
these jokes were circulated and processed: each participant read the jokes in
their own private space and could choose between further forwarding them and
merely deleting them without accounting for such a choice. Hence, due to its
design, this case study could not take into consideration speakers who may ac-
tually not enjoy such jokes, as they would most probably not forward (or per-
haps not even read) emails including it — and this is one of the limitations of
this set of data. Diverse and opposing metapragmatic stereotypes appear to be
more often attested in public debates on humorous texts that are assigned dif-
ferent interpretations, and are thus considered controversial. To such a debate
is our attention turned in Sections (2.5.2-2.5.2.3).

In the next Section, I will briefly refer to the sociopragmatic functions usu-
ally attributed to political jokes by the scholars who investigate them. Thus, I
will try to bring to the surface similarities and differences between emic/lay
perceptions and etic/scholarly approaches to political jokes.

2.5.1.3 Comparing speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes with scholarly
analyses of political jokes

Besides provoking laughter, jokes in general grant access to cultural preferences
and norms and to how people interpret “an array of the economic, social and
ideological contexts that make up a society” (Laineste 2008: 27). Political jokes in
particular offer useful insights on how people’s minds interact with sociopolitical
reality and reconstruct it (Laineste 2008: 28-29). Political jokes seem to be gene-
rated in oppressive political regimes, where people are more or less deprived of
their right to express themselves openly, and in times of political transition,
where abrupt and radical political changes take place. In both cases, political
jokes allow people to express their anxieties and protests against their oppressors
and/or their living conditions. They also seem to help people cope with everyday
hardships by allowing them to laugh their troubles away: they bolster people’s
morale and strengthen their hope for the future. Sharing such texts contributes
to creating a sense of community and to reinforcing the solidarity among those
who share them.”

23 On political jokes, see among others Obrdlik (1942), Brandes (1977), VanLoan Aguilar (1997),
Shehata (1992), Kanaana (1995), Davies (1998: 77-83, 176-181), Van Boeschoten (2006), Laineste
(2009), Stanoev (2009), Hong (2010), Badarneh (2011), Klumbyté (2011), Sheftel (2011), Tsakona
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Besides these sociopragmatic functions, some scholars have claimed that
political jokes also function as a means of resistance and rebellion against
oppressive regimes, leaders, and respective sociopolitical changes (Obrdlik
1942; Shehata 1992; Van Boeschoten 2006; Klumbyté 2011).%* This interpreta-
tion of political jokes as rebellion has, however, been strongly criticized, as
humor has hardly ever resulted in subverting any political changes or re-
gimes (see among others Brandes 1977: 345; Davies 2007: 300; Tsakona and
Popa 2011b; Takovski 2016; Kersten 2019). Stein (1989: 88-90) maintains that
claims to the effect that political jokes constitute a form of resistance are not
supported by contextual information or solid empirical evidence, but rather
reflect researchers’ own ideological positionings (see also Stanoev 2009:
186-187; Hong 2010: 28, 31, 61). In a similar vein, Billig (2005b: 213) frames
political jokes as “alibis for those who do not dare to rebel” enabling them to
live with their conscience. In his view, by laughing at incongruous aspects of
reality and momentarily disrupting the social order, humorists enhance their
awareness of the restrictions imposed on them, and hence affirm and further
reinforce the authority’s power over themselves. In short, what is considered
as rebellious humor may in fact be disciplinary humor ensuring compliance
with the prevailing social order (Billig 2005b: 200-235; see also Badarneh
2011). This brief disruption of the social order and the subsequent affirmation
of authority’s power are reminiscent of Bakhtin’s (1984a, 1984b) carnival, that
is, the brief, regular, and state—sanctioned escape from the repression and re-
strictions imposed by the political status quo, during which people could defy
social hierarchies and norms of etiquette, build a “second world” outside the
regime, and mock the political order. In Bakhtin’s (1984hb: 10) own words, “carni-
val celebrated temporary liberation from the prevailing truth and from the estab-
lished order; it marked a suspension of all hierarchical rank, privileges, norms,
and prohibitions”.

The crisis jokes examined here indeed seem to grant access to how Greek
speakers perceive and evaluate their own lives and politicians’ performances in
crisis—ridden Greece. The analysis of speakers’ metapragmatic comments on
these jokes (see Sections 2.5.1.2.1-2.5.1.2.3) confirms that these texts are pro-
duced and disseminated as sources of amusement attenuating people’s nega-
tive feelings and as a means of coming to terms with the “tragic” reality they
live in. In this sense, perhaps the most prominent sociopragmatic function of

and Popa (2011a, 2013), Boxman—Shabtai and Shifman (2015), Moalla (2013), Takovski (2016),
Kersten (2019).
24 See also the relevant discussion in Serensen (2016).
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such jokes is their use as a coping mechanism by speakers who are disap-
pointed and face serious problems on a daily basis.

Furthermore, both practices of exchanging emails containing such texts
and commenting on them appear to contribute to the carving of a restricted,
symbolic space, namely a carnival, in Bakhtin’s (1984a, 1984b) terms, where
joking about the crisis is allowed, positively evaluated, and eventually encou-
raged. In this restricted and relatively private space and time, Greek speakers
are permitted to create more or less amusing, comicotragic conceptualizations
of the financial crisis and to laugh at its dark(est) sides and its failed politi-
cians. But when people close or delete their emails, or when they log out of
their email accounts, they are back to the hard reality of financial and other
problems. This is further confirmed by the fact that no metapragmatic comment
offered by Greek speakers refers to such jokes as acts or discourses of rebellion
or as practices liberating from political and economic oppression.

In sum, the similarities between speakers’ own perceptions and metaprag-
matic accounts of political jokes, on the one hand, and researchers’ analyses
and findings, on the other, appear to be significant. The only point of diver-
gence seem to involve the resistance/rebellion function of humor, which has
been problematized among researchers anyway (see above). It therefore seems
that speakers’ spontaneous metapragmatic comments in the present case pro-
vide solid empirical evidence confirming previous scholarly interpretations on
how political jokes work. This, however, does not mean that political jokes
coming from different linguocultural environments or historical eras will fol-
low the same pattern and exhibit the same sociopragmatic functions. It should
not be forgotten that not only the socipragmatic functions of humor but also
speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes on what humor is and how it works are
context—-dependent and culture-specific (see Section 2.2).

It could also be suggested that such similarities between emic/lay percep-
tions and etic/scholarly interpretations of political jokes could be due to the
fact that humor scholars are often influenced by their own emic/lay perceptions
of such texts as they usually belong to the communities where the humorous
texts they analyze are circulated. Such influences are inevitable but at the same
time enlightening when investigating social practices such as language use (on
the inseparability of metapragmatic conceptualizations and linguistic/prag-
matic practices, see Section 2.2).

In general, the present case study highlights the importance of the
specific communicative setting where a certain humorous text occurs (see
column C in Table 1.1), for determining their sociopragmatic functions and even-
tually their meanings. The fact that the jokes under scrutiny were circulated in
times of crisis via emails among intimates makes their entertainment, bonding and
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morale boosting functions most relevant. If, for instance, some of them were deliv-
ered orally in the Greek parliament by members of the Opposition addressing
members of the government, the above—-mentioned functions would be most irrele-
vant. In that case, their critical, confrontational, and aggressive functions would
be considered most salient. The opposition would most probably use such jokes to
attack, denigrate, and eventually ridicule governmental policies as well as to side
with “the common people” (cf. Archakis and Tsakona 2011).

2.5.2 Metapragmatic debates on humor

Even though humor researchers often tend to presuppose that humorous texts
will normally be perceived as such by recipients, this is not always the case.
Different people may have different interpretations of humorous texts, which
means that the same humorous text may be perceived as hilarious, successful,
disgusting, offensive, discriminating, etc. Such different interpretations are
often expressed through metapragmatic comments on specific humorous utte-
rances/texts. Previous research has shown that online public spaces may turn
into humor battlefields, where participants defend their own interpretations of,
and metapragmatic stereotypes on, humor and simultaneously question or
even reject those of others (see Section 2.4). In what follows, I will discuss the
diverse metapragmatic stereotypes evoked by speakers commenting on a con-
troversial Greek advertisement.”

2.5.2.1 A controversial humorous (?) advertisement
The opposing metapragmatic comments examined here come from a public de-
bate over a Greek television advertisement which was considered humorous
and/or sexist. Here is a brief account of the advertisement and its side effects.
At the beginning of 2011, the Greek mobile phone seller company Germanos
launched a television advertisement to promote the following service: customers
who would buy a mobile phone and, after a certain period of usage time, would
not be satisfied with it and wished to return it to the store, were given the op-
portunity to do so and take their money back in cash (instead of replacing the
product with another one or taking a voucher to spend in the same store). The
advertisement was based on a metaphor involving a young, recently married
couple: the man was not satisfied with the food his wife cooked for them and

25 The following Sections draw from Tsakona (2013a, 2013b, 2017e) with appropriate modifica-
tions to adjust to the purposes of the present book.
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dreamt of returning her to her mother, while also asking back the money he
had spent for/with her. The advertisement goes as follows (see the transcrip-
tion conventions at the beginning of the book):

(2.29) A(vtpag): Tu:::vauTod; {ElpwVIKA TIPOG TN yuvaika TOU IOV PEPVEL TIG
UTGLEG 0TO TPamEQL}
T'(vvaika): Mrmdpueg! {pe evbovaiaopo}
A: Mnéueg! {ue Pevtiko evBovolaopd} Mmdapeg maAl {Hyog mov
dnAwvel 0T Eekva 1 avtaciwon Tou avtpa} Zkw mavw! Eikw mévw
pe! {pe Bupc}
{BAémouvpe To {evydpt va mnyaivel 0To OMITL TNG PNTEPOAG TNG KAl V&
XTumovv Tnv nopta. H nebepd avoiyel xapovpevn mov toug PAEmeL.}
I(ebepd): KaAwg [Ta]
A: [A:::]xoxa:. Aowmdv meBepovAa n BAEneLs; E, 0NV emoTpEPw OMWg
v mipa. AmeipayTn, AQOPETN Kal 0Tn CUOKEVAGIA TNG.
{H nebepa deiyvel EkmAnktn.}
A: Mov €xel kooTioel 650 ka@edeg, 152 yevpata, 1 dwpo yevebAiwv kat 2
yloptiig, Mopdkt {amevBuveTal otn yuvaika Tov}, 8e pov Aeg, ekeivn n
omovdaia Tawia «0 épwtag atn Zoval\dvdn» pali dev n eibope; {n
yuvaika yvé@el katagatikd} E, kat 39 otvepd.
{Hyog mov dnAwvel 6Tt TeEAeLWVEL N PavTaciwon Tov &vtpa.}
I': Mrapueg! {pe evbovaolaopo}
A: E; {ouvepyopevog and n gavtaciwon}
I': Onwg T1G KAV’ N HovovAa pov.

(Germanos advertisement—mpamies [money back] 2011)

M(an): Wha::::t’s that? {ironically to his wife who brings okras to the
table}

W(oman): Okras! {with enthusiasm}

M: Okras! {with fake enthusiasm} Okras again. {Sound signaling that
the man starts fantasizing} Get up! Get up you! {in an angry tone}

{We watch the couple go to her mother’s house and knock at the door.
The husband’s mother-in—law opens the door happy to see them.}
Mother-in—law: Wel[come]

M: [A::::]haha:. So dear mother-in—law do you see her? Well, I am
bringing her back [exactly] as I took her [from you]. Untouched, un-
worn, and in her packaging.

{The mother—in-law looks surprised.}

M: She has cost me 650 coffees, 152 meals, 1 birthday present and 2
name day ones, Maria dear {he addresses his wife}, can you tell me, did
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we watch it together that great movie “Love in Swaziland”? {his wife
nods positively} Well, plus 39 movie tickets.

{Sound signaling that the man’s fantasy is over.}

W: Okras! {with enthusiasm}

M: Uh? {waking up from the fantasy}

W: Like my mum cooks them.

M: U:::::hhhh

The analogy between returning the mobile phone to the store and returning the
wife to her mother in the Greek sociocultural context evokes well known
phrases such as Oa o¢ yvpiow o1n pudva oov ‘I will return you to your mother’ or
Av 6e 0’ apéaet, va yupioels atn pdava oov ‘If you don’t like [it], go back to your
mother’. Such male chauvinist phrases are reminiscent of the patriarchal struc-
ture of the Greek society and were used (or may sometimes still be used) as
threats by husbands who were/are not satisfied with their wives’ behavior or
who want/ed to respond to their wives’ complaints. A few decades ago (and
sometimes even today), women (together with their dowries) were/may still be
part of a financial transaction between the woman’s parents and the future
son-in-law; women could not/cannot have a say in such transactions, and
thus they were/are incapable of defending themselves. Such values and practi-
ces form the presupposition of the metaphorical mapping: just as a mobile
phone cannot react to its owner’s decision to take it back to the store and get
his money back, Greek wives can be taken back to their parents and the
sons—in-law can ask (and get) their money back.

Okras also seem to carry significant sociocultural connotations that need
to be mentioned here. Although okras are part of the famous Mediterranean
diet, they are not very popular among Greeks and many Greek children or
adults have been forced to eat them by their mothers, on the grounds that
they are nutritious and delicious. Thus, okras are stereotypically perceived as
an unpopular dish which Greeks are often forced to eat even if they do not
like it. The husband’s negative reaction to them is not incongruous in this
context. On the contrary, many Greeks would find such a reaction expected or
even justified.

Given the above, within a few days after the advertisement appeared on
Greek television, the Greek General Secretariat for Gender Equality of the
then Ministry of Internal Affairs, Decentralization, and E-Government filed
an official complaint against the advertisement, asking the National Council
for Radio and Television (NCRTV) to ban it. This is the official text of the
complaint:
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(2.30) Ymoupyeio Eowtepikwv, Anokévipwong kat HAektpovikrig AtaxuBépvnong

Tevikn Tpappoateia [ootnTag Twv GVAwv

ABnva, 03 MopTiov 2011

AEATIO TYIIOY

KATAITEAIA XTO EGNIKO XYMBOYAIO PAAIOTHAEOPAZHX

H T'evikn Tpappateio IootnTog Twv ®VAwv tou vrovpyeiov Eowtepkwv,
Anokévtpwong kat HAektpovikrig AlakuBepvnong katayyeAel tn vea
Sapripon g etaipiog eppavdg mov mpofdAAeTtal Tig TeAevuTaieg LEPES
arnd oAa Ta TnAeonTiKG SikTuaL.

H ev Adyw Bia@rilion ovolooTIKA OMOYURVWVEL TN YUVAIKO OO TNV
avBpwrivn aéia TNG EELOWVOVTAG TNV LE AVTIKEILEVO KOL EPTIOPEVLLA, YLO
™V npowOnon Tov mpoidvTtog mov dapnuifetal.

Ou mpoPaAAdpeveg andpelg mapapldfovv ta avlpwmniva dikatwpata,
ovp@wva pe TNV map. 1 Tov dpbpov 2 Tov ZuvTAypaTog ov opilel OTL
«0 0eBaopdg kat n mpooTacia TG a&iag Tov avepwTov AMOTEAOVV TNV
TPWTAPXLKI] VIIOXPEWAT TNG TOALTEIOG» Kot TIG op. 1 kaw 2 Tov apbp. 25,
elval anopddeKTEG, GUVIGTOVV Kol avamapdyouV OeELOTIKEG OTEPEOTUTILKEG
avTIANYPES WG TPOG TOVG POAoUG, TNV adia Kol TIG LKAVOTNTEG YUVOLKWY
KoL avpwv.

H levikn] ypoppateio wodtntog twv @UAwv npooepuye orpepa oto EXP,
{ntwvtag va anocupbei dpeoa n ev Aoyw Sta@ripion.

(General Secretariat for Gender Equality 2011)

Ministry of Internal Affairs, Decentralisation, and E-Government
General Secretariat for Gender Equality

Athens, March 3rd 2011

PRESS RELEASE

COMPLAINT TO THE NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR RADIO AND TELEVISION
The General Secretariat for Gender Equality of the Ministry of Internal
Affairs, Decentralisation, and E-Government denounces the new adver-
tisement of the Germanos company, which has recently been broadcast
on all television networks.

The advertisement in question actually deprives the woman of her hu-
manity by equating her with an object and merchandise, in order to pro-
mote the advertised product.

The projected views violate human rights, according to paragraph 1 of
chapter 2 of the [Greek] Constitution which asserts that “the respect and
protection of humanity constitute a primary obligation of the state” and
[according to] paragraphs 1 and 2 of chapter 25, [they] are inadmissible,
[they] constitute and reproduce sexist stereotypical perceptions of wom-
en’s and men’s roles, value, and abilities.
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The General Secretariat for Gender Equality appealed to the NCRTV
today, asking it to immediately withdraw the advertisement in question.

The request was granted and the advertisement was banned immediately
from all television channels. However, it can still be found online (see
Germanos advertisement—-mpamies [money back] 2011).

The advertisement and its withdrawal triggered a significant number of of-
ficial and unofficial reactions from journalists, politicians, activists, and citi-
zens who agreed or disagreed with what had happened, and expressed their
views on whether the advertisement was humorous or not, why, etc., thus reveal-
ing their metapragmatic stereotypes on (the advertisement) humor. The present
discussion is based on a corpus compiled from March 23rd until June 29th, 2011,
including metapragmatic comments and reactions which became available on-
line. The corpus consists of 23 articles from newspapers, websites, and blogs,
and 277 comments from websites and blogs where speakers talked about the ad-
vertisement and the subsequent events in relation to it. Humor is discussed in 11
out of the 23 articles referring to the advertisement (47.82%) and in 90 out of the
277 online comments (32.49%).

In what follows, I will analyze metapragmatic comments on humor coming
from this corpus, so as to reconstruct the main two conflicting metapragmatic
stereotypes of humor emerging during this public debate.

2.5.2.2 Two conflicting metapragmatic stereotypes on humor

The main humor-related topics discussed during the debate seem to be the fol-
lowing three: the (non) humorous quality of the advertisement (i.e. whether it is
or is not considered funny), the sociopragmatic functions of the advertisement
humor (in relation to the dissemination of bias), and its limits (i.e. whether or
not some things should be joked about). Here, I analyze metapragmatic com-
ments showing speakers’ diverse opinions and positionings in relation to these
three topics and hence revealing opposing metapragmatic stereotypes on
humor.

2.5.2.2.1 The (non) humorous quality of the advertisement

Some speakers argue in favor of the advertisement and its humor, since they
appear to believe that humor exists independently of whether all its recipients
(are willing to) recognize it. In this context, those who do not understand it
are more often than not negatively evaluated:
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(2.31) H 8waprpion eivat xtovpoplotikry. Avtoi mov dev 1o kataAafaivovv
pmopovV va k&vouv privuon (lunatic 9/3/2011 in Semfe.gr 2011).
The advertisement is humorous. Those who do not understand it can
press charges [against the advertisers and the selling company].

This speaker has no doubt about the humorous quality of the advertisement and
clearly states that there may be some recipients who do not get the humorous
message. By suggesting that such recipients can actually sue the advertisers and
the selling company, the speaker implicitly portrays them in a negative manner:
lawsuits against humorists are rare in Greece and those who file them are consi-
dered humorless and/or very easily offended.

On the other end of the continuum, speakers who do not approve of the
advertisement and its humor argue that not all people share the same sense of
humor, hence they may not laugh with/at the same stimuli:

(2.32) E@doov yehdTe pe TNV avaAvan €XETE TIPOPAVWG TIOAV Tiepiepyn, Yl va
unv mw mpoBANpaTIKY, aiobnon tou xovpop (Dimitris M. 28/2/2011 in
Andriotakis 2011).

Given that you laugh with the [sexist] analysis [of the advertisement], you
obviously have a very strange, not to say problematic, sense of humor.

This speaker alludes to the existence of multiple senses of humor and explicitly
states that some of them may not be “normal”, in the sense that they may put
up with, or even promote, discriminating behaviors and values. It is therefore
implied that a single text may be humorous to some recipients but not necessar-
ily to all of them. In this sense, humorous intent is not enough to qualify a text
as humorous, hence humor does not exist independently of its reception.

So far, the “universality vs. variability” of humor emerges as one of the
main parameters differentiating the one metapragmatic stereotype from the
other. Those who defend the advertisement suggest that humor exists no matter
how its recipients may interpret it, while those who focus on the sexist dimen-
sion of the advertisement suggest that humor exhibits variation: people may
not share the same preferences when it comes to producing, interpreting, and
evaluating humor.

2.5.2.2.2 The sociopragmatic functions of the advertisement humor

The second point raised by the speakers involves the sociopragmatic functions
of humor, in particular its effect on public opinion and social attitudes. The fol-
lowing examples are illustrative:
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(2.33) Eivaw mépa a6 mpo@aveg OTL 1 v Adyw Stapripnaon oatipifel axplwg to

€V AOyw 0€ELOTIKO OTEPEOTUTO YL TO OTI0I0 «KaTayyEAAeTaL. OAN N Sopr}
TOV SLaPnUIOTIKOV oevapiov KIvelTal Yopw amd TNV mpokAnon yéALov yia
TNV TIOPWYNUEVI GUUTEPLPOPA Tov oviUYou, 0 omoiog avtilapPdaveTal
gpyoAelokd To poAo tng culvyov Tov.

'ONog 0 AdYoG moU XPnOLUOTIOLEITAL Eival XIOUHOPLOTIKOG: N avapopd
oe aplOpo ka@édwv, yevpdtwv, mepiepywv tawiwv (o Epwtag otn
ZovalovAavn), Swpwv yevebAiwv, evtdooovTal EEKAOOPA OE IO KWK
otdyevon. (...)

Eivar 8ebopévo 0Tl 0 0KOMOG TOU SIO@MULOTIKOU PNVUPATOG Sev eival
(PUOLKG 1 EMIKPOTNOT HLAG OKPALNG KOl KaTadikaoTeag avTiAnpng, aAAd
n Sakwpwdnon g, pEoa amo To KAAOGLKO OTPATHYNHA TNG TATLPOG TTOV
eival n amodoon BlOTATWY «avTikelpévovy (1] {wov) oe avBpwmoug.
Méeoa and autr TNV avadvon eival cageotato 0Tt n Tevikr| Ipappateio
[odtnTOag MPOEPN O P AKPWG EMUPAVELOKT] OVAYVWOTN TOU €V AOyw
SapnoTikoy, Ywpis va avalntriost To KWK context KoL TNV EQOPLOYN
OVUYKEKPILEVWV KAVOVWY TNG GATLPOG, 1 OToia TIPOPOVWG KAl amoTeAEl
HETOPOPLKO KL OXL KUPLoAekTIKS Adyo (Naked men on the beach 2011).

It is more than obvious that the advertisement in question satirizes ex-
actly the same sexist stereotype for which it is “denounced” [by those
who do not approve of the advertisement]. The whole structure of the
advertisement script aims at eliciting laughter at the expense of the out-
dated behavior of the husband, who perceives his wife’s role in a derog-
atory manner.

The whole discourse used [in the advertisement] is humorous: the refer-
ence to the number of coffees [drunk by the couple and paid by the hus-
band], meals, strange films (Love in Swaziland), birthday gifts is clearly
part of the advertisement’s attempt at humor. (.. .)

It is given that the aim of the advertising message is not at all to applaud
an extreme and condemnable view, but to ridicule it through the classic
strategy of satire, that is, through attributing “object” (or animal) quali-
ties to humans. This analysis makes clear that the General Secretariat for
Gender Equality opted for a most superficial reading of the advertisement
in question, without taking into consideration the comic context and the
application of specific rules of satire, which obviously belongs to figura-
tive and not literal discourse.

In this extract, a supporter of the advertisement and its humorous potential
underlines its humorous and satirical purpose and its non literal meaning. His/
her aim is to eventually put forward the claim that the advertisement does not
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foster sexist, etc. stereotypes, but ridicules them by satirizing the husband’s in-
congruous behavior.

Those who accuse the advertisement of being sexist, on the other hand,
highlight the particularities of the Greek sociocultural context where the adver-
tisement is circulated and interpreted:

(2.34) Kot apyriv ag ovp@wvrioovpe: IIpaypatt To OMoT €ival XOPITWHEVO,

EexapdloTikd iowg yla KAMOLOUG, eVPNUATIKO K.AT., K.Am. IIpaypatt
eniong otnv EAAGSa Tov 21ov atwva TOAAEG OLKOYEVELEG PEYOAWVOLY
Ta MASLE TOUG AVOTAPAYOVTAG TTIOAD XELPOTEPA OTEPEOTUTIA OTT’ AUTO
IOV QVOTIAPAYEL, XLOVHOPLOTIKG €0Tw, TO oToT. (...) H avamapaywyn
OTEPEOTUMIWV TOV MaAPeABOVTOG 0 pla Kowvwvia gav Tnv eAAnviky,
mov e€akoAovbel Oxt povo Paocetl kowvrig aiobnong oAAd kot Baoet
OTOTIOTIKWV OTOIElWV Va gival SETULA APVNTIKWY CUVETELWY AUTOV
Tov TapeABovVTOG, Sev eival xpriown, eival avtiBETwE eEAPETIKA AOTOXN,
Ba mpoobeta, kot Popetr. ‘Otav 8 n €VPNUATIKOTNTA KOl 1 MAAKITON
€XOUV HOVOUEPWS KOL LOVOTOVA TO {510 TEPLEXOEVO TOTE Kol 1| MAAKITON
Xévetat kat o ipdypa aAAGCel (Apostolaki 2011).
First of all, let’s agree [on something]: Indeed the [advertising] spot is
cute, maybe hilarious to some [viewers], creative, etc., etc. And indeed
in 21st century Greece, many families raise their children by reproducing
much worse stereotypes than the one reproduced —even in a humorous
manner— by the spot. (...) The reproduction of stereotypes of the past in
a society such as the Greek one, which —it is not only common belief
but a statistically confirmed finding- still suffers from the negative con-
sequences of this past, is not useful, but, on the contrary, it is totally
pointless, I would add, and boring. Moreover, when creativity and kid-
ding have the same one-sided and monotonous content, then kidding
is not funny anymore and the thing changes [i.e. the message of the ad-
vertisement is interpreted literally, thus favoring sexismy].

Here, the speaker insists on the sexist potential of the advertisement humor.
She considers such an interpretation more salient in the Greek context, thus
she suggests that this kind of humor can reinforce and perpetuate sexist values
and behaviors in a community where people (especially women) still suffer
from sexist discriminations. In other words, in her view, such humor may have
a negative effect on people’s attitudes and views.

To sum up, two different sociopragmatic functions of the advertisement
humor are mainly discussed during this debate: humor as a means of satirizing
and challenging outdated sexist stereotypes and practices; and humor as a
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means of confirming and further disseminating already existing sexist stereo-
types and practices. The first one is supported by those who argue for the ad-
vertisement and its humor, while the second by those who argue against them.
Each function ascribes to a different metapragmatic stereotype of humor.

2.5.2.2.3 The limits of humor

Speakers also have diverse views concerning the limits of humor. Those who
seem to enjoy the humor of the advertisement object to any attempt to set
boundaries to the expression of humor:

(2.35) To va vmapyovv GvBpwmol mov BAEMOLVY TNV Slaripion Tov «I'eppavou»

pe Tov cLLVYO TIOV AYOVOKTEL YIA TIG PTTOHLEG KOL EMOTPEPEL TN YUVAIKK
TOoV 01N pava NG Kat Sev katolafaivovv oUTe TNV Elpwvia NG oUTE TO
000 KOPOIBEVEL Ta OTEPESTUTA, €ival avapevopevo kat Oeputd. (.. .)
Eneldn] kamotot 8ev midvovv (1] ev BEAouv va midoouvv) To aoTelo e TNV
KOPLKATOUPX TOU (POANOKPATN «UMTALLON, ATALITOUV Vo Slakomel n petddoon
g Sapruong! (Zachariadis 2011).
That there are people who watch the advertisement by “Germanos” with
the husband who becomes angry over the okras and takes his wife back
to her mother, and do not understand either its irony or how it mocks
stereotypes, this is expected and fair. (...) Because some [people] do not
get (or do not want to get) the joke with the caricature of the phallocrat
“okra—man”,”® they demand that the airing of the advertisement be
stopped!

(2.36) Exvevplopdg amd yuvaikeieg opyavwoelg ond tn Stapripon g aAvoidag
kwntrg tnAepwviag. PE TIZ OEMINIXTPIEX OYTE THN ITAAKA AEN
EIIITPEIIOYN (Ekdosi.com 2011).

Women’s organizations irritated by the advertisement of the mobile
phone seller company. WELL, THESE FEMINISTS, THEY DON’T EVEN
ALLOW JOKING.

Both extracts (2.35) and (2.36) resist any attempt to censor humor. In the first
one, the exclamation mark at the end indicates the speaker’s disapproval of

26 Mnduiag ‘okra—man’ is a pun evoking, on the one hand, the husband who hates okras in
the advertisement script and, on the other, a swear word in Greek: pymduiag is sometimes used
to refer to stupid, naive people. It may also allude to small male genitals, thus also constitut-
ing an insult.
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people who demand the banning of the advertisement, while, in the second
one, the speaker specifically refers to the reactions by the members of women’s
organizations (including the General Secretariat for Gender Equality; see exam-
ple 2.30), which are also negatively evaluated. Both metapragmatic comments
seem to be based on the premise that humor should have no boundaries, in
other words, that everyone should be free to joke as s/he wishes.

Those who argue against the advertisement and its humor adopt the oppo-
site view: there should be limits to the expression of humor, especially in pub-
lic. The following extract is indicative of this stance:

(2.37) TIpogBétel [n yevikn ypoppatéag Iodtntag Twv GVAwvV kupia Mopia

Itpatnydkn] OTL v TIPOKEWEVW OL SLa@NUOTEG £xouv vTepPel Ta Opla
TOU LOUHOpP, KOOWG «TO IOWTIKWG EKPEPOUEVO YOVTPO 00TEI0 Mmopel
amAwg va eival kakoyovoto, To Snuociwg mpofaAldpevo Opwg eival
anopadekTo, 8K dTav avamapayel aKpAieg OEELOTIKEG TUUTIEPLPOPEGH
(Ismailidou 2011).
[The General Secretary for Gender Equality Mrs. Maria Stratigaki] adds
that, in the present case, the advertisers have exceeded the limits of
humor, since “the tactless joke told in private settings may just be un-
tasteful, but the one circulated in public is inadmissible, especially
when it reproduces extreme sexist behaviors”.

In extract (2.37), it is suggested that not all jokes can be told in public, hence
there should be limits to what one is allowed to say, if s/he does not want to be
negatively evaluated. We have already seen (in example 2.32) that those who
do not approve of the advertisement and its humor usually claim that there are
different kinds and senses of humor. This line of thought is here taken a step
further: some utterances intended to be humorous may not be (perceived as)
humorous after all; in other words, they may not be considered funny by every-
body independently of their sense of humor.

In sum, those who exhibit positive attitudes towards the advertisement and
its humor suggest that humor should have no limits, hence they resist any kind
of censorship that may be imposed. Those who expressed themselves nega-
tively in their evaluation of the advertisement suggest that there are certain
kinds of humor that need to be sanctioned, especially if they happen to be cir-
culated in the public sphere and could be interpreted as disparaging and dis-
criminating. Hence, the two emerging metapragmatic stereotypes differ as to
whether there should or should not be restrictions on humor use, and when/
where.
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2.5.2.3 Comparing speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes with scholarly
analyses of humor

So far, we have seen how the participants of the debate are divided into two

groups on the basis of their divergent metapragmatic stereotypes on humor, as

expressed in relation to this particular advertisement. These two metapragmatic

stereotypes are summarized in Table 2.1:

Table 2.1: The two opposing metapragmatic stereotypes on humor, as expressed during the
public debate concerning the Greek advertisement.

Metapragmatic stereotype of
those who approve of the
advertisement and its humor

Metapragmatic stereotype of
those who disapprove of the
advertisement and its humor

The (non) humorous
quality of the
advertisement

An utterance/text intended as
humorous is humorous
independently of how its
recipients may interpret it.

Speakers do not agree on what is
humorous; they may not share
the same sense of humor.

The sociopragmatic
functions of the
advertisement humor

Humor denounces and satirizes
stereotypes.

Humor reinforces and
perpetuates stereotypes.

The limits of humor

There should be no limits to the
expression of humor.

There should be limits to the
expression of humor, especially

in the public sphere.

Thus, the participants in this online debate appear to form two opposing nor-
mative communities of humor, to use the terminology put forward by Kuipers
(2008a). According to her definition,

[e]very group or society has its (mostly implicit) rules and agreements about what can be
joked about. People within such a community generally abide by such rules, even if they
do not agree with them. (...) Normative communities also have such unwritten rules
about, for instance, the propriety of jokes about sex or people in power, or situations
where joking is or isn’t allowed. (...) All social groups establish some sort of consensus
on what can be laughed about (Kuipers 2008a: 8).

In other words, every normative community exhibits different habits and pre-
ferences concerning humor use (cf. the sociocultural assumptions of humor use
in Table 1.1, column A).? It could therefore be suggested that the two opposing

27 Kuipers’ (2008a) normative communities of humor seem to resemble what Anderson (1991)
and McBride (2005) call imagined communities whose members may never meet in person, but
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normative communities of humor identified here are shaped on the basis of the
two above-mentioned metapragmatic stereotypes. Each of these communities
defends their positions on the advertisement humor while simultaneously try-
ing to discredit the others’ positions (cf. Kramer 2011).

It is interesting to note here that these two opposing metapragmatic stereo-
types on humor are reminiscent of two different traditions within humor research.
More specifically, the premise that a text/utterance is humorous independently of
its recipients’ interpretations of it has been an important presupposition for a sig-
nificant number of humor studies so far. Humor researchers traditionally tend to
presuppose that humorous texts will normally be perceived as such, namely that
both humor producers and recipients will find the same humorous content funny.
On the other hand, it has been suggested that humor may be interpreted differ-
ently by different speakers. Even for canned jokes there is not a “single”, “correct”
interpretation, although they are usually repeated in more or less the same form
in different contexts (Morreall 2009: 98-101).%® Recent research has confirmed
that different people may derive different (humorous and non-humorous) mean-
ings from texts intended as humorous (see among others Lockyer and Pickering
2001; Lockyer 2006; El Refaie 2011; Kramer 2011; Laineste 2011; Stewart 2013;
Constantinou 2019; Dynel and Poppi 2019).

The diverse sociopragmatic functions of humor, namely the second point
dividing the informants in the data examined here, have also been debated
when humorous texts involving discriminatory content (e.g. racist, sexist) are
discussed within humor research. On the one hand, traditional approaches to
humor (see among others Raskin 1985, 2008a; Davies 1998, 2008, 2018) argue
that, since humor belongs to non—-bona-fide communication, where nothing se-
rious, sincere, relevant, or accurate is to be expected, it does neither reflect re-
ality nor intend to cause offense. Instead, humor usually involves already
existing fictitious scripts and false beliefs which have nothing to do with humor-
ists’ “true” beliefs and standpoints. As a result, humor, it is suggested, cannot
be blamed, for example, for promoting racist, sexist, or other discriminatory
views, although it may exploit them to make people laugh. Moreover, the
non-bona-fide quality of humor seems to be directly related to its lack of li-
mits: since humor does not convey “serious”, “literal”, “sincere”, or “accurate”
messages, anything can be said in a humorous manner without (caring if we are)

are connected via (among other things) written discourse — in the present case, online discus-
sions and public media texts. Imagined communities enable individuals to connect themselves
with others by highlighting the differences between different groups (see also Hale 2018a: 39).

28 See also Billig (2005a: 31-32), Pickering and Lockyer (2005: 2), Willis (2005: 135), El Refaie
(2011: 87).
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offending or attacking someone or something. Given the above, any attempt to
restrain or ban humor constitutes an act of censorship.?

On the other hand, it has been claimed (see among others Billig 2011,
2005a, 2005b; Lockyer and Pickering 2005; Weaver 2016; Archakis and Tsakona
2019) that humor can create and be considered responsible for disseminating
prejudicial and discriminatory views by ridiculing specific targets, such as eth-
nic groups, women (wives, blonds, mothers—in-law, etc.), minorities, migrants,
lawyers, homosexuals, politicians, political institutions, etc. Both superiority
and relief theories of humor attempt to capture, and account for, this dimen-
sion of humor: in the first case, humor attacks a supposedly inferior target,
while, in the second, humor allows speakers to express themselves in socially
unacceptable and condemnable (i.e. discriminatory) ways. Thus, humor can
undermine the social status of the targeted individuals or entities, and signifi-
cantly contribute to their negative representation and evaluation. Given the
above, topics such as the limits of humor in specific contexts, the thin line be-
tween humor and offense, its sociopolitical repercussions, and its effects on so-
cial relations have nowadays become important foci of analysis (see among
others Lockyer and Pickering 2001, 2005; Billig 2005a; Lewis 2008; Smith 2009;
Tsakona and Popa 2011b; Chen 2013, Weaver 2016; Takovski 2016).

These two poles are interestingly described by Morreall (2009). On the one
hand, humor can be considered an aesthetic experience which we can enjoy
without worrying whether we are insulting or disparaging our humorous targets
(Morreall 2009: 72). On the other, the same author (Morreall 2009: 102-106)
recognizes the limits of the aesthetic quality of humor: humor can actually
hurt people and damage their relationships, since it may stem from, and be a
sign of, frivolous behavior, lack of empathy, and bias. Somewhere in between

29 As Raskin (2008a: 27) remarks, “the serious—-message aspect of humor is marginal and
uncommon”.

Davies is ambiguous in his positioning towards the objects of his numerous studies. On
the one hand, he strongly supports that jokes function as “thermometers” conveying truths
about the sociopolitical system generating them (Davies 2011: 248). On the other, he character-
izes jokes as “trivial uses of language”, thus treating them as “non-serious” and “insignifi-
cant” texts (Davies 2018: 26). In relation to the offensive content of jokes, Davies maintains
that “[w]e know that jokes are important to us and of no consequence to anyone else and we
will have the jokes we want and on our terms whether you like them or not” (2004: 40), thus
defending jokers’ freedom to insult and resisting the idea of humor limits. He also claims that
“[hJumor does not give offense; its recipients take offense” (2008: 6, emphasis in the original),
implying that jokers do not have “serious” intentions of offending the joke targets; only some
recipients may detect “serious” meanings in jokes and thus feel offended themselves or think
that jokes are offensive for somebody else.
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these two poles, Mulkay (1988) claims that it is not humor per se that is pure,
namely without important social consequences, or applied/impure, namely
bearing some serious impact on social relations and values; it is speakers who
decide whether humor can influence or not social reality and how. Speakers’
interpretations of, and negotiations over, humor can bring to the surface its
“innocuous” and “amusing” character (pure humor) or can capitalize on its
“serious”, negative consequences (applied/impure humor). Table 2.2 provides
a summary of the main suggestions by humor scholars:

Table 2.2: Humor researchers’ positionings and findings concerning the (non) humorous
quality of a text, the sociopragmatic functions of humor, and its limits.

Traditional approaches to humor More recent approaches to humor
The (non) Humorous texts have a single Humorous texts do not have a
humorous quality interpretation which is reached at and single “correct” interpretation;
of the text accepted by all recipients. recipients may extract different

meanings from them.

The Humor does not reflect or influence Humor may reflect, and have an
sociopragmatic reality and does not offend. effect on, people’s social
functions of attitudes and beliefs, hence it can
humor cause offense.

The limits of Anything can be said in a humorous There may/can be limits to
humor manner without any sanctions. humorous expression.

The comparison between the Tables 2.1 and 2.2 reveals that the similarities be-
tween speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes on humor and researchers’ inter-
pretations and findings are by far more significant and intriguing than their
differences. A possible interpretation of such similarities would once again (see
also Section 2.5.1.3) involve the fact that humor scholars are de facto members
of specific normative communities of humor and have their own metapragmatic
stereotypes, which may influence not only their own research interests but also
their research questions, hypotheses, analyses, and eventually results. In other
words, research findings can be more or less influenced by researchers’ ideolo-
gies concerning humor as well as by the reasons and ways they themselves use
humor in their everyday interactions. Furthermore, it is important to underline
here that speakers’ metapragmatic statements and insights could eventually
prove a valuable resource for researchers who wish to formulate hypotheses or
confirm their own interpretations and analyses (see Section 2.3).
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In addition, the metapragmatic data under scrutiny seems to confirm Mulkay’s
(1988) observation that it is speakers and their values that set the boundaries
between pure (i.e. harmless) and applied/impure (i.e. harmful) humor. Their
assessments and negotiations may highlight or downplay its positive or nega-
tive aspects in each context. Viewing humor as “innocuous” and “mere fun”
without taking into consideration the specific context a humorous text is pro-
duced, circulated, and interpreted, may be an attractive option underlining
humor’s positive attributes and functions. Nevertheless, such a decontextual-
ized view of humor overlooks the fact that its repercussions in real interac-
tions among real people are unpredictable and may actually be negative (e.g.
damaging) for social relations (see among others Billig 2005b; Lockyer 2006:
44; Smith 2009; Weaver 2016; Hale 2018a: 37). Moreover, it does not help re-
searchers account for the fact that public debates over (the metapragmatics
of) humor such as the one examined here do take place around the world due
to recipients’ diverse perceptions of humorous phenomena.

2.5.3 Summarizing the sociopragmatic functions of metapragmatic comments
and stereotypes

Both cases examined here have confirmed earlier metapragmatic research on
pragmatic phenomena other than humor. In particular, the metapragmatic
comments offered on humor (and the emerging metapragmatic stereotypes)
exhibit significant sociopragmatic functions in interaction (on the socioprag-
matic functions of metapragmatic indicators, see Section 2.2 and references
therein):

1. metapragmatic comments evaluate language use (see e.g. the “amusing”,
“clever”, “wise”, “timely”, etc. character of crisis jokes; or the “ sexist” or
“innocuous” advertisement humor) and speakers, especially when “their”
perceptions of humor are different from “ours” (e.g. “humorless”, “easily
offended”, or “sexist” individuals);

2. metapragmatic comments may be conflictual, thus dividing speakers in
two (or more) opposing normative communities of humor;

3. they defend specific communicative norms, while rejecting others (e.g. it is
“permitted” or “funny” to denigrate politicians through political jokes; sex-
ist humor “should” be banished at least from public contexts);

4. they enable speakers to construct specific identities for themselves (e.g. we
are the victims of the debt crisis and/or we are responsible for the same cri-
sis; we defend gender equality by resisting sexist humor), for their interloc-
utors (e.g. they abuse freedom of speech to insult and denigrate women;
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they are humorless individuals), and for the targets of humor (e.g. politi-
cians are corrupt and deceitful individuals and incapable of fulfilling the
institutional role properly); hence, metapragmatic comments foster in-
group/outgroup distinctions;

5. metapragmatic comments (or other indicators) are employed more fre-
quently when speakers disagree with each other or their expectations are
violated, hence they feel the need to monitor the interpretation of discourse
and to explicitly point to certain meanings, while simultaneously rejecting
those meanings they disagree with (e.g. in the Greek advertisement case).
In other words, metapragmatic comments help members of normative com-
munities of humor to promote their own positions and interpretations of a
specific text as the only “appropriate” or “correct” ones.

In addition, our discussion so far has underlined the significance of analyzing
speakers’ metapragmatic/emic comments (or other kinds of metapragmatic in-
dicators, after all) to confirm, enrich, or even refute scholarly/etic analyses of
humor. This is an important step towards a theoretical model for humor which
will not limit itself to the analysts’ (etic) criteria for identifying and interpreting
humor and its sociopragmatic functions, but will also take into serious consid-
eration real (emic) interpretations and views on humor offered by participants
in communicative settings and speech events where humor is produced and
processed.

2.6 Summary

Speakers’ perceptions of, and comments on, humor and related phenomena
are considered to be a significant part of the context of humor (as we have
seen in Chapter 1). Drawing on recent research on the area of metapragmatics,
this Chapter set out to explore the main concepts, goals, methodologies, and
analytical tools that could prove relevant to, and useful for, the investigation
of the metapragmatics of humor. By conceptualizing speakers’ comments
as metapragmatic indicators of humor reflecting speakers’ metapragmatic
stereotypes on humor, I have tried to demonstrate how the latter may either
bring speakers closer together or divide them in opposing groups. More specif-
ically, it seems that, when speakers share the same views on what humor
is and how it works in a specific text or communicative setting, humor and
its interpretations create or reinforce the solidarity bonds among speakers. On the
contrary, diverging opinions on what humor is, how it works, and on whether a
text is humorous or not, usually create controversies among speakers that cannot
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be easily resolved. Furthermore, I have argued that metapragmatic stereotypes on
humor appear to influence scholarly analyses of humor as they often converge
with the diverse characteristics, sociopragmatic functions, and goals assigned
to humor.

In the following Chapter, the context of humor is further explored by focus-
ing on the genres where humor occurs and their transformations.
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3.1 Introductory remarks

As already discussed in Chapter (1), one of the most important parameters of
context that is directly related to the forms, meanings, and sociopragmatic
functions of humorous discourse, is genre. Two seemingly contradictory, but in
fact complementary to each other, statements seem to describe the importance
of genre for producing and interpreting humor. On the one hand, Chiaro
(1992: 117) points out that “[i]n real life, jokes may, of course, occur anywhere
and at any moment”, thus underlining the variability and omnipresence of
humor in contemporary societies. On the other, Goatly (2012: 146) reminds us
that “[c]ertainly cultures are selective about the genres where jokes are em-
bedded”, thus compromising the omnipresence of humor: humor may not
occur in each and every genre in a linguocultural community, as there may be
restrictions concerning its use in certain communicative settings. Speakers’
knowledge concerning how, when, and why humor may be employed in a
given genre, or when and why it is not expected to appear, is part of their
metapragmatic stereotypes on humor (see Sections 1.3 and 2.2). Based on their
linguocultural experience, speakers gradually become familiar with when,
where, and how they may/should (or may not/should not) resort to humor to
achieve their interactional goals.

The significance of genre for the study of humor is highlighted by the
fact that, in the framework of the General Theory of Verbal Humor (Attardo
1994, 2001), one of knowledge resources introduced for accounting for the
similarities and differences among humorous texts is the so—called narrative
strategy. Narrative strategy “is in fact a rephrasing of what is known (...) as
‘genre’” (Attardo 1994: 224; see also Attardo 2011: 137-138). However, as
Attardo points out (2001: 23), “[l]ittle work has gone towards this KR [i.e.
knowledge resource]”, as humor scholars usually focus on different aspects of
humor, such as its topics, its targets, its linguistic and logical mechanisms.

This Chapter is dedicated to issues related to the genres of humor. After a
brief theoretical overview on genres and humor (Section 3.2), First, I offer a
taxonomy of humorous genres depending on whether, and to what extent,
humor is an indispensable ingredient in them (Section 3.3); and then I discuss
how humorous genres may be transformed in time, mostly due to the new
needs arising in online communication and the new media. New genres may
emerge, while old ones may transform to adjust to the new environments of
(humorous) communication (Sections 3.4-3.4.3). It will therefore be confirmed

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501511929-004
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that genre is indeed one of the key features affecting humor production and
interpretation.*°

3.2 On the interplay between genres and humor

It is common knowledge among (at least) humor scholars that humor surfaces
in most genres. For instance, Pickering and Lockyer (2005: 3) observe that

[h]umor is not confined to any particular genre or form of narrative, even though certain
genres and narrative forms are defined by their mode of being funny, regardless of
whether they achieve this. Nor is it by any means exclusive to conventional occasions or
locations. Humor infiltrates every area of social life and interaction, even rearing its head
in situations where it is not normally regarded as appropriate.

In line with both Chiaro’s (1992: 117) and Goatly’s (2012: 146) quotations (see
Section 3.1), Pickering and Lockyer point not only to the ubiquity of humor but
also to the sociocultural restrictions imposed on its use: in some contexts, they
claim, the use of humor “is not normally regarded as appropriate”. They also
refer to the fact that humor is indispensible to some genres but not to all the
genres it may occur in. Humor scholars indeed investigate the use and function
of humor in a wide range of texts and contexts: from casual interactions among
intimates to parliamentary debates, from business meetings and service en-
counters to informal online chat between strangers, and from educational set-
tings to most kinds of media texts. So, first, let’s see how the concept of genre
may help us describe the variability and the ubiquity of humor, but also its ab-
sence from some communicative settings.

Although we may not always realize it, every time we communicate we
use discourse in more or less conventionalized ways. Growing up in a specific
sociocultural community we gradually yet constantly become familiar with con-
ventions concerning not only our lexico—grammatical choices, but also the
“appropriate” associations between such choices, on the one hand, and the com-
municative settings and activities we engage in, on the other. By “appropriate”
we usually mean those conventions that will allow us to use discourse in an ef-
fective way, so as to achieve our communicative or, more generally, social goals.
Moreover, communicative settings and social activities do not occur hapax but
more often than not constitute recurring experiences in our lives, as we tend to
look for, and eventually perceive, similarities across various occasions. Hence, as

30 This Chapter draws from Tsakona (2015, 2017d, 2018c) with appropriate modifications to
adjust to the purposes of the present book.
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we resort to specific discoursal choices and strategies in similar contexts, dis-
course becomes more or less conventionalized therein. This is how genres are
created.’!

It should be underlined here that it is we as speakers who create such asso-
ciations and become immersed in them, as we spontaneously or systematically
(e.g. via education) learn to use discourse in specific ways so as to be able to
participate in specific activities. At the same time, we encounter discoursal
choices and strategies that are considered “unconventional”, “inappropriate”,
and eventually less effective in achieving certain goals or in completing certain
tasks. By both avoiding such choices and opting for more “conventional” ones,
we tend to reproduce specific patterns of language use in specific contexts,
thus establishing certain generic features or conventions.

On the other hand, convention does not necessarily entail rigidness and lack
of adjustment. We are capable of, and permitted to, modify generic conventions
according to the specific circumstances at hand and our own personal goals and
needs. The impact of such modifications varies: either adjustments are minimal
and local, hence the text produced is easily recognized as belonging to the genre
typically associated with a specific kind of context; or they become widespread
and may eventually contribute to transforming the genre, thus having a more or
less lasting effect on its particularities. This is how genres are renewed and recre-
ated. Still, we do not always go along with genre modifications: we may consider
them “strange”, disapprove of them, or even resist them, as they seem to come
into conflict with our perceptions and expectations about how discourse
“should” be used in a particular communicative setting or by which discoursal
choices the relevant social goals are “best” fulfilled.

Both processes of genre creation and recreation show that it is us, speakers,
who exert control over generic conventions via our communicative and social
practices, while at the same time we are responsible for adjusting them to the
current conditions and our own private goals and needs, thus operating in
what Coogan (2012: 205) succinctly calls “the convention/invention balance”:
“[tIhis balance connects to two primal needs — the need for familiarity and the
need for novelty. (...) Familiar treatments of [generic] conventions help the
reader know what they are getting into. Novelty emerges from invention (...).
Readers want a certain amount of change and newness in what they read, but
not too much” (Coogan 2012: 207; see also Solin 2011).

31 On genre, see Bakhtin (1986: 60-102), Briggs and Bauman (1992), Bauman (2004) as well as
more recent approaches such as Freedman and Medway (1994), Miller (1994), Bhatia (1997), Johns
(2002), van Leeuwen (2005: 117-138), Bawarshi and Reiff (2010), Solin (2011), Coogan (2012).
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In contemporary postmodern societies, the adapting and transformative po-
tential of genres seems to gain prominence. Generic conventions are creatively
violated and genre-mixing or —hybridization is common practice among speak-
ers (Fairclough 1992b: 221; Bhatia 1997: 363-364; Solin 2011: 130-131; Jones 2012:
7-10). Discoursal choices are reappropriated and acquire new social meanings as
they emerge in new contexts. The notion of intertextuality is most relevant here.
Intertextuality highlights the relations between different texts, given that texts
are shaped by prior ones and may resemble each other in terms of content, struc-
ture, and/or function. Hence, intertextuality, like genre hybridity, attests to
speakers’ creativity: they have the ability to transform prior texts or genres to
“new”, “novel” ones by modifying their generic structure and conventions and/
or by reproducing their content (cf. Bakhtin 1981, 1986; Fairclough 1992b:
101-136).

Such a tendency for recontextualization of generic conventions appears to
relate to humor in (at least) two ways: first, humor as a discoursal strategy be-
comes more widespread and surfaces in more contexts nowadays; second, di-
verse and “incompatible” generic features are combined to create humorous
texts and genres. More specifically, this tendency for recontextualization of ge-
neric conventions first results in the transference and hence appearance of
humor in an increasingly wider variety of texts and contexts, where it may not
be normally or conventionally expected. In this sense, humor is a discoursal
strategy typical of, or indispensable to, some genres, but severely restricted in
others; generic conventions may include or discourage the use of humor re-
spectively. In between these two categories there seem to be genres where
humor is not obligatory but may occur whenever speakers think that its use
serves their situated communicative goals. Furthermore, humor may result
from the fact that the boundaries between different genres are often blurred as
speakers deliberately and more or less playfully combine discoursal features
coming from different genres. This “generic crossing in a text” (Coutinho and
Miranda 2009: 44) has been shown to form one of the most common strategies
for the production of humor.*

In both cases, speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes (see Sections 1.3, 2.2-2.4)
seem to play a significant role in using, recognizing, and interpreting humor. In

32 On humor and intertextuality, see also Tsakona (2018a, 2018b) and references therein.

33 This often results in stylistic humor, satire, and/or parody. See among others Attardo
(1994: 230-253, 262-268, 2001: 104-110, 2009: 315), Antonopoulou (2003), Simpson (2003),
Coutinho and Miranda (2009), Antonopoulou and Nikiforidou (2011), Tsiplakou and Ioannidou
(2012), Archakis et al. (2014, 2015), Tsami et al. (2014), Antonopoulou, Nikiforidou, and
Tsakona (2015), Tsami (2018), Piata (to appear).
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the first case, the presence of humor in, or its absence from, specific genres
depends on participants’ opinions and assessments on whether humor consti-
tutes an “appropriate” or “inappropriate” discoursal means for attaining ge-
neric goals. In this process, the evoked metapragmatic stereotypes refer not
only to where, when, how, and why humor may be used, but also to what may
be included in the genre at hand. In the second case, humorists also rely on
their own and their addressees’ metapragmatic stereotypes on humor and on
the genre(s) involved: such mental models are expected to help them recognize
the recontextualized generic features as well as to grasp the new meanings
such features acquire in their new environments and via their combinations
with other, “incompatible” ones. They are also expected to enable them to as-
sess whether humor is “appropriately” used or whether its presence is a more
or less “successful novelty”.

To sum up, humor seems to relate to genre in, at least, two ways: first,
humor may constitute a more or less indispensable ingredient of a genre, thus
enabling participants to fulfill specific (generic) goals; second, humor may func-
tion as a genre—renewal mechanism, as new genres or creative texts may be pro-
duced through the recontextualization of generic conventions for humorous
purposes. The following classification of genres will be based on the premise
that the presence or absence of humor seems to play a significant role for the
materialization of genres (see Section 3.3). Then, I will focus on humor as a
means of genre renewal resulting in the recontextualization of generic conven-
tions and in the transformation of genres (Sections 3.4-3.4.3).

3.3 Classifying the genres of humor

Several taxonomies of humor have been proposed, each of them based on differ-
ent criteria of classification. Some of them are based on the levels of linguistic
analysis, so jokes are divided into graphological, phonological, morphological,
syntactic, lexical/semantic, and pragmatic or discourse ones (see among others
Chiaro 1992; Alexander 1997; Ross 1998; Goatly 2012). Another common type of
taxonomy of humor begins with the distinction between canned jokes, which
are reproduced more or less verbatim in different contexts, and conversational
humor, which is spontaneous, emerges from the interaction it appears in, and
can hardly be reproduced and understood in other contexts (see among others
Norrick 1993; Dynel 2009). Less often, the content of humor (ethnic, sexist, politi-
cal, etc.) becomes the classificatory criterion (see Raskin 1985: 148-264). Within
the framework of the General Theory of Verbal Humor, Attardo (2001) puts for-
ward a taxonomy based on the position of humorous lines (i.e. punch lines and/
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or jab lines),>* that is, on the distribution and function of humor along the text

(see also Tsakona 2004, 2007; for a detailed and critical discussion of different
taxonomies, see Tsakona 2017d: 490-492).

Trying to take into consideration speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes on
humor, and in particular when and where speakers think humor may/should
(or may not/should not) appear (see Section 2.2), the main criterion for the pro-
posed classification of humorous genres is the centrality of humor in them,
namely how expected or unexpected its presence seems to be in each one of
them. In other words, speakers’ practices concerning humor use and the re-
spective underlying perceptions of its “(in)appropriateness” in a given commu-
nicative setting become the main criteria for this classification of humorous
genres. Four categories can therefore be identified:*

A. Genres produced predominantly for the amusement of the audience, such as
(canned) jokes, comedies (films, plays), cartoons, sitcoms, TV satire, standup co-
medy, and internet memes. Such genres would not be the same and, most impor-
tantly, would not even exist as such without the presence of humor in them;
humor is the sine qua non condition for them. In contrast to all the following cate-
gories, these genres are produced exclusively in a humorous form and primarily
for a humorous purpose.

Canned jokes are the first genre that comes to mind for this category.
Canned jokes include subgenres such as narrative jokes, riddle—jokes, and
one-liners (see also Section 3.4.1). They end in a punch line causing a surprise
effect but may also include one or more jab lines, as does the following one
(where the humorous lines are italicized):

34 On the distinction between a jab line and a punch line, Attardo (2001: 82) proposes the
following:

The concept of jab line was introduced (...) to distinguish between punch lines, which
have been found (...) to occur virtually exclusively in a final position in jokes, from a
type of humorous trigger which occurs in the body of the text. Jab lines differ from punch
lines in that they may occur in any other position in the text. Semantically speaking they
are identical objects. Their only difference lies in the textual position in which they occur
and in their textual function (emphasis in the original; see also Tsakona 2003a, 2007;
Attardo 2017a: 130, and Section 4.2 in the present book).

35 Only two examples are provided here for each category; the list of genres in each category
is obviously not exhaustive.
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(3.1) At four o’clock in the morning, a hotel receptionist receives a phone call
from a guy who sounds drunk and asks him at what time the bar opens. “The
hotel bar opens at noon, sir”, replies the receptionist. An hour later, the re-
ceptionist receives another phone call from the same guy who sounds even
more drunk: “At what time does the bar open?” “As I told you, sir, the bar
opens at noon”, answers the receptionist. After one hour, the guy calls again
and sounds even more drunk than before: “At what time did you say the bar
opens?” The receptionist replies: “The hotel bar opens at noon, but, if you
cannot wait, you can ask from the room service to bring you something to
drink in your room.” “No, I don’t want to get into the bar” says the man. “I
want to get out of it”.

The jab lines of the joke setup evolve around the unexpected events of drinking
alcohol as a matter of the utmost urgency (and not just a pleasure) and of pes-
tering (rather than asking) for information. The final punch line (“No, I don’t
want to get into the bar” says the man. “I want to get out of it”) constitutes the
punch line causing the script opposition, so the audience realize that the man
on the phone is not eager to enter the bar and start drinking (initial script), but
is anxious to get out of it (final script; for a more detailed analysis, see Tsakona
2003a: 323). Such fictional stories are circulated to amuse addressees, usually
in informal contexts (see also Section 2.5.1.1).

Howlers are similar to jokes (especially to one-liners) in that they are more
or less verbatim reproduced in order to produce a humorous effect via the mis-
take they are based on:

(3.2) My friend’s three—year—old son recently made us laugh by pointing out vari-
ous mistakes of car, and then asking if ours was a Ford FIASCO! (H. Gullen,
Twickenham; Woman, February 14th, 1989; cited in Chiaro 1992: 21).

This extract shows how spontaneous mistakes become howlers when they are
recontextualized —here narrated in a letter to the magazine Woman- thus enter-
ing public circulation. Instead of Ford Fiesta, the boy said “Ford Fiasco”, thus
creating a pun pointing to the problematic features of the family car. Like
canned jokes, howlers predominantly aim at entertaining the audience via the
creation of a humorous effect (see also Tsakona 2005).

B. Genres that may often include humor and may aim, among other things, at
creating a humorous effect. For example, everyday interactions among peers,
conversational narratives (or personal anecdotes; see Norrick 1993), most kinds
of literary texts (novels, short stories, poems; see Attardo 2001; Tsakona 2004,
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2007), animation films, aphorisms, epigrams, online posts and interactions,
proverbs, advertisements, birthday cards, graffiti, and bumper stickers belong
here. The presence of humor in these genres is not obligatory (as was the case
with category A): humorous texts belonging here constitute “humorous realiza-
tions (. ..) that modify a serious genre” (Kotthoff 2007: 292; emphasis mine).

Oral conversational narratives can be either serious or humorous (see
Archakis and Tsakona 2012 and references therein). Example (3.3) is a humor-
ous one including (italicized) jab lines:

(3.3) Tdvvng: IIpdoee ypaga Blohoyia eyw Tn Asvtépa MPWTN WPA, YW, O
®ilnmog kat n Avva kat pag Badel kot Toug TPeLg oTa icw-miow Bpavia
TWpa, Eva — €va — KL éva//

Epevvrtpla 1: A:::

T'évvng: KaBop’ eyw pmpootd n Mapia//

Nixog: Oyt pe movotn ( )/

T'avvng: Aev eiya Slapdoet Timota. Me 10 Mov pe PAleL epéva va ypapw,
BAénw TNV kOAAa, eMenmTikdg kUKAOG Tn okovvtaw, Mopia TU gival
eMemnTikog kUkAog; Avre Mapia davte, dvre Mapia. Ki onwg ypapw Twpa
EYW, HOVO pia kKOAAa mévw oto Bpavio kL Eva oTUAS TimoT' &AAo, pe TO
TeTPAdL0. Avtiyparpe pov Aéet kat Hov To Ywvel mavw oTo Gpavio kat PevyeL
{yé\wa} I'vpvdet umpootd xat pévet To TeTPdbio avoyto Twpal/

Epevvritpla 2: I:://

T'évvng: Tng 10 meTdw mdpto pwpr] YOUNUEVN TNG Aéw Tt vat avtd mmov
Kavelg; Meta//

Epevvritpla 1: Tati pe 8¢ 1o "naipveg; Ae o€ *mapve unpootd to Bpavio;
Tévvng: Ae W’ ematpve. Oa P’ BAene. OAOkAnpo To TETPASLIO, OV va TO
BaAw; Eva xopTaKl pwpé, OKOVAKL Twpa, Aeg kat Oa *Tave owotad Twpa//
Epevvntpla 1: Aeg xat Oa "tave owotd

I'évvng: KaAd, pmopei va ’xe ypdapet timot’ &AAo.

Epevvritpla 1: ( )

T'évvng: Mopia, Mapia Tt ’var eAAentikdg kUkAog; Mou oTéAvel €va
XOPTAKL Tiow Ko Tt pov ypagel; Tt puov Aeg pov Aéet yiati p’ evoyAeic; Le
MOPOKOAW, PNV to mapoakavels. Eioal BAappévn g ypdpw ypope pov Tt
"vat eMenTikdg kukAog. Kat Tt pov Aget; Oa oov nw petd.

Nikog: {yéAa} Oa gov petd Aéet {yeéha}

T'dvvng: Xtundel to kovdovvl. Epyxetat n kabnyrtpia//

Nixog: {yéAa}//

T'évvng: Hiow am’ To ke@AAL Lov pe POVO TIoW AT’ TO KEPAAL OV, KAVEVOS
&AAog peg otnv Ta&n. Eyw kat n Mapia twpa. H Mopia kaBdtav peg otnv
16&n. KaBdtav n Mapia prpootd, micw pov n kadnyntpla. Tupvdet kat Tt
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pov Aéet; EAAentikdg kvkAog eival. Kat va Tnv axovet pe n dAAn {yéha} Tnv
KOLTAEL ETAL 1] dAAN KaL V& PNV EXEL TAPEL XAUTTAPLA.

Epevvritpla 2: ( )

Tévvng: Eyw oov Aéw €ypaga, MeTw TO 0TUAO Kal va kdBopal £tal/ ao’
™V va A€elL kat va ’xet yupioet miow xwpis va i BAEmeL n kabnynTpia xat va
Aéet. EAetntikog kUkAog gival T KUTTAPA IOV TPOKAAOVV QuThV TNV €€: €:
Kat va Aéet, va Aéet, va Aéet kat v xottdet n kadnyntpia, koA BAappevn
elvat auTn.

Epevvritpla 2: {yéAa} A:pdv.

Yannis: Now see, I was taking a biology test on Monday, it was my first
class, there were me, Filippos and Anna and the teacher puts the three of
us at the very back desks, one by one//

Researcher 1: Ahaa.

Yannis: I sit down and in front of me was Maria//

Nikos: Oh, fuck ( )]/

Yannis: I was absolutely unprepared. As the teacher asks me to start writ-
ing, I see the questions on the paper, elliptical circle, I push her, Maria
what is an elliptical circle? Hurry up Maria, hurry up, hurry up Maria. And
as I am writing now, on my desk there is only a piece of paper and a pen,
nothing else, she gives me her whole notebook. Copy, she says to me and
she puts it on my desk and she leaves {everybody laughs} She turns her
back on me putting the notebook open on my desk now//

Researcher 2: Oooh//

Yannis: I throw it back at her, take it fucking asshole I tell her, what are
you doing? Then//

Researcher 1: Why didn’t you take it? Couldn’t you do that in view of
everyone?

Yannis: I couldn’t do it. {The teacher} would see me. It was the whole
notebook, I couldn’t hide it. A very small piece of paper {was all I needed}
now, not to mention that the answer wouldn’t be right anyway//

Researcher 1: The answer wouldn’t be right anyway

Yannis: Sure, she might have written down something else.

Researcher 1: ( )

Yannis: Maria, Maria what is the elliptical circle? She passes back to me a
small piece of paper and what does she write on it? What do you want, she
says to me, why are you bothering me? Please stop overdoing it. Are you
out of your mind, I write to her, write down what is the elliptical circle.
And what does she say to me? I’ll tell you later.

Nikos: {laughter} She will {tell} you later she says {laughter}

Yannis: The bell rings. The teacher comes//
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Nikos: {laughter}//

Yannis: She {the teacher} was behind my back, only behind my back, no-
body else was in the classroom. Me and Maria now. Maria was sitting in
the classroom. Maria was sitting in front of me, the teacher was behind
my back. Maria turns back to me and what does she say to me? Elliptical
circle is. And the teacher can hear her {everybody laughs} And the teacher
has her eyes on her, while Maria hasn’t realized what is going on.
Researcher 2: ( )

Yannis: {Though} I was trying to write, I throw the pen and I sit like this/
{and I say to myself} let her talk and she had turned behind without the
teacher seeing her and she keeps on saying. Elliptical circle is the cells
which cause this ee:: e: and she keeps on talking, talking, talking and the
teacher is watching her, well she is absolutely mad.

Researcher 2: {laughter} Oh God.

In this oral narrative Yannis represents an incident involving his classmate
Maria and himself: during a written exam, he asks for her assistance and, in-
stead of communicating quickly and quietly, they end up throwing each other a
notebook and talking louder than expected, so the teacher could actually see
what was going on (yet she did not react; see the italicized jab lines). Another
humorous detail involves Yannis asking Maria’s help even though he does not
trust her skills (Aeg kat Oa *Tave owotd TWpa ‘not to mention that the answer
wouldn’t be right anyway’), while Maria takes her time in giving him the an-
swer he urgently needs (Oa oov mw peta ‘Tl tell you later’). Via narrating this
incident in a humorous manner, Yannis evaluates Maria’s uncooperative and
careless behavior as “incongruous” and hence laughable, while he projects his
own as “normal” (for a more detailed analysis, see Archakis and Tsakona 2005:
52-54). Such personal narratives can emerge without humor in casual interac-
tions and without causing laughter reactions to the audience. Actually we
could imagine a more or less different version of the same sequence of narrated
events if, for example, Yannis was sad and disappointed and was blaming him-
self for his failure at the exam, when not even Maria could effectively help him.

Aphorisms can also be serious or humorous. The following humorous one
is attributed to Oscar Wilde:

(3.4) Examinations consist of the foolish asking questions the wise cannot
answer.

Wilde here employs a role reversal to create humor: the teachers would be (ste-
reotypically) expected to be characterized as “wise” and the students as
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“foolish” (especially if they do not want to become “wise” like their teachers).
Instead, the teachers are represented as ignorant who ask questions to students
who seem to know much more (see Antonopoulou and Tsakona 2006: 13).

C. Genres where humor may occasionally occur but it is not normally or always
expected. In contrast to the genres belonging in category B, where the presence
of humor is quite common, and those belonging in category D, where humor
seems unexpected, here the occurrence of humorous utterances is neither very
common nor severely restricted. For example, business negotiations, service
encounters, news reports, newspaper articles, political speeches, parliamentary
debates, school textbooks, classroom interactions are included here.

First, let’s consider the genre of live text commentary. As Chovanec (2012:
143) suggests, “[s]ports reporting is a genre that is not —per se— associated with
humor, although humor may be present, sometimes to significant degree, in
particular sports commentaries”. The following extract is illustrative. It comes
from the live text commentary of the football match between Greece and
Sweden at the European Football Championship in 2008 in Salzburg, Austria.
The online commentary was hosted by the online version of The Guardian:

(3.5) 22 min: Gekas as a central striker is supposed to be an improvement on
Greece’s 2004 version, but he’s been anonymous thus far. Karagounis’s
poor cross is cleared.

25 min: “At the risk of taking us into Carry On territory,” writes Mr Burke.
“I am somewhat duty bound to advise that even in event of a Larsson
hat-trick it may require the use of the telescope at Jodrell Bank to notice
any movement in my strides. Mrs Burke enjoys knitting and needle
point.” It’s “Carry On Giving the Ball Away” in Salzburg now.

27 min: The Greeks are lacking width, with Karagounis (a central mid-
fielder) on one side and Charisteas (a center forward by trade) on the
other. Sweden are lacking a spark in the final third and Ibrahimovic has
got little change out of three giant centre—halves (Chovanec 2012: 139).

In general, the match is evaluated as boring and tedious, hence the journalist
and his audience found time to engage in humorous exchanges. More specifi-
cally, humor is here used as “time filler” (Chovanec 2012: 142) when the match
is uneventful and the journalist wishes to keep the communication channel
open for his audience and maintain their attention. Hence, he inserts a humor-
ous comment sent by a member of the audience, Mr. Burke, who contributes to
an ongoing (humorous) discussion: Mr. Burke’s words are quoted verbatim in
the “25 min” post (for a more detailed analysis, see Chovanec 2012: 151-152).
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The classroom could also be considered a context where humor would
not be easily and frequently produced by the majority of teachers (see also
Sections 5.2 and 5.6). In the following extract, however, both a student, Jeff, and
the teacher use humor. The teacher has just asked the whole class to say the
numbers together and Jeff shouts the numbers showing an “over—eager partici-
pation” (Norrick and Klein 2008: 100):>¢

(3.6) Class: [seventy—seven]
Jeff: [SEVENTY-SEVEN]
Class: [eight-six]
Jeff: [SE- ((even more loudly)) EIGHTY-SIX]"
Class: [ninety—nine]
Amy: [ninety—nine]
Jeff: [NINETY-NI:NE]=
Teacher: ((laughingly)): =Jeff had his Wheaties this morning.
((several pupils laughing))
(Norrick and Klein 2008: 100)

At the end of this sequence of turns, the teacher humorously remarks on Jeff’s
incongruous behavior by implying that Jeff has had an energy breakfast that
morning, thus relaxing an “otherwise rigid classroom situation” (Norrick and
Klein 2008: 100). At the same time, he underlines Jeff’s humorous acts.

D. Genres where humor hardly ever (or never) occurs, such as religious genres
(Geybels and Van Herck 2011), funeral speeches (de Jongste 2013), laws, and
court decisions (Capelotti 2016; Milner Davis and Roach Anleu 2018). Humorous
utterances in such genres are rather unexpected than expected.

Humor scarcity can be attested, first, in legal and judicial contexts. In a
case discussed in Hobbs (2007), however, the plaintiff sued a driver who lost

36 In this example, the transcription conventions of the authors (see Norrick and Klein 2008:
104-105) are maintained:

[...] overlapping talk

CAPITALS heavy stress, speech louder than the surrounding discourse

.. aspects of the utterance such as whispers, coughing, and laughter
XX— cut—off with a glottal stop

X: prolonging of the sound
= latching between turns
pauses of one second or less
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control of her car and struck an oak in front of his house, for the “injuries” sus-
tained by the tree. Although the trial court dismissed the suit, the plaintiff
brought the case before a Court of Appeals, which also dismissed the case giv-
ing a unanimous opinion in the form of a humorous poem:

(3.7) We thought that we would never see
A suit to compensate a tree.
A suit whose claim in tort is prest
Upon a mangled tree’s behest;
A tree whose battered trunk was prest
Against a Chevy’s crumpled crest;
A tree that faces each new day
With bark and limb in disarray;
A tree that may forever bear
A lasting need for tender care.
Flora lovers though we three,
We must uphold the court’s decree.
Affirmed.
(Hobbs 2007: 54-55)

The judges wrote a parodic version of a schoolchildren’s poem, thus highlight-
ing the incongruity of the suit itself (for a more detailed analysis, see Hobbs
2007: 54-57).

Finally, although most religious genres (e.g. sacred books, Biblical tales,
masses, hymns, sermons) would not be considered suitable for humorous in-
congruities, humor and religious discourse are not always incompatible. This is
illustrated in Bell, Crossley, and Hempelmann’s (2011) study on church mar-
quees in the USA, whose content may sometimes be humorous:

(3.8) We’re all the in the gutter but some of us are looking up to Jesus (Bell,
Crossley, and Hempelmann 2011: 196).

This marquee text creatively plays with Oscar Wilde’s famous quotation “We
are all in the gutter but some of us are looking at the stars”, thus producing
humor. As Bell, Crossley, and Hempelmann (2011: 187) suggest, via such adver-
tising marquees, churches may be “seeking to attract attention and perhaps get
sinners to reconsider their ways through the messages they read on [them]”.
The categories identified here seem to form a continuum with the obliga-
tory presence of humor on its one end and the absence of humor on the other.
Genres are placed at different points along this continuum according to how
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(un)typical the presence of humor is considered in them. In other words, in
some genres, speakers appear to think that humor is an indispensable discour-
sal strategy (category A), while in others they deem its use most unconven-
tional and irrelevant (category D). In between these two poles, speakers may
opt for humorous realizations of “serious” genres (category B) or may occasion-
ally embed humorous utterances in activities usually perceived and constructed
as “serious”. Humor can therefore be perceived as a discoursal strategy avail-
able to speakers wishing to modify genres or to adjust them to their own private
goals and needs. This is mostly attested in those genres which may be realized
with or without humor (categories B-D).

This taxonomy tries to account for speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes of
humor, in particular their implicit ideas about when and where humor is ex-
pected to be used or not. Such stereotypes emerge from speakers’ practices con-
cerning humor use and from their views about when, where, and for what
purposes the use of humor is deemed “appropriate” and potentially “effective”.
Nevertheless, no classification is without limitations. Here, some genres could be
inserted in more than one (adjacent) categories. For example, aphorisms/quota-
tions have been included in category B, together with other genres which may
have serious or humorous realizations. Aphorisms/quotations, however, are
often classified as a kind of one-liners (see among others Dynel 2009), which
would be placed in category A, as a subgenre of canned jokes. Moreover, the in-
clusion of a specific genre in a specific category does not have universal value:
the same genre may be classified in a different category in different sociocultural
communities, as metapragmatic stereotypes on humor are culture—specific (see
Section 2.2). For example, humor may surface in religious sermons in certain reli-
gious communities in the USA (thus this genre could be classified in category C),
but is not at all expected —and would be considered most inappropriate or even
blasphemous— in Greek Orthodox masses (thus it would be placed under cate-
gory D). The notion of the normative communities of humor (Kuipers 2008a) could
obviously account for such variation: different communities establish and abide
by different rules of humor use (see also Section 2.5.2.3). Finally, this classifica-
tion could not de facto refer to all the genres of/with humor, as many of them are
either less common and culture-specific (cf. Oring 2008: 191-192) and/or they
have not (yet?) attracted the attention of scholarly research. So, further research
is required to confirm or refine the categories identified here.

Finally, by bringing to the surface the variety of genres where humor is at-
tested, the present taxonomy underscores the significance of genre as a contextual
parameter of humor and of genre—recontextualization practices, which seem to be
a common means for the creation of humor in postmodern societies, especially in
the new media. To such practices we turn our attention in the following Sections.
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3.4 Humor and the recontextualization of generic conventions

One of the most salient characteristics of genres is their fluidity: genres may
exhibit differences from one realization to the other and may even change with
time to adjust to speakers’ new communicative needs and purposes (see
Section 3.2). The following Sections involve different aspects of genre fluidity,
concentrating specifically on how such fluidity may lead to the emergence of
new humorous (sub)genres (Section 3.4.1), to the transformation of already exist-
ing ones (Section 3.4.2), as well as to the manipulation or recontextualization of
generic conventions to create a humorous effect (Section 3.4.3). Even though all
the cases examined here involve some kind of modification or recontextualiza-
tion of generic norms, the latter case is different from the other two because it
shows that the changes in generic conventions and norms may not necessarily
result in the emergence of a new humorous genre, but may merely lead to the ad
hoc production of a humorous effect.

3.4.1 The emergence of new humorous (sub)genres

The dynamic and fluid character of genres as well as their tendency to develop
intertextual links with each other is most clearly demonstrated in the emergence
of new subgenres belonging to the broader generic category of canned jokes in-
cluding humorous texts considered to be self-contained and circulated in a more
or less fixed form. It is usually suggested that canned jokes traditionally contain
three main subgenres evolving around an incongruity, entertaining interlocutors,
and creating solidarity among them (see Attardo and Chabanne 1992; also
Attardo 1994: 295-299, 2001: 61-62, and the data examined in Raskin 1985):

1. narrative jokes, namely short fictional stories located in the “past” with a
surprise ending in their (final) punch line. They often represent a brief dia-
logue between two or more characters;

2. riddle—jokes, which include a question and an answer, the latter forming
the punch line with the unexpected, incongruous content; and

3. one-liners, namely very brief texts including an incongruous piece of infor-
mation and offering an unconventional comment on a topic.

Canned jokes, however, appear to undergo changes due to intertextual influences
and hybridization, hence new joking (sub)genres emerge, especially online (see
among others Boxman—Shabtai and Shifman 2015; Chen 2013; Moalla 2013). This
means that speakers explore innovative ways of constructing and communicat-
ing their humorous messages without necessarily abandoning more “traditional”
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forms of humor. For instance, Moalla (2013: 2, 4-6) discusses jokes “creating an
alternate reality”, namely referring to potential future contexts, and allowing hu-
morists to shift perspective and distance themselves from their problems and the
stressful circumstances they find themselves in.

In order to illustrate some new subgenres of canned jokes, I rely on the corpus
of Greek political jokes on the current debt crisis (see Sections 2.5.1-2.5.1.3). As al-
ready mentioned, canned jokes are usually categorized in three groups: narrative
jokes, riddle—jokes, and one-liners. Let’s see some examples for these “traditional”
categories first:

(3.9) Mdel €vag TOMOG Ot €val PMAP OTEVOXWPNHUEVOG KAl AEEL GTOV UMAPHOV
«BaAe pov pe Pike 5-6 TOTAKLA, VO OOV TIW TL EXW».
Ta Bdlet 0 pmppav Kat TOV pWTAEL «TL EXELG PE AVOPWTIE. . .».
—«BadiAe pe pike AN 5-6 TTOTAKLO VAL OOV TIW. . .».
Ta Eaxvapadet o prdppav, «Ba Pov TEL TWPa;».
—«Movo 5 evpw».
A guy walks into a bar looking upset and says to the bartender: “Pour me
5-6 drinks, pal, and I’ll tell you what’s wrong with me”.
The bartender pours the drinks and asks him: “What’s wrong with you,
man?...”
“Pour 5-6 more drinks, pal, and I’ll tell you...”
The bartender pours again: “Are you going to tell me now?”
“[I have] only 5 euro”.

Example (3.9) narrates a brief story including a dialogue between two Greeks
and commenting on the lack of money currently experienced by the Greek peo-
ple, which does not allow them to pay for their drinks (or, more accurately, to
pay for drinking as much as they would like to). The final utterance Mdvo 5
evpw ‘only 5 euro’ constitutes the punch line of the joke revealing the unex-
pected twist of the story: even though the set up creates expectations that the
customer faces some serious problems, it turns out that his “serious” problem
is that he does not have enough money to pay for all his drinks (which is actu-
ally the bartender’s problem as well, as he will not be paid for his services).
Example (2.9) is also a narrative joke representing a brief conversation between
a mother and a son in Uganda. Although for Greeks Uganda has for decades
been considered more underprivileged than Greece, the punch line of this brief
story reveals a humorous reversal: in “poor” Uganda children have school text-
books, while in Greece they do not (see also example 3.1).
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In riddle—jokes, the initial utterance, namely the question, prepares the
ground for the second utterance, which constitutes the answer to the question
and simultaneously the punch line of the joke causing the humorous effect:

(3.10) Tikowd €xovv ot EAANVEG pe TIG YAAOTIOVAEG;
Tn Byagovv dev tn Byagouv péxpt Tot XPLOTOVYEVVAL. . .
What do Greeks and turkeys have in common?
They may not survive until Christmas. . .

In example (3.10), humor is based on an analogy between Greeks and
Christmas turkeys, implying that both turkeys and Greek people may not man-
age to survive until next Christmas: turkeys will be slaughtered to be eaten on
Christmas day, while Greeks will be exhausted or even eliminated due to the
austerity measures imposed on them during the financial crisis. Example (2.7)
is also a riddle—joke humorously comparing the (sinking) Greek economy to the
Titanic.

In one-liners, humorists offer (or are represented as offering) brief, uncon-
ventional comments on various aspects of social reality, in the present case on
the repercussions of the financial crisis on their lives and/or the inefficacy of
the austerity measures imposed on Greek people:

(3.11) EipaoTte n yevid mov poAafe Ta KaAOPLPEP avopéva.
We belong to the generation that lived with house heating on.

One-liners humorously comment on Greek people’s inability to pay for house
heating (example 3.11). Examples (2.3-2.6) also constitute one-liners humor-
ously commenting on the increased rates of unemployment in Greece and its
consequences (examples 2.3-2.4) as well as on Greek people’s responsibility for
their current financial and political state (examples 2.5-2.6).

Two subgenres of canned jokes appear to be added to the already existing
ones: monological fictionalization jokes and intertextual jokes. First, the term
fictionalization is borrowed from Kotthoff (1999) who explores the fictional
scenarios speakers construct in their oral interactions, in order, among
other things, to amuse themselves and to enhance their solidarity bonds.
Fictionalization involves future narratives constructed by speakers and de-
scribing how a situation or event could potentially evolve in the future. In
Kotthoff’s (1999) study, such narratives are jointly constructed by more than
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one speaker (see also Georgakopoulou 2007; Archakis and Tsakona 2012),%
but, in the present case, the joker alone builds an incongruous, unrealistic fu-
ture scenario. Hence, it could be suggested that canned jokes involving fic-
tional scenarios constitute monological fictionalizations. The following joke is
indicative:

(3.12) Ot véor Aoyoplaopoi Tng AEH Ba €xouv @wo@opovya ypaupata yla vo
Slafafovtal 0To OKOTASL. . ..
The new electricity bills will be written in fluorescent letters, so that
they can be read in the dark. . .

The humorist in example (3.12) creates a fictional scenario concerning the
new format of the electricity bills which will have to be read by all people,
including those who could not afford to pay their bills and now live without
electricity in crisis—ridden Greece. Such future narratives are created for a va-
riety of topics (see Section 2.5.1.1): what people will do at the super markets
where they will not be able to buy anything (example 2.1), how their pets will
have to survive in houses without heating (example 2.2), or how the German
Chancellor Angela Merkel will deliver pre—election speeches in open rallies
around Greece (example 2.13). In general, such scenarios allow jokers to be
creative and imagine circumstances and actions that are incongruous and not
necessarily plausible.

The second emergent subgenre of canned jokes involves intertextual jokes,
which draw on non-humorous genres to convey their humorous messages.
Intertextuality here is employed to create content or structural similarities be-
tween jokes and non-humorous genres. The following examples are illustrative
of this category:

(3.13) Kpion eivat va og Tallovv Ta TEPIOTEPLA GTO TUVTAYHA.
Crisis is to have pigeons feed you at Syntagma Square.*®

37 Other terms that have been used to refer to this genre are the following: joint fictionaliza-
tion (Kotthoff 1999, 2007: 278-283; Archakis and Tsakona 2012: 99-105), joint fantasizing
(Kotthoff 2006: 293-299; Priego—Valverde 2006; Chovanec 2012), humorous fantasy (Kotthoff
2006: 297, 2007: 282; Vandergriff and Fuchs 2012: 446-448), fantasy humor (Hay 2001: 62, 65),
comical hypothetical (Winchatz and Kozin 2008), and fantasizing (Stallone and Haugh 2017).
38 Syntagma Square is the central square in Athens, the Greek capital, right in front of the
Greek parliament. The square attracts not only tourists but also Greek families, whose children
very often feed the pigeons crowding the square. Here this image is reversed for humorous
purposes: the pigeons feed the humans.
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Kvplog mov Siabetel metpéhato kivnong, {nTa yvwppia pe kupia mov
SlaBétel metpéhatlo BEppavong.
Gentleman with car fuel wants to meet lady with heating fuel.

MoALg dvopa To kahopupep. F'evikr| €icodog 10 evpw pe moto!!!
I just turned house heating on. 10 euro for entry and a drink!!!

Yndpyouv kat gvxdplota: 1o PeoTIPAA Twv Kavvwy nrpope oripepa to
Bpafeio pabov pikpov prikoug.

There is also good news: at the Cannes [International Film] Festival
today we received the award for the shortest [i.e. smallest] salary.>

MEPIKOI AOT'OI ITIOY MAX APEXEI H OIKONOMIKH KPIZH XTHN EAAAAA
Mov opéoet mov OTav Afw Yyl avénon OTO QWEVTIKO Hou Ot e
ayplokottalet aAld Awwvel ota yéAa. Aoe mov €diwée kava dvo mov be
LoV GPECE 1 LOVPT| TOUG..

Mov apécel IOV TA KOPEVEIQ £XOUV YEUIOEL AVEPYOUG ETILOTIHOVES LE 2
petantuxloka. IIAéov mog yx ovlakt kol avti yia pndAa oculntdg ya
HOVPEG TPUTIEG TOUAGYLOTOV. (.. .)

Mov apgoel ov o pEAOV NG xwpag eivat apépato, ylati o 6Aovg Hag
€\eune Alyo oAU n mepmeTeElx 0TN (Wi HOG.

Mov apgael ov pmopw va £xw katadAnpn eAevbepa. IlaAd pov Ta eiyov
nipriéetL 0Aot «TiL oov Aeimel pe; Tn dovAeld gov TV €xeLg, To apa&dkt gov,
TLGANO Begs» (.. )

Mov apgoel mov av w 0Tt SovAevw 2 Popég TN PEopdda pe KoLTOUV pe
ovpnadelx Kot pov Aéve koupdylo, evw To TAALE OKEPTOVTOUOOV «Pe
TOV TEUTEAT ..

Mov apéaoel mov Ba £xw kat eyw pia otopic mOvVou kat SuoTtuyiog va Aéw
0TQ EYYOVIQ POV, OMWG EUEIG RKOVYOAE Yl XoUvTa Kot katoxr. AAALWG
Ba pe mépvayav yla oAV @Awpo.

SOME REASONS WHY WE LIKE THE FINANCIAL CRISIS IN GREECE

I like it when I ask my boss for a raise and he does not frown on me but
bursts into laughter. Not to mention that he fired a couple of guys
whose faces I didn’t like. ..

39 An untranslatable pun is involved here. Based on the phrase Tawia pixkpov unxovg ‘short
film’, the humorist constructs the phrase puio66¢ utxpov prjxovs ‘short salary’ actually meaning

‘small salary’.
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I like that the coffee shops are full of unemployed scholars with 2
post—graduate degrees each. Now you go out to drink ouzo [i.e. a tradi-
tional Greek alcoholic beverage] and instead of football you talk about
black holes to say the least. (.. .)

I like that the future of the country is uncertain, because we all more or
less lacked a sense of adventure in our lives.

I like that I can be depressed without feeling guilty. Previously every-
body would attack me “What’s your problem, pal? You’ve got your job,
your car, what more do you want?” (...)

I like it when I say I work 2 times per week and people look at me with
sympathy and they try to encourage me, while in the past they would
think “What a lazy dude”. ..

I like that I too will have a story of pain and misery to tell my grandchil-
dren, like the ones we used to listen about the [Greek military] junta [i.e.
1967-1974] and the [Nazi] occupation [i.e. 1941-1944]. Otherwise, they
would think that I am totally uncool.

In the case of intertextual jokes, humorists borrow conventions from
non-humorous genres to create jokes, in the present case about the Greek debt
crisis and its repercussions: a dictionary definition is used to humorously repre-
sent the fact that some Greek people cannot afford to feed themselves due to
salary/pension cut-offs or unemployment in crisis—ridden Greece (example
3.13); a fictional personal ad comments on the incongruously high fuel prices
(example 3.14); another ad creates an incongruous analogy between a night
club and a house with heating whose owner tries to gain some money to pay
the heating bill by charging his/her guests (example 3.15); a short news report
criticizes the incongruously low salaries in Greece (example 3.16); and a list like
the ones appearing in fashion magazines includes a variety of unexpected rea-
sons why Greek people seem to (ironically) enjoy certain negative aspects of
the financial crisis (example 3.17). In particular, they enjoy the bad working
conditions and relations, going out for coffee with highly educated yet unem-
ployed people, living in insecurity, feeling depressed, working part—time, and
narrating tragic stories from the hard times of the crisis.

Interestingly, there do not seem to be any restrictions as to the genres that
will be exploited to create intertextual jokes: in the corpus discussed here, gen-
res such as popular sayings, songs, politicians’ statements, religious texts (e.g.
prophecies, prayers), letters, grammar books, public announcements, games,
etc. are exploited to create intertextual jokes.

To sum up, the jokes examined here demonstrate that (at least) two new
categories (i.e. monological fictionalizations and intertextual jokes) are added
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to more traditional ones (i.e. narrative jokes, riddle—jokes, one-liners). Generic
creativity plays a significant role in this process. Finally, it should be noted that
the subgenres of canned jokes discussed here may not always be clear—cut cate-
gories but may occasionally overlap. This can be illustrated in example (3.12)
which could be considered a monological fictionalization and/or a one-liner.
Overlapping is attested in example (3.16) as well, which was analyzed as an inter-
textual joke based on a news report, but could also be considered a narrative
one, as it includes the representation of a (fictional) past event (mrjpaue 10
BpaBeio ... ‘we received the award ... °) that happened in a specific place and
time (070 peotiBdA Twv Kavvayv ‘at the Cannes Festival’, ofjuepa ‘today’).

3.4.2 The transformation of humorous genres

Genre transformations are often triggered (or sped up) by the new technologies,
especially the digital media and the social networks developed therein: “media
may play a role in genre form, and the introduction of new media may occasion
genre evolution” (Yates and Orlikowski 1992: 299).“° The present Section ex-
plores the particularities of a quite recent genre of humor, which is here dubbed
online joint fictionalization. The case study discussed here is intended to reveal
significant similarities between the new genre and what Kotthoff (1999) calls
joint fictionalization, which involves the construction of humorous fictional sce-
narios in informal face—to-face interactions among peers (see Section 3.4.1).
Concurrently, the new genre incorporates other (humorous) genres which are
typical of online communication and, in this new context, contribute to the
construction of the fictional scenario at hand. In other words, the new digital
genre of online joint fictionalization emerges from the modification of a previ-
ous oral one and exploits the affordances offered by online communication.

3.4.2.1 The generic structure and sociopragmatic goals of oral joint
fictionalization

Let’s begin with a brief description of oral joint fictionalization as a genre. The

construction of such a text is based on speakers’ use of their turns to depart

from the ongoing topic and turn-taking system in order to build a fictional

story or setting by adding details to it. Such details are more often than not hu-

morous, that is, they are in contrast with what would normally be expected in

40 See also Thurlow, Lengel, and Tomic (2004), North (2006: 229), Shifman (2014b),
Boxman-Shabtai and Shifman (2015: 522-523), Chovanec and Dynel (2015: 6-10).
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the specific context, and result in the creation of absurd, incongruous representa-
tions or perceptions of the narrated (fictional) events or the described (fictional)
settings. In Winchatz and Kozin’s (2008: 383) terms, this “speech phenomenon
(...) forms at the juncture of storytelling, humor, and imagination”. Participants
thus get the opportunity to come closer by laughing with/at the same things. It
should be noted here that, even if a single speaker in a group builds the scenario
via his/her turn(s), it is still considered a “joint” achievement as long as the
others offer signs of acknowledgment and entertainment (e.g. phatic signals,
laughter; Winchatz and Kozin 2008).

Previous research on joint fictionalization has shown that such construc-
tions are based on shared knowledge among participants which often involves
mass culture (con)texts, such as TV shows, media registers, and individuals or
events that have become popular via the entertainment media.”! Such intertex-
tual connections enable participants not only to display and share their knowl-
edge on such topics, but also to position themselves towards them, that is, to
display their positive or negative stance towards the person, event, register,
etc. alluded to. Furthermore, as Kotthoff (1999: 145) observes, “humorous fic-
tionalizations establish unusual perspectives on concrete images and scenes”
(emphasis mine). Participants thus get the opportunity to express their evalua-
tions that would not probably be as easily expressed and/or accepted in “seri-
ous” discussions on the same topic.

Even though the overall effect of such scenarios is humorous, not all contri-
butions need to be humorous: “the topic of joking remarks can also be seriously
pursued” (Kotthoff 1999: 136; see also Vandergriff and Fuchs 2009, 2012;
Archakis and Tsakona 2012: 99-105). The non-humorous utterances of a fiction-
alization may also contribute to the fictional scenario (and the evaluation of its
content) and do not necessarily suspend or cancel the humorous tone and goal
of the interaction. In general, humorous or serious turns adding to the scenario
at hand are more often than not supportive of the humorous effect of this kind of
interaction (Hay 2001; Vandergriff and Fuchs 2009: 35-36, 38—39, 2012), unless,
of course, speakers clearly express their disagreement with the content of the
previous contribution(s).

Winchatz and Kozin (2008) suggest that joint fictionalizations are clearly
set off from the surrounding talk and sequentially structured, and they identify
four phases constituting the genre:

41 See Baym (1995), Kotthoff (1999: 134-135, 144, 2006: 293-299, 2007: 282-283), Winchatz
and Kozin (2008: 395-396, 401-402), Archakis and Tsakona (2012: 99-105), Chovanec (2012).
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1. Initiation: A speaker decides to suspend the ongoing talk and at the same
time requests permission to “move the conversation from the realm of the
real and the concrete (...) to the realm of the imaginary or hypothetical”
(Winchatz and Kozin 2008: 392). This is usually achieved via an utterance
which introduces the hypothetical scenario, often based on preceding talk.

2. Acknowledgment: One or more recipients show their approval of the initia-
tor’s move by offering an appreciation signal (e.g. phatic signals, laughter,
evaluative comments) or a creative addition to the scenario introduced by
the initiator. Lack of reaction, that is, recipients’ silence, can also be con-
sidered a kind of acknowledgment allowing the initiator or a third party to
proceed with building the scenario.

3. Creating the imaginary: The fictional scenario is built by the initiator with
or without the help of other participants. They contribute to the ongoing
interaction by adding details to the imaginary script, by laughing, and
sometimes by leading the fictionalization to what Winchatz and Kozin
(2008: 396) call “an absurd extreme, that is, something completely and ut-
terly unbelievable, highly unlikely, and at times almost cartoon-like”.
Intertextual references to various cultural, historical, relational, etc. con-
texts are often exploited to construct the scenario.

4, Termination: The fictionalization is led to an end when a participant sug-
gests that they (seriously) ponder on the imaginary scenario, or decides to
cause a sudden switch back to reality. It may also fade out through parti-
cipants’ shared laughter. After the termination phase, interlocutors con-
tinue the previous topic of interaction or begin a new one.

In what follows, I will try to demonstrate how this generic form has been trans-
formed in online interactions and practices, and how online participants form a
group whose main aim is the construction of the fictionalization per se. Although
speakers have kept specific generic characteristics intact (i.e. the absurd, fictional
content, the mass culture intertextual allusions, the collaborative and supportive
participation, the humorous tone and effect), they have enriched the genre with
other practices which are common in online humorous communication such as
online posts and memes.

Memes in particular will be discussed here as an integral part of the online
joint fictionalization genre, since participants produce and circulate them as their
contributions to the construction of a fictional scenario. Hence, a few words on
their content and sociopragmatic functions are deemed relevant at this point.
Memes employ “script and sound, static pictures and moving images” (Shifman
2007: 190) and rely on intertextual allusions to convey playful and often complex
or unconventional messages. They are considered prototypical instances of
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contemporary internet culture reflecting and enhancing speaker involvement and
everyday creativity. Although it would be “unwise to characterize all emergent
memes as being humorous” (Wiggins and Bowers 2015: 1899), humor is identified
as the sine qua non for the production of most memes as well as an important
reason for their continuous circulation and success. In addition, memes are more
often than not perceived and investigated as autonomous texts whose meaning(s)
point to various events, ideologies, stereotypes, texts, etc.*? Here, however, I will
concentrate on their potential to be part of a broader online discussion of a topic
of mutual concern and to coexist with other genres, such as Facebook posts,
news articles, etc.

3.4.2.2 The data of the online fictionalization case study

The fictionalization discussed here relates to the unexpected discovery of a croco-
dile on the Greek island of Crete. From July 4th, 2014 until April 3rd, 2015, I
collected over 1,000 posts and 59 memes coming from 5 different Facebook com-
munities supporting the crocodile and his right to stay in Crete. These communi-
ties were created a few days after the crocodile was spotted and, until April 3rd,
2015, had acquired 19,598 followers. The participants in these communities jointly
created an online humorous fictionalization according to which the crocodile
originated in Crete and exhibited local cultural and linguistic features. The follow-
ing account of the events concerning the crocodile of Crete is based on a corpus
of 100 news articles collected in the same period and on the same event (for a
more detailed presentation, see Tsakona 2017b, 2018c).

According to news reports of July 4th, 2014 (e.g. KpokdSelhog mepimnov Svo
HETPWV 0 @paypa atnv Kprjtn 2014), a crocodile was accidentally discovered by
two firemen who passed by the Potami Dam Lake in Amari, near the town of
Rethymno in Crete. The event was immediately reported to the authorities, as croc-
odiles do not live free in any part of Greece. The issue was evaluated as an impor-
tant one, as the safety of the inhabitants and the tourists was considered in
jeopardy. Hence authorities set out to find and arrest not only the crocodile but
also the person who abandoned the reptile in the lake. They also placed fences in
several parts around the lake to prevent the crocodile from escaping, as well as
traps with dead chickens as baits to entice the animal. By July 10th, the crocodile
was already given the name Sifis (Mével Kprtn o «Zrijgne» o kpokddeihog (;), mov
propei va pnv eivat povog 2014), thus acquiring a local identity and a gender one:

42 On memes, see among others Shifman (2007, 2013, 2014a, 2014b), Ramoz-Leslie (2011),
Milner (2013), Ekdale and Tully (2014), Miltner (2014), Peck (2014), Wiggins and Bowers (2015),
Laineste and Voolaid (2016), Piata (2018, to appear).
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Sifis is one of the most common male names in Crete. The choice of name was
indicative of the locals’ wish to consider the crocodile “one of their own” and to
keep him in the area. While the police could not find the owner of the animal,
local people suggested that Sifis should remain in the lake because he caused no
harm (provided he was restricted in a specific area by fences). In addition, the ani-
mal had already become a tourist attraction: hundreds of tourists (and locals) vis-
ited the lake daily hoping they could take a glance at Sifis and feed him. The
emerging Facebook communities fervently supported Sifis’ right to live in Crete,
and resisted any idea of capturing and removing him from the lake.

In the meantime, Olivier Behra, a famous herpetologist, was summoned to
help capture Sifis, but without any lack (“World’s greatest crocodile hunter”
fails to catch “Sifis” — Crete’s fugitive reptile 2014). Interestingly, his first at-
tempt was sabotaged by locals who tried to warn Sifis and scare him away from
the traps and the herpetologist (Kpritn: O «Zri@ng¢» katdyetat ano to Neiho kal
eival . . . koAotaiopévog 2014). After more than 10 unsuccessful attempts to cap-
ture Sifis, the reptile remained on the loose, but locals seemed not to be afraid
of him. The final act was written at the end of March 2015, when Sifis was
found dead at the shore of the lake. His death was attributed by the authorities
to the particularly long and heavy winter in Crete.

The above summary of the news articles of the corpus brings to the surface
(at least) the following unexpected events/situations:

1. A crocodile was found in a lake in Crete. Although the animal does not orig-
inate in Greece, it has been assigned a local (Cretan/Greek) identity as well
as a gender one (male) by being named Sifis.

2. Local people disagree with the authorities’ proposition to capture and re-
move the reptile from the lake; even though crocodiles are not endemic
to Greece, local people consider him to be a local and want to keep him
there.

3. The crocodile has proven difficult to arrest even for an experienced
herpetologist.

These events could be rephrased as the following humorous incongruities/
script oppositions attested in the set of data under scrutiny:

Incongruity/script opposition 1: exotic dangerous animal/local pet with human
qualities

The crocodile is an exotic dangerous animal brought to Crete, Greece from
abroad/Sifis the crocodile has male human attributes and originates in Crete.
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Incongruity/script opposition 2: remove from/keep in the lake

The best and safest solution (suggested by the authorities) is to remove the
crocodile from the lake/the best solution (proposed by citizens) is to leave the
crocodile in the lake.

Incongruity/script opposition 3: captivity/freedom
The crocodile should be captured/should not be —and has not been— captured, in
spite of several attempts by experienced specialists.

In the following Section, I discuss how participants in Facebook communities
build their online humorous fictionalization and simultaneously refer to and re-
frame these incongruous events through creating humorous verbal posts, im-
ages, and memes, among other things.

3.4.2.3 Jointly constructing the online fictionalization

The following analysis of the data concentrates on two interrelated topics: the
structure of the genre and its content (e.g. the humorous reframing of, and
elaboration on, Sifis’ story as narrated by newspapers and other media). Both
aspects of the analysis are intended to show the similarities between the online
genre and the initial oral one, as well as the adaptation of the genre to practices
which are already popular among internet users.

In order to describe the generic structure of online joint fictionalization, I
draw on Winchatz and Kozin’s (2008) four—phase model emerging from oral data
(see Section 3.4.2.1). The first phase of initiation involves someone beginning an
imaginary scenario related to something mentioned earlier in interaction. Here,
the imaginary scenario is introduced by the anonymous administrators of the exa-
mined Facebook pages, who presuppose that at least some Facebook participants
are familiar with news reports on the discovery of the crocodile. So, by launching
these pages they called for audience attention and simultaneously created spaces
for speaker participation and involvement. Furthermore, by naming the crocodile
Sifis and posting the first photos, cartoons, status updates, links to newspaper ar-
ticles, etc., they started the construction of the humorous scenario, where a per-
sonified, male reptile living in Crete and acquiring local features became the
protagonist (see Figure 3.1).

The second acknowledgment phase was enacted by those Facebook users
who “liked” the relevant pages, “shared” their content, and responded to ad-
ministrators’ posts. Thus, the online interaction quickly entered the third creat-
ing the imaginary phase, where participants contributed in various ways.

Let’s explore in more detail how the third creating the imaginary phase is
materialized. First of all, it should be noted that all relevant Facebook pages
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Figure 3.1: Cover photo and profile photo of the Facebook page The Crocodile of Amari Should
Remain in the Potami Dam.

are administered by people pretending®® to be Sifis the crocodile. Thus, the
crocodile is not only personified as a local male individual, but also participates
in online social networks and interacts with his fans. Sifis speaks Greek (and
sometimes the Cretan dialect) and refers to himself mostly using the first person
singular (and less often the third person singular). The following list includes
the most common types of Sifis’ posts, whether humorous or serious:

1. hyperlinks to news articles, videoclips, or images related to the story of
Sifis — or framed so as to become relevant to it (see Figures 3.2a, 3.3-3.5);

2. texts (e.g. poems, memes), images (e.g. children’s drawings), and com-
ments sent to Sifis by his fans; they are often responded to with a
thank-you—-for-your—support note from Sifis (see Figures 3.3-3.5);

3. phatic comments such as greetings, wishes, advice on various topics (e.g.

me?’, Mnv tpoudlete Ta maubid. Tnv aAnbeta va Toug Aéte, mavta ... ‘Do not
scare children. Tell them the truth, always ... ’, Xpovia IToAAd oe 6Aa Ta
kpokobeddxia NG mapéag ... Kadd Xptorovyevva ‘Season’s greetings to all
the little crocodiles of the group ... Merry Christmas’);

43 On overt pretense as a source of humor, see Dynel (2018).
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Figure 3.2a: Sifis’ post on the arrival of the herpetologist.

4. comments on Sifis’ story as well as on other issues (e.g. politics, sports —
Oyt aMa kpokobeilia Sdxpva and Tovg moAitikovs mov obrynoav Tnv EAAdSa
010 xeidog Tov ykpepov ... ‘No more crocodile tears for the politicians who
led Greece on the verge of disaster . .. ’).

Such activities are indicative of Sifis’ effort to inform the audience on recent
developments concerning his case as well as to maintain the interest of his
supporters via discussing a variety of topics with them. Needless to say, such
actions are not typical of a crocodile but of a real person, who seeks to com-
municate with other people and, most importantly, to sustain the fictional
scenario according to which the crocodile originates in Crete, is an “authen-
tic” Cretan figure, and hence should be allowed to live free on the island.
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Figure 3.2b: Comments (3.18-3.26).

On the other hand, Sifis’ fans respond to his posts via:

1. sending their own comments on the relevant events as reported by the
media, or on the other topics Sifis initiates (e.g. politics, sports);

2. sending greetings, expressing their support, affection, admiration, and of-
fering advice on how to escape captivity (see Figures 3.2b-3.2d);

3. uploading memes, hyperlinks (e.g. news articles concerning Sifis, video-
clips with crocodiles or other animals from YouTube), photos with croco-
diles, poems inspired by him, cartoons, jokes, and other humorous texts.

Interestingly, Sifis’ fans address him using the second person singular, as if the
crocodile could actually read and reply to their contributions. They refer to him
using the third person singular only when an answer is not expected from him
but from the other participants.

Some illustrative examples are provided here. Figures (3.2b-3.2d) come from
the same thread of comments initiated by Sifis by posting a news article on his
status update (Hpbe o eprietoAdyog OAPLE Mrmieypd yio Tov Zrj@r TOV KPOKOSENO
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Figure 3.2c: Comments (3.27-3.29).
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Like - Reply
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EAHNIKH NAIAEIA MO EZYNINOI BrHKE ANO TON EPNETONGTO
KYNHIOn

Like - Reply

Figure 3.2d: Comments (3.30-3.31).

2014; see Figure 3.2a) and referring to the arrival of the herpetologist and his col-
laboration with the local authorities in order to capture Sifis. Sifis offers a first
comment wondering: Hpfe o epmeToAdyos ... Kat Twpa; ‘The herpetologist is
here ... What now?’. This thread of comments includes 48 responses from Sifis’
fans. Here we will concentrate on 14 of them (Figures 3.2b—3.2d) which give us a
representative snapshot of fans’ reactions to the news. Their analysis will attempt
to show how such comments (re)produce and sustain the above-mentioned hu-
morous incongruities (see Section 3.4.2.2).**
Translation of comments (3.18-3.31):

(3.18) Hang on Sifis.
(3.19) what did the poor pet do to them???? it made the area famous!!! they

should take advantage of this [i.e. the fame] and leave it [i.e. the poor
pet] alone!!!!

44 The names and personal photos of commentators have been erased to protect their
anonymity.
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(3.29)

3.4 Humor and the recontextualization of generic conventions =— 95

THE HERPETOLOGIST WILL EAT THE CHICKEN [chickens were used as
baits to entice Sifis]

SIFIS IS NOT GOING ANYWHERE

poor Sifis what do they do to you dear. .. since the pet does not do any
harm why do you torture it! hang on

rather Sifis will get. . . an exquisite meal: a famous herpetologist. . .

what could the herpetologist do [?] Sifis is an important figure and did it
again [i.e. he managed to escape]

go hide Sifis. . .

SIFIS YOU CAN DO IT... YOU CAN FIND THE HERPETOLOGIST!!!!. . .*>
GO ON AND ENJOY YOUR MEALL!!!“¢

Poor [Sifis] I see you leaving Crete. . .!!!

Sifis dear you don’t need anybody you are a super crocodile. .. you are
not afraid of anything and if he [i.e. the herpetologist] gets to you, eat a
leg or a hand just for a change [i.e. instead of eating ducks and chickens
all the time]. .. take care. .. I love you very much. ..

(3.30) he [i.e. the herpetologist] left as he came [i.e. without taking Sifis with

(3.31)

him] thank God. . .!!!! SIFIS FOREVER IN GREECE

THE HERPETOLOGIST RUN OFF!l... SIFIS [TURNED OUT TO BE]
SMARTER THAN THE HERPETOLOGIST!!!... HE DID IT BECAUSE HE HAS
BEEN RAISED [lit. educated] IN GREECE... HE OUTSMARTED THE
HERPETOLOGIST HUNTER!!

45 Zrjpn unopeis . . . Tov epneToAdyo va Tov Bpeig, here translated as ‘Sifis you can do it . . . you
can find the herpetologist’, is a thyming slogan with intertextual links to Greek football ones.
46 Kalrn ywveyn, here translated as ‘enjoy your meal’, could be glossed as ‘[have a] good di-
gestion’; it is a common wish among Greeks after an enjoyable meal.
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All the comments are in favor of the crocodile and against the herpetologist and
his effort to arrest Sifis. Some of them (comments 3.18, 3.22, 3.25-3.29) are
encouraging Sifis to resist arrest and expressing sympathy and positive feelings
towards him. Other comments constitute (more or less direct) threats against the
herpetologist (comments 3.20, 3.23, 3.24, 3.27, 3.29) suggesting that Sifis could in-
stead attack his adversary. Comments (3.30—3.31) expressly indicate participants’
satisfaction after the herpetologist’ failure to capture Sifis. All these comments
revolve around the captivity/freedom script opposition.

Participants in the community also suggest that the crocodile is harmless,
hence it should be kept in the lake (comments 3.19, 3.22, 3.28). It is interesting to
note here that, in order to highlight the benign nature of Sifis, participants use
expressions such as (to kaxopoipo) 1o {wdxkt ‘(the poor) pet’ (comments 3.19,
3.22), kanuéve ‘poor’ (comment 3.28), and the diminutive Zngdxo ‘Sifis dear, little
Sifis’ (comment 3.29). Other participants directly object to Sifis’ removal from the
lake (comments 3.21, 3.30). All such comments reproduce the remove from/stay in
the lake incongruity, supporting the crocodile’s right to remain where it currently
lives despite fears for the safety of the inhabitants and the tourists in the area.

Finally, via addressing the crocodile in the second person singular (com-
ments 3.18, 3.22, 3.26-3.29), via using address terms typical of human addres-
sees (Zrjpn(g) ‘Sifis’ in comments 3.18, 3.22, 3.26; ape Zrjpn ‘poor Sifis’ and
noubaxt pov ‘dear [lit. my little child]’ in comment 3.22; kanuéve ‘poor’ in com-
ment 3.28), and generally via referring to him using his Cretan name (comments
3.18, 3.21-3.22, 3.24-3.27, 3.29-3.31), participants contribute to the personifica-
tion of the crocodile by attributing it human qualities it does not really have.
They also employ various expressions which are typically used for humans
such as peydAn popen ‘important figure’ (comment 3.25) and yiyavrag ‘super
[lit. giant]’, va mpoaéyeis ‘take care’, gayamdw moAv I love you very much’ (com-
ment 3.29), éévnvog ‘smart’, and éyet eAMnvikn) naubeia ‘has been raised [lit. edu-
cated] in Greece’ (comment 3.31). Comment (3.31) also highlights the local
Greek identity assigned to the crocodile even though crocodiles are not en-
demic to Greece. Thus, the exotic dangerous animal/local pet with human quali-
ties script opposition becomes salient in these examples.

Figures (3.3-3.5) are memes referring to Sifis and built around the same hu-
morous incongruities. In Figure (3.3), Sifis says: 16.440 PeBupvdpa gov’pyouatr!
‘16,400 points, wonderful Rethymno, here I come!’. The crocodile is portrayed
as a Greek student who has succeeded in his university entry exams and is
checking the results together with other students. His grades (i.e. 16,400 points)
allowed him to be accepted at the University of Crete in Rethymo, hence now
he lives in the nearby lake. A talking and studying (hard) crocodile accepted at
the local university evokes the exotic dangerous animal/local pet with human
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16.400
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ZOY‘PXOMALI!
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Figure 3.3: ‘16,400 points, wonderful Rethymno, here | come!’.

qualities script opposition and enriches it with more (humorous) details as to
why Sifis has moved to Rethymno.

Figure (3.4) is a map of Greece featuring Sifis in the place where Crete should
have been. Such a replacement implies that the crocodile is undoubtedly Cretan
and an indispensable part of Greece. This comes in sharp contrast to the fact that
crocodiles have never been endemic to Greece. Hence, this meme could be con-
sidered as a humorous argument in support of the wish expressed by the local
people to keep Sifis in the lake, and hence is associated with the remove from/
stay in the lake script opposition.

Finally, in Figure (3.5), Sifis is once again personified (see also Figure 3.3): he
is pictured together with well-known and wanted Greek terrorists, Nikos Maziotis
and Christodoulos Xiros, the first of them already captured, while the second one
still wanted at that time. Sifis is represented as still wanted, too, since the numer-
ous attempts to catch him were unsuccessful; the crocodile proved hard to get.
The third script opposition, that is, captivity/freedom, is particularly salient in this
meme, as Sifis remained free despite the authorities’ efforts to capture him.

Finally, the fourth termination phase of the online fictionalization was not
as abrupt or clearcut as it seems to be in oral fictionalizations. It could rather
be suggested that the specific online fictionalization faded away, as no news
about Sifis was reported in the media, hence participants lost interest in the
subject. After the failed attempts to capture the animal, the media stopped pub-
lishing reports on Sifis, as there was nothing tellable to report: Sifis spent his
days quietly, swimming and eating in the lake. A few months later, a limited
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Figure 3.4: Map of Greece with crocodile instead of Crete.

Figure 3.5: ‘Sifis the crocodile wanted’.
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number of posts appeared when the media reported that the animal passed
away because of the harsh weather.

This difference from the oral genre could be accounted for in terms of the
connection between the ongoing fictionalization and the surrounding talk, and
of the relationships among participants. Oral fictionalizations are typically part
of extended face-to—face interactions among interlocutors who as a group
move from one conversational activity (e.g. casual, informal conversation) to
another (i.e. joint fictionalization) and back (see Section 3.4.2.1). On the contrary,
participants in online fictionalizations such as the one presented here are often
brought together for/by this particular activity: they did not necessarily interact
and/or belong to the same group before launching the fictionalization and/or
after its termination. As a result, when the material used to build the scenario at
hand (e.g. media reports) seems to run out, the online fictionalization gradually
fades away and the relevant webpages become inactive.

In sum, the analysis of all these examples illustrates how participants in
Facebook communities reproduce and enrich the incongruities/script opposi-
tions originating in the news articles concerning Sifis, the Cretan crocodile, so
as to construct their online joint fictionalization. In their contributions, whether
verbal comments, images, or memes, they enact a fictional and humorous sce-
nario involving the male, Cretan/Greek identity of the crocodile; his innocuous
character, and hence participants’ preference for keeping him in the lake; the
crocodile’s resistance against any attempts to capture him and simultaneously
participants’ expressed support for the animal’s right to freedom.

The present analysis shows that humor underlies most of participants’ con-
tributions and keeps their interaction going even though participants may not
necessarily be in the same place or may never meet offline. I have also attempted
to show how an oral genre, namely joint fictionalization, occurring in
face—to—face interactions among peers mostly for entertainment purposes, has
been transferred to online contexts and has subsequently been modified to adjust
to the restrictions and affordances of the new medium (e.g. through the use of
posts and humorous memes instead of conversational turns). A modified, parallel
genre has thus emerged, which maintains the four—part sequential structure of
the original oral one and brings together participants whose main aim seems to
be to contribute to the humorous fantasy under construction. In its new, online
form, joint fictionalization appears to maintain its humorous and fictional qual-
ity, the open floor for any participant to contribute to the scenario, and the inter-
textual allusions to other media or cultural texts, which are reframed in the new
environment. However, while in oral fictionalizations participants are brought to-
gether by interactional activities from which the fictionalization emerges, in on-
line ones they appear to be brought together by the fictionalization itself.
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3.4.3 Recontextualizing generic conventions to create humor

The blending of generic conventions does not solely aim at creating new genres
or newer versions of older genres (as we have seen so far in this Chapter), but
may also involve the creation of a humorous effect per se. Generic structures
and/or lexico—grammatical features typical of a specific genre may be reframed,
thus resulting in a humorous incongruity.*’

The following extract comes from an everyday interaction among teenager
friends which was recorded for research purposes. Interlocutors start by com-
menting on the recording process as they are not familiar and comfortable with
it, yet. Soon their everyday interaction is colonized by the discourse of (Greek)
televised matchmaking programs and/or that of beauty contests:

(3.32) AnunTpng: XepdTepa, KOUMAGPW KEMWG P’ auTo va pe ypaget () {Seixvel
TO payvnTéQwvo}
Katepiva: ( )]/
Anpntpng: //Tnv emduevn popd Ba éyovue kat pia kapepa yia va 5ovv 0Tt
eKTO¢ TwV dMwv eivat xat wpaio maubi. Oyt omotog evbiapépetat {yéha}
va () pe Tn Map6Oa kat va ¢ mdpw xat tn SovAsid {yéha}
Katepiva: {yé¢ho}
Anpritpng: Aéyopar AnurTpng.
Katepiva kot Anprtpng: {yéAa}
Anpntpng: To emnwvupo ( ) eipat éva oybovta mévre//
Katepiva: //Eva evevijvra//
AnpnTpng: //¥nAos, éavldg yepobeuévog {yeéha} axpifws onws ta Aéw
OUWG, UE TPOUEPO TIPOOWTTO, TPOUEPT) TIPOOWTIKOTNTA//
Katepiva: //( ) TeAeiwg//
AnpnTpng: //Me mdpa moAv/ {yehal. Ae yivetal//
Katepiva: //KotAtaxovg 1o katt dAdo ( )/
Dimitris: Worse, I’'m rather inhibited by this thing recording me ( )
{he points at the tape recorder}
Katerina: ( )]/
Dimitris: //Next time we’ll have a camera too so that they can see that
apart from everything else he’s also a good looking guy. No, anyone who

47 Such humorous incongruities are accounted for in terms of stylistic humor, parody, or satire.
See among others Attardo (1994: 230-253, 262-268, 2001: 104-110, 2009: 315), Antonopoulou
(2003), Simpson (2003), Kotthoff (2007), Coutinho and Miranda (2009), Antonopoulou and
Nikiforidou (2011), Tsiplakou and Ioannidou (2012), Archakis et al. (2014, 2015), Tsami et al.
(2014), Antonopoulou, Nikiforidou, and Tsakona (2015), Tsami (2018), Piata (to appear).
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is interested {laughter} to ( ) with Martha and I’ll take her job too
{laughter}

Katerina: {laughter}

Dimitris: My name is Dimitris.

Katerina and Dimitris: {laughter}

Dimitris: My surname is ( ) I’'m one point eighty five {meter} tall//
Katerina: //One ninety//

Dimitris: //Tall, blond well built {laughter} but exactly as I am saying it,
with a wonderful face, a wonderful personality//

Katerina: //( ) exactly//

Dimitris: //With many/ {laughter}. I can’t//

Katerina: //With great six packs () //

Dimitris humorously presents himself as a candidate for marriage or for a title in
a beauty competition (see his jab lines appearing in italics). Katerina plays along
with his humorous scenario (see her jab lines also in italics), thus also contribut-
ing to the hybridization of discourse: informal interaction to be recorded for re-
search purposes and TV matchmaking/beauty contest discourses are mixed in an
effort to produce humor and entertain the participants. The laughter particles
dispersed along the interaction confirm the humorous effect attained (for a more
detailed analysis, see Archakis and Tsakona 2012: 99-105).%®

A second example involves the mixing of the dog—training genre and the
advertisement one:

(3.33) A man loses his dog so he puts an ad in the paper. And the ad says,
‘Here, boy’ (Spike Milligan, in Carr and Greeves 2006: 12; cited in Goatly
2012: 154).

Humor results from the incongruous (and eventually ineffective) recontextuali-
zation of an oral order to the dog in the personal advertisement text, which the
dog cannot possibly read. Hybridization of generic conventions is also attested
in example (3.7), where the discourse of the decisions of the Court of Appeals is

48 1t should also be noted here that this example is a clear case of oral joint fictionalization,
as participants create and sustain a fictional scenario involving features belonging to mass
media genres (see Section 3.4.2.1). The fictionalization is initiated by Dimitris’ jab lines (tnv
emopevn @opd ... ‘the next time ... ’; initiation phase) and becomes accepted through
Katerina’s laughter (acknowledgment phase), and then both of them foster the absurdity with
comments and more laughter (creating the imaginary phase). The fictionalization comes to an
end when they find nothing else to add to the scenario (termination phase).
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mixed with the children’s poem, and in example (3.8), where elements from an
aphorism are recontextualized in a church marquee (see Section 3.3).

3.5 Summary

It has often been pointed out within humor research that humor surfaces in an
increasingly high number of communicative settings and genres, even though
there remain some occasions where its use is restricted. This Chapter has tried to
address issues concerning the relationship between humor and genres, which is
not often discussed in the relevant literature, but seems to be significant for build-
ing a theory of humor placing emphasis on context. More specifically, first, I have
attempted to classify genres according to the compulsory, more or less frequent,
or limited presence of humor therein. Then, the discussion moved on to how new
humorous genres can be created; how existing humorous genres can be trans-
formed in time and across media (specifically from oral to online communicative
settings), thus enriching the list of genres where humor is attested; and how
blending generic conventions can result in the creation of humor.

It therefore seems that the investigation of the interplay of humor and
genre (or generic conventions) is significant for humor research and theory, as
it brings to the surface widespread genre-related mechanisms of humor pro-
duction and simultaneously underlines the dynamic, jointly negotiated con-
struction of humor. Genre participants seem to manipulate generic conventions
and derive (humorous or other) meaning(s) out of this manipulation. All this
will be further discussed and exploited to develop a theory accounting for
humor performance in the following Chapter.
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4.1 Introductory remarks

So far, I have elaborated on the importance of context for producing and inter-
preting humor. Special emphasis has been placed, first, on the metapragmatics
of humor including utterances and reactions reflecting speakers’ beliefs and
practices about what humor is and how it is to be used (Chapter 2); and, second,
on the genres where humor is more or less expected to surface, which also reflect
speakers’ views on when, how, and why humor is to be used in human commu-
nication (Chapter 3). As already mentioned (in Chapter 1), these are not the only
aspects of context relevant to humor and its analysis.

Despite the importance of context for processing humor, the two most influen-
tial linguistic theories of humor, namely the Semantic Script Theory of Humor
(SSTH; Raskin 1985) and the General Theory of Verbal Humor (GTVH; Attardo and
Raskin 1991; Attardo 1994, 2001), programmatically declare that context will be left
out of their account of humor. The following discussion pertains to the reasons for
such an exclusion (Section 4.2) and then moves on to recent developments which
have tried to expand the General Theory of Verbal Humor, so as to include aspects
of context which were left out of its initial version (Section 4.3). This discussion
will also propose a performance theory of humor, here dubbed the Discourse
Theory of Humor (DTH),” which attempts to encompass most (if not all) aspects
of context that are significant for the creation and interpretation of humor
(Section 4.4). It should be noted here that the present discussion of the Semantic
Script Theory of Humor, the General Theory of Verbal Humor, and the criticism
leveled against them is not meant to elaborate on every topic covered by them.
Drawing on some basic works (Raskin 1985, 2017a, 2017b; Attardo and Raskin
1991, 2017; Attardo 1994, 2001, 2008, 2017a, 2017b), here I refer to those aspects of
the theories and their criticism that seem to be most relevant to the goals and
scope of my study.

A performance theory of humor such as the one put forward here cannot
but account for humor failure and humor quality issues, so I also try to address
these topics (Section 4.5). The present discussion is rounded up with a tentative
application of the Discourse Theory of Humor to the controversial humorous/
sexist advertisement examined in Sections (2.5.2-2.5.2.3). In the same Section
(4.6), the theory’s scope and limitations are also explored.

49 The name is attributed to Attardo (2017b: 104).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501511929-005
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4.2 The Semantic Script Theory of Humor and the General
Theory of Verbal Humor: The competence theories
of humor

“Theories are there to structure our knowledge by informing us what is what
and how it all fits together” (Attardo and Raskin 2017: 53). Based on this pre-
mise, Raskin (1985) comes up with a combination of generative linguistics the-
ory (Chomsky 1965), semantic scripts theory (see among others Schank and
Abelson 1977), and pragmatics (among others, Grice’s 1975 cooperative princi-
ple) to explain the linguistic mechanisms of humor. He draws on a corpus of
single—joke—carrying texts (Raskin 1985: 99), namely short canned jokes where
humor is attested in their final punch line and which are usually circulated
from one context to another to amuse the audience (see Sections 2.5.1.1, 3.3,
3.4.1). While building his theory, Raskin assumes that the meaning of such
jokes is identical each time they are repeated, and that their audiences will find
them funny independently of the context of their appearance. In particular,
using Chomsky’s (1965) terminology, Raskin (1985: 58) states that “[t]he seman-
tic theory of humor is (...) designed to model the native speaker’s intuition
with regard to humor, or in other words, his [sic] humor competence. (...) [T]he
theory is formulated for an ideal speaker—hearer community, i.e., for people
whose senses of humor are exactly identical” (emphasis in the original).
Attardo (1994: 197) elaborates on the humor competence of the ideal speaker/
hearer assumed by the Semantic Script Theory of Humor as follows:

The SSTH models the humorous competence of an idealized speaker/hearer who is unaf-
fected by racial or gender biases, undisturbed by scatological, obscene or disgusting materi-
als, not subject to boredom, and, most importantly, who has never “heard it before” when
presented with a joke. (. ..) This idealization is similar to the one adopted by most genera-
tive linguistics, which assume an idealized homogeneous speaker-hearer community
(emphasis mine).

Thus, Raskin’s theory follows Chomsky’s (1965) distinction between competence
and performance modeled on Saussure’s ([1916] 1959) dichotomy between langue
and parole. Raskin’s emphasis on the ideal speaker—hearer is a clear reflection of
Chomsky’s (1965) focus on competence. And just like him, what Raskin also
leaves out of the theory is performance - that is, the processing of discourse in
actual settings.”®

50 Raskin (1985: xiv, 59-98), however, does not actually ignore or underestimate the signifi-
cance of performance/parole and context for the analysis of humor (see Section 1.2).
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The main hypothesis of the Semantic Script Theory of Humor is the following:

A text can be characterized as a single—joke—carrying text if both of the 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: 99).

Script overlap and opposition are thus used to describe incongruity in semantico-

pragmatic terms (on the Semantic Script Theory of Humor as an incongruity the-

ory, see among others Attardo and Raskin 1991: 331, 2017: 54-56; Attardo 1997:

403, 2008: 107-109; Larkin—Galifianes 2017: 15). It is also implied that, in Raskin’s

world of the ideal speaker—hearer, humor recipients will identify the same scripts

in a humorous text and the same script oppositions, independently of their own
sociocultural characteristics and the contexts they may participate in.

In Attardo and Raskin (1991), the Semantic Script Theory of Humor turned
into the General Theory of Verbal Humor.”® This first presentation of the
General Theory of Verbal Humor also pertained to single—joke—carrying texts or
canned jokes and tried to identify the factors that render such texts dis/similar.
Those factors were named knowledge resources — here’s their list:

1. Script Opposition, see above;

2. Logical Mechanism, namely the distorted, playful logic the script opposition
is based on. This knowledge resource accounts for the partial and non—serious
resolution of the script opposition, hence it is an optional one, as some script
oppositions may not be resolved (e.g. in absurd humor). Several logical
mechanisms have been identified (analogy, role reversal, parallelism, missing
link, juxtaposition, etc.; see Attardo 2001: 27; Attardo, Hempelmann, and Di
Maio 2002), but the lists proposed are not exhaustive;

3. Situation, namely the objects, participants, settings, activities, etc. of the
humorous text. This must be the less studied knowledge resource of all. In
an effort to highlight its significance, recently Attardo (2017a: 131) observes
that it involves “the overall macroscript that describes the background in
which the events of the text (...) take place”, thus relating it to the initial
script of the script opposition;

4. Target, namely the persons, groups, ideas, institutions, etc. ridiculed in the
humorous text. Humorous targets may have stereotypes attached to them, due

51 The General Theory of Verbal Humor has not been the only effort to expand the Semantic
Script Theory of Humor: the Ontological Semantic Theory of Humor (OSTH) has been another
effort to further develop the Semantic Script Theory of Humor (see Raskin 2008b, 2012b,
2017b; Raskin, Hempelmann, and Taylor 2009; Taylor Rayz 2017, and references therein).
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to which they are perceived as inferior or deviating from social norms and ex-
pectations (see e.g. blonde jokes). The addition of this knowledge resource to
the General Theory of Verbal Humor has resulted in the combination of incon-
gruity and superiority/aggression theories of humor in a single analytical
model, thus underscoring the complementarity of the two (Attardo and Raskin
2017: 55; see also Archakis and Tsakona 2005).

5. Narrative Strategy, namely the genre which includes humor and/or the
speech act performed by the humorist. Given that this knowledge resource
involves the organization of humorous texts, it is also responsible for the
distribution of humor throughout them and for whether the humorous ut-
terances will be considered jab or punch lines (for this distinction, see
below). Attardo (2017a: 130) admits that the term Narrative Strategy “was a
misnomer, as it might have given the impression that the GTVH was trying
to handle narratological concerns, which are mostly beyond its scope” (see
also Tsakona 2007: 37).

6. Language, namely the actual wording of the humorous text, the verbal en-
coding of humor. Originally, this knowledge resource was meant to high-
light the distinction between verbal and referential humor, namely the
difference between humor caused through wordplay/punning and humor
which could be paraphrased and maintain its funny content/meaning.
Later applications of the theory demonstrated that this knowledge resource
is also suitable for accounting for humor produced by non-verbal means
(e.g. visual ones)* as well as for stylistic humor.>

Such an expansion through the addition of knowledge resources gives the
General Theory of Verbal Humor a broader scope. Attardo (2001: 22) claims
that “[w]hereas the SSTH was a ‘semantic’ theory of humor, the GTVH is a lin-
guistic theory ‘at large’ — that is, it includes other areas of linguistics as well,
including, most notably, textual linguistics, the theory of narrativity, and
pragmatics broadly conceived”. Furthermore, it seems that “[tlhe adjective
‘general’ referred to the fact that, unlike the purely semantic SSTH, the GTVH
incorporated phonological, morphological, etc. information (in the Language
knowledge resource), text-level organization (in the Narrative Strategy know-
ledge resource), sociological information (in the Target knowledge resource),

52 See Balirano and Corduas (2008), Tsakona (2009), Manteli (2011), Gérin (2013), Dore (2018a).
53 See Archakis et al. (2014, 2015), Tsami et al. (2014), Tsami (2018); Piata (to appear).
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cognitive information (in the Logical Mechanism knowledge resource), etc.”
(Attardo 2017a: 126).>*

Nevertheless, one of the most significant points of criticism raised against
the Semantic Script Theory of Humor and the initial version of the General
Theory of Verbal Humor is their limited scope concerning humorous texts: they
could only account for single—joke—carrying texts or canned jokes ending with
a punch line. Even though subsequent research has tried to address this (see
among others Chtopicki 1987; Ermida 2008), it was not before the application of
the General Theory of Verbal Humor to texts larger than canned jokes (Attardo
2001) that researchers were offered usable tools to analyze longer humorous
texts or humorous texts with different structure from canned jokes. Such an ap-
plication was made possible with the introduction of, among other things, the
distinction between jab lines and punch lines:

A jab line and a punch line differ in their placement within the text: a punch line occurs at
the end of the text, whereas a jab line occurs anywhere else. They also differ in terms of
their function: jab lines are not disruptive of the development of the main interpretation of
the texts, whereas punch lines often force a reinterpretation of said interpretation.
Semantically, they are indistinguishable, as they both involve a script opposition (Attardo
2017a: 130).%

Equally significant was the classification of humorous texts into two broad cat-
egories: “those texts that are structurally similar to jokes (i.e., they end in a
punch line) and those which (...) happen to be much more numerous, [and
which] can be most profitably analyzed as consisting of two elements: a
non-humorous narrative and a humorous component” (Attardo 2001: 29). Both
the jab/punch line distinction and this text classification allow for “the analysis
of the text as vector, with each humorous instance coded as per the GTVH”
(Attardo 2008: 110). In other words, they allow for the in—depth investigation of
texts where humor does not exclusively occur at their final utterance, but may
include humorous utterances at several points before their ending.

Besides script opposition as their common core, the Semantic Script Theory of
Humor and the General Theory of Verbal Humor share another common feature:
they are both intended to work as competence, not performance theories (on this
distinction, see above). Attardo (2001: 30) programmatically states the following:

I am proposing a theory of the speakers’ competence at producing/interpreting longer hu-
morous texts, not a theory of their performance doing so. (...) I will thus propose a (par-
tial) theory of the speakers’ potential production/interpretation on the basis of their

54 See also Attardo and Raskin (1991: 330).
55 See also Attardo (2001: 29), Tsakona (2003a, 2004, 2007), and Section (3.3) in this book.
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knowledge and skills and not a theory of the actual, concrete interpretation/production
of a given text. (...) When interested in the structure of a humorous text (mainly, what
makes it funny) one can and must abstract away from the reception of said text by any
given audience. Their reactions are essentially irrelevant, since what is being investigated
is an abstract “ideal” reader’s analysis of the text (emphasis in the original).

So, even though Attardo explicitly recognizes the existence of different interpre-
tations of, and reactions to, humor offered by different people, he admits that he
“will say virtually nothing about the role of the audience” (Attardo 2001: 31).

It is also interesting to note here that Attardo (2001: 100) briefly addresses
the possibility of multiple interpretations of a single humorous utterance when
he discusses what he calls the hyperdetermination of humor: “hyperdetermined
humor [involves] the presence of more than one active source of humor at the
same time, or (...) the simultaneous activity of a given source of humor in differ-
ent contexts”. In both cases, more than one script opposition, and hence inter-
pretation, can be proposed for a single humorous utterance. However, Attardo
(2001: 100-101) insists that such cases cannot be effectively handled by the
General Theory of Verbal Humor and the Semantic Script Theory of Humor.

Such theoretical perspectives and limitations come as no surprise if we con-
sider, on the one hand, the significant influence of Chomsky’s (1965) proposal on
linguistics since the 1960s and, on the other, the fact that both theories were origi-
nally built on decontextualized canned jokes which were considered as humorous
irrespectively of their context of delivery. Such an approach implicitly framed the
multiple perceptions of, and reactions to, humor as “problematic” and enabled
scholars to solve (or, more accurately, bypass) the “problem” of humor identifica-
tion. As Attardo (2017a: 136) observes,”[g]enerally speaking, the identification of
humor has not been a central problem in humor studies. This was due to the fact
that researchers often used jokes or other texts that are clearly identified as humor-
ous, or when they used conversational data they were often participant observers
and therefore could rely on their inside status to identify the humorous turns”. In
other words, the identification of humor was exclusively based on etic, namely
analyst—oriented, criteria (e.g. the generic label “joke” assigned to humorous texts
by them and/or their assessment of a given situation) rather than emic, namely
participant—oriented, ones (i.e. actual participants’ framings and perceptions of a
text as humorous or not; see Attardo and Raskin 2017: 58).¢

All this is most compatible with a competence theoretical approach to the
analysis of humor. However, the analytical expansion to texts other than
canned jokes as well as the increasing focus on cases where humor fails called

56 On the emic/etic distinction, see Pike ([1954] 1967) and Section (2.4) in this book.
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for a linguistic theory that could account for humor performance (as well). This is
clearly indicated by the fact that 27 years after his seminal work on the linguistic
mechanisms of humor, Raskin (2012a) still insists that a major theory of humor is
expected to explain “what is funny, why it is funny, how it is funny, when it is
funny, and to whom it is funny” (see also Norrick 1993: 4, in Section 1.2). It is ex-
actly in this context that some attempts have been made to expand the General
Theory of Verbal Humor.

4.3 Expanding the General Theory of Verbal Humor

As already mentioned, the General Theory of Verbal Humor was programmatically
intended for application to all humorous texts and genres (Attardo 2001: 28).
Despite its broader scope, the application of the General Theory of Verbal Humor
was relatively limited, especially for analyzing texts and genres different from
canned jokes.”” It appears that the General Theory of Verbal Humor may have
been perceived as a rather “static” model as it focuses mostly on the semantic/
pragmatic content of humorous texts and does not account for indispensable
features of discourse such as prosody, intonation, gestures, laughter, smiling,
the relationships between interlocutors, the sociopragmatic goals they wish to
attain through humor, and their pragmatic, ideological, etc. presuppositions
(see among others Norrick 2004). In addition, it seems difficult for the General
Theory of Verbal Humor to account for different interpretations and reactions
(whether humorous or not) to the same humorous utterance/text emerging in
real settings and offered by real speakers (and not “ideal” ones; see Section 4.2).
The theory could not accommodate the ambiguity of humor which “opens up the
possibility that the social purpose of the joker could be interpreted differentially
by members of the same audience” (Davies 2017: 482).®

A small step in this direction was made with the application of the General
Theory of Verbal Humor to oral narratives coming from spontaneous interac-
tions among peers. Archakis and Tsakona (2005, 2006, 2012) show that, in their
interactions, speakers negotiate and often co—construct the script oppositions
and the targets of their humor based on commonly accepted assumptions and
values (see also Antonopoulou and Sifianou 2003). These studies have also

57 See Antonopoulou and Sifianou (2003), Tsakona (2004, 2007, 2009), Archakis and Tsakona
(2005, 2006, 2012), Corduas, Attardo, and Eggleston (2008), Corduas and Balirano (2008),
Manteli (2011), Ruiz—Gurillo (2012, 2013, 2016¢), Gérin (2013), Dore (2018a), Tsami (2018).

58 The following five paragraphs draw on Tsakona (2013a: 28-29, 2017e: 184-185) with appro-
priate modifications to suit the purposes of the present study.
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underlined the function of laughter as an important contextualization cue for
framing script oppositions as humorous, thus providing guidelines to the audi-
ence as to how to interpret script oppositions.

The significance of contextualization cues for humor reception is also
highlighted in another effort to expand the scope and analytical tools of the
General Theory of Verbal Humor. Canestrari (2010) argues for the addition of a
seventh knowledge resource, the Meta—Knowledge Resource, which involves “the
signals that refer to the speaker’s intention of being humorous and to the
hearer’s recognition of such intention” (Canestrari 2010: 330; see also Canestrari
2010: 339, 341, 343). Such signals may be:

1. verbal, namely explicit comments on (the presence of) humor, such as “I’ll
tell you a joke”, “That was funny”;*®

2. non-verbal, such as gestures, smiling, winking, blank face;

3. para-verbal, such as intonation patterns, voice tone, laughter (Canestrari

2010: 339).%°

As Canestrari (2010: 343) points out, “[t]he definition of the Meta—Knowledge
Resource grew from the need to analyze humorous performance which, as
such, involves real spectators”. Still, Canestrari’s analysis of the verbal and vi-
sual humor of a comic film does not take into consideration any reactions com-
ing from the audience. Her discussion is limited to the metalinguistic and
paralinguistic signals occurring within the film, and hence this application of
the General Theory of Verbal Humor in a sense confirms the fact that the theory
is speaker— and not audience—oriented.

Furthermore, although the signals included in the Meta—Knowledge
Resource (see above) could lead recipients to opt for a humorous interpretation
of a text (Canestrari 2010: 344), some questions remained: What if such signals
do not eventually lead to a humorous uptake of a text?®* What if the audience
chose to ignore the meta— and paralinguistic cues as well as the script opposi-
tion, the logical mechanism, etc., all used to create a humorous effect? How
could a theory of humor account for a non-humorous interpretation of a (po-
tentially) humorous text? And, most importantly, how could a theory of humor
benefit from non-humorous interpretations of humorous texts to enhance its
analytical scope and tools?

59 See also Tsakona (2003b), Shilikhina (2017, 2018).

60 See also Archakis et al. (2010), Attardo and Pickering (2011), Attardo, Wagner, and
Urios—Aparisi (2013), and references therein.

61 See also the relevant discussion in Dynel (2011).
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In this context, and based on speakers’ negotiations over humor providing
useful information regarding not only if, how, and why a text is funny, but,
most importantly, when and to whom it is funny (see Raskin 2012a in
Section 4.2), a new, eighth knowledge resource pertaining to the sociocultural
context of humor has been proposed (Tsakona 2013a, 2017¢e). In particular, it
has been claimed that a revised version of the General Theory of Verbal Humor
could enable researchers to analyze not only the content, the linguistic form,
and the textual organization of a humorous text, but also its reception in the
form of multiple and even competing interpretations by different recipients.
This eighth knowledge resource has been called Context and attempts at further
expanding the scope of the General Theory of Verbal Humor by accounting for
the sociocultural context of the humorous text. It involves two different but in-
terrelated kinds of information:

1. the sociocultural presuppositions for the production and interpretation of
script oppositions, logical mechanisms, and humorous targets, namely the
(presumed as) shared background knowledge speakers are expected to rely
on when processing humor, or what participants need to know about the
sociocultural context of the text to derive meaning from a humorous text;

2. speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes on humor, namely their internalized
models including ideological assumptions and stances on whether a spe-
cific text can be considered humorous or not, why, how, when, and to
whom. Speakers’ metapragmatic models of humor pertain to the ways they
use humor, their social goals, and their evaluations of humorous utterances
and texts (see also Sections 1.3, 2.2-2.3).

The Context knowledge resource is based on the premise that humor reception
depends on the degree to which humor recipients are familiar with specific socio-
cultural presuppositions as well as on their metapragmatic stereotypes on
humor. Both kinds of information are part of the sociocultural context where a
humorous text occurs. In this sense, speakers with different (or even competing)
metapragmatic stereotypes on humor and sociocultural presuppositions tend to
belong to different normative communities of humor, since they would more or
less disagree on what is (or can be) humorous, why, how, etc. (see Kuipers 2008a
in Section 2.5.2.3).

Taking into consideration these developments, Attardo (2017b) revisits his
earlier proposal (in Attardo 2002; see also Attardo 2008: 116) connecting humor
performance with humor delivery and humor repertoire. On the one hand, humor
delivery
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includes all the linguistic and paralinguistic choices made by the speakers as they pro-
duce the humorous utterance (ranging from pitch and volume with which the syllables
are uttered, to the font choice of the text, for example). (...) Delivery may be part of the
Language knowledge resource, which depending on how one classifies prosodic pheno-
mena, is clearly part of the context (Attardo 2017b: 96-97).

On the other hand, humor repertoire includes the following potential reactions
to humor:

a) not get the joke and laugh;

b) get the joke but not react;

c) get the joke and smile;

d) get the joke and laugh;

e) get the joke and comment metalinguistically;

f) get the joke and change the subject;

g) not get the joke and ask for clarification, etc. (Attardo 2017b: 95).

Viewing performance as the combination of humor delivery and humor reper-
toire is compatible with, and confirms the significance of, Canestrari’s (2010)
proposal for a Meta-—Knowledge Resource including the contextualization cues
that could be used to sway the audience towards a humorous uptake of the ut-
terance/text.

In addition, Attardo (2017b: 96) tries to determine other (con)textual factors
which should be taken into consideration by a performance theory of humor. In
order to explain the relations among these factors and with the General Theory
of Verbal Humor, he provides Figure (4.1). The rationale behind this representa-
tion as well as its limits (mostly stemming from the inevitable overlap of these
factors and the fact that context —in its broad sense— could subsume all the
others) are discussed by Attardo himself (2017b: 96):

[this figure] is a gross over—simplification. For example, speakers have beliefs (opinions)
about texts, contexts, and repertoires, hence the speakers’ beliefs are represented here as
a larger circle than the inner three. However, some speakers’ beliefs are also part of the
context in which the text is produced and in fact are “represented” within it, primarily in
the presuppositional basis of the text. Consider that any details that are not included in
the text, but are somehow relevant to it, are assumed to be shared known information.
Finally, the interplay of ideologies, systems of belief, societal beliefs, etc. and the other
layers are complex and largely unexplored (emphasis in the original).

One cannot help but notice that the factors discussed here are not only compatible
with aspects of context discussed by other humor scholars (see Section 1.2), but
also with the content of the Context knowledge resource including the assumed
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Humorous Text (GTVH)

Context

Repertoires

Beliefs of the speakers

Systems of belief

(ideologies, society,
etc.)

Figure 4.1: The interplay of factors in a theory of humor performance (Attardo 2017b: 96).

background knowledge on which humor is built, and speakers’ metapragmatic
stereotypes on humor (see above).

Eventually, as implied in Figure (4.1), Attardo (2017b: 97-104) argues for
building a separate theory of humor performance rather than trying to comple-
ment the competence—oriented General Theory of Verbal Humor, without how-
ever strongly insisting on such a separation (see also Attardo 2017a: 137-139).

Without adding more knowledge resources, but instead by trying to elabo-
rate their content and scope, some other interesting proposals for the expansion
of the General Theory of Verbal Humor have also been put forward. In the
Revised General Theory of Verbal Humor Ruiz—Gurillo (2012, 2013, 2016c) enriches
and clarifies certain aspects of the initial version of the General Theory of Verbal
Humor. In particular, she further specifies the Logical Mechanism knowledge re-
source by adding reasoning and syntagmatic relationships to the list of logical
mechanisms; and the Narrative Strategy one by including register, genre, and
text type in it. She also adds metapragmatic markers, inferences, and conversa-
tional principles (in particular those of manner and quantity; see Grice 1975) to
the Language knowledge resource. Finally, she connects this knowledge resource
with Verschueren’s metapragmatic awareness (see Section 2.2): “language is un-
derstood as a reflection of speakers’/writers’ variability, negotiability and adapt-
ability” (Ruiz—Gurillo 2016c: 86).
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The significance of evaluative reactions to humor for a linguistic theory of
humor is underlined by Alba—Juez (2016) who discusses the limited attention
paid to the relationship between humor and evaluation.®? These two pragmatic
phenomena are closely related not only because evaluative reactions or com-
ments often follow the production of humor, but also because humor is more
often than not used for the expression of values and stances towards aspects of
social reality. In this sense, Alba—Juez (2016: 14) argues that “evaluation should
be included or taken into account as one or as part of the knowledge resources
of humor”. Indeed, humor is inherently evaluative as it is based on assessing
and framing certain events, ideas, people, acts, etc. as incongruous, namely as
violating our expectations and deviating from specific values perceived as com-
monly accepted or widespread. The target of humor further attests to its evalua-
tive character as it captures the person, idea, institution, etc. responsible for
the incongruity/violation humor is based on. Moreover, evaluation could be re-
lated to the Language and Narrative Strategy knowledge resources (Alba—Juez
2016: 16), since these are responsible for the linguistic encoding and the generic
structure of humor. Thus, Alba—Juez elaborates on the inherently evaluative na-
ture of humor rather than tries to accommodate the evaluative reactions to
humor within the General Theory of Verbal Humor.

So far, we have seen that most efforts to expand the General Theory of Verbal
Humor have stemmed from the fact that it has been designed and practically
meant to work as a competence theory of humor. In the following Section, I will
try to show that, even in its initial form with only six knowledge resources, the
General Theory of Verbal Humor includes aspects of context, which render it a
suitable basis for building a performance theory of humor.

4.4 Building a performance theory of humor

Even though Attardo (2011) has clearly demonstrated that the General Theory of
Verbal Humor can be applied to texts of various kinds and lengths, very few
researchers coming from discourse analysis and sociolinguistics have tried to
expand the scope of the theory in practice. The fact that the General Theory of
Verbal Humor could not handle or account for aspects of context that are cen-
tral to discourse analytic or sociolinguistic approaches to humor could be con-
sidered as one of the main reasons for this development (see Section 4.3). Here

62 On evaluation, see among others Labov (1972), Georgakopoulou and Goutsos (2004),
Hunston and Thompson (1999), Thompson and Alba-Juez (2014).
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I will try to propose a theoretical model that takes into consideration previous
expanding approaches and tries to restructure the parameters that are deemed
significant for the analysis of humor. It should be underlined in advance that
this proposal does not try to explain what humor is: the Semantic Script Theory
of Humor and the General Theory of Verbal Humor have already done this.
Moving further than this, the proposed theoretical schema tries to account for
the parameters that are negotiated between humor producers and recipients in
their effort to jointly construct humorous discourse. Rather than identifying the
points of convergence or divergence among canned jokes, I will try to map
those aspects of humorous discourse that appear to be significant for its pro-
duction, interpretation and, eventually, analysis.

To this end, in what follows, I will discuss two main premises for a perfor-
mance theory of humor: a conceptualization of humorous discourse as jointly con-
structed and negotiated among participants (Section 4.4.1); and an emphasis on
the contextual parameters presented in Section (1.2), some of which have already
been taken into consideration by the General Theory of Verbal Humor
(Section 4.4.2). Then, I will try to describe the Analytical Foci that could help re-
searchers investigate humorous discourse as a dynamic and jointly constructed ac-
tivity (Section 4.4.3).

4.4.1 Humorous discourse as dynamically constructed and negotiated

I would like to begin this discussion by assuming that humorous discourse is al-
ways dynamically constructed and negotiated by interlocutors (Chovanec and
Tsakona 2018: 8—11; see also Attardo 2017b: 94). A significant amount of humorous
texts is jointly constructed in face—to—face or digital interactions and circulated in
the electronic media and online social networks (even if originally produced in the
oral or written medium). Humor and its multiple meanings are not negotiated ex-
clusively in face—to—face interactions, but also in online or written exchanges even
among people who are (more or less) strangers to each other. Individuals have ac-
quired easy access to humorous texts as well as to platforms or public spaces
where they can comment on such texts and express their opinions. In other words,
all forms/genres of humor (even written ones) may (and do) become the object of
public negotiations and their meanings are interactively (re)constructed by parti-
cipants in online social media, journalists, commentators, scholars, etc.®

63 See among others Baym (1993, 1995), Lewis (2008), Kramer (2011), Laineste (2011), Stewart
(2013), Marone (2015), Tsakona and Chovanec (2018), Constantinou (2019), Dynel and Poppi
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This further suggests that the analysis of humorous discourse needs to take
into consideration the meanings or interpretations offered by interlocutors. Humor
recipients may have different perceptions not only of oral forms of humor (e.g. in
everyday encounters among intimates) and mediated texts (e.g. sitcoms, ads; see
Baym 1993, 1995, and Sections 2.5.2-2.5.2.3 in this book), but also of written ones
(e.g. written canned jokes, novels, cartoons; see Lewis 2008; Laineste 2011;
Stewart 2013; Constantinou 2019). In this sense, all kinds of exchanges where inter-
locutors discuss the different meanings of humor and offer their own perceptions
on what humor is, how it is (or should be) used, when, by whom, against whom,
etc. are expected to become the focus of interest when investigating humorous dis-
course. For instance, it is difficult to imagine how humor could be created in texts
such as stand—up comedy or oral anecdotes, if the stand—up comedian or the nar-
rator did not try to elicit or did not receive any kind of feedback from their audi-
ence. Audience participation is therefore an indispensable part of some humorous
genres, even if humor production appears to emanate from a single individual in a
seemingly monological manner.** The fact that research has often concentrated on
the text produced by the stand—up comedian or the narrator of the oral anecdote
does not necessarily mean that audience reactions and contributions are not
equally (if not more, sometimes) important for the unfolding of discourse and the
continuation of the interaction in real time.

Another quite common example nowadays comes from mediated humorous
genres such as memes, humorous status updates on Facebook, or humorous
tweets, which are more often than not meant to generate interaction among par-
ticipants in the social media. This is achieved either via responding to previous
texts using intertextual references, or via explicitly or implicitly inviting the ad-
dressees to comment on them, share, forward, or re—create and recontextualize
them (see among others Shifman 2014a; Piata 2018, and Sections 3.4.2-3.4.2.3 in
this book). Something similar could be suggested even for written genres such as
cartoons or humorous literature. Even though the cartoonist or the author/writer
may not always receive immediate feedback from the readership or may not have
access to all the reactions or comments offered on their work, they often have
their work reviewed (e.g. book reviews) or commented upon (e.g. online or TV
discussions of cartoons or books) by readers often proposing diverse interpreta-
tions and evaluations of the humorous meanings emerging from such humorous

(2019), and Sections (2.5-2.5.3) in this book. For a detailed discussion of the relationship be-
tween this conceptualization of humor and relevant concepts such as conversational humor,
interactional humor, and humor in interaction, see Chovanec and Tsakona (2018: 8-11).

64 See Rutter (2001), Dore (2018b), Karachaliou and Archakis (2018), Seewoester Cain (2018),
and references therein.
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texts. Even though such activities may not be considered indispensable for the cre-
ation of such written texts/genres, they still become increasingly accessible and
popular nowadays thanks to the digital media, and are most relevant when investi-
gating the social meanings and sociopragmatic functions of humorous texts.

To sum up, the present theoretical proposal is based on the assumption that,
when analyzing humorous discourse, emphasis should be placed on how inter-
locutors negotiate and eventually agree to entering the humorous mode;®> on the
processes of humor production; on the step—by-step co—construction of humor-
ous sequences; and on the diverse reactions to, and interpretations of, an utter-
ance/text intended as humorous. In this sense, any form or genre of humor can
be considered as jointly constructed as long as there is empirical evidence demon-
strating that its production and/or interpretation are the outcome of the effort
of, and the interaction between, more than one individual. Even texts or genres
traditionally perceived as monological (e.g. written canned jokes, cartoons, short
stories) could be analyzed as negotiated among participants when research
shows that they do not have a “single” meaning/interpretation (usually the one
intended by, or ascribed to, their original producer), but instead may acquire
multiple meanings suggested by more than one interlocutor. In such cases, the
analysis of humorous discourse within a performance theory of humor is ex-
pected to consider all the attested different interpretations of humor and not to
limit itself to the one “intended” by the humorist or “ascribed” to him/her. In
this conception, humor is always a dialogical phenomenon (in Bakhtin’s 1986
sense; for a more extensive discussion, see Chovanec and Tsakona 2018).

4.4.2 Contextual parameters within the General Theory of Verbal Humor

Such a perspective on humor calls for a theoretical model placing emphasis on
contextual factors. Although the General Theory of Verbal Humor is said to have
been designed as a competence theory of humor overlooking context (see
Section 4.2), here I intend to argue that this theory did incorporate elements of
context within its knowledge resources even before Canestrari’s (2010) or
Tsakona’s (2013a, 2017e) additions (see Section 4.3). This will allow me to explain
later on how the proposed theoretical schema builds and further develops analy-
tical concepts already present within the General Theory of Verbal Humor.

65 See Shilikhina (2017, 2018).
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To this end, let’s recall which aspects of context are deemed significant for
the analysis of humor by scholars working on it: Table (4.1) is a reproduction of
Table (1.1) with the addition of those contextual factors Attardo (2017b) considers
important for a performance theory of humor (see Section 4.3 and Figure 4.1).

The first thing that comes to mind when looking at Table (4.1) is that
genres (column B) have always been part of the General Theory of Verbal
Humor subsumed under the Narrative Strategy knowledge resource. Genres
or the Narrative Strategy could be complemented with more detailed descrip-
tions of the specific communicative setting where a humorous utterance/text
occurs, included in column C (see also Ruiz-Gurillo’s 2016¢ suggestions in
Section 4.3).

The Language knowledge resource of the General Theory of Verbal Humor per-
tains to the exact wording of the humorous text, hence columns D and E including
text, co—text, and the contextualization cues are most relevant to this knowledge
resource. Contextualization cues, whether coming from the humorist or from his/
her audience, are a significant part of the negotiation and joint construction of
humor, hence they would rather be examined in combination with, and not sepa-
rately from, the semantic/pragmatic content of the text. The same holds for the ex-
plicit reactions to, and comments on, humor (column G). The importance of such
cues has also been highlighted by Canestrari’s (2010) Meta—Knowledge Resource
as well as by Attardo’s (2002, 2017b) humor repertoire (see Section 4.3). Within a
dynamic, contextualized approach to humor (such as the one described in
Section 4.4.1), it would be a contradiction to separate the semantic/pragmatic con-
tent of the humorous text from its contextualization cues and from its recipients’
contributions to the construction of meaning. Furthermore, it should be noted that
dissonance or lack of consensus concerning the interpretation of the contextualiza-
tion cues and/or the textual elements will result in humor failure.

The characters of a humorous text, their actions and speech as part of the
context of humor (column F) are also part of the General Theory of Verbal
Humor in the form of the Situation knowledge resource.

So far, we have seen that half of the knowledge resources of the initial ver-
sion of the General Theory of Verbal Humor are closely related to most aspects
of context. The only aspects of context that seem to be left outside the General
Theory of Verbal Humor are the sociocultural assumptions on humor use (col-
umn A), and the preferences and differences in humor use among different
speakers/hearers (column H). In my view, the Context knowledge resource
(Tsakona 2013a, 2017e; see Section 4.3) has tried to account for such aspects of
context as it involves the sociocultural presuppositions of humor as well as par-
ticipants’ metapragmatic stereotypes on it.
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At this point, I would also like to underscore the fact that these contextual
factors are related to two other knowledge resources: the Script Opposition and
the Target. The first one is necessarily built on participants’ background know-
ledge about the world (column A) including, among other things, their beliefs
and assumptions on the topics that can or cannot be humorously represented
and negotiated in discourse (columns A and H). Otherwise, humor has limited
chances of being effectively communicated. We should not forget here that the
very definitions of script and, hence, script opposition are premised on context
(see Raskin 1985: 59-98 and Section 1.2 in this book). The same could be sug-
gested for the targets of humor and the stereotypes attached to them: they are
part of interlocutors’ contextual knowledge and sociocultural assumptions for
humor, while interlocutors may not always agree on who or what can be tar-
geted and denigrated through humor.

All this can be summarized in Table (4.2) showing the contextual aspects
taken into account by the General Theory of Verbal Humor.

Table 4.2: Aspects of context associated with the knowledge resources of the General Theory
of Verbal Humor.

Knowledge Aspects of context (see the columns in Table 4.1)
Resources
Script Opposition - Sociocultural assumptions on humor use (A)

— Preferences and differences in humor use among different
speakers/hearers (H)

Logical Mechanism

Situation - The characters of the humorous text, their actions and speech (F)

Target - Sociocultural assumptions on humor use (A)
— Preferences and differences in humor use among different
speakers/hearers (H)

Narrative Strategy - Genres of humor (B)
- The specific communicative setting where a certain humorous
utterance/text occurs (C)

Language - Text and co-text (D)
— Contextualization cues (E)
Meta—-Knowledge — Contextualization cues (E)
Resource - Reactions to and comments on humor (G)
Context - Sociocultural assumptions on humor use (A)

- Preferences and differences in humor use among different
speakers/hearers (H)
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4.4.3 The Analytical Foci of the Discourse Theory of Humor

After demonstrating that, in a sense, context has already been taken into account
by the General Theory of Verbal Humor in the form of knowledge resources, my
next step would be to re—arrange the knowledge resources so as to come up with
a more cohesive and usable theoretical and analytical model for analyzing
humorous discourse and for understanding how humor works in context. Thus, I
would like to propose three main Analytical Foci for humor and summarize their
content, namely what researchers are expected to investigate and analyze in
depth through each one of them, as follows:

Analytical Focus 1: Sociocultural assumptions

Sociocultural assumptions include the background knowledge that is deemed
necessary for processing humor and is co—constructed as shared. Such knowledge
may differ from one community to the other and does shape individual preferen-
ces and differences in humor use. Participants’ background knowledge deter-
mines what is considered expected, conventional, or normal in a specific
community, and simultaneously what is considered unexpected, unconventional,
and abnormal therein (i.e. the script opposition), and eventually defines who is
held responsible for potential deviations (i.e. the target of humor). In other words,
sociocultural assumptions form the basis for framing specific actions or people as
incongruous and for representing them in a humorous manner. Furthermore, so-
ciocultural assumptions include participants’ metapragmatic stereotypes on what
humor is, how it works, how it should or should not be used, where its limits
should be set, what/who can or cannot be ridiculed through humor, etc. (see co-
lumns A and H in Table 4.1). In this way, this Analytical Focus combines the
broader group—based norms on humor that are shared across the community
and more personal preferences of humor producers and recipients. Hence, this
Analytical Focus incorporates three knowledge resources: Context, Script
Opposition, and Target.

Analytical Focus 2: Genre

Genre pertains to the types of texts where humor appears. As already men-
tioned (in Section 3.3), humor may be indispensable to certain genres (e.g.
canned jokes, stand—up comedy), more or less common in others (e.g. informal
conversation among peers, advertisements), and usually absent from some
(e.g. legal or religious texts). The presence or absence of humor from specific
genres is culture—specific (e.g. humor in classroom settings may be frequently
attested in some sociocultural communities or may be banned in some others).
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Genre also determines (or may be determined by) the sociopragmatic goals and
functions of humor: each genre constitutes or serves a social activity through
which participants attain specific social goals (e.g. humor may contribute to
highlighting ingroup/outgroup boundaries, creating solidarity and reinforcing
intimacy, establishing a pleasant atmosphere, expressing criticism, mitigating
aggressive or face—threatening moves/acts, disparaging the “Other”, breaking
social relationships, attracting the attention of the audience, enhancing the
popularity of the humorist, building gender, ethnic, political or other identi-
ties). This Analytical Focus is also closely related to the communicative setting
a text/genre with humor occurs as well as to the roles participants assume in
the negotiation or co—construction of humor (producer, recipient, etc.; see col-
umns B and C in Table 4.1). Hence, this Analytical Focus could be perceived as
an elaborated version of the Narrative Strategy knowledge resource.

Analytical Focus 3: Text

Text involves the semantic content and the stylistic choices of a stretch of dis-
course (e.g. wordplay, registers, dialects), the placement of humorous utterances
(e.g. punch or jab lines), and the visual, slapstick, acoustic/musical elements,
etc. therein. It also involves the contextualization cues that accompany this
stretch of discourse as well as the various, perhaps also multimodal, reactions
offered by the recipients. Given that this analytical model is based on the premise
that humor is dynamically negotiated and jointly constructed by the participants
in a specific communicative setting, the meaning/s derived from a humorous text
do/es not stem exclusively from the (assumed) intentions of its producer/s but
is/are shaped by the interpretations of its recipient/s. In other words, recipients’
reactions and interpretations of humor are not examined separately from the hu-
morous text but become part of it, so as to potentially account for all the mean-
ings actually derived from it. Such meanings pertain to the characters, actions,
views, etc. included in the text (see columns D, E, F, and G in Table 4.1). In this
sense, this Analytical Focus incorporates the Language and Situation knowledge
resources as well as the Meta—Knowledge Resource.

The three Analytical Foci put forward here seem to be closely related to one
another: the genres and communicative settings where humor is attested
(Analytical Focus 2) are directly related to interlocutors’ sociocultural assump-
tions about when and why to use humor, about which topics or targets, etc.
(Analytical Focus 1). For instance, different background knowledge will be
presupposed and different script oppositions and targets will be constructed
or chosen for designing a political cartoon, and different ones will be part of the
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1 Analytical focus 1:
Sociocultural assumptions
(Context, Script Opposition,
and Target knowledge
resources)

Analytical focus 2:

Genre

(Narrative Strategy knowledge
resource)

Analytical focus 3:

Text

(Language, Situation, and
Meta- Knowledge resources)

Figure 4.2: The Analytical Foci of the Discourse Theory of Humor.

humor produced during peer interaction concerning the division of labor for a
school project. On the other hand, texts resulting from participants’ choices at the
performance level (Analytical Focus 3) are shaped by both the generic conven-
tions of humorous texts (Analytical Focus 2) and the sociocultural assumptions
on humor use (Analytical Focus 1). For instance, different contextualization cues
will be employed in oral negotiations of humor (e.g. laughter, smile, intonation,
gestures) and different in digital ones (e.g. unconventional punctuation or spell-
ing, emojis). Figure (4.2) depicts the interplay between the three Analytical Foci.

To sum up, this theoretical model is meant to assist researchers in analyzing
humorous discourse by taking into consideration various aspects of context that
have been considered as significant by humor scholars so far. My aim here has
been to offer a first version of the Discourse Theory of Humor, which could be em-
ployed for the analysis of what has so far been called humor performance (see
Section 4.2). This potentially opens the door for applications not only in various
areas of linguistics, but also in media studies, folklore, sociology, anthropology,
literary studies, etc., which place particular emphasis on the overall situation, the
participants, and other contextual factors affecting humorous communication.
Needless to say, not every analysis of humor can account for all the aspects of
(con)text mentioned here. Within pragmatics, discourse analysis, and sociolinguis-
tics in particular, studies on humorous phenomena usually place emphasis on spe-
cific factors that contribute to the co—construction and negotiation of humor.

The Discourse Theory of Humor has been built on concepts and analytical
tools from the Semantic Script Theory of Humor and the General Theory of Verbal
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Humor, but has tried to develop them so as to better account for the role of context
in humorous communication. More specifically, the six (and later on eight) know-
ledge resources have been revisited and rearranged so as to form the three
Analytical Foci of the proposed model. The only knowledge resource that seems to
be left out in this version of the Discourse Theory of Humor is the Logical
Mechanism, so further elaboration on this model in the future may allow us to ac-
count for purely cognitive aspects of humor resolution as well.

In the following Sections, I will explore why and how the Discourse Theory
of Humor could be used to analyze failed humor and to account for humor
quality as well. I will also demonstrate how it can work in practice, thus show-
ing that other analytical tools of the General Theory of Verbal Humor (mostly
the punch lines and the jab lines) can also be useful within the Discourse
Theory of Humor.

4.5 Accounting for humor failure and humor quality

A performance theory of humor such as the Discourse Theory of Humor is ex-
pected to be able to account for humor failure as well. After all, humor fails for
various reasons in context. So, in this Section, I will try to offer a preliminary
discussion of this topic, which, in my view, also pertains to the so—called quali-
ty of humor.®” A comprehensive account of humor failure and relevant litera-
ture is included in Bell (2015; see also Bell 2017), hence I will begin with some
of her suggestions as the basis for my discussion.

Failed humor involves “any utterance that is intended to amuse, but that,
due to interlocutor, environmental or other factors, is not negotiated ‘per-
fectly’” (Bell 2015: 4; see also Bell 2017: 356). It seems that previous (linguistic
or other) theories of humor have not systematically, but only occasionally and
often superficially, addressed humor failure (Bell 2015, 2017: 356-357; see also
Hale 2018a: 37). This results from the fact that humor failure is admittedly a
complex phenomenon: there can be diverse reasons why humor may fail.
Relevant research reminds us that just like in cases when humor is “effectively”
communicated and “properly” responded to, when humor fails, there are also
significant social repercussions. Failed humor brings to the limelight (often in a
painful, face—threatening, even disparaging manner) who belongs to the in-
group, who is attributed outgroup status, and where the limits of acceptable

67 Even though the term quality is not only too vague but also too evaluative when referring to
humor, I will reproduce it here because it is sometimes mentioned in humor research literature.
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behavior are set each time; in a nutshell, how far humorous texts/utterances

can go before they are perceived as aggressive or offensive in a given context.

Thus, humor failure constitutes a “socially imposed limit on linguistic creativ-

ity, acting as a check to keep language use within certain boundaries” (Bell

2015: 12) and eventually as a “powerful reminder of group norms” (Bell 2017:

365; see also Bell 2015: 162, 167; Hale 2018a: 39). A competence theory of humor

premised on the analysis of decontextualized texts would not be able to ac-

count for such cases, as is clearly stated by both Raskin (1985: 58, 2017a: 17)

and Attardo (1994: 197, 2001: 30-32; see also Attardo and Raskin 2017: 58).

Such considerations seem to be safely left for a theory of humor performance,

such as the one proposed here (see also Bell 2015: 21, 29).

Drawing on Hay’s (2001) discussion of humor support, Bell (2015, 2017)
elaborates on three main parameters for negotiating and jointly constructing
humor success or failure: the recognition of humor, its comprehension, and its
appreciation. More specifically (see Bell 2017: 358-359):

1. the recognition of humor depends on its framing through appropriate con-
textualization cues. Inadequate framing may result in failure, because
humor may remain unnoticed;

2. the comprehension of humor presupposes that recipients succeed in decod-
ing the language used and identifying the sociocultural information al-
luded to and eventually the script opposition humor is based on. In this
sense, humor failure may be caused by not taking into consideration or by
miscalculating recipients’ background knowledge;

3. the appreciation of humor results from misjudging what may be considered
funny or may cause mirth to the audience:

The causes for this type of failure can (...) be many. For instance, the attempt at humor may
simply be weak, obvious, unoriginal, or overused. It might also be aggressive or offensive in
some way. (...) [Elither the speaker or hearer might be at fault here. Failures of appreciation
occur because the speaker did not consider the hearer’s background or personal proclivities,
delivered the humorous line inadequately, or simply selected a poor joke. The hearer, on the
other hand, might be chronically serious or very easily offended (Bell 2017: 359).

The investigation of failed humor, in my view, goes hand in hand with the discus-
sion about the quality of humor. Humor quality is directly related to its success or

failure: “good” humor is the one which is successfully negotiated by participants,
while “bad” (or “weak”, “poor”, etc.) humor fails at least some of them.®®

68 The category of “sophisticated” (Raskin 1985: 46, 136) or “intellectual” humor (Hlynka and
Knupfer 1997: 405; Kuipers 2009: 228) lies somewhere between these two poles/categories, in
my view. Although it is considered well-formed and draws on background knowledge as-
sumed as shared (and hence it could be “good”/successful), at the same time at least some
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Although not the focus of systematic attention by scholars either, humor quality
has been associated with the well-formedness of humorous texts in terms not
only of generic structure but also of the degree of overlap and oppositeness of the
scripts causing the script opposition(s) as well as of the availability of the scripts
as part of participants’ background knowledge. It has also been related to the
brevity of humorous utterances, their dissemination throughout the humorous
text, the timing of humor especially in oral performances, as well as the appropri-
ateness of the communicative setting for its delivery and participants’ psychologi-
cal or emotional state.®” Humor quality has also been discussed in view of the fact
that there usually are some scripts, namely topics, persons, institutions, actions,
etc., that are not deemed suitable for joking among the members of a specific com-
munity, as, for instance, the Danish cartoons case has clearly shown (see among
others Lewis 2008; Boespflug 2011). Humor referring to such “unsuitable” or “for-
bidden” topics or targets may quite easily fail.

The discussion so far seems to indicate that the factors determining the
high or low quality of humor and its success or failure are most relevant to the
Analytical Foci proposed within the Discourse Theory of Humor. Table 4.3 at-
tempts to map various causes of humor failure or low quality, and connect
them not only with humor recognition, comprehension, and appreciation, but
also, and most importantly in the present context, with the three Analytical
Foci of the Discourse Theory of Humor. It therefore seems that the Analytical
Foci of the Discourse Theory of Humor could assist humor analysts in identify-
ing and accounting for the sources or reasons for humor failure or for evaluat-
ing some utterances or texts as “low quality” humor.

A final note should be made here concerning humor quality and success/
failure. All such effects have often been attributed to interlocutors’ individual
and personal moods, preferences, or inclinations. Here, as Tables (4.1-4.3)
have also shown,”® I agree with Bell (2015) that all these factors are actually
socially determined:

despite the common understanding of a sense of humor as a deeply personal, often idio-
syncratic character trait, our humor preferences are socially constructed. The strong

recipients may not get it because they may not share the necessary information (so, humor
will be “bad”/failed for them; see also Tsakona 2018a, 2018b).

69 See among others Kolek (1985), Raskin (1985: 145-146), Attardo (1994: 214-216, 2017b:
98-103), Norrick (2001), Chtopicki (1987, 2002), Tsakona (2002, 2004: 105-107), Antonopoulou
and Tsakona (2006), Kuipers (2006), Corduas, Attardo, and Eggleston (2008), Hale (2018b).

70 See also the discussions of metapragmatic stereotypes in Sections (1.3, 2.2) and of
Analytical Focus 1 in Section (4.4.3).
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Table 4.3: Accounting for humor failure or low quality within the Discourse Theory of Humor.

Analytical Foci Factors for humor success/failure, high/low quality
1. Sociocultural Humor recognition, comprehension, appreciation, and quality depend
assumptions to a considerable extent on the availability of scripts, topics, targets,

intertextual allusions, etc. employed for humor.

Humor may fail or be considered of low quality if interlocutors do not
share the necessary background knowledge to recognize,
comprehend, and appreciate it.

2. Genre Humor recognition, comprehension, appreciation, and quality
correlate with the communicative setting where humor occurs.
Humor may fail or be considered of low quality if interlocutors assess
its use in a specific communicative setting as inappropriate and/or
ineffective.

3. Text Humor recognition, comprehension, appreciation, and quality are
based on the well-formedness of each humorous text and the
contextualization cues employed therein.

Humor may fail or be considered of low quality if it appears in the
“wrong” parts of a text, its scripts oppositions are not comprehensible as
such, and/or its contextualization cues are inadequate or ambiguous.

influence that others exert on our humor tastes helps to delineate and maintain group
boundaries. The failure of humor, perhaps even more so, contributes to the drawing of
these lines between what are considered in— and out-group members. (...) Our judg-
ments about what counts as “good” humor are shaped by our peers and others we iden-
tify with, and the boundaries of what is seen as acceptable humor are expressed in the
reactions of the audience (Bell 2015: 162, 167).”*

In other words, by recognizing, comprehending, and/or appreciating an utter-
ance/text as humorous, we align ourselves with specific groups whose values
and views we find acceptable, and distance ourselves from other groups whose
views and values we disagree with. Furthermore, by attributing “low” quality
or failure to an utterance/text intended as humorous, we develop or opt for “re-
sistant readings” (Fairclough 1992b: 136), thus withdrawing ourselves from the
joint construction of humor. Resistant readings have often been ignored or
even resisted by earlier approaches to humor, but seem to become an increas-
ingly significant focus of humor research nowadays.”? The Discourse Theory of

71 See also Kuipers (2006), Smith (2009), Hale (2018a).
72 See among others Billig (2001, 2005a), Kramer (2011), Laineste (2011), Stewart (2013),
Constantinou (2019), Dynel and Poppi (2019), and Sections (2.5.2.-2.5.2.3) in this book.
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Humor is therefore designed to assist humor scholars in investigating both re-
sistant and non-resistant readings of humor.

It is exactly these issues that I would like to address in the following
Section by revisiting the case study of the advertisement that has been assessed
as both humorous and sexist (see Sections 2.5.2-2.5.2.3).

4.6 An example of analysis using the Discourse Theory
of Humor

To illustrate how the Discourse Theory of Humor could work as an analytical
tool, I would like to return to the case study presented in Sections (2.5.2-2.5.2.3)
concerning the contradictory reactions to the Greek TV advertisement of
Germanos stores. As extensively discussed in the above-mentioned Sections,
two main interpretations emerge from this advertisement, where the husband
dreams of returning his wife to her mother because the former has cooked
okras, a dish he does not appreciate. This fantasy serves as a metaphorical re-
presentation of what Germanos’ customers can do if they do not like the mobile
phone they bought from the store: they can take it back to the store and ask for
their money back.

Taking into consideration both the advertisement text and the reactions to it,
I would like to demonstrate that both the success and the failure of humor could
be accounted for using the Discourse Theory of Humor. Let’s start with that inter-
pretation which found the text humorous and laughed at the incongruous image
of the husband who fantasizes returning his wife to his mother—in-law:

Analytical Focus 1: Sociocultural assumptions

One reading of the advertisement and some recipients’ reactions suggest that it
is incongruous to consider treating one’s wife like the husband dreams of
doing, because patriarchal/sexist views and practices belong to the past and
are not typical of contemporary Greek husbands (Script Opposition: real Greek
husbands would not consider returning their wives to their mothers/the hus-
band in the advertisement considers returning his wife to her mother; Target:
the husband in the advertisement and the male chauvinist, sexist stereotype).
In other words, the husband’s behavior is perceived as incongruous, because
such things may have happened in the past, but would be evaluated as out-
dated and worth-laughing at in contemporary Greece. The following comment
on the advertisement humor is illustrative:
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(4.1) Eivaw mépa amd mpo@aveg 0Tt n ev Adyw Sapripnon oatipilel axppwg to
€v Aoyw 0€€loTikd 0TEPEDTUTO Yia TO omoio «katayyéAAetaw. OAn n Sopn
TOV SlaPnUoTIKOV oevapiov KLveital YOpw amd Tnv mpokAnon yéAov yia
TNV TOPWYNUEVY] OUUTTEPLPOPE Tov oulUyovu, o omoiog avTidaufaveral
epyaletaxd 1o podo NG au{vyov Tov.

‘OAog 0 Adyog mov xpnatpomoleital eival XIOUHOPLOTIKOG: N ava@opd o€
apBpd  koa@édwv, yevpdtwv, mepiepywv Tawwwv (o ‘Epwtag otn
ZovaGovAavon), Swpwv yevebAiwv, evtdooovTal EEkdbapa o€ pia KWIIKH
otdxevon. (...)

Eivar dedopévo 0Tl 0 okomog Tov SlapnuioTikov unvouarog Sev eiva
QUOLKA 1 EMIKPOTNON UG axpaiag Kat katadikaoteéag avtiAnypng, alld n
Staxwuwdnorn tng, uEoa amd To KAAoIko aTpATHyNUA TS odTipag (. . .).

It is more than obvious that the advertisement in question satirizes exactly
the same sexist stereotype for which it is “denounced” [by those who do
not approve of the advertisement]. The whole structure of the advertise-
ment script aims at eliciting laughter at the expense of the outdated behav-
ior of the husband, who perceives his wife’s role in a derogatory manner.
The whole discourse used [in the advertisement] is humorous: the refer-
ence to the number of coffees [drunk by the couple and paid by the hus-
band], meals, strange films (Love in Swaziland), birthday gifts is clearly
part of the advertisement’s attempt at humor. (...)

It is given that the aim of the advertising message is not at all to applaud
an extreme and condemnable view, but to ridicule it through the classic
strategy of satire (...) (Naked men on the beach 2011, emphasis mine; see
also example 2.33).

It therefore seems that the humorous uptake of this advertisement presupposes
male chauvinist views on the social position and roles of women especially in
the context of marriage, which used to prevail in the Greek society, but are con-
sidered as outdated and sexist nowadays. As already mentioned, male chauvinist
phrases such as Oa o¢ yupiow otn pudva oov ‘I will return you to your mother’ or
Av 8¢ 0’ apéoel, va yupioeig otn pdava gov ‘If you don’t like [it], go back to your
mother’ are reminiscent of the patriarchal structure of the Greek society and were
used as threats by husbands who were not satisfied with their wives’ behavior or
who wanted to respond to their wives’ complaints. A few decades ago, women
(together with their dowries) were part of a financial transaction between the
woman’s parents and the future son-in-law; women could not have a say in
such transactions, and thus they were incapable of defending themselves. Such
practices are represented in, and/or evoked by, the advertisement text and some
of the comments on it. The humorous interpretation of the advertisement
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highlights the fact that the situation has changed nowadays: such patriarchal/
sexist practices and norms are not at all common (Context knowledge resource).

For sustaining a humorous interpretation of the advertisement, one also has to
be familiar with the fact that, stereotypically speaking, many Greek people are not
particularly fond of okras. Although okras are part of the famous Mediterranean
diet, they are not very popular among Greeks and many Greek children or adults
have been forced to eat them by their mothers, on the grounds that they are nutri-
tious and delicious (Context knowledge resource).

Analytical Focus 2: Genre

In terms of generic category, the humorous text is a TV advertisement
(Narrative Strategy knowledge resource). Advertisements are often deliberately
entertaining in order to attract audience attention (see among others Simpson
2001; Hatzithomas 2008; Politis and Kakavoulia 2010; Archakis, Lampropoulou,
and Tsakona 2018; Dore 2018a), hence the presence of humor in the one exam-
ined here comes as no surprise to the members of audience watching the adver-
tisement on TV and discussing it online. From a sociopragmatic perspective,
humor here aims at rendering memorable the advertisement message concerning
the possihility of returning a mobile phone to the store if the buyer is not satis-
fied. According to recipients’ reactions, it is also meant to satirize or ridicule the
husband’s incongruous behavior, thus criticizing his exaggerated and outdated
sexist reaction to the okras dish (see example 4.1 above).

Analytical Focus 3: Text

Humor is produced during a lunch scene in the kitchen of a recently married
couple and then at the doorstep of the wife’s mother in front of the latter
(Situation knowledge resource). The husband’s words (see the jab lines in ex-
ample 2.29: Wha::::t’s that?, Okras! {with fake enthusiasm} Okras again, Get up!
Get up you! {in an angry tone}, So dear mother—in—law do you see her? Well, I
am bringing her back [exactly] as I took her [from you]. Untouched, unworn, and
in her packaging, She has cost me 650 coffees, 152 meals, 1 birthday present and
2 nameday ones, Maria dear {he addresses his wife}, can you tell me, did we
watch it together that great movie “Love in Swaziland”? Well, plus 39 movie tick-
ets) including the accompanying paralinguistic features (intonation, prosody,
gestures, facial expressions, body movements), as well as the wife’s and her
mother’s facial expressions (mostly of surprise and indignation), all contribute
to portraying him as exaggerating and hence incongruous (see the Script
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Opposition in Analytical Focus 1). As mentioned by one recipient (see example
4.1 above), the husband is depicted as a “caricature”, namely in a satirical man-
ner. In addition, the sounds signaling the beginning and the end of the hus-
band’s fantasy mark the humorous framing of that part of the advertisement
(Language and Meta—Knowledge Resource).

On the other hand, those who perceived the advertisement as sexist rather
than humorous appear to put forward a quite different, resistant (in Fairclough’s
1992h: 136 terms; see Section 4.5) reading of it:

Analytical Focus 1: Sociocultural assumptions

Those who interpreted the advertisement as sexist seem to point out that women
should not be perceived and/or represented as merchandize and as part of a
transaction between their husbands and their parents. Even if a script opposition
could be identified here (Script opposition: return the mobile phone to the store/
return the wife to her mother; women should not be treated/are treated as mer-
chandize; Target: the wife and all married women), it cannot be considered to be
a humorous one as it denigrates and insults women. According to such an inter-
pretation, such topics should not become reasons for humor or laughter, because
the script opposition is perceived as threatening rather than innocuous for con-
temporary Greek women. The following extract is indicative:

(4.2) H avanoapaywyr 0TEPEOTUMWY TOV TIRPEABOVTOG OE {IX KOWWVIia ooV TNV

eMnvikn, nov eéaxolovbei 6L pévo Pdoel xowvrig aiobnong aAA& kat Baoet
OTOTIOTIKWY OTOLXEIWV va givar SETULR APVNTIKWY CUVETEIWYV QUTOU TOU
napelBovtog, Sev eival xpron, eival avtiBETwg eEaipeTikd dotoyn, Oa
npooBeTa, kol Papetr). Otav 8 n EVPNUATIKOTNTA KAl 1 TMAOKITOO £XOUVV
HLOVOHEPWG KOl LOVOTOVO TO (810 TEPLEXOUEVO TOTE KAl N MAAKITOO XAVETAL
Kot To paypa aAAGCEL.
The reproduction of stereotypes of the past in a society such as the Greek
one, which —it is not only common belief but a statistically confirmed
finding- still suffers from the negative consequences of this past, is not use-
ful, but, on the contrary, it is totally pointless, I would add, and boring.
Moreover, when creativity and kidding have the same one-sided and
monotonous content, then kidding is not funny anymore and the thing
changes [i.e. the message of the advertisement is interpreted literally, thus
favoring sexism] (Apostolaki 2011, emphasis mine; see also example 2.34).
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In humor theory terms, the anesthesia of the heart (Bergson [1901] 1911) and/or
the enjoyment of incongruity (Morreall 1983: 47) as prerequisites for humor have
no place here and seem to be out of the question.

It therefore seems that the non—-humorous, sexist uptake of this advertise-
ment presupposes male chauvinist views on the social position and roles of
women especially in the context of marriage, which are still common among
Greeks. In particular, male chauvinist phrases such as Oa o€ yupiow ot pdava
oov ‘I will return you to your mother’ or Av d¢ 0’ apéoel, va yvpioelg oty pava
oov ‘If you don’t like [it], go back to your mother’ are reminiscent of the patriar-
chal structure of the Greek society and may still be used as threats by husbands
who are not satisfied with their wives’ behavior or who want to respond to their
wives’ complaints. Even today women (together with their dowries) are some-
times part of a financial transaction between the woman’s parents and the fu-
ture son-in-law; women cannot have a say in such transactions, and thus they
are incapable of defending themselves (Context knowledge resource).

To understand the advertisement, one also has to be familiar with the fact
that, stereotypically speaking, many Greek people are not particularly fond of
okras. Although okras are part of the famous Mediterranean diet, they are not
very popular among Greeks and many Greek children or adults have been
forced to eat them by their mothers, on the grounds that they are nutritious and
delicious (Context knowledge resource).

Analytical Focus 2: Genre

In terms of generic category, the humorous text is a TV advertisement (Narrative
Strategy knowledge resource). Advertisements are often deliberately enter-
taining in order to attract audience attention (see among others Simpson 2001;
Hatzithomas 2008; Politis and Kakavoulia 2010; Archakis, Lampropoulou, and
Tsakona 2018; Dore 2018a), hence the presence of humor in the one examined
here comes as no surprise to the members of audience watching the advertise-
ment on TV and discussing it online. From a sociopragmatic perspective, humor
here aims at rendering memorable the advertisement message concerning the
possibility of returning a mobile phone to the store if the buyer is not satisfied.
However, it is pointed out by some recipients that such “humor” denigrates
women. In their view, advertisements are public discourse and their humor
should not be considered without limits:

(4.3) MlpogBetel [n yevikn ypappatéog lodtntog Twv DVAwv kupia Mopia
Ttpatnydkn] OTL eV MPOKEWEVW Ot SlapnIOTEG £youv vTepPel Ta OpLa Tov
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XLoUHOpP, KOOWG «TO IBLWTIKWG EKPEPOUEVO XOVTPO 00TELO pmopei amAwg
va eivatl kakoyovoTo, To dnuooiwg poPfaAlopevo opwg eival anapadexTo,
€181k OTAV AVATIOPAYEL AKPAIEG TEELOTIKEG CUUTIEPLPOPEGY.

[The General Secretary for Gender Equality Mrs. Maria Stratigaki] adds
that, in the present case, the advertisers have exceeded the limits of humor,
since “the tactless joke told in private settings may just be untasteful, but
the one circulated in public is inadmissible, especially when it reproduces
extreme sexist behaviors” (Ismailidou 2011; see also example 2.37).

According to such an interpretation, there are genre-related constraints on the
use of sexist humor.

Analytical Focus 3: Text

Humor is produced during a lunch scene in the kitchen of a recently married cou-
ple and then at the doorstep of the wife’s mother in front of the latter (Situation
knowledge resource). The husband’s words (see the utterances in example 2.29:
Wha::::t’s that?, Okras! {with fake enthusiasm} Okras again, Get up! Get up you!
{in an angry tone}, So dear mother—in—law do you see her? Well, I am bringing her
back [exactly] as I took her [from you]. Untouched, unworn, and in her packag-
ing, She has cost me 650 coffees, 152 meals, 1 birthday present and 2 nameday
ones, Maria dear {he addresses his wife}, can you tell me, did we watch it together
that great movie “Love in Swaziland”? Well, plus 39 movie tickets) including the
accompanying paralinguistic features (intonation, prosody, gestures, facial ex-
pressions, body movements), as well as the wife’s and her mother’s facial expres-
sions (mostly of surprise and indignation), all contribute to portraying him as
incongruous. His incongruity is not, however, perceived by some recipients as
humorous but instead as aggressive and insulting. This time, the contextualiza-
tion cues are not interpreted as a means of caricaturing the husband and ridicul-
ing his views (see above), but as indicative of his aggressive, offensive, and
eventually sexist behavior towards his wife (and his mother-in-law). In addi-
tion, in this particular reading of the advertisement, the sounds signaling the be-
ginning and the end of the husband’s fantasy do not entail that a non-bona—fide
mode of communication allowing for a non-literal, inconsequential interpreta-
tion of humor (see Raskin 1985) is at work (Language and Meta—Knowledge
Resource).

The proposed analysis using the Discourse Theory of Humor has tried to take

into consideration both the advertisement text and the ensuing recipients’ reac-
tions in order to account for the contradictory readings that dominated the Greek
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public discourse on the advertisement. It has highlighted the ambiguity of sev-
eral features of the text (intonation, prosody, paralinguistic features, jab lines),
the different script oppositions and targets identified in the text, and the diverse
sociocultural assumptions concerning the more or less powerful presence of sex-
ist values in contemporary Greece.

Those who perceived the advertisement as “humorous” were based on the
assumption that male chauvinist views and practices are outdated in contem-
porary Greece and as such they are incongruous, laughable, and hence can be
ridiculed in public texts such as advertisements. Humor appears to “succeed”
because the jab lines and related contextualization cues are interpreted as hu-
morous. In other words, humor is recognized, comprehended, and appreciated.
On the other hand, for those who opted for the “sexist” interpretation of the
advertisement, this attempt at humor is of “low” quality or has “failed”, be-
cause they do not align with the assumption that male chauvinist views and
practices are outdated in contemporary Greece; on the contrary, they see them
as alive and even prevailing. Hence, incongruous behaviors such as the hus-
band’s one are not to be taken light-heartedly, because they are threatening
and disparaging for women. In addition, they would rather not be reproduced
in the public sphere through advertisements, among other genres. Such an in-
terpretation constitutes a non-humorous but rather discriminatory reading of
the contextualization cues and utterances of the advertisement characters (es-
pecially the husband’s ones). In this sense, whether humor was recognized on
not, it was definitely not appreciated.

It therefore seems that the proposed analytical tools could help us account
not only for what is perceived as funny/humorous (or not funny/humorous) in a
specific text, but also why and how it is perceived as funny/humorous (or not
funny/humorous; cf. Raskin 2012a in Section 4.2). The questions of “when” and
“to whom”, unfortunately, cannot be adequately addressed in the case study
examined here. The “when it is funny” question would entail comparing different
interpretations coming from different time periods or, if we had oral interactional
data at our disposal (e.g. from informal peer interactions), from discussions
among interlocutors who participate in different occasions or settings (e.g.
same— or mixed—gender groups, private or public interactions). In addition, the
partial anonymity or the pseudonyms used by the participants in this study and
the lack of ethnographic or demographic information do not allow for elaborat-
ing on the “to whom it is funny” question by establishing whether participants’
social characteristics (gender, class, education, profession, age, ethnicity, politi-
cal orientation, religious beliefs, etc.) correlated with their “humorous” or “sex-
ist” reading. This, however, confirms not so much the limitations of the analysis
using the Discourse Theory of Humor, but rather the limitations that may be
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imposed by the design and the methods of data collection. Working, for instance,
with reception data coming from interviews, focus groups, or oral interactions
would allow for answering more of Raskin’s (2012a) questions through the analy-
sis via the Discourse Theory of Humor.

The data analyzed here demonstrates that resistant readings of humor (in the
present case, the “sexist” one) are not uncommon nowadays, especially in online
environments where speakers often choose to express themselves and participate
in various debates. Similar disagreements on the meaning(s) and sociopragmatic
functions of humor are not rare, so it is expected that they become part of our
knowledge about humor and of our experience(s) with humorous texts. In an ef-
fort to elaborate on such issues, the next Chapter is dedicated to educational ap-
plications exploring how humor works, how and why it may engender multiple
interpretations, and what aligning or disaligning with one interpretation or
another means and entails. This, as I intend to suggest, could be achieved by
teaching about humor with a critical literacy educational framework.

Rounding up this discussion, I would like to underline, like many research-
ers have done before me, that the present proposal is a step towards an account
of humor from a sociolinguistic perspective. It is in no way put forward as the
most complete or the final approach to how humor should be analyzed and ac-
counted for. The proposed Discourse Theory of Humor tries to overcome a few
of the shortcomings of the previous linguistic theories of humor, namely the
Semantic Script Theory of Humor and the General Theory of Verbal Humor:
mostly their inability to take into consideration a number of contextual factors
that have been pointed out as significant for the (linguistic or other) analysis of
humor as developed within the past few decades. In this sense, emphasis has
been placed on the dynamic character of humor: humor is perceived as jointly
constructed and negotiated by interlocutors who take into account more than
the semantic content of a humorous utterance/text to reach an interpretation,
and who may eventually disagree on their interpretations. This could be consid-
ered to be an important step away from a competence theory of humor, but at
the same time a necessary one, if we wish to explain why humor sometimes
fails and sometimes succeeds. It could therefore be suggested that the three lin-
guistic theories address different questions and may be perceived as each
other’s expansion:

— The Semantic Script Theory of Humor addresses the question: “How can
we account for humor in semanticopragmatic terms?”

— The General Theory of Verbal Humor addresses the questions: “How can
we account for joke similarity?” and “How can we analyze humorous texts
different from canned jokes?”
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— The Discourse Theory of Humor addresses such sociopragmatic questions
as: “How can we account for different (humorous and non-humorous) per-
ceptions and representations of social reality?” and eventually “How can
we account for humor failure?”

4.7 Summary

This Chapter has built on the previous three to put forward a performance the-
ory of humor, here called the Discourse Theory of Humor. After a relatively
brief presentation and critical discussion of the most influential linguistic theo-
ries of humor nowadays, namely the Semantic Script Theory of Humor and the
General Theory of Verbal Humor, the main attempts of expanding the latter
have been presented. All these form the basis for the analytical model proposed
here: the Discourse Theory of Humor borrows concepts and tools from the
Semantic Script Theory of Humor and the General Theory of Verbal Humor (i.e.
the script opposition, the knowledge resources, the jab lines and the punch
lines). Concurrently, it presupposes a view of humorous discourse as a dy-
namic, jointly negotiated activity where participants draw from several aspects
of context to create and interpret humor. Given the above, the Discourse Theory
of Humor includes three Analytical Foci accounting for humor performance as
well as for humor failure and assessments concerning the “high” or “low” qual-
ity of humor. These are the Sociocultural assumptions, Genre, and Text ones. To
illustrate how the Discourse Theory of Humor works in practice, an advertise-
ment intended as humorous was analyzed, which engendered both humorous
and non-humorous readings.

Since humorous discourse is a significant part of our everyday communica-
tion (see Sections 3.1-3.3) and may yield multiple readings, our next step is to
discuss all this within an educational context. As nowadays humor seems to
become part of classroom communication and language learning, we could ex-
ploit humorous discourse to enhance students’ communicative and critical
skills. This is the focus of the next Chapter.
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5.1 Introductory remarks

The present study has so far placed particular emphasis on speakers’ multiple
ways of conceptualizing and interpreting humor (Chapter 2) as well as on the
variety of contexts and genres where it may occur (Chapter 3). Such aspects of
humor use are not only relevant to humor theory (as has been suggested in
Chapters 1 and 4), but also to language learning, especially to teaching about
humor. So, in the present Chapter, we will explore how we could teach about
humor while taking into serious consideration that it may indeed yield multiple
and often opposing interpretations as well as that it surfaces in most communi-
cative settings and texts/genres.

Humor is often neglected or even deliberately excluded from educational set-
tings and procedures because its multiple interpretations are difficult to handle in
school classrooms, where peacefulness, consensus, and “seriousness” are ex-
pected to prevail. It is also neglected and excluded despite the fact that it is a sig-
nificant part of our everyday communication and experiences with discourse. This
means that we need to come up with an educational/teaching framework that will
open the door to multiple perceptions of humorous discourse and simultaneously
will create space for everyday texts with humor and will not limit students’ textual
experiences in class to the texts/genres proposed by the official curriculum. One
such educational/teaching framework could be that of critical literacy.

So, in what follows, first, I discuss why humor has so far been resisted in
educational settings and what recent research tells us about its advantages or
disadvantages as a classroom management tool or as a facilitator of learning
(Section 5.2). Focusing on language teaching, Section (5.3) considers the fact that
the use of humor is more often than not recommended for teaching a second/for-
eign/additional language (henceforth L2) and not so much for first language/
mother tongue teaching (henceforth L1). In this context, more studies are dedi-
cated to teaching with humor rather than teaching about humor. In the same
Section, I will refer to approaches advocating a critical approach to humor in
classroom settings without usually making a distinction between L1 and L2 stu-
dents. Section (5.4) elaborates on what critical literacy is and how it is usually
practiced within educational settings. In Sections (5.5-5.6), I elaborate on the
reasons why humor could be part of critical language courses, while also trying
to diffuse common or potential reservations and objections. A brief overview of
relevant applications reported in the literature is provided in Section (5.7).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501511929-006
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Given that there seem to be significant advantages in teaching about humor
within a critical literacy framework, and that some attempts have already been
made in this direction, I present some main tenets for teaching about humor dur-
ing critical literacy courses (Section 5.8). Then, in Section (5.9), I illustrate how this
could be done using humorous texts referring to political issues (Section 5.9.1),
gender roles and identities (Section 5.9.2), and racist views and practices
(Section 5.9.3). In these tentative proposals, I exploit the Analytical Foci of the pro-
posed Discourse Theory of Humor to design and organize potential questions that
could be explored in class in relation to the humorous material at hand.

5.2 Humor in education

Even though it is a truism by now to say that humor is one of the most common
resources in interaction, surfacing in many contexts or genres (see Chapter 3), edu-
cation could be considered as one of the contexts where humor is faced with am-
bivalent feelings and resisted mostly by teachers rather than students. The
reservations expressed by teachers and often discussed in the relevant literature
come as no surprise if we consider the fact that humor has been perceived as mor-
ally suspect, hostile, and inappropriate behavior. Its “opposition” to “serious” be-
havior and meanings has rendered it undesirable, irrelevant, or inconsequential
and has led to its rejection in/by institutions with “serious”, “practical”, “useful”,
and “moral” methods and goals such as education.”” Commenting on the exclu-
sion of playful and humorous discourse from education, Cook (2000: 160, 169,
170, 186) observes that

many current approaches to language teaching assume, without either reflection or evi-
dence, that it is the mundane transactional discourse of modern work, rather than the
ancient playful discourse concerning intimacy and power, which should stimulate inter-
est in language learning. (.. .) [I]t is the bizarre and unusual uses of language which, out-
side the classroom, seem to capture attention, take on importance, and remain in the
mind. (...) We may pay far more attention to words of personal significance, such as a
joke or an insult, a sarcastic or loving comment (...). Although contemporary Western
society is not among the most repressive in its attitude to play, it does tend often to see it
as childlike — even childish. Play is conceived as something immature, trivial, and super-
fluous, an appendage to be tagged on to the serious business of life.

73 See among others Cook (2000), Bell and Pomerantz (2016: viii), Tsakona (2013b: 283-296),
Trousdale (2018: 71-73). On the negative ethics and moral objections to humor, see Morreall
(2008, 2009, 2010), Marciniak (2011), Saelid Gilhus (2011: 123-124), Taels (2011: 23),
Larkin-Galifianes (2017: 5-9); on how such objections and negative or positive language atti-
tudes have influenced humor research and theory, see Tsakona (2013b: 77-118).
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Nevertheless, there has recently been a “playful turn” in education (Bell and

Pomerantz 2016: 5) and relevant research. This could be considered part of

the cultural shift from negative to positive evaluations and perceptions of

humor (Morreall 2010; see also Billig 2005b; Tsakona 2013b: 90-97). Scholars

and teachers increasingly argue for the inclusion of humor in contemporary

classrooms as well as for the benefits of such a change. The discussion of

some potential drawbacks still accompanies the relevant proposals, and this

shows the mixed findings, experiences, and eventually feelings concerning

the exploitation of humor in educational settings.”* More specifically, humor

is more often than not perceived and proposed as a classroom management

tool smoothing and regulating student—teacher interaction, and as a facilita-

tor of learning improving its outcomes. Thus, humor seems to improve the

conditions of the educational context, because:

— it motivates students and increases their collaboration, creativity, and
self-confidence;

— it makes teaching content more appealing, thus it attracts and retains stu-
dents’ attention;

— it breaks classroom routine and contributes to the creation of a more infor-
mal and pleasant atmosphere in class;

— it allows students to project attractive and popular identities for themselves
(e.g. as humorous individuals or even class clowns);

— students appreciate humor and evaluate its producers (whether teachers or
students) in a positive manner;

— humor diffuses conflict and hostility and can strengthen the solidarity bonds
among classroom participants;

— it allows teachers to restore order or their authority when necessary.

On the other hand, the use of humor in class is not always recommended or
preferred, because:
— it distracts or even confuses students who may not grasp its meanings;
— it intimidates, demotivates, and eventually excludes students, especially if
they feel targeted by it;
— it fosters or aggravates the power differential and conflicts in class;
— it could backfire, if classroom participants have diverse interpretations of it;

74 See among others Holcomb (1997), Wallinger (1997), Cekaite and Aronsson (2004), Lytra
(2007), Norrick and Klein (2008), Chaniotakis (2010), Archakis and Tsakona (2013a), Tsakona
(2013b: 283-333), Bell and Pomerantz (2014, 2016: 69-99, 130-142), Hale (2016), Kontio (2017),
Neff and Rucynski (2017), Van Praag, Stevens, and Van Houtte (2017), Gonulal (2018),
Pozsonyi and Soulstein (2019).
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— it weakens teachers’ authority, disrupts the learning process, and results in
loss of classroom control;

- it compromises teachers’ professionalism, as it is often disapproved of by
students’ parents or teachers’ superiors (e.g. school directors);

— it is usually not part of the curriculum, hence teachers feel that they are
not properly trained to teach with/about humor in class.

The above-mentioned advantages and disadvantages of using humor as a
classroom management tool or as a facilitator of learning are based on the as-
sumption that humor is produced mostly by the teacher him/herself (and
more or less appreciated by the students) or that it is jointly constructed by
the whole group. Few, but not less significant, studies are dedicated to the
humor produced by the students as a means of resistance to classroom dis-
course and procedures: “whether or not we as teachers opt to introduce
humor, students are likely to find something about us amusing” (Bell and
Pomerantz 2016: 144). Among others, Van Praag, Stevens, and Van Houtte
(2017) argue that students may use humor to resist learning, especially if
learning is perceived as the imposition of a curriculum on them. Thus, humor
allows students to create an oppositional culture in class and brings to the
surface the lack of social congruence between students and teachers.”” Such
critical analyses of humorous classroom discourse could help us understand
how humor resists, or further contributes to, the reproduction of social in-
equalities in class. In general, the use of humor in class seems to be more
complex than usually assumed, since the power dynamics and role asymme-
tries between classroom participants are often overlooked by relevant re-
search (Nesi 2012; Hale 2016; Gonulal 2018).

The objections to using humor in class become even stronger when it is
proposed that humor could become an object of study. As we will discuss in the
following Sections, very few studies explore the process of teaching students
what humor is and how it works in communication. This is directly related to
the fact that teachers have not been trained in humor theory or analysis and
are usually unfamiliar with what humor is, how it works, etc., so they feel inad-
equate in teaching about humor as a pragmatic phenomenon during language
courses. The same, however, does not seem to hold for teaching other prag-
matic phenomena such as speech acts or politeness conventions, which have
for quite some time been considered to be more “mainstream” objects of study

75 See also Jaspers (2005), Norrick and Klein (2008), Pomerantz and Bell (2007, 2011),
Lefkowitz and Hedgcock (2017: 360-364), Jonsson (2018).
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and are sometimes part of teachers’ training and teaching. Actually, teachers
(and parents) never seem to question the “usefulness” and “appropriateness”
of using speech acts and politeness in class, as these phenomena are unani-
mously accepted as a significant part of communication. Then, why not humor?
It seems that, in such cases, the prejudice against the “morally suspect”, “irrel-
evant”, “inconsequential”, and “useless” humor prevails.

In sum, there appears to be a vicious circle here: negative evaluations and re-
servations against humor prevent it from being accepted as a useful resource for
classroom management and/or for enhancing learning. The subsequent absence of
humor from educational settings further fosters such negative evaluations and re-
servations as students and teachers seem to naturalize the “insignificance” of
humor and its “non-serious” quality. Hence, humor is undervalued and not wel-
come as an object of study within education and its functions and affordances re-
main unexplored and implicit among its users. This, in turn, takes us back to
where we started from: the “non seriousness”, “inconsequentiality”, and “immo-
rality” of humor. Since humor is not part of language learning, there “must” be
something “unacceptable” and “insignificant” about it. In this sense, teaching
about humor appears to be one of the most powerful ways to break this vicious
circle. If dispelling prejudice against humor is one of the goals of humor research
in general, the analysis of humor in language courses should be promoted as a
means to this end.

So, in what follows, we will concentrate on what happens with the use of
humor in language teaching contexts. Given that humor is a common communica-
tive resource, teaching about it is expected to be(come) part of language courses.

5.3 Humor in language teaching

One of the most striking facts that researchers are faced with when looking for
studies in humor and language teaching is that the vast majority of these studies
pertain to foreign/second/additional language (henceforth L2) teaching. It seems
that humor is used and/or perceived as a particularly useful tool for familiarizing
students with L2 communicative resources and sociocultural assumptions. First
language/mother tongue (henceforth L1) teaching remains a “most serious” busi-
ness and eventually much less fun. It appears to be implied that there is no need
to attract students’ attention and increase their motivation to a language they al-
ready have important reasons to use anyway. So let’s see in more detail why
humor is deemed important within L2 teaching contexts.
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Many of the pros and cons of using humor in education in general (see
Section 5.2) are identified in L2 teaching settings as well.”® More specifically,
humor appears to be useful for classroom management and better L2 learning out-
comes as:

— it makes L2 forms more memorable and facilitates learning;

— it raises metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness of L2 forms;

— it enhances L2 students’ interest in the course;

— it helps L2 students to cope with linguistic inadequacies and alleviates
communication problems, thus reducing their anxiety;

— it strengthens the solidarity bonds among classroom participants and miti-
gates potential face threats;

— it creates a pleasant atmosphere in class and a safe environment for experi-
mentation with L2;

- it restores harmony in cases of conflict or tension;

— it offers momentary relief from institutional roles and constraints;

— students appreciate it and are eager to (learn how to) use it;

— it highlights potential differences between L1 and L2 cultures and helps
teachers to familiarize students with L2 culture.

On the other hand, it is also observed that in L2 classrooms:

— humor reproduces inequalities (e.g. between students and teachers) and
may be used for bullying;

— it tests the limits of acceptable behavior;

— it undermines the “serious” and “task—oriented” nature of classroom
interaction;

— it renders communication a demanding task as L2 students may not under-
stand it.

In general, there are no conclusive results concerning whether or not humor facili-
tates or impedes L2 learning; research findings suggest both (Bell and Pomerantz
2016: 101, 120-121; see also Attardo 2016: 1). As a result, humor is not accepted
without reservations within L2 teaching contexts, or it is recommended only for
classes with advanced students, whose linguistic proficiency may limit the possi-
bility of humor failure or backfiring.

76 See among others Schmitz (2002), Takouda (2002), Bushnell (2008: 50-51), Wagner and
Urios—Aparisi (2008, 2011), Bell (2009), Forman (2011), Rucynski (2011), Archakis and Tsakona
(2013a), Shively (2013), Tsakona (2013b: 283-333), Ahn (2016), Bell and Pomerantz (2016),
Gasteratou (2016), Hann (2017), Huth (2017), Kim (2017), Van Dam and Bannick (2017),
Alexander and Wood (2019).
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Besides the affordances of teaching with humor discussed above, research in
L2 teaching exploits the possibility of teaching about humor in L2 classrooms,
albeit not frequently. The most powerful and popular argument in favor of teach-
ing about humor in L2 is that humor is a significant part of students’ communica-
tive competence”” in L2.”® It seems beneficial to expose students to everyday,
authentic L2 use so as to familiarize them with how, when, why, etc. humor is
constructed and employed in L2. In particular, the use of humor in class could
assist students in realizing how humor helps us to:
— build relationships and establish rapport with others;
— mitigate face threats, relieve tension, and release emotions;
— subvert, resist, or critique social norms and conventions (albeit often in a
safe or deniable fashion); and
— highlight or redraw certain relations of power (Bell and Pomerantz 2016: viii).

Such an emphasis on the sociopragmatic functions of humor is expected to en-
hance students’ metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness of humor, namely their
ability to recognize what is interactionally achieved through humor, in which con-
texts, and in relation to which topics (Bell and Pomerantz 2016: 148). Furthermore,
Bell and Pomerantz (2016: 170-176) suggest that students should become capable
of identifying, comprehending, producing, and responding to humor. More specifi-
cally, L2 students could become capable of:
- recognizing the contextualization cues’® pointing to a humorous interpre-
tation of an utterance (identify);
— evoking the relevant sociocultural knowledge to process the humorous
message (comprehend);

77 Communicative competence refers to speakers’ ability to use language appropriately so as
to communicate effectively in diverse social situations, namely to their functional knowledge
and control of the principles of language usage. As a reaction to Chomsky’s (1965) linguistic
competence (see Sections 1.2 and 4.2 in this book), Hymes (1972) proposes the concept of com-
municative competence and claims that a child

acquires knowledge of sentences not only as grammatical, but also as appropriate. He or
she acquires competence as to when to speak, when not, and as to what to talk about
with whom, when, where, in what manner. In short, a child becomes able to accomplish
a repertoire of speech acts, to take part in speech events, and to evaluate their accom-
plishment by others (Hymes 1972: 277).

78 See among others Cook (2000), Davies (2003), Archakis and Tsakona (2013a), Shively
(2013), Tsakona (2013b: 283-333), Reddington and Waring (2015), Ahn (2016), Bell and
Pomerantz (2016).

79 See Section (1.2).
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— creating and performing humor in accordance with the contexts they par-
ticipate in (produce); and

- selecting among a continuum of reactions to humor, ranging from clear re-
jection to full support and appreciation (respond).

The use of humor in class and, most importantly, students’ and teachers’ explicit
discussion and experimentation on such skills are expected to cultivate students’
communicative competence and metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness (see
also Kim 2017). An ethnographic investigation of L2 humor is significant here, as
it will assist L2 students in acquiring “the necessary content knowledge about
humor and the intercultural competence to recognize when, where, why, and
with whom it might be OK to use particular expressions or joke about particular
topics” (Bell and Pomerantz 2016: 173—-174; see also Tsakona 2013b: 307-309).

Even though the ambiguity of humor is often perceived as one of the rea-
sons humor may fail and backfire in class, hence its use is not recommended
(see Section 5.2), it is exactly this quality of humor that could help students re-
alize how language works in general. The multiple interpretations of humor and
its context—dependent nature highlight the importance of context for interpreting
all utterances, whether humorous or not: utterances have meaning potential and
interactants jointly construct and negotiate their meaning(s). In this sense, com-
munication (whether humorous or not) is not an exchange of words or expres-
sions with inherent, fixed, pre—arranged meanings, but an act of interpretation
(Linell 1998; Bell and Pomerantz 2016: 6, 12-13, 17-18, 197). Consequently, teach-
ing about humor could enable students to understand their own contributions to
interpreting discourse, and to reconsider their role in communication: as discourse
producers and recipients, they do not merely repeat words or reach “intended” or
“pre—determined” meanings, but they play an active role in interpreting and re-
contextualizing meanings.

One of the very few proposals for teaching about humor in tertiary education,
is put forward by Hempelmann (2016). Hempelmann (2016: 44) explicitly refrains
from following the distinction between L1 and L2: “with the increasing student di-
versity in classrooms, scholars are currently advocating for a shift towards thinking
beyond L1/L2 binaries and enacting pedagogies based on translanguaging and
multiliteracies (Canagarajah, 2013), which draw on students’ repertoires across lan-
guages”.®° His proposal aims to train humor scholars in particular and researchers
in the humanities in general to do micro—ethnographic research and critical

80 On conceptualizing and designing language teaching beyond L1/L2 binaries, see also
Archakis (2019).
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readings of scholarly literature. Among other things, students are expected to read
and critically discuss literature on humor with particular emphasis on aggressive
humorous discourse, keep a micro—ethnographic field diary including everyday
humorous instances, focus on humorous practices of a group they have access to,
study the humor produced by fictional characters (e.g. on television), and deliver
an essay analyzing the humorous data collected.

Even though Hempelmann’s proposal is not explicitly critical, it is in fact
critically—oriented® as it encourages the students to follow an ethnographic ap-
proach to document, analyze, and discuss sociocultural differences in the use of
aggressive humor across genres, so as “to make the familiar unfamiliar by
close—up observation of what is normally taken for granted” (Hempelmann 2016:
46). He concludes that “[hJumor as an explicit topic in the classroom (...) has
been argued to facilitate students’ participation and their learning outcomes. (...)
[Hlumor can provide students with intrinsic motivation, insight into the working of
language, and a window into human interaction in general” (Hempelmann 2016:
50). Thus, his approach highlights the critical potential of teaching about humor,
which has also been underlined by Bell and Pomerantz (2016: 177, 178):

our desired results or learning outcomes must extend to include opportunities for learners
not only to expand their communicative repertoires but also to reflect on issues of identity
and positionality. We cannot just encourage learners to engage in humor and language
play without alerting them to the potential risks and rewards. For us, this means design-
ing curricular units that don’t merely proscribe what to say in particular specific situa-
tions, but engage learners in critical reflection about how we make meaning within and
through interaction and what this means in terms of who we are and who we aspire to be.
(...) [T]he decision to concentrate on humor in the language classroom should be moti-
vated by the desire to expand learners’ communicative repertoires, metalinguistic aware-
ness, and critical reflexivity (emphasis mine).

To sum up, there indeed is a “playful turn” (Bell and Pomerantz 2016: 5) in lan-
guage education, since a significant number of studies discuss the use of humor
in L2 classrooms and its potential positive or negative effects on students, teach-
ers, and their relationships. To teachers’ question “Isn’t being funny just too dan-
gerous for L2 users?” (Bell and Pomerantz 2016: 176), the proposed answer is “Yes,
of course, and this is why they need to learn more about it”. Relevant research
and proposals have already moved beyond teaching with humor; teaching about
humor has also become an object of study and experimentation. Given that humor
is an important aspect of our communicative competence in any language we may
use, being able to produce and interpret it helps us to enhance our repertoires and

81 On critical approaches to language teaching, see Section (5.4).
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eventually our metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness about how humor in par-
ticular and language in general work.

In what follows, and building on Bell and Pomerantz’s (2016) and
Hempelmann’s (2016) observations above, I intend to suggest that teaching
about humor can be fruitfully done within a critical literacy framework. Such
a framework allows for the exploitation of a wide variety of humorous texts
and genres, contributes to students’ familiarization with the workings of
humor in accordance with their age or linguistic proficiency level, and
draws on students’ everyday experiences with discourse and the respective
needs. Instead of debating whether to include or not humor in language
teaching, why, and how, it would be preferable to come up with theoretical
and methodological frameworks and applications which could facilitate
such an inclusion and eventually cultivate students’ communicative compe-
tence and metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness or eventually their criti-
cal language awareness. Such frameworks and applications could also
welcome and exploit humorous material from different sociocultural com-
munities and languages, thus covering all students’ interests and experien-
ces with humor.

5.4 What is critical literacy?

As mentioned in Section (5.3), teaching with/about humor has recently been con-
nected with students’ metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness and their critical
processing of humorous interaction and other genres. So, here I will try to argue
for teaching about humor within a critical literacy framework. In this Section, I
offer a definition of critical literacy and describe some of its main principles,
methodologies, and goals.®* In this context, my next step will be to elaborate on
the reasons why, in my view, critical literacy is suitable for teaching about
humor (Section 5.5) as well as to discuss some restrictions or problems surfacing
when attempting a critical approach to humorous texts in class (Section 5.6).

82 The present accounts of critical literacy and critical language awareness draw on the fol-
lowing studies: Street (1984, 1995), Comber (1993), Fairclough (1992a, 1995), Baynham (1995),
Shor (1999), Luke (2000), Cervetti, Pardales, and Damico (2001), Comber and Simpson (2001),
Bean and Moni (2003), Wallace (2003), Evans (2004), Vasquez (2004, 2017), Behrman (2006),
Lam (2006), Van Sluys, Lewison, and Flint (2006), Curdt-Christiansen (2010), Lau (2010),
Luke and Dooley (2011), Archakis and Tsakona (2012), Janks et al. (2014), Tentolouris and
Chatzisavvidis (2014), Tsakona (2014, 2016b), Felipe Fajardo (2015), Stamou, Archakis, and
Politis (2016: 30-34), Koutsogiannis (2017: 232-291), Deliroka and Tsakona (2018).
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Critical literacy is premised on the assumptions that neither discourse nor
our interpretations of it are neutral, and that discourse shapes our understand-
ings of the worlds, ourselves, and others. By representing aspects of social real-
ity, texts offer value-laden, ideological interpretations of it, whether their
producers or recipients are aware of it or not. All texts include and presuppose
specific ideologies and evaluations of social reality and thus position not only
their producers but also their potential addressees in specific ways in terms of
background knowledge and ideological standpoints.®> Texts have “designs on
us” (Janks et al. 2014: 1). They shape and affect social relations and are shaped
and affected by them. Hence, critical literacy aims to assist text producers or re-
cipients in realizing the power relations and ideological standpoints implicitly or
explicitly evoked and reproduced in the construction of various texts and genres:
“[cIritical literacy uses texts (...) in ways that enable students to examine the pol-
itics of daily life within contemporary society with a view to understanding what
it means to locate and actively seek out contradictions within modes of life, theo-
ries, and substantive intellectual positions” (Bishop 2014: 52).

In this sense, critical literacy has often been associated with critical language
awareness: “[c]ritical language awareness emphasizes the fact that texts are con-
structed. Anything that has been constructed can be de—constructed. This un-
making or unpacking of the text increases our awareness of the choices that the
writer or speaker has made. Every choice foregrounds what was selected and
hides, silences or backgrounds what was not selected” (Janks 2000: 176, cited in
Rogers and Mosley Wetzel 2014: 9). More specifically, critical language awareness
is based on the main assumption of critical discourse analysis that language as a
social practice forms, and is formed by, values, convictions, and power relations.
It therefore is a means and a product of social constitution (Fairclough 1989: 238;
Clark and Ivani¢ 1999: 64; see also Freire 1972). From this perspective, the social
world around us is not a static and neutral extension of the natural environment
but a human construction, to a large degree a linguistic one, which is subject to
negotiation and change. In the conventional educational environment of school,
however, this view is usually suppressed (Fairclough 1989: 239).8%

Critical literacy has also been perceived as a pedagogical application of critical
discourse analysis to (language) education. Given that the main goal of critical dis-
course analysis is to unveil and scrutinize how discourse (re)produces social in-
equalities and social injustice (see among others Fairclough 1989; Wodak and

83 On the subtle yet significant differences between critical literacy and critical thinking, see
Cervetti, Pardales, and Damico (2001), Wallace (2013: 35-39).
84 See also Wallace (2003), Farias (2005), Archakis and Tsakona (2012: 125-128).
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Meyer 2001; Blommaert 2005; van Dijk 2008b), critical literacy explores how this
can be achieved when analyzing texts in classroom settings. Its aim is to enable
students to detect and expose how texts may be infused with manifestations of
social inequality such as racism, sexism, classism, and linguistic discrimination,
thus perpetuating discrimination against specific social groups. In this sense, criti-
cal discourse analysis and, by extension, critical literacy bring to the surface the
hegemonic power of discourse and the struggle against the marginalization of cer-

tain opinions or points of view, mostly those coming from powerless and/or mi-

nority groups. It should also be noted here that, even though traditionally literacy

refers to processing written forms of discourse, several approaches to critical liter-
acy involve both written and oral skills, as they seem to be inseparable in everyday

literacy practices (see among others Baynham 1995; Archakis and Tsakona 2012,

2013c; Tsakona 2014, 2016b; Cadiero—Kaplan 2002: 377, and references therein).
Behrman (2006: 490) maintains that “critical literacy is usually described

as a theory with implications for practice rather than a distinctive instruc-

tional methodology”. Indeed, critical literacy proponents such as Luke (2000)

have argued against an explicit methodology for doing critical literacy in

class, because this would result in applying pre—fabricated activities to di-

verse educational contexts and would limit students’ and teachers’ potential

to design and implement critical discussions and analyses of texts according
to their own interests and experiences. “Critical literacy needs to be continu-
ally redefined in practice” (Comber 1993: 82).%°

However, there seem to be certain recurring broad categories of activities or
tasks that are often discussed in critical literacy studies. In an effort to map and

classify the main teaching practices proposed by such studies, Behrman (2006)

identifies six broad categories of activities or tasks, all reflecting basic principles

of critical literacy. Needless to say, critical literacy courses may include a combi-
nation of the activities described below:

1. Reading supplementary texts: School textbooks and the texts included
therein more often than not offer specific dominant perceptions of social
reality and simultaneously exclude or silence voices coming from power-
less, marginalized, or minority groups. On the contrary, critical literacy
places particular emphasis on students’ and teachers’ ability to design
their own curricula by selecting texts and material to be introduced and
discussed in class. It encourages students and teachers to move beyond

85 See also Vasquez, Tate, and Harste (2013), Bishop (2014: 57), Zacher Pandya & Avila (2014),
Vasquez (2017), Deliroka and Tsakona (2018).
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canonical and literary texts to popular culture, to various everyday texts
coming from students’ sociopolitical realities, thus promoting an ethno-
graphic approach to literacy.%¢

2. Reading multiple texts: The material selected (see above) could be read and
juxtaposed with texts coming from school textbooks, thus allowing students
to approach a specific topic from different and often opposing perspectives.
One of the main goals of critical literacy is to move beyond text comprehen-
sion, namely the detection and reconstruction of the author’s intended mean-
ings of the text, to text’s multiple interpretations offered by the readers/
students themselves. In other words, to move from a text—oriented view of
reading to a reader—oriented one: “text is given meaning as opposed to con-
taining meaning” (Behrman 2006: 497; see also Wallace 2003). Within a criti-
cal literacy framework, students are expected to “unpack the multiplicity of
meanings that resides in any text” (Rogers and Mosley Wetzel 2014: 10), to
view the world from the perspectives of others, and to realize the inequality
among different perspectives (e.g. dominant/majority vs. marginalized/mi-
nority ones). Contrary to what is often promoted within school settings, “au-
thorship [is a] situated activity” and “text is not ‘true’ in any absolute sense
but a rendering as portrayed by an author” (Behrman 2006: 493).

3. Reading from a resistant perspective: The texts included in traditional school
textbooks or curricula represent a single, usually dominant view of a specific
topic and give the impression that this view is the only “available” or “accept-
able” one. Thus, students are usually encouraged or even forced to converge
or acquiesce to it, and sometimes further develop it, through specific tasks.
Such practices deliberately prevent students from (re)constructing deviant, re-
sistant readings of a text, from considering opposing identities, and from ques-
tioning the values and ideologies presupposed in the text. Reading from a
resistant perspective incites students to revisit and disagree with the stand-
points, values, and knowledge they often take for granted and to gain some
distance from their own ideological presuppositions.®” Among the diverse,
often conflictual meanings reconstructed from the text, none should be con-
sidered privileged or dominant in a critical literacy classroom. Resistant
readings evolve around questions such as the following:%®

86 See also Wallace (2003), Vasquez, Tate, and Harste (2013), Bell and Pomerantz (2014: 36).
87 See also Fairclough (1995), Bean and Moni (2003), Wallace (2003), Vasquez (2004: 1),
Jones and Clarke (2007), Majors (2007), Deliroka and Tsakona (2018).

88 See among others Coe (1994: 161), Freedman and Medway (1994: 10), Baynham (1995: 2),
Fairclough (1995: 233-252), Behrman (2006: 496), Archakis and Tsakona (2012: 124), Janks
et al. (2014: 1), Tsakona (2016b: 32).
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— For what reason and for what purpose has a text been created?

- How and why does a specific text/genre gain acceptance and
prominence?

— Whose interests and expectations does it serve and whose does it
undermine?

— Could the text be created and function differently?

— How are the represented actions, persons, situations, etc. construed?

— Are there other possible ways of interpreting and representing these
actions, persons, situations, etc.?

— What are the possible social consequences of this view of the world?

— Why is a specific linguistic variety, register, or text structure suitable
for a genre — and not some other?

— Who decided on it?

—  Who benefits from it and who is excluded from it?

- Does this variety, register, or genre empower some people and silence
others?

- Why does communication in a specific context evolve (or should evolve)
in a specific way and not in another?

—  What kinds of communication does a variety, register, or genre encour-
age? What does it constrain against?

— Why are certain varieties, registers, or genres valorized?

— What kinds of social organization and institutions are put or kept in
place by such valorizations?

— Which representations of social reality are favored (or even imposed)
by such valorizations?

— When and with what consequences could someone decide to deviate
from what is expected in a certain communicative setting?

Critical literacy incites students to make what Jones and Clarke (2007) call
disconnections, namely to identify and critically discuss the sociocultural
differences between, on the one hand, the social reality and characters as
depicted in texts included in the curriculum and, on the other, their own
social experiences and personal relationships.®’

4. Producing counter—texts: While language teaching has traditionally
placed more emphasis on text comprehension rather than production,
critical literacy underlines the significance of creating opportunities for

89 See also Archakis and Tsakona (2012: 109-163, 2013a, 2013c), Deliroka and Tsakona (2018).
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text production in class (see among others The New London Group 1996;
Cope and Kalantzis 2000; Silvers, Shorey, and Crafton 2007). Counter—texts,
in particular, are considered to be most relevant to critical literacy goals as
they allow students to represent non—-dominant voices and to resist the val-
ues and ideologies put forward by school textbooks and curricula.
Conducting student—choice research projects: Students are encouraged to
pick their topics of interest. More specifically, “the activity must go be-
yond simply selecting a topic and finding library books or websites on
the topic. Students must become engaged participants in a problem af-
fecting them and be able to reflect upon the social and cultural forces
that exacerbate or mitigate the problem” (Behrman 2006: 485). Thus,
students can exploit “experience as a curricular resource” (Shor 1999),
develop a curriculum from engagement rather than memory (Vasquez,
Tate, and Harste 2013: 19), and reflect on it.”° This may not only enhance
students’ interest in language teaching, but will also allow teachers to
share their power and authority with their students (Felipe Fajardo 2015:
34-35). Students’ topics may result in open and perhaps heated or con-
flictual debates on controversial, even provocative issues in class. Such
debates would rather not be avoided within a critical literacy course aim-
ing at scrutinizing social inequalities and discriminatory phenomena
(see Beck 2005: 343, 394; Parker 2012, 2016; Archakis and Tsakona 2018,
and references therein).

Taking social action: As already mentioned, critical literacy is a social
(not necessarily private) process, whereby critical readers are expected
to share their opinions on texts publicly and not to be silenced as “devi-
ating” from any “intended”, “authentic”, or “authoritative” meanings
(see also Wallace 2003: 190-191). Critical literacy also involves taking
social action moving students’ real-life concerns beyond classroom
walls and requiring students to become involved as members of a larger
community (Behrman 2006: 485). In other words, critical literacy places
particular emphasis on individuals’ engagement and commitment as
members of communities and on designing activities prompting social
change and justice. “A critical literacy curriculum needs to be lived. It
arises from the social and political conditions that unfold in communi-
ties in which we live” (Vasquez 2004: 1; see also Silvers, Shorey, and
Crafton 2007).

90 See also Wallace (2003), Silvers, Shorey, and Crafton (2007).
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Even though the above description and classification may lead us to think
that critical literacy is meant predominantly or exclusively for students of sec-
ondary or tertiary education or for L2 students of advanced proficiency, criti-
cal literacy proponents and scholars underline the possibility of working with
a critical literacy approach with young students, academically low-achieving
ones, or early L2 learners. They also consider significant to familiarize all stu-
dents with critical literacy practices and ways of processing discourse from an
early age or from a low language proficiency level.”! Comber (1993: 75), in par-
ticular, explicitly questions “any suggestion that critical literacy is a develop-
mental attainment rather than social practice which may be excluded or
deliberately included in early literacy curriculum”.®? Felipe Fajardo (2015: 41,
44) insists that teachers would rather not underestimate their students’ skills
and potential or using them as an excuse for refraining from critical literacy
activities.

In sum, the goal of critical literacy is to enable text producers and recipi-
ents to detect, scrutinize, and critically discuss more or less latent ideologies
and stereotypes pertaining to diverse forms of social inequality such as rac-
ism, sexism, classicism, and linguistic discrimination. Critically attending to
discriminatory discourses and views may incite text producers and recipients
to refrain from (re)producing such discourses and views, to understand and
question the sociopolitical conditions they live in, and to realize that in texts
certain voices are included and positively framed, while others are negatively
framed, stigmatized, or even excluded and silenced. In Wallace’s (2003: 42)
terms, “critical reading does not privilege an author’s communicative intent
but is concerned with effect” (emphasis in the original). Furthermore, the
multiplicity of texts and their meanings/interpretations are expected to high-
light the fact that “texts are socially constructed artefacts and vehicles for dif-
ferent kinds of reality representations” (Comber 1993: 78). Such an approach
is most compatible with our approach to humor so far, as I will discuss in de-
tail in the following Section.

91 On research and teaching proposals cultivating critical literacy in L2, see among others
Wallace (2003), Zinkgraf (2003), Farias (2005), Correia (2006), Cots (2006), icmez (2009),
Zhang (2009), Koupaee Dar, Rahimi, and Shams (2010), Archakis and Tsakona (2013a, 2013b),
Deliroka and Tsakona (2018).

92 See also Comber and Simpson (2001), Cadiero-Kaplan (2002: 378-379), Evans (2004),
Vasquez (2004), Harwood (2008), Curdt-Christiansen (2010: 186, 192), Stamou (2012), Tsakona
(2016b), Maroniti (2017), Karagiannaki and Stamou (2018).
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5.5 Why teach about humor within a critical literacy
framework?

So far, research has shown that humor in class is more often than not employed as
a classroom management tool or as a means of enhancing students’ interest and
learning. When it comes to language (mostly L2) teaching in particular, teaching
with and about humor is expected to cultivate students’ communicative compe-
tence and metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness (Sections 5.2-5.3). Here,
my aim is to underline the significance of teaching about humor as part of lan-
guage courses as well as to argue for a critical literacy approach to humorous
materials. Humor may be fun and incite us to become not only observers but also
participants in interaction, but is never neutral or innocent, and students would
rather be aware of that. Students are expected to be able to detect potential posi-
tive or negative effects of humor as well as to be aware that such effects may
co—occur in a single interaction or context, as people may use and interpret humor
in different ways.

First of all, critical literacy allows for the inclusion and processing in class of
texts coming from students’ social, political, and cultural realities, whether as sup-
plementary readings or as the main ones (see Section 5.4). Diverse humorous texts
may indeed be part of students’ out—of—school activities and experiences, while
many of them could be characterized as social issue texts as they “address the
socio—political issues that students may face on a day-to—day basis” (Vasquez,
Tate, and Harste 2013: 51-52). As Bell and Pomerantz (2016: 120) suggest, “humor
often indexes social, historical, and political conflicts, thereby allowing learners to
access and analyze attitudes about these issues”.”> By complementing or leaving
aside official school textbooks often including outdated texts or texts reproducing
exclusively dominant ideologies and cultures, humorous supplementary readings
may spark students’ interest and motivate them to explore how humor works.
Teachers are expected to be attentive to students’ preferences and proposals rather
than introduce material which they themselves consider to be “funny” and/or
“suitable”, as their own humorous practices and preferences may not always be
compatible or coincide with their students’ ones. In some cases, teachers’ chosen
material may also be obsolete and hence incomprehensible to students or may not
serve all classes’ desires and needs. Besides, inciting students to provide their own
humorous texts to class allows for flexibility and adjustment to students’ age,

93 See also Trousdale (2018: 78-81, 84).
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gender, previous (linguistic or other) knowledge, and contexts of humor use.
Contrary to what educational research may sometimes suggest (see among others
Schmitz 2002; Takouda 2002: 53, 56-57), there is no form or kind of humor that is
universal, namely that could be understood and laughed with by everybody in
class anyway (see also Bell 2009: 246-249; Tsakona 2013b: 295).

Within a critical literacy framework, teaching about humor could enable
students to realize the diverse sociopragmatic functions of humor. Among other
things, we use humor to build rapport, mitigate face threats, and criticize (see
Chovanec and Tsakona 2018 in Section 1.2; also Bell and Pomerantz 2016: viii in
Section 5.3). Sociopragmatic research on humor has brought to the surface a
wide range of potential humorous effects, thus underlining the fact that humor
is never “just for fun”. Critical humor studies® have also concentrated on a
wide range of sociopragmatic effects such as the following: how and why
humor may reproduce and maintain social discrimination and inequality; how
humor that seems at first sight to subvert stereotypes may eventually reinforce
and naturalize them; how and why the generic conventions of humorous genres
(e.g. jokes, film comedies, stand—up comedy) do not incite the audience to
think critically of their content but instead enhance their tolerance for discrimi-
natory standpoints; how discriminatory humor may force the targeted individu-
als to assimilate to prevalent social norms so as to avoid being ridiculed due to
their differences, etc. Such sociopragmatic functions and effects may go unno-
ticed, as, whether consciously or subconsciously, recipients tend to acquiesce
to humor’s ideological presuppositions in their effort to establish coherence
and comprehend the meanings of humorous texts (see Tsakona 2018a, 2018b
and references therein). After all, as superiority/aggression theories of humor
remind us,” humor (re)constructs relations of power: humorists portray them-
selves as superior to their targets and attack them for their “foibles”. In this
context, a critical approach to humorous texts calls us to rethink things that
seem “normal” so as to defuse systems of meanings and values operating
within humorous texts. If humor may render discriminatory and/or aggressive
contents easy to escape our attention, critical literacy “requires active engage-
ment and inquiring minds” (Vasquez, Tate, and Harste 2013: 64), thus revealing
what may be swept under the humorous carpet.

94 See among others Billig (2001, 2005a, 2005b), Howitt and Owusu-Bempah (2005), Park,
Gabbadon, and Chernin (2006), Hill (2008), Lockyer and Pickering (2008), Santa Ana (2009),
Chun and Walters (2011), Weaver (2011, 2013, 2016), Sue and Golash-Boza (2013), Malmquist
(2015), Archakis and Tsakona (2019).

95 On superiority/aggression theories of humor, see among others Gruner (1978, 1997), Raskin
(1985: 36-38), Attardo (1994: 49-50), Morreall (2009: 4-9).
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Critical literacy has been strongly influenced by poststructuralism (see among
others Cervetti, Pardales, and Damico 2001), thus placing particular emphasis on
multiple meanings and interpretations. This makes critical literacy suitable for an-
alyzing and teaching about linguistic phenomena such as humor, which are inher-
ently ambiguous and engender diverse, often contradictory interpretations by
different people. Drawing on Kramsch (2008), Bell and Pomerantz (2016) discuss
the fluidity of meanings and the importance of individual and cultural assump-
tions for making sense of (humorous) texts (see also Chapters 2 and 4 in this
book). More specifically, they argue for “creating contexts in which learners can
consider the social, political, cultural, and historical significance of different texts
for different people” (Bell and Pomerantz 2016: 119). Such practices may bring to
the surface a wide range of interpretations of, and positionings towards, humorous
texts, which are most welcome in critical literacy courses and actually the corner-
stone of such courses (see also Bell and Pomerantz 2014: 38-41, 2016: 170-176).
An open, critical discussion of various perceptions and effects of humorous texts
may sensitize students to discourse’s potential to reinforce power asymmetries
and perpetuate social inequalities, especially if dominant readings (e.g. perceiv-
ing humorous texts as “inconsequential” and mere “fun” while eventually
promoting social discrimination) prevail while resistant readings (e.g. denying the
“light-hearted” and “innocuous” nature of texts intended as humorous) are mar-
ginalized or silenced.

Such open critical discussions on what humor is and how it works in com-
munication could be fostered by questions such as the following:

—  Why does humor occur in certain genres or contexts and not in others?

— Who decides on such “proper” use of humor and who benefits from it?

— What are the consequences for someone who violates the “norms” of humor
use?

— What is projected as “incongruous” and what is projected as “normal” or
at least “acceptable” through a specific humorous utterance/text?

— Who benefits from the distinction between “incongruous” and “normal”/

“acceptable” acts?

— Is such a distinction understood and accepted by all speakers? Why may
some speakers disagree with it?

— Who is targeted through humor and why?

— Who benefits from such targeting? (see also Tsakona 2013b: 302).

Such questions could assist students and teachers in digging below the entertain-
ing surface of humorous texts and in looking for readings different from their
own initial ones. In addition, they will incite them to contextualize humor, thus
reducing its authority and taken—for-granted-ness: decontextualized texts
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(whether humorous or not) “deny readers the space to question the grounds or
sources of statements, effectively precluding challenge” (Wallace 2003: 9; see
also Olson 1990: 21; Wallace 2013: 37). It should also be noted that such questions
are not too different from the ones asked by those scholars who explore the social
repercussions or sociopragmatic functions of humorous texts.

Furthermore, the fluidity and multiplicity of meanings derived from humor-
ous texts as well as the significance of context (including background know-
ledge and ideological presuppositions; see Chapters 1 and 4) are expected to
help students to realize not only the different and often competing value sys-
tems surrounding them (Bell and Pomerantz 2014: 42), but also how language
works in general. Language is not a set of recyclable words and phrases with
pre—determined, stable meanings but rather an endless act of interpretation, of
jointly producing and negotiating meanings taking into consideration interac-
tants’ identities, needs, and desires (see also Bell and Pomerantz 2014: 36-41,
2016: 197; Hempelmann 2016: 50).

Finally, it should be underlined here that it is definitely not among the
goals of a critical approach to humor to ban, censor, or restrict humor in any
way. It is of primary importance, however, to familiarize students with what
happens in interaction when humor is used, what various reactions to humor
mean and entail for human communication and social relationships, how hu-
morous texts, like all texts, shape the social world and the power differentials
therein (see also Lockyer and Pickering 2008). Being a form of aggressive be-
havior, and through pointing out violations of expectations (i.e. incongruities/
script oppositions), humor conveys specific views and is premised on specific
values that may not be shared or accepted by everybody, or that may denigrate
or victimize certain people or social groups. Critical literacy could help us make
such sociopragmatic effects explicit in class through scrutinizing humorous
texts and allowing for the expression of diverse reactions to them, including,
but not limited to, laughter. As Pozsonyi and Soulstein (2019: 154, 152) remark,
“li]t is all too often said that explaining a joke ruins the fun of it. Granted, it
changes how we hear the joke next time, but that is precisely the point of much
of our work as educators”; after all, “it’s pedagogically valuable to get students
to reflect on their laughter”.

5.6 Addressing some reservations concerning critical literacy
and humor

Earlier in this Chapter, we discussed how and why humor has been considered
incompatible with educational settings and irrelevant to educational goals for a
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long time. It is only recently that it has been re-evaluated as an educational tool
and as a teaching subject, albeit still not unanimously. Among other things, the
emphasis placed on students’ (prospective and often speculated) professional
needs as well as on “serious” forms of discourse has kept humor away from
classrooms, including language-oriented ones (see among others Cook 2000;
Bell and Pomerantz 2016 in Section 5.2).

Reservations and objections to teaching about humor in a critical manner
could multiply if one considers that teachers and students tend to resist critical
literacy practices and goals, in general.”® First, teachers are often not properly
trained to design and implement critical literacy activities in class. Feeling unpre-
pared, they are reluctant to try and they often question the validity and effective-
ness of such an endeavor. In addition, many of them are exclusively trained to
follow the official pre—determined curricula for language teaching and are not will-
ing to consider an approach lacking a sequence of pre—planned, well-defined
steps, such as critical literacy (see Section 5.4; also Beck 2005: 395-396; Bishop
2014: 57). On the other hand, “instructors may lack awareness about the use of
laughter and humor” (Neff and Rucynski 2017: 283), which is indeed a prerequisite
for a critical course involving humorous texts. This, however, should not, in my
view, be perceived as a reason for avoiding the critical analysis of humor in class;
it could instead become an important motivation for such an analysis. Given the
pervasiveness of humor in everyday (con)texts, both teachers’ and students’ criti-
cal language awareness of humor could be enhanced through scrutinizing humor-
ous texts in class.

Since critical literacy is usually not part of the official curricula and material
for language teaching, teachers may consider it unnecessary and time-consuming,
especially in courses that prepare students for language proficiency texts (mostly
in L2 courses). Open critical discussions are expected to last long (or at least longer
than other tasks which do not incite students to scrutinize texts), as they encour-
age students’ reflection on the deeper (perhaps latent and discriminatory) mean-
ings of discourse, and the expression of their stances towards them. In addition,
humorous texts are not usually part of language learning curricula and material or
of the tasks included in language proficiency tests. In this sense, teaching about
humor within a critical literacy framework may sound not only unnecessary but

96 The discussion concerning the reservations and difficulties for designing and implement-
ing critical literacy projects in class in general draws on Brown (1999), Beck (2005), Norton
(2008), Curdt-Christiansen (2010), Lau (2010: 277-279, 287, 293), Archakis and Tsakona (2012,
2013a, 2013c, 2018), Parker (2012, 2016), Kontovourki and Ioannidou (2013), Felipe Fajardo
(2015: 40-44), Stamou, Archakis, and Politis (2016: 37-40), Tsakona (2016b), Koutsogiannis
(2017: 278-279, 283-291).
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even harmful to students (Wallace 2003: 45), as it distracts them from their “seri-
ous” goals.

During language courses, teachers often select topics and texts that are
assessed as “safe”, namely they are not expected to cause negative reactions
or confrontations among students (see among others Wallace 2003: 53).
Humorous texts may turn out to be controversial texts (see Sections 2.5.2-2.5.2.3),
especially within a critical literacy context encouraging students to trace and
critically discuss the more or less latent ideologies and values of texts and their
own diverse interpretations of these texts. As the sociopragmatic analysis of
humor suggests, humorous texts often make fun of certain people or groups,
convey criticism against them, and may even stigmatize them. Therefore, the ag-
gressive and denigrating content of humorous texts may discourage teachers
from using them in class as potentially “dangerous” and hence “ineffective” mate-
rial. This, however, perpetuates the impression that humorous texts are “just for
fun”, they cannot hurt or disparage anyone, they are “inconsequential” (see the
vicious circle described in Section 5.2).

On the other hand, within a critical literacy framework, humorous texts se-
lected by the students themselves could become the most suitable means not only
for attracting their attention, but, most importantly, for sensitizing them to how
humor may reproduce social inequalities and discredit certain people of groups,
even in a mitigated, latent, or misleading manner (“just for fun”; see Pozsonyi and
Soulstein 2019). If teachers are looking for a text which will unanimously be per-
ceived as humorous/funny and not offensive by all the students, humor will never
be introduced in class. Humor may be a universal phenomenon, but it is also a
culturally-specific one: different linguocultural communities and different people
within the same linguocultural community may more or less disagree on what
they perceive as humorous or funny, and on how humor works or should work
(see Chapter 2 and references therein). The “universally humorous” text thus be-
comes a pretext for not teaching about humor in class.

Voicing conflicting interpretations of humor and allowing for diverse re-
actions to it during a critical literacy course may also be considered undesir-
able by teachers. Teachers are sometimes reluctant to engage in conflictual
discussions with students, fearing that they may lose control of the class and
appear inadequate in their professional roles (see among others Parker 2012,
2016; Bell and Pomerantz 2014: 42; Felipe Fajardo 2015; Archakis and Tsakona
2018). After all, the exams students have to deal with more often than not re-
quire and accept one and only “correct” answer, namely one and only inter-
pretation of the texts included in them (Curdt—Christiansen 2010: 190). Still,
different interpretations of texts (whether humorous or not) and, by exten-
sion, different perceptions of social reality would rather not be discouraged in
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class. The diversity and juxtaposition of ideas and values are the sine qua non
within a critical literacy course. As already mentioned, students are not ex-
pected to trace, accept, and take for granted the text producer’s intended
meaning(s), but instead to extract their own meaning(s) from the texts and
critically process them with other students, as well as to familiarize them-
selves with value systems other than their own ones (see Section 5.5). The am-
biguity of humorous texts render them ideal for such endeavors and goals:
humor may help students and teachers “purposefully generate conflict dia-
logue” (Parker 2012: 624) based on their own lived experiences of humorous
texts or incidents. In this sense, the exchange of diverse ideas and eventually
confrontation should not be perceived as an indication of the failure of lan-
guage teaching, but as one of its desired effects.

Critical literacy involves a shift from teacher authority to teacher-student
sharing of authority or even student—authority, since students are expected
to bring their own texts to class, design the curriculum, conduct their own
research projects, and take social action (see Sections 5.4-5.5; also Beck 2005:
395-396). Such a shift may disorient students or make them feel uncomfortable,
especially if they are socialized into a teacher—centered form of instruction,
where the teacher is the main source of knowledge and the evaluator of stu-
dents’ contributions. Moreover, students may be socialized into text—analytical
practices that are not compatible with critical literacy, such as accepting the
author’s (and/or the teacher’s) opinions and representations without question-
ing them, and treating reading as a means for information gathering and enter-
tainment and not for social critique; hence, they may think that critical skills
have nothing to do with language learning (Felipe Fajardo 2015: 40). As a result,
students may resist a critical approach, perceive the teacher as incompetent or in-
adequate in his/her role, and eventually distrust him/her (Brown 1999: 22-23).
Humor may aggravate this, as students may be used to a “serious” mode in class
and/or to processing exclusively “serious” texts as part of language teaching. The
absence of humorous texts from language courses will, however, make it harder
for students to develop their communicative competence and their critical skills
towards humorous discourse. It will also reinforce the widespread view of humor-
ous texts as merely entertaining, “un—serious”, “unimportant”, and “inconsequen-
tial” texts (see Section 5.2).

Questions concerning the appropriate age and level of language proficiency
for either critical literacy or teaching with/about humor are frequently posed.
Critical literacy scholars seem to agree that critical tasks and activities can be de-
signed and implemented for students of any age or level of language proficiency
(see Section 5.5). At the same time, recent research suggests that children use and
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recognize humor from a very young age.”” Young children are also capable of ex-
plaining what humor is and what humor means or entails (Dowling 2014). Critical
literacy offers an important advantage in this respect: by allowing students to se-
lect their own texts and thus contribute to designing their projects, language
courses can be adjusted to students’ age, language proficiency, interests, desires,
and experiences (see also Bell 2009: 243-246). Besides, students’ level of profi-
ciency (including their metalinguistic/metapragmatic awareness and critical skills)
is doomed to remain low if students do not become familiar with how a common
and multifunctional linguistic resource such as humor works. And a low level of
language proficiency in general and limited skills in processing humor in particu-
lar may result in the negative evaluation and marginalization of the speaker (Bell
2007: 28).

Last but not least, critical literacy could render the distinction between
L1 and L2 teaching rather irrelevant: by collecting material from students’
sociocultural realities, it welcomes texts from different languages and lin-
guistic varieties to enter class and become part of language courses. Thus,
students come into contact with different forms and expressions of humor,
enrich their repertoires across languages, and could compare different socio-
pragmatic functions and effects achieved in each case (see Stein 2001;
Hempelmann 2016: 44).

Finally, within critical literacy courses focusing on humorous texts and
genres, students may be given the opportunity to analyze appealing material
from their own sociocultural realities. At the same time, they may have to
confront issues that are sensitive to them, they may be asked to consider dif-
ferent perspectives, and eventually to make changes in the ways they think
about or use humor. This does not mean that they will stop enjoying humor
or laughing with it, but they would be more conscious and critical of the
uses of humorous discourse. Such goals could convince both teachers and
students to attempt a critical approach to humorous texts. Critical literacy
teaching and the respective analytical practices may be different from the
ones students and teachers are usually socialized into, but this should not
discourage them from trying a different approach to learning and thinking
about language in general and humor in particular.

97 See among others Cekaite and Aronsson (2004), Lytra (2007), Hoicka (2016), Loizou and
Kyriakou (2016), Timofeeva-Timofeev (2016).
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5.7 Using humorous texts in critical literacy courses

Albeit not very often, humorous texts have been included in critical literacy
proposals or projects. This shows that scholars and teachers sometimes recog-
nize the importance of such texts for students; in other words, they perceive
humorous texts as an important part of students’ social, political, and cultural
realities and everyday experiences with discourse. In what follows, I will briefly
present some critical approaches to humorous texts within language courses,
so as to demonstrate the main tendencies identified so far.

Janks et al. (2014: 91-97) exploit political cartoons to design a critical liter-
acy course, thus providing a sequence of specific steps and goals that could be
followed in class. The data examined involves cartoons reproducing racist and
colonial stereotypes and representing politicians either in a positive or in a ne-
gative manner. Their approach seems to be a bottom—up one as they first focus
on both the visual and verbal elements of cartoons asking questions such as
the following:

— Who is/are represented? How are they physically portrayed?

— What is/are the represented person/s doing? Where are they placed in rela-
tion to one another? What are their relative sizes?

— Where and when is the described event taking place?

— What are the words represented in the form of speech bubbles, captions,
headings, banners, or other bits of texts?

— Is the style, shape, or placement of the writing significant?

— How do the words provided shape our interpretation of the represented

events? (Janks et al. 2014: 91).

Janks et al. (2014) also take into consideration the cartoons’ context of publica-
tion (e.g. in newspapers alongside the editorial column or other articles reflect-
ing a newspaper’s political stance or agenda) as well as the wider sociopolitical
context (e.g. the real-life events at the moment of the cartoon’s publication).
Their analysis in class is shaped by the presupposition that

political cartoons are positioned and positioning. (...) [Their] choices shape the way we
interpret the cartoon, working to position us as ideal readers who share the cartoonist’s
attitude. But as critical readers we should be able to use or own beliefs and values to chal-
lenge the text. If we find the cartoon’s assumptions problematic and we choose not to go
along with them, we become resistant readers (Janks et al. 2014: 91, emphasis in the
original).”®

98 On resistant readers and readings, see also Sections (4.5-4.6 and 5.4) in this book.
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Janks et al. (2014) also discuss the significant role intertextuality plays in the cre-
ation and interpretation of political cartoons: intertextuality may engage the
readers in making connections between the cartoons and previous texts, thus
underlining the cartoonists’ evaluation of political figures and events and (more
or less directly) forcing the readers to make the same associations with him/her
and acquiesce to his/her ideological standpoints. The significance of tracing in-
tertextual connections between political cartoons and other texts within a critical
literacy framework is also highlighted by Werner (2004) who suggests that politi-
cal cartoons often carry unquestioned hegemonic assumptions concerning poli-
tics and cultural memory, thus naturalizing certain stereotypes of political
figures and events within the public sphere (see also Tsakona 2018a, 2018b).

Gasteratou (2016) also discusses the exploitation of political comics and
cartoons in critical literacy courses for teaching Greek as L2, so as to familiarize
students with the sociopolitical particularities of the Greek cultural context.
She specifically uses the multiliteracies model®® which is expected to allow stu-
dents and teachers to explore political values, views, and stereotypes which are
widespread among Greeks and concern politicians’ hypocrisy, corruption, and
unreliability. Such material also touches upon recent developments in Greece
after the eruption of the current debt crisis which aggravated political mistrust
and caused significant changes in the social and financial status of people liv-
ing in Greece.'® In Gasteratou’s (2016) proposal, emphasis is placed on the in-
congruities and targets of the data examined, so as to reveal and scrutinize in
class the ideological presuppositions and the positions expressed by the pro-
ducers of such texts and identified by the students analyzing them.

An interesting research project within critical literacy, also based on politi-
cal cartoons, is reported in Paximadaki (2016). The author designed and imple-
mented critical literacy courses for Greek students of the first two grades of
High school (12-14 year—olds). She used cartoons about a variety of sociopoliti-
cal topics, such as unhealthy eating habits and consumerism, fan violence,
standardization in education, sexism and sexual harassment at the workplace.
Although her purpose was not explicitly to teach about humor, humor and the
concepts of incongruity and subversion emerged as part of the critical discus-
sions that took place in the classroom. Both students and teachers seemed to
realize that the messages conveyed by the examined cartoons involved

99 See The New London Group (1996), Cope and Kalantzis (2000), Silvers, Shorey, and
Crafton (2007); also Archakis and Tsakona (2012: 134-163, 2013c), Tsakona (2013b: 310-332,
2014, 2016b), Fterniati et al. (2015), Tsami (2018).

100 See also Tsakona (2015, 2017c, 2017f, 2018a, 2018b) and Sections (2.5.1-2.5.1.2.3 and 5.9.1)
in this book.
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cartoonists’ reflections on aspects of social reality, which were framed as con-
taining a humorous incongruity/subversion. Thus, it appears that part of the
outcomes of these courses was students’ familiarization with the use of humor
to convey criticism, to depict cartoonists’ ideological standpoints, and to sensi-
tize the public on social or political problems. At the same time, it is observed
that the exploitation and analysis of humorous material in class significantly
increased students’ interest and involvement in the course, even for those who
spoke Greek as L2 and those with low academic records. Finally, Paximadaki
(2016) underlines the positive evaluation and feedback offered by the teachers
who participated in the project, concerning the learning outcomes, students’
engagement, and their own reconsiderations about how to teach (about) lan-
guage at school.

The humorous representation of language variation has also attracted the
interest of critical literacy proponents. Stamou (2012) argues for the exploitation
of humorous fairy tales to sensitize young students to the differences between
standard and non-standard linguistic varieties (including the unequal status
assigned to them) and to register/stylistic humor (i.e. the co—existence of more
than one linguistic variety in a single context or the replacement of the ex-
pected variety with an unexpected, “incongruous” one).'*' Stamou (2012) main-
tains that using children’s books including various stylistic resources and
stylistic humor could bring young students into contact with non-standard va-
rieties which are more often than not excluded from school textbooks and cur-
ricula, thus enhancing their awareness of language variation. Furthermore,
drawing students’ attention to the mixing and juxtaposition of various “incom-
patible” stylistic resources could help students to reflect on these resources and
realize the dynamic character of stylistic conventions; eventually, it “could pre-
vent against the danger of seeing registers as fixed categories to be simply deci-
phered and internalized, and could help children to adopt a more critical
stance towards language use in general” (Stamou 2012: 325).

Elaborating on such a critical approach to language variation addressed to
young students of 5-7 years old, Maroniti (2017) uses humorous sitcoms, TV ad-
vertisements, and cartoon films to familiarize students with language variation
and to cultivate their critical skills concerning the representation of linguistic
varieties in such texts. Maroniti’s (2017) teaching proposal includes texts that
have been collected after investigating young students’ experiences with media

101 On register/stylistic humor, see Attardo (1994: 230-253, 262-268, 2001: 104-110, 2009:
315); also Woolard (1987), Canakis (1994), Georgakopoulou (2000), Bainschab (2009), Berglin
(2009), Gardner (2010), Hiramoto (2011), Stamou (2011), Tsiplakou and Ioannidou (2012),
Adetunji (2013: 4-6), Archakis et al. (2014, 2015), Tsami et al. (2014), Piata (to appear).
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genres, and involves tasks inciting students to detect the differences and in-
equality between standard and non-standard linguistic varieties (i.e. dialects
and sociolects). Her findings indicate that humorous texts can be creatively and
fruitfully exploited within critical literacy courses, significantly increasing
young students’ involvement in, and enjoyment of, language teaching activi-
ties. Such texts appear to be particularly suitable for addressing in class wide-
spread stereotypes concerning standard and non-standard linguistic varieties
and their users.

Humorous media texts become the teaching material in Tsami’s (2018) critical
project as well. Her research is based on a corpus of humorous advertisements and
sitcoms which were selected by 11-12 year—old elementary school students. Her
analysis shows that the stylistic humor attested therein more often than not pro-
motes standard varieties and denigrates non—standard ones (and their speakers).
It also denigrates style-mixing phenomena by framing them as incongruous and
“inappropriate”. The teaching activities designed are meant to sensitize elementary
school students to the reasons and effects of using stylistic humor in media texts
and eventually to enhance their critical awareness concerning the use of both sty-
listic humor and language varieties in specific contexts. The implementation of the
teaching material reveals that, besides increasing students’ interest in language
courses, such critical activities and humorous media texts do assist students in de-
tecting non-standard varieties and the respective language ideologies and in criti-
cally reflecting on them (see also Fterniati et al. 2015).

The validation of marginalized discourses and languages is the basic aim of
Stein (2001) who concentrates on her students’ oral storytelling performances. Her
goal is to enhance students’ learning through inciting them to perform, analyze,
and critically reflect upon oral stories coming from their own linguocultural com-
munities and belonging to their out—of-school literacy practices. Working in a
multicultural and multilingual environment (South Africa), Stein (2001) encour-
aged students to perform their fictional or real-life stories in class, thus construct-
ing their diverse identities as part of the linguistic course. In their performances,
students feel free to use their own languages or linguistic varieties, to present their
sociocultural backgrounds, and to resort to a variety of genres, such as jokes,
comic radio routines, rap songs, dialogues, and dramatized storytelling. In her
study, Stein (2001) reports on a humorous traditional story/folktale with political
content performed by one of her students in Zulu (i.e. the student’s native lan-
guage) and translated by another student into English so that the whole group
could understand. Such an approach to language teaching is meant to challenge
the hegemony of the dominant/official language at school (i.e. English) and of
pre—determined material and literacy practices. It constitutes a critical literacy ap-
proach to language teaching as it also allows students to select (and even perform)
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the texts to be analyzed in class, to discuss their meanings and sociocultural signi-
ficance, and to scrutinize the more or less hidden ideological standpoints lurking
therein. Furthermore, allowing students to perform their own texts in class brought
to the limelight their different sociocultural identities and languages which may be
marginalized or banned at school. Once again, even though humor is not the main
focus of the project, its presence in students’ sociocultural experiences and stu-
dents’ preference for it are important.

Humorous narratives from everyday interaction are also explored by Archakis
and Tsakona (2012: 134-163, 2013a, 2013c) in the framework of critical literacy.
Using the multiliteracies model (see above) in particular, they come up with a se-
ries of questions and steps which are expected to enable students to scrutinize
their own identities and those ascribed to other narrative characters, the sociocul-
tural presuppositions of their stories, and, most importantly in the present context,
the role humor plays in all this. The following questions are illustrative:

— Through which linguistic mechanisms is humor produced?

— Who is/are humorously targeted because they violated what is perceived
as expected?

— Which social values are implicit in these narratives and are brought to the
surface through the analysis of humor?

— What kind of identities do narrators construct for themselves and for others
via the use of humor?

In a similar vein, other genres originating in students’ everyday experiences
with texts (e.g. jokes, comic strips, Harry Potter novels, student essays) are ex-
ploited within the same framework (in Tsakona 2013b: 310-332) to familiarize
students with what humor is, what its main sociopragmatic functions are, and
how it contributes to the construction of various identities.

Finally, a recent effort aiming at cultivating students’ critical literacy and
specifically concentrating on humorous texts can be found at the online plat-
form Xiovuop kat xpitikog ypauuationds [Humor and critical literacy] (2018).
The platform includes a data—base of Greek humorous texts (mostly canned
jokes, comics, cartoons, memes, oral interactions, online articles) which have
been classified by genre, topic (e.g. marriage, gender relations, language, eth-
nic origin, profession, age, religious beliefs, political orientation), and mode
(monomodal or multimodal texts). The project is addressed to language teach-
ers and includes useful information on humorous phenomena and humor re-
search as well as tentative analyses of humorous texts to be used in class. The
analyses offered focus on the structural and linguistic characteristics of humor-
ous texts, their cultural and intertextual allusions, and the ideologies underly-
ing them. Relevant tasks and lesson plans are also provided, while the users of
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the platform are allowed to upload their own material and to interact with
other users on relevant issues (see also Tsami et al. 2019).

Critical literacy approaches to language teaching may, as we have seen so
far, involve humorous texts to explore various topics, such as racism, stereo-
types, linguistic inequality, and sociocultural identities. Although the studies
presented here do not always have an explicit focus on humor, some of its socio-
pragmatic functions are discussed, mostly humor as criticism of political affairs
in political cartoons (Janks et al. 2014; Gasteratou 2016), as a means of undermin-
ing non-standard varieties or style-mixing practices (Stamou 2012; Fterniati
et al. 2015; Maroniti 2017; Tsami 2018), or as a resource for identity construction
(Stein 2001; Archakis and Tsakona 2012, 2013a, 2013c; Tsakona 2013b). Teaching
with humor seems to yield positive results: most of the studies presented here
suggest that teaching with humorous texts significantly increases students’ inter-
est and participation in language courses (Stein 2001; Stamou 2012; Maroniti
2017; Tsami 2018). Some reservations are, on the other hand, expressed concern-
ing the background knowledge and ideological presuppositions necessary for
processing humor, for example, in political cartoons (Werner 2004; Janks et al.
2014; Gasteratou 2016).

To sum up, humorous texts have sometimes been employed to design and
implement critical literacy courses involving various forms of social inequality
and discrimination. Such efforts usually combine teaching with humor with
teaching about humor, as humorous texts are often included in the material to
attract students’ attention and maintain their interest in the critical discussions
of “serious” issues — with the exception of Archakis and Tsakona’s (2012, 2013a,
2013c), Tsakona’s (2013b), Gasteratou’s (2016) and Tsami’s (2018) works and the
online platform Xiovpop xat xpitixds ypaupatiopos [Humor and critical literacy]
(2018), which have an explicit focus on teaching about how humor works. In
what follows, I will try to make some suggestions for teaching about humor
through humorous texts, thus reinforcing the claim that humor is serious and
important enough to become the main focus of critical literacy projects.

5.8 Designing critical literacy courses on humor

Taking into consideration the above discussion about critical literacy and its

suitability for teaching about humor, let’s summarize here some main tenets on

which the following tentative proposals will be based:

1. The humorous material intended to be used as main or supplementary read-
ings in class is expected to be collected by the students in collaboration with
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the teachers: the former could bring to class humorous texts that attract(ed)
their attention and collaborate with the latter in determining the goals of
reading and analyzing such texts in class.
The material under scrutiny is not expected to be humorous to everybody
in class: some may have grasped the humor and laughed, while others may
have not; some may align with the humorous meanings, while others may
not. It is crucial within a critical literacy framework to consider different
perceptions of discourse and to allow them to become part of the analysis
and discussion in class (see also below).
Teachers are expected to be familiar (or to be interested in becoming fami-
liar) with some main theoretical concepts and analytical tools from humor
research (e.g. the incongruity, aggression/superiority, and relief theories of
humor, its sociopragmatic functions, the genres with humor). Thus, they
will be able to assist students in exploring in depth how humor works in
each case and why different readers may have different reactions to, and
interpretations of, humor (see also Bell 2009: 255).
Humorous texts may be examined in parallel or in juxtaposition with
non-humorous ones dealing with the same topic from a more or less differ-
ent perspective. Thus, students could realize that humor stems from our
evaluation of certain aspects of social reality as incongruous and simulta-
neously laughable, but such an evaluation is not the only way to perceive
and frame aspects of social reality.
Students are expected to go through the humorous texts and identify
whether or not they consider them humorous, why, which specific utteran-
ces are funny and what makes them think so, whether they agree or dis-
agree with the humorous messages, what are the potential effects of such
messages for the readers or the targeted entities, etc. (see also Bell and
Pomerantz 2014: 39). Questions such as those in Section (5.4) could be used
to foster the discussion in class, after adjusting them to the specific mate-
rial at hand:
— For what reason and for what purpose has the humorous text been
created?
— How and why does/did a specific humorous text/genre gain accep-
tance and prominence?
— Whose interests and expectations does it serve and whose does it
undermine?
— Could the humorous text be created and function differently?
— How are the represented actions, persons, situations, etc. framed so as
to be perceived as humorous?
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— Are there other possible non-humorous ways of interpreting and rep-
resenting these actions, persons, situations, etc.?

— What are the possible social consequences of this humorous view of
the world?

— Why is humor considered to be suitable for a specific genre?

— Who decided on it?

—  Who benefits from it and who is excluded from it?

— Does the use of humor empower some people and silence others?

— Which representations of social reality are favored (or even imposed)
within the humorous text under scrutiny?

Such questions will assist students and teachers in contextualizing humor,
questioning its more or less hidden assumptions, and bringing to the sur-
face its underlying values and norms. The latter are directly related to hu-
mor’s potential to target and denigrate individuals and social groups and,
by extension, to its potential to sustain certain social asymmetries and rela-
tions of power. Contextualizing humorous texts in class could therefore un-
dermine their authority and taken—for—granted—ness (see Section 5.5).

6. Both teachers and students are expected to bear in mind that, just like it
happens with non-humorous discourse, humorous discourse is not unam-
biguous: several and often opposing interpretations may be heard in class,
which may even lead to conflict occasionally. This is a crucial point and
goal for critical literacy courses: participants are expected to become famil-
iar with different perceptions of humor as well as to consider different
views than their own, thus shifting (even for a moment) their perspective.
The aim of the critical analysis and discussion in class is not to reach and
impose a single “correct” and “unambiguous” humorous meaning or inter-
pretation, but to allow students and teachers to share their own views and
critically reflect on them.

7. Students could finally recontextualize their knowledge and experiences
with humor through various text—producing and performing activities and
through further disseminating the conclusions of their analyses and discus-
sions outside the classroom, so as to sensitize the wider audience or com-
munity to the uses and meanings of humorous discourse.

In what follows, and based on these tenets, I will try to offer a few examples so
as to demonstrate how critical literacy courses about humor could work. It
should be underlined here that these proposals are not considered to be suit-
able (in their current form) for all classes, independently of students’ age,
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linguistic proficiency, sociocultural characteristics, and interests. After all, I
align myself with those researchers within critical literacy studies who question
and eventually resist the transference and imposition of pre—determined critical
activities from one sociocultural context to the other, from one class to the
other. Critical courses about humor would rather be designed, negotiated, and
implemented in situ by students and teachers together (see Section 5.4). Even
though the absence of a rigid pre—determined methodology and specific steps
for critical literacy is often perceived as a disadvantage, it would rather be con-
sidered as an advantage: it gives students and teachers the opportunity to fol-
low their own teaching and analytical trajectories and to choose among various
practices and tasks which could be relevant to their own teaching and learning
goals. So, the following examples could serve as potential inspiration for con-
structing and working on critical courses about humor.

5.9 Tentative proposals for teaching about humor
within critical literacy

Given that the following tentative proposals have not been implemented in class,
the data that will be used here comes from the examples discussed so far in this
book and from similar sources (Archakis and Tsakona 2012, 2019; Tsakona 2013a,
2015, 2017c, 2017e, 2017f) and have not been selected by students, as would be
expected (see Sections 5.4 and 5.8). In this sense, this kind of humorous material
is by no means the only “suitable” for critical analysis in class. Furthermore, I
would like to demonstrate that the model for the analysis of humor proposed in
Chapter (4) could also serve as means for framing and enhancing teaching about
humor. In other words, the Analytical Foci of the Discourse Theory of Humor
could (hopefully) help students and teachers to organize their analysis in class
and gather information on the data examined by posing and answering critical
questions concerning the sociocultural assumptions, the genres of humor, and
the humorous texts themselves (see Section 4.4.3).

5.9.1 Critically reflecting on political jokes and political reality

One of the most common kinds of humor nowadays is humor concerning politi-
cal affairs. This may take the form of cartoons, memes, satirical TV shows, and,
of course, jokes. Here we will concentrate on political jokes referring to the cur-
rent financial crisis in Greece, assuming that (Greek) students would be inter-
ested in exploring such material in class.
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As already mentioned (see Section 2.5.1.1 and examples therein), Greek cri-
sis jokes are created and disseminated by Greek people complaining about
their deteriorated living conditions and unemployment, and feeling deprived of
goods and services available to them before the crisis. Greek people also hu-
morously blame themselves for a luxurious lifestyle beyond their means and
for not reacting dynamically against the austerity measures imposed. On the
other hand, crisis jokes target politicians, thus depicting Greek people’s mis-
trust and disapproval: politicians are blamed for not being able to handle the
problems of the country effectively and for defending their own interests in-
stead of the country’s ones. Concurrently, Greek people seem to feel responsible
for electing such politicians, and occasionally to become aggressive towards
them, even in a humorous frame. So, in relation to such jokes, questions such
as the following ones could be discussed in class:

Sociocultural assumptions

— In what sociopolitical circumstances did these jokes emerge and are
circulated?

— What does one need to know about the sociopolitical context in Greece to
understand what these jokes talk about?

— Would it be possible for someone who is not familiar with what happens/
ed in Greek politics and economy to understand the content and aims of
these jokes?

- Even though such jokes are usually anonymous creations, do students
have any ideas concerning who could create them? What could the social
characteristics of those who come up with such humorous texts be?

— What political and financial changes do these jokes refer to?

— Who is/are held responsible for all these changes and become/s the target
of humor?

— How are Greek people and Greek politicians represented in these jokes?
Are these representations humorous or not — and why?

— Eventually, why did students come up with the idea that such humor could
or should be discussed in class?

By first discussing the sociopolitical context in Greece and the background
knowledge necessary to grasp such jokes, students could confirm and enhance
what they know about the current financial crisis. They could also ponder on
why Greek people decide to laugh with such serious changes in their own lives,
as well as on how difficult it could be for non—Greeks to understand and appre-
ciate such texts. Moreover, they could discuss whether there could be Greek
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people who would not understand and/or appreciate such humor, and try to
identify their social characteristics (e.g. upper class people not significantly af-
fected by the crisis, lower class people devastated by the consequences of the
crisis, politicians held responsible for the crisis).

Students could also elaborate on the changes in people’s lives referred to in
the jokes and realize that it is the unexpectedness or the incongruity of such
changes (in relation to Greek people’s living conditions before the eruption of
the crisis) that triggers crisis humor. Another trigger for such humor is politi-
cians’ behaviors and roles in such circumstances: even though politicians are
expected to be honest, trustworthy individuals fighting for the well-being of
citizens, these jokes represent (and target) them as failing in their roles and let-
ting down Greek people. On the other hand, Greek people also become the tar-
gets of humor for being “partly responsible” for their current situation (e.g.
because they lived beyond their means or they elected “incompetent” politi-
cians) and for not resisting the austerity measures imposed on them.

Genre

— What are the sources of these jokes? Where did students collected them
from?

— Do all these jokes have the same form? What are the differences between
the different forms attested?

— Why, in students’ views, do speakers create and circulate such jokes? What
could their intentions be?

— Why may such jokes become popular?

Focusing on generic features, students could elaborate on the different forms po-
litical jokes may take (e.g. narrative jokes, riddle—jokes, one-liners, intertextual
jokes, monological fictionalizations, memes) and on what these texts have in
common: among other things, they presuppose familiarity among interlocutors
sharing them as well as shared perspectives and feelings about the crisis and re-
lated political issues. This discussion could lead to one of the most significant
questions — the one concerning the sociopragmatic functions of such humor:
why do Greek people joke about the financial crisis and its repercussions on their
lives? Potential answers to these questions could bring students closer to the
main theories of humor:'®® people create and disseminate crisis jokes because
they find the sociopolitical changes unexpected and abnormal (incongruity the-
ory); because they express their disappointment, disapproval, anger, etc. towards

102 See also Trousdale (2018: 73-76).
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politicians and themselves (aggression/superiority theory); or because they at-
tempt to release the pressure they feel from their current living conditions and to
cope with their frustration (relief theory).

Text
— Are there any linguistic or other cues (e.g. puns, fictional elements, emoti-
cons, titles/labels) indicating that these texts are intended as humorous?
-  What could recipients think or feel when they read or listen to such jokes?
— What did the students themselves think or feel? How did they react to such
humor? Did they laugh? Did they not laugh? And why?

The textual analysis of crisis jokes will allow students, first, to concentrate on
the linguistic/discursive resources employed to create humor or to indicate hu-
morous effect (e.g. puns, metaphors, similes, style-mixing, unconventional
punctuation, emoticons), thus exploring the pragmatic functions of such re-
sources. Then, students will offer their own thoughts, understandings, and as-
sessments of such humor. Such reactions are not expected to be the same for
all students and sharing them in class could enable students to realize the poly-
semy of humor and individuals’ divergent perceptions of what humor is (and is
not), whether a particular text is humorous or not, how humor works in com-
munication, etc. Thus, students could understand that not all of us laugh with
the same texts, and this happens because we perceive social reality differently
and consider different reactions as “appropriate” to the same potentially hu-
morous instances.

As already mentioned, such discussions should not be concluded with forc-
ing students to converge to a specific “correct” and “appropriate” interpretation
of crisis humor. Instead, it could incite them to document (and perhaps present
in a wider audience) the different aspects of humor they explored in class, the
particularities of the data examined (targets, situations, sociopolitical changes,
etc.), and, most importantly, to document and classify their own different inter-
pretations of such humor. They could also compare all these with representa-
tions of the Greek crisis and its repercussions in non-humorous texts, such as
newspaper articles, TV stories and documentaries, whether coming from Greek
sources or not. Comparing and contrasting humorous and non-humorous texts
and/or Greek and non-Greek representations of the crisis could enable them
not only to explore various perspectives, but also to understand how and why
humor may or may not be used depending on how text producers wish to eval-
uate and frame aspects of sociopolitical reality. Finally, students could create
their own humorous texts about the crisis. This will give them the opportunity
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to select the experiences or events they consider incongruous and frame them
accordingly. Such creations could be compared with the data initially used for
critical analysis in class.

5.9.2 Scrutinizing humorous representations of gender roles and identities

Another task within critical literacy could involve the critical analysis of the
humor used for the representation of specific versions of gender roles and iden-
tities. Here, we could compare humorous texts belonging to different genres
and offering diverse accounts of gender. For this teaching proposal in particu-
lar, I will use the TV advertisement analyzed earlier (in Sections 2.5.2.1-2.5.2.3
and 4.6) and an oral humorous narrative by a female school student (Archakis
and Tsakona 2012: 152-155). The main aim of this proposal is once again to as-
sist students in tracing the role of humor in depicting and evaluating specific
representations of gender identities, as well as to help them realize the ambigu-
ity and multifunctionality of such representations.

As already discussed, the advertisement involving the undesirable okra
dish pictures a young, recently married couple: the man is not satisfied with
the food his wife cooked for them and dreams of returning her to her mother,
while also asking back the money he spent for/with her. The advertisement has
been perceived as both humorous (i.e. ridiculing the husband’s exaggerated
and hence incongruous reaction) and non-humorous/sexist (i.e. demeaning
women and reproducing patriarchy). In other words, the recipients of the ad-
vertisement derived opposing interpretations from it (as shown in the analysis
in Sections 2.5.2.1-2.5.2.3 and 4.6).

The oral narrative examined in parallel with the advertisement comes
from a conversation among Lyceum students (17-18 years old), in particular
a tight-knit group of girlfriends who hang out in and outside school.'*®

103 It should be mentioned here that as part of critical literacy courses, students could be
asked to document (e.g. using the cameras of their computers or mobile phones) and to bring
to class their own humorous stories. Their experiences and increased familiarity with the digi-
tal media could be exploited here for the collection of data for critical analysis. Their narra-
tives could be transcribed (see also examples 3.3, 3.32, and 5.1) or reproduced in class using a
computer. Students could also be asked to provide information concerning the time, place,
and goals of interaction, the social characteristics of the participants (gender, age, level of inti-
macy, etc.) and the specific purposes of the telling of each of the collected narratives.
Alternatively, they could produce their own narratives in situ, namely in class, while students
and teachers either record them or take notes for the discussion to follow (see also Archakis
and Tsakona 2012, 2013a, 2013c; Tsakona 2013b).
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Hara, an undergraduate university student, is the researcher who collected the
material. She became Danae’s and Vasiliki’s friend after hanging out with them
for months (see also Archakis and Tsakona 2012: 152-155). Narrative (5.1) refers
to the cooking skills of Danae’s father:

(5.1) Aavdan: Epéva 6tav Touv Aéel {Tov matépa pov} {Eotave, Tou Aget n unTépa
pov am’ 1o TnAépwvo, yloti ev mpohafaivel Twpa kaBOAov, eival
Aoyiotpla. MAdpe pe Tig dnAwoelg £xet ppiket, &Epetg, dev avaapPdvel
kaBoAov omitt//

Xopd: //Qovu

Aavan: Kou Aéel otov matépa pov (gotave, E€pw yw, Ta @AcoAdKLa 1] TN
paoolada ag movpe. E xat péoa oe tpia Aemtd ag movpe €xel fpoplioel 6Ao
TO OTITL, £XEL KOEL TO amd kATw TO TETOLO KaTahoPaivete Tt Exel eotabei
70 Wod omitt {yéAa}. Ta @acolia €xovve yivel pavpa. To Badel oto Tpia
0TO PEeYOAVTEPO TETOLO MOV pmopei va Tdpel To pATL. BaATo 010 €va pe
avBpwrie va yivel otyd—otya. Ynopovn pe maudi pov, nepipeve. Tak to fadel
oTo Tpia kat pupiCel 6Ao to omitl. Ma Sev Ta kdnpa, pa ate {yéhwa}. Tpwel
HOVO auToG EV TW PETAED.

Xapd: Exel tnv evtunwon 0Tt 8ev ta "xet kdpet kLOAag.

BaotAwn: Nat vat vat €tot {yéha}

Aavan: E nimpave, Alyo AéeL kat To k&vate BEpa.

Danae: Mine {i.e. my father} when she tells him warm it up, my mother
tells him on the phone, because she has no time anymore, she’s an ac-
countant. We’re talking tax forms, she’s freaked out, you know, she
doesn’t do any housework at all//

Hara: //Oh

Danae: And she tells my father warm it up, or something, the green beans
or the bean soup, say. Well, in three minutes, say, the whole house stinks,
the underneath, the thing, you know what {i.e. the hotplate} is burnt. Half
the house is warmed up {laughs}. The beans have become black. He sets it
at {mark} 3, the maximum the hotplate can take. Set it at {mark} 1, my
good man, so that it warms up slowly. Be patient man, wait. Zoom he sets
it to {mark} 3 and the whole house stinks. But I didn’t burn it, but do eat
{laughs}. Mind you, he is the only one eating.

Hara: He is under the impression he hasn’t burned it on top of everything.
Vasiliki: Yes yes yes that’s right. {laughs}

Danae: Well, they’ve just stuck a bit he says and you’ve made a big deal
out of it.
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The main narrator here is Danae, while Vasiliki and Hara also intervene and
agree with Danae’s evaluations. From the beginning of the narrative, Danae po-
sitions herself positively towards her hard-working mother, and she fully
understands why her mother does not do the household chores (yiati Sev
npodafaivet Twpa xaBodov ... dev avadaufaver kaboAov omitt ‘she has no time
anymore ... she doesn’t do any housework at all’). Therefore, Danae justifies
her mother giving orders to her husband over the phone ({£otave, &pw yw, Ta
paocoldkia 1) T paocoddda ‘warm it up, or something, the green beans or the
bean soup’). At the climax of narrative, the father is represented as incapable
even of warming up the food properly (To Bdet oTo Tpia aT0 PEYAADTEPO TETOLO
mov umopel va mapet To patt ‘He sets it at 3, the maximum the hotplate can
take’). His daughter gives him directives in a rather derogatory manner (BdAto
0710 éva pe avBpwre va yivel otyd—otyd. Yrnopovn pe natbi pov, nepipeve ‘Set it at
1, my good man, so that it warms up slowly. Be patient man, wait’). The father
is represented as clumsily justifying himself in response to her derogatory com-
ments (Ma Sev ta kdpa, pa pdte . .. E arjpave, Alyo . .. kat To kdvate Oéua ‘But 1
didn’t burn them, but do eat ... Well, they’ve just stuck a bit ... and you’ve
made a big deal out of it’), causing the girls to laugh.

The laughter particles dispersed at various points of the narrative indicate
that father’s behavior is framed and evaluated as incongruous and funny. The
results of father’s inability (Exet {eotafei 10 yiod omitt ‘Half the house is
warmed up’) and his incongruous effort to undermine the damage (Ma 6ev Ta
kapa, pa pate ‘But 1 didn’t burn it, but do eat’) appear to be the main reasons
for his humorous targeting. Thus, interlocutors position themselves negatively
towards his inability to adjust himself to the modern way of life and the ensu-
ing daily domestic chores, whereas they fully approve of the mother’s new ac-
tive role. For them, father’s inability to do basic household tasks is unexpected
and hence humorous.

For a critical comparison of these two texts, students and teachers could
explore questions such as the following ones:

Sociocultural assumptions

— How are the characters of the texts represented? Do they conform to gender
roles according, for example, to the patriarchal, traditional norms and va-
lues — or do they distance themselves from such roles?

— Through promoting specific versions of gender roles, do text—producers
marginalize and devalue other versions? Why? How does/could this affect
recipients’ perception of gender identities?

— How does humor contribute to such representations?
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—  Which characters are targeted and why?

— What are the assumptions underlying our assessment of the characters’ be-
haviors as humorous/funny?

—  What would be the “expected” (non-humorous) behavior for each character?

— What gender identities are dominant in students’ sociocultural context?

In the advertisement, the husband is portrayed as sitting at the kitchen table
ready to eat the lunch his wife prepared for them. He also seems to be expecting
a dish that would please him (obviously not okras “like his mother—in—law
cooks them”). So, in the next scene, he fantasizes getting rid of his wife by re-
turning her to her mother, because he is not satisfied with the meal she cooked.
The wife, on the other hand, seems initially happy to have cooked a dish that,
she thinks, her husband would appreciate. We do not see her actual reaction to
her husband disapproval, but we watch her surprise and confusion in his fan-
tasy. Still, she does not react dynamically and does not resist her hushand’s de-
cision to return her to her mother.

On the one hand, it could be suggested that, according to traditional gen-
der roles, the husband is “correct” in his protest: the wife “must” have pre-
pared a meal that would satisfy him (instead of okras). Her silent reaction
conforms to, and confirms, such traditional gender roles. On the other hand, it
could be maintained that both characters’ behaviors are incongruous and
hence humorous: the husband’s one because he conforms to traditional gender
roles in an exaggerated manner; the wife’s one because she does not fully com-
ply with traditional gender expectations by frowning upon her husband’s be-
havior and by not cooking his favorite meal to satisfy him (even though she
seems to be the one who cooks in the house). Humor here appears to be ambi-
guous as it helps to reproduce traditional gender norms and simultaneously
frames them as incongruous and hence humorous. The different interpretations
of humor seem to correlate with the gender norms and identities recipients may
have in mind and endorse. The Greek context, where this advertisement comes
from and refers to, plays a significant role in the interpretation of humor, as
traditional gender roles are often perceived as dominant therein.

In the oral humorous narrative also referring to the Greek context, the father
is portrayed as incapable of warming up a meal, when his wife has to work long
hours. His daughter appears to give him directions and to negatively comment
on his failure. The target of humor here is quite clearly the father who conforms
to traditional gender norms and is not effectively helping around the house. His
“inability” is judged as incongruous from a more “modern” perspective promot-
ing a more balanced division of household chores and non-traditional gender
identities involving, among other things, mothers working long hours outside
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the house and fathers taking care of the family. In other words, his daughter’s
humor implies that the father should have been able to do basic chores around
the house without causing further problems — and her girlfriends agree with her
humorous evaluation of father’s “inadequacy”.

Moving on to the discussion of genres, questions such as the following
ones could be explored in class:

Genre
— What are the sources of these humorous texts? Where did students col-
lected them from?
— Do all these texts have the same form? What are the differences between
the different forms attested?
— How do such humorous texts function in terms of reproducing or question-
ing gender stereotypes?

In this activity we have two different forms of gender-related humor: a TV ad-
vertisement addressing a wider audience and aiming at promoting a service
which only incidentally and metaphorically relates to gender issues; and an
oral narrative performed among peers to share their experiences and enhance
their solidarity bonds. Such differences are significant for the interpretation of
humor by its recipients and for the sociopragmatic functions served in each
case.

More specifically, in the first case, representing gender stereotypes in a hu-
morous manner appears to be the aim of the advertisement, but eventually led
to its banning from TV: it is the issue of gender and not the advertised service
that a part of the audience considered insulting (see Sections 2.5.2-2.5.2.3).
Even though advertisers tried to render their commercial message memorable
and to attract potential customers via humor, the advertisement (at least partly)
failed to do so, according to the negative reactions to it.

On the contrary, gender-related humor seems to have succeeded in bring-
ing closer the three female friends in the case of the oral humorous narrative.
They seem to agree on the evaluation of father’s behavior as incongruous, thus
aligning themselves with specific norms and standpoints concerning gender
roles.

Text
— Are there any linguistic or other cues (e.g. intonation/prosody, visual ele-
ments, laughter) indicating that these texts are intended as humorous?
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— What aspects of the characters’ behavior are framed as humorous and via
what cues?

—  What could recipients think or feel when they read or listen to such humor-
ous texts?

— What did the students themselves think or feel? How did they react to such
humor? Did they laugh? Did they not laugh? And why?

A close analysis of the advertisement text is expected to identify the husband’s
jab lines and paralinguistic features (intonation, prosody, gestures, facial ex-
pressions, body movements), as well as the wife’s and her mother’s facial ex-
pressions (mostly of surprise and indignation), all contributing to portraying
him as exaggerating and hence incongruous (see the analysis in Section 4.6).
Furthermore, students could discuss their own thoughts and understandings of
what happens in the advertisement, so as to come into contact with various -
and perhaps conflicting— reactions to the humorous representations of gender
roles therein.

In the oral humorous narrative, students could explore the role of laughter in
signaling humorous utterances (i.e. jab lines) and of other evaluative elements
such as repetition, exaggeration, constructed direct speech, which frame father’s
behavior as unexpected and abnormal. Students’ own views and feelings on the
narrated events are also expected to be shared and analyzed in class.

To sum up, the Discourse Theory of Humor and the questions related to
the different Analytical Foci could help students and teachers analyze in de-
tail and compare humorous texts evolving around similar topics. As already
mentioned, different sociocultural assumptions on gender roles, generic con-
ventions, and discursive/semiotic resources could enable students under-
stand how humor is materialized in each case and how it fulfills diverse
sociopragmatic functions. It should also be underlined once again that the
plurality and diversity of students’ perceptions and reactions to humorous
texts are not to be downplayed or ignored in class, but, on the contrary, they
are expected to become the focus of analytical attention and the main goal of
class discussions. All such discussions can be continued through, for exam-
ple, imagining or even performing in class what happened in these texts after
their prescribed/conventional endings. Students could come up with different
scenarios and fictional dialogues enacting various versions of gender roles
and identities, whether humorously or not.
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5.9.3 Unveiling racism in contemporary migrant jokes

Migrant jokes have become quite common nowadays in many countries (at least)
of the Western world.’®* Such humor has been associated with the maintenance
of national boundaries, monoculturalism, and monolingualism in contemporary
nation—-states: migrants are perceived as a threat to monoculturalist values and
norms, hence they become targets of humor. In this sense, humor allows speak-
ers to downplay or even disguise racial aggression. In other words, humor in
such cases allows speakers to strike a balance between two conflicting experien-
ces: their reluctance to distance themselves from the “one state-one nation”
norm (Irvine and Gal 2000: 63); and their effort to align themselves with dis-
courses of tolerance and acceptance of the “Other” that become widespread
nowadays.

More specifically, feeling threatened by the arrival of migrants, nation—states
of the Western world put forward racist discourses and attitudes which seem to
be one of the most efficient means for the achievement and maintenance of lin-
guocultural homogeneity. Lentin (2004: 38, 44) argues that racism is “a structur-
ing ideology of the nation—state”: “where groups could not be assimilated so as
to be classified in nationally acceptable terms, racism intervened to oppress
them”. As a consequence, migrants are forced to marginalization unless they as-
similate themselves to the host community (Archakis 2018: 4). Simultaneously,
racism maintains the social inequality between majority and minority people and
is rooted in negative stereotypes and prejudice for minority people resulting in
their marginalization and exclusion (van Dijk 2005: 2, 3, 7). As a result, power
abuse against minority groups takes the form of racist views perceiving the cul-
tural difference between majority and minority groups as a weakness on the part
of the latter.

Despite the fact that manifestations of racism in the Western world are not
uncommon, we should not overlook the humanitarian and anti—racist values of
acceptance of difference that are in wide social circulation nowadays (van Dijk
1992: 95-97). As a matter of fact, in the Western world, extreme racist behaviors
are usually hindered or banned, hence verbal racist attacks have acquired a
mitigated form. Such mitigation is often achieved through the creation and cir-
culation of racist jokes which may more or less disguise their denigrating

104 The discussion and analysis of migrant jokes draws on Archakis and Tsakona (2019). On
contemporary migrant humor, see also Laineste and Voolaid (2016), Ozdemir and Ozdemir
(2017), Dilmac and Kocadal (2018), Constantinou (2019).
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or aggressive effect and meanings through laughter and the creation of a
light-hearted context.'® Thus, a new, “liquid” kind of racism is attested,
which allows for ambivalent and often opposing interpretations (Weaver 2016;
see also Archakis 2018: 4-5, 9).

The data exploited here comes from a collection of Greek jokes!°® con-
cerning the recent migrant crisis (from 2014 onwards; see Archakis and
Tsakona 2019). Due to recent geopolitical changes (e.g. the collapse of the
Eastern Bloc, the deregulation of the Balkan states, the wars at Syria and
North Africa), millions of migrants have moved towards Greece the last thirty
years: the first twenty years, Greece received migrants mainly from the
Balkans and Eastern Europe; the last few years, Greece has received mostly
Muslim migrants. All these migrant populations were faced with an intense
national-racist discourse. Due to their cultural and linguistic differences, mi-
grants have been perceived and represented as an “abnormal” and “suspect
community”, as a “security risk” and “an existential threat” to the Greek
nation-state (Charalambous et al. 2016; see also Archakis 2018: 7). Suspicion
and xenophobia have been the most common reactions of Greek people to-
wards migrants forcing the latter to assimilate, if they wish to be accepted by
the former.

In this context, migrant jokes can be perceived as “derivative of racist dis-
course” (Weaver 2011: 431), as they reproduce the above-mentioned discrimi-
natory ideologies and practices. As such, critically analyzing them in class
could sensitize students and teachers to their discriminatory meanings. Let’s
consider some examples that could be discussed during a critical literacy
course about humor.

In the joke included in Figure 5.1, a Pakistani migrant is supposed to have
won a huge amount of money at a lottery game and is considering buying one of
the biggest and most notorious (for its bad living conditions) refugee camps near
Athens. The humorous incongruity mainly evolves around the fact that migrants
are not supposed to become estate owners in Greece (thus menacing its sover-
eignty and cultural homogeneity), but also around the fact that instead of buying
a beautiful or luxurious house somewhere in Greece, he prefers one of the most
notorious refugee camps as his “home”. In this sense, the joke represents migrants
not only as unwanted “invaders” but also as stupid (i.e. inferior).

105 See among others Park, Gabbadon, and Chernin (2006), Santa Ana (2009), Chun and
Walters (2011), Sue and Golash-Boza (2013), Malmquist (2015), Weaver (2016).
106 The term joke is here used as a hypernym for canned jokes, one-liners, and memes.
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Tnv ApuydaAiéla
OKEPTETAI VA AYyOpAasE!
o NMaxKicTavoc TUXEPOC

VIKNTNAC TOU T{OKEP

Figure 5.1: ‘The Pakistani lucky winner of Joker [i.e. a popular lottery game] is thinking of
buying Amygdaleza [i.e. a refugee camp near Athens]’.

Cultural “invasion” is emphasized in the meme of Figure 5.2:

Figure 5.2: ‘The parade on March 25th, 2020’.

March 25th is the Greek Independence Day: Greeks celebrate their revolution
against the Ottoman Turks, which began in 1821 and resulted in Greece becoming
an independent state in 1830. Every year on that day, a military parade still takes
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place in the center of Athens as part of the celebrations. In this joke, it is implied
that in a few years’ time, Muslims/Arabs on camels will incongruously replace
Greek soldiers after the former’s (military and cultural) “invasion” in Greece.

The “terrorist” script is also ascribed to migrants in such jokes (Figure 5.3):

YITEPIA

Figure 5.3: ‘You get on the metro. It is packed with people. You get on your knees. You start
praying in Arabic. Allahu Akbar. The metro wagon is evacuated. You rule’.

The joke provides incongruous instructions on how to find an empty seat at the
metro. More specifically, it suggests that, instead of asking for a seat or wait for
one to become available, one could pretend that s/he is a Muslim suicide bomber
and start praying in the metro wagon before sacrificing oneself as part of a suicide
attack. This will force all passengers to evacuate the metro wagon to save their
lives. The joke is based on a rather common stereotype portraying Muslims as
dangerous, inhumane terrorists and thus denigrating them.!®”
An explicit rejection of Muslim religion and culture appears in joke (5.2):

(5.2) Evog agootwpévog MovoovApdavog Apafoag prnke oe éva Tagi k&mov otnv
ABrva. Ziitnoe xo@Td and Tov TaéLTdr] va anevepyonoLroeL To padopwvo,
eneldr], onwg ovvayetal and Tn BpnokevTtikn didackalia Tov, dev mpénel
VO OKOVEL HOVOIKT|, EMELST TNV €MOXT] TOV MPOQPNTN dev vmripXe HoOVOLKN
Kol Kupiwg AUTIKH HOVOLKT] TIOU €ival 1 HOVOIKT] TWV GTLOTWV.

O Ta&tlng ofrivel To padlo@wvo, OTAHATAEL TO TOEl KA aVOIYEL TV TOPTA.
Ondte 0 MovoovApdvog Apafog Tov pwTnoe, «I'aTi OTAUATNOES, TL KAVELG;»
Kot 0 08nydg tov anavtdet:

107 See also Weaver (2013: 491-494), Laineste and Voolaid (2016).
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«AyannTé pov @ile otV EMoxn TOV MPOPNTN ONwG Yvwpilelg Sev vmripyav
Toél, YUauTo Katéfa kat mepipeve yio kapriAal»

A dedicated Muslim Arab [sic] got on a taxi somewhere in Athens. He
briskly asked the taxi driver to turn off the radio because, according to his
religious education, he should not listen to music, because in the Prophet’s
era there was no music, and specifically no Western music which is the
music of the infidels.

The taxi driver turns off the radio, stops the taxi, and opens the door.
Then, the Muslim Arab asked: “Why did you stop? What are you doing?”
And the driver replies:

“My dear friend, in the Prophet’s era, as you know, there were no taxis, so
get off and wait for a camel!”

The Muslim passenger is represented as too demanding, irrational, unculti-

vated, and impolite and as trying to impose his own religious beliefs and cul-

tural practices on the Greek taxi driver. The latter’s reaction indicates that, in
his view, his passenger’s culture and religion are inferior to the Greek ones:

Muslims are supposed to be culturally underdeveloped and backward, as they

still use camels instead of cars/taxis and they do not appreciate Western

music. Consequently, they do not “deserve” to use the services provided by
the Greeks.

To sum up, Greek jokes against migrants portray them as foreigners who
invade the Greek territory and threaten local people (Figures 5.1-5.2), while
at the same time their culture and practices are “inferior” to the Greek ones
and hence would rather be rejected (Figures 5.1-5.3 and example 5.2).
Therefore, the jokes appear to align with widespread racist discourses domi-
nating not only the Greek public sphere but also those of other Western
nation-states, which perceive migrants as dangerous for their security and
cultural homogeneity. The two overarching script oppositions identified in
the examples discussed here are the following:

1. Greece should not accept migrants so as to maintain its sovereignty and
cultural homogeneity/Migrants invade the Greek territory threatening the
Greek sovereignty and cultural homogeneity (Figures 5.1-5.2);

2. Greek culture is superior and should be dominant/Migrants’ cultures are in-
ferior and should not become dominant (Figures 5.1-5.3 and example 5.2).

Aiming at a critical approach of such material in class, students and teachers
could consider questions such as the following ones:
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Sociocultural assumptions

- How are migrants represented in such humorous texts?

— Why do they become the targets of humor?

— What aspects of their behaviors are framed as incongruous?

— What are the sociopolitical ideologies and attitudes underlying the repre-
sentations of migrants as “alien”, “undesirable”, “threatening”, “inferior”,
and “invaders”?

— Would there be such jokes in a state where multiculturalism would
prevail?

— Who/Which social groups benefit from, or are gratified by, such humor?

— Which social behaviors and norms are promoted and reinforced by this
kind of humor?

As already mentioned, migrant jokes portray such groups as “inferior” and “dan-
gerous” “invaders” who are not welcome by the majority population due to cul-
tural differences which are perceived as significant and threatening for the host
culture. Therefore, migrants are targeted for their actions and characteristics and
it is implied that they should not be allowed to enter the Greek territory, or they
would rather be expelled from it. In this sense, humor reproduces racist views
and practices (even in a mitigated manner), thus leading to further marginaliza-
tion and exclusion of such groups and to the justification and endorsement of
racist practices. This reminds us of the aggression/superiority theories of humor
suggesting that through humor humorists portray themselves as “superior” to
those targeted by humor and attack the latter for being “inferior” and not meet-
ing their expectations (in the present case, for being culturally different).'®® In
addition, if monoculturalist and monolingualist norms and values did not prevail
in Greece (or other nation-states), newcomers would not be perceived as threat-
ening to the host community and would not be forced to assimilate to local val-
ues and norms in order to become accepted some day.

Genre
— What forms does anti-migrant humor takes?
— Who, in students’ views, creates and disseminates such humor and for
which purposes?
— Where can one find this kind of humor?

108 On such theories, see among others Gruner (1978, 1997), Raskin (1985: 36-38), Attardo
(1994: 49-50), Morreall (2009: 4-9).
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Such jokes appear to be created and circulated by Greek people mostly online
and more rarely orally (see Archakis and Tsakona 2019). They take the form of
canned jokes (e.g. narrative jokes, riddle—jokes, one-liners) and memes. The
producers of such humor may be familiar with, or even endorse, racist values
and views. Some of them may also try to hide or mitigate such views by taking
advantage of the ambiguity and “non-seriousness” of humorous discourse.
Such jokes make fun of migrants by representing them as “inferior” to Greek
people, since the former do not conform to the “Greek” way of thinking and
living. It therefore seems that humor can be used to convey and bolster social
discrimination in a covert, not always obvious manner.

Text
— What are the linguistic/semiotic resources employed to frame migrants and
their actions as incongruous/humorous?
— What could recipients think or feel when they read or listen to such humor-
ous texts?
— What did the students themselves think or feel? How did they react to such
humor? Did they laugh? Did they not laugh? And why?

As the textual analysis in class is expected to show, migrants are often repre-
sented using their ethnic names so as to underline their cultural differences with
the majority. Their languages, traditional attires, religious beliefs, and other traits
are also evoked in such jokes as part of widespread stereotypes. All such traits are
explicitly or implicitly compared to Greek ones so as to denigrate migrants.
Moreover, students are expected to share their own reactions and feelings when
faced with such jokes and humorously reproduced stereotypes. They could also
be asked to imagine how it would feel to be targeted, even in a humorous man-
ner, by people living in the same geographical area with them but being different
in sociocultural terms. Creating jokes targeting the host population as viewed by
migrants would be another task that could incite students to shift perspective and
enhance their empathy. Such conflictual and shifting perspectives are a signifi-
cant goal within critical literacy courses, and the critical analysis of racist humor
appears to be a suitable means for attaining them.

Finally, such humorous texts could be analyzed in parallel with other texts
representing migrants in a non-humorous manner, such as news articles, TV
shows, advertisements,'® literary texts, online posts in the social media. Students

109 On migrant representations in anti-racist advertisements, see Archakis, Lampropoulou,
and Tsakona (2018) and Tsakona, Karachaliou, and Archakis (to appear).
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could be asked to identify similarities and differences between humorous and
non-humorous representations and trace their underlying assumptions and
ideologies.

5.10 Summary

This Chapter is based on the premise that, since humor is a significant part of
everyday interaction and communication in general, contemporary language
education should familiarize students with what humor is and how it works, as
well as with the fact that humor is not unambiguous, thus resulting in disagree-
ments and conflicts among speakers. So, first, I provided a brief overview of re-
cent developments and proposals of how humor is (to be) used in education,
placing particular emphasis on language teaching. There, researchers and prac-
titioners mostly concentrate on humor as a pedagogical tool employed to create
a more pleasant and effective learning environment. Instead, my focus here
was on teaching not with humor but about humor, so as to enhance students’
communicative and critical skills. I argued that critical literacy could provide a
suitable educational context for cultivating students’ critical awareness about
humor and I presented its main principles and practices. In an effort to defuse
potential criticism and reservations, I discussed the advantages critical literacy
offers for teaching about humor, and referred to previous attempts to design
and implement critical literacy courses using humorous texts. Finally, based on
some main tenets for designing such courses, I presented some tentative teach-
ing proposals exploiting humorous texts from various topics and genres. In
these proposals, I also demonstrated that the proposed Discourse Theory of
Humor can be used to help teachers and students to come up with relevant and
critical questions concerning the material at hand.
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The main aim of this book, as indicated already in its title, has been to incite us
to revisit the importance of contextual factors for the analysis of humor and its
reception. Especially within linguistics, and under the heavy shade of genera-
tive theories about language, context has been more or less neglected and has
not been included as a basic parameter for the identification, interpretation,
and perception of humorous phenomena. This effect was encouraged or even
aggravated by the fact that for many years humor research has mainly concen-
trated on decontextualized canned jokes which were/are thought to convey the
“same” meaning independently of where they are (re)told.

However, as discussed in Chapter (1), context has been considered impor-
tant by humor scholars coming mostly from outside generative linguistics.
Studies in the pragmatics, discourse analysis, sociolinguistics, folklore, anthro-
pology, etc. of humor underline the central role context plays in analyzing and
accounting for the reasons why some utterances/texts may be intended as hu-
morous, but are not always understood as such — and vice versa. The aspects of
context usually taken into consideration are the sociocultural assumptions of
humor use, the humorous genres, the specific communicative settings where
humor occurs, the humorous text and co-text, the contextualization cues for
humor, the characters of a humorous text and their speech, the reactions to
and comments on humor, and speakers’ differences and preferences in humor
use. Here two of these aspects have been chosen for a more detailed discussion:
the reactions to humor and its genres.

Reactions to humor have been explored within the wider context of meta-
pragmatic research in Chapter (2). Following recent trends in pragmatic and so-
ciolinguistic studies (mostly on the metapragmatics of politeness and register),
I have tried to account for reactions to humor as indicators of speakers’ meta-
pragmatics stereotypes of humor, namely as visible or audible manifestations
of speakers’ internalized models of what humor is, how it functions (or should
function), and where its limits (should) lie. Speakers’ knowledge on such issues
is based on their previous experiences with humor as part of their socialization
processes. It therefore seems that the metapragmatic comments speakers offer
on utterances/texts intended and/or perceived as humorous not only provide
us with useful information about what they think about humor, but also de-
monstrate how they align with or disalign from other speakers on the basis of
shared or deviating metapragmatic stereotypes of humor respectively. In other
words, one of the main sociopragmatic functions of humor (if not the most sig-
nificant one), namely its potential to bring speakers together or drive them

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501511929-007
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apart, can be investigated not exclusively through the analysis of humorous
content and its potential or assumed (by humor scholars) interpretations, but,
perhaps most importantly, through attested and documented framings of
humor or reactions to it. Such a turn in humor research could motivate more
researchers to look for actual clues indicating how meaning is constructed and
derived in context rather than try to conjecture how meaning would be con-
structed by studying decontextualized texts whose humorous quality is presup-
posed and taken for granted.

The other contextual parameter examined here is genre. One does not have
to be a humor scholar to understand that humor is not perceived as appropriate
behavior in every occasion: language users calibrate their use of humor accord-
ing to the communicative settings they find themselves in, and the respective
oral, digital, or written texts produced therein. So, in Chapter (3), I have tried to
classify genres according to whether humor is attested in them and to whether
its presence or absence is compulsory or not. Four categories have been identi-
fied: (a) genres produced predominantly for the amusement of the audience,
where humor is indispensable; (b) genres that may often but not necessarily in-
clude humor and constitute humorous realizations of non-humorous genres;
(c) genres where humor may occasionally occur but it is not normally or always
expected therein; and (d) genres where humor hardly ever (or never) occurs.
Such categories reflect speakers’ metapragmatic stereotypes on the occasions
where humor may/should or may not/should not be attested. Furthermore, hu-
morous genres are not resistant to change but, on the contrary, adapt to speak-
ers’ communicative goals and needs and to the new affordances offered by
contemporary technology and media. Thus, new humorous genres may emerge,
while old ones may be transformed, lose their popularity, or even fade away as
time goes by. The production of humor and the emerging genres are therefore per-
ceived as dynamic processes and often presuppose speakers’ creative negotiation
of generic conventions and humorous meanings.

The emphasis placed on context so far cannot, in my view, but be reflected
in linguistic humor theories and leads us to reconsider already existing analyti-
cal concepts and tools. The main linguistic theories accounting for humor,
namely the Semantic Script Theory of Humor (Raskin 1985) and the General
Theory of Verbal Humor (Attardo 1994, 2001), have programmatically refrained
from taking context into consideration, as they focus on humor competence,
that is, on how humor could ideally be perceived by an ideal (in Chomsky’s
1965 sense) speaker. Chapter (4) has first attempted to demonstrate that both
theories have not completely excluded context from their accounts and analyti-
cal tools; among other things, the very concept of script opposition is premised
on speakers’ contextual knowledge about the world, which is indispensable for
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processing any text, whether humorous or not. Then, I have tried to come up

with an analytical model that explicitly incorporates and highlights the signifi-

cance of context for the analysis of humor. The Discourse Theory of Humor pro-
posed here includes three Analytical Foci:

1. Sociocultural assumptions involving the background knowledge necessary
for processing humor and determining what is perceived as incongruous in
a certain sociocultural community (i.e. the script opposition) and who is
held responsible for it (i.e. the target of humor). Such knowledge coincides
to a significant extent with what we earlier defined as the metapragmatic
stereotypes of humor.

2. Genre, namely the types of texts including humor, which is directly related
to the communicative settings where humor is obligatory, more or less ex-
pected, or forbidden. Genre also involves speakers’ sociopragmatic goals
when using humor.

3. Text pertaining to the specific discursive resources employed for framing
discourse as humorous or even for rejecting a humorous framing of dis-
course. Semantic content, stylistic choices, contextualization cues, verbal
or visual reactions, attested interpretations, etc. are all examined here.

A “contextualized” analytical model for humor cannot but account for humor
failure as well, so it has been demonstrated that (and how) the same Analytical
Foci can be used to explain why an utterance/text intended as humorous may
not eventually be perceived as such, or why speakers sometimes distinguish be-
tween “good”/“high quality” humor and “bad”/“low quality” humor.

Last but not least, the present study has tried to connect a contextualized
perspective on humor and its analysis with teaching about humor. In recent
years, educational interest for teaching with and about humor has significantly
increased, with particular emphasis being placed on the former rather than the
latter. Among other things, the “non-serious” meanings of humor and its di-
verse interpretations have in the past discouraged teachers from inserting it in
teaching materials. In Chapter (5), [ have argued that a critical literacy educa-
tional/teaching framework allowing for everyday humorous texts, multiple in-
terpretations of humor, and open discussions in class about the positive and/or
negative functions and effects of humor could be suitable for teaching about
humor. More specifically, I have suggested that teaching about humor should
not be confined to L2 language courses: L1 students equally need to be critically
aware of what humor is and how it works in communication. Moreover, a criti-
cal perspective on humor will enable students to understand that discourse,
whether humorous or not, is jointly constructed and negotiated in context and
that the emergence of multiple meanings from a single utterance/text is not
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necessarily due to some “failure” or “miscommunication” among speakers. To
illustrate how a critical literacy approach to humor could work in class, I have
provided some tentative proposals exploiting humorous texts on controversial
topics (political, gender, and migrant humor). Furthermore, the Discourse
Theory of Humor has been employed to show how the critical analysis and dis-
cussion of such material could be organized in class. Besides, a discourse ana-
lytic approach to discourse, such as the one proposed by the Discourse Theory
of Humor, is a prerequisite for its critical investigation (see among others
Rogers and Mosley Wetzel 2014).

Needless to say, further research could validate (or not) what this study
puts forward. Among other things, we definitely need to test the Discourse
Theory of Humor to diverse kinds of data to see whether its analytical tools (i.e.
the Analytical Foci) are helpful and revealing for the phenomena investigated
each time. The present initial proposal may improve through such feedback.
We also need to test whether and how a critical processing of humorous texts
in class would be accepted by, and become beneficial for, students and teach-
ers. And whether the Discourse Theory of Humor would indeed contribute to
productive and successful results in teaching about humor.

In addition, even though the present study has examined the metapragmatics
of humor and its failure in separate Chapters (2 and 4 respectively), their intercon-
nection needs to be highlighted and further explored in future studies. More re-
search also needs to be oriented towards humorous genres, in particular towards
how speakers modify and/or recontextualize the generic conventions of humorous
texts, or in other cases draw on non-humorous genres to produce humor. It is
equally important to investigate how such changes affect humor reception (e.g.
making it easier or more difficult) and how humor recipients respond to them.

As a final thought, I would like to underscore the need for more metaprag-
matic research on humor, that is, for a stronger emphasis on the recipient end.
As humor scholars, we may find it useful and beneficial to reflect more on our
own tastes and/or prejudices on humor, and on how these influence what we
choose to analyze as well as the methods and results of our analyses. As dis-
cussed in Sections (2.5.1.3 and 2.5.2.3), before becoming humor scholars, most
of us are humor enthusiasts or at least humor producers and recipients and this
cannot but affect the ways we see humor, the data we select for analysis, and
the methods we opt for. We do not operate in a context devoid of our own expe-
riences and preferences concerning humor. Nevertheless, utterances/texts that
may make us laugh may (and, most probably, will) not cause the same reaction
to everybody. This is something that tends to be forgotten by studies looking
for humorous “universals” or for texts “unanimously” accepted as humorous.
The actual, spontaneous, and documented reactions to humor are not
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insignificant or of secondary importance, especially if we view discourse as
co—constructed and negotiated among speakers and if we wish to be attentive
to what our informants are really telling us. Especially within the discourse an-
alytic and sociolinguistic approaches to humor, humorous intent or generic
conventions are often not by themselves adequate in accounting for what hap-
pens in interaction. This entails that, even if we cannot always have access to
or consider in detail “the recipient end” of humor, we would rather at least ac-
knowledge this as a limitation to our claims.

This is not at all irrelevant to the critical perspective on humor. Critical read-
ings are not exclusively meant for educational/teaching environments, but are
expected to be part of our everyday practices and experiences with discourse
(see among others Fairclough 1992b: 136; Cadiero—Kaplan 2002: 378; Wallace
2003; Bishop 2014: 57-61). In other words, a critical literacy approach to humor-
ous discourse should not be restricted to educational settings, but pertains to all
of us and to our everyday encounters with, or uses of, humor, as critical humor
studies have recently underlined (see among others Lockyer and Pickering 2008;
Weaver 2011, 2013, 2016; Archakis and Tsakona 2019). Becoming critical readers
of humor will enhance our understanding of it, whether we are humor scholars
or not. And this cannot happen unless we (re)contextualize humor and consider
its multiple and often opposing meanings and sociopragmatic effects for different
speakers in different occasions.
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