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Introduction
Much research has been done on humor between work colleagues, and humor between friends.  However, very little literature seems to exist on groups that partake of both types of interaction, where members may be friends outside the work environment, and where the work being done is of a volunteer nature, and therefore not as fraught with possible risks (to both face and livelihood) as serious, paying work. 

Literature Review

Holmes and Stubbe (2003)
In Chapter 6 of Power and Politeness in the Workplace, Holmes and Stubbe (2003) examine the nature of workplace humor, illustrating three basic directions in which it can function: downwards, from supervisor to employee; upwards, from employee to supervisor; and sideways, from employee to employee at the same level.  In all cases, the purpose of the humor is to make the participants equals in the exchange.  

For example, in the case of humor from superior to employee, humor can be used to minimize face-threatening acts such as criticism or directives.  In mitigating or “hedging” such face threats, the speaker caters to listener’s positive face needs, which is especially necessary if “criticism is overt [or] there is a large audience (116).”  It was noted that this was the most common direction for humor to flow in work contexts with varied authority levels (114).

In the case of humor from employee to superior, on the other hand, humor can serve a “subversive” strategy, a means by which those with less power can mask risky negative messages to those with more.  Since humor can license a face attack, it is a way of safely challenging a supervisor’s authority or opinion (117).  The authors also noted that humor can be used to preserve the speaker’s positive face when they’ve done something wrong (114).  

The sideways case, where employees of equal status exchange humorous dialog, has the dual purpose of forging solidarity between participants (111), and increasing the social status of a humorous individual within the group (113).  Amusing co-workers builds social cohesion, since the speaker and listeners establish a common view of what they think is funny (111).  Jointly constructed humorous exchanges (i.e., banter), and shared criticism of others—especially out-group members--demonstrate commonly held values and values and attitudes (112).  

One notable use of employees using humor with other employees was to “soften directives between equals (115).”  Since equal status employees have no authority to give each other orders, they must word their directives carefully to negotiate respect and retain good relations.  
In the rare cases where subordinates were in a situation to give their superiors directives, this was always addressed with humor, since the very idea was considered humorous in itself.  The only way to navigate such a potentially face-threatening situation was with humor (115). 
Holmes and Marra (2002)
Holmes and Marra (2002) devote more time to the issue of “subversive humor,” which they define as humor used to “subvert the status quo and…destabilize power in different social relationships (66).”  While a major function of humor is to emphasize similarities in an attempt to foster solidarity (called “reinforcing humor (71)” by the authors), subversive humor strategies create social distance and emphasize social boundaries (65).  It is a tool for subverting the status quo and destabilizing existing power relations (66).

In examining subversive humor both in the workplace and among friends, they found that while the friendship groups produced more humorous material than the business groups (69-70), and in a vastly shorter amount of time, subversive humor comprised significantly less of the dialog than in the workplace groups (72).

In defining what utterances in their corpus were humorous, they considered prosodic and paralinguistic cues, the context of the conversation, and what they could judge of the intentions of the speakers.  In other words, humor consisted of anything intended by the speakers, or perceived by the listeners, as amusing (67). 

Another area they looked at was the types of humor used by the different groups.  In categorizing humor types, the authors used Hay (1995)’s taxonomy of humor types (see below).  While friendship groups used more anecdote and fantasy humor  (see Hay, below), they found that the most frequently used humor types in workplace groups were insults, or jocular abuse, and quips (75) (part of a larger category Hay calls “observational humor.”)  They note that quips, as they are used more frequently in workplace humor, are the predominant form of subversive humor, since they are concise and often on-topic, therefore minimally distracting from the business at hand (75-77).  

They also note that the humorous effect of quips is often produced by flouting one or more of Grice’s maxims.  For example, one way to quip is to exaggerate or state the obvious: since humor is dependent on shared background knowledge, this kind of quip flouts quantity by saying too much, or by explicitly stating what “should go without saying,” and therefore signals that more is implied (75-76).

Fantasy and anecdotal humor, more common in the friendship groups, arose out of the more relaxed timeframe of these groups.  Since fantasies and anecdotes can extend over several turns, and, particularly in the case of fantasies, can be jointly constructed, they encourage participation and build solidarity, leading to the formation of stronger positive relationships (82).  This is often the primary function of conversations between friends, unlike the work groups, where solidarity is a means to a more structured end (82).

The authors also provide a brief discussion of what factors in the group influence the type and amount of humor used.  Aside from the group context (friends vs. work colleagues), group size and individual personalities were also relevant.  More confident individuals contributed most of the workplace humor, and in fact, extroverted personalities were even more highly correlated with humor contribution than social factors such as status (69).  In addition, group size was also relevant: larger groups, such as meetings, would naturally intimidate the more introverted participants, ceding the floor to the extroverts (69).

Hay (1995)

Hay (1995)’s study of humor and gender provides a useful taxonomy of types and functions of humor, and addresses the frequency of their use by men and women.  She states that her taxonomy is  “the first…constructed in parallel w/ close securitization of recordings of natural, spoken conversations bw friends (64).” 

Types of Humor
· Anecdote – An anecdote is a story that imparts some kind of information and that the speaker thinks is funny, regarding their own experience or an experience of their acquaintances (65-66). Hay found that anecdotes were more common in mixed gender groups (85), and that women used more of them than men (82).  

· Fantasy – A fantasy is a collaborative construction of “humorous imaginary scenarios (68).”  Like Holmes and Marra, Hay found that anecdotes and fantasy were the most common forms of humor among friends (82).  Men in her study used (slightly) more fantasy than women (83), and fantasy was more common in mixed groups.  Moreover, she noted that in all male groups, the men would “compete” with each other to “perform,” or participate in the fantasy, resulting in shorter sequences, while in mixed groups, the sequences were longer because the women would encourage individual speakers by laughing (85).
· Insult – Insults, or jocular abuse, insult a present member of the group.  Humorous insults are specifically not intended to offend, but to maintain solidarity by highlighting similarities, since the person at whom it’s aimed knows not to take it literally (70).  Another kind of insult can be aimed an absent party—this is more likely to be a genuine insult, but is rendered acceptable by the humor deriving from the unexpectedly rude comment (70).  Hay found that that women used slightly more insults than men (83), but in both cases insults were more common in single sex groups (85).
· Irony/Sarcasm – Hay has defined irony as humor arising from a speaker saying something opposite from or different from what they mean (71).  Irony is not meant to be taken literally, and therefore leads to an implicature by violating the maxim of quality.  Hay noted that context and knowledge of the speakers are necessary for identifying irony, as well as audience reaction (71).  She found that use of irony was equal across genders and gender groups (83).
· Jokes – Jokes are defined as chunks of humor whose basic form has been memorized (72).  Jokes present an incongruity (see Attardo, below, on competing scripts) that is resolved at punchline. (72)  Only one joke turned up in Hay’s data, indicating that despite the large body of research on jokes, they are not a very common form of conversational humor (86).
· Observational humor – This category is comprised of quips, comments about ongoing events, the speaker’s own words, or the conversational situation—“the speaker is…making a witty observation (74).”  Hay found more observational humor among females than males, more of it in single sex conversations than in mixed groups (83).  

· Quote – Quotes are taken from TV, movies, and (although Hay’s definition doesn’t include them specifically) books.  Because humorous quotes are dependent on shared knowledge, they establish solidarity and cement in-group membership.  Moreover, the speaker gains prestige for possession of in-group knowledge (75).  She found more quotes among men than women, and it occurred more often in single sex male groups than in mixed groups (83).
· Roleplay – Roleplay is form of  performance based humor that involves the adoption of another personality (76).  Performance humor (Hay also includes quotes, wordplay, and fantasy in this set) occurs on-record, and so the speaker risks a greater face threat if it fails (87).  She found more roleplay humor among men than women, and it occurred more often in single sex groups (83-4).
· Self Deprecation – Self deprecation is a defense mechanism whereby the speaker insults him or herself before others can, to minimize the positive face threat of making a mistake (78). In Hay’s data, men and women used self deprecation equally, but only in  single sex groups (79).

· Vulgarity – This category is restricted to utterances where “the sole source of humor is its crassness,” i.e., toilet and sexual humor (78).  The humor arises from the shock of speakers breaking a taboo (79).  Hay found that vulgarity was more likely among men in single sex groups (84).

· Wordplay – Wordplay humor derives from words with similar meanings, sounds, or ambiguities of definition, e.g. puns.  Hay found that wordplay was more used by men than women, and was slightly more common in single sex groups.   Wordplay is another example of performance based humor; as a means of displaying wit, it can enhance the speaker’s status in the group.  Wordplay, moreover, is competitive in that it disrupts the conversation and poses a challenge to the hearer (88).   On the other hand, wordplay can create social cohesion by demonstrating shared background knowledge (89).
Functions of Humor

Hay identifies four basic functions of humor, noting that it is possible for an instance of humor to fulfill more than one function.
· General function – The general function of humor is the creation of positive self-identity (98).  Most humor uses this function, however using only this function was more than twice as common among men than women in Hay’s data.  It also occurred twice as often in mixed groups than in single sex groups (113).  
· Solidarity Functions – Solidarity functions include sharing (for example, anecdotes that reveal something about the speaker) , highlighting similarities or shared experiences, clarifying and maintaining boundaries to reinforce group norms (coded BoundS by Hay to distinguish it from BoundP—see below), and teasing (coded TeaseS—see below), which stresses solidarity by creating a joking relationship (100-103).  
She found that solidarity functions were 2 ½ times more common among females in mixed groups, and 2 ¼ times more common among females in single sex groups (113).  Sharing was used more by men than women and more often in single sex groups across both genders (114).  Highlighting similarities was also more common among men than women, and slightly more common in single sex groups.  BoundS was more used by women than men, and more in mixed groups, and teasing was more used by men than women, and more in single sex groups.  She notes that, in other studies, teasing in mixed groups is usually sexually oriented (120, quoting Spradley and Mann 1975, Whitehead 1976, Parkin 1979).
· Power Functions – Power functions include fostering conflict, exerting control by influencing audience behavior, challenging and setting boundaries (BoundP as opposed to BoundS above), and teasing (TeaseP) to criticize the hearer and increase or maintain the speaker’s power (104-108).

Hay found that power functions were all less frequent among friendship groups than workplace groups, more frequent among men, and slightly more frequent in single sex groups across both genders.  She only had one example each of humor to foster conflict and humor to exert control in her data, and concluded that friendship data is not likely to produce such examples (104-106).  BoundP was slightly more common among women, but not significantly.  TeaseP was more common in single sex groups, and slightly, but not significantly, more common among women (116-117).
· Psychological functions – Psychological functions of humor included self-defense, where the speaker seeks to avoid revealing personal information, or to deflect insult by self-deprecation (109); and coping humor.  Hay divides coping humor into two categories: humor used to cope with a problem that arises from the conversation (109), and humor used to cope with a general life problem (110).  The latter was more common among females in her study, and the former was more common among males.  Overall, humor for psychological functions was used more often in single sex than in mixed groups (113).
Tannen (1994)
Tannen (1994) examines a recording she made of a conversation over Thanksgiving dinner.  She herself is included in the data, and she refers to herself in first person when presenting the data.  Her data reveals several humor strategies:
· Use of irony and exaggeration within roleplay, e.g., playing the “straight man,” and deadpan humor to express irony (141).
· “Campy” humor used in roleplay, e.g., the exaggeration of accents, stereotypical speech styles and patterns (141)

· Altering other’s comments for comic effect (141).

· “Content irony,” or irony that is aimed outward at the situation, audience, or greater context, rather than inward at oneself (142).
Attardo (1994)
Attardo (1994) expands on the production of humor through the flouting of Grice’s cooperative principle, going so far as to posit a special, particularized CP for humor (273).  Humor appears to break the CP by flouting maxims, but since the flout is deliberate, he states that this constitutes an implicit cooperation after all, and that this cooperation is what enables the hearer to interpret a utterances as humorous rather than nonsensical (violating relevance) or false (violating quantity) (287).  In addition he refers to Eco (1981)’s statement that while all jokes violate one of the maxims, the maxim must remain implicit; explicature would ruin the humor.  Attardo posits a special, joke-specific quantity maxim, in which leaving some part of the joke implicit violates the normal CP’s quantity maxim, requiring the listener to infer the implicit information (289).  

Attardo also addresses functions of humor, dividing them up into primary functions, which the speaker intends to achieve directly, and secondary functions, which may be achieved without the knowledge or intent of the speaker (322).  
Among primary functions he lists several which seem to correspond with Holmes and Marra (2002)’s “subversive humor.”  Decommitment is a way to use humor to deny harmful intent (325) and allow the speaker to back away from a statement without losing face (Brown and Levinson (1978) as referenced in Attardo 1994).  It can also be a way to probe a potentially uncertain action by pretending not to be serious, or can salvage a socially unpleasant situation (326).   In this way humor serves as a negotiation tool, and actually conveys serious content (Kane, et al (1977) as referenced in Attardo 1994).  Mediation is the use of humor to arbitrate potentially embarrassing or threatening situations, or as a “transitional device (quoting Mulkay 1988),” to introduce potentially dangerous topics (327).  Humor used this way is retractable, not bound by the quality maxim, and therefore responsibility is deniable.  By claiming a “non-bona-fide” mode, the speaker need not face the social consequences for bringing up an unacceptable subject (327).

Other primary functions of humor fall under Hay (1995)’s solidarity functions.  Humor can be a means of social management, a way for the speaker to ingratiate him or herself within a group, gain attention, establish common ground, show cleverness by producing humor that requires extra processing (such as wordplay), build camaraderie and social intimacy, or repair a threatening face act (323-325).
Attardo also discusses humor as a form of social control, paralleling some of Hay (1995)’s power functions whereby a speaker can correct, embarrass, or intimidate listeners in order to highlight social norms such as taboos and unacceptable behavior (323-324).  He particularly highlights teasing as a way to criticize without launching an overt face attack (327), and as a “device for reformulating others’ speech and actions, and thereby proposing an alternate reality, without seriously doing so (324).”  He identifies several characteristics of teasing: a tease uses a lexical selection of exaggerative terms, the conversational turn for a tease may be formulaic or stereotypical, and the turn is contrastive, in that the teaser contrasts with what the target has just said (321).

The Current Study 

The group under investigation is the crew of a volunteer film project called Dragon*ConTV, a group of science fiction fans who create parodies of science fiction and fantasy media, often by contrasting it with aspects of pop culture (Richardson, 2003).  The parodies are aired at an annual convention called Dragon*Con.

Not only is the volunteer atmosphere more relaxed than a true workplace environment, the work done at DCTV is inherently humorous, and a strong in-group value is placed on being funny.  The director, particularly, has a strong incentive to use humor in order to 1) establish his right to not only in-group but authoritative status, and 2) to maintain a friendly relationship with the rest of the crew, many of whom are personal friends outside the film project (Holmes and Stubbe 2003, Holmes and Marra 2002). 

Since the speakers in the data are neither precisely work colleagues (except as they are involved in the volunteer project), nor precisely friends (although some do interact outside of the project), the results should reveal a pattern somewhat different from Hay (1995)’s, since she was dealing with strictly friendship groups, but also somewhat different from those uncovered by Holmes and Stubbe (2003) Holmes and Marra (2002), since these studies dealt strictly with workplace groups.

Research Questions
· Will the members of a volunteer group working on a project (particularly the director) use humor in a manner more consistent with workplace type groups (Holmes and Stubbe 2003, Holmes and Marra 2002) or with friendship type groups (Hay 1995)?  
· Will the group members use humor subversively, to challenge the power structure, or will they use more solidarity-building humor?  

· What types of humor (Hay 1995) are used more by the director vs. the actors?  

· What types of humor (Hay 1995) are more prevalent in the pre-shoot segment vs. the shoot?   
· How will the director’s use of humor correlate with the amount of active direction he is doing?

· Will the director use humor more like an equal or more like a superior (Holmes and Stubbe 2003)?

Methods

Data 

During most shoots, and shoot preparation, a behind-the-scenes camera is running to capture any spontaneous humor generated, for use in a behind-the-scenes/bloopers montage that is posted to the website after the convention is over.  The specific footage used in the transcript was taken on a day when a subset of the DCTV crew gathered to film a number of horror film spoofs.

The transcript includes 10 minutes of pre-shoot talk, compared with 10 minutes of talk during an actual shoot.  The shoot segment was being done for a voice-over, so there was plenty of opportunity for talk even while shooting the live sequences, in addition to talk in between filming.  
Transcript Key

Examples in the following pages are transcribed according to the following conventions, adapted from the symbols used by Gumperz (1992):

	italicized text
	stressed intonation

	italicized bold text
	extra-stressed intonation

	Chiller font 12 pt
	indicates use of "zombie" voice

	…
	1 sec pause

	--
	interrupted speech

	{2}
	pause of indicated number of seconds

	{text}
	action

	[text]
	paralinguistic cues

	<text>
	unintelligible speech, or transcriber's best guess



Participants 
Demographically, the volunteers of DCTV are mostly white, mostly middle-class men and women in their 20s and 30s, college educated, and often in computer related career fields.  Small subgroups gather to film different segments of the project.

The subgroup on Saturday, May 12, 2007 consisted of:

Director:
· Brian Richardson, 34, founder of DCTV, MS Computer Engineering, electrical engineer
Actors:

· Michelle Levin, 31, 4 years with DCTV, Associate’s Degree, childcare professional
· Joyce Lanterman, 34, 4 years with DCTV, BA French, technical writer
· Chad Cartee, 31, first year w/ DCTV, 1 yr of college, PC sales

· Jason Wyatt, 27, 5 years with DCTV, BS Computer Engineering, telecom design engineer
· Jeff McClure, 32, 5 years with DCTV, MS Computer Engineering, electrical engineer

Data Analysis
In analyzing the data, special attention was given to instances of “director speech,” i.e., utterances where someone (usually the director) was giving direct instruction to another cast member.  Each conversational turn was tagged B for Response to Humor (laughter), C for director speech, D for on-topic chatter (non-directional talk related to the shoot) E for off-topic chatter (talk unrelated to the shoot), and X for null or backchannelling turns (“Oh,” “Ok,” “Yeah,” etc.).  Then, any turn that was also humorous was tagged with an A.

Further, all humorous turns were tagged according to Hay (1995)’s taxonomy of humor, to see what kind of humor was used in each segment, and how that changed between the two segments.  In addition, different functions of humor (Hay 1995) were identified.

Finally, for each segment, the following comparisons were calculated: 

Total number of turns
Total use of humor
Director’s  total number of turns
Director’s total use of humor
Types of humor used by the actor and director, in each segment, and overall
Identifying Humor

In identifying humorous utterances, Holmes’ convention was adopted, of following paralinguistic, prosodic, and discoursal cues to interpret what was “intended by the speaker(s) to be amusing and perceived to be amusing by at least some participants (Holmes 2000a referenced in Holmes and Marra 2002).”

For example, Brian’s utterance of “that's why I buy tape in bulk” in the pre-shoot transcript is not inherently amusing in any linguistic sense, but his sardonic tone and rising intonation are clues that he intends the statement to be humorous.  In addition, Jeff’s prior observation that he (Jeff) keeps missing funny moments by turning the camera off puts Brian’s remark in context and makes the humorous intent evident.
	Jeff
	I--[chuckle]--I always stop the camera at the wrong damn time


…

	Brian
	that's why I buy tape in bulk


Another identifying trait of conversational humor is its position in the conversation.  Holmes and Stubbe (2003) observe that humor occurs at strategic points in dialog, such as, for example, the opening and closing phases of meetings.  This was evident in the shoot transcript at the beginnings and ends of takes: often a take is “bracketed” by humorous comments (usually Brian’s).
	1
	Brian
	Whoops!  He says as he falls down the stairs 

	
	
	

	
	
	{4} {Brian leaves house} (8}

	
	
	

	2
	Brian
	{outside} Ding-dong!

	
	
	

	
	
	{5} {Jason opens door} {3}

	
	
	

	3
	Brian
	{enters house} Rr-huh...rrr?  Ehh, too much work…rr rr [singing voice] Dah-dah-daahh Dah-dah-daahh Mmm? Maybe I should…no so Oohhh, female oooh aaahh ehhh ss--strips?  No…yes? Ehh no strips.  Yes feed the zombie feed feed feed feed run...ruunnn…mmm taasstyyy

	
	
	

	
	
	{2}

	
	
	

	4
	Brian
	I think that was ridiculous enough



There were also examples of Attardo (1994)’s “special” cooperative principle of humor, where utterances were made evidently humorous by violating one or more of Grice’s maxims.  In the following example, Brian and Joyce both violate the maxim of quantity (and possibly good taste) in observing the presence of rubber gloves in the costuming kits (to protect hands from the fake blood used on the costumes): 
	1
	Brian
	Oh yes there are gloves

	
	
	
	

	2
	Joyce
	Oh yes there are
	

	
	
	
	

	3
	Brian
	What are ya gonna
	do with those gloves?


No explicit explanation is given for why gloves should be funny, leaving it up to listeners to form an implicature.  This is an example of performance based humor: the speakers have agreed to cooperate with each other in violating the maxim to produce humor for their audience.  The audience in turn assumes the speakers are cooperating with them, so that the utterances aren’t simply nonsensical.
Results 

Transcript Totals
The total number of turns in the pre-shoot segment was 302, and in the shoot segment 211, so it went down by 91 turns, or 30%.  This would seem to indicate more talk in the pre-shoot, but it is important to note that there were several significantly longer turns in the shoot, as Brian gave direction in long uninterrupted speeches.

The total number of humorous turns in the pre-shoot was 108, versus 65 in the shoot. Again, the longer turns were significant in reducing this number.  Five of Brian’s turns were long, interrupted directional segments which are equivalent (in terms of word count) to 2-3 turns apiece in the rest of the transcript.  

The total number of directional turns in the pre-shoot segment was 14, which, predictably, almost doubled in the shoot segment, to 27.
Director Totals

Brian’s total number of turns in the pre-shoot segment was 65, only 22% of the total transcript.  In the shoot segment, his total number of turns shot up to 102, accounting for almost half (48%) of the turns in the transcript.  If we consider the 5 long directional turns, both his actual amount of talk and his contributions to the dialog increased significantly.

Brian’s total number of humorous turns went from 31 in the pre-shoot to 45 in the shoot, a modest increase, especially considering that the percentage of his turns that were humorous actually decreased by 8%.  However, his humorous turns compared to totals for the entire transcript went from 29% in the pre-shoot to 69% in the shoot, showing a significant domination of the humor for the entire conversation in the latter segment.

Brian’s total number of directional turns was 11 in the pre-shoot (17% of his turns in that segment), jumping to 24 in the shoot (24% of his turns in that segment), showing a 41% increase.  Of the total directional turns in each transcript, he contributed 79% in the pre-shoot and 89% in the shoot.
Actor Totals

The actors contributed 237 turns to the pre-shoot and 109 turns to the shoot, a drop of 33%.  Naturally, if Brian was taking up more turns with direction, the actors’ opportunities to contribute would decrease.  The actors contributed 77 humorous turns to the pre-shoot and only 20 to the shoot, another significant drop.   There were 3 instances of directional speech by the actors in each segment.
Discussion 

Types of Humor

Hay coded any utterances in her data that fell into more than one category as more than one instance of humor (65).  Because the current study examines such a comparatively small amount of data, it seemed likely that following this example would yield skewed results.  Therefore, all humorous conversational turns have been tagged with only one humor type, in an attempt to select whichever one was most suited for the utterance.  For example, if a turn was both vulgar and a quip, it was tagged observational humor.
Observational Humor
In both the shoot and the pre-shoot, by far the most commonly used type of humor was observational humor.  Of the 108 humorous turns in the pre-shoot, 70, or 65%, were OH.  In the shoot segment, 21 out of 65 humorous utterances were OH (32%). 


In the following example, Brian uses a quip to observe that Michelle’s costume is well assembled: she is both in character (zombies shamble when they walk) and appropriate for the project’s audience (adequately covered).

	Brian
	Well that's good it gives you the shambled look but…it doesn't actually expose too much flesh


In humorously stating approval for Michelle’s costume, Brian is also using a solidarity function of humor (Hay 1995) by reinforcing the relationships between him and Michelle (both actor-director and friend-friend), addressing her positive face need, and expressing a group norm (that zombie costumes should look a certain way) (Holmes and Marra 2002: 71).

Given the prevalence of OH in this transcript, and that the OH turns were about evenly divided between genders (52 from women, 40 from men), it seems that Hay’s finding that this type of humor is most common, not only among women, but among all-female groups, is contradicted here.  

As observed, the DCTV volunteers share similarities with both work and friendship groups.  The fact that quips, as a subset of OH, were so highly used by the participants may indicate that the volunteers operate more on a workplace level than a friendship level, yet other findings (see section on anecdotes below) contradict this.
Vulgarity
The only other humor type used at all significantly in the pre-shoot segment was vulgarity (17 turns, or 16% of the total).   Because vulgar humor is meant to shock (Holmes 1998: 4), and “derives from the fact that the speakers are breaking some sort of taboo (79),” it provides a window into what a culture considers shocking and taboo.  For example, here Michelle uses a crass name for a body part to express her exasperation with the time consuming and uncomfortable zombie makeup:
	1
	Michelle
	Exactly I don't wanna have to 
	do makeup on my boobs



However, in contradiction to Hay’s finding that this type of humor is more prevalent among men, and among single sex groups (84), 12 of the 16 vulgar humor turns were uttered by females: 

	1
	Joyce
	Who's gonna grab a zombie's crotch?

	
	
	
	

	2
	Chad
	[laugh]
	

	
	
	
	

	3
	Joyce
	jeez…
	you're sick


Despite the insult in the last turn above, this is an example of solidarity-producing humor.  “Insults bw those who know each other well are also signals of solidarity and markers of in-group membership (Holmes and Stubbe 2003: 119).”
The other types of humor are more widely distributed in the shoot section.  Anecdote, fantasy, and self deprecation totaled 15%, 20% and 23% respectively.  

Anecdotes
There were 10 instances of anecdotal humor in the shoot segment of the transcript, half of which were Brian’s contributions.  This is not to say that there were 10 different anecdotes in the transcript; many of the turns tagged “An” were contributions to the same anecdote.  

By sharing anecdotes with the group, Brian is attempting to foster group solidarity by establishing friendliness (Holmes and Marra 2002: 82).  There is also a power aspect here, in Brian’s attempt to increase his in-group status by being funny (Holmes and Stubbe 2003:111).   As the director, his “official” status should not require bolstering, but he is conscious of the need to maintain cordial relations with his cast, and uses the anecdotes to emphasize that he is indeed “one of the gang.”

Hay’s finding is that women are more likely to use anecdotes than men (82).  In my data, only one of the 10 examples of anecdotal humor is produced by a female; however, this is during the shoot segment, when three of the four participants are male, so this is inconclusive.

Attardo (1994) notes that humorous utterances such as anecdotes or canned jokes are often produced in predictable “conversational sequences,” rather like longer versions of adjacency pairs (295).  A humorous narrative is 1) announced, 2) told, and 3) completed, as in the following example:
	Jason
	Yeah yeah see I was actually having a really bad day when I saw that and I went to see it with a friend 
specifically because I wanted to see a stupid zombie movie and it ended up being Lord of the Flies


Jason announces his anecdote with some backchannelling (“yeah yeah”) that shows he is listening to and following the previous turns, but has something to add himself.  The actual story is told in the bulk of the utterance, and is completed with a punchline (“and it ended up being Lord of the Flies”).

Holmes and Marra (2002) noted that anecdotes were more commonly used among friendship groups than work groups (77); the high prevalence here of anecdotes during a work-oriented conversation is an interesting indicator of how the DCTV volunteers regard their “work.”  Even—especially--while working, the crew behaves more like friends, contradicting the finding above regarding quips.

Fantasy

Like anecdotes, fantasy humor is a means of building solidarity (Holmes and Marra 2002: 82).  The collaborative nature of fantasy makes the participants equals, emphasizing commonality and de-emphasizing power differences (Holmes and Stubbe 2003: 109).
There were 13 turns tagged for fantasy humor in the shoot segment, and 11 in the pre-shoot.  Although these numbers look similar, we must bear in mind that 13 turns comprised 20% of the turns in the shoot, while 11 turns comprised only 10% of the turns in the pre-shoot, which had more turns overall.  Holmes and Mara (2002) note that there are very few instances of fantasy humor in work groups (77), supporting the finding above that the volunteers behave more like friends than work colleagues.

Although fantasy is meant to be a collaborative endeavor, except in one case, Brian is the sole creator of his fantasy utterances; the actors contribute only by supporting the fantasy with laughter.  It seems he is taking over fantasy as a performance-type of humor, rather than collaborative, and therefore using it, like his anecdotes, as a means of enhancing is social status in the group.

Note that the example below (taken from the pre-shoot) consists of 4 fantasy turns, which make up one fantasy:
	1
	Brian
	{picks up SB hardhat} Hey actually we could throw in our own sight gags because since Southern Bell is long dead then uh 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Michelle
	Mm
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Brian
	we could have Southern Bell zombies

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Jeff
	[laugh]
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Joyce
	[hissing laugh]
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Brian
	We are not the new AT&T

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Jeff
	[big laugh]
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Joyce
	
	Oh look  
	[singing] Ring 
	around the 
	collar!

	9
	Brian
	AT&T's back from 
	the dead!
	AT&T
	
	AT&T

	10
	Jeff
	
	
	Oohhh
	
	[laugh]



The exception to Brian’s monopoly on fantasy utterances, taken again from the pre-shoot, is jointly constructed, between Joyce, Jeff, and Brian.  Brian is commenting on the position of the handprint on a skirt being altered for a zombie costume:
	1
	Brian
	Zombie got fresh with you?
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Joyce
	Yeeaaah well as if as if somebody were crawling along the ground and and reached up begging for mercy and I kicked them aside and ate their brains

	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Brian
	You've done this before 
	haven't you?
	

	4
	Jeff
	
	[laughing voice] as you are 
	are wont to do

	
	
	

	5
	Joyce
	[laughing voice] As I am wont do to cuz you know…you know that that is exactly how I operate


Self Deprecation 

Self deprecation made up 23% of the humorous turns in the shoot segment.  Interestingly, 12 of the 15 instances of self deprecation were Brian’s.  Returning to Holmes and Stubbe (2003)’s observation that work colleagues often use humor to “soften directives between equals (115),” this is an indicator that Brian, despite being the director and therefore technically in charge of the project, regards himself as an equal with the rest of the crew, and is using humor to maintain cordial social relations despite the necessity for giving direction.  His positive face needs demand that he not be seen as arrogant or tyrannical; therefore he uses self-deprecation to protect himself from the possibility of giving such an impression.  It also leavens any possible face threat to the actors by emphasizing that Brian’s authority to give orders does not outweigh his perception of himself as an equal-status group member.
	1
	Brian
	oh! … keep bumping into things!

	
	
	

	2
	Brian
	[laugh]

	3
	Jeff
	[laugh]

	4
	Michelle
	[laugh]

	
	
	

	5
	Brian
	I'm a clumsy zombie

	
	
	


Conclusions
Will the members of a volunteer group working on a project (particularly the director) use humor in a manner more consistent with workplace type groups (Holmes and Stubbe 2003, Holmes and Marra 2002) or with friendship type groups (Hay 1995)? 
The most prevalent form of humor in both transcripts was observational humor.  Holmes and Marra (2002) state that the subset of observational humor called quips are used much more frequently in workplace groups than friendship groups, since they are a quick way to comment on the business at hand without derailing the work being done (75-77).  In this way, the DCTV volunteers behaved like a workplace group throughout both segments.

Brian does use humor to soften the impact of his director speech, a very workplace-like manifestation of humor (Holmes and Stubbe 2003: 115).   Interestingly, however, by using self deprecation, he does it in a way that indicates he is giving a directive from equal to equal, rather than from a superior to a subordinate.

Virtually all other uses of humor in both transcripts are consistent with friendship groups’ use of humor (Hay 1995): high use of anecdotes and fantasy humor, and use of humor to express in-group membership and group solidarity.

Will the group members use humor subversively, to challenge the power structure, or will they use more solidarity-building humor?  Will this change from the pre-shoot segment to the shoot?
Almost all of the humor in both transcripts was solidarity-building rather than subversive or power oriented.  The few examples of power oriented humor were focused on increasing the speaker’s in-group status, rather than attempting to subvert existing power structures.  It seems the DCTV volunteers are happy with the status quo, and feel no need to attack it, humorously or otherwise.

What types of humor (Hay 1995) are used more by the director vs. the actors?  
Brian’s most prevalent uses of humor across both transcripts consisted of fantasy (19 turns), observational humor (28 turns), and self deprecation (12 turns).  The actors’ most prevalent humor types were observational humor (63 turns) and vulgarity (14 turns).
What types of humor (Hay 1995) are more prevalent in the pre-shoot segment vs. the shoot?  
The most prevalent types of humor in the pre-shoot were observational humor (70 turns) and vulgarity (17 turns).  The most prevalent humor types in the shoot segment were observational humor (21 turns), self deprecation (12 turns), fantasy (13 turns), and anecdote (10 turns).  It is interesting to note the much greater variation of humor types in the shoot segment, but it is difficult to speculate the cause of this.  
How will the director’s use of humor correlate with the amount of active direction he is doing?
In the pre-shoot, Brian was responsible for almost one third of the humorous turns in the transcript (29%).  Almost half (48%) of his turns were humorous.  He was responsible for more than three fourths (79%) of the “director speech” in the transcript, and 17% of his turns were director speech.
In the shoot segment, Brian’s contribution to the total number of humor turns in the transcript more than doubled—from 29% to 69%.  His individual use of humor—i.e., the percentage of his own turns that were humorous—stayed roughly the same at 44%.  He contributed virtually all (89%) of the director speech turns to the shoot transcript, and his individual use of director speech rose to 24%.  
	
	Total # of  Brian’s Turns
	Brian’s % of Total Turns in Transcript
	
	Total #  of Brian’s Humor Turns
	Brian’s % of Humorous Turns
	Brian’s % Total Humor Turns in Transcript
	
	Total # of  Brian’s Direction Turns
	Brian’s % of Direction Turns
	Brian’s % Total Direction Turns in Transcript

	Pre-Shoot
	65
	22%
	
	31
	48%
	29%
	
	11
	17%
	79%

	Shoot
	102
	48%
	
	45
	44%
	69%
	
	24
	24%
	89%


Will the director use humor more like an equal or more like a superior?
Brian’s use of humor is, without a doubt, consistent with a self perception that he is an equal with his cast members.  When he is directing, his use of self-deprecatory humor to soften directives is consistent with Holmes and Stubbe (2003)’s finding that employees of equal status use humor in this way to mitigate the possible face threat of such a situation (111).  When he is not directing, he uses humor in solidarity building ways that suggest he is eager to not only foster group cohesion but to establish and increase his own in-group status.

Limitations of the Current Study

Due to time constraints, only a small amount of the available data could be transcribed and analyzed.  A more detailed study of the entire body of behind-the-scenes footage may reveal different patterns.  Comparing the data from this particular weekend with behind-the-scenes footage from other shoot weekends would also provide a better understanding of how this group uses humor.

The entire DCTV group is much larger than what we see in this data sample.  There are approximately 25 members, and different ones appear for each shoot, depending on availability.  Depending on the personalities assembled on any given occasion, different patterns can emerge.  The group is heavily weighted towards extroverted personalities, which correlate strongly with humor contribution (Holmes and Marra 2002: 69).  
In addition, the genders of DCTV members are fairly evenly distributed, but which members actually attend a given session is more or less random.  In the data analyzed here, the members present for the pre-shoot are a slightly different group than the members of the shoot: the pre-shoot consisted of Brian (the director), Jeff (the cameraman), and three actors: Joyce, Michelle, and Chad.  The shoot consisted of Brian, Jeff, Michelle, and a new actor, Jason.  This segment in particular may have shown a gender bias, as it was composed of three men and only one woman.

Finally, because the author of this paper is part of the group under discussion, a certain amount of sample bias was inevitable.  Again, due to time constraints, it was not possible to train a second analyst in coding the data for humor types.  In future analyses, bringing in a second, objective, researcher, and working to establish inter-coder reliability, would be useful in obtaining more precise results.
Pedagogical Considerations
Humor is one of the hardest things for second language learners to understand, since it is often culturally specific.  Furthermore, the way it is used can make or break interpersonal relationships, so it is of vital importance to anyone attempting to integrate with a new culture.
Teachers can demonstrate the appropriate use of humor by integrating it into their lessons.  Using humor as a teaching tool “has been shown to reduce classroom anxiety [and] create a more positive atmosphere, as well as facilitate the learning process (Garner 2005).”   Further, researchers have found that humor can result in better information recall (Hill, 1988, as referenced in Garner 2005) and can increase long term retention (Glenn, 2002, as referenced in Garner 2005).”
What topics are considered humorous from culture to culture varies hugely, and is beyond the scope of this paper.  What can be addressed here is instructing students in culturally appropriate forms of humor, and how they are constructed.  In addition, educators should address the strategies used to employ humor in day-to-day conversation.  Most importantly, students need to be made aware of the functions for which humor can be used in constructing a conversation.  Humor can not only mitigate the face threat of a directive, it can be used in this way for any speech act: complaints, apologies, or even such apparently benign ones as greetings or compliments, which can threaten negative face by placing an obligation of response on the recipient.
Ideas for helping students understand humor in an L2 might include: examples of media humor, from television episodes, movies, or stand-up comedy routines; examples of puns and wordplay, for example as used in advertising; role-playing activities where students attempt to employ selected humor strategies to construct their utterances appropriately; and perusal of satirical websites, such as the Onion (http://www.theonion.com/), to analyze how the writers use humor and what their underlying intentions are.

Appendix: Sample lesson plans

Following is a lesson unit on understanding humor in English.  Each of the first four lessons in the unit will address a selected type of humor as outlined in Hay 1995.  The last lesson will review the pragmatics of using humor to soften directives.
Target Population: Intermediate teenaged or adult ESL learners.
I. Jokes
The unit begins with canned jokes because they are structured and more easily explainable than more context-bound forms of humor such as fantasy or observational humor.  The “resolution of incongruity” concept discussed in the lesson plan takes its reference from script theories of humor (Attardo 1994).
Materials: Sample jokes, e.g., from http://members.aol.com/Jakajk/jokes.html or http://www.jokepier.com/index.php
Vocabulary: joke, canned joke, incongruity, punchline
	Objectives:
	Students will be able to 1) identify jokes, 2) tell jokes, 3) talk about cultural differences in jokes.

	 

	 
	Time (min)
	Teacher Activity
	Student Activity
	Materials

	Class Starter/Warm-up
	5
	
	Ask students to think of a joke they heard recently.  Can they explain why it was funny?
	 

	Present New Material
	10
	Talk about how the unexpected is humorous.  The "story" part of the joke builds incongruity, which is resolved at the punchline.  Present a sample joke and point out the incongruity and resolution.  (Note that the punchline, standing on its own, may not be funny --it's the context of the joke that makes it funny.)
	 
	Sample joke

	Check for Understanding
	5
	 
	Go back to a joke from the warm-up exercise.  What is the incongruity?  How does the punchline resolve it?  
	 

	 
	15
	 
	This should lead to some discussion on what topics are considered funny in what cultures.  Ask students if they can think of a joke that would be funny in their own culture but that Americans wouldn't understand even if it were translated.  Can they explain why?
	 

	Group Practice Activity
	5
	Hand out sample jokes and punchlines.
	Students should interact to match up the sample jokes and punchlines.  Each student should end up with one joke and its matching punchline.  
	Strips of paper with sample jokes and more strips with sample punchlines

	Summary/Review
	15
	 
	Based on the previous discussion, can they explain 1) the humorous content (humorous topic the joke addressees), 2) the incongruity and 3) how it's resolved by the punchline?  Would this joke be considered funny in their L1 culture?
	 

	Homework
	 
	 
	Interview friends or family members to obtain similar jokes.  Come to class prepared to discuss points covered above.
	 


II. Wordplay
Wordplay is a form of humor dependent on vocabulary, so learning to understand it and contribute it to conversations is a strong motivation for students to increase their vocabulary.
Materials:
· Overhead transparency: picture of store sign or ad using pun
· Sample puns from, e.g., http://www.punpunpun.com/12942.html
· Pun handout from http://volweb.utk.edu/Schools/bedford/harrisms/puns.htm
Vocabulary: pun, double meaning, play on words

	Objectives:
	Students will be able to 1) identify puns, 2) explain double meanings in puns, 3) create their own puns

	 

	 
	Time (min)
	Teacher Activity
	Student Activity
	Materials

	Class Starter/Warm-up
	0
	Put up overhead transparency of picture of store sign or ad using pun (e.g., http://www.glassdoctor.com/) 
	 
	Overhead transparency

	Present New Material
	10
	Talk about puns based on similar sounds, meanings, or idiomatic expressions.  Present examples of both kinds.
	 
	Example puns.

	Check for Understanding
	15
	 
	Ask students if puns are common in their L1.  If so, ask them to provide examples from their L1 and explain the double meanings.
	 

	Group Practice Activity
	15
	Hand out sample pun sheet
	In pairs, have students explain the double meanings of the puns on the handout.
	Sample pun sheet

	Summary/Review
	15
	 
	Have each pair of students create their own puns, using the ideas at the bottom of the handout if necessary.  Volunteers should present their puns to the class.
	 

	Homework
	 
	 
	Students will design their own store sign or ad with a pun. 
	 


III. Self Deprecation

Self deprecating humor is like a spice: a little can go a long way, and too much can ruin an interaction.  Students should understand how and when to use it—and how and when not to use it.

Materials: Stand up comedy video segment (e.g., Woody Allen)
Vocabulary: self deprecation, make fun of, fishing for compliments 

	Objectives:
	Students will be able to 1) identify deprecating humor, 2) explain why self deprecating humor can be useful, 3) identify overuse of self deprecating humor (e.g., “fishing for compliments,” 4) construct examples of self deprecating humor

	 

	 
	Time (min)
	Teacher Activity
	Student Activity
	Materials

	Class Starter/Warm-up
	5
	Play segment of stand up comedy routine using self deprecatory humor.
	 
	Stand-up comedy video

	Present New Material
	10
	Write student contributions on board. 
	Ask students what parts of segment they thought were funny.
	

	
	
	Point out the self deprecating parts of the segment.  Talk about how “making fun of yourself” can be a positive way to participate in a conversation.
	Ask students if they think the comedian really thinks he is as unattractive as he makes himself out to be?  What impression does that give them of the comedian?
	

	
	
	Talk about possibility of overdoing it—balance between funny and “fishing for compliments.”  Explain meaning of this idiomatic phrase and provide examples.
	What impression do students have of the people who are fishing for compliments? Are they funny?
	

	Check for Understanding
	10
	 
	Ask students if self-deprecating remarks are considered funny in their L1.  If so, ask them to provide examples from their L1.  If not, ask how these remarks would be perceived in their L1.
	 

	Group Practice Activity
	15
	
	In pairs or small groups, have students create sample dialogs using self deprecatory humor. 
	

	Summary/Review
	15
	 
	Volunteers can present their dialogs to the class.
	 

	Homework
	 
	 
	Students will read blog sites looking for examples of self deprecatory humor.  Bring back to class one example they find amusing and one they find to be “fishing for compliments.”
	 


IV. Anecdotes 

This lesson is based on Attardo (1994)’s observation that notes that a humorous narrative consists of three components: it is 1) announced, 2) told, and 3) completed.  The purpose of the lesson is mainly to encourage students to converse about events that have happened to them.
Vocabulary: anecdote, punchline
	Objectives:
	Students will be able to 1) identify the three components of a humorous anecdote, and 2)  present a humorous anecdote.

	

	 
	Time (min)
	Teacher Activity
	Student Activity
	Materials

	Class Starter/Warm-up
	5
	Present a humorous anecdote about something that happened recently.
	 Ask for a few volunteers to tell their own stories about something funny that happened to them.  
	

	Present New Material
	5
	Explain structure of humorous narrative: announcement, telling, completion.  

Note that these components aren’t consciously created, they arise over the course of the storytelling.  Most important is the completion, as it is the “punchline” of the humor, and will provide an explanation of why the story was funny.  
	
	

	Check for Understanding
	10
	Tell story again and ask students to listen for these three components.  As they are identified, list them on the board. 
	Identify components of story.  Can students explain how the punchline makes the humor of the story clear?
	 

	
	
	Tell another story but put punchline in middle instead of at the end.
	What happens when punchline isn’t at the end?
	

	Group Practice Activity
	15
	
	Put students in pairs.  Student 1 will tell a funny anecdote to student 2.  Student 2 will note the three components of the story. Then switch roles.  
	

	Summary/Review
	15
	 
	Have students explain the anecdotes their partners told, and point out the components of the stories.  Explain how the punchline makes it clear why the story is story funny.
	 

	Homework
	 
	 
	Students will interview a friend or family member for a humorous anecdote, and present it in the next class session.
	 


V. Pragmatic Use of Humor: Softening Directives 
Materials: Pull example 6.9 from page 116 from Holmes and Stubbe (2003):

Context: Manger, Beth, to administrative assistant, Marion, who is chatting with a secretary:
Beth: Okay, Marion, I’m afraid serious affairs of state will have to wait.  We have some trivial issues needing our attention.

Vocabulary: directive, command
	Objectives:
	Students will be able to 

	

	 
	Time (min)
	Teacher Activity
	Student Activity
	Materials

	Class Starter/Warm-up
	10
	Pull example 6.9 from page 116 from Holmes and Stubbe (2003): a humorously worded directive.  Rewrite the directive as a bald command and put up on board.  (“Marion, stop talking and get to work.”)
	Ask students if they can think of ways to make the commands more palatable.  Politeness strategies will most likely be suggested, rather than humor. 
	Sample quote.

	
	
	Present the directive in its original form.  Read it aloud with appropriate intonation and facial expression.
	See if students can identify what makes this version of the command more palatable. 
	

	
	
	Repeat with more examples.
	
	

	Present New Material
	10
	Explain how humor can be used to “soften” a direct command.  Discuss how this can be useful in work environments.
	Ask students whether this is a strategy for giving workplace commands in their L1 culture.  Is it a strategy used in other command situations?  Teaching?  Parenting?
	

	Check for Understanding
	5
	Put up another bald command.
	Ask students to brainstorm ideas to rephrase command using humor to make it more palatable.  Write ideas on board.
	 

	Group Practice Activity
	15
	Pass out list of commands,
	In pairs or small groups, students should reword the commands using humor to “soften” them.
	List of commands.

	Summary/Review
	15
	
	Volunteers can read one of their reworded commands aloud to class.
	 

	Homework
	 
	
	Students should create their own list of commands with reworded, humorous versions.
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