‘Hurts Just the Same’: How Offensive Are Acts of Racist Humor?

[bookmark: _Toc3982659]Abstract
Despite our ubiquitous use of humor in various aspects of life, and the growing body of humor research in the social sciences, it appears that academic literature has yet to fully and systematically address the question whether the humorous nature of offensive speech negates its offensiveness, aggravates it, or is irrelevant altogether. The lack of such a discussion is especially conspicuous when dealing with racist or sexist humor.
The present paper questions whether the fact that an instance of racist offensive (hereinafter ‘offensive’) speech contains an element of humor affects the degree of its offensiveness. The paper shows that, as a rule, the element of humor does not have the capacity to diminish the offensiveness of speech.
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1. Introduction
Humor of various kinds – situational humor, scripted jokes, social satire, and so on – applies in all aspects of life. Professional and academic literature detail a variety of different functions performed by humor, including socialization, communication, and the transmission of information (Gervais and Wilson 2005; Meyer 2000; Graham, Papa, and Brooks 1992; Martineau 1972). Humor can be used as a tool for diffusing tensions and anger, as an outlet for relieving sexual frustration, as a way of coping with traumas, as a mechanism for the airing of social taboos, as a significant factor in the cognitive development of human beings from childhood to adulthood, as a therapeutic-medical implement, and as a means of intellectual stimulus.
However, humor can also carry an offensive nature: it can be perceived as insulting or humiliating, both toward individuals or groups, as in the case of racist, sexist or other forms of disparagement humor.
Yet despite the increasing volume and variety of academic literature dealing with subjects that are directly or indirectly related to humor and its repercussions in the social sciences (such as psychology, sociology, communication science, anthropology, and folklore studies), it appears that academic literature has yet to combine interdisciplinary research in order to fully and systematically address the question whether the humorous nature of offensive speech negates its offensiveness, aggravates it, or is irrelevant altogether.  
This article is therefore intended to answer this question. The discussion will be conducted in two stages. Firstly, I will study the question of whether or not humor can have the effect of negating or minimizing offensiveness, while referring to interpretative and consequentialist theories dealing with offensive humor. Secondly, I will address the question of whether humor can amplify the offensiveness of offensive speech, while emphasizing the pragmatic aspects of the utterance. The next section will include a discussion of whether humor negates, minimizes or aggravates the offensiveness of offensive speech. As part of the discussion, I will show that, as a rule, the element of humor does not have the capacity to diminish the offensiveness of speech. 
It should be noted that there are cases in which an instance of a prima facie humorous offensive speech does not attest to racist positions and is therefore voided of any derisive element. These are cases of irony and black humor. A joke that fits any of these categories is told not as an act of agreement or endorsement of the offensive positions, but as an act of opposition to them in the case of irony, or as opposition combined with the attempt to deal with the pain they inflict in the case of black humor. Therefore, these categories are beyond the scope of this paper.
 
2. Does the Humorous Element Affect the Degree of the Implicature’s Offensiveness?
2.1. Does Humor Neutralize or Minimize the Offensiveness of Speech?
This section will examine the question of whether the presence of humor in speech neutralizes or minimizes its offensiveness. There is reason to wonder why someone might make such an assumption in the first place. The answer might lie, for example, in the nature of humor which ostensibly signifies that the humorous statement is not to be taken seriously; or, in the case of offensive humor, the absence of the intention to offend or express an offensive position. Thus, some will argue that offensive humor, unlike a ‘serious’ offensive statement, does not attest to the speaker’s identification with the offensive position. Therefore, the purpose of this section will be to conduct a thorough discussion of the validity of the claim that offensive humor is less offensive than the same offensive proposition or implicature uttered in all ‘seriousness.’

2.1.1. Offensive Humor Relies on Offensive Worldviews and is Therefore Equivalent to ‘Serious’ Offensive Speech. In defending the claim that offensive humor is less offensive than ‘serious’ offensive speech, it is possible to argue that, unlike ‘serious’ offensive speech, offensive humor does not express an actual endorsement of offensive positions. 
Nevertheless, there are those who object to this assertion. For example, Ronald de Sousa maintains that a person who is amused by humor in which the incongruity is based on offensive presuppositions, must necessarily believe those same presuppositions, otherwise he or she would not find the joke funny. 
The approach in de Sousa (1990), termed ‘attitudinal endorsement,’ is based on the following logical progression:
a. Understanding a joke requires being aware of what propositions it relies on.
b. Understanding (or ‘getting’) a joke does not mean that you find it funny. 
c. If you have negative attitudes toward the propositions that are required by a joke, it will fail and you will not find it funny. 
d. You cannot hypothetically endorse propositions in such a way as to resuscitate a joke that is dead for you. 
e. Hence, what makes the difference between merely ‘getting’ a joke and finding it funny must be some positive attitude that you genuinely hold towards the propositions required to understand it. 
f. Therefore, if you find a sexist joke funny, and sexist propositions are required for getting the joke, then, by virtue of your attitudinal endorsement of these propositions, you are a sexist.
De Sousa proposes the following as a clear example of a sexist joke: ‘Margaret Trudeau goes to visit the hockey team. When she emerges, she complains she had been gang raped… Wishful thinking.’ De Sousa argues that, in order to find this joke funny, we must accept several sexist presuppositions. The first is that rape is only a variant of sexual intercourse; the second is that women’s sexual desires are indiscriminate; and the third is that there is something intrinsically objectionable or wrong with a woman being interested in or having lots of sex (1990, 336).
Particularly relevant to our discussion of offensive humor in general is de Sousa’s subsequent claim that the sexist nature of the joke is also evident from the fact that eliminating its gendered aspects or replacing the woman with a man would rid the joke of its humor. Thereby, he in fact suggests a kind of ‘test’ through which we can determine whether a joke is sexist or not. In its simplified form, the test is based on a single central principle, which stipulates that in order to laugh at the joke we must accept one or more sexist propositions. Thus, eliminating the sexist or gendered aspect of the joke or replacing the women in the joke with men (which would cancel out the aspect of sexism towards women anyway) would also rid the joke of its humor. 
De Sousa’s argument implies that a joke relying on offensive propositions is no different than an utterance that raises these same propositions in a serious manner. Indeed, there is a separation to be made between the ‘positions’ of the speaker or the person who finds the joke amusing and the ‘positions’ of the joke (Connolly and Haydar 2005). However, if we concede that in order to find the joke amusing one has to accept the offensive positions, this suggests that when the speaker invites the addressee to enjoy offensive humorous speech this invitation contains the offensive positions required to laugh at it. Therefore, it should be given the same treatment as regular speech containing seriously offensive statements. In other words, the deployment of humorous speech contains the implied proposition: ‘I think this joke is funny; I think you will find this joke funny too.’ This statement is a kind of declaration on behalf of the speaker that he or she has accepted the positions necessary to enjoy the joke.
Nevertheless, de Sousa’s reasoning has its critics. Gaut (1998) argues that there is no requirement to wholeheartedly adopt the offensive worldview in order to laugh at the offensive joke; rather, one can simply ‘imagine’ or ‘suppose’ it, or hold it temporarily for the sake of amusement alone. A similar argument is made in both Provine (1987) and Benatar (1999). Benatar opines, similarly to Smuts (2010), that there is no need to accept the stereotype latent in the joke in order to laugh at it; it is enough to be familiar with it in order to understand the funny element of the joke. To support his claim, he presents the following joke about (what he erroneously thinks is) an invented ethnic group. Here, we shall elaborate the joke using an actual invented group, ‘the Xs’:
Q: Why do Xs have so many scars around their mouths on Mondays?
A: Because they practice eating with a knife and fork on Sundays.
Here, we have no information at all about the made-up ethnic group, including any prejudice or stereotype, and yet we can still find the joke funny thanks to our understanding of the incongruity in the joke, which is what delivers its sting. It also makes it clear to us that the Xs stereotypically do not know how to eat with a knife and fork. Therefore, it is unnecessary to hold any unacceptable positions against a specific ethnic group to enjoy this joke or even to tell it. 
To substantiate his claim, Benatar looks at whether we laugh at jokes about our own ethnic group or gender. He maintains that most of us do laugh at jokes that are at least partially directed at our own affiliation group and he sees this as proof that it is not necessary to hold a deplorable prejudice in order to enjoy a racist or sexist joke. However, Benatar thereby presupposes that we cannot hold prejudices against our own affiliation group. This presupposition is contradicted by the fact that not only are we not immune to prejudices against our own affiliation group, but that oftentimes members of disadvantaged groups are not just silently complicit in perpetuating prejudices against their own kind but wholeheartedly embrace these prejudices and relish propagating them (Lewin 2006; Levy 1941).
It seems then that both de Sousa and his critics leave room for more general criticism. Both sides of the aisle make factual claims that ought to be empirically tested, for these are hypotheses that can be confirmed or debunked empirically using methods from experimental psychology. In addition, there have in fact been studies conducted to test the above claims and therefore the lack of reference to those studies’ findings, or, at the most, dealing with them by pointing out their methodological shortcomings alone, is problematic. As we shall see later on in this article, de Sousa’s claim has been tested for certain types of offensive humor, sexist humor, for instance, and there was a certain, albeit not complete, correlation found between the enjoyment of sexist jokes and agreement with sexist viewpoints (Butland and Ivy 1990; Chapman and Gadfield 1976).
Another strong argument in the discussion about finding offensive humor amusing is made by Smuts (2010, 176). He argues that sometimes there is no need to even assume the offensive viewpoint to enjoy the joke, since most jokes contain several funny elements that can be interpreted in a variety of ways. Thus, it is possible to claim that amusement at an offensive joke or the decision to tell it is not necessarily motivated by the offensive aspect of the joke but by a non-offensive interpretation which preserves the incongruity of the joke, or, conversely, by a funny non-offensive element of the joke. For example, regarding the abovementioned joke about Margaret Trudeau, Smuts posits that it is possible for someone to laugh at the joke not because of the sexist presuppositions on which it is based, but simply because they do not like Trudeau and therefore find any gibe made in her direction amusing. 
This particular example may be problematic, because not every insult is amusing. When we do find an insult amusing it is likely to stem from an incongruity contained therein, in this case the incongruity relies on sexist principles. However, it is possible to think of examples of offensive humor that is based on several foundations, some offensive and some not. In those cases, it appears that de Sousa’s claim that offensive humor necessarily attests to offensive worldviews, does not hold up, thereby also refuting the argument that the invitation to laugh at humor is ‘equivalent’ to serious offensive speech expressing the presuppositions that make some of the joke’s elements funny.

[bookmark: _Toc8903186]2.1.2. Offensive Humor is as Equally Reprehensible as ‘Serious’ Offensive Speech Because It Constitutes an Objective Expression of Offensive Positions. As we concluded earlier, it seems that de Sousa’s arguments are not immune to criticism. Therefore, there is room to doubt whether people who tell offensive jokes or laugh at them necessarily hold offensive views. However, the main flaw in de Sousa’s claim lies in the fact that it places too much weight on the actual intentions of the joke teller (which are inherently difficult to surmise) instead of paying attention to the objectively offensive statement, which could provide a much more valid justification for sanctioning offensive humor. Similarly, the objective offensiveness of a ‘serious’ statement serves as justification for its legal sanctioning without reference to the speaker’s intention but based solely on the speech itself. 
For the sake of illustration, let us assume that a certain person telling an offensive joke does not personally hold offensive views. Even so, the joke itself is still an expression of the implied offensive views. Take, for example, this joke: ‘Dick Cheney and his wife go to Paris. While walking down the street, Cheney sees two children talking. Astounded, Cheney turns to his wife and exclaims: “By Golly! So young and already fluent in French!”.’ The joke does not make any factual claims about the veracity of the recounted narrative. Nobody thinks that Cheney actually said those things to his wife. However, the reasonable interpretation of the joke is that it implies that Cheney is stupid; otherwise there is no point in casting him as its protagonist. The argument that the joke teller does not really believe that Cheney is stupid is equivalent to claiming that a town crier calling out that Dick Cheney is an imbecile does not really mean it. Indeed, theoretically, that might be the case; however, the statement must be examined according to its likely meaning considering the circumstances under which it was expressed. Just as we do not ponder the intentions of a ‘serious’ speaker, so there is no reason to ponder the intentions of a ‘comic’ speaker. 
[bookmark: _Ref3886642]Support for the claim that it is reasonable to interpret offensive humor as expressing offensive opinions can be found in the empirical research that points to a correlation, albeit partial, between adherence to offensive views on the one hand and amusement at and employment of offensive humor on the other. Since the volume of empirical research dealing with sexist humor is rather large, unlike other kinds of offensive humor such as racist humor, for which research is relatively scarce, let us take it as an example. Studies in the field of experimental psychology corroborate the view that there is a high probability that a person who enjoys sexist humor also subscribes to sexist opinions. Numerous studies found a high degree of correlation between levels of amusement at ‘disparagement humor’ and levels of negative opinion about the segment of the population at which such humor is directed (Cantor and Zillman 1973; La Fave, McCarthy, and Haddad 1973). In the context of sexist humor, Chapman and Gadfield find that both men and women appreciated sexist humorous illustrations in inverse proportion to their level of support for the Women’s Liberation Movement. Studies that focus more directly on attitudes towards women showed similar results, namely that, regardless of their own gender, the more negative (sexist) the participants’ views about women, the more likely they were to enjoy sexist humor (Butland and Ivy 1990; Chapman and Gadfield 1976; Henkin and Fish DATE; Moore, Griffiths and Payne DATE). Likewise, for men, enjoyment of sexist humor was positively correlated with acceptance of common myths about rape and other forms of sexual violence (Ryan and Kanjorski 1998). Further studies confirm that people are more accepting of sexist humor when they themselves hold sexist positions (Greenwood and Isbell 2002, 341; LaFrance and Woodzicka DATE).[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Likewise, Glick and Fiske (1996)’s theory of Ambivalent Sexism Inventory has facilitated even more advances in the research examining the correlation between attitudes towards women and the appreciation of sexist humor. Studies have shown that both men and women who have been found to rank high on the hostile sexism scale tended to appreciate sexist humor more than those ranking low (Eyssel and Bohner 2007; Ford 2000).] 

As stated previously, the correlation between enjoyment of sexist humor and the adherence to sexist beliefs may not be a full one. Nevertheless, based on the evidence, it is reasonable to assume that a person telling or enjoying a sexist joke is a sexist, since the existing body of research shows that a large percentage of those who enjoy sexist humor really do subscribe to sexist views. That is enough to shape our reasonable interpretation of sexist humorous speech. If most people who tell sexist jokes are sexists, it is reasonable to interpret these jokes as having sexist implicatures. The same applies to offensive humor in general. 
In other words, our argument is that the empirical fact about the correlation between the enjoyment of sexist humor and the possession of sexist attitudes is a circumstance that influences the interpretation of the speech act. This circumstance is one of the whole set in which we use the pragmatic interpretation process. Using it as a circumstance is done just as we make assumptions about the typical desires and wishes of a person in different situations to interpret his/her words.
An example of how we use assumptions about people’s desires, thoughts, or wishes to interpret expressions is this: Suppose we are sitting in a room where the shutter is half open and half closed. The person next to us gestures toward the window and says, “The shutter…” Such a phrase has the meaning of “please close the shutter” if it is said in a situation where most people want to close the shutter (for example, when there is too much direct sunlight) and a very different meaning of “please open the shutter” in a room where it is dark so most people will want most light to penetrate.
The same is true in the case of sexist humor. In light of the above, it is likely to be interpreted as having a sexist implicature. The same applies to offensive humor in general. That is, in making the reasonable assumption that offensive humor also has a high correlation between the possession of offensive positions and the enjoyment of offensive humor, the interpretive logic we outlined above can be applied: the assumed correlation between the possession of offensive attitudes and the enjoyment of offensive humor constitutes a circumstance used in the pragmatic interpretation process.

[bookmark: _Toc8903187][bookmark: _Ref3890206]2.1.3. Consequentialist Arguments for Comparing Offensive Humor with ‘Serious’ Offensive Speech. Additional support in favor of the objective approach presented above can be found in the consequentialist analysis of offensive humorous speech. From the research dealing with the effects of offensive humor, we learn that offensive humor erodes its victims’ social status, endorses negative prejudices in their regard, encourages the social ostracism of its targets, promotes tolerance of harmful behavior towards them and causes them mental and emotional distress. The research literature shows that some of the hidden aims of using humor include the desire to relieve aggression, express hostility, preserve the existing social order, and evoke a feeling of superiority in the speaker (Kuipers 2008). It is therefore not entirely surprising that many studies examining the consequences of using offensive humor of various kinds have found that offensive humor often tends to negatively affect the social status of its victims. Thus, for example, in instances where offensive humor was directed at a work colleague it was perceived as bullying (Mathieson and Einarsen 2010) and in other instances humor was used to preserve the existing hierarchies in the workplace (Coser DATE).
The above is all the more valid when dealing with humor directed at certain groups in society, particularly disadvantaged minorities who already suffer from social discrimination. In these cases, the evidence is even more striking, and it appears that offensive humor effectively widens the social status gaps between the dominant and the weaker group (Woodzicka and Ford 2010; Ford and Ferguson 2004; Hemmasi and Graf 1998; Love and Deckers 1989; Bourhis, Giles, Tajfel, and OTHER AUTHOR(S) TBD 1976).
Disparagement humor also widens the gaps between groups by excluding members of the disparaged group. Much like schoolyard humor, wherein making fun of differences marks individuals as outsiders to the group as a whole while reaffirming the norm boundaries within the group (Hertzler 1970), sexist humor emphasizes the otherness of women and thereby pushes them to the margins of the group (Watts 2007). Studies examining disparagement humor directed at minority groups (racist humor) arrived at similar results and conclusions (Ford and Ferguson 2004).
 Various studies have found that exposure to offensive humor promotes or preserves negative prejudices against individuals or groups who find themselves the targets of such humor. Thus, for instance, one study showed that under certain circumstances, the very act of reading out an offensive joke directed at a particular group (lawyers in the experiment) might bolster negative attitudes towards that group (Hobden and Olsen 1994). Other studies found that offensive humor directed at a specific group serve as a means of circumventing the taboo of expressly negative attitudes about that group (Pérez 2017).
[bookmark: _Ref3888863]A variety of studies have found that disparagement humor encourages discrimination and harmful behavior towards the victims of such humor. Woodzicka and Ford describe how sexist disparagement humor against women trivializes discrimination by disguising it as harmless amusement (2010; Johnson 1990). In doing so, sexist humor affects attitudes toward women and may increase tolerance of sexist acts or sex discrimination (Ford 2000). Sexist humor also promotes the behavioral release of prejudice against women (Ford et al. 2007) and amplifies self-reported rape proclivity and victim blame (Thomae and Pina 2015; Ford and Ferguson 2004).
Ford and Ferguson’s Prejudiced Norm Theory outlines a process of mediation through which disparagement humor directed at women ‘releases’ prejudice (Ford and Ferguson 2004). Furthermore, prejudiced people ‘restrain’ their behavior so long as the norms dictate they must (Monteith, Deenen, and Tooman 1996). However, when the norms allow it – for instance in a society replete with disparagement humor which communicates an implied approval of prejudices – they allow themselves to reveal their prejudices (Woodzicka and Ford 2010).
	In the case of disparagement humor aimed at disadvantaged groups, humor is often used as a tool for ostracizing and excluding these groups from the social centers of power (Kuipers 2008). Whenever an offensive joke is unleashed into the air, the victim is faced with two options: to laugh at the joke or not, and thereby express dismay at the joke’s content. Either choice is problematic. If the victim of the joke chooses to laugh, she is complicit in her own group’s humiliation, thereby reaffirming the existing social order within which their affiliative group finds itself at the bottom of the hierarchy, as mentioned previously. If she does not laugh then she is a ‘spoilsport,’ someone with no sense of humor who is ostracized from the group, which is most often the dominant one in the given social situation (Bemiller and Schneider 2010).
Smith (2009) raises another ostracizing aspect of humor as a strategic tool meant to provoke the ‘unlaughter’ of the target, thus emphasizing social divisions and promoting the target’s exclusion.
Based on Billig’s definition of unlaughter, Smith stresses that it is not just the absence of laugher, but “a display of not laughing when laughter might otherwise be expected, hoped or demanded” (2009, 192). Accordingly, unlaughter does not attest to a failure to understand the joke, due to a misunderstanding of the incongruity therein, or of the resolution, for example, but to a disagreement with the joke. Thus, those who choose to respond to a joke with unlaughter see it as unworthy, inappropriate, perhaps even immoral. 
Unlike those who respond with unlaughter, those who find the joke funny, appropriate, and moral view the reaction of unlaughter as ridiculous and therefore consider those who choose to respond in this manner ridiculous as well. Smith adds that the ridiculousness of those who are not laughing is only amplified by the importance placed on having a sense of humor in Western society where humor is perceived, among other things, as an indication of or a proxy for the ability to fit in. By Western standards, Smith claims, those who have the ability to laugh at themselves are perceived as having a sense of proportion and the ability to adapt to the bureaucratic order and, thereby, be a model citizen of industrialized society. Conversely, those who react to a joke with unlaughter show themselves lacking such desirable qualities.
These insights might also explain the propensity of some members of disadvantaged groups to elect to tell offensive jokes directed at their own affiliation group as a social strategy. When such an individual tells a joke at the expense of their own affiliation group it strengthens their solidarity with the ‘competing’ group, which in most cases is the dominant one. At the same time, they present themselves as having the qualities considered desirable in Western society, especially in comparison to other members of their affiliation group who choose to respond to the joke with unlaughter. 
 Holmes (2006) shows that both men and women use humor to enforce gender stereotypes, even though women sometimes challenge humor that presents women as less qualified in the professional sphere. In other words, when the joke has the potential to sabotage the overarching goals of women in the workplace, such as their chances of getting a promotion, it is more likely to be challenged. When the joke enforces misogynist stereotypes but does not go against the aforementioned goals, women tend to cooperate with it.
As mentioned previously, exposing employees to offensive humor that targets them is perceived as bullying, the psychological consequences of which include the victim’s anxiety, depression, and feeling of helplessness (Matthiesen and Einarsen 2010). The same effects have been recorded for disparagement humor. In one study, women reported feeling more disgust, anger, and surprise in response to sexist jokes than to non-sexist jokes (LaFrance and Woodzicka DATE). In addition, their non-verbal responses, such as facial expressions, indicate negative emotional reactions to sexist jokes. 
Other studies in the field of experimental psychology reveal that sexist humor might create a hostile and stressful work environment for women and sometimes even impair their ability to function. An additional study showed that gender-based harassment, which includes, among other things, jokes of a sexual nature, causes cumulative damage to women’s mental health. Even low levels of gender-based harassment in the workplace correlate with a decreased sense of satisfaction with life and psychological security (Schneider, Swan, and Fitzgerald 1997). A qualitative study conducted by Quinn (2000) describes how women who work in environments replete with sexist humor burst into tears when discussing the matter, and yet, at the same time, try to represent themselves as ‘not taking it personally.’ 

[bookmark: _Toc8903188]2.2 Does Humor Aggravate the Offensiveness of Speech?
Thus far, we have examined the arguments for considering the humorous aspect of speech as neutralizing or minimizing the offensiveness implied in speech. However, we may also consider a series of claims for considering humor as aggravating the offensiveness of speech. The following subchapter is devoted to examining these claims. 

[bookmark: _Toc8903189]2.2.1. Offensive Humor “Lightens” the Offensive Positions it Expresses and Therefore May Be Seen as Even More Reprehensible than a ‘Serious’ Offensive Statement. According to Bergmann (1986), offensive humor is flawed not just because it expresses offensive beliefs held by the speaker, but also because it adds insult to the injury of expressing an offensive opinion. Bergmann explains that when people laugh at offensive opinions, it is an insult to the people harmed by such opinions, whether the insult is intended or not. In other words, the problem that Bergmann points to is the idea that offensive opinions, which in and of themselves are damaging to certain people, are something so minor and ‘light’ that one can laugh at them. 
The argument Bergmann presents seems to be at least partially based on Superiority Theory, as presented in the writings of Thomas Hobbes, which relates laughter to mechanisms of humiliation and derision (Morreall 2013). It would appear that Bergmann adopts Elliot Oring’s claim that humor, by its very nature, inevitably makes any subject to which it is linked trivial and laughable (Oring 1995).
However, Bergmann’s argument is doubly flawed. First, there is the problem of her initial assumption that people do not laugh at painful subjects, but only at things that they see as lightweight. This claim has been proven factually wrong. There are plenty of instances in which people laugh at subjects that are especially painful to them: Death, loss, and disease are only a few examples of the subjects that figure in what we call black humor. Just because people laugh at these subjects does not mean they take them lightly. In fact, the opposite is true. They make jokes on these subjects because of the emotional difficulty inherent in dealing with them.
Another case in which humor that contains offensive elements is not necessarily insulting is the case of irony. In an ironic context, the speaker does not mean things literally; rather, most often, he or she means the exact opposite. Thus, for instance, when telling an offensive sexist joke in an ironic tone, the speaker does not intend to make fun of women but, on the contrary, to make fun of the sexist positions expressed in the joke. Sometimes, a joke may be superficially offensive according to the standards defined earlier in this article. However, the external circumstances in which the joke is told, circumstances that can be analyzed using the tools of pragmatics (for instance, tone of voice, specific context), will determine whether the joke is told ironically in order to make fun of the worldviews expressed therein. 
We must therefore ask the question of where the laughter in a particular display of offensive humor stems from: from derision, pain, or irony. This question must be examined on a case-by-case basis and its various aspects will be analyzed in later subchapters while trying to distinguish between the different sub-cases of offensive humor. In any case, it is impossible to make the general claim that under all circumstances, humor that contains offensive elements stems from the perception of offensive positions as trivial.
 
[bookmark: _Toc8903190]2.2.2. Offensive humor is worse than a ‘serious’ offensive statement because it deploys a strategy of insult that does allow the insulted party to confront the insulter. Zajdman (1995) analyzes the use of humor as a pragmatic-strategic tool in the hands of a speaker interested in insulting his or her peer without having to suffer the consequences of issuing an insult. She argues that, similar to hinting, metaphors, rhetorical questions and other linguistic obfuscations, humor too can serve as an ‘off the record’ mechanism, that is an utterance or an act to which no one clear communicative intention can be attributed. It is this kind of strategy that leads to the plethora of instances when the listener feels offended by the words presented as a joke of the speaker, while the speaker insists that she or he was ‘only kidding.’ In this case, the use of humor, rather than serving as an outright declaration, gives the speaker strategic advantages: namely the removal of responsibility for any possible offense caused to the listener. Hence, the speaker will often preface his or her words with the question, ‘Do you want to hear a joke?’ If the listener happens to be insulted, he/she will then plead ‘no offense,’ thereby denying the listener the legitimate opportunity to express his/her outrage (Pérez 2013).
According to this approach, offensive humor is even graver than an offensive statement uttered in a serious way. In both cases, whether the statement is humorous or serious, the addressee feels insulted and humiliated. However, unlike the case of serious offensive speech, to which the addressee can react by confronting the offender, in the case of humorous offensive speech, the addressee does not even get to enjoy the relief that comes from confronting the offending person. The screen of fog put up around the humorous statement, which, ostensibly, can be interpreted in several different ways, leaves the offended party without real recourse to anger or opportunity to demand an apology. 
Zajdman’s position is open to criticism. It is possible to argue there are advantages to a world where the status of the things we say is not uniform. Certainly, there are things we wish to say confidently and seriously, in such a way as to make their implicatures irrevocable or have very limited revocability. On the other hand, there are also things we wish to say hesitantly, tentatively, or provisionally, while retaining the possibility to revoke the implicatures of our words by qualifying them with various stipulations and so on.
I do not accept this stance. From the moment we have assumed that offensive speech, as defined in this paper, is unacceptable, we cannot consent to a strategy that tests the limits of social tolerance accorded to offensive statements. It constitutes an indirect enabling mechanism for undermining the social taboos around offensive speech, perhaps even for the eventual dissolution of these taboos (which we assume are desirable, since if they were not, offensive speech would not be regulated even when serious, not to mention humorous). Even if we did accept the argument in favor of such a boundary-testing mechanism, any benefit afforded by this mechanism in the context of offensive humor is canceled out by the opportunity it affords the utterer to escape accountability for offending the listener. Thus, at most, the aforementioned justification for this strategy mitigates the aggravating aspect pointed out by Zajdman, but does not make humorous offensive speech less offensive.

3. Conclusion
This paper aims to conduct a thorough and systematic discussion in the offensive nature of racist humor, that is: Does the humor with which racist speech is delivered neutralize, aggravate, or have no effect on the degree of its offensiveness? The answer that emerges from the above discussion, which may be surprising or counterintuitive, is that when it comes to offensive speech, humor does not decrease the degree of offensiveness, and in some cases it may even increase it, making it clearly more than just a joke. 
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