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To all humor-loving folks out there
May humor amuse you, enliven you and most
importantly… heal you!



Preface

The importance of managerial humor for the workplace was made clear to the first
author by witnessing an incident at the hairdressing salon where she spent close to
an hour having her hair styled.

It was an extremely busy Saturday for the salon, with the staff bustling about
catering to a never-ending line of customers. Snippets of conversations between
some of the staff revealed that, in addition to their busy schedule with regular
customers that day, they were expecting a prior booking of a party of wedding
goers who needed their hair styled. Tensions were running high for the staff, as the
wedding party was running late, and this meant that, while catering to their regular
customers, the staff would have very little time to get the wedding party ready by
their appointed time. Then, the manager came up with a brilliant and fun solution to
dealing with the worrying situation. He started skipping around the salon and
enthusiastically calling bets from the staff asking them to predict the time the
wedding party would finally arrive and whether they would be able to get the party
ready by the appointed time. This visibly changed the serious and tense mood of the
staff as they playfully vied with each other to place bets. The researcher did not wait
to see the wedding party arrive or who won the bet, but she left the salon with the
staff in a much improved mood and motivation than when she first arrived. Such is
the power of well-timed and well-intentioned managerial humor.

This book is about managerial humor and its utility for employees’ emotions and
psychological resources in the workplace. Humor at work is increasingly being
recognized by scholars and practitioners alike as necessary for successful organi-
zational functioning. This comes at a time when employees demand better and more
intrinsic value from their work and managers are charged with finding novel and
innovative ways of catering to employees’ psychological needs. As can be observed
from the above anecdote, humor seems to offer a fun and creative means of better
motivating and engaging employees at work.

While research on humor at work is on the rise, there is limited attention given
specifically to examining humor created by managers within the workplace. In
particular, managerial humor and its utility for positively impacting employees’
emotions and psychological resources have received limited scholarly attention.
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Thus, our book is the first of its kind to focus mainly on managerial humor and its
impact on employees’ emotions, Psychological Capital and Subjective Well-being.
The book draws on the humor literature from multiple fields (e.g., psychology,
communication, philosophy, management) and furthers theory and practise on
managerial humor and its implications for employees. It provides theoretical per-
spectives, current empirical findings, and practical guidelines on using managerial
humor for impacting employees’ emotions at work. Thus, it is of particular value to
researchers and students of workplace humor and emotions, to practitioners and
managerial trainers.

Melbourne, Australia Nilupama Wijewardena
Clayton, Australia Ramanie Samaratunge
Brisbane, Australia Charmine Härtel
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Chapter 1
Why Managerial Humor Matters

1.1 Introduction

The past decade has witnessed the resurgence of humor as an important topic of
inquiry in organizational research. This momentum is evident in the increased num-
ber of publications on employees’ humor behavior at work to a greater extent (e.g.,
Cheng &Wang, 2014; Godfrey, 2014; Lang & Lee, 2010; Lehmann-Willenbrock &
Allen, 2014; Mesmer-Magnus, Glew, & Viswesvaran, 2012; Murata, 2014; Robert
&Wilbanks, 2012; Romero & Pescosolido, 2008; Westwood & Johnston, 2013) and
managerial humor to a lesser extent (e.g., Cooper, Kong&Crossley, 2018; Ho,Wang,
Huang, & Chen, 2011; Huo, Lam, & Chen 2012; Pundt & Venz, 2017; Schnurr &
Chan, 2011;Wijewardena, Härtel, & Samaratunge, 2010, 2017; Yam, Christian,Wei,
Liao, & Nai, 2018). Empirical findings consistently demonstrate the pervasiveness
of workplace humor (Yam et al., 2018; Wood, Beckmann, & Rossiter, 2011) and
its ability to influence critical work processes, ranging from relationships (Cooper,
2008) and group dynamics (Romero&Pescosolido, 2008; Terrion&Ashforth, 2002;
Vivona, 2014) to employees’ health (Romero, 2005) and creativity (Holmes, 2007).
Similarly, managerial humor, which represents the humor created and delivered by
managers towards their employees, is increasingly gaining scholarly attention (Dun-
can & Feisal, 1989; Wijewardena et al., 2017), as findings demonstrate positive links
between positive managerial humor and employee satisfaction (Decker, 1987; Hur-
ren, 2006), psychological empowerment (Gkorezis, Hatzithomas, & Petridou, 2011),
job performance (Vecchio, Justin, & Pearce, 2009), perception of leaders’ task and
relationship behaviors (Decker, Yao, & Calo, 2011) and Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX: Cooper, 2008; Pundt & Herrmann, 2014). Furthermore, subordinates have
identified that ‘good’ leaders possess a higher sense of humor as a trait than do ‘bad’
leaders (Priest & Swain, 2002). Thus consensus is emerging in the field that ‘having a
sense of humor and knowing how to use it can be a useful management tool’ (Ander-
son, 2005, p. 137) for managers to overcome a multitude of challenges at work.

© Springer Nature Singapore Pte Ltd. 2019
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2 1 Why Managerial Humor Matters

Paul Malone’s assertions in 1980 that humor is a valuable yet undeveloped
resource at work with the potential to be used as a managerial tool to increase
employees’ satisfaction and achieve organizational outcomes, propelled managerial
humor into the research spotlight. In his seminal article published in the Academy of
Management Review, Malone (1980, p. 360) argued that ‘the tool [humor] has been
around for quite a while [in workplaces], but it is used as a toy because no one has
ever developed a set of instructions’. The idea was for managers to create and engage
in humor behavior not on an ad hoc basis but intentionally with the aim of achieving a
specific desired work outcome. As a means of jumpstarting a thorough and advanced
research agenda on the use of managerial humor at work, Malone (1980) put forth
potential future research areas in the form of five questions: (1) Can humor be used as
a tool to enhance the managerial process; (2) Can humor be used by most managers
or by only those who are naturally funny; (3) Under what conditions can humor be
most effectively used; (4) What type of people respond most readily to humor; and
(5) What types of humor are most effective.

Although researchers were slow to explore Malone’s assertions in the beginning
(Robert & Yan, 2007), recent years have seen a surge of interest in the topic with
both scholars and practitioners recognizing humor as a key ingredient for successful
organizational functioning (Plester, 2016). However, humor’s true potential for creat-
ing a positive work environment continues to be woefully untapped. Managing with
humor may seem at times like a faux pas and counter-intuitive but the fact remains
that humor is a powerful resource contemporary managers cannot afford to ignore
(Wijewardena et al., 2017).

In light of this, this book builds on existing theory and empirical evidence on
humor to explore the use of humor in general and managerial humor in particular for
employee and organizational outcomes. More specifically, in accord with Malone’s
(1980) assertions, it explores managers’ use of humor as a tool to positively impact
employees’ emotions and psychological outcomes. It also sets out the conditions and
prerequisites in which humor can be effectively used by managers. The two over-
arching objectives of the book are (1) to review humor theories and extant research
on humor at work to better understand how humor events unfold at work and (2) to
examine the potential for managerial humor to be used as a tool to positively impact
employees’ emotions and their psychological resources. Humor is not without costs
as it can be used as a double-edged sword. Thus the book also looks at the darker
side ofworkplace humor as leading to negative outcomes, subversion and challenging
managerial authority. Additionally, while reviewing literature stemming from differ-
ent parts of the world, the book reports on two important studies done on workplace
humor in Australia: (1) survey findings on employees’ humor behaviour in actual
Australian work contexts; and (2) an Experience Sampling Method (ESM) study on
managers’ humor as a possible tool at work. Findings from the second study shed new
insights on managers’ use of humor for positively impacting employees’ momentary
emotions, long-term psychological capital (PsyCap), subjective well-being (SWB)
and turnover intentions (TI).
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1.2 Importance of Humor for Contemporary Workplaces

The advent of positive psychology (PP: Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) and
positive organizational behavior (POB: Luthans, 2002a, 2002b) changed organiza-
tional researchers’ focus towards developing employees’ strengths and increasing
wellbeing. Weiss and Rupp (2011, p. 83) recommend person-centric approaches
(instead of organization-centric approaches) to gauge a ‘deep and continued under-
standing of the important ways in which humans relate to work’. This approach
focuses on the understanding of employees’ lived experiences (e.g., feelings, per-
ceptions, behavior) at work and the impact such experiences have on their lives. Isen
andBaron (1991, p. 2) further argue that a crucial objective of organizational behavior
(OB) researchmust be to findways to develop ‘more effective, beneficial and enlight-
ened organizations in society’. They recommend an important means to achieving
this aim through exploring and understanding the mechanisms of positive emotions.
Accordingly, constructs such as employees’ emotions (Ashkanasy, 2003; Ashkanasy
& Daus, 2002; Payne & Cooper, 2001; Zerbe, Härtel, & Ashkanasy, 2010), PsyCap
(Luthans&Youssef, 2004) andworkplace humor (Robert&Wilbanks, 2012;Romero
& Pescosolido, 2008) that eluded previous empirical studies have now begun to gain
the attention of researchers as important for promoting employees’ positive func-
tioning.

Given the need for developing employees’ competencies and the popularity of
POB, constructs associated with positive emotions in the workplace, such as humor,
are likely to continue to gain prominence in research (Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen,&
Weir, 2003). At the same time, the shift in ideologies from the ‘knowledge economy’
to the ‘human economy’ is placing greater value on employees’ ‘humanity’, i.e.,
creativity, passion, commitment, rather than on their technical skills and expertise
(Seidman, 2014). The importance of ‘soft skills’ (e.g., compassion, empathy) for
organizational success is gaining momentum. Managerial humor qualifies as a soft
skill capable of bringing about positive functioning in employees.

Changes happening in modern workplaces also increase the value and importance
of managerial humor for employee functioning. Work organizations are moving
from a hierarchical structure to flatter and more informal organization structures
that promote adaptability and organizational learning and innovation (Accard, 2015;
Barsoux, 1996). Employees (especially ‘Millennials’) demand better treatment and
more intrinsic value from their work environments (Romero & Pescosolido, 2008;
Tews, Michel & Bartlett, 2012). Hence it has become necessary for managers to find
creative ways to keep their employees happy to maintain their employees’ positive
affect. The work of some researchers (Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Peters & Waterman,
1982) advocate that managers depart from working within traditionally mundane
and monotonous workplaces to foster workplace cultures based on fun, humor, and
play to make the employees’ work lives more relaxed and meaningful. Similarly,
Costea and colleagues (Costea, Crump, & Holm, 2005, 2007) speculate that, since
the transformation of management in the Western world during the 1980s, games
and play within organizations have become the new managerial tool catering to
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the ‘growing cultural obsession with self-work and personal wellbeing in the West’
(Costea et al., 2005, p. 142).

The last decade has witnessed a growing interest in creating fun at work as an
employee engagement mechanism (Bolton & Houlihan, 2009; Han, Kim & Jeong,
2016; Plester & Hutchison, 2016). This is clearly evident from the fact that many
multinationals (e.g., Google, IBM, Hewlett Packard, and Southwest) are creating
‘fun work environments’ (Fluegge-Woolf, 2014; Gostik & Christopher, 2008) and
spending large amounts of money to employ external ‘humor consultants’ (Gibson,
1994; Westwood, 2004) to cater to their employees’ changing needs and expecta-
tions. Thus fun and play at work are actively encouraged as a ‘refreshing antidote
to toil, boredom and fatigue’ (Plester, 2016, p. 6). Although humor behavior can be
part of workplace fun, by definition workplace fun may not be humorous (Plester,
2009). Additionally, workplace fun comprise of a different set of activities com-
pared to what constitutes humor (Fluegge-Woolf, 2014). Friedman (2015) argues
that simply incorporating workplaces with fun activities does not necessarily make
them effective places for employees to work in. Instead employees require work-
places that satisfy their emotional needs and working conditions that make them feel
competent, autonomous, and connected to others. In this regard, positive managerial
humor, with its inherent ability to foster relationships and influence employees’ cog-
nitions and emotions (Cooper et al., 2018), qualifies as an effective aid in satisfying
employees’ needs and expectations. Humor, when effectively wielded, seems a more
useful tool for managers, given humor’s pervasiveness at work, low cost, and low
resource-consuming nature.

The increasing amount of work stress in the workplace and accompanying psy-
chological and physical strain that constrain employee functioning (Fisk & Dionisi,
2010) have led to the necessity for managers to find effective ways to combat work
stress and improve employee wellbeing. Humor has been identified as an adaptive
strength (Martin et al., 2003) capable of reducing stress and improving employee
functioning. If a manager can intentionally and judiciously use humor in the pres-
ence of his/her employees during the work day to improve employees’ wellbeing,
motivation and achieve other work-related outcomes, humor represents a possible
tool for managers to influence a multitude of outcomes at work.

1.3 What Is Humor?

‘Researchers have spent centuries trying to isolate a definition for humor’ (Mesmer-
Magnus et al., 2012, p. 167), but a universal definition still remains elusive. As
Hatch and Ehrlich (1993, p. 506) contend, ‘humor does not lend itself easily to
definition’ Researchers have described humor as ‘a genuine mystery’ (Latta, 1998,
p. 3), ‘a distorted image of the mind’ (Chapman & Foot, 1996, p. vii), ‘an elusive
concept’ (Ziv, 1984, p. x) and a ‘ubiquitous but “slippery” phenomena’ (Lefcourt &
Martin, 1986, p.1). The reasons for this are that humor is both multidimensional and
dynamic (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006) and it can be quantified in different ways with
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numerous positive and negative humor styles existing (Mesmer-Magnus et al., 2012).
McGhee (1979) explains the perplexity of finding a common definition of humor
quite succinctly by comparing the task of the humor theorist to the three blind men
who described an elephant: each gives an account of the same phenomena according
to one’s interest and experience of it and thereafter argues determinedly about the
authenticity of one’s views. Hence the existing definitions highlight different aspects
and styles of humor.

Different scholarly perspectives such as psychology, sociology, linguistics, philos-
ophy and communications have influenced definitions of humor (Vivona, 2014) and
may also have inadvertently contributed to numerous definitions of humor (Pleaster,
2016). However, a review of the literature shows that humor scholars do agree on
important dimensions of humor, i.e., humor is a form of communication concerned
with social interaction, has emotional and cognitive dimensions, and usually leads
to laughter and mirth. For example, Martineau (1972) looked at the communicative
aspect of humor, defining humor as ‘any communicative instance which is perceived
as humorous by any of the interacting parties (p. 114).’ In a similar vein, Robert and
Yan (2007) define humor as ‘an intentional form of social communication delivered
by a “producer” toward an “audience”’ (p. 209) and suggest that humor is used in
particular circumstances to make social communication more effective. Similarly,
Gruner (1996) uses the definition of humor as ‘laugh-or-smile provoking stimuli of a
good-natured sort that is likely to be minimally offensive to the object of the laughter
or smiling’ (p. 288) in his study on the communicative role of wit and humor in
mass communication. Godkewitsch’s (1996) definition of humor as ‘a process initi-
ated by a humorous stimulus, such as a joke or cartoon, and terminating with some
response indicative of experienced pleasure, such as laughter’ (p. 117) highlights the
stimulus-response relationship of humor. Martin (2007, p. 10) views humor as ‘an
essentially emotional response of mirth in a social context that is elicited by a per-
ception of playful incongruity and is expressed through smiling and laughter’. Lyttle
(2007) states that humor involves a process of enjoyment or making someone feel
good. Pabel and Pearce (2016, p. 192) view humor as ‘a communication or act which
results in positive emotional states such as mirth or exhilaration’. Adapting these
definitions to the organizational level, Romero and Cruthirds (2006, p. 59) define
workplace humor as ‘amusing communications that produce positive [and negative]
emotions and cognitions in the individual, group or organization’.

For the purposes of this book, workplace humor is defined as ‘any form of ver-
bal or non-verbal communication that is intended to be amusing and created by an
organizational member for other organizational member(s) within the work environ-
ment’. This definition, while being relevant for the work context, incorporates the
multidimensional nature of humor. It also reflects the definition of a humor event
by Robert and Wilbanks (2012), which is further discussed in Chap. 2 of the book.
This definition, however, does not adequately represent the definition of managerial
humor. A thorough scrutiny of the literature shows that formal definitions of man-
agerial humor are scarce. Thus we derive our own definition of managerial humor
and explain it in detail in Chap. 3.
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1.4 What Humor Is Not

Although humor is an umbrella term used to denote a number of secondary activi-
ties and behaviors (e.g., puns, wit, amusing anecdotes etc.), certain other activities
although seemingly synonymous with humor do not fall under this term. Thus it’s
important to understand at the outset what humor is not.

First, humor and laughter are not one and the same thing (Schnurr & Chan, 2011).
Humor is a cognitive activity, while laughter is basically physical. As Chapman
(1996) observes, ‘laughter is an explosive, spontaneous and expressive behavior’
(p. 168). Laughter involves ‘a muscular, bodily expression involving the facial mus-
cles, the diaphragm, the epiglottis and the larynx (Critchley, 2007 cited in Plester,
2016, p. 3). It can be induced by humorous stimuli or through many non-humorous
activities such as tickling and feelings of nervousness. After observing 1200 cases of
laughter in natural settings, Provine (2000) states that, in most cases, laughter is not
initiated by jokes or attempts at humor but by the presence of another human being.
Wyer and Collins (1992) identify non-humorous situations that nevertheless elicit
laughter such as instances of embarrassment, release of tension due to anger, polite-
ness or showing agreement with another’s opinion, and expressing delight at solving
a problem. Dr. Madan Kataria, the founder of the Laughter Yoga Club Movement,
rejects the use of humor as a stimulus for laughter because ‘humor is a phenomenon
of the intellect, the mind [and] unique to the individual, their culture and it varies
from person to person’ (Kataria, 2005, p. 14).

Employees may laugh for a number of reasons during the course of their work-
day and such laughter may lead to different outcomes. However, this book does
not directly assess employees’ laughter at work but focus on employees’ laughter
resulting as a reaction to an organizational members’ humor.

Secondly, the presence of involuntary laughter most often indicates that a person
has found the joke or humorous stimuli to be funny and is appreciating them. Here
there is an emphasis on the ‘involuntary’, as one can also feign laughter. Research
by Ekman and colleagues found that the human smile can be differentiated into ‘felt
smiles’ and ‘false smiles’ (Ekman & Friesen, 1982; Ekman, Friesen, & O’Sullivan,
1988). The felt smile, or, as Ekman termed it, the ‘Duchene smile’, is the smile asso-
ciated with genuine feelings of happiness. Accordingly, an employee’s noticeable
reaction (e.g., smiling, facial expressions) to an organizational members’ humor
may be feigned in a bid to please him/her or simply out of respect or politeness
towards him/her. This may occur most often in instances of negative humor or failed
humor use by the organizational member. However, the actual felt emotions of the
employee will differ from the expressions he/she will put on display. This book,
therefore, focuses on instances where employees genuinely perceive others’ humor
as humorous (or non-humorous) and experiences emotions accordingly.

As was mentioned earlier, humor is not synonymous to fun at work. Fun at work
involves ‘engaging in activities not specifically related to the job that are enjoyable,
amusing, or playful’ (McDowell, 2005, p. 9) and include such activities as ‘recog-
nition of personal milestones (e.g., birthdays, anniversaries), social events (e.g., pic-
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nics, parties, social gatherings), and public celebrations of professional achievements
(e.g. award banquets)’ (Ford et al., 2003 cited in Fluegge, 2008, p. 15). Fun activities
at work can involve humor but not necessarily. Fluegge-Woolf (2014) states that
although humor and fun at work seem related they are nonetheless two conceptually
distinct constructs. Hence this book differentiates humor from workplace fun and
focuses mainly on instances and behavior at work that relate to humor.

Finally, humor is also never a characteristic of external events. An idea, a picture,
or a story does not have in it the quality of funniness. A person may speak of a movie,
a situation, or even an object such as a tree, a house, or chair as funny, but in truth
it is the person who perceives them and then rates them to be absurd, ludicrous, and
hence funny. Hence humor resides in the mind of the individual and is related to the
subjective experience of the individual (Latta, 1998;McGhee, 1979). As Shakespeare
so aptly put it in Love’s Labor Lost,

A jest’s prosperity lies in the ear

Of him that hears it, never in the tongue

Of him that makes it …. (cited in Latta, 1998, p. 14)

For this reason, it is important to look at employees’ perception of humor for
it is the employee himself/herself who will assign the positive or negative quality
to the humor experienced. Understanding employees’ perception of humor is very
important, especially for managers determined to use humor as a managerial tool,
as different employees may perceive the same humor content differently. We will
discuss this in detail in Chap. 3.

1.5 Contribution of the Book

This book focuses on a very timely and worthy topic, i.e., managerial humor. Evi-
dence from emerging research reveals the potential of managerial humor to expand
management thought and practice (Wijewardena et al., 2017). Hence scholarly inter-
est inmanagerial humor and its impact onwork environments is increasing. Yet, there
remains scope for greater understanding of this construct (Cooper et al., 2018) as the
field is relatively still young. This book contributes to expanding and enriching the
emerging literature on managerial humor. Additionally, the book takes a multidisci-
plinary approach to humor by integrating theory and findings from emotions at work,
POB, Broaden and Build Theory into the humor literature. One problematic area that
impedes the development of the humor literature is that it remains isolated from other
disciplines (Westwood & Johnston, 2013). This problem is overcome in this book by
drawing on and discussing theory and findings relating to the emotional impact of
managerial humor, the Broaden and Build Theory (i.e., how positive emotions lead
to psychological resources) and POB (i.e., PsyCap).

The book further explores the notion of managerial humor as a tool at work.
It provides empirical evidence on the relationship between employees’ perception
of managerial humor, employees’ emotions, psychological resources and TI. The
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book also provides empirical support for managerial humor as an affective event
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) at work. Although Affective Events Theory (AET) is
a widely used theoretical framework that explains the importance of work events
as proximal causes of employees’ emotions, behavior and attitudes at work (Weiss
& Cropanzano, 1996), ‘a comprehensive picture of the kind of [affective] events
frequently occurring in the workplace and their specific effects is lacking’ (Ohly
& Schmitt, 2015, p. 15). Supervisors’ and managers’ behavior at work have been
empirically tested as affective events at work (Basch & Fisher, 2000). To the best
of our knowledge, managers’ humor behavior at work has not been explored as an
affective event that can change employees’ momentary emotions and longer-term
outcomes.

TheWorkplace Humor Events Framework (WHEF) developed in the book unifies
the scattered humor literature to meaningful components, showing the elements of
a typical humor event and the direction of their flow. Workplace humor researchers
can use this Framework in two ways. The Framework can be used as a reference
point for understanding how a humor event at work unfolds and what factors affect
its process. Second, the Framework can be used as a basis for developing specific
hypotheses and research that examine the relationships between these elements.

The book provides discussion and practical recommendations for managers to use
positive humor to enhance employees’ and organizational outcomes. As discussed
earlier, humor is a behavioral attribute that rarely falls within the repertoire of man-
agerial tasks. However, the findings of this book suggest that positive managerial
humor has positive implications for employees. The book recommends using posi-
tive humor at work by managers and provides guidelines on using humor to generate
positive implications at work.

Finally, this book is expected to act as a foundation for other research projects
on humor. Future research areas on workplace humor in Australia and in managerial
humor are outlined and discussed in detail to assist such research.
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Chapter 2
Examining Humor Events at Work

Right! I’ve had enough! Tomorrow I’m not going to school
anymore, and I’ll give you two good reasons: The kids hit me
back and all the teachers are nasty to me! I’m sorry but
tomorrow you will go to school and I’ll give you two good
reasons: You’re 48 years old and you’re the Principal!!!

—Arnott and Haskins (2004)

My father came home and told us he’d been fired. His company
had replaced him with a machine that was able to do everything
he could, but do it much, much better. The tragic thing was my
mother went out and bought one too!

—Arnott and Haskins (2004)

2.1 Dissecting Humor Events

The two jokes at the beginning of this Chapter have been placed there in the hope
of achieving two purposes: to lighten the mood of the reader and to explain humor
theories later in the Chapter. The word hope is used as humor is not understood or
accepted by everyone equally (Meyer, 1997). This is because humor is a ‘contextual
exchange’ (Crawford, 1994, p. 54) such that when taken out of context it can perish
like a fish out of water. As the ‘water’ provides breathing space for the fish to survive,
the ‘context’ provides the setting for humor to originate, blossom, be shared, and
survive long enough to fulfill its functions.

It is therefore imperative to understand the influence of different contexts and
underlying mechanisms that give rise to humor and its appreciation (referred to as
the ‘humor event’) so as to effectively use humor. Why do some humorous instances
tickle our funny bone while others make us cringe or even cry? Why is it that the
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same humorous incident is not amusing to everyone at all times and in all situations?
What motivates an individual to create humor in the first place? Andwhat function or
functions does it serve? The answers to these questions are salient for understanding
the underlying mechanism of humor and its associated outcomes. A major part of
this Chapter is thus devoted to dissecting humor in a bid to address these questions.

However, due warning must be given to the reader beforehand! The American
writer E. B. White (White & White, 1941) rightly observed that analyzing humor
is like dissecting a frog: only a few people will show any interest and the frog dies
of it. Humor must be left alone rather than brought under the rigorous analysis of
the scientific lens if one is to enjoy and appreciate it. Ardent humorists, comedians,
and all humor-loving folk will surely decry the researcher for prodding and probing
and stripping bare their sacred comedy, satire, and jests for the sake of furthering
scientific knowledge. Given humor’s capacity to achieve more than just seeing the
funny side of life (with an increasing research output to prove it), humor has become
a human behavior that cannot be left to its own devices. People may be simply
engaging in levity or just passing the time with absurdity, but the truth is that within
these interactions humor serves a number of important personal and social functions.
There is also a darker side to humor, for it can be used to inflict harm (Wijewardena,
2012).

Humor is omnipresent: rarely a day goes by without our engaging in or being
exposed to joking behavior in our domestic, social, school and working lives. It is
common to people of all cultural backgrounds and all walks of life (Susa, 2002).
Scientists argue that our capacity for developing a sense of humor is based in our
genes, as well as being environmentally shaped (Fry, 1987). Humor and its associated
behaviors appear to be unique to human beings, for we are the only animals who can
understand and appreciate jokes in all their complex and abstract forms (Morreall,
1983). A few studies on chimpanzees have shown that our closest living non-human
relatives do have a sense of humor in regard to such behavior as teasing, practical
jokes, and sarcasm (Fry, 1987), which further provides evidence for the genetic
nature of humor. Broadly, however, humor remains a uniquely human phenomenon
that warrants serious attention.

Hence the researcher can be excused for wanting to dissect humor, given its per-
vasiveness and role in bringing about individual and social outcomes. This Chapter
therefore puts humor under the scientific lens and focuses on understanding how a
typical humor event unfolds. Hence, what follows is a study of the history, back-
ground, theories, and underlying mechanism of humor events at work. So sit back,
relax and prepare to be bored out of your mind!

2.2 History of the Study of Humor

The study of humor predates modern civilization (Goldstein, 1976; McGhee, 1979;
Robert&Yan, 2007). Theword humorwas first used inGreece around the 5th century
BC to denote fluids in the human body. The ancient Greeks believed that any imbal-
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ance between the four bodily fluids, or ‘humors’, of blood, phlegm, black bile, and
yellow bile caused illness and pain (Meisiek & Yao, 2005). The four temperaments
of sanguine, phlegmatic, choleric, and melancholic were derived as representing the
state of the four humors. Anyone whose four humors were in balance was in ‘good
humor’, while a person whose humors were not in balance was ‘out of humor’.
With the passage of time, the word humor began to be associated with a mood or
disposition towards the liking of ludicrous, comical, and absurd things (McGhee,
1979).

Humor was not always seen in a merry light (Chapman & Foot, 1996). Earlier
writers viewed humor as a form of hostility due to ‘laughter [being] said to reflect the
more unattractive aggressive qualities of humans that result in the victimization of
others’ (Lefcourt, 2002, p. 619). Plato viewed laughter as derived from aggressive,
envious, and spiteful tendencies towards the defeat of an enemy, while Aristotle
considered laughter to be a form of shabbiness and deformity (Chapman & Foot,
1996; Ziv, 1984). In support of this view, up until the 19th century it was fashionable
for people of high social ranking to visit mental institutions purely for the purpose of
laughing at the pitiful mental patients there (Lefcourt, 2002). Such practices would
likely shock and disgust us today in the 21st century where the upholding of human
worth and dignity has been inscribed not only into our moral systems but into the
legal system.

Contrary to this, Perks (2012) argues that as much as the early philosophers
focused on the negative and offensive qualities of humor, they also expounded its
virtues as being fitting and effective when used with great caution and in certain
exigencies. This counsel shows that, instead of discarding humor as destructive, it
is important for humor creators, including managers, to use humor by taking care to
accurately resolve the when, where, why, with whom, and for what purpose issues
of humor use.

The scientific study of humor started towards the end of the 19th century
(Goldstein, 1976; McGhee, 1971). Goldstein (1976) identifies three different phases
in the study of humor: the pre-theoretical phase which lasted up to 1940, the psycho-
analytic phase which advanced through Freud’s theory on wit and humor, and the
cognitive-based approaches phase. To date, humor has been extensively studied in
philosophy, sociology, psychology, linguistics, and communication studies (Decker
& Rotondo, 2001). Each discipline focuses on different aspects of humor that are
most relevant to it (Robert & Yan, 2007). Thus humor is a multidisciplinary topic
with many facets and uses.

2.3 Theories of Humor

Theories of humor help to explainwhy and how people, including employees, experi-
ence humor content as humorous. Humor has been under investigation since ancient
times with many philosophers and scholars contributing to discussing and theorizing
it. Thus there are over a hundred theories of humor (Graham, Papa, & Brooks, 1992).
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However, even these cannot fully explain the intricacies behind humor appreciation
(Berger, 1987). Lefcourt and Martin (1986), in a bid to make the task of examining
these numerous theories easier, categorized them into three basic theories of humor:
incongruity theories, arousal theories, and superiority theories. Each of these con-
tributes in its own way to furthering our understanding of humor (Berger, 1987). As
Raskin (1985, cited in Perks, 2012, p. 121) coherently explains:

The three approaches [to humor] actually characterize the complex phenomenon
of humor from very different angles and do not at all contradict each other—rather
they seem to supplement each other quite nicely. In our terms, the incongruity-based
theories make a statement about the stimulus; the superiority theories characterize
the relations or attitudes between the speaker and the hearer; and the release/relief
theories comment on the feelings and psychology of the hearer only.

Incongruity theories are the most widely used and accepted theories in humor
research. Such theories seek to understand the ‘incongruous features of the world
that provoke laughter’ (Billig, 2005, p. 57). Incongruity theories state that people find
humor in the unexpectedness of two incongruous ideas or situations (Meisiek &Yao,
2005), that things that surprise us or happen unexpectedly causes us to feel mirth.
This violation of expectations (Duncan, Smeltzer, & Leap, 1990) lead to laughter
and mirth. Take, for example, the jokes at the beginning of this Chapter:

Right! I’ve had enough! Tomorrow I’m not going to school anymore, and I’ll give you two
good reasons: The kids hit me back and all the teachers are nasty to me! I’m sorry but
tomorrow you will go to school and I’ll give you two good reasons: You’re 48 years old and
you’re the Principal!!

My father came home and told us he’d been fired. His company had replaced him with a
machine that was able to do everything he could, but do it much, much better. The tragic
thing was my mother went out and bought one too!

The first part of the first joke starts out as a narrative of a distressed child not
wanting to go to school anymore. The allusion in the joke to kids hitting back and
teachers being nasty towhomever the joke is aboutwould naturally conjure upmental
images of a bullied child at school and the hearer may start to feel compassion for
this child. Therefore, upon hearing the second part of the joke, and especially the last
line (in joke terminology the ‘punch line’), the hearer receives a totally unexpected
realization as to who is being bullied by the kids and teachers. This incongruity
between themental image of a bullied child and expected compassion towards his/her
plight and the unexpectedness of finding the narrative relating to the Principal instead
causes the hearer to experience amusement. There is nothing humorous in children
being subjected to bullying at school. However, it is amusing to imagine a Principal,
a revered authority figure, being bullied and bossed about by his own pupils and staff.
This surprise element in the punch line causes the hearer to experience a humorous
response (Berger, 1987). The timing and the subject matter of the punch line are
important for eliciting humor in the hearer.

The second joke, too, involves the element of surprise in its punch line. From the
start of the joke, the hearer experiences sympathy towards the father’s plight of not
just losing his job but of also being replaced by an advanced machine. Hence the
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resolution of the joke is expected to be in linewith him being compensated for his loss
or him being provided with support from his family and loved ones. Yet the punch
line gives a totally different and unexpected resolution, that of being replaced by the
same machine at home at his wife’s instigation. The fact that not only his employer
but also his wife consider him incompetent and favor the advanced machine over
him gives rise to amusement. A man being fired and replaced by the process of
mechanization at work is perhaps not something to laugh about. However, there is
something hilarious about a man being dealt a double blow from his employer and
then his wife over his presumed incompetence not just at work but on the home front
as well.

Superiority theories define humor as arising from the feelings of superiority one
has over the lesser quality of others or of one’s own self in the past. Superiority
theories state that we find laughter when we perceive ourselves as comparatively at
a better state of affairs than others. As Hobbes (cited in Berger, 1987, p. 7) states:

The passion of laughter is nothing else but the sudden glory arising from a sudden conception
of some eminency in ourselves by comparison with the infirmity of others, or with our own
formerly.

Take the second joke about the father made redundant from work and from home
by his employer and his wife. According to superiority theory, the hearer laughs
becausehe/she feels a sense of superiority overwhat happened to this unfortunateman
due to the hearer’s perception that he/she will never face this plight because he/she
is more competent. The notion of the hearer being fired from work and replaced by a
machine and having their spouses opt for the same machine over them is not a reality
in their supposedly secure and competent lives. This perception of the hearer’s reality
places him/her in a superior position to the man in the joke and hence the hearer can
look down on his plight in an amusing manner.

However, not all humor is appreciated in this manner. Some jokes look at the
shortcomings of the initiator himself/herself and it makes them feel very funny.
Such jokes possibly help ‘to diminish one’s inadequacies by jesting about them’
(Goldstein, 1976, p. 110). This is what Hobbes referred to as humor arising through
the comparison of infirmity with ‘our formerly selves’ (Berger, 1987).

Arousal theories or relief theories take the view that certain hilarious events or
experiences by the individual cause the release of tension and negative emotions that
have been built up over a period of time (Meisiek & Yao, 2005). They emphasize
the ability of humor to provide relief from painful bottled-up feelings and suggest
the reason why humor exists for human beings (Lyttle, 2007). Arousal theories orig-
inated mainly with the work of Sigmund Freud, who viewed humor as comprising
a liberating element (Freud, 1928). For Freud (1928, p. 1), the pleasure from humor
occurs as a result of what he terms the ‘saving in expenditure of affect’. According to
Freud, people enjoy humor that involves aggressive and sexual content as these being
contentions topics in society, joking about them leads to greater relief and mirth.

Thus on a general note, humor is anything that can make us laugh due to its
sudden or inferior nature andwhich helps us to relax from pent-up tensions. Although
these theories are useful in providing a theoretical lens on dissecting humor and
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its amusement eliciting qualities, research shows that humor appreciation is also
dependent on individual characteristics. As Duncan (1982, p. 138) states, ‘what
makes something funny and to whom is a question of individual preferences’.

2.4 Humor in the Workplace

Notwithstanding the research output on humor in other disciplinary areas, the sys-
tematic study of the use of humor in the organizational setting is still in its infancy. As
Decker and Rotondo observed in 2001, ‘the use of humor in organizational relations
is unfolding as an important but under-researched managerial topic’ (p. 450). Hence
it was customary for researchers at the time to refer to workplace humor studies as
being scarce but offering much promise for organizational processes. In traditional
management theory humor was seen as reducing productivity and undermining man-
agerial authority (Karlsen & Villadsen, 2015). Humor was a much downplayed topic
within the workplace and a complex phenomenon that is difficult to study (Robert &
Yan, 2007). Although several important studies on humor in the workplace emerged
during the 1960s (Duncan et al., 1990; Meisiek & Yao, 2005), such as Lundberg’s
(1969) classic study on person-focused joking in an electricmotor repair shop, Sykes’
(1966) study on the joking relationship that existed betweenmale and female employ-
ees in a large Glasgow printing site, and Bradney’s (1957) study on joking behavior
amongst employees in a large department store, the ensuing decades saw very little
research in this area. Empirical studies have been erratic (Duncan et al., 1990) and
fragmented (Meisiek & Yao, 2005), with only a limited number of workplace humor
studies linking humor to management theory and practice (Cooper, 2008; Duncan,
1982; Meisiek & Yao, 2005: Robert & Yan, 2007).

Interest in bringing humor back to the workplace is on the rise (Plester, 2016),
given its claimed benefits for buffering stress, increasing productivity, and building
rapport (Martin, 2007). Romero and Pescosolido (2008, p. 396) contend that ‘humor
is particularly relevant to the modern workplace’ because today’s younger workers
expect their work to be fun and enjoyable. Also, given the shift from mechanistic
work tasks to greater use of creativity, collaborative problem solving, and teamwork
within the work environment, modern managers and employees alike need a range
of tools to aid the effective achievement of challenging tasks. Humor is a potentially
strong candidate for achieving these outcomes (Romero& Pescosolido, 2008). Orga-
nizations are increasingly looking towards the deliberate use of paid ‘entertainers’
(e.g., Westwood, 2004) and ‘humor consultants’ (e.g., Gibson, 1994) to produce and
perform humor skits for employees to achieve a desired agenda. At the same time,
emerging empirical evidence supports the notion that the purposes and functions of
humor have direct relevance to organizations andmanagement (Robert&Yan, 2007).
Thus it is to the advantage of both managers and employees alike to understand the
effects and functions of humor within organizational settings.

The good news is that these changes have witnessed the revival of workplace
humor studies in the last 10 years with researchers expounding humor’smerits within



2.4 Humor in the Workplace 19

thework environment. Humor has been studied in varied organizational settings from
restaurant kitchens (Lynch, 2002), schools (Hurren, 2006; Pierson&Bredeson, 1993)
and the military (Anderson, 2005; Godfrey, 2014; Priest & Swain, 2002) to hospi-
tals (Buxman, 2008; Francis, Monahan, & Berger, 1999), advertising (Crawford
& Gregory, 2015) and crime scene investigations (Roth & Vivona, 2010; Vivona,
2014). Documented evidence shows that humor in the form of puns, wit, banter, and
horseplay (Bradney, 1957; Sykes, 1966; Vinton, 1989) occurs amongst all organiza-
tional members from management (Butler, Hoedemaekers, & Russell, 2015; Hatch
& Ehrlich, 1993) to work groups (Duncan, 1984; Lehmann-Willenbrock & Allen,
2014) to shop floor-level employees (Collinson, 1988; Linstead, 1985) and serve
important functions within the workplace (Cooper, 2008). Researchers have focused
on the functional aspects of humor for organizational culture, group dynamics, rela-
tionships, and employee wellbeing (Westwood & Rhodes, 2007). Robert and Yan
(2007, p. 208) contend that it is these ‘effects of humor in organizational contexts
[that reveal] why humor should be taken seriously’.

However, alongside this functionalist view (Westwood & Rhodes, 2007), a num-
ber of studies have also examined humor in subverting (Kenny & Euchler, 2012;
Taylor & Bain, 2003; Westwood, 2004), challenging (Kets de Vries, 1990) and
resisting (Rodrigues & Collinson, 1995; Westwood & Johnston, 2013) management
control and organizational life. HenceWestwood (2004) notes that management can-
not always control humor in organizations. Although this counterview of humor as
contesting management has not gained prominence in the literature, it nonetheless
testifies to the contradictory roles humor at work can play in helping as well as
hindering the aims of management.

Yet humor can never be totally removed from organizations (Duncan & Feisal,
1989; Vinton, 1989) and attempting to do so would be counterproductive. Under-
standing humor behavior in the workplace can provide management with important
insights into group behavior (Romero & Pescosolido, 2008), power relationships
(Lundberg, 1969), as well as organizational culture and problems (Lang & Lee,
2010). As Kahn (1989, p. 46) fittingly observes, ‘if we attend to the [humorous]
statements, and piece together their various truths from the clues within the contexts
of their expression, we can tap into a rich source of information for understanding
and interpreting the dynamics of individual and group life in organizations’. Barsoux
(1996) provides a good example of how humor within organizations can signal to
top management the frustrations, insecurities, and anxieties experienced by organi-
zational members. He gave an anecdote about a middle manager in an automobile
company undergoing structural change. When the middle manager was asked what
his current priorities were, his answer was ‘Checking the office door every morning,
to see that my name is still on it!’ (Barsoux, 1996, p. 504). This answer, although
seemingly made in jest, nevertheless shows the underlying anxiety the middle man-
ager was experiencing about his job security due to the change his organization was
undergoing. Hence managers must observe and attend carefully to the humor in their
organizations and its underlying messages (Vinton, 1989).
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2.5 Humor Events at Work

One main objective of this Chapter is to examine the process and steps involved in
a ‘humor event’, a much-referred-to phenomenon in the humor literature. Robert
and Wilbanks (2012, p. 1072), in presenting their Wheel Model of Humor, define
humor events as ‘discrete social behaviors that a producer intentionally creates for
an audience that influences audience positive [or negative] affect’. Although not
stated explicitly, humor events are the ‘pillar’ or focal point on which humor behav-
ior occurs and hence all research attempted on humor at work so far has revolved
around understanding the causes, consequences, functions, dysfunctions, and proper
management of humor events at work. Hence an analysis of humor events in the
workplace would be an appropriate starting point to not just gain a broad overview
of how humor behavior unfolds in the workplace but also to begin a research agenda
for more specific topic-based research themes.

The multidimensional nature of humor (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006) influences
how one studies humor events. In one sense, humor is a process with a number of
sequential steps unfolding and leading to outcomes. Therefore a typical humor event
consists of a number of elements (humor creator, intentions, channel, target, cognitive
appraisal, and responses) that take place sequentially. An analysis of humor events
is important to understand the different participants and elements associated with
humor behavior within workplaces.

The current literature, however, lacks a theoretically derived comprehensive
framework on humor events at work that can be used as a reference point for better
understanding how humor behavior unfolds at work. Thus it was necessary to review
the fragmented workplace humor literature and then unify it into a framework show-
ing the elements of a typical humor event at work. This framework is termed the
Workplace Humor Events Framework (WHEF). Pearce (2009) followed a similar
approach to address the lack of a suitable framework that allowed the consideration
of humor in the tourist industry. Pearce (2009, p. 627) built on ‘both the existing work
in the tourism specific literature and the wider literature to construct a framework for
the comprehensive consideration of humor in tourism’. Furthermore (p. 632), Pearce
argued:

The value of organizing conceptual maps and frameworks lies in specifying the many ele-
ments of complex topics. By laying out the interacting components an understanding of the
place of any specific study can be achieved while the map also identifies other areas for addi-
tional work. A number of insights from the generic literature on humor provide assistance
in shaping such a conceptual map of humor in tourism.

A number of frameworks exist showing different components of humor events.
For example, Duncan and Feisal’s (1989) framework examined the antecedents,
process, and outcomes of humor behavior at work. However, this framework was
not comprehensive, as it did not identify the organizational members involved in
the humor event, what the intentions of the humor creators were, and the context in
which it occurred. It was therefore necessary to use the literature to build on these
works and expand them to develop a framework suiting the purposes of our book.
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The WHEF was developed with this purpose in mind. The fragmented workplace
humor literature was first reviewed and the elements of a humor event were derived
into a unified framework.

Ample evidence exists in the workplace and wider humor literature on the dif-
ferent elements of humor events. However, they remain scattered across different
studies and contexts (Westwood & Johnston, 2013). For example, some researchers
have explored the mechanism of humor through theory building (e.g., Berger, 1976,
1987; Freud, 1960;LaFave,Haddad,&Maesen, 1976),while others havedone ethno-
graphic studies to examine the types and functions of humor events in specific work
contexts (e.g., factory settings: Collinson, 1988; Korczynski, 2011; Vinton, 1989,
schools: Hurren, 2006; Pierson & Bredeson, 1993). Others have looked at how indi-
vidual characteristics and the work context affect humor events (e.g., Decker, 1986;
Robinson & Smith-Lovin, 2001; Smeltzer & Leap, 1988). The following section will
integrate these findings into a single comprehensive framework to better grasp the
dynamics of a humor event.

2.6 Development of the WHEF

Given the general consensus in the literature on humor being a form of communi-
cation (Lynch, 2002; Robert & Yan, 2007), a general communications model in the
form of a flowchart with a series of steps was deemed the most suitable structure
for the framework on humor events. In addition to the influencing factors, functions,
and the contextual factors unique to humor events, the developed framework features
the sender, receiver, message, channels, cognitive appraisal channels, and responses.
The next section reviews the humor literature and develops this framework in six
sequential steps.

2.6.1 Step 1: The Humor Creator

Lundberg (1969) identified four participants in humor occurring in small groups.
They are the initiator or the creator of the humor, the target or the person to whom
the humor is addressed, the focus (or butt) of the humor, and the public, who are
the general audience other than the target who hears or observes the humor. Other
researchers studying humor in work groups have cited this typology (e.g., Duncan,
1982, Dwyer, 1991; Taylor, 1973).

Within a work environment, the creator of the humor can be any organizational
member. As mentioned earlier, empirical findings show that humor behavior occurs
amongst all organizational members frommanagement to work groups to shop floor-
level employees. Hence the creation of humor and the role of the initiator can be
taken on by any one of these organizational members. Workplace humor research
has mainly explored the nature and effects of humor created by employees (e.g.,
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Lynch, 2009; Vinton, 1989) and work groups (e.g., Lehmann-Willenbrock & Allen,
2014), while research on managerial humor has limited their scope to humor created
by managers towards their employees (e.g., Decker, 1987) and in some instances
towards other managers (e.g., during managerial meetings: Hatch & Ehrlich, 1993).

Ziv (1984, p. xi) states that humor creation refers to the ‘ability to perceive rela-
tionships between people, objects or ideas in an incongruousway aswell as the ability
to communicate this perception to others’. Hence humor creation requires the ability
to see novelty or incongruity in ordinary situations and the ability to effectively com-
municate this perception to others (Turner, 1980). Fry (1987) states that the humor
creator needs to first and foremost create a suitable ‘play frame’ for the intended
humor behavior. Such a play frame warns the target and audience beforehand to
expect amusing and light-hearted content.

2.6.2 Step 2: Intentions of the Humor Creator

As mentioned in Chap. 1, humor is an umbrella term used to denote a number of
specific types of humor behavior. For example, Vinton (1989) found in her 7-week
participant observation study of joking behavior in a small family-owned corpora-
tion in a large mid-western US city, that the employees engaged in puns, slapstick,
jokes/anecdotes, and teasing duringwork hours.Watt’s (2007, p. 206) study of humor
in the UK civil engineering profession yielded joking behavior in the form of ‘joke
telling, jocular teasing, mocking or “joshing”… light-hearted and good natured ban-
ter and use of comic language’. Humor can include ‘canned’ jokes, such as the ones
at the beginning of this Chapter, or spontaneous humor that arises during day-to-day
organizational life.

However, each of these humor types represents intentions and associated behavior
of the humor creator, which differ from one another. For example, teasing involves
making playful but provocative comments about a target’s behavior, speech, or some
facet relevant to him/her (Keltner, Capps, Kring, Young, & Heerey, 2001). Sarcastic
and ironic humor, on the other hand, relates to communication that is meant to
be taken in the opposite meaning to what is actually said (Capelli, Nakagawa, &
Madden, 1990; Gibbs, 1986). Humor can also manifest itself in physical behavior,
facial expressions, even a wink at the right moment, since not all humor is verbal
(Wyer&Collins, 1992). Behind each type is the underlying intention of creating such
humor. Hence the Framework assumes that the intention of the creator in creating
each type of humor is most salient when analyzing humor events. Although different
types of humor and their consequences have been studied within work contexts
(e.g., teasing and self-denigrating humor: Schnurr & Chan, 2011; offensive jokes:
Smeltzer & Leap, 1988), the intentions of the humor creator in creating humor and
the outcomes of such intentions have not been thoroughly explored.

This intention can range from positive to negative intentions (Robert &Yan, 2007)
although in some instances the humor creator himself/herself may not be aware of
his/her intentions. Generally it is safe to assume that positive intentions lead to
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positive outcomes, while negative intentions lead to negative outcomes, although
this can be moderated by the way the humor is perceived by the humor target. Hence
humor has been likened to a ‘double edged tool’ (Malone, 1980) and as being an
‘abrasive’ and a ‘lubricant’ (Martineau, 1972), given its ability to harm as well as
help. Examples of humor arising through positive intentions are teasing and self-
denigrating humor (Schnurr & Chan, 2011), puns, slapstick, and anecdotes (Vinton,
1989). Conversely, humor used with negative intentions includes aggressive humor
(Huo et al., 2012), humor aimed at specific ethnic groups (Cundall, 2012; La Fave
& Mannell, 1976), humor that is used to bully others (Mortensen & Baarts, 2018)
and ingratiatory humor intended to please and then persuade colleagues or superiors
into providing favors for the initiator (Cooper, 2005). Robert and Yan (2007) argue
that the positive and negative qualities of humor lie in the intentions of the initiator
and not in the content or type of humor employed. By this reasoning, even teasing
and joke telling can be transformed into harmful types of humor by the negative
intentions of the initiator.

There are, however, instances of positive outcomes derived from the use of ‘neg-
ative’ humor. For example, Holmes (2000) found, in a study of workplace humor
in New Zealand, the positive face saving function of humor where humor is used to
soften the negative impact of a criticism or insult from a superior to a subordinate.
Thus, although the content and tone used in humor delivery implies it is negative,
the intention and desired outcome of the use of humor in that particular instance
is positive. Similarly, negative forms of humor have been used with the intention
of challenging the authority or directives of superiors or expressing risky opinions
without inviting serious reprisals from them (Holmes, 2000). Hence the intentions
of humor creation are important for understanding the outcomes expected from the
humor event. Intentions become all the more salient if managers expect to use humor
to realize specific outcomes.

2.6.3 Step 3: The Channel Used

A number of channels are available for humor creators to use when communicating
the type of humor to the target. However, the channels used and their implications
have received limited attention in the workplace humor literature (Wood, Beckmann,
&Rossiter, 2011).Verbal humor is themost cited formof humor.Other possible chan-
nels include facial expressions and body language, written personal notes, internal
newsletters, and emails (Wood et al., 2011).

2.6.4 Step 4: Humor Target

Humor occurs in social settings and not as isolated cases (Robinson & Smith-Lovin,
2001). Hence the role of the target is equally important in determining the success
and the outcome of the humor event. This is due to the target’s role in appreciating
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the humor created by the initiator. Humor appreciation is ‘the ability to understand
and enjoy messages involving humorous creativity as well as situations that are
incongruous but not menacing’ (Ziv, 1984, p. xi). The target of the humor can be any
organizational member to whom the humor is directed by the humor creator. The
theories of humor presented in an earlier section can be used to explain why humor
can be funny to the target. For example incongruity theories show that the target will
find humor to be funny when he/she perceives a significant discrepancy or violation
of his/her expected ending of the humor and how the humor actually ends (Plester,
2016). Superiority theories state that the target finds amusement in things that shows
him/her in a better light than the subject of humor. Relief theories state that the target
experiences amusement when he/she is able to release bottled-up negative emotions
through humor.

2.6.5 Step 5: Cognitive Appraisal by the Target

Once the target perceives the humor created by the creator, he/she engages in
cognitive appraisal of the humor message. Lazarus’ (1991) Cognitive Appraisal
Theory (CAT) is useful in explaining the cognitive appraisal process the target
engages in when faced with humor. Two types of appraisals take place: the primary
appraisal and the secondary appraisal. During primary appraisal the target evaluates
whether the experienced humor is beneficial or harmful to self, whether it is relevant
or congruent to one’s goals and the impact it can have on one’s wellbeing. During
secondary appraisal specific cues from the environment and person are evaluated to
assess the level of personal resources available and possibility for coping (Ohly &
Schmitt, 2015).

For example, once the humor is perceived by the target, he/she will engage in a
primary appraisal of it by examining the intentions of the humor creator and whether
such intentions are non-harmful or harmful to him/her personally, psychologically,
or physically. If the intentions of the humor creator are perceived as non-harmful,
the target will most likely move on to the next stage of the WHEF. If, however, the
humor is appraised as harmful to self, the target will engage in secondary appraisal
where he/she will assess what personal and environmental resources he/she already
possesses or can gain to cope with the humor. Overall humor that is appraised as
non-harmful will elicit positive responses while humor that is appraised as harmful
will elicit negative reactions.

2.6.6 Step 6: Target’s Response to Humor Creator

The target’s response to the humor creator is important for the creator to assess the
success or failure of the humor created and for the continuation of the humor cycle.
As Robinson and Smith-Lovin (2001, p. 128) state, the response towards humor
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can ‘make or break attempts at humor’. Hay (2001) found that the targets/audience
employ a number of strategies to support the humor produced by the initiator. These
include laughter in response to humor, contributing more humor, echoing the words
of the initiator, and offering sympathy where humor is used by the initiator to express
troubles-talk and self-deprecating humor. Likewise, Schnurr andChan’s (2011) study
on responding to teasing and self-denigrating humor found that the targets used a
variety of response strategies from laughing and responding, which in turn can trigger
another wave of humor creation.

These six sequential steps outline the unfolding of a humor event. But three other
elements (context of humor use, the influencing factors, and the functions derived
from the humor event) also impact and complete the humor event. These are dealt
with in the next section.

The context of humor use

The specific work context in which humor occurs is important (Vivona, 2014)
because context can determine the success or failure of a humor event. Hence humor
researchers have advised practitioners to be mindful and sensitive to the context
when using humor (Duncan et al., 1990). Humor behavior becomes irrelevant and
meaningless when it is deprived of the context it originally occurred in. As Holmes,
Marra, and Burns (2001, p. 88) state, humor is ‘… remarkably context-bound with
meanings that are not transparent to outsiders’. Humor is used in varying situations
‘to display many different feelings and thoughts’ (Crawford, 1994, p. 54). The litera-
ture on workplace humor has looked at humor in a number of specific work contexts
from meetings, negotiations, and training programs to shop floor settings. The con-
text determines the intentions of humor creation and functions derived. For example,
Lynch’s (2009) study on humor in a hotel’s kitchen showed that hotel managers
used humor in the presence of chefs and kitchen staff with the intention of reducing
tensions created by exercising their control over the professional chefs. In contrast,
findings fromWagle’s (1985) study on using humor in the industrial-selling process
advises salespersons to use humor to develop and maintain a good rapport with the
buying party and to attract the buyer’s attention towards the salesperson and/or the
product during the selling process.

Influencing factors

The influence of individual attributes and workplace characteristics on workplace
humor events is significant. The individual attributes of gender (Decker, 1991;Decker
&Rotondo, 2001; Holmes, 2006a, 2006b) and ethnicity/culture (La Fave&Mannell,
1976) have received the greatest attention from researchers. Findings indicate that
gender differences exist for both the use of humor and the appreciation of humor
(Duncan et al., 1990). For example, studies show that men use and appreciate both
non-offensive and offensive types of jokesmore than do females (Decker&Rotondo,
2001). Men rate insult jokes as more funny than do females (Decker, 1986) and
have been found to enjoy and use sexual and insulting humor more at work than do
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females (Smeltzer & Leap, 1988). Holmes (2006a) found that females tend to exhibit
a supportive and collaborative humor style, while men tended to exhibit a contestive
and non-collaborative style.

Similarly, one’s ethnic background determines whether one feels amused or
offended by the humor behavior of the creator. This is especially true for ethnic
humor that targets specific ethnic groups (Apte, 1987). Goldstein (1976) contends
that a person must be both familiar with and have the proper attitude towards the
group that is the focus of the ethnic humor. If one has no knowledge of the group
that is being joked about, then the target will find no humor in it. However, when
the group in question is one that is disliked by the target, he/she will find greater
funniness.

On the other hand, if a group is portrayed in a favorable light, and one has favorable
attitudes towards that group, then the person will find the joke favorable (Goldstein,
1976). In short, a person’s appreciation of a joke depends on one’s favorability
towards the group and the way the group is portrayed in the joke. This is essentially
the cognitive balance model of Heider (1958).

However, in some instances this theory does not hold. People often laugh even
when their own group is made fun of. Even if one belongs to the group in question,
one may still find it funny, since one feels different from the person(s) shown in the
joke. Thus ‘laughter at derogatory jokes about one’s own group may be a means of
indicating that the jokes deal with a subclass of the group’s members; the laugher
obviously not belonging to such a subclass’ (Goldstein, 1976, p. 109).

Individual difference variables also impact humor creation and humor appreci-
ation. For example, Lefcourt, Antrobus, and Hogg (1974) found that individuals
with internal Locus of Control (LOC) and field-dependence elicited more humor
production during role enactments characterizing failed experiences than did indi-
viduals with external LOC and field-independence. Turner (1980) found that high
self-monitors produced more humor during group discussions than did low self-
monitors. Hence the personality characteristics and ability of the humor creator play
a role in determining the ability of the humor creator to produce amusing and incon-
gruous ideas and effectively communicate them to a target/audience. Research on
different humor styles and personality factors have revealed that the personality fac-
tors of Openness to experience and Agreeableness were positively related to the
use and liking for Affiliative and Self-enhancing styles of humor, while Neuroti-
cism was positively related to, and Conscientiousness negatively related to, the use
and preference for Aggressive and Self-defeating styles of humor (Martin, Puhlik-
Doris, Larsen, & Weir, 2003; Saroglou & Scariot, 2002). Wood et al. (2011) further
proposed that individuals high in discriminative competence would be better able to
comprehend a humormessage as humorous or non-humorous thanwould individuals
with low discriminative competence.

The relationship between the humor creator and the target, too, is an important
variable in determining the success of the humor event (Duncan, 1982). The level of
trust between these two parties can determine how the target judges a humor event.
For example, a high level of trust between the humor creator and the target can cause
even a highly sarcastic joke at the expense of the target to be viewed as harmless.
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Functions of humor

The functions of humor have been themost examined and discussed aspects of humor
such that the literature is replete with its numerous functions (Watts, 2007). Ullian
(1976) states that humor is a not a random behavior in organizations but occurs in
definite patterns leading to the fulfillment of different functions.

One of the main functions of humor that has come under the empirical lens is its
bonding function. Martineau’s (1972) model of the social functions of humor is per-
haps themost comprehensive attempt to understand group cohesiveness, even though
it did not directly address work groups. Romero and Pescosolido (2008) assert that
humor in groups facilitates the efficient and effective establishment of social pro-
cesses and bonds due to its ability to generate positive affect. Studies show that
humor functions to develop group cohesiveness (Duncan, 1982; Terrion & Ashforth,
2002) and positive working relationships (Cooper, 2008; Holmes, 2006a). Humor is
used to foster andmaintain positive relationships amongst work colleagues (Holmes,
2006a). Meyer’s (1997) study of member narratives in a childcare center showed that
organizational members used humor to promote unity amongst themselves by means
of humor’s ability to allowmembers to shift between uniting and dividing narratives.
Hence humor was used in that context both as a means of unifying members through
valuing a sense of humor and fun, clarifying and avoiding miscommunication, and
teaching children, and for dividingmembers through highlightingmembers’ undesir-
able behavior (Meyer, 1997). In the latter case, one group achieved unity by laughing
at the misbehaving group.

The stress-relieving function of humor has also gained much attention in the
workplace humor literature and the wider humor literature (Bradney, 1957; Freud,
1960; Olsen, Hugelshofer, Kwon, & Reff, 2005; Strick, Holland, van Baaren, & van
Knippenberg, 2009). Morreall (1991) discusses the beneficial effects of humor in
promoting employees’ physical and mental health, including mental flexibility, and
its role in acting as a social lubricant by facilitating social interaction. Duncan (1982)
discusses the role humor plays inwork groups as amedium for expressing frustrations
and problems.Humor has also been found to stimulate individual and group creativity
(Holmes, 2007) and increase motivation (Crawford, 1994; Dienstbier, 1995; Lippitt,
1982). Humor has been cited as a possible source of psychological rewards as well
as a way to relieve frustration and alleviate boredom at work (Duncan, 1982).

Humor is also used for communicating harshmessages or criticismwithout attract-
ing reprisal from the listener (Ullian, 1976), saving face (Holmes, 2000), challenging
the authority or directives of superiors, and expressing risky opinionswithout inviting
punishment from superiors (Holmes, 2000). Hence Consalvo (1989, p. 285) states
that ‘The role and constructive uses of humor need to be better understood as humor
has the potential to improve quality of life, job satisfaction, and performance in
organizations’.

The WHEF (Fig. 2.1) is an attempt to incorporate these factors. The Framework
shows how a humor event unfolds in a specific work context. Within that context the
humor creator produces the humor and it flows from him/her to the target through
a medium based on intention of the creator. This process is influenced by individual
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difference variables, the relationship between creator and target and workplace
culture. The response loop shows the flow of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
responses from the target to the humor creator. This is what is mainly identified as
the humor event. As a result of this process, numerous functions are realized.

The WHEF is a tentative attempt at organizing the scattered research output on
humor into meaningful components and show how a humor event unfolds and what
factors affect its success or failure. Put succinctly, it provides a blueprint of the
fundamental workings of humor. The components of the Framework show themicro-
level analysis and relationships in a typical humor event. Hence this Framework is
useful for workplace humor researchers in two ways. First, it provides a reference
point to investigate, capture and compare general humor events and their functions
in contexts where humor research is at an infant stage or non-existent. Secondly,
the different components and their direction of humor flow of the Framework can
be used to develop specific topic-based humor research on the relationships and
their strengths between these components. For example, it is possible to examine the
relationship between the different intentions of humor creation inwork groups (or any
humor creator) and its impact on their emotions, behavior and cognitions. Another
research area would be to examine the impact that each of the influencing factors
listed in the Framework has on humor created by each of the humor participants.
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Chapter 3
Managerial Humor as a Tool
for Impacting Employees’ Emotions

In Chap. 2 of this book, we placed humor under the scientific lens and examined it in
terms of its history, theories and research undertaken within work settings. We also
developed the WHEF that provides an understanding of how a typical humor event
unfolds within work contexts. Having thus gained deeper insights into humor and
humor events at work, we now turn our focus towards managerial humor, i.e., humor
created by an important and noteworthy subset of organizational members. Emerging
empirical findings indicate that humor is an important skill in a managers’ repertoire
of skills (Pundt & Venz, 2017) for effectively managing employees (Cooper, 2016;
Yang, Kitchen, & Bacouel-Jentjens, 2015) and workgroups (Romero & Pescosolido,
2008). Thus we specifically focus here on the intentional use of humor by managers
for impacting employees’ positive emotions and psychological outcomes at work. In
doing so, we adopt Malone’s (1980) assertion that humor represents a potential tool
that can aid managers.

3.1 Definition of Managers’ Humor

Before embarking on an investigation of managerial humor, it is important to define
the construct. In Chap. 1 we defined workplace humor as ‘any form of verbal or
non-verbal communication that is intended to be amusing and created by an organi-
zational member for other organizational member(s) within the work environment’.
While this definition broadly applies to all organization members that come under
the ensemble of humor creators in theWHEF, it does not adequately differentiate the
humor created and delivered by managers towards employees. A close scrutiny of
the literature revealed that the majority of studies conducted on managerial humor
have not attempted to define the construct under investigation but have used generic
definitions of workplace humor. The only exception is the definition of managerial
humor offered by Cooper, Kong, and Crossley (2018, p. 769) as the ‘extent to which
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a leader [or manager] uses humor with each subordinate’. While this definition does
focus on humor flowing from the manager to the employee, it is overly simple and
does not adequately reflect the intricacies behind humor use.

Thus we develop our own definition of managers’ humor as (1) any form of inten-
tional and amusing communication, (2) both formal and informal, that is (3) created
by the manager and directed at the employee and which results in (4) emotional
changes (positive or negative) of the employee. This definition warrants further clar-
ification.

1. Any form of intentional and amusing communication

Humor has been conceptualized by many researchers as a form of communication
(Crawford, 1994; Lynch, 2002; Martineau, 1972). Hence we utilize this view of
humor. Our definition examines only intentional use of humor by managers. Ziv
(1989) views intentional humor as the voluntary transmission of a humorous mes-
sage in order to elicit a response from an audience. Hence there may be other unin-
tentional communications of the manager that are amusing to employees, such as
a manager’s involuntary slips of the tongue, wrong pronunciations or accent in the
presence of employees, or the way the manager generally talks or uses body lan-
guage and facial expressions when communicating with employees. These acts of
humor being unintentional are precluded from this definition. This book advances
the premise that managers can actively engage in humor in the presence of their
employees to elicit emotional reactions from them. Although any form of humorous
act by a manager, intentional or unintentional, may elicit emotional reactions from
employees, emotional reactions to unintentional humorous acts of managers occur
without the knowledge of the manager, without his/her consent and may demean the
status of the manager (such as when a manager becomes a ‘laughing stock’ amongst
employees). The purpose of managerial humor here is to be used in bringing about
positive outcomes in the workplace while upholding the dignity of both the manager
and the employee. Hence this definition includes only the intentional use of humor
by managers.

Managers’ intentional communications must also be of an amusing nature. As
discussed in Chap. 2, the humor creator must produce a suitable play frame for
the humor event and creatively conjure novel and incongruous ideas to amuse the
humor target. Themanagermust engage in amanner of communications that includes
amusing and comical elements.

2. Both formal or informal humor

Secondly, a manager’s intentional humormay be formal or informal. Linstead (1985)
in his empirical study of joking behavior in a bakery observed two forms of humor:
standardized jokes and situational jokes. Formal humor is aimed at a formal audience
and results from serious and deliberate work on creating that humor (Ziv, 1984): for
example, a manager may plan and rehearse a number of jokes for an upcoming
presentation or meeting with employees. Informal humor relates to the humor used
spontaneously in given social situations to make people laugh: for example, the
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manager can create spontaneous and unrehearsed humor events in the presence of
employees while performing his/her day-to-day functions in the workplace. Both
these types of humor come under our definition of managerial humor.

3. Created by the manager and directed at an employee

The creator of the humor eventwill be themanager and the targetwill be the employee
who will elicit suitable responses to humor. The focus of the humor event can be
any topic of the creator’s choice, including the creator himself/herself and the humor
event may or may not happen in the presence of a public.

4. Results in employees’ emotional changes (positive or negative)

As stated in Chap. 2, humor is associated with cognitive, emotional, and behav-
ioral outcomes (Lang & Lee, 2010). Hence the managers’ humor may elicit a num-
ber of response tendencies from employees such as engaging in laughter, cognitive
evaluations and sharing of the joke with colleagues, and joking back with the man-
ager. While acknowledging these diverse outcomes of a humor event, this definition
focuses solely on the impact humor has on the emotions of employees. Cooper
(2005, 2008) states that, due to the expansive nature of humor, the need arises for the
researcher to place a boundary around the specific aspects of humor studied. Hence
we set a boundary on its focus by examining only employees’ emotional implications
to managers’ use of humor.

3.2 Managerial Humor at Work

Research on managerial humor highlights the positive effects of managers’ humor
on various positive work outcomes at the individual and group level (Robert, Dunne,
& Iun, 2016; Pundt & Hermann, 2015). For example, managers’ humor is asso-
ciated with increased employee psychological empowerment (Kim, Lee, & Wong,
2016;Gkorezis, Hatzithomas,&Petridou, 2011), creativity (Lee, 2015; Pundt, 2015),
workgroup positive affect (Robert &Wilbanks, 2012; Romero & Pescosolido, 2008)
and cohesion (Cann, Zapata, & Davis, 2009). More recently, Pundt and Venz (2017)
found that leaders’ humorwas positively related to employees’ affective commitment
and disengagement while Cooper et al.’s (2018) test of leader humor and employees’
organizational citizenship behaviors yielded a positive link. Managerial humor has
been documented as occurring in a number of work settings from meetings (Con-
salvo, 1989; Hatch&Ehrlich, 1993) andwith subordinates (Gkorezis et al. 2011; Ho,
Wang, Huang, & Chen, 2011; Kangasharju & Nikko, 2009) to amongst themselves
(Consalvo, 1989; Hatch, 1997) and in negotiations (Vuorela, 2005). In fact effective
leaders were perceived as using more humor compared to ineffective leaders (e.g.,
Avolio, Howell, & Sosik, 1999; Priest & Swain, 2002; Sala, 2000).
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3.3 The Dark Side of Workplace Humor

Although humor, when effectively used, is beneficial for life and limb, it also
represents a ‘double-edged’ sword, for it can harm as well as help (Malone, 1980;
Wijewardena, Härtel, & Samaratunge, 2010). Billig (2005) argues that while humor
has two contradictory sides, i.e., the good-natured side verses the base and dark side,
contemporary psychology has opted to concentrate on the good-natured side while
ignoring the dark side. This is also true with regards to research on workplace humor
which to date has predominantly focused on the positive effects of humor while
neglecting its negative implications (Mesmer-Magnus, Glew, &Viswesvaran, 2012).
Thus the dark side of workplace humor warrants further scholarly investigation.

Negative workplace humor can occur between organizational peers or be directed
up or down the organizational hierarchy. Such negative humor can be used as ameans
of harassment, discrimination, and ridicule (see Duncan, Smeltzer, & Leap, 1990)
leading to ‘feelings of frustration, anger, fear, marginalization, unfair treatment, and
disloyalty to the organization’ (Wijewardena et al., 2010, p. 263). These can adversely
impact on work performance and outcomes. Duncan et al. (1990) discuss how jokes
and pranks that are deemed as harassment can lead to expensive lawsuits for the
organization. Ladegaard (2012) found that female leaders used jocular insults and
verbal abuse inmeetings as ameans of exerting their position over subordinates while
the power distance and hierarchical distance within the workplace stopped subordi-
nates from challenging this negative behavior. Mortensen and Baarts’s (2018) work
on humorous teasing in hospital work found that bullying may emerge as a result
of persistent derogatory teasing encounters between doctors and nurses which were
identified as detrimental by both parties. Aggressive humor, comprising of mean-
spirited, put-down and disparaging humor used to embarrass or manipulate others
(Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, & Weir, 2003; Vinson, 2006), when encountered at
work can extend to negative behaviors in employees’ personal lives aswell. For exam-
ple Huo, Lam, and Chen (2012) found that supervisor’s aggressive humor resulted
in strain on the part of the targeted employee which increased his/her likelihood
of engaging in addictive behaviors (i.e., internet addictions, problem drinking, and
problem smoking).

Contrary to these findings, Vinson (2006) found that leaders’ aggressive humor
actually resulted in beneficial outcomes in some instances and detrimental organi-
zational outcomes in others. Leader’s humor can be a mixed blessing as it can be
associated with greater relationship quality with followers and their work engage-
ment, while also ‘unintentionally increasing perceptions of the acceptability of norm
violations and deviance [in employees]’ (Yam, Christian, Wei, Liao, & Nai, 2018,
p. 361). Hence, further research that examines the when, how, with whom and under
what conditions workplace negative humor leads to detrimental and beneficial out-
comes is needed.

The role of employees’ humor in subverting and resisting management control
is well-documented in the literature (Karlsen & Villadsen, 2015; Kenny & Euchler,
2012). Humor can offer employees the power to ‘undermine management control,
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subvert power structures and construct oppositional identities (Butler, 2015, p. 43).
Subversive humor relates to ‘humour that challenges existing power relationships,
whether formal or informal, explicit or implicit’ (Vetter & Gockel, 2016, p. 316).
Therefore as much as humor can be a tool for management, it can also be turned
into a tool against management (Westwood & Rhodes, 2007). Duncan and Feisal
(1989) found in a survey of 25 work groups that those managers who held formal
authority in the work group and were identified by the other group members as
‘arrogant executives’ were the least liked by group members and most made the butt
of the groups’ jokes during the manager’s absence. Huang and Kuo (2011) contend
that ‘managers who do not participate in humor or who prevent it [due to their
feeling superior over employees] are likely to become the butt of the humor even if
in secret so that their prized authority is undermined’ (p. 144). Humor is used by
rebellious employees to challenge the power of the leader (Crawford, 1994). Taylor
and Bain (2003) found in their study of two call centers in the UK that vicious and
biting forms of humor were used by employees towards individual supervisors and
management in general in a conscious bid to underminemanagement. Such instances
cause strained relationships between managers and employees and also undermine
the positive value of humor within the workplace.

While humor can be allowed and even encouraged by management as a pro-
ductive safety-valve for employees to let-off-steam when introducing new cultural
practices at work, it can also be used by employees as an organized means of resist-
ing and showing dissent towards such practices. Rodrigues and Collinson (1995)
encountered such humor in their study on humor behavior in a Brazilian telecommu-
nications company that was in the midst of drastically changing its corporate culture
towards a more participative and inclusive management style. However, soon after
its inception, ‘employees began to identify various inconsistencies in and between
managerial statements and practices (Rodrigues & Collinson, 1995, p. 747). The
company workers and union members used humor in the form of sharp satirical
cartoons, metaphors and stories to express employees’ criticisms and grievances
regarding managerial practices and adherent to the new corporate culture (Rodrigues
& Collinson, 1995).

This bookmainly focuses on the use of positive humor to impact positive outcomes
in employees.While accepting that humor has a negative side to itwhich is observable
in contemporary work settings, in this book we advance the notion that managers
can intentionally use positive forms of humor as a managerial tool. Fry (1987) states
that although all forms of humor contain aggressive qualities given humor’s ability
to attack the status quo, one of the great paradoxes of humor is that despite its
aggressive qualities humor can be used as a means of inspiring hope in people faced
with difficulties. We espouse this positive view and further develop it to seek ways
of using humor for positive gains at work.
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3.4 Humor as a Managerial Tool

Following the publication of Malone’s (1980) influential paper, positive forms
of humor have been advocated as managerial tools (Anderson, 2005; Huang &
Kuo, 2011), aids (Duncan & Feisal, 1989) and strategies (Crawford, 1994; Wood,
Beckmann, & Rossiter, 2011) that can be utilized to produce desired outcomes at
work. These authors propose humor to be intentionally utilized by managers to
achieve desired employee and organizational outcomes. However, such advocacy
remaining at the theoretical level with empirical testing on the mechanism of
humor as a managerial tool still lacking in the literature. For example, Wood et al.
(2011) developed a conceptual framework of managerial humor for persuading
and motivating employees and derived associated propositions on the relationships
shown in their framework. Wijewardena et al. (2010) developed a conceptual
framework of managerial humor and related propositions on humor as a tool for
building employees’ resilience. However, these propositions have yet to be tested
in actual work settings and the question of humor as a managerial aid has ‘gone
largely unanswered during the last two decades’ (Robert & Yan, 2007, p. 256).

There may be a number of reasons for the lack of scholarly interest in testing and
further developing managerial humor as a potential tool. First, as humor is complex,
ambiguous and seemingly having a ‘hundred faces’ (Robert & Yan, 2007), managers
may think that humor is difficult to understand, use and even study. Second, organi-
zational researchers in the past may not have wanted to associate humor, a fun and
frivolous activity, with the serious nature of work and management. Mixing humor
with management seems a serious blunder and this may have deterred empirical
investigations into humor as a possible managerial tool. Finally, the use of humor
represents risky business as even the most well-intentioned humor can go wrong
and lead to disastrous consequences. Humor is liable to be interpreted differently by
different employees in different contexts. Such instances of failed humor (Williams
& Emich, 2014) is not just momentarily embarrassing for the manager but in the
long run can seriously undermine his/her perceived effectiveness in the eyes of the
employee. The greatest risk of using humor is the inability of the humor creator to
fully grasp the outcomes of humor till after its delivery by which time is too late to
withdraw the humor. Thus simply asking managers to intentionally engage in humor
with their employees without first giving them the necessary skills/knowledge to use
humor can expose them to a number of difficulties. Hence, many managers may opt
to leave humor well alone!

While acknowledging the many difficulties in studying and advocating humor
as a managerial tool, we nevertheless take on the challenging task of studying it
as the numerous benefits arising from positive humor point towards the usefulness
of further examining and developing it. In doing so we follow the tenets of PP
and POB approaches (Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, 2007a; Seligman, 2005). Both
these movements promote ‘the application and study of positively oriented human
resource strengths and psychological capacities’ (Luthans, 2002a, p. 59) at work as a
means of proactively developing employees’ capacities as opposed to the previously
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adopted reactive approach of treating illness and problems. Thus we examine humor
as a positively oriented strength that can bring about a multitude of benefits when
effectively used. In particular this book focuses on the possibility of managerial
humor to bring about employees’ emotional reactions and psychological outcomes.
In the final Chapter of this book, we provide the conditions and prerequisites that
will enable managers to effectively use humor to bring about desired outcomes.

Humor has been proposed as useful for group leaders to manage the emotions of
groupmembers (Romero&Pescosolido, 2008).Humor’s ability to improve emotions
(Francis, 1994; Robert & Wilbanks, 2012; Williams & Emich, 2014; Wood et al.,
2011) and relationships (Cooper, 2008; Cooper & Sosik, 2012; Holmes, 2006a)
amongst work colleagues and groups has been well documented. As Goleman, Boy-
atzis, andMckee (2002, p. 35) state, ‘themost effective leaders [andmanagers]…use
humor more freely, even when things are tense sending positive messages that shift
the underlying emotional tone of the interaction’. Positive humor has the ability to
create positive emotional states in employees. Yet, surprisingly, empirical evidence
on the emotional changes within employees due to daily exposure to their managers’
humor and its long-term impact is scarce. As Pundt and Hermann (2015, p. 13) point
out, research on emotions as ‘a mediating variable that can explain the effects of
humor in leadership’ is lacking in the literature.

Examining managers’ humor from an emotions-based perspective is important
for a number of reasons. First, emotion at work is currently a key area of study in OB
(Ashkanasy & Humphrey, 2011). Affective Events Theory (AET: Weiss & Cropan-
zano, 1996) is influential in explaining how discrete work events, termed affective
events, cause momentary employee emotional reactions and shape their subsequent
work attitudes and behaviors. Thus the effective management of affective events and
emotions has become an important aspect of organizational management. Secondly,
managerial behavior is linked to employees’ emotional reactions (Pirola-Merlo,
Härtel, Mann, & Hirst, 2002). Managers, being in control of the internal work
environment and its employees (Härtel & Ganegoda, 2008), are in a unique position
to understand this relationship to promote the wellbeing of employees. Since the
1990s the OB field has called for leaders in organizations to engage in positive
behaviors (Härtel, Kimberley, & McKeown, 2008) to help employees ‘thrive and
reach their full potential at work’ (Vella-Brodrick & Page, 2008, p. 107). Given
positive humor’s ability to evoke laughter and positive emotions in people (Wood
et al., 2011), managers’ positive humor is a likely positive behavior capable of
enhancing employees’ wellbeing and capacities at work.

3.5 Emotions in the Workplace

Emotions have been the focus of study in psychology for a long time (Brockner &
Higgins, 2001; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Interest in emotions in the workplace,
however, arose during the 1930s, primarily in the US, when a number of classic
studies emerged that were both conceptually and methodologically diverse. Yet, this
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excitement and desire for innovation in studies of affect at work did not continue into
the next five decades, which saw only a limited number of studies in the area (Brief
& Weiss, 2002).

Fisher (2012) states that, prior to 1980, the emotional lives of employees were
ignored and taken as nonexistent, in line with the management philosophy accepted
at the time that organizations were purely rational systems working according to
rational decisionmaking, rational planning, and rationalmechanisms. Emotionswere
seen as irrational and had no place in such environments. Employees working in
such organizations were expected to uphold this rationality and had to work with
their heads, not their hearts (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995). Therefore, the study of
emotions within the work sphere did not attract the attention of researchers until the
latter part of the 20th century.

The decades following themid-1980s saw researchers rediscovermoods and emo-
tions in the work setting (Ashkanasy, Härtel, & Daus, 2002; Brief & Weiss, 2002;
Lord & Kanfer, 2002; Weiss, 2002) in all their discrete and muted forms, and the
emergence of the notion that affective reactions have the ability to influence workers’
behavior for better or for worse. A number of critical publications influenced this
change of heart in the field. Starting with Hochschild’s (1983) work on emotional
labor, the field has seen a number of developments (e.g., edited books on emotions
at work, the EMONET Internet discussion group, international conferences on emo-
tions at work) cement the field into the established and exciting area of study it is
today (Ashkanasy, 2003; Ashkanasy & Daus, 2002; Payne & Cooper, 2001; Zerbe,
Härtel, & Ashkanasy, 2010). Hence employees’ emotions are not regarded as a hin-
drance to management processes but are seen as necessary and useful factors in
achieving organizational outcomes. Recent developments in neurology have shown
that emotions play a much larger role in the brain’s decision-making process than
previously believed (Damasio, 1994). Hence it is not possible for people to make
rational decisions without the aid of the so-called irrational emotions.

Organizational researchers have discovered that employees feel a variety of emo-
tions at work and that such emotions influence their moment-to-moment behavior
as work events unfold throughout the day. Larsen, Diener, and Lucas (2002) discuss
the importance of understanding emotions in the workplace because they are linked
to both individual outcomes, such as creativity, learning, and coping, and organi-
zational outcomes, such as productivity. Emotional changes can thus be influenced
and used by management to achieve desired outcomes from employee satisfaction to
employee retention. Generally speaking, employees experiencing happy, pleasant,
or positive emotional states are more creative, display helping behaviors (Brief &
Weiss, 2002), and feel greater satisfaction in their jobs (Wagner & Ilies, 2008), all
of which translate into positive outcomes for the organization. On the other hand,
employees who are angry, sad, or frustrated tend to have higher absent work days
(George, 1989), feel stressed and have difficulty concentrating, and tend to engage
in counterproductive work behavior (Spector, Fox, & Domagalski, 2006) within the
organization.

Management need to be aware of the impact that different emotions have on
employee behavior and create a suitable work environment that can harness the
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positive power of these emotions. Practices such as work overload or inadequate
recognition or rewards strain social relations (Oginska-Bulik, 2005), and lack of
equality within the organization is seen as the cause of toxic work environments that
cause employees to feel unhappy and frustratedwith their organization.Management
needs to avoid such practices and create supportive and justwork environmentswhere
all employees can thrive and be reasonably satisfied so that they can function at their
optimal levels throughout the work day (Härtel et al., 2008).

3.6 Definition of Emotions

The important role and functions emotions play in our daily lives is beyond dispute
and yetmany disputes exist as to the precise definition of an emotion (Grey&Watson,
2001; Stanley & Burrows, 2001; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). The current literature
on emotions is replete with diverse definitions and overlapping terms (Ashkanasy,
2003). Notwithstanding this, most definitions of emotions depict an emotion as ‘an
internal feeling state involving thoughts, physiological changes, behavioral tenden-
cies and expression’ (Briner & Kiefer, 2005, p. 285). Frijda (1986, p. 71) explains
emotions in terms of ‘action tendencies’ such that emotions can be defined as ‘modes
of relational action readiness, either in the form of tendencies to establish, maintain
or disrupt a relationship with the environment or in the form of mode of relational
readiness as such’. Put succinctly, emotions are ‘affective responses to what happens
in the environment’ (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994, cited in Härtel & Ganegoda, 2008)
and involve the activation of many components (Briner & Kiefer, 2005; Fredrickson,
2001; Izard, 1993; Stanley & Burrows, 2001). Thus emotions are stimuli depen-
dent, i.e., they occur as a result of some external or internal event. This specific
characteristic of an emotion has direct relevance for this book, given its hypothesis
that employees’ perception of managerial humor is a possible stimulus that affects
employees’ emotions.

This book utilizes Fredrickson and Branigan’s (2005, p. 313) definition of emo-
tions as ‘short-lived experiences that produce coordinated changes in people’s
thoughts, actions and physiological responses’. Thus emotions occur as a result of
some external or internal event, last for only short periods of time, and involve the
activation of multiple components such as facial expressions, physiological changes,
behavioral changes, and cognitive changes. However, different emotions give rise to
different outcomes in terms of facial expressions, behavior and cognitive changes.
For example, the emotion of anger is associated with feelings of mild irritation to out-
right rage, visibly recognizable facial expressions, as well as aggressive behavior and
cognitions (Glomb, 2002). Feelings of envy, on the other hand, do not show unique
facial expressions or affective states but are experienced as a series of unpleasant
psychological states such as inferiority and resentment (Hill, DelPriore, & Vaughan,
2011). The activation of an emotion signals the presence of stimuli that demand atten-
tion. Hence emotions interrupt a person’s current cognitions and behaviors (Forgas,
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1992). This fact makes the effectivemanagement of intense emotions, such as eupho-
ria, hatred, and anger, a primary need in day-to-day activities (George, 2000).

Some emotions theorists argue that emotions evolved in humanbeings so as to help
them survive the demands of the environment (Ekman, 1993). Hence these theorists
contend that there are basic emotions that are common to all human beings. Other
theorists argue that emotions are initiated by cognitions (Lazarus, 1991a, 1991c)
such that they arise as a reaction to specific environmental events. Today consensus
has emerged that emotions involve both cognitive and non-cognitive neural systems
(Ashkanasy, 2003).

The difference between positive and negative emotions is one of personal evalu-
ation regarding the event’s effect on one’s values and goals (Bagozzi, 2003; Fischer,
Shaver, & Carnochan, 1990). Hence an event appraised by a person as congruent to
his/her values or goals will lead to the eliciting of positive emotions (love, happiness,
pride, and contentment), while an event appraised as being incongruent to one’s goals
or values will lead to feelings of negative emotions (anger, fear, shame, disgust, and
sadness).

3.7 Emotions and Managerial Humor

Within the workplace, emotions play a multitude of roles in that they may serve
to enhance, stimulate, guide, or even disrupt behavior (Stanley & Burrows, 2001).
Changes that occur in employees’ emotions and subsequent behavior as a result of
changes in organizational events can be explained by using AET (Weiss & Cropan-
zano, 1996).

Since the advent of AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), organizational researchers
have been keen to understand the specific work events that qualify and act as affec-
tive events. A number of events have so far been proposed—for example, super-
visor/managerial behavior, internal work environment, work group characteristics
(Brief & Weiss, 2002). This book conceptualizes managers’ humor behavior as a
specific managerial behavior acting as an affective event.

3.8 Affective Events Theory

AET is currently regarded as a seminal work in explaining the structure, causes and
consequences of affective encounters at work (Ashton-James&Ashkanasy, 2005). In
the past, researchers consistently ignored emotions occurring within organizational
life, partly due to their inability to studying a highly dynamic and idiosyncratic
phenomenon (Ashkanasy, 2003). However, the development of AET negated this
obstacle by allowing researchers to investigate emotional experiences and their con-
sequences in organizations at the micro level. Hence the value that AET brought to
the field is succinctly expressed by Ashkanasy (2003, p. 21) thus: ‘AET is the first
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model in the organizational literature to include transient emotional states as its core
and it provides explanations previously inaccessible to researchers of organizational
behavior’.

This theory states that work events are the proximal causes of employees’ affective
reactions at work and these affective reactions give rise to affect-driven behaviors
and job attitudes (Ohly & Schmitt, 2015; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). The ‘work
event’, which is at the crux of the theory, is any change in circumstances (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996). Basch and Fisher (2000, p. 37) go deeper and use CAT to define
an affective event as ‘an incident that stimulates appraisal of and emotional reaction to
a transitory or ongoing job-related agent, object or event’. This includes managerial
decisions, stressful conditions at work, leaders, work group characteristics, physical
settings, as well as organizational rewards and punishments (Brief & Weiss, 2002).
Although AET originally conceptualized only events internal to the organization,
later researchers (e.g., Ashton-James & Ashkanasy, 2008) extended these events to
include external events.

Work events elicit positive or negative affective reactions from those exposed to
them, based on the perception of the events as being either hassles or uplifts (Ashton-
James & Ashkanasy, 2008; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Thus, according to AET,
incidences occurring within the work-related environment impact on the emotions
of employees who are exposed to them (Härtel & Ganegoda, 2008; Härtel et al.,
2008). Such affective experiences in turn interrupt employees’ present behaviors and
bring about attitudinal and cognitive changes, as well as specific action tendencies
(Ashton-James & Ashkanasy, 2008)

According to Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer, and Lazarus (1981, p. 3), ‘Hassles are the
irritating, frustrating, distressing demands that to some degree characterize everyday
transactions with the environment’ while uplifts are positive emotional events (Elder,
Wollin, Härtel, Spencer, & Sanderson, 2003) such as ‘joy derived frommanifestation
of love, relief at hearing good news… etc.’ (Kanner et al., 1981, p. 6). Hassles
lead to the experience of negative discrete emotions such as anger, frustration, and
disappointment, while uplifts lead to the experience of positive discrete emotions in
the form of joy, happiness, contentment, gratitude, etc. (Wijewardena, Samaratunge,
& Härtel, 2014).

Identifying affective events encountered at work has been a focus of study since
the advent of AET. Research (e.g., Basch & Fisher, 2000; Elder et al., 2003; Hart,
Wearing,&Headey, 1994) has resulted in the development of industry-specificwork-
related hassles and uplift scales that impact employee emotions.Wegge, Dick, Fisher,
West, and Dawson’s (2006) study on call center employees in the UK found that sev-
eral work events (e.g., higher autonomy, opportunities for participation, welfare and
supervisory support) led to the experience of positive emotions, while work overload
led to the experience of negative emotions. More recently, Ohly and Schmitt (2015)
used concept mapping methods to develop a taxonomy of four positive (e.g., goal
attainment/problem-solving/task-related success, praise/appreciation/positive feed-
back) and seven negative (e.g., conflicts/communications problems, managerial and
internal problems/organizational climate) affective event clusters at work and their
associated emotions. Hence work has emotional dimensions (Mignonac&Herrbach,
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2004) and work events are the closest cause of them. Accordingly, the identification
and management of specific work events that bring about suitable emotional dimen-
sions become salient for not just managing employees’ emotions and behavioral
changes but for steering the overall progress of the organization.

Leaders and managers, being in control of the internal environmental features
of an organization, are in a position to exercise considerable influence over work
events that can have affective consequences for employees (Härtel & Ganegoda,
2008). Effective leaders influence their employees not only towards organizational
goal achievement but also in areas such as personal and emotional development,
self-discovery and moral conduct. One of the most influential areas leaders have
over employees, and one that is central to this analysis, is the impact their behavior
has on employees’ emotions. Research has discovered that the leaders’ affect has
a positive relationship with the followers’ affect. For example, Erez, Johnson,
Misangyi, LePine, and Halverson (2008) showed in two studies that leaders who
expressed positive emotions influenced the positive affect of followers, and such
followers were also found to possess decreased levels of negative affect.

3.9 Managers’ Humor Behavior as an Affective Event

Althoughmanagers’ and leaders’ behaviors have been identified in previous research
as an affective event (Basch & Fisher, 2000; Brief &Weiss, 2002), managers’ humor
behavior has not been included or explored as such.

The process of management involves coordinating human, material, technolog-
ical, and financial resources of an organization towards goal achievement. Hence
managers engage in a number of task- and people-oriented behaviors. Humor behav-
ior differs from other managerial behavior in that humor behavior is not derived from
a manager’s formal authority but is at the discretion of the manager to use or not to
use. Humor behavior can be integrated into managers’ formal duties and responsibil-
ities to generate better work environments for employees. Although humor behavior
can be used with both task- and people-oriented behavior, it would most suit man-
agers’ people-oriented behavior (Cheung & Wong, 2011; Decker, 1991). This is in
line with transformational leaders, who are generally empathic and attend to and
support the needs of their followers (Bono, Foldes, Vinson, & Muros, 2007).

Our book proposes that managers’ humor behavior is an affective event that brings
about momentary emotional reactions in employees. In addition to managerial deci-
sions, rules/regulations, internal workplace environment etc., humor can be an affec-
tive event responsible for eliciting specific emotional states in employees. Decker
and Rotondo (2001) assert that managers can, in their role of guiding employees,
use humor among other techniques in motivating employees towards goal achieve-
ment. Commenting on individual emotional responses to humor, Robert and Yan
(2007, p. 224) state that ‘humor’s role in the activation of positive emotions … is
a key aspect of the theoretical rationale for why humor in organizations is likely
to be so important’. Accordingly our book proposes that managers can use humor
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to affect employees’ emotions so that such emotional experiences will impact their
psychological outcomes.

As shown by the WHEF developed in Chap. 2, although the humor creator cre-
ates humor with positive or negative intentions, the humor targets’ perception of
humor is important for determining the successful outcomes of a humor event. The
employee’s perception of his/her manager’s humor as positive or negative is impor-
tant in determining whether humor becomes an uplift or a hassle for the employee.
How employees perceive humor can be explained by CAT (Lazarus, 1991b, 1991c),
which states that emotions result from an appraisal of an event. Using the principles
of CAT,Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) explain that, upon encountering an event, two
types of appraisals take place—primary and secondary.While primary appraisal deals
with whether the event is relevant or congruent to one’s goals, secondary appraisal
involves evaluating specific cues from the environment and person to induce emo-
tional reactions. Thus events that are appraised as facilitating or relevant to one’s
goals elicit positive emotions, while events that obstruct or are non-congruent to
one’s goals elicit negative emotions. Hence employees’ evaluation of the positive
or negative quality of managers’ humor is important in eliciting specific emotional
reactions in them.

Wyer and Collins’ (1992) comprehension-elaboration theory of humor can be
integrated with AET to further deepen the conceptual account of the consequences
of managers’ humor on employees. Their conceptual explanation of how individuals
cognitively appraise themeaning of a humor event to elicit amusement is theoretically
parsimonious with AET, as it uses CAT to explain in detail the secondary appraisal
process of humor recipients.

According to this theory, the humor recipient (the employee) first detects the
use of humor and then cognitively elaborates the intentions of the humor creator (the
manager), assesses the social appropriateness of the humor to the situation (the work-
place, work group), and evaluates whether the humor is harmful or beneficial to self.
Thus, if the humor recipient appraises the humor as benign, relevant, and appropriate
to the situation, he/she is likely to experience enjoyment and vice versa. Following
this, if the employee evaluates the manager’s humor as relevant, appropriate, and
beneficial to self, he/she is likely to appreciate the humor and thereby experience
positive discrete emotions (e.g. happiness, joy, excitement, etc.). Conversely, if the
employee evaluates the manager’s humor as harmful, inappropriate or made with
negative intentions, he/she will perceive it as negative and subsequently experience
negative discrete emotions (e.g., anger, disappointment, sadness, etc.).

In accordance with the tenets of AET, the humor-emotion response is a short-term
process that can occur continuously on a daily basis over a period of time. Much of
the empirical evidence for positive humor leading to positive emotions stems from
the work of Isen and colleagues (Isen & Daubman, 1984; Isen, Daubman, Nowicki,
& Sherman, 1987; Isen, Johnson, Mertz, & Robinson, 1985), who used humorous
videos to induce positive emotions in participants. Conversely, negative forms of
humor have been associated with stress and tension in the target/audience (Huo et al.,
2012), hence leading presumably to negative emotions. This leads us to propose:
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Hypothesis 1: When employees perceive managers’ humor as positive, it is a workplace
uplift that elicits positive emotions in employees, but when employees perceive managers’
humor as negative, it is a workplace hassle that elicits negative emotions in employees.

3.10 Moderator Variables

A number of factors play an important role in determining the outcome of a humor
event (Duncan&Feisal, 1989). The literature onworkplace humor has predominantly
focused on the factors of gender (Decker, 1991; Decker & Rotondo, 2001; Holmes,
2007) and culture (Decker, Yao, & Calo, 2011; Kalliny, Cruthirds, & Minor, 2006).
In accordance with AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), employees’ personality traits
and factors in the work environment are examined as moderators. The moderators
are LMX, job stress, and employees’ perception of managers’ humor style (work
environment) and employees’ LOC and AI (personality traits).

TheWHEF developed in Chap. 2 identified how the relationship between charac-
teristics of the humor creator and of the humor target influence the humor event. Since
this study focuses on the dyadic relationship between manager and employee, LMX
was chosen to examine as amoderator.Also, since changes in employees’ emotions as
a result of managers’ humor are examined here, the individual difference variables
of employees’ LOC and AI were chosen as important in influencing the humor-
emotions relationship. Employees’ job stress was chosen due to the increasing levels
of occupational stress within modern workplaces and the need to understand its con-
sequences. Finally, employees’ perception of managers’ humor style (i.e., affiliative,
self-defeating, self-enhancing, and aggressive humor styles) was chosen to under-
stand how managers’ humor style could impact the humor-emotions relationship.
These factors are hypothesized as moderating the relationship between employees’
perception of managers’ humor and the experienced emotions.

3.10.1 Leader-Member Exchange

LMX deals with the quality of the dyadic relationship that exists between a leader
and his/her subordinate. In contrast to the ‘average leadership style approach’, which
assumes that a leader behaves equally towards all of his/her subordinates, LMX
argues that ‘leaders develop relationships of different quality with their subordinates
and this affects a range of individual and psychological outcomes’ (Martin, Thomas,
Charles, Epitropaki, & McNamara, 2005, p. 141). Due to the constraints placed
on a leader’s resources and time (Eisenberger et al., 2010), leaders develop close,
high-quality relationships with some of their subordinates and distant, formal rela-
tionships with others (Zagenczyk, Purvis, Shoss, Scott, & Cruz, 2015). The former
types of relationships, described as high-LMX relationships, involve high levels of
trust between leader and subordinate, loyalty (Brower, Schoorman, & Tan, 2000),
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emotional support (Harris & Kacmar, 2006), and the provision of valuable resources
from the leader to his/her followers in exchange for loyalty and enhanced perfor-
mance from the followers (Chan & Mak, 2012). Low-LMX relationships, on the
other hand, are characterized by low-quality exchanges limited to what is specified
by the employment contract (Brower et al., 2000).

Having a high-LMX relationship with one’s leader/supervisor generally denotes
a positive work experience for an employee (Landry & Vandenberghe, 2009). Since
high levels of trust betweenmanager and employee are a salient feature of high-LMX
relationships (Chen, Lam,&Zhong, 2012; Loi, Chan,&Lam, 2014), this book argues
that high LMXwill increase the likelihood of experiencing positive emotions felt by
an employee as a result of a manager’s use of positive humor. The establishment of
trust before engaging in joking behavior has been advocated as a main requirement
for engaging in effective humor events (Duncan, 1982). Accordingly, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 2a: LMXwill moderate the relationship between employees’ perception of man-
agers’ positive and negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent positive or nega-
tive emotions, such that high-LMX employees will experience more positive emotions in
response to managers’ perceived use of positive humor and fewer negative emotions to
managers’ perceived negative humor use than will low-LMX employees.

3.10.2 Employees’ Locus of Control

LOC relates a person’s perception of the amount of control he/she has over his/her
environment (Martin et al., 2005; Taylor, 2010). If a person perceives that the exter-
nal environment is within his/her control, then he/she has internal LOC. If a person
perceives that the external environment is not within his/her control but under influ-
ence of luck, chance, or powerful others, then he/she exhibits external LOC (Selart,
2005). People with internal LOC have been found to rely on themselves rather than
seek the support of others and show greater self-confidence. People with an external
LOC tend to behave passively and less productively and they ‘attribute their fail-
ures more to external sources’ (Wei & Si, 2013, p. 284). Thus high external LOC
individuals use more participative styles of decision making (Selart, 2005) and non-
confrontational styles of conflict management (Taylor, 2010) than individuals with
high internal LOC. Thus it would seem that individuals with internal LOC would
be better at managing their own cognitive and emotional changes in response to
any external events and hence would effectively buffer or enhance their emotions
according to the humor used by the manager. Accordingly the following hypothesis
is developed:

Hypothesis 2b: LOC will moderate the relationship between employees’ perception of man-
agers’ positive and negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent positive or negative
emotions, respectively, such that employees with internal LOC will experience fewer posi-
tive emotions in response to managers’ perceived use of positive humor and fewer negative
emotions in response to managers’ perceived use of negative humor than will external LOC
employees.
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3.10.3 Employees’ Affect Intensity

AI (Diener, Larsen, Levine, & Emmons, 1985; Härtel & Page, 2009; Larsen, Diener,
& Cropanzano, 1987; Larsen, Diener, & Emmons, 1986) relates to the personal-
ity dimension of the intensity of emotional reactions shown by each individual to
emotion-evoking stimuli. Here intensity refers to ‘the strength of a particular affective
state’ (Diener et al., 1985, p. 1263). For example, some individuals react with intense
emotions to certain environmental events, while others react with mild emotions to
the same events. Diener et al. (1985) found in three different studies that there was a
strong and positive correlation between positive and negative intensity shown by par-
ticipants and concluded that ‘the intensity dimension represents a broadly pervasive
style of affective life that has cognitive, physiological and behavioral consequences’
(p. 1262). The intensity withwhich an individual reacts to his/her environmentmakes
a huge impact on the person’s emotional life.

Our book posits that an employee’s AI will moderate the relationship between a
manager’s humor and the emotions felt by the employee. Employees high on affect
AI will feel greater emotions than their counterparts with low-affect intensity. Hence
we propose:

Hypothesis 2c:Employees’AIwillmoderate the relationship between employees’ perception
of managers’ positive and negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent positive or
negative emotions, respectively, such that high AI employees will experience more positive
emotions following managers’ perceived positive use of humor and more negative emotions
following managers’ perceived negative use of humor than will low AI employees.

3.10.4 Employees’ Job Stress

The business world today is characterized by competition and constant change. Orga-
nizations are places where stressors and setbacks occur daily. Financial crises, job
losses, mergers and takeovers, contracting out, and job redesign seem to be the order
of the day. Within organizations, employees must face deadlines, restructuring, work
demands, customer complaints, etc., all of which are constant sources of stress. Fac-
tors such as globalization, increased competition, and workplace diversity have ren-
dered the current business atmosphere a stressful place (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006).
Such turbulence inevitably gives rise to work stress and burnout among employees,
and the costs involved in terms of health expenses and lost profits run in the billions
of dollars (Wijewardena et al., 2010).

Humor has been found to effectively buffer stress and act as a coping strategy
(Freud, 1960; Martin, Kuiper, Olinger, & Dance, 1993; Olsen, Hugelshofer, Kwon,
& Reff, 2005; Strick, Holland, van Baaren, & van Knippenberg, 2009). Our book,
however, examines the moderating role of employees’ job stress on the manager
humor-employee emotions relationship. Given the high emotional strain experienced
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by employees with high job stress (Huo et al., 2012), they are likely to respond
with greater emotions to their managers’ humor. Thus the following hypothesis is
developed:

Hypothesis 2d: Employees’ job stress will moderate the relationship between employees’
perception of managers’ positive and negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent
positive or negative emotions, respectively, such that employees with high job stress will
experience more positive emotions following managers’ perceived positive use of humor
and more negative emotions following managers’ perceived negative use of humor than will
employees with low job stress.

3.10.5 Employees’ Perception of Managers’ Humor Style

The humor literature describes different styles of humor used by individuals in every-
day life. For example, Holmes and Marra (2002) classified humor as collaborative
styles and detrimental styles. Romero and Cruthirds (2006) described five styles
of humor use. Organizing this literature into a two dimensional framework, Martin
et al. (2003) developed and validated a measure for four styles of humor: affiliative,
self-defeating, self-enhancing, and aggressive styles of humor.

These humor styles can be used effectively in different situations such as persons
encountered, tasks performed, and work conditions (Vivona, 2014). Thus affiliative
humor is used to develop and facilitate relationshipswith others; self-defeating humor
is used to disparage the self in front of others with the aim of getting the approval of
others; aggressive humor is used with the intention of causing harm and humiliation
to others; and self-enhancing humor is used as a form of coping to enhance the self
in relation to others. According to Martin et al.’s (2003) classification, affiliative
and self-enhancing styles of humor represent positive styles of humor, while self-
defeating and aggressive styles of humor represent negative styles of humor.

However, Martin et al.’s (2003) classification of humor styles is based on the
impact each humor style has on the humor creator. Our book examines the moderat-
ing effects of managers’ humor styles from the employees’ perspective. Thus for the
purposes of the book, managers’ affiliative and self-defeating humor are classified
as positive humor styles from the employees’ perspective, while aggressive and self-
enhancing humor styles are classified as negative humor styles from the employees’
perspective. Managers’ affiliative humor aids the build-up of positive relationships
and connections with their employees thereby leading to the elicitation of positive
emotions in employees. Managers’ aggressive humor on the other hand causes stress
and strain in employees (Huo et al., 2012) and employee negative emotions. By
disparaging the weaknesses of the self, managers’ self-defeating humor shows man-
agers in a more humane light and reduces the power distance between managers and
employees, thereby paving the way to potentially better relationships between the
two parties. Hence managers’ self-defeating humor style leads to positive emotions
in employees. Managers’ self-enhancing humor style, on the other hand, shows the
manager in a better and stronger light than employees and increases the power dis-
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tance between the two parties. This can adversely impact relationships as well as
employees’ sense of worth and can give rise to negative emotions.

This book examines employees’ perception of managers’ humor style as a moder-
ator of the relationship between employees’ perception of their immediate managers’
humor and experienced emotions. When employees’ perceive their immediate man-
agers as using positive humor styles (i.e., affiliative and self-defeating), this will
strengthen the relationship between perceptions of managers’ positive humor and
positive emotional responses and weaken the relationship between perceptions of
managers’ negative humor and negative emotional responses. When employees per-
ceive their immediate managers as using negative humor styles (i.e., aggressive and
self-enhancing), it will weaken the relationship between perceptions of managers’
positive humor and positive emotional responses, and strengthen the relationship
between perceptions ofmanagers’ negative humor and negative emotional responses.
This leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2e: Employees’ perception of managers’ humor style will moderate the relation-
ship between employees’ perception of managers’ positive and negative use of humor and
employees’ subsequent positive or negative emotions, respectively, such that relationship-
building humor will strengthen the link between managers’ perceived positive use of humor
and employees’ subsequent positive emotions, while self-enhancing and aggressive humor
will weaken the link, and vice versa.

3.11 Employees’ Psychological Resources

The changes in employee’s emotions are hypothesized in this study as affecting their
psychological resources of PsyCap and SWB.

PsyCap refers to ‘an individual’s positive psychological state of development
and is characterized by: (1) having confidence (self-efficacy) to take on and put
in the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks; (2) making a positive
attribution (optimism) about succeeding now and in the future; (3) persevering
toward goals and when necessary redirecting paths to goals (hope) in order to
succeed; and (4) when beset by problems and adversity, sustaining and bouncing
back and even beyond (resilience) to attain success’ (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio,
2007b, p. 3). It includes the four capacities of self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and
resilience (Avolio & Luthans, 2006). All PsyCap resources are state-like and liable to
development, positively oriented, measurable, grounded in theory and research, and
have a demonstrated impact on work-related performance (Luthans et al., 2007a).
PsyCap resources are not easily imitated or reproduced, as their development and
results require protracted investment (Luthans et al., 2007b). Investment in PsyCap
resources improves organizational performance (Luthans, Vogelgesang, & Lester,
2006). Consequently, investment in and management of PsyCap is said to be a
competitive advantage for the organization (Luthans et al., 2007b). As such, PsyCap
has great appeal to human resource professionals bent on improving the capacities
of their human resources (Luthans et al., 2007b).
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PsyCap has been found to increase employee performance and satisfaction
(Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007), satisfaction and organizational commit-
ment (Larson & Luthans, 2006) and positive emotions, thereby increasing employee
emotional engagement and organizational citizenship behaviors while reducing cyn-
icism and deviance (Avey,Wernsing, & Luthans, 2008). Given the positive outcomes
of PsyCap, researchers have explored different ways that PsyCap can be built up in
employees. Luthans, Avey, and Patera (2008) used a ‘highly focused, 2 hour web-
based training session’ (p. 209) to develop PsyCap in organizational participants.
Positive emotions have also been advocated as leading to the development of PsyCap.
Using Fredrickson’s Broaden and Build Theory of Positive Emotions (Fredrickson,
2001, 2002, 2003), our book shows how this can be done in the workplace.

The Broaden and Build theory posits that positive emotions (e.g., joy, content-
ment, interest, love) broaden a person’s momentary thought-action repertoire so that
he/she engages in a wide variety of cognitions and behaviors in terms of discover-
ing new ideas, engaging in play and exploration, socializing, etc. These broadened
thoughts and actions result in the build-up of personal physical, intellectual, social,
and psychological resources over time (Fredrickson, 2001). Negative emotions nar-
row a person’s thoughts and actions towards specific action tendencies (e.g., fight
or flee) and do not build enduring resources. Hence the book posits that frequent
experiences of positive emotions due to employees’ perception of managers’ humor
as positive broaden employees’ short-term thoughts and actions, and in the long run
develop their psychological resources of hope, self-efficacy, optimism, and resilience.
Conversely, experiences of negative emotions from employees perceiving managers’
humor as negative narrow employees’ short-term thoughts and actions, eventually
reducing their psychological resources.

SWB relates to a person’s assessment of his/her life in terms of cognitive states
or ongoing affective states (Diener, 2000; Diener, Diener, & Diener, 1995; Diener,
Sapyta, & Suh, 1998; Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999; Suh, Diener, & Fujita,
1996). Wellbeing represents how happy a person is with his/her circumstances.
Research on happiness shows that more than 50% of an individual’s happiness is
influenced by genetic factors, with another 10%of happiness accounted for by his/her
life circumstances (Diener et al., 1999). The balance of 40% accounts for cognitive,
behavioral, and intentional activities undertaken by the individual that lead to his/her
happiness. This 40% can easily be manipulated by the individual and is likely to
result in the most sustainable positive impact over time (Hodges, 2010).

SWB can be broken down as life satisfaction, satisfaction with important life
domains, such as work, and high positive affect and low negative affect (Diener,
2000). A number of studies have identified antecedents of SWB, such as high emo-
tional support, low job strain, high job control (Stansfeld, Shipley, Head, Fuhrer,
& Kivimaki, 2013), availability of opportunities to practice in the field, employees’
ability to recognize professional boundaries, (Graham & Shier, 2010), and high per-
forming work systems that are moderated by organizational based self-esteem (Fan
et al., 2014). This book posits that frequent experiences of positive affect will lead
the employee to increase his/her SWB. Hence:
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Hypothesis 3: The frequency with which employees experience positive emotions over time
will increase employees’ PsyCap and SWB, whereas the frequency with which employees
experience negative emotions over time will decrease their PsyCap and SWB.

3.12 Employees’ Turnover Intention

Employee turnover has become of great importance to both practitioners and aca-
demics (Regts & Molleman, 2013), given the costs imposed by the loss of human
capital (Wright & Bonett, 2007). Research has found that turnover intentions are a
better predictor of employees’ actual turnover decisions than other affective factors
(Steel & Ovalle, 1984). TI is influenced by a number of antecedents. These include
characteristics of the work environment (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000), employ-
ees’ psychological strain (Bridger, Day, & Morton, 2013), organizational commit-
ment (Lee, Huang, & Zhao, n.d.), receiving of interpersonal citizenship behaviors
from co-workers (Regts & Molleman, 2013), perceived organizational support (Loi,
Hang-yue, & Foley, 2006), and perceived supervisory support (Tuzun & Kalemci,
2012).

Our book posits that employees’ TI is influenced by employees’ PsyCap andSWB.
Research has shown that positive PsyCap is negatively linked to employee TI (Avey,
Reichard, Luthans, & Mhatre, 2011; Karatepe & Karadas, 2014; Siu et al., 2015).
Furthermore, employees who experience high wellbeing and life satisfaction are less
likely to feel strain at work and hence less likely to intend to leave the organization.
Thus we posit:

Hypothesis 4: High PsyCap and SWB will be associated with low TI.

The relationships and hypotheses developed in the aforementioned section is
shown in the theoretical model (Fig. 3.1).

As seen from Fig. 3.1, employees will experience emotional reactions based their
perception ofmanagers’ humor as an uplift or a hassle. This relationship will bemod-
erated by LMX, employees’ internal or external LOC, AI, job stress, and employees’
perception of managers’ humor style. The vertical dotted line in Fig. 3.1 separates
these short-term emotional effects of employees from the long-term effects on their
psychological resources and TI. Changes in employees’ emotions in the short run
will change employees’ PsyCap, SWB, and TI in the long run.
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Chapter 4
Exploring Humor in Australian Work
Settings

This chapter presents findings froman exploratory study onhumor inAustralian orga-
nizations where employees’ perception of (1) the frequency of humor occurrences
in their workplaces, and (2) how employees perceive such behavior is examined,
along with (3) the nature of humor events in Australian organizations in terms of
the participants in humor behavior, channels used, and intentions and functions of
humor use. The study also examines Australian employees’ expectations regard-
ing the use of humor by their immediate managers. This study utilizes the WHEF
developed in Chap. 2 of the book and provides the foundation for understanding the
general humor behavior in Australian workplaces and whether a humor-conducive
environment exists in Australian work contexts.

4.1 Why Study Humor in Australian Organizations?

Althoughworkplace humor research seems at first glance blossoming, with increases
in the number of publications and scholarly interest, the field is yet to make headway
in achieving maturity (Westwood& Johnston, 2013). Workplace humor is still ‘com-
paratively under-researched and under-theorized’ (Westwood & Johnston, 2013,
p. 220). The current literature lags far behind the level of theoretical andmethodolog-
ical sophistication seen in humor studies in more established fields such as psychol-
ogy, philosophy, and sociology (Robert &Yan, 2007). The under-development of the
workplace humor literature can be attributed to: (1) the narrow scope of workplace
humor studies (Mesmer-Magnus, Glew, & Viswesvaran, 2012); (2) lack of theory
development in the field; (3) isolation and fragmentation of studies within the field
itself and with other disciplines; and (4) failure of researchers to fully grasp the
importance of contextual factors (Westwood & Johnston, 2013).

Research on workplace humor to date has predominantly emerged from contexts
in Western, English-speaking countries (Murata, 2014). A careful review of the lit-
erature reveals that of these workplace humor studies mostly tend to be conducted in
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the United States (US). Research on workplace humor originated in the 1950s and
60s as ethnographic studies conducted mainly in US work sites (e.g., Coser, 1959;
Lundberg, 1969; Roy, 1958). The next decades witnessed a rise in workplace humor
studies in the US but only a modest number emerged from other parts of the world
(e.g., the UK: Taylor & Bain, 2003; Watts, 2007; New Zealand: de Bres, Holmes,
Marra, & Vine, 2010; Holmes, 2000, 2006a, 2006b, 2007; Plester & Orams, 2008;
Plester & Sayers, 2007). This not only limits the findings of these humor studies
to one geographic region but also serves as a reason why a comprehensive theory
pertaining to the use of humor at work has not been developed.

Humor iswell-documented as a universal characteristic of social interaction (Wyer
& Collins, 1992; Ziv, 1984) across all cultures and nationalities (Martin & Sullivan,
2013; Susa, 2002). It manifests itself anywhere people gather, including the work-
place (Ojha & Holmes, 2010). Hence the literature needs to reflect this universality
by dispersing workplace humor studies across diverse regions of the globe. This
expands the workplace humor literature, creates awareness and understanding of the
dynamics of humor events in different contexts, and allows non-US organizations
to harness humor’s positive power in their workplaces. For example, Murata (2014)
found in her cross-cultural study that members in New Zealand meetings created
humor equally and jointly as reflected by the New Zealand cultural expectation of
‘egalitarianism’, while humorous remarks in Japanese meetings were mainly made
by persons of authority at the meeting with other members responding to this humor.
This was in line with the Japanese cultural expectations of being an individual as well
as being part of a larger interactional process such that the person must improvise
and play his/her appropriate role to contribute to the changing interactional situation.

Compared to the research output from other regions, workplace humor studies in
Australian contexts are limited. The few exceptions in the literature are Anleu,Mack,
and Tutton’s (2014) study on judicial humor in Australian courtrooms,Willis’ (2012)
study on young lesbian, gay, bisexual and queer (LGBQ) employees witnessing
the occurrence of homophobic exchanges (in the form of humor, expressions and
commentary) in Australian workplaces, and, to some extent, Cheng and Wang’s
(2014) study on exposure to humor and individuals’ persistence behavior.

Anleu et al. (2014) examine humor created by judicial officers during courtroom
proceedings in Australia and describe the prevalence of such humor, the settings
and contexts that warrant appropriate judicial humor, and the ability of such humor
to achieve positive outcomes. Although there are formal and informal regulations
in place to discourage inappropriate judicial humor that undermines core judicial
values and causes loss of public confidence and legitimacy of the judicial system,
humor does take place and ‘appropriate judicial humor can have a valuable role in
the courtroom’ (Anleu et al., 2014, p. 621).

Anleu and colleagues’ study is useful in showing that evenwithin a seemingly seri-
ous and decorum-bound Australian work context (the courtroom) humor transpires
and appropriate judicial humor helps to serve a number of important functions. Find-
ings from this study corroborate the counsel of philosophers like Aristotle and Plato
on the importance of using humor appropriate to the situation to derive its benefits.
The study, however, cannot be generalized to understand humor behavior in wider
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Australian workplaces given the unique nature of the courtroom and its proceedings
and the type of employees employed there.

Willis’ (2012) study, while not specifically focusing on humor at work, relates
to understanding young LGBQ employees’ experiences of witnessing homopho-
bic exchanges at their Australian workplaces, how they deal with such discourse,
and how they manage their sexuality at work. Study participants witnessed in their
work environments humorous conversations and joke-telling focusing on mocking
LGBQ identities. Such humorous exchanges were part of the informal work ban-
ter that helped to cultivate rapport at work, particularly in male-dominated work
environments (Willis, 2012). In this study, participants reported that the homopho-
bic humorous exchanges were initiated by male-managers in the presence of their
younger employees, some of who, unknown to the manager, were individuals with
LGBQ identities.

This study is useful in identifying the presence of discriminatory homophobic
joke-telling in Australian workplaces and the impact such discourse has on LGBQ
employees who witness it. However, the study does little to expand workplace
humor researchers’ understanding of general humor behavior in Australian work-
places because it is not specifically focused on humor at work. Also, as with the
previous study, it does not take into account all possible forms of humor and their
functions that can transpire within work environments.

Another noteworthy study on humor at work in Australia is Cheng and Wang’s
(2014) laboratory study examining the impact of humor on individuals’ persistence
behavior. They used a sample of Australian university students to test the causal rela-
tionships between exposure to humor and subsequent persistence behavior. Exposure
to humor was found to increase participants’ persistence behavior with participants’
positive discrete emotion of amusement mediating this relationship (Cheng &Wang,
2014). The authors use the findings to recommend that organizations create cultures
that encourage the use of humor at work to increase employees’ persistence behavior.

Apart from these studies, much of the humor literature relating to Australia has
focused on measuring and comparing Australians’ sense of humor (e.g., Martin
& Sullivan, 2013), examining humor used in Australian English (e.g., Goddard,
2006, 2009; Sinkeviciute, 2014), analyzing joking relationships that exist within
Australian aboriginal communities (see Garde, 2008) and using Australian samples
to test relationships between humor and individual difference variables (e.g., personal
humor styles and personality: Galloway, 2010; Schermer, Martin, Martin, Lynskey,
&Vernon, 2013; humor and self-concept: Søbstad & Lillemyr, 2010). Such research,
although contributing important findings to the fields of linguistics, anthropology,
and personality studies, do not add much to furthering researchers’ understanding of
humor behavior in Australian work settings.

Martin and Sullivan (2013) found that Australian respondents had more positive
attitudes towards humorous people than either American or British respondents,
and that their attempts at social uses of humor were only second to the American
respondents. Australians tend to be gregarious and enjoy extroverted lifestyles and
informal relations with acquaintances and workmates (DFAT, 2012). A number of
studies in linguistics show that the mainstream Australian cultural prescription of
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‘not taking yourself seriously’ (Goddard, 2009; Sinkeviciute, 2014) relates to having
a sense of humor that sees the funny side of real-world situations. These findings
support the notion that Australians show positive attitudes towards humor within
their social circles. Yet these studies do not sufficiently provide a global view of
humor behavior in Australian work sites as empirical findings on humor at work
from other regions do.

Given that workplace humor is understudied in theAustralian context, there are no
data available to address several fundamental questions pertaining to employees’ per-
ceptions towards humor, their intentions in using humor, and the important functions
humor serves in Australian workplaces. Workplace humor studies in the US have
already addressed these salient questions and are now progressing towards viewing
humor as a possible managerial tool. The lack of research on humor behavior in Aus-
tralian workplaces may limit researchers and managers in Australia from building
on and tapping the rich opportunities presented by humor for achieving employee
and organizational outcomes. To apply and further explore the use of humor in Aus-
tralian work settings as a managerial tool, it is crucial for the literature to develop
a foundational understanding of humor occurring in Australian organizations. Thus
exploratory studies should be conducted to gain insights into workplace humor in
Australia to comprehend the nature of humor behavior and to form a basis for future
studies on humor in the Australian context.

4.2 Methodology of the Study

Diverse methods have been employed to study humor at work (Robert & Yan,
2007). Prior empirical research has collected data by using quantitative methods
such as surveys (e.g., Avolio, Howell, & Sosik, 1999; Pundt & Venz, 2017; Vecchio,
Justin, & Pearce, 2009) and qualitative methods such as interviews (e.g., Kosenko &
Rintamaki, 2010), discourse analysis (e.g., Hatch, 1997), analysis of recorded spoken
conversations (e.g., Holmes, 2000, 2006a) and ethnographic studies (e.g., Mortensen
&Baarts, 2018; Plester, 2015). Each of these methods were chosen based on the type
of data needed to address the specific research problems. For example, Pundt and
Venz (2017) tested for the hypothesized relationships between leader humor, follower
LMX, affective commitment and burnout; they used a surveymethodwith established
measures in a sample of employees working in Germany. Holmes’s (2006a) research,
in contrast, studied how collaborative humor helped to build relationships at work
with special attention to gender; to do so she analyzed the recording of conversations
in meetings occurring in a number of New Zealand workplaces.

Since this study explores Australian employees’ perception of humor behavior at
work and the components of humor events in different Australian organizations it
employed a surveymethod to gauge data on these important areas. The survey design
has a number of advantages. Surveys are a transparent research procedure allowing
the presentation of succinct information and high comparability between variables
(Veal, 2005). Ibert, Baumard,Donada, andXuereb (2001, p. 172) further state that the
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survey method is a ‘tool for collecting primary data that adapts well to quantitative
research as it allows the researcher to work with large samples and to establish
statistical relationships or numerical comparisons’. A survey is a useful technique
for data collection in situations in which the researcher is able to choose the variable
of interest fromwell-established literature, the research question is explored within a
large sample of people, and the research problem pertains to people’s reaction toward
a real-life circumstance (Tharenou, Donohue, & Cooper, 2007).

A survey seemed to be themost suitablemethod for this study, given its exploratory
nature and the intention of obtaining data from a large sample. Moreover, it was
possible to derive the survey questions and survey items from the broad empirical
literature on humor events, i.e., participants, channels, intentions, and functions. The
literature review in Chap. 2 to develop the WHEF provided the basis for identifying
the survey questions and items.

For this study the survey questionnaire was designed and administered online.
The survey measured: (1) frequency of humor behavior in respondents’ workplaces;
(2) the perceived acceptability, engagement and enjoyment of humor behavior; (3)
the participants in humor at work; (4) the channels employed by the participants to
engage in humor behavior; (5) the intentions of the humor behavior; (6) the functions
of humor behavior; and (7) participants’ expectations regarding the use of humor by
their immediate managers. Items 3, 4, 5 and 6 directly pertain to the components of
the WHEF. The design and the procedure of this survey study are discussed in detail
below.

4.3 Sample Selection

Sampling involves ‘selecting members/units (e.g., individuals, pairs, groups, organi-
zations) fromapopulation so that they are representative of the population’ (Tharenou
et al., 2007, p. 53). The goal of sampling is ‘to obtain a sample that properly mirrors
the population it is designed to represent’ (de Vaus, 2014, p. 67). The two main
sampling techniques used in research are probability sampling and non-probability
sampling.

Probability sampling techniques use random processes where every individual
in the sample has a known and a non-zero chance of being chosen (Henry, 2009).
Therefore primary data gathered using probability sampling allow the researcher to
generalize the findings to the population fromwhich the samplewas generated (Buck-
ingham&Saunders, 2004).Non-probability sampling techniques ‘allowhuman judg-
ments, either purposefully or unintentionally, to influence which individuals or units
are selected for the study’ (Henry, 2009, p. 78). These sampling techniques have
‘suspended the laws of probability which random designs rely on to generate what
they hope will be representative samples’ (Buckingham & Saunders, 2004, p. 123).
Therefore primary data collected through non-probability sampling approaches do
not allow the researcher to infer findings beyond the chosen sample. However, non-
probability sampling techniques are useful when the population is unknown or when
the researcher is faced with time and cost constraints (Henry, 2009).
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This study employednon-probability sampling techniques due to: (1) the unknown
nature of the population being studied; (2) the desire to obtain a large sample; and
(3) the explorative nature of the study. Convenience sampling was used to recruit
participants. This allows the researcher to select a large sample at low cost based on
the availability of subjects by placing an advertisement in public domains or using
online survey techniques (Tharenou et al., 2007). Tharenou et al. (2007) further state
that convenience samples are best suited for exploratory research. Due to time and
financial constraint, this study recruited participants through convenience sampling.

The inclusion criteria for the sample were persons aged 18 or over and employed
in an organization in Australia. The survey was open to participants from across
Australia who met these criteria. Advertisements for recruiting participants were
posted on social media sites and email lists that spanned all states in Australia.

4.4 Survey Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire contained three sections that separately measured respon-
dents’ demographic information, humor behavior atwork, and theirmanagers’ humor
behavior. Due to the lack of establishedmeasures in the literature to examine employ-
ees’ perception of humor in work settings, we developed survey questions to gather
data for this study (seeOrlich, 1978). FollowingPearce’s (2009)work on humor in the
tourism setting andWillis’ (2012) work on the experiences of young LGBQ employ-
ees witnessing homophobic exchanges in Australian workplaces, recent studies on
workplace humor were reviewed to derive the most re-occurring and salient themes
in the literature. These themes were used to develop question items to measure the
participants in humor behavior, the channel of humor delivery, the intention of humor
behavior, and the function of humor behavior according to the WHEF. Due care was
taken to ensure the appropriate use of wording and consistent meaning of questions
for participants (Fowler, 2014). The development of these items is discussed below.

Steps were taken to ensure that the questions in the questionnaire were directly
related to gauging data on humor behavior occurring in Australian workplaces.
Instructions were clearly given on what was expected from each question and how
to respond to each. Due care was taken to ensure that the wording of the questions
and their items were appropriate, specific, unambiguous, and easily understood by
participants. The time taken to complete the questionnaire and the convenience of
the participants when doing so were also taken into consideration when developing
the questionnaire. A pilot study was conducted using a sample of 20 respondents to
test the appropriateness of the questions, their understandability and ease of respond-
ing to them, and the time taken to respond. Based on the feedback received, further
changes were made to the wording of the items and the questionnaire format.

1. Demographic section

This section gathered factual information on participants’ demographic char-
acteristics. The questions included participants’ occupation, age group, gender,
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place of birth, native language (English or non-English), educational attainments,
manager/non-manager status, and the Australian state participants were employed
in. Participants born outside Australia were also asked to report the year of migration
to Australia.

2. Humor behavior at work section

In this section, participants were asked to reflect on the humor occurring in their
workplaces and then answer each question by selecting the item(s) that best described
the humor in their workplace. The survey asked participants to state their views on
the frequency, acceptability, engagement, and enjoyment of humor behavior at work.
For instance, participants reported the frequency of humor behavior by answering
‘Which of the following statements would you say best describes the frequency
of humor behavior in your workplace?’ (single-item selection). The survey also
measured participants’ observation on the different groups that engage in humor in
their organizations and the channels of humor delivery. For instance, groups engaging
in humor were measured by asking participants ‘Which of the following groups of
people have you seen engaging in humor behavior in your workplace? Select asmany
answers as deemed appropriate’ (multiple-item selection question). Participantswere
also asked to report the perceived intentions behind humor behavior and the functions
derived from such behavior at work. For instance, perceived intentions of humor
use were measured by the question: ‘Listed below are a number of intentions with
which humor is created at work. Which of these intentions of humor creation do you
generally observe in your workplace?’ (multiple-item selection question).

Response items to the questions pertaining to the groups engaging in humor
events, channels used, intentions of humor creation, and functions were derived
from the most re-occurring themes in the humor literature. Each distinct theme was
used as a response item. For example, the response items for the question pertaining
to the different groups engaging in humor events included groups documented in
the literature that engage in humor behavior (i.e., top managers, middle managers,
work groups). A novel response item, i.e., administrative staff, was also included in
this list to reflect that category of employees in Australian workplaces. Participants
were given clear instructions to select as many items as they deemed appropriate
for each question based on their perception of humor behavior occurring in their
organizations. Multiple selection of items was needed because it was necessary to
examine the occurrence of these components of WHEF in different organizations.

Similarly, for the question on functions of workplace humor, the functions most
observed in the literature (e.g., creating an enjoyable work environment, creating
bonds between colleagues, relieving work stress, creating group cohesiveness, alle-
viating boredom, highlighting problems/dissatisfaction with the work environment,
management policies, workload etc.) were listed. This procedure was followed for
the remaining three multiple item selection questions in this section. Given the fact
that these lists of items are not exhaustive, an open-ended question with ‘Others.
Please specify’ was also included for all multiple item selection questions.

Carewas taken to ensure that thewording of questions and the itemswere specific,
not subject to misinterpretation, clear, unambiguous, and gauged only participants’
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perception of humor behavior at work. Items chosen were assessed by two indepen-
dent researchers as to their suitability for inclusion, any ambiguity and difficulty of
understanding for participants, and appropriateness of language used. Based on the
independent researchers’ assessments, further changes were made to simplify the
language used for ease of understanding.

This section also included the frequency of humor behavior observed in partici-
pants’ workplaces, the frequencywith which participants engaged in humor behavior
at their workplaces, participants’ views on the acceptability of humor behavior at
work, and rating of participants’ enjoyment of humor behavior there. Sample ques-
tions included ‘Which of the following statements would you say best describes
the frequency of humor behavior in your workplace?’ (single-item selection ques-
tion); and ‘Do you engage in such humor behavior in your workplace?’ (single-item
selection question).

The frequency of humor behavior was measured using an ordinal scale (i.e.,
‘Humor behavior is widespread/happens occasionally/very rare sight at work’). Par-
ticipants’ engagement of humor behavior was also measured using an ordinal scale
(i.e., all the time, most of the time, some of the time, very rarely, never at all). A
nominal scale was used for acceptability of humor behavior (i.e., very acceptable for
work life, acceptable if it does not distract employees from serious responsibilities,
acceptable if it does not harm employees, acceptable at certain times and situations
of the day, acceptable in low amounts, not acceptable at all). To measure partici-
pants’ enjoyment of humor behavior at work, a 5-point Likert scale was used, with
1 representing ‘very unsatisfactory’ and 5 representing ‘very satisfactory’.

3. Managers’ humor behavior section

Questions in this section examined participants’ immediate managers’ gender, the
immediate managers’ current humor behavior with the participant, and what partic-
ipants expected of their immediate managers in regard to humor behavior. Sample
questions included, ‘Does your immediate manager engage in humor behavior with
you?’ (Yes or No answer selection); ‘Do you expect your immediate manager to
engage in humor behavior with you?’ (Yes or No answer selection).

4.5 Administration of the Survey Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire used in this study was set up on Qualtrics, a web-based
survey facility. This questionnaire was accessible only through a unique web link
generated by Qualtrics. Web-based technology was used for conducting the survey
due to its cost-effectiveness and the fact that computer and Internet usage is widely
prevalent inAustralian society (ABS, 2010).When compared to paper-based surveys,
a survey using web-based technology reduces cost and eliminates the need to sort
through large numbers of mail items (Ibert et al., 2001).

An invitation to participate in this study and the web link to access the question-
naire on Qualtrics were advertised on public notice boards, universities, trade and
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migrant association, public notice boards, and social media sites. Participants were
asked to access the questionnaire via the web link and complete it online in their own
time. The Explanatory Statement for this study was presented to participants as the
front page of the survey questionnaire. It contained information on the aims and pur-
poses of this study, possible benefits expected, how to access the survey and submit
it, estimated time to complete the questionnaire, participants’ right to withdraw, con-
fidentiality issues, storage of data, and how to obtain the results from the researcher.
Participants were asked to read the Explanatory Statement carefully and familiar-
ize themselves with this study before completing the questionnaire. Responses were
saved on the Qualtrics server and they were only assessable to the researchers via a
password.

The survey was administrated over seven months, from August 2013 to February
2014. The number of completed surveys saved onQualtrics wasmonitored daily. Par-
ticipants were slow to respond to the surveywhen it was first advertised in newsletters
and public notice boards and circulated through email lists. This was evident in only
gaining 46 completed surveys in the first two months of advertising. One reason for
the poor response rate may be that the channels used for advertising the survey did
not cater to a large audience. Also, participants needed to click the survey link to
activate it. Although the link was properly advertised and slips of paper with the
survey link printed were provided with the advertisements, participants nevertheless
needed to manually enter the link onto their web browsers and access it. This may
have proved cumbersome.

To make survey access more convenient and also bring it to a wider audience,
socialmedia siteswere utilized. Themain siteswere Facebook, LinkedIn, and official
blogs managed by Australian organizations. Once the advertisements were posted
on social media, participants were able to directly click the survey link to activate the
survey. The use of social media in this manner increased the response rate for this
study considerably. Posting on social media sites was done continuously throughout
the study period.

All responses were kept confidential and anonymous. No identifying information
such as names or addresses was collected and codes for each participant were used
when entering data for analysis. Care was taken to ensure that ethical standards were
met and data were sufficiently confidential to prevent revealing of the identity of any
individual in the entry, storage and reporting of data.

4.6 Findings

4.6.1 Preliminary Analysis of the Data

Five hundred and twenty responses were recorded on the Qualtrics server for this
study during the data periodAugust 2013–February 2014.Of these, 433were deemed
complete and usable. The discarded responses were either completely left blank or
only had the demographics section filled. Thus they were excluded from the data
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analysis. The 433 questionnaires chosen for data analysis either had all sections
completed or at least three-quarters completed.

The dataweremanually entered into IBMSPSS Statistics Version 22. Appropriate
codes were used when entering data. The data was initially screened and cleaned to
ensure accuracy, completeness and consistency.Anaudit techniquewas used inwhich
20% (87 surveys) of the original questionnaires were randomly selected and checked
with the entered data to identify data entry errors, inconsistencies, and completeness
of data entry. No data entry error was found during the audit.

Once the data set was cleaned, frequencies of the demographic variables were
calculated. Next the nominal and ordinal data were organized into appropriate fre-
quency tables and later into cross-tab tables to examine patterns in the data. Means
were calculated for the Likert-scale type data and t-tests were done on the means.

4.6.2 Sample Characteristics

Table 4.1 shows the age and gender of the survey participants: 62% fall within the
age groups of 20–29 years and 30–39 years, with a mean age of 37 years (SD �
11 years); females account for 70% of the total. Hence this sample has a greater
number of female participants.

Table 4.2 shows survey participants’ place of birth: 55% were born in Australia
and 45% born outside Australia, with the majority (58%) of migrant respondents
being born in the Asian region. The high percentage of migrant participants in the
sample can be attributed to the advertisement of the study in various migrant asso-
ciations and newspapers. This percentage of migrant respondents is salient as their
perception could be used to examinewhetherAustralia-born respondents andmigrant

Table 4.1 Participants’ age
and gender (N � 433)

Item description Frequency %a

Age group (years)

18–20 8 2.0

20–29 130 30.0

30–39 138 32.0

40–49 82 19.0

50–59 60 14.0

60+ and over 15 3.0

Gender

Male 126 29.0

Female 304 70.0

Missing data 3 0.6

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal. Hence
totals may not equal 100%
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respondents view and perceive workplace humor differently. This is important given
the advocacy for multiculturalism in Australia.

Table 4.3 shows the year that the migrant participants first migrated to Australia.
The year of migration for participants ranges from 1958 (earliest) to 2013 (latest).
The majority of these (61%) first migrated between 2000 and 2015. This period
coincides with the Australian government’s initiative to attract migrant skilled labor
to Australia.

Table 4.4 shows the native language (English and non-English) and the highest
level of education achieved by participants. Of the 433 respondents, 69%were native
English speakers. Accounting for the high percentage of migrant participants, the
high percentage of native English speakers suggests that those migrant participants
born in non-Asian regions were largely from native English-speaking countries such
as the US and the UK. The majority of participants were degree holders, with 44%
holding undergraduate qualifications and 40% holding post-graduate qualifications.
Thus, the sample is mainly from an educated background.

Table 4.5 shows the employment status of the participants. The majority of partic-
ipants hold non-managerial positions (79%) in their organizations and are employed
on a full-time basis (70%).

Table 4.2 Participants’ place of birth

Item description Frequency %a

Place of birth (N = 433)

In Australia 238 55.0

Outside Australia 193 45.0

Missing data 2 0.5

Region of birth of migrants (N = 193)

Asian region 113 58.0

Non-Asian region 67 35.0

Missing data 13 7.0

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal. Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.3 Year of migration of participants born outside Australia (N � 193)

Item description Frequency %a

Before 1970 12 6.0

1970–1979 5 3.0

1980–1989 18 9.0

1990–1999 29 15.0

2000–2009 89 46.0

2010–2015 30 15.0

Missing data 10 5.0

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest integer. Hence totals may not equal 100%
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Table 4.4 Participants’ native language and education (N � 433)

Item description Frequency %a

Native language

English 299 69.0

Non English 133 31.0

Missing data 1 0.2

Highest level of education

Completed secondary
schooling

63 14.0

Completed undergraduate
degree

192 44.0

Completed postgraduate
degree

174 40.0

Missing data 4 0.9

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest first decimal. Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.5 Employment
details of participants (N �
433)

Item description Frequency %a

Position held

Managerial 92 21.0

Non managerial 341 79.0

Basis of current employment

Full time 302 70.0

Part time 129 30.0

Missing data 2 0.5

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest first decimal.
Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.6 Australian states participants employed in (N � 433)

Item description Frequency %a

Victoria 338 78.0

Other states 94 22.0

Missing data 1 0.2

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal

Table 4.6 shows participants’ place of employment according to the states in Aus-
tralia. Participants are mainly from organizations in Victoria (78%). The larger con-
centration of participants in Victoria can be attributed to the fact that the researchers
were situated there and recruitment advertisements were mainly placed in Victoria.
One disadvantage of this is that it is not possible to compare employees from different
Australian states. There were no participants from the Northern Territory.
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Table 4.7 Industries participants employed in (N � 433)

Industry Frequency %a

Education 141 32.0

Health 58 13.0

IT 30 7.0

Research 30 7.0

Services 39 9.0

Manufacturing and
construction

18 4.0

Telecommunications 17 4.0

Public 17 4.0

Retail 13 3.0

Hospitality 13 3.0

Other 48 11.0

Missing 9 2.0

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest first integer. Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.7 shows the industries the participants were employed in. The top two
industries were education (32%) and health (13%). Positions in the education sector
include university academics, university administration staff, primary and secondary
school teachers, and school administration staff. Positions in the health sector include
doctors and registered nurses.

4.6.3 Frequency of Humor Occurrence in Australian
Workplaces

In Table 4.8, the majority of participants identified that humor does in fact occur in
their workplaces in different frequencies from being widespread throughout the day
(26%) to occurring occasionally (59%) and being a rare sight in their workplaces
(14%). This shows that humor behavior occurs in varying degrees in the sample
participants’ workplaces.

4.6.4 Employees’ Acceptability, Engagement, and Enjoyment
of Humor at Work

Table 4.9 shows survey participants’ views towards humor behavior at work: 41%
viewed humor as something very acceptable for work life; but the majority accepted
humor if it was non-harmful (58%), non-distracting (52%), and at certain times and
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Table 4.8 Participants’ perception of frequency of humor at work (N � 433)

Item description Frequency %a

Humor behavior is

• widespread 113 26.0

• happens occasionally 254 59.0

• very rare sight 63 14.0

• throughout the work day

Missing data 3 1.0

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest integer

Table 4.9 Participants’ views on humor behavior at work

Item description Frequency of
responses

% of responsesa % of participantsa

(N � 430)

Very acceptable for
work life

176 22.0 41.0

Acceptable only if:

• it does not
distract workers
from serious
responsibilities

225 29.0 52.0

• it does not harm
employees

249 32.0 58.0

• at certain times
and situations of
the work day

103 13.0 24.0

• in very low
amounts

26 3.0 6.0

Not acceptable at all 2 0.2 0.5

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal. Hence totals may not equal 100%

situations of the day (24%); 6% of responses indicated that humor was acceptable if
in low amounts; 0.5% viewed humor as being not acceptable in the workplace at all.

Table 4.10 shows survey participants’ engagement of humor in their workplaces.
The majority (52%) stated that they engaged in humor at work some of the time.
This is followed by 33% who engaged in humor behavior at work all the time and
most of the time; 1% indicated that they never engaged in humor behavior at work.

Table 4.11 shows participants’ enjoyment of the humor occurring in their work-
places. The mean for participants’ enjoyment of humor behavior (1 � very unsat-
isfactory, 5 � very satisfactory) occurring in their workplaces is 3.8 (SD � 0.95).
The findings show that participants are satisfied with the enjoyment they derive from
humor behavior occurring in their workplaces. This is indicative of the liking that
the survey participants have towards humor at work.
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Table 4.10 Participants’ engagement of humor at work (N � 433)

Item description Frequency %a

All the time 34 8.0

Most of the time 108 25.0

Some of the time 225 52.0

Very rarely 56 13.0

Never at all 5 1.0

Missing data 5 1.0

aPercentages have been rounded to the nearest first integer

Table 4.11 Participants’ enjoyment of humor at work (N � 433)

Item description Mean (SD)

Enjoyment of humor behavior at work 3.8 (0.95)

The next sections examine survey participants’ acceptability, engagement and
enjoyment of workplace humor based on their age groups, gender, place of birth,
and manager/non-manager statuses. Cross-tabulations are used to uncover possible
underlying relationships between participants’ views on workplace humor and the
chosen demographic characteristics.

Table 4.12 shows a cross-tabulation of participants’ acceptability of workplace
humor based on participants’ age. Only two participants perceived workplace humor
as unacceptable. When compared to other age groups, there is a higher percentage of
participants in the age groups of 20–29 and 30–39 perceiving workplace humor as
acceptablewhen it does not distractworkers from serious responsibilities. Therewere
also a higher percentage of participants in age group 18–19 perceiving workplace
humor as acceptable when it does not harm others.

In Table 4.13, male and female participants viewed humor as acceptable for work
life. More male participants perceived humor behavior as acceptable if it did not dis-
tract others, was being used only at certain times and situations, and in low amounts,
compared with female participants’ responses. On the other hand, a slightly higher
percentage of female participants indicated that humor behavior at work was accept-
able when it was non-harmful to others, compared to male participants’ responses.

Table 4.14 categorizes participants’ acceptability of workplace humor based on
their place of birth. Participants born in and outside Australia did not differ greatly
in their responses toward the acceptability of humor at work.

Table 4.15 shows participants’ acceptability of workplace humor based on their
manager/non-manager status. Compared to non-managers, slightly more managers
perceived humor behavior at work to be acceptable. More non-managers indicated
that humor behavior in the workplace was acceptable when it was not harmful to
others than managers. There was no notable difference between managers and non-
managers on the perception of acceptability of workplace humor in other contexts.
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Table 4.12 Acceptability of workplace humor by participants’ age

Item description 18–19years 20–29years 30–39years 40–49years 50–59years 60+ years

Very acceptable
for work life

2 (14.0%) 51 (22.0%) 56 (23.0%) 34 (22.0%) 28 (26.0%) 5 (17.0%)

Acceptable only
if

• it does not
distract
workers
from
serious
responsibilities

4 (29.0%) 74 (32.0%) 79 (32.0%) 37 (24.0%) 25 (24.0%) 6
(20.0%)

• it does not
harm
employees

5 (36.0%) 74 (32.0%) 79 (32.0%) 49 (32.0%) 31 (29.0%) 11 (37.0%)

• at certain
times and
situations
of the day

3 (21.0%) 29 (12.0%) 27 (11.0%) 24 (16.0%) 14 (13.0%) 6 (20.0%)

• in very low
amounts

0 (0.0%) 6 (3.0%) 4 (2.0%) 7 (5.0%) 7 (7.0%) 2 (7.0%)

Not acceptable
at all

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.6%) 1 (0.9%) 0 (0.0%)

Note Percentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal

Table 4.13 Acceptability of workplace humor by participants’ gender

Item description Male (%) Female (%)

Very acceptable for work life 23.0 22.0

Acceptable only if

• it does not distract workers from
serious responsibilities

30.0 28.0

• it does not harm employees 29.0 33.0

• at certain times and situations of the
day

14.0 13.0

• in very low amounts 4.0 3.0

Not acceptable at all 0.0 0.5

Note Percentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal. Totals may not equal 100%



4.6 Findings 81

Table 4.14 Acceptability of workplace humor by participants’ place of birth

Item description Born in Aus. (%) Born outside Aus. (%)

Very acceptable for work life 23.0 22.0

Acceptable only if

• that it does not distract
workers from serious
responsibilities

29.0 29.0

• it does not harm
employees

32.0 31.0

• at certain times and
situations of the day

13.0 14.0

• in very low amounts 3.0 3.0

Not acceptable at all 0.4 0.0

Note Percentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal. Totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.15 Acceptability of workplace humor by participants’ position

Item description Managers (%) Non-managers (%)

Very acceptable for work life 24.0 22.0

Acceptable only if

• it does not distract
workers from serious
responsibilities

29.0 29.0

• it does not harm
employees

29.0 32.0

• at certain times and
situations of the day

14.0 13.0

• in very low amounts 4.0 3.0

Not acceptable at all 0.6 0.1

Note Percentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal. Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.16 shows survey participants’ engagement of humor based on their gender.
As can be seen fromTable 4.16, a greater number of female participants in the sample
(86%) engaged in humor at work (from all the time, most of the time, and some of
the time) than did the male participants (78%). A slightly higher percentage of male
participants responded that they either engaged in humor at work very rarely (13%)
and never at all (2%) than the female participants (12 and 1% respectively).

Table 4.17 shows survey participants’ engagement of humor atwork based on their
manager/non-manager statuses. A greater number of non-managers in the sample
(85%) engaged in humor at work all the time, most of the time and some of the time
than did managers (83%).

Table 4.18 shows survey participants’ engagement of humor at work based on
their place of birth. A greater number born in Australia (87%) engaged in humor at
work all the time, most of the time and some of the time than did their counterparts
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Table 4.16 Engagement of humor at work by participants’ gender

Item description Male (N � 126) Female (N � 304)

All the time 1 (1%) 25 (8%)

Most of the time 33 (26%) 75 (25%)

Some of the time 65 (51%) 160 (53%)

Very rarely 17 (13%) 37 (12%)

Never at all 2 (2%) 3 (1%)

Missing data 8 (6%) 4 (1%)

Note Percentages have been rounded to the nearest decimal. Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.17 Engagement of humor at work by participants’ position

Item description Manager (N � 92) Non-manager (N � 341)

All the time 3 (3%) 31 (9%)

Most of the time 22 (24%) 86 (25%)

Some of the time 52 (56%) 173 (51%)

Very rarely 13 (14%) 43 (13%)

Never at all 0 (0%) 5 (2%)

Missing data 2 (2%) 3 (1%)

Note Percentages have been rounded to the nearest integer. Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.18 Engagement of humor at work by participants’ place of birth

Item description Born in Australia (N � 238) Born outside Australia (N �
193)

All the time 21 (9%) 13 (7%)

Most of the time 65 (27%) 43 (22%)

Some of the time 121 (51%) 102 (53%)

Very rarely 26 (11%) 30 (15%)

Never at all 3 (1%) 2 (1%)

Missing data 2 (1%) 3 (1%)

Note Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer. Hence totals may not equal 100%

born outside Australia (82%). The percentage of outside-born participants (16%)
engaging in humor from very rarely to never at all was higher than this category for
Australia-born participants (14%).

Table 4.19 shows participants’ enjoyment of humor behavior at work when cate-
gorized into gender; t-tests were carried out on themean values relating to enjoyment
of humor amongst male and female participants. The Hypotheses are:

H0 : µ1 � µ2

H1 : µ1 − µ2 �� 0
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Table 4.19 Enjoyment of humor at work by participants’ gender

Item description Male Mean (SD) (N � 118) Female Mean (SD) (N � 282)

Enjoyment of humor behavior
at work

3.94 (0.89) 3.83 (0.98)

Table 4.20 Enjoyment of humor at work by participants’ position

Item description Manager Mean (SD) (N � 79) Non-manager Mean (SD)
(N � 324)

Enjoyment of humor behavior
at work

3.94 (0.84) 3.84 (0.98)

Table 4.21 Enjoyment of humor at work by participants’ place of birth

Item description Born in Aus. Mean (SD)
(N � 221)

Born outside Aus. Mean (SD)
(N � 180)

Enjoyment of humor
behavior at work

3.98 (0.93) 3.72 (0.96)

The t-statistic calculated for the mean enjoyment of humor by males and females
is 1.05. Therefore t � 1.05, df � 398, p > 0.05. Hence the null hypotheses can be
retained and there is no statistically significant difference between the enjoyment of
males and females.

Table 4.20 shows survey participants’ enjoyment of humor behavior at work when
categorized into manager/non-manager status; t-tests were carried out on the mean
values relating to enjoyment of humor amongst managers and non-managers.

The Hypotheses are:

H0 : µ1 � µ2

H1 : µ1 − µ2 �� 0

The t-statistic calculated for the mean enjoyment for managers and non-managers
is 0.8304. Therefore t � 0.83, df � 401, p > 0.05; the null hypotheses can be
retained and there is no statistically significant difference between humor enjoyment
of managers and non-managers.

Table 4.21 shows survey participants’ enjoyment of humor behavior at work when
categorized into place of birth; t-tests were carried out on the mean values relating
to enjoyment of humor amongst participants born in Australia and outside Australia.
The Hypotheses are:

H0 : µ1 � µ2

H1 : µ1 − µ2 �� 0

The calculated t value is 0.27; t � 0.27, df � 399, p < 0.05; there is a statisti-
cally significant difference between the enjoyment of humor by these two groups.
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Hence, it would appear that Australian-born respondents enjoy humor more than the
outside-born respondents. This could be because the Australian-born respondents
better understand and identify with subtle cultural values and norms embedded in
the humor in their workplaces than the outside-born respondents.

4.6.5 Participants and Channels of Humor Events

Table 4.22 shows the different organizational groups that participate in humor atwork
as reported by the participants. All types of organizational groups engage in humor
behavior within the workplace. Most participants observed work groups as partici-
pants of humor behavior (79%), followed by middle managers (69%), administrative
staff (61%), and top managers (38%).

Table 4.23 shows the channel used for engaging in humor behavior at work as
perceived by the participants. Spoken words are perceived as most used for engag-
ing in humor; 96% of the participants perceived humor behavior delivered through
spoken words. This was followed by behavior and facial expressions (47%), emails
(34%) and printed material (12%).

Table 4.22 Participants’ perception of organizational groups that engage in humor at work

Item description Frequency of
responses

% of responses % of participants
(N � 425)

Top managers 161 15 38.0

Middle managers 294 28 69.0

Administrative staff 261 25 61.0

Work groups 335 32 79.0

Note Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer. Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 4.23 Participants’ perception of channels of humor delivery

Item description Frequency of
responses

% of responses % of participants(N � 427)

Spoken words 409 51 96.0

Behavior and facial
expressions

200 25 47.0

Emails 147 18 34.0

Posters or printed
matter

53 6 12.0

Note Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer. Hence totals may not equal 100%
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4.6.6 Intentions of Humor Creation and Functions

Table 4.24 shows the intentions of humor use inAustralianworkplaces sorted accord-
ing to a descending order of frequency of responses. The nature of the intentions
has been categorized as positive and negative. The three most commonly observed
intentions of humor use are positive in nature: (1) humor intended to make daily task
enjoyment; (2) jokes intended to reflect the industry the participants are employed in;
and (3) jokes intended to make fun of the joke teller him/herself. When compared to
positive intentions, negative intentions of humor behavior in workplace are observed
at a lesser frequency. The three most commonly observed negative intentions of
humor creation are: (1) humor intended to bring oneself into favor with others; (2)
humor createdwith negative intentions; and (3) humor intended tomake fun of ethnic
groups.

Table 4.25 shows the functions of humor behavior at work as perceived by partic-
ipants. The functions have been categorized into four main types: Relationships and
Bonding, Stress Relief, Effective Communication, and Challenge Management. The
functions for each type are shown in a descending order of response frequency. Cre-
ating an enjoyable work environment and creating bonds between work colleagues
were observed as the most common functions of humor behavior in workplaces.
Relieving stress and boredom at work were also perceived as common functions of
humor behavior. This is consistent with the findings in the previous section that com-
mon intentions of humor behavior include using humor tomakework tasks enjoyable
and general teasing at work. These intentions mainly act as social lubricants that fos-
ter friendships, relieve tension and bring people together in the workplace.

4.6.7 Employees’ Expectations of Managers’ Humor

Participants were asked to provide information on the gender and humor behavior of
their immediate managers. Table 4.26 shows that most participants reported that their
immediatemanagers engaged in humor behaviorwith them someof the time (65%) or
all the time (19%). Sixty-eight percent expected their immediate managers to engage
in humor behavior with them. The survey questionnaire asked if management in their
organizations had taken steps to create a ‘fun’work environment (e.g., casual clothing
days, morning teas, games during work hours) within the workplace. Although 35%
of the participants did not answer the question, the majority of those who did (35%)
stated that management has created a fun work environment in their workplaces.
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Table 4.24 Participants’ perception of intentions of humor creation at work

Item description Frequency of
responses

% of responsesa % of participants
(N � 425)

Positive
intentions

Using humor to
make daily work
tasks enjoyable

551 27.0 130.0

Telling industry
specific jokes to
reflect the industry
one is employed in

262 13.0 62.0

Telling jokes that
make fun of the joke
teller

225 11.0 53.0

General non-work
related teasing of
colleagues to build
rapport

203 10.0 48.0

Using humor to
break a tense
situation

199 10.0 47.0

Teasing each other
to get things done

176 9.0 41.0

Physical behavior
intended to be funny

97 5.0 23.0

Negative
intentions

Using humor to
bring oneself in
favor with
somebody by
flattering them or
trying to please them

102 5.0 24.0

Humor carried out
with a negative
intention by the joke
teller

56 3.0 13.0

Humor that poke fun
at ethnic groups

50 2.0 12.0

Humor that poke fun
at specific social
groups

43 2.0 10.0

Rough humor of
sexual nature

41 2.0 10.0

Aggressive humor
behavior intended to
cause physical harm

7 0.3 1.6

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest first decimal. Hence totals may not equal 100%
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Table 4.25 Participants’ perception of functions of humor at work

Item description Frequency of
responses

% of responsesa % of participants
(N � 424)

Relationships
and Bonding

Creating an
enjoyable work
environment

360 17.0 85.0

Creating bonds
between colleagues

355 17.0 84.0

Creating group
cohesiveness

261 12.0 61.0

Stress relief Relieving work
stress

346 16.0 82.0

Alleviating boredom

Effective
Communication

Being able to
confront a colleague
over a problem in a
non-threatening
manner

88 4.0 21.0

Communicating
important messages

81 4.0 19.0

Disciplining an
employee without
making him/her feel
dejected

67 3.0 16.0

Communicating
dislike of another
person or group

61 3.0 14.0

Challenge
Management

Highlighting prob-
lems/dissatisfaction
with the work
environment,
management polices

142 7.0 33.0

Challenging a
superior’s orders or
behavior without
attracting reprisal or
offense from
him/her

59 3.0 14.0

Showing blatant
disregard for author-
ity/management
policies

36 2.0 8.0

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer. Hence totals may not equal 100%
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Table 4.26 Participants’ immediate managers’ gender, humor behavior, and participants’ expec-
tation of humor behavior from immediate manager

Item description Frequency %a

Managers’ gender

• Male 214 49.0

• Female 205 47.0

Missing data 14 3.0

Engagement of humor by
manager with participants

• Yes, all the time 82 19.0

• Only some of the time 281 65.0

• Never at all 57 13.0

Missing data 13 3.0

Participants’ expectation of
humor behavior from
immediate manager

• Yes, humor behavior
expected

293 68.0

• No, humor behavior not
expected

125 29.0

Missing data 15 3.0

Creation of a ‘fun’ work
environment in the workplace
by management

• Yes 153 35.0

• No 127 29.0

Missing data 153 35.0

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer. Totals may not equal 100%

Tables 4.27, 4.28, and 4.29 show participants’ expectation of humor behavior
based on their gender, manager/non-manager status, and place of birth, respectively.
It is interesting to see that a higher percentage ofmale than female respondents expect
their immediatemanagers to engage in joking behavior with them. Similarly, a higher
percentage of managers in the sample expected their own immediate managers to
engage in humor behavior with them than did the non-managers. Also, a higher
percentage of respondents born outsideAustralia expected their immediatemanagers
to engage in humor behavior with them than did those born in Australia.
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Table 4.27 Expectation of immediate managers’ humor by participants’ gender

Item description Males (%) Females (%)

• Yes, humor behavior
expected

74.0 69.0

• No, humor behavior not
expected

27.0 31.0

Note Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer

Table 4.28 Expectation of immediate managers’ humor by participants’ position

Item description Managers (%) Non-managers (%)

• Yes, humor behavior
expected

73.0 70.0

• No, humor behavior not
expected

27.0 31.0

Note Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer

Table 4.29 Expectation of immediate managers’ humor by participants’ place of birth

Item description Born in Australia (%) Born outside Aus. (%)

• Yes, humor behavior
expected

67.0 73.0

• No, humor behavior not
expected

33.0 26.0

Note Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer

4.7 Discussion of Findings

4.7.1 Frequency of Humor in Australian Organizations

Findings reveal the prevalence of humor behavior within the sample participants’
organizations: 85% of sample participants identified humor as occurring frequently
and occasionally within their organizations. Workplace humor researchers agree that
humor occurs in varied work organizations (Duncan & Feisal, 1989). Findings from
this study show that, within this sample of participants employed in varied industries
(i.e., education, health, manufacturing, retail, IT, hospitality), humor occurs with
different frequencies.
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4.7.2 Employees’ Perception of Acceptability, Engagement
and Enjoyment of Humor at Work

Findings show that participants view humor at work as acceptable for the workplace:
99% of the responses indicated humor as both acceptable and acceptable under cer-
tain conditions inwork life.Martin andSullivan’s (2013)work shows thatAustralians
display positive attitudes towards humor in general. This study shows that these atti-
tudes extend to Australians’ work domains as well. Tellingly, participants advocated
the judicious use of humor at work, with 32% of responses indicating humor as
acceptable if non-harmful to employees and 29% indicating it is acceptable if it is
non-distracting at work. This shows that the employees within these organizations
were both aware of and accepted the judicious use of humor at work.

Another important finding is that 85% of participants engaged in humor at work
for some of the time, most of the time, and all of the time. Participants also reported
they were satisfied with the enjoyment they derived from humor behavior at work.
These findings are indicative of the occurrence of humor at work and the enjoyment
participants’ derive from humor at work. Cross-tabulations performed on different
groups and t-tests on mean enjoyment rates (male/female, manager/non-manager,
and Australian born/outside born) indicated no significant difference in the way
humor was accepted and enjoyed based on gender and manager/non-manager status.
In regard to the engagement of humor at work, cross-tabulations indicated that com-
paratively a greater number of female participants (86%) engaged in humor at work,
a greater number of non-managers (85%) engaged in humor at work and a greater
number of Australian-born participants (87%) engaged in humor at work.

All in all, an important empirical contribution gained from these findings is that
workplace humor in Australia is a reality, with employees in different demographic
groups accepting and enjoying humor at work.

4.7.3 Participants, Channels, Intentions, and Functions
of Humor

This study also provides insight into the nature of humor events (i.e., participants,
channels, intentions, and functions of humor) within Australian organizations. Find-
ings indicate that different organizational members engage in humor behavior. This
finding is consistent with the current humor literature, which shows humor occur-
ring amongst the numerous organizational actors. Another important finding from
this study reveals top management and middle management as participants of humor
events. The implication of this finding is that, since Australian managers currently
use humor in their daily work life, it is feasible for them to use humor as an aid at
work.

Findings provide insight into the intentions behind humor creation within sam-
ple participants’ organizations and what functions they achieve. The survey partic-
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ipants mainly engaged in humor with positive intentions (i.e., humor used to make
daily work tasks enjoyable, industry specific humor, joking about the joke teller
himself/herself, non-work-related teasing). These basically corresponded to humor
used with the intention of building relationships and getting things done at work.
Humor used with negative intentions was not prevalent in this sample. Hence a ten-
tative implication that can be drawn here is that, given the positive intentions behind
humor used within these work domains, there is the possibility for gaining positive
workplace outcomes through humor.

Findings also provide insight into the functions achieved by humor behavior in
the survey participants’ work organizations. The main functions achieved related
to relationship building/bonding and stress relief. This is consistent with survey
participants’ perception of intentions of humor creation discussed above.

4.7.4 Employees’ Expectations of Their Immediate
Managers’ Humor

This study makes an important and novel contribution in regard to what Australian
employees expect in their immediate managers’ use of humor. A number of studies
have looked at employees’ perceptions of managers’/leaders’ humor and their per-
formance and task and relationship behaviors (e.g., Priest & Swain, 2002). However,
no prior study has examined whether managers actually engaged in humor behavior
with their employees or whether employees expected their immediate managers to
engage in humor behavior with them.

Findings indicate Australian employees’ expectations of their immediate man-
agers in regard to humor. Findings show that 19% of the survey participants’ imme-
diate managers did engage in humor behavior all the time and 65% engaged in
humor some of the time. Findings also indicate that 68% of the survey participants
expected their immediate managers to engage in humor behavior with them. This
could be due to participants’ perception of humor behavior at work serving bonding
and stress-relieving functions and employees expecting their immediate managers
to contribute to these functions through humor. These findings have two important
theoretical implications. First, the finding that participants welcome their managers’
humor towards them provides an impetus for managers to engage in humor behav-
ior with their employees. Second, the finding that managers do engage in humor
behavior with their employees indicates the feasibility of conducting research on the
effects of managerial humor on employees in Australian work contexts.

Findings also showed that men (compared to women), managers (compared to
non-managers), and migrants (compared to non-migrants) expected humor behavior
from their immediate managers. This finding is novel and adds value to the literature
such that, although these groups accepted and enjoyed humor behavior more or less
equally, a difference exists in regard to their expectations of humor behavior from
their immediate managers. The reasons for these differences may be that men tend
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to exhibit more contestive humor styles (Holmes, 2006b) than women, which leads
to vying with their male colleagues to establish superiority. Hence they may be
in need of greater affiliation and bonding from persons other than their peers and
hence may look towards their immediate superiors (managers) to achieve this end.
Women tend to have collaborative humor styles that affirm and build on each other’s
anecdotes and banter, thereby achieving better rapport with their female colleagues.
Managers may expect to build better relationships with their immediate superiors.
Their position as authoritative figures in the organization and duties towards its
operations may not allow them adequate time to interact with peers and enjoy lighter
moments. Hence they may expect their superiors to engage in humor with them to
build better relationships. Migrants, being newcomers to Australia, may also want to
build better rapport with their immediate superiors as a way of affirming their place
in the organization and being accepted into work life.

4.8 Summary of Findings

Overall, findings from this study reveals the prevalence of a conducive environment
for humor within Australian workplaces. Workplace humor occurs within a number
of diverse Australian workplaces and employees within these organizations view
workplace humor as acceptable, engaging in it and enjoying it. Hence there is scope
for designing and conducting more specific topic-based workplace humor studies in
Australian organizations. The findings relating to the participants of humor events
in Australian organizations and Australian employees’ expectations relating to their
immediate managers’ humor show that managers in Australia do engage in humor
behavior at work and the majority of employees within these organizations welcome
their immediate managers’ humor. These findings provide greater justification for
the use of humor by managers in Australian organizations for employees’ benefit.
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Chapter 5
Managerial Humor and Its Impact
on Employees’ Emotions
and Psychological Resources

Chapter 3 examined humor as amanagerial tool that can be used to achieve employee
and organizational outcomes. In particular, by reviewing the literature Chap. 3 devel-
oped a model showing proposed relationships between employees’ perception of
managerial humor, their momentary emotions, long-term PsyCap, SWB and TI.
Hypotheses 1–4 were developed accordingly. This Chapter presents the findings of
a study conducted to test these relationships in actual work settings. The study paves
the way for examiningmanagerial humor as a possible tool for impacting employees’
momentary emotions and psychological resources.

5.1 Methodology

In the case of this study, it was necessary to use amethod that can examine employees’
momentary emotions as a result of managers’ humor in real time and test the rela-
tionships between the variables in the hypothesized model. Thus primary data were
collected by using the Experience SamplingMethodology (ESM).More specifically,
pre- and post-measures and daily Experience Sampling Forms (ESF) were adminis-
trated to a sample of employees working in actual work settings.

5.1.1 Rational for Using Experience Sampling Methodology

This study examines employees’ perception of their immediate managers’ humor
and the impact this perception has on their momentary emotions, PsyCap, SWB, and
TI. ESM is the most suitable method for collecting data in this instance as it can
capture the changes in employees’ subjective states at the moment they occur on a
daily basis in response to managers’ humor.
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ESM is a procedure ‘designed to capture individual’s representation of expe-
rience as it occurs, within the context of everyday life’ (Hektner, Schmidt, &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2007, p. 32); ‘experience-sampling refers to a set of empirical
methods that are designed to allow respondents to document their thoughts, feelings
and actions outside the walls of a laboratory and within the context of everyday
life’ (Christensen, Barrett, Bliss-Moreau, Lebo, & Kaschub, 2003, p. 53). Therefore
ESM is useful in studying ‘what people do, feel, and think during their daily lives’
(Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 1983, p. 41). This highly intensive research procedure
allows the collection of data on both private (thoughts, feelings, emotions) and
public (behavior) aspects of peoples’ lives as they occur in their natural setting
(Dimotakis, Ilies, & Judge, 2013; Teuchmann, Totterdell, & Parker, 1999).

Although researchers have used techniques aiding the ‘self-recording of everyday
life events’ in one form or the other in the past (Wheeler & Reis, 1991), several
researchers independently contributed to the advancement of ESM (Hormuth, 1986).
ESM in the form of self-recording according to random signals originated with the
work carried out by Hektner et al. on experiences of flow in daily life (Hektner
et al., 2007; Scollon, Kim-Prieto, & Diener, 2003; Wheeler & Reis, 1991). Initially
Hektner et al. used diary techniques to get participants to self-record at the end of
the day on their behavior and feelings at randomly selected times during the day.
However, this technique failed to capture participants’ stream of consciousness at
the moment of the experience. As an alternative to this method, Hektner and his
research team devised a system where participants filled out the desired information
every time they received a notification from a beeper at a random time (Hektner et al.,
2007; Wheeler & Reis, 1991). This method produced a rich and vibrant snapshot of
the participants’ everyday experiences, allowing researchers to examine a wide and
complete range of questions regarding human behavior (Hektner et al., 2007). Such
ESM approach has been extensively used to study individuals’ experiences in the
workplace (Hektner et al., 2007). For example, Teuchmann et al. (1999) used ESM
to examine how accountants’ mood and emotional exhaustion changed as a result
of fluctuations in work demands. Similarly, a number of researchers (e.g., Daniels,
Wimalasiri, Beesley, & Cheyne, 2012; Grund, Grunschel, Bruhn, & Fries, 2015;
Miner, Glomb, & Hulin, 2005; Nielsen & Cleal, 2011; Trougakos, Beal, Green, &
Weiss, 2008) have studied within-person affective changes of employees while at
work, using ESM. OB researchers are advocating the use of ESM to study emotions
at work (Scherbaum&Meade, 2013) and humor at work (Robert &Wilbanks, 2012).

The advantage of ESM lies in the fact that it allows researchers to conduct their
research away from the laboratory setting and in real life situations. This significantly
increases the ecological validity of EMS data (Reis, 2012) and allows for ‘greater
generalizability of the research findings’ (Scollon et al., 2003, p. 9) to real life. Over
time there has been a growing need among psychologists for a method that allows
them to study people’s on-going and everyday behavior and experiences in a natural
environment. ESM seems to be a solution to this problem because it samples expe-
rience in situ (Hormuth, 1986). Unlike observational techniques, diary techniques
and psychometric procedures, ESM is able to investigate intra-psychic aspects of
human beings private and public daily experiences through the identification of how



5.1 Methodology 97

people think and feel in their daily lives (Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 1983). This is
possible because ESM measures representations that are episodic or experiential in
nature, rather than semantic or conceptual representations relating to general (e.g.,
Are you a hopeful person?) or past (e.g., During the past week how hopeful have you
been?) experiences which interviews and questionnaires measure (Christensen et al.,
2003). The other advantages of ESM cited in the literature are its ability to investigate
within-person processes (Scollon et al., 2003), reduction of memory bias and prob-
lems with reconstructing experience, which are known limitations of questionnaires
and interviews (Reis, 2012).

The disadvantages of ESM are that it is very time- and resource-consuming for
researchers and participants (Christensen et al., 2003). Most participants in an ESM
study need to complete self-reports 2–12 times a day for 1–2 weeks and this can be
a very intrusive, disruptive, and burdensome task. This is very true in some work
settings such as an emergency room at a hospital or a factory setting. Therefore
researchers using ESMmay encounter participant recruitment and attrition problems
where people may refuse to participate, drop out from the study, or refuse to comply
with study requirements (e.g., filling out the self-reports all at once at the end of the
study period and not during the specified periods of the day). Possible solutions to
these problems include the provision ofmonetary incentives to participants, on-going
encouragement and motivation of participants by the research team, maintaining a
good rapport with participants, and explaining to participants the value of the study
and their contribution to making it a success before the start of the study. This
study addressed these problems by sending encouraging emails to each participant
throughout the study period and offering rewards to participants who successfully
complete the ESFs/measures.

There have also been concerns regarding the inability to implement ESM amongst
the very young and the very old populations and amongst some special populations
such as the mentally ill. However, Csikszentmihalyi and Larson (1987) claim that
they have been able to use participants in the age groups of 10–85 in their ESM
studies thereby refuting the limitation pertaining to participants’ age. ESM has also
been used to study the mood occurrences of schizophrenics (Scollon et al., 2003).
Christensen et al. (2003) warn that even self-reports generated through ESM are
capable of producing information that the respondent is only ‘willing and able to
represent in conscious awareness at themoment the report is made’ (p. 55). Therefore
some data collection limitations do exist in regard to obtaining momentary episodic
data. There are also issues of cost involved in buying and maintaining signaling
equipment for ESM studies. However, ESM remains largely attractive to researchers
investigating peoples’ daily activities.

5.1.2 Designing a ESM Study

The first step in designing an ESM study is to identify whether the research questions
can be suitably addressed by ESM. Hektner et al. (2007) state that ESM is most
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appropriate for measuring ‘dimensions of experience that are likely to be context-
dependent (i.e., How do you feel about yourself right now?) and/or likely to fluctuate
over the course of a day orweek’ (p. 32). ESMcan suitably capture data for a question
such as ‘how happy are you right now?’ (Christensen et al., 2003). Researchers
interested in examining global or past perceptions and experiences will need to use a
traditional method of data collection such as a survey rather than ESM because ESM
is not designed to capture such experiences. This study does not examine employees’
past or general emotional changes but aim to understand the emotional changes as
they occurr as a result of their perception of their immediate managers’ humor.
These momentary changes in emotions cannot be captured by traditional methods of
survey and diary techniques. ESM provides the most suitable and relevant method
for capturing them.

Data collection through ESM is carried out by asking participants to fill out self-
reports, knownasESFs, at randomoccasions throughout thewakinghours of their day
for a predetermined time period (Hektner et al., 2007; Larson & Csikszentmihalyi,
1983). These self-reports can include both open-ended and closed questions and can
be designed to gauge information on: (1) the physical context that the participants
are in at the time of self-reporting, such as the location and time of day; (2) the
social context, such as details on other people who are present; and (3) behaviors and
psychological contexts, such as thoughts and feelings during that time. However, the
type of queries included in anESF is fully at the discretion of the researcher andhe/she
can customize the ESF to suit his/her research requirements (Hektner et al., 2007).
For example, in the first published article that uses ESM to understand adolescents’
activities and the quality of their experiences in their daily lives Csikszentmihalyi,
Larson, and Prescott (1977) used a self-report form which had three open-ended
questions (‘Where were you?’, ‘What was the main thing you were doing?’, and
‘What other things were you doing?’), one close question (‘Why were you doing
this?’ to which three choices of answers given were ‘I had to do it’, ‘I wanted to do
it’, and ‘I had nothing else to do’) and additional statements that had to be self-rated
using a Likert scale to get data on participants’ interaction with the environment,
mood and physical state. In another study to examine adult workers’ quality of
experience during work, leisure and flow conditions, Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre
(1989) used an ESF which had open-ended and scaled items to measure the current
activity they were engaging in, its challenges and skills required and the quality of
the experience.

Decisions on the number of days the participants will report on their experience
and the number of samples per day are usually based on ‘the number of observations
needed for a stable estimate of a particular phenomenon within a person, the natural-
istic incidence of target events and states, the burden to participants and anticipated
compliance’ (Christensen et al., 2003, p. 61). The sampling period and the samples
per day have varied amongst the empirical ESM studies conducted to date.

In this study, the sampling periodwas 10workingweek dayswith 1 sample per day
being conducted. Ten working weekdays were chosen based on cost considerations
and considering the ease with which participants could participate. A shorter period
such as 5 working days was too short a period to accurately identify the relationships
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between the variables. Given the large sample size, 10 working days with 1 sample
per day provided a large data set for analyzing the effects of the variables. For
convenience, the ESF used contained only one open-ended question and three to
select the appropriate momentary emotions, manager’s humor style and rating of
the emotional experience as positive or negative. This was not too time-consuming
for participants and motivated them to fill in the questionnaires on a daily basis as
required.

5.1.3 Sampling Protocol for ESM

The researchermust also decide on the typeof samplingprotocol, the typeof signaling
equipment (if necessary) and the type of data input method to use in an ESM study
(Reis & Gable, 2000). Researchers can either use a ‘signal contingent sampling’
approach, where an electronic signaling device sends signals at certain intervals
during the day to participants to fill in the ESF, or an ‘event contingent sampling’
approach, where participants fill out each ESF as soon as some pre-identified event
occurs (e.g., the occurrence of humor behavior in workplace). Another alternative is
‘interval-contingent sampling’ where participants fill out the ESF at predetermined
times of the day. The choice of protocol depends on the nature of the study, the cost
and the burden imposed on participants.

Given the nature of this study, ‘event contingent sampling’ technique is the most
appropriate protocol, with the targeted event being the use of humor by the partici-
pants’ immediate manager. Hence participants of this study were asked to fill out an
ESF at the moment when their manager used humor directed at them. Researchers
can use paper and pencil data input or electronic devices such as a preprogrammed
hand held computer to input data. While both methods have their strengths and
weaknesses, this study employed the Internet for data input, given the high cost of
purchasing, insuring, and maintaining hand-held computers. This method allowed
the researcher to note the time and date of participants’ entries.

5.1.4 Recruitment of Participants

Participants were recruited using stratified-sampling. Stratified-sampling is a type of
probability sampling where the individuals in the sampling frame are first grouped
into sub-populations or strata based on a common characteristic they share, and then
the final sample is drawn by conducting simple random sampling from each stratum
(Berenson, Levine, & Krehbiel, 2004).

The strata used for recruiting participants were Australian state, age, and gen-
der. The inclusion criteria were persons aged 18 years or over and employed in
an organization in Australia and whose work involved some interaction with their
immediate managers on a daily basis. The pool of potential participants was sourced
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from a participant recruitment agency, which was given the inclusion criteria and
requested to recruit on the specified strata. The agency sent an invitation to partici-
pate to potential participants with the Explanatory Statement for the study. Separate
instructions on how the study was to be administered were included. A list of persons
who responded with agreement was then handed by the recruitment agency to the
researchers. These volunteers were asked to give their written consent to participate
by sending an email to a researcher email address with only the line ‘I consent to
participate in the ESM study’ in the subject field.

5.1.5 Administration of ESM

This study was conducted entirely on Survey Monkey, an online survey tool. It had
three phases, spanning 10 consecutive working days. The first involved participants
filling out a demographic questionnaire and baseline measures relating to their emo-
tions, psychological capacities, relationship with their manager, and the ESF for Day
1. The next involved participants filling in an online ESF each day for the remaining
eight consecutive working days. The last stage involved participants filling in online
measures for Psychological Capital, SWB and Turnover Intentions and the ESF for
Day 10.

All participants were contacted before, during and after the study period via their
email addresses. Participants were provided with clear instructions on the boundary
conditions of the study bywhich datawere to be collected. These boundary conditions
are explained below.

1. Humor creator and target

Following Lundberg’s (1969) work, the creator of the humor event will be the par-
ticipants’ immediate manager and the target will be the participant in the study. The
focus of the humor event can be any topic of the manager’s choice. The humor event
may or may not happen in the presence of a public. In essence, this study does not
examine the participants’ own sense of humor but their perception of their immediate
manager’s humor.

2. Definition of manager humor

Manager humor was conceptualized as ‘any verbal or physical behavior that the
manager intends to be taken as funny by the employee’. Hence managerial humor
will be any verbal or physical communication that is intended by the manager to be
humorous and is aimed at the participant. Other kinds of humorous encounters that
fall outside of this definition (e.g., funny emails, posters, SMS, funny jokes to other
colleagues) were excluded as part of manager humor.

3. Style of manager humor

This study examined the positive and the negative humor used by managers. It
employed Martin,Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, and Weir (2003) four styles of humor (affil-
iative, self-defeating, aggressive, self-enhancing) to assess the humor styles used.
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Based on the discussion on manager humor styles in Chap. 3, participants were
asked to identify the humor created by their manager as affiliative or self-defeating
(positive styles of humor) or aggressive or self-enhancing (negative styles of humor).

4. Emotional reactions of employees

Participants’ perception of their immediate managers’ humor was taken to be the
emotion-eliciting event faced by the participants. These emotions will vary from
being positive to negative, depending on the perception that participants give to the
style of humor used. Positive types of humor are posited as eliciting positive emotions
in participants and negative types are posited as eliciting negative emotions. Emotions
can be categorized into discrete emotions as happy, sad, or angry. This study utilized
the emotions listed in the Job Emotions Scale (JES: Fisher, 1997) to understand what
emotions participants feel as a response to their immediate manager’s humor.

A week prior to the start of the study, participants were also given instruction on
how the ESM and measures would be administered, when to expect each ESF, and
how to fill out and submit the ESFs. Instructions on completing the ESFs/measures
were also included in the body of the emails sent to participants with the link from
SurveyMonkey. In particular, participants were informed that it was critical for them
to complete and submit these ESFs/measures on the given dates by themselves in
order for the data to be effectively analyzed. Clear instructions were given in the body
of the email to fill in each ESF as soon as the participants experienced a humor event
from their immediate manager while at work (or within 30 min of its occurrence) to
ensure the strength of the emotional reaction from the humor experience, and then
submit it online before the close of that day. If for some reason their immediate
manager did not create any humor event with them on that day, the participants were
instructed to write down ‘Manager did not engage in humor’ for Question 1 of the
ESF before submitting the ESF.

The study was conducted in three waves from February to March of 2015. The
links to the questionnaires were emailed to participants on each of the specific study
days. Rewards were offered for participation in the study. Daily financial incentives
were provided if ESF/measures were successfully completed. Participants who suc-
cessfully completed all ESFs/measures in the study were given a completion bonus
at the end of the study. The following table (Table 5.1) shows the timeline of research
activity for the study; each measure is specifically discussed in the next section.

5.2 Questionnaire and Measures Used

1. Demographic Questionnaire

The demographic questionnaire asked questions relating to participants’ age group,
gender, place of birth (born in or outside Australia), region of birth, native lan-
guage (English or other), level of education achieved, primary occupation, industry
employed in, length of employment with current employer, position in organization,
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Table 5.1 Activity sheet for the ESM study

Day Activity Measures

Day 1 Fill out a demographic
questionnaire, baseline
measures, and ESF for Day 1.
Takes 20 min to complete

1. Demographic questionnaire

2. PsyCap measure

3. Satisfaction with life
measure
4. Locus of control measure

5. Affect intensity measure

6. Leader-member exchange
measure
7. Positive and negative affect
schedule
8. ESF

Day 2–9 Fill out a short ESF relating to
the use of humor by
participant’s immediate
manager, participant’s
emotions, and how participant
rates the manager’s humor.
Each ESF takes 5 min to
complete

Short ESF

Day 10 Fill out measures on
Psychological Resources,
Turnover Intentions, and ESF
for Day 10. Takes 10 min to
complete

1. PsyCap measure

2. Satisfaction with life
measure
3. Intention to leave the
organization measure

4. ESF

basis of employment, manager gender, frequency of interaction with the manager,
frequency of manager’s humor behavior with participant, job stress experienced by
participant and whether participant wishes to escape the job stress, and any antici-
pated changes or unusual circumstances at participants’ organization during the next
6 months.

2. Leader-Member Exchange

LMX was measured using the 7-item LMX 7 developed by Graen et al. (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995; Scandura & Graen, 1984). A sample item from the measure is
‘Howwell does your immediate manager understand your job problems and needs?’.
These items are measured on a 5-point Likert scale (see Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
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Scoring on the LMX involves summing the ratings from each item. Scores in the
upper ranges indicate stronger, higher-quality leader-member exchanges; scores in
the lower ranges indicate exchanges of lesser quality. The LMX-7 can be used in sit-
uations where the supervisor or the employee is the referent (Stringer, 2006). In this
study, only the employee filled out this measure to indicate his/her quality of rela-
tionship with his/her immediate manager. This is a unidimensional scale. LMX 7 has
been shown to have high reliability across a number of studies (Cronbach’s alpha
0.89: Stringer, 2006; Cronbach’s alpha 0.86: Volmer, Spurk, & Niessen, 2012).

3. Locus of Control

Participants’ LOC was measured using Rotter’s (1966) 13-item scale. Each item on
the scale has two statements, one reflecting internal LOC and the other reflecting
external LOC. For instances, the statements for one item are ‘Many of the unhappy
things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck’ (external LOC) and ‘People’s
misfortunes result from the mistakes they make’ (internal LOC). Participants were
instructed to pick the statement that best described how they felt.When scoring, items
reflecting external LOC are given 1 point each. Hence the score for this measure can
be 1–13. The higher the score, the greater the participant’s external LOC.

This 13-item measure has been used in previous research (Greenberger, Strasser,
Cummings, & Dunham, 1989; Howell & Avolio, 1993). Greenberger and colleagues
reported test-re-test reliabilities of 0.69 and 0.68 in Time 1 and Time 2 for the LOC
measure in their study.

4. Affect Intensity

Participants’AIwasmeasured usingLarsen,Diener, andEmmons’s (1986) shortened
Affect Intensity Scale. This has 20 items rated on a 6-point Likert scale (1 � Never,
6 � Always). Examples of items include ‘When I feel happiness, it is a quiet type of
contentment’ and ‘When a person in a wheelchair can’t get through a door, I have
strong feelings of pity’. This measure consists of reactions to positive and negative
emotions. The 40-item longer version has several items that are reverse-keyed (Flett
& Hewitt, 1995). However, the 20-item shortened version does not have reverse-
keyed items. It measures AI as a unidimensional construct. A growing number of
studies have confirmed the reliability and validity of this instrument (e.g., internal
consistency alpha of 0.87: Bryant, Yarnold, & Grimm, 1996; internal consistency
alpha of 0.84: Flett & Hewitt, 1995).

5. Positive and Negative Affect

Participants’ positive and negative affect was measured using Watson, Clark and
Tellegen’s (1988) Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS). PANAS mea-
sures the two primary dimensions of mood (Watson et al., 1988). It consists of
two subscales: a Positive Activation subscale with 10 items (active, alert, attentive,
determined, enthusiastic, excited, inspired, interested, proud, strong) and Negative
Activation subscale with 10 items (afraid, ashamed, distressed, guilty, hostile, irri-
table, jittery, nervous, scared, upset) (Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004; Watson et al.,
1988). Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they experienced each of
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the affective items “during the past week” on a rating scale from 1 (“very slightly or
not at all”) to 5 (“extremely”).

6. PsyCap

Participants’ PsyCap was measured using Luthans et al.’s (2007b) shortened ver-
sion of the PsyCap questionnaire. This contains 12 items rated on a 6-point Likert
scale (1 � Strongly disagree, 6 � Strongly agree). Examples of items include ‘I feel
confident in representing my work area in meetings with management’ and ‘I feel
confident contributing to discussions about the company’s strategy’. This is a multi-
dimensional scalemeasuring Self-efficacy (Items 1–3), Hope (Items 4–7), Resilience
(Items 8–9) and Optimism (Items 11–12). Luthans et al. (2007) report the PsyCap
Questionnaire to show reliabilities of 0.88, 0.89, 0.89, 0.89 in four separate samples.

7. Subjective Wellbeing

Participants’ SWBwasmeasured usingDiener, Emmons, Larsen andGriffin’s (1985)
Satisfaction with Life Scale. This is a 5 item scale rated on a 7-point Likert scale
(1 � Strongly disagree, 7 � Strongly agree). An example of items is ‘In most ways
my life is close to my ideal’, ‘The conditions of my life are excellent’. Scoring is
done summing the ratings given for each item to get the respondent’s overall score.

8. ESF

To ensure participants’ convenience, the ESF was designed with four easy-to-
complete questions that gauged a description of managers’ humor and participants’
experienced emotions. The first question was open-ended, asking participants to
describe the situation in which their immediate manager used humor with them. The
next three questions pertained to selecting the emotions experienced by participants
due to their immediate managers’ humor (emotions from JES: Fisher, 1997), man-
ager’s humor style (i.e., affiliative, self-enhancing, self-defeating, aggressive and
other) and rating the positive or negative (1 � negative, 9 � positive) impact of
manager’s humor.

9. Experienced Emotions due to Immediate Managers’ Humor

Participants’ experienced emotions due to their immediate managers’ humor was
measured using the items in Fisher’s (1997) JES. JES has been used in previous
studies (e.g., Schlett & Ziegler, 2014) on assessing employees’ emotions experi-
enced at work. The scale consists of eight positive (happy, enthusiastic, liking for
someone or something, pleased, proud, content, enjoying something, optimistic) and
eight negative emotions (worried, embarrassed, angry, disappointed, disgusted, frus-
trated, unhappy, depressed). Participants were asked to select all emotions that they
experienced as a result of their perception of managers’ humor.

10. Turnover Intentions

Participants’ TI were measured using the four items from Hom, Griffeth, and Sel-
laro’s (1984) work. Sample items include ‘I think of quitting my current job’
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(Never/Rarely/Sometimes/Often/Constantly) and ‘I intend to quit my current job’
(Very unlikely/Unlikely/Moderately likely/Likely/Certainly).

In order to protect participants from adverse consequences of being involved in
the research, all responses were kept confidential. Although participants provided
their email addresses for communication purposes and received daily links, these
addresses were concealed by a random code for data entry and analysis so that
individual identity cannot be determined. This was also explained to participants.
Care was taken at all stages to ensure that ethical standards were met and data were
sufficiently confidential to prevent revealing the identity of any individual in the
entry, storage and reporting of data.

5.3 Findings

The overall sample size for the study was 2498 participants. The first data collection
took place in early February 2015 and, in order to achieve the targeted sample size,
a second and third collection was undertaken in February–March, 2015.

The data were manually entered into IBM SPSS Statistics Version 22. The data
were screened and cleaned to ensure accuracy, completeness, and consistency. The
total number of the sample size does not represent complete responses. The sample
size changed depending on the analysis done. Also, 225 participants were unem-
ployed. These participants were excluded from the main analysis.

Frequency tables and cross-tab tables were calculated for the demographic data. A
number of participants had selected the item ‘I’d prefer not to say’. These responses
are grouped under ‘Unspecified’.

5.3.1 Sample Characteristics

Table 5.2 shows information on ESM participants’ age and gender: 48% fall within
the age groups of 28–37, 38–47, and 48–57; 12 stated that they preferred not to
respond to the question. Females accounted for 53%. Hence this sample, too, has a
greater number of female participants in it.

Table 5.3 shows ESM participants’ place of birth and the region of birth for
participants born outside Australia: 69% were born in Australia while a majority of
those born outside Australia were from Europe (9%) and Asia (7%).

Table 5.4 shows ESM participants’ native language and highest level of education
achieved: 81%were native English speakers. This correlateswith the high percentage
of participants born in Australia in Table 5.3. This sample has a high percentage of
participants with an undergraduate degree (31%) or a postgraduate degree (15%).

Table 5.5 shows ESM participants’ employment details in terms of position held
in the organization and basis of current employment. Although there is a high per-
centage of missing data (42%), the majority of participants who responded hold
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Table 5.2 Participants’ age
and gender

Item description Frequency %a

Age group (years, N = 2496)

Under 18 4 0.2

18–27 206 8.0

28–37 537 22.0

38–47 533 21.0

48–57 627 25.0

58–67 470 19.0

68 or older 107 4.0

Unspecified 12 0.5

Gender (N = 2498)

Female 1331 53.0

Male 929 37.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

Missing data 13 0.5

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest decimal.
Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 5.3 Participants’ place
of birth and region of birth
(N � 2498)

Item description Frequency %a

Place of birth (N = 2498)

Australia 1735 69.0

Overseas 522 21.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

Missing data 9 0.4

Unspecified 7 0.3

Region of birth of migrants (N = 763)

Africa 14 0.6

Asia 173 7.0

Europe 238 9.0

North America 15 1.0

Other 69 3.0

South America 7 0.3

Unemployed 225 9.0

Unspecified 22 1.0

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest decimal.
Hence totals may not equal 100%
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Table 5.4 Participants’
native language and education
(N � 2498)

Item description Frequency %a

Native language

English 2036 81.0

Other 212 8.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

Unspecified 25 1.0

Highest level of education

Completed
secondary school

839 34.0

Completed
undergraduate
degree

779 31.0

Completed
postgraduate degree

386 15.0

Other 248 10.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

Unspecified 18 1.0

Missing data 3 0.1

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest decimal.
Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 5.5 Employment
details of participants (N �
2498)

Item description Frequency %a

Position held

Managerial 489 20.0

Non-managerial 740 30.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

Missing data 1044 42.0

Basis of current employment

Full time 733 29.0

Part time 488 19.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

Unspecified 1052 42.0

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer. Hence
totals may not equal 100%

non-managerial positions (30%). Of the participants who responded (42% have pre-
ferred not to respond to this question), 29% are employed on a full-time basis and
19% are employed part-time.

Table 5.6 shows the Australian states ESM participants are employed in. The
majority of participants are from Victoria and New South Wales (26% each).



108 5 Managerial Humor and Its Impact on Employees’ Emotions …

Table 5.6 Australian states
participants employed in
(N � 2498)

Item Description Frequency %a

VIC 650 26.0

NSW 648 26.0

QLD 465 19.0

SA 210 8.0

WA 193 8.0

TAS 60 2.0

ACT 36 1.0

NT 10 0.4

Other 1 0.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest decimal.
Hence totals may not equal 100%

Table 5.7 Industries
participants employed in
(N � 2498)

Item description Frequency %a

Other 998 40.0

Restaurants and hotels 269 11.0

Health 237 9.0

Food 105 4.0

Transport 102 4.0

Recreation and culture 67 3.0

Communications 54 2.0

Clothing and footwear 46 2.0

Miscellaneous goods
and services

45 2.0

Housing, water,
electricity, gas, and other
fuels

42 2.0

Furnishings, household
equipment and routine
household maintenance

40 2.0

Alcoholic beverages and
tobacco

23 1.0

Unemployed 225 9.0

Missing data 245 10.0

aPercentages have been rounded off to the nearest integer. Hence
totals may not equal 100%

Table 5.7 shows the industries ESMparticipants are employed in. The participants
are mainly employed in restaurants and hotels (11%) and health (9%).

Table 5.8 is a cross-tabulation of participants’ immediatemanagers’ humor behav-
ior with them, based on managers’ gender. Table 5.8 shows that more male managers
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engaged in humor behavior with the participants some of the time (36%) and most
of the time (25%) than did female managers.

Table 5.9 shows a cross-tabulation of ESMparticipants’ perception of their imme-
diate managers’ interaction with them and managers’ gender. Table 5.9 shows that
moremalemanagers interact with the participants all the time (22%),most of the time
(24%) and some of the time (31%) on a typical work day than do female managers.

The tables below compare participants who completed at least some of the ESM
data (Code � 1) with participants who only did the Day 1 survey (Code � 0). The
age, gender, country of birth, work location, native language, education, industry
employed in, employment length, position, and manager gender profiles were simi-
lar. Examination of manager interaction, and manager humor, only diverged on the
exclusion criteria, i.e., very rarely interacted with their manager (Tables 5.10, 5.11,
5.12, 5.13, 5.14, 5.15, 5.16, 5.17, 5.18, 5.19, 5.20).

5.3.2 Effects of Employees’ Perception of Managers’ Humor
and Their Emotions (H1)

Hypothesis 1 predicted that, when employees perceive managers’ humor as positive,
it is a workplace uplift that elicits positive emotions in employees, but that when
employees perceive managers’ humor as negative, it is a workplace hassle that elicits
negative emotions in employees. Multilevel modeling with within-subjects random
effects was conducted separately for positive and negative emotions. The dependent
variable was the number of positive or negative emotional reactions that respondents
reported having in response to the humor event. The independent variable was the
rated perception of managers’ humor where 1 was negative and 9 was positive.
Subject was entered as a random effect. The hypothesis was supported for positive
emotions (F12,136 � 388.6, p < .0001) and for negative emotions (F11958.6 � 349.1, p
< .0001). The analysis was repeated for individual positive emotions and all showed
a significant effect with the exception of ‘content’ (see Table 5.21). Similarly, the
analysis was rerun for individual negative emotions and all showed a significant
effect (see Table 5.21).

5.3.3 Effects of Moderator Variables (H2a–e)

Hypotheses 2a–e are related to predicted moderator effects of LMS, LOC, AI, Stress,
and Type of Humor. Specific predictions are provided below in Hypothesis 2a–e. To
test for moderation, multilevel modeling with within-subjects random effects was
conducted separately for positive and negative emotions. The dependent variable
was the number of positive or negative emotional reactions that respondents reported
having in response to the humor event. The independent variable was the rated
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Table 5.10 Comparison by age groups: participants completing someESMdata versus participants
completing only day 1

Age group ESM data

0 1

Frequency % Frequency %

Under 18 4 0 0 0

18–27 171 8 35 8

28–37 419 20 118 28

38–47 450 22 83 19

48–57 522 25 105 25

58–67 388 19 82 19

68 or older 103 5 4 1

Unspecified 11 1 1 0

Table 5.11 Comparison by gender: participants completing some ESM data versus participants
completing only day 1

Sex ESM data

0 1

Frequency % Frequency %

Female 1083 59 248 58

Male 749 41 180 42

Table 5.12 Comparison by place of birth: participants completing some ESM data versus partici-
pants completing only day 1

Place of birth ESM data

0 1

Frequency % Frequency %

Australia 1408 68 327 76

Overseas 423 20 99 23

Unemployed 225 11 0 0

Missing data 8 0 1 0

Unspecified 6 0 1 0

perception of managers’ humor where 1 was negative and 9 was positive. Subject
was entered as a random effect and the moderator was added as a covariate and as
an interaction with the independent variable.

Hypothesis 2a predicted that LMX would moderate the relationship between
employees’ perception of managers’ positive and negative use of humor and employ-
ees’ subsequent positive or negative emotions, respectively. High-LMX employees
were predicted to experience more positive emotions in response to managers’ per-
ceived use of positive humor than low LMX employees, and less likely to experi-
ence negative emotions to managers’ perceived negative humor use than low LMX
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Table 5.13 Comparison by region of birth: participants completing some ESM data versus partic-
ipants completing only day 1

Region of
Birth

ESM data

0 1 All

F % F Column % TF Column %

Africa 9 0 5 1 14 1

Asia 127 7 46 11 173 8

Australia 1408 76 327 76 1735 76

Europe 199 11 39 9 238 10

North
America

13 1 2 0 15 1

Other 64 3 5 1 69 3

South
America

5 0 2 0 7 0

Unspecified 20 1 2 0 22 1

All 1845 100 428 100 2273 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency

Table 5.14 Comparison by
employed state: participants
completing some ESM data
versus participants
completing only day 1

State ESM data

0 1 All

F % F % TF %

VIC 521 28 129 30 650 29

NSW 523 28 125 29 648 29

QLD 390 21 75 18 465 20

SA 161 9 49 11 210 9

WA 158 9 35 8 193 8

TAS 55 3 5 1 60 3

ACT 27 1 9 2 36 2

NT 9 0 1 0 10 0

OS 1 0 0 0 1 0

All 1845 100 428 100 2273 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency

employees. As shown in Table 5.22, the main effect indicated a positive relationship
between LMX and positive emotions (F1,1074.5 � 16.4, p < .0001) and a negative rela-
tionship betweenLMXandnegative emotions (F1,904.2 �17.2, p< .0001). Employees
with high LMX report more positive emotions in response to a perceived positive
humor event (F1,1488.9 � 55.4, p < .0001), but fewer negative emotions in response
to a perceived negative humor event than do employees with low LMX (F1,2008 �
14.8, p � .0001). The same pattern was observed when the analysis was repeated for
individual positive and negative emotions (see Table 5.22). Due to the low incidence
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Table 5.15 Comparison by native language: participants completing some ESM Data versus par-
ticipants completing only day 1

Native
language

ESM data

0 1 All

F % F % TF %

English 1660 90 376 88 2036 90

Other 168 9 44 10 212 9

Unspecified 17 1 8 2 25 1

All 1845 100 428 100 2273 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency

Table 5.16 Comparison by education: participants completing some ESMData versus participants
completing only day 1

Education ESM data

0 1 All

F % F % TF %

High school 698 38 141 33 839 37

Undergrad 625 34 154 36 779 34

Postgrad 292 16 94 22 386 17

Other 212 11 36 8 248 11

Unspecified 17 1 1 0 18 1

Unspecified 1 0 2 0 3 0

All 1845 100 428 100 2273 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency

of ‘content’ as a response, the interaction effect for this positive emotion could not
be calculated. Based on these findings, support for Hypothesis 2a can be concluded.

Hypothesis 2b predicted that LOCwillmoderate the relationship between employ-
ees’ perception of managers’ positive and negative use of humor and employees’
subsequent positive or negative emotions, respectively, such that employees with an
internal LOC will experience fewer positive emotions in response to managers’ per-
ceived use of positive humor and fewer negative emotions in response to managers’
perceived use of negative humor than will external LOC employees. A score of 0
on the LOC scale indicated an external LOC and a 13 indicated an internal LOC.
The results of the moderation analysis are shown in Table 5.23. No significant main
effect was found for LOC and positive emotions (F1,866.9 � 3.2, n.s.) or negative
emotions (F1,731.4 � 0.1, n.s.). The predicted moderation of LOC on the positive use
of humor–positive emotions relationship was non-significant (F1,2130.5 � 2.7, n.s.)
but the predicted moderation of LOC on the negative use of humor–negative emo-
tions relationship was supported (F1,1814.9 � 10.8, p � .0011).Analysis of individual
emotions revealed a LOC moderation effect only for three discrete negative emo-
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Table 5.17 Comparison by employed industry: participants completing some ESM Data versus
participants completing only day 1

Item description ESM data

0 1 All

F % F % TF %

Other 907 49 91 21 998 44

Restaurants and hotels 212 11 57 13 269 12

Missing data 166 9 79 18 245 11

Health 179 10 58 14 237 10

Food 89 5 16 4 105 5

Transport 67 4 35 8 102 4

Recreation and culture 44 2 23 5 67 3

Communications 37 2 17 4 54 2

Clothing and footwear 37 2 9 2 46 2

Miscellaneous goods
and services

30 2 15 4 45 2

Housing, water,
electricity, gas, and other
fuels

30 2 12 3 42 2

Furnishings, household
equipment and routine
household maintenance

31 2 9 2 40 2

Alcoholic beverages and
tobacco

16 1 7 2 23 1

All 1845 100 428 100 2273 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency

Table 5.18 Comparison by length of employment: participants completing some ESM data versus
participants completing only day 1

Item
description

ESM data

0 1 All

F % F % TF %

Less than
1 year

90 11 48 11 138 11

1–5 years 290 37 171 40 461 38

6–10 years 188 24 108 25 296 24

Over
10 years

222 28 99 23 321 26

All 790 100 426 100 1216 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency



116 5 Managerial Humor and Its Impact on Employees’ Emotions …

Table 5.19 Comparison by employment details: participants completing some ESM data versus
participants completing only day 1

Item
description

ESM data

0 1 All

F % F % TF %

Position

Managerial 296 37 189 44 485 40

Non-
managerial

494 63 237 56 731 60

All 790 100 426 100 1216 100

Basis of employment

Full time 456 58 274 64 730 60

Part time 330 42 151 35 481 40

Unspecified 4 1 1 0 5 0

All 790 100 426 100 1216 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency

tions: unhappy (F1,1371 � 13.40, p � 0.0003), angry (F1,1115.5 � 13.10, p � 0.0003),
and disgusted (F1,1516.4371 � 23.40, p < .0001). Therefore only partial support for
Hypothesis 2b was found.

Hypothesis 2c predicted that employees’ AI will moderate the relationship
between employees’ perception of managers’ positive and negative use of humor
and employees’ subsequent positive or negative emotions, respectively. High-AI
employees will experience more positive emotions following managers’ perceived
positive use of humor and more negative emotions following managers’ perceived
negative use of humor than will low affect-intensity employees. The results of the
moderation analysis are shown in Table 5.24. No significant main effect was found
for AI and positive emotions (F1,859.3 � 2.6, n.s.), but there was a significant main
effect for AI on negative emotions (F1,763.5 � 14.4, p � 0.0002). The predicted
moderation of AI on the positive use of humor–positive emotions relationship was
significant (F1,2088.4 � 8.4, p� 0.0037), as was the predicted moderation of AI on the
negative use of humor–negative emotions relationship (F1,2073.7 � 38.8, p < .0001).
Analysis of individual emotions revealed an AI moderation effect for negative
discrete emotions, except worried (F1,1817.5 � 0.1, p � 0.8015, n.s.) and depressed
(F1,1642.4 � 0.1, n.s.). Significant results were found for frustrated (F1,1735.8 � 20.2,
p < .0001), unhappy (F1,1744.5 � 4.2, p � 0.0416), disappointed (F1,1823.2 � 9.1, p
� 0.0026), angry (F1,1490.2 � 51.6, p < .0001), and disgusted (F1,1864.0 � 22.8, p
< .0001). For the positive discrete emotions, significant results were found for enthu-
siastic (F1,2071.8 � 12.1, p� 0.0005), and enjoying (F1,1846.4)� 6.7, p� 0.0098), but
not for happy (F1,2026.4 � 0.3, n.s.), pleased (F1,2035.6 � 1.2, n.s.), proud (F1,2122.5 �
0.1, n.s.), optimistic (F1,2071.0 � 0.0, n.s.), content (F1,2096.6 � 1.0, n.s.), or depressed
(F1,1642.4 � 0.1, n.s.). Therefore only partial support for Hypothesis 2c was found.

Hypothesis 2d predicted that employees’ job stress will moderate the relationship
between employees’ perception of managers’ positive and negative use of humor and
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Table 5.20 Comparison by immediate manager’s gender, interaction and humor: participants com-
pleting some ESM data versus participants completing only day 1

Item
description

ESM data

0 1 All

F % F % F %

Manager’s gender

Female 363 46 161 38 524 43

Male 388 49 252 59 640 53

Other 21 3 8 2 29 2

Unspecified 18 2 5 1 23 2

All 790 100 426 100 1216 100

Manager’s interaction

All the time 182 23 108 25 290 24

Most of the
time

157 20 141 33 298 25

Only some
of the time

202 26 177 42 379 31

Very rarely 249 32 0 0 249 20

All 790 100 426 100 1216 100

Manager’s humor

All the time 79 10 38 9 117 10

Most of the
time

157 20 128 30 285 23

Only some
of the time

216 27 178 42 394 32

Very rarely 89 11 82 19 171 14

Very rare
interaction

249 32 0 0 249 20

All 790 100 426 100 1216 100

F � Frequency, TF � Total frequency

employees’ subsequent positive or negative emotions, respectively. Employees with
high job stresswill experiencemorepositive emotions followingmanagers’ perceived
positive use of humor and more negative emotions following managers’ perceived
negative use of humor than will employees with low job stress. The results of the
moderation analysis are shown inTable 5.25.No significantmain effectwas found for
job stress and positive emotions (F1,877.1 � 0.8, n.s.), but there was a significant main
effect for job stress on negative emotions (F1,687.3 � 34.5, p < .0001). The predicted
moderation of job stress on the positive use of humor–positive emotions relationship
was significant (F1,2131.9 � 8.1, p � 0.0045), as was the predicted moderation of
job stress on the negative use of humor–negative emotions relationship (F1,1675.6 �
55.7, p < .0001). Analysis of individual emotions revealed a job stress moderation
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Table 5.21 Results of H1 and participants’ emotions experienced

Y F-test Beta

Negative F(1,1958.6) � 349.1, p < .0001** −0.0181

Positive F(1,2136.0) � 388.6, p < .0001** 0.0362

Frustrated F(1,1584.1) � 83.7, p < .0001** −0.0228

Unhappy F(1,1641.8) � 105.2, p < .0001** −0.0204

Disappointed F(1,1721.6) � 151.9, p < .0001** −0.0288

Worried F(1,1720.8) � 39.0, p < .0001** −0.0132

Angry F(1,1430.2) � 74.4, p < .0001** −0.0122

Disgusted F(1,1722.6) � 128.9, p < .0001** −0.0200

Happy F(1,1903.1) � 307.3, p < .0001** 0.0982

Enthusiastic F(1,1969.3) � 67.7, p < .0001** 0.0309

Pleased F(1,1893.5) � 82.4, p < .0001** 0.0441

Proud F(1,2042.9) � 37.2, p < .0001** 0.0183

Optimistic F(1,1955.7) � 61.5, p < .0001** 0.0296

Enjoying something F(1,1722.1) � 127.9, p < .0001** 0.0560

Content F(1,1993.7) � 0.9, p � 0.3342 n.s. 0.0050

Depressed F(1,1543.6) � 34.7, p < .0001** −0.0101

**p < .01

effect for all negative discrete emotions: frustrated (F1,1347.4 � 10.8, p � 0.0011),
unhappy (F1,1373.1 � 26.0, p < .0001), disappointed (F1,1469.9 � 27.5, p < .0001),
worried (F1,1535.7 � 12.6, p � 0.0004), angry (F1,1170.3 � 26.3, p < .0001), disgusted
(F1,1533.3 � 24.5, p < .0001), and depressed (F1,1319.5 � 7.0, p � 0.0083). For the
positive discrete emotions, significant results were found for enthusiastic (F1,1890.9

� 5.0, p � 0.0248), and enjoying (F1,1546.1 � 16.0, p < .0001), but not for happy
(F1,1813.3 � 2.6, n.s.), pleased (F1,1785.0 � 2.9, n.s.), proud (F1,1996.5 � 0.8, n.s.),
optimistic (F1,1870.7 � 1.4, n.s.), or content (F1,1919.4 � 0.8, n.s.). Therefore only
partial support for Hypothesis 2d was found.

Hypothesis 2e predicted that the employees’ perception of the humor style used
by a manager will moderate the relationship between employees’ perception of
managers’ positive and negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent posi-
tive or negative emotions, respectively. Relationship building humor (affiliative and
self-defeating) will strengthen the link between managers’ perceived positive use
of humor and employees’ subsequent positive emotions, whilst self-enhancing and
aggressive humor will weaken the link. The opposite pattern is expected for the
relationship between managers’ perceived negative use of humor and employees’
subsequent negative emotions. The results of the moderation analysis are shown
in Table 5.26. A significant main effect was found for employees’ perception of
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Table 5.22 Results of H2a and participants’ emotions experienced

Y Effect F-test Beta

Negative Leader member
exchange

F(1,904.2) � 17.2, p < .0001** −0.0016

Employees’
perception of
managers
humor (EPMH)

F(1,2016.8) � 211.1, p < .0001** −0.0151

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1488.9) � 55.4, p < .0001** 0.0010

Positive Leader member
exchange

F(1,1074.5) � 16.4, p < .0001** 0.0035

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,2087.6) � 310.2, p < .0001** 0.0345

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,2008.0) � 14.8, p � 0.0001** 0.0010

Frustrated Leader member
exchange

F(1,746.1) � 6.1, p � 0.0135* −0.0024

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1794.4) � 43.9, p < .0001** −0.0182

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1191.0) � 13.1, p � 0.0003** 0.0013

Unhappy Leader member
exchange

F(1,891.9) � 4.7, p � 0.0304* −0.0016

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1746.1) � 57.2, p < .0001** −0.0166

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1246.3) � 23.7, p < .0001** 0.0013

Disappointed Leader member
exchange

F(1,954.3) � 0.2, p � 0.6741 n.s. −0.0004

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1859.3) � 107.2, p < .0001** −0.0268

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1367.5) � 11.4, p � 0.0008** 0.0011

Worried Leader member
exchange

F(1,1018.4) � 7.2, p � 0.0073** −0.0022

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1859.9) � 18.9, p < .0001** −0.0102

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1402.8) � 0.4, p � 0.5388 n.s. 0.0002

(continued)
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Table 5.22 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

Angry Leader member
exchange

F(1,721.3) � 3.8, p � 0.0527 n.s. −0.0010

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1484.2) � 32.7, p < .0001** −0.0088

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,988.2) � 54.4, p < .0001** 0.0014

Disgusted Leader member
exchange

F(1,973.4) � 6.6, p � 0.0102* −0.0017

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1833.0) � 59.0, p < .0001** −0.0144

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1356.7) � 126.0, p < .0001** 0.0026

Happy Leader member
exchange

F(1,963.2) � 8.0, p � 0.0047** 0.0066

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,2061.9) � 236.3, p < .0001** 0.0945

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1583.1) � 12.2, p � 0.0005** 0.0028

Enthusiastic Leader member
exchange

F(1,1018.1) � 0.0, p � 0.8456 n.s. 0.0003

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,2093.4) � 63.6, p < .0001** 0.0328

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1666.9) � 11.5, p � 0.0007** 0.0018

Pleased Leader member
exchange

F(1,890.9) � 6.2, p � 0.0133* 0.0050

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,2057.7) � 57.7, p < .0001** 0.0405

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1533.4) � 4.1, p � 0.0419* 0.0014

Proud Leader member
exchange

F(1,1011.7) � 0.4, p � 0.5450 n.s. 0.0008

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,2126.7) � 32.5, p < .0001** 0.0186

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1754.4) � 4.5, p � 0.0346* 0.0009

(continued)



5.3 Findings 121

Table 5.22 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

Optimistic Leader member
exchange

F(1,984.8) � 0.4, p � 0.5274 n.s. 0.0010

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,2087.2) � 49.7, p < .0001** 0.0293

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1636.8) � 1.0, p � 0.3233 n.s. 0.0005

Enjoying
something

Leader member
exchange

F(1,829.8) � 5.5, p � 0.0189* 0.0047

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1909.4 � 93.5, p < .0001** 0.0529

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1335.3) � 6.1, p � 0.0137* 0.0017

Content Leader member
exchange

Singular model 0.0052

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

Singular model −0.0029

EPMH × LMX
interaction

Singular model −0.0021

Depressed Leader member
exchange

F(1,882.5) � 6.6, p � 0.0106* −0.0017

Employees’
perception of
managers humor

F(1,1703.5) � 16.0, p < .0001** −0.0077

EPMH × LMX
interaction

F(1,1211.9) � 0.6, p � 0.4578 n.s. 0.0002

*p < .05; **p < .01

managers’ humor style and positive emotions (F4,1947.2 � 4.0, p � 0.0033) and for
negative emotions (F4,2045.7 � 7.9, p < .0001). The predicted moderation of employ-
ees’ perception of managers’ humor style on the positive use of humor—positive
emotions relationship was not significant (F4,1891.2 � 1.8, n.s.), but the predicted
moderation of employees’ perception of managers’ humor style on the negative use
of humor–negative emotions relationship was (F4,2056.8 � 20.9, p < .0001). Analy-
sis of individual emotions revealed a humor style moderation effect for all negative
discrete emotions: frustrated (F4,2050.5 � 4.0, p � 0.0032), unhappy (F4,2026.8 � 6.8,
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Table 5.23 Results of H2b and participants’ emotions experienced

Y Effect F-test Beta

Negative Internal locus F(1,731.4) � 0.1, p � 0.7985
n.s.

−0.0002

Employees’ perception of
managers humor (EPMH)

F(1,1965.3) � 342.5, p
< .0001**

−0.0180

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1814.9) � 10.8, p �
0.0011**

0.0012

Positive Internal locus F(1,866.9) � 3.2, p � 0.0731
n.s.

0.0034

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2134.0) � 374.1, p
< .0001**

0.0357

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,2130.5) � 2.7, p � 0.0989
n.s.

0.0012

Frustrated Internal locus F(1,577.8) � 0.1, p � 0.7856
n.s.

−0.0005

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1659.3) � 80.2, p < .0001** −0.0226

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1357.2) � 0.6, p � 0.4361
n.s.

0.0007

Unhappy Internal locus F(1,732.0) � 0.7, p � 0.3968
n.s.

−0.0013

Employees perception of
managers humor

F(1,1671.8) � 97.2, p < .0001** −0.0197

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1371.0) � 13.4, p �
0.0003**

0.0027

Disappointed Internal locus F(1,781.5) � 2.5, p � 0.1156
n.s.

0.0029

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1774.6) � 153.6, p
< .0001**

−0.0293

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1518.0) � 0.2, p � 0.6678
n.s.

0.0004

Worried Internal locus F(1,842.0) � 0.3, p � 0.5570
n.s.

−0.0010

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1776.9) � 36.2, p < .0001** −0.0128

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1520.3) � 0.9, p � 0.3437
n.s.

0.0007

Angry Internal locus F(1,606.8) � 0.0, p � 0.9534
n.s.

−0.0001

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1469.8) � 68.5, p < .0001** −0.0118

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1115.5) � 13.1, p �
0.0003**

0.0019

Disgusted Internal locus F(1,767.8) � 0.0, p � 0.8633
n.s.

−0.0002

(continued)
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Table 5.23 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1773.4) � 121.6, p
< .0001**

−0.0195

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1516.4) � 23.4, p < .0001** 0.0032

Happy Internal locus F(1,750.3) � 0.7, p � 0.4153
n.s.

0.0039

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1936.2) � 297.6, p
< .0001**

0.0976

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1768.5) � 0.0, p � 0.8264
n.s.

0.0005

Enthusiastic Internal locus F(1,805.1) � 0.9, p � 0.3367
n.s.

0.0032

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1991.8) � 64.7, p < .0001** 0.0305

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1861.3) � 1.1, p � 0.2846
n.s.

0.0015

Pleased Internal locus F(1,688.9) � 2.5, p � 0.1110
n.s.

0.0067

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1927.8) � 77.3, p < .0001** 0.0431

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1753.1) � 0.4, p � 0.5391
n.s.

0.0011

Proud Internal locus F(1,800.0) � 1.5, p � 0.2220
n.s.

0.0033

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2056.1) � 34.8, p < .0001** 0.0178

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1970.5) � 0.0, p � 0.8452
n.s.

0.0002

Optimistic Internal locus F(1,774.8) � 2.2, p � 0.1381
n.s.

0.0049

Employees’ perception of
managers Humor

F(1,1980.3) � 57.5, p < .0001** 0.0289

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1841.1) � 0.1, p � 0.7816
n.s.

0.0004

Enjoying
something

Internal locus F(1,654.5) � 0.1, p � 0.7298
n.s.

0.0014

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1779.7) � 124.1, p
< .0001**

0.0558

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1526.4) � 0.1, p � 0.7219
n.s.

0.0007

(continued)
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Table 5.23 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

Content Internal locus F(1,810.0) � 0.0, p � 0.8262
n.s.

0.0010

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2014.9) � 0.9, p � 0.3402
n.s.

0.0050

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1900.2) � 4.9, p � 0.0263* 0.0044

Depressed Internal locus F(1,727.0) � 0.2, p � 0.6253
n.s.

−0.0006

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1626.9) � 31.3, p < .0001** −0.0098

EPMH × LOC interaction F(1,1310.1) � 3.2, p � 0.0728
n.s.

0.0011

*p < .05; **p < .01

Table 5.24 Results of H2c and participants’ emotions experienced

Y Effect F-test Beta

Negative Affect intensity F(1,763.5) � 14.4, p �
0.0002**

−0.0194

Employees’ perception of
managers humor (EPMH)

F(1,1973.7) � 309.4, p
< .0001**

−0.0171

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2073.7) � 38.8, p < .0001** 0.0125

Positive Affect intensity F(1,859.3) � 2.6, p � 0.1091
n.s.

−0.0182

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2133.9) � 357.4, p
< .0001**

0.0352

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2088.4) � 8.4, p �
0.0037**

−0.0109

Frustrated Affect intensity F(1,598.2) � 14.6, p �
0.0001**

−0.0462

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1625.7) � 69.2, p < .0001** −0.0209

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1735.8) � 20.2, p < .0001** 0.0235

Unhappy Affect intensity F(1,777.5) � 1.5, p � 0.2229
n.s.

−0.0116

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1674.5) � 93.9, p < .0001** −0.0197

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1744.5) � 4.2, p � 0.0416* 0.0086

Disappointed Affect intensity F(1,808.0) � 5.3, p � 0.0218* −0.0260

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1746.6) � 134.9, p
< .0001**

−0.0276

(continued)
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Table 5.24 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1823.2) � 9.1, p �
0.0026**

0.0149

Worried Affect intensity F(1,864.7) � 0.0, p � 0.8233
n.s.

−0.0023

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1751.6) � 38.1, p < .0001** −0.0133

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1817.5) � 0.1, p � 0.8015
n.s.

−0.0011

Angry Affect intensity F(1,655.2) � 10.7, p �
0.0011**

−0.0208

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1431.3) � 52.3, p < .0001** −0.0102

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1490.2) � 51.6, p < .0001** 0.0211

Disgusted Affect intensity F(1,813.2) � 7.4, p � 0.0068** −0.0233

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1782.0) � 106.9, p
< .0001**

−0.0185

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1864.0) � 22.8, p < .0001** 0.0177

Happy Affect intensity F(1,754.3) � 6.3, p � 0.0123* −0.0732

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1919.2) � 291.4, p
< .0001**

0.0972

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2026.4) � 0.3, p � 0.6119
n.s.

−0.0060

Enthusiastic Affect intensity F(1,806.4) � 4.1, p � 0.0436* −0.0401

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1977.9) � 55.0, p < .0001** 0.0282

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2071.8) � 12.1, p �
0.0005**

−0.0273

Pleased Affect intensity F(1,691.8) � 0.2, p � 0.6208
n.s.

0.0127

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1917.2) � 76.2, p < .0001** 0.0432

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2035.6) � 1.2, p � 0.2807
n.s.

−0.0110

Proud Affect intensity F(1,799.4) � 1.0, p � 0.3288
n.s.

−0.0162

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2052.4) � 34.9, p < .0001** 0.0180

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2122.5) � 0.1, p � 0.7495
n.s.

−0.0020

(continued)
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Table 5.24 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

Optimistic Affect intensity F(1,777.2) � 0.7, p � 0.3968
n.s.

−0.0171

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1972.6) � 59.0, p < .0001** 0.0296

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2071.0) � 0.0, p � 0.9520
n.s.

0.0005

Enjoying
something

Affect intensity F(1,652.8) � 5.9, p � 0.0153* −0.0598

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1732.1) � 112.0, p
< .0001**

0.0531

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1846.4) � 6.7, p �
0.0098**

−0.0269

Content Affect intensity F(1,819.8) � 2.2, p � 0.1342
n.s.

0.0422

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2011.6) � 0.7, p � 0.4090
n.s.

0.0044

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,2096.6) � 1.0, p � 0.3172
n.s.

−0.0109

Depressed Affect intensity F(1,752.6) � 0.0, p � 0.8755
n.s.

0.0013

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1582.3) � 33.9, p < .0001** −0.0102

EPMH × AI interaction F(1,1642.4) � 0.1, p � 0.7646
n.s.

−0.0011

*p < .05; **p < .01

Table 5.25 Results of H2d and participants’ emotions experienced

Y Effect F-test Beta

Negative Job stress F(1,687.3) � 34.5, p < .0001** 0.0122

Employees’ perception of
managers humor (EPMH)

F(1,1839.2) � 274.4, p
< .0001**

−0.0160

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1675.6) � 55.7, p < .0001** −0.0066

Positive Job stress F(1,877.1) � 0.8, p � 0.3778
n.s.

−0.0043

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2132.6) � 390.7, p
< .0001**

0.0371

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,2131.9) � 8.1, p �
0.0045**

−0.0050

Frustrated Job stress F(1,573.0) � 14.6, p �
0.0001**

0.0198

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1577.9) � 62.0, p < .0001** −0.0200

(continued)
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Table 5.25 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1347.4) � 10.8, p �
0.0011**

−0.0076

Unhappy Job stress F(1,727.1) � 9.6, p � 0.0021** 0.0123

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1596.5) � 76.3, p < .0001** −0.0176

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1373.1) � 26.0, p < .0001** −0.0093

Disappointed Job stress F(1,753.6) � 15.2, p �
0.0001**

0.0186

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1675.5) � 111.3, p
< .0001**

−0.0250

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1469.9) � 27.5, p < .0001** −0.0113

Worried Job stress F(1,841.9) � 8.5, p � 0.0036** 0.0126

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1726.3) � 25.0, p < .0001** −0.0108

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1535.7) � 12.6, p �
0.0004**

−0.0070

Angry Job stress F(1,625.7) � 6.6, p � 0.0105* 0.0071

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1420.1) � 50.2, p < .0001** −0.0102

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1170.3) � 26.3, p < .0001** −0.0066

Disgusted Job stress F(1,776.3) � 4.2, p � 0.0404* 0.0075

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1725.4) � 97.9, p < .0001** −0.0177

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1533.3) � 24.5, p < .0001** −0.0081

Happy Job stress F(1,772.3) � 0.7, p � 0.4024
n.s.

−0.0106

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1938.7) � 298.2, p
< .0001**

0.0996

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1813.3) � 2.6, p � 0.1071
n.s.

−0.0086

Enthusiastic Job stress F(1,823.0) � 1.0, p � 0.3195
n.s.

0.0086

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1992.7) � 73.6, p < .0001** 0.0331

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1890.9) � 5.0, p � 0.0248* −0.0080

Pleased Job stress F(1,698.9) � 0.1, p � 0.7331
n.s.

0.0038

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1921.6) � 85.1, p < .0001** 0.0461

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1785.0) � 2.9, p � 0.0862
n.s.

−0.0079

(continued)
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Table 5.25 (continued)

Y Effect F-test Beta

Proud Job stress F(1,830.1) � 12.2, p �
0.0005**

0.0250

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2065.3) � 37.4, p < .0001** 0.0188

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1996.5) � 0.8, p � 0.3696
n.s.

0.0026

Optimistic Job stress F(1,788.7) � 0.1, p � 0.7329
n.s.

0.0030

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1979.7) � 62.5, p < .0001** 0.0307

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1870.7) � 1.4, p � 0.2441
n.s.

−0.0042

Enjoying
something

Job stress F(1,664.2) � 12.6, p �
0.0004**

−0.0376

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1738.6) � 132.9, p
< .0001**

0.0582

EPMH×Stress interaction F(1,1546.1) � 16.0, p < .0001** −0.0185

Content Job stress F(1,825.5) � 4.7, p � 0.0303* −0.0263

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,2012.7) � 0.3, p � 0.6005
n.s.

0.0028

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1919.4) � 0.8, p � 0.3601
n.s.

0.0045

Depressed Job stress F(1,720.7) � 14.5, p �
0.0001**

0.0130

Employees’ perception of
managers humor

F(1,1551.1) � 22.1, p < .0001** −0.0083

EPMH × Stress interaction F(1,1319.5) � 7.0, p �
0.0083**

−0.0042

*p < .05; **p < .01

p < .0001), disappointed (F4,2050.2 � 9.3, p < .0001), worried (F4,2045.8 � 2.9, p �
0.0198), angry (F4,1952.0 � 21.0, p < .0001), disgusted (F4,2056.3 � 20.8, p < .0001),
and depressed (F4,2029.7 � 6.3, p < .0001). For the positive discrete emotions, sig-
nificant results were found only for happy (F4,2050.4 � 7.7, p < .0001), but not for
enthusiastic (F4,2042.5 � 1.7, n.s.), pleased (F4,2044.4 � 1.1, n.s.), proud (F4,2016.2 �
1.0, n.s.), optimistic (F4,2042.1 � 0.9, n.s.), enjoying (F4,2060.9 � 1.1, n.s.), or content
(F4,2033.9 � 1.9, n.s.). Therefore only partial support for Hypothesis 2e was found.
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Table 5.26 Results of H2e and participants’ emotions experienced

Y Effect F-test

Negative Humor style F (4,2045.7) � 7.9, p < .0001**

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor (EPMH)

F(1,1967.9) � 249.7, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4, 2056.8) � 20.9, p < .0001**

Positive Humor style F(4,1947.2) � 4.0, p � 0.0033**

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,2048.3) � 216.8, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,1891.2) � 1.8, p � 0.1264 n.s.

Frustrated Humor style F(4,1993.4) � 1.8, p � 0.1312 n.s.

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,1803.0) � 60.0, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2050.5) � 4.0, p � 0.0032**

Unhappy Humor style F(4,1973.0) � 4.9, p � 0.0006**

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,1789.3) � 52.8, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2026.8) � 6.8, p < .0001**

Disappointed Humor style F(4,2008.5) � 3.5, p � 0.0078**

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,1866.8) � 88.8, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2050.2) � 9.3, p < .0001**

Worried Humor style F(4,2004.7) � 4.2, p � 0.0021**

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,1864.1) � 20.8, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2045.8) � 2.9, p � 0.0198*

Angry Humor style F(4,1875.8) � 1.9, p � 0.1094 n.s.

Employees’ perception of managers
humor

F(1,1604.0) � 55.2, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,1952.0) � 21.0, p < .0001**

Disgusted Humor style F(4,2022.5) � 1.3, p � 0.2776 n.s.

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,1905.3) � 110.3, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2056.3) � 20.8, p < .0001**

Happy Humor style F(4,2050.4) � 7.7, p < .0001**

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,1995.7) � 150.8, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2052.6) � 2.8, p � 0.0265*

Enthusiastic Humor style F(4,2052.0) � 2.5, p � 0.0441*

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,2027.7) � 35.8, p < .0001**

(continued)
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Table 5.26 (continued)

Y Effect F-test

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2042.5) � 1.7, p � 0.1401 n.s.

Pleased Humor style F(4,2048.9) � 2.2, p � 0.0655 n.s.

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,2002.7) � 39.7, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2044.4) � 1.1, p � 0.3442 n.s.

Proud Humor style F(4,2042.1) � 2.4, p � 0.0494*

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,2051.9) � 21.5, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2016.2) � 1.0, p � 0.4011 n.s.

Optimistic Humor style F(4,2051.3) � 2.8, p � 0.0263*

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,2023.8) � 35.3, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2042.1) � 0.9, p � 0.4616 n.s.

Enjoying
something

Humor style F(4,2031.0) � 1.1, p � 0.3625 n.s.

Employees’ perception of managers
humor

F(1,1910.1) � 85.9, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2060.9) � 1.1, p � 0.3675 n.s.

Content Humor style F(4,2049.3) � 12.5, p < .0001**

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,2035.4) � 2.0, p � 0.1587 n.s.

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2033.9) � 1.9, p � 0.1115 n.s.

9 Depressed Humor style F(4,1978.7) � 3.2, p � 0.0127*

Employees’ perception of manager’s
humor

F(1,1803.9) � 18.2, p < .0001**

EPMH × Humor style interaction F(4,2029.7) � 6.3, p < .0001**

*p < .05; **p < .01

5.3.4 Impact of Employees’ Emotions on Their Psychological
Resources (H3)

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the frequency over time with which employees experi-
ence positive emotions will increase their PsyCap and SWB, whereas the frequency
over time with which employees experience negative emotions will decrease PsyCap
and SWB. Multilevel modeling with within-subjects random effects was conducted.
The independent variable was the number of positive or negative emotional reactions
that respondents reported having in response to the humor event. The results of the
analysis are shown in Table 5.27. No main effect for positive emotions was observed
for PsyCap (F1.65 � 0.9, n.s.) or SWB (F1.65 � 1.9, n.s.), but a main effect for neg-
ative emotions was found in the predicted direction for PsyCap (F1.65 � 6.8, p �
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Table 5.27 Results of H3 and participants’ emotions experienced

Estimate

Y X F-test Beta

SWB at Day 10 Negative F(1,65) � 8.2, p �
0.0058**

−0.870

Positive F(1,65) � 1.9, p �
0.1768 n.s.

0.192

Frustrated F(1,65) � 4.6, p �
0.0357*

−0.459

Unhappy F(1,65) � 11.3, p �
0.0013**

−0.573

Disappointed F(1,65) � 5.0, p �
0.0283*

−0.385

Worried F(1,65) � 6.5, p �
0.0133*

−0.508

Angry F(1,65) � 4.2, p �
0.0444*

−0.697

Disgusted F(1,65) � 0.3, p �
0.5571 n.s.

−0.120

Happy F(1,65) � 1.7, p �
0.1934 n.s.

0.083

Enthusiastic F(1,65) � 3.7, p �
0.0578 n.s.

0.187

Pleased F(1,65) � 1.4, p �
0.2423 n.s.

0.099

Proud F(1,65) � 0.8, p �
0.3667 n.s.

0.107

Optimistic F(1,65) � 0.5, p �
0.4846 n.s.

0.067

Enjoying something F(1,65) � 0.1, p �
0.7769 n.s.

0.027

Content F(1,65) � 0.7, p �
0.3916 n.s.

−0.070

Depressed F(1,65) � 0.0, p �
0.9461 n.s.

0.018

PsyCap10 Negative F(1,65) � 6.8, p �
0.0114*

−0.582

Positive F(1,65) � 0.9, p �
0.3377 n.s.

0.099

Frustrated F(1,65) � 3.1, p �
0.0842 n.s.

−0.276

Unhappy F(1,65) � 7.4, p �
0.0085**

−0.345

(continued)
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Table 5.27 (continued)

Estimate

Y X F-test Beta

Disappointed F(1,65) � 3.0, p �
0.0885 n.s.

−0.219

Worried F(1,65) � 6.2, p �
0.0156*

−0.361

Angry F(1,65) � 7.3, p �
0.0087**

−0.655

Disgusted F(1,65) � 0.2, p �
0.6422 n.s.

−0.069

Happy F(1,65) � 0.2, p �
0.6320 n.s.

0.022

Enthusiastic F(1,65) � 0.6, p �
0.4593 n.s.

0.054

Pleased F(1,65) � 6.9, p �
0.0109*

0.154

Proud F(1,65) � 0.3, p �
0.6012 n.s.

0.045

Optimistic F(1,65) � 0.8, p �
0.3769 n.s.

0.061

Enjoying something F(1,65) � 0.4, p �
0.5155 n.s.

0.044

Content F(1,65) � 2.3, p �
0.1341 n.s.

−0.089

Depressed F(1,65) � 0.2, p �
0.6752 n.s.

−0.081

*p < .05; **p < .01

Table 5.28 Analysis of variance

Source DF Sum of squares Mean square F ratio Prob > F

Model 3 10.247602 3.41587 10.8215 <.0001*

Error 62 19.570580 0.31565

C. Total 65 29.818182

*p < .05

0.0114) and SWB (F1.65 � 8.2, p � 0.0058). Analysis of the individual emotions
revealed a similar pattern (See Table 5.27). Therefore H3 was partially supported.

5.3.5 Impact of Employees’ Psychological Resources
on Their TI (H4)

Hypothesis 4 predicted a main effect for PsyCap and SWB on TI, such that high Psy-
Cap and SWB will be associated with low turnover intention. Multilinear regression
analysis was conducted. A stepwise procedure was used to identify which covariates
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Table 5.29 Parameter estimates

Term Estimate Std error t ratio Prob > |t|

Intercept 3.5110064 0.392013 8.96 <.0001*

PsyCap at day 10 0.2030703 0.089505 2.27 0.0268*

SWB at day 10 −0.204115 0.062183 −3.28 0.0017*

Leader member
exchange

−0.053607 0.013675 −3.92 0.0002*

*p < .05

contributed and found LMX was the only significant contributor. The results of the
analysis are shown in Table 5.29. A main effect on TI was found for PsyCap (F1,62

� 5.15, p � .0268) and SWB (F1,62 � 10.76, p � .0017). The relationship between
SWB and TI was in the predicted direction, but the relationship between PsyCap and
TI was opposite to the hypothesis. Therefore Hypothesis 4 was partially supported.

5.4 Discussion of Findings

Data obtained from ESM provided a number of important findings. First, H1, which
posited that employees’ perception of their immediate managers’ humor as positive
will lead to employees’ positive emotions (and vice versa) was supported. Thus,
managers’ humor, when perceived by employees as positive, brings about positive
emotional reactions for employees, and when it is perceived as negative, it brings
about negative emotional reactions for employees. This finding corroborates similar
claims in the literature that employees experience positive emotions due to positive
forms of humor (Robert & Wilbanks, 2012) and negative emotions due to negative
forms of humor (Wood, Beckmann, & Rossiter, 2011). However, previous research
has not specifically tested employees’ emotional reactions to their perception of their
immediate managers’ humor. This finding therefore is important, as it adds empirical
evidence to the managerial humor literature that managers’ humor elicits emotional
reactions based on how employees perceive it.

Another aim of the research was to examinemanagerial humor as a possible affec-
tive event at work that can elicit affective reactions in employees. Findings from H1
confirm this, with employees experiencing positive discrete emotions resulting from
managers’ perceived use of positive humor and negative discrete emotions due to
managers’ perceived use of negative emotions. This is a significant finding because
the current literature has failed to explore managers’ humor behavior as a possible
affective event at work. This study tested this proposition in real-work environments
and the findings point to managerial humor’s ability to elicit emotional changes
in employees. Managers’ humor can thus be included in the list of known affective
events (e.g., Basch&Fisher, 2000; Hart,Wearing, &Headey, 1994; Ohly, & Schmitt,
2015). Furthermore, findings show that, when employees perceive their immedi-
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Table 5.30 Summary of hypotheses tested

Hypotheses Result

1 When employees perceive managers’ humor as
positive, it is a workplace uplift that elicits
positive emotions in employees, but when
employees perceive managers’ humor as negative,
it is a workplace hassle that elicits negative
emotions in employees

Accepted

2a LMX will moderate the relationship between
employees’ perception of managers’ positive and
negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent
positive or negative emotions such that high LMX
employees will experience more positive
emotions in response to managers’ perceived use
of positive humor and fewer negative emotions to
managers’ perceived negative humor use than will
low LMX employees

Accepted

2b LOC will moderate the relationship between
employees’ perception of managers’ positive and
negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent
positive or negative emotions, respectively, such
that employees with an internal LOC will
experience fewer positive emotions in response to
managers’ perceived use of positive humor and
fewer negative emotions in response to managers’
perceived use of negative humor than will external
LOC employees

Partially accepted

2c Employees Accept humor than will external
emotions in response ‘perception of managers’
positive and negative use of humor and
employees’ subsequent positive or negative
emotions, respectively, such that high AI
employees will experience more positive
emotions following managers’ perceived positive
use of humor and more negative emotions
following managers’ perceived negative use of
humor than will low AI employees

Partially Accepted

2d Employees’ job stress will moderate the
relationship between employees’ perception of
managers’ positive and negative use of humor and
employees’ subsequent positive or negative
emotions, respectively, such that employees with
high job stress will experience more positive
emotions following managers’ perceived positive
use of humor and more negative emotions
following managers’ perceived negative use of
humor than will employees with low job stress

Partially accepted

(continued)
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Table 5.30 (continued)

Hypotheses Result

2e Employees’ perception of managers’ humor style
will moderate the relationship between
employees’ perception of managers’ positive and
negative use of humor and employees’ subsequent
positive or negative emotions, respectively, such
that relationship building humor will strengthen
the link between managers’ perceived positive use
of humor and employees’ subsequent positive
emotions whilst self-enhancing and aggressive
humor will weaken the link and vice versa

Partially accepted

3 The frequency with which employees experience
positive emotions over time will increase
employees’ PsyCap and SWB, whereas the
frequency with which employees experience
negative emotions over time will decrease PsyCap
and SWB

Partially accepted

4 High PsyCap and SWB will be associated with
low TI

Partially Accepted

ate managers’ humor as positive, they experience the discrete positive emotions of
‘happy’, ‘enthusiastic’, ‘pleased’, ‘proud’, ‘optimistic’ and ‘enjoying something’.
When employees perceived their immediate managers’ humor as negative, they
experienced discrete negative emotions of ‘frustrated’, ‘unhappy’, ‘disappointed’,
‘worried’, ‘angry’, ‘disgusted’ and ‘depressed’. AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996)
states that employees experience discrete emotions when faced with work events.
These findings support this tenet of AET. It also represents a typology of discrete
emotions experienced when employees’ perceive their managers’ humor as positive
and negative. These are important theoretical contributions.

Findings relating to the moderator variables of LMX, employees’ LOC, AI, job
stress, and employees’ perception of managers’ humor style show mixed results, as
the hypothesis relating to LMX (H2a) was supported and the hypotheses relating
to the other proposed moderators (H2b–e) were partially supported. Compared to
employees with low LMX, employees’ with high LMX reported experiencing more
positive emotions when they perceived managers’ humor as positive and fewer neg-
ative emotions when they perceived managers’ humor as negative. The reason for
this could be explained usingWyer and Collins’ (1992) Comprehension-Elaboration
Theory of Humor. As explained in Chap. 3, when presented with humor, employees
engage in a number of cognitive appraisals to comprehend and decide the pleas-
ant/unpleasant nature of the humor. One type of appraisal made by employees is the
intentions behind the humor creator. The high level of trust (Brower, Schoorman,
& Tan, 2000) and emotional support (Harris & Kacmar, 2006) with one’s manager
that characterize high-LMX relationships, may provide the employee with a greater
understanding and tolerance of the manager’s intentions behind humor creation.
When the employee perceives his/her manager’s positive humor, based on the trust-
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ing relationship in place, he/she experiences a greater number of positive emotions
than employees with low LMX. Also, when the employee perceives his/her man-
ager’s negative humor, the trusting relationship between the employee and his/her
manager may cause the employee to interpret the intentions behind the manager’s
humor creation as less harmful and thereby experience fewer negative emotions than
employees with low LMX. This finding provides empirical support for Duncan’s
(1982) advice to managers to build trust with their employees before engaging in
humor.

The hypothesis relating to employees’ LOC was partially supported. While
employees with internal LOC did not show fewer positive emotions to their man-
agers’ perceived use of positive emotions, they did show fewer negative emotions to
their managers’ perceived use of negative humor than did employees with external
LOC. The reason for this may be that employees with internal LOC may be better
at controlling the impact of negative events that adversely affect their lives than they
do in controlling the positive events in their lives.

This study further examined the effect of employees’ positive and negative emo-
tions on their psychological capacities of PsyCap and SWB. Findings relating to
H3 show that frequently experiencing positive emotions over time did not increase
employees’ PsyCap and SWB but frequently experiencing negative emotions over
time decreased employees’ PsyCap and SWB. The finding relating to positive emo-
tions and PsyCap are not consistent with Siu, Cheung, and Lui (2015) study, which
found a positive relationship between employees’ experienced positive emotions in
the past and their current PsyCap. This may be because this study assessed par-
ticipants’ emotions for only 10 working days (Siu et al.’s study examined positive
emotions experienced by participants over a period of one month). The Broaden and
Build Theory (Fredrickson, 2001) states that individual need to experience positive
emotions over a longer period of time for their building effects to take hold. Thus
participants in this study may not have had adequate time to develop their PsyCap
during the 10-day study period. The same logic may apply to employees’ SWB.

However, the impact of negative emotions on decreasing employees’ PsyCap and
SWBwas significant. This finding is important, as it shows that experiencing negative
emotions for even a short period of time is detrimental to employees’ PsyCap and
SWB. The negative impact of negative emotions causes greater loss of psychological
capacities over a short period of time than it takes positive emotions to buildup
capacities. This is important for managers in managing employees’ emotions and
capacities.

Finally, this study examined the impact of changes in employees’ PsyCap and
SWB on their TI. Findings show that H4was partially supported. Employees’ high
SWBwas associatedwith employees’ lowTI (and vice versa). This negative relation-
ship could be attributed to the fact that employees who experience higher wellbeing
are less likely to feel strain or are dissatisfied with their job and hence less likely
to intend to leave it. However, employees’ high PsyCap was not associated with
employees’ low TI as predicted. This finding is not consistent with prior research
on the topic (e.g., Avey, Reichard, Luthans, & Mhatre, 2011; Karatepe & Karadas,
2014; Siu et al., 2015), which found a negative relationship between employees’
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positive PsyCap and their TI. A possible explanation for the findings from this study
may be that employees high in hope, optimism, self-efficacy and resilience may feel
more confident and competent to change their jobs.
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Chapter 6
Using Humor to Promote Employees’
Positive Emotions

This book draws on the works of Malone (1980) and more recent workplace humor
scholars (Wijewardena, Härtel & Samaratunge, 2010; Wood, Beckmann & Rossiter,
2011) to advance the notion of humor as a managerial tool that can be used to achieve
employee and organizational outcomes. The two overarching aims of this book are
to review the extant humor literature and understand humor events at work and to
examine the possibility of using managerial humor as a tool for positively impacting
employees’ emotions and psychological resources. In doing so, the book presents
two important studies done in Australia, viz., empirical findings that provide insights
into actual humor behavior taking place within Australian organizations and an ESM
study testing the impact ofmanagers’ humor on employees’ emotions, PsyCap, SWB
and TI.

Humor and work may seem like odd companions but an expanding body of
research on humor and its effects in the workplace indicate otherwise. Humor is per-
vasive in organizational settings (Plester, 2016; Yam, Christian, Wei, Liao, & Nai,
2018) and leads to a number of employee outcomes from relationship-building and
increasedmoral to attainment of organizational goals (Anderson, 2005;Wijewardena,
Samaratunge, Härtel & Kirk-Brown, 2016). Consensus is growing in the field that
the purposes and functions of humor have direct relevance for organizations and
management (Robert & Yan, 2007), and thus, the study of humor at work has
become a notable research domain for organizational scholars (Wijewardena, Härtel
& Samaratunge, 2017).

While much of the workplace humor literature has predominantly focused on
the functional aspects of humor behavior amongst employees and the dysfunctional
humor directed by employees towards management, the last decade has seen an
increase in scholarly attention towards humor used by managers and leaders and
its positive impact at work (Cooper, Kong, & Crossley, 2018). Some studies have
focused on leader humor and its effects on employee outcomes such as performance
(e.g., Avolio, Howell, & Sosik, 1999), effective communication, group cohesiveness
and innovative behavior (Tang, 2008) while others have focused on the moderating
role of leaders’ humor on leader-employee outcomes (e.g., Hughes & Avey, 2009).

© Springer Nature Singapore Pte Ltd. 2019
N. Wijewardena et al.,Managing with Humor,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-3636-2_6

141

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-981-13-3636-2_6&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-3636-2_6


142 6 Using Humor to Promote Employees’ Positive Emotions

Yet others have examined leaders’ humor styles and their impact on the leader-
follower relationship (e.g., Cooper, 2002; Decker, Yao, & Calo, 2011; Gkorezis,
Petridou,&Xanthiakos, 2014; Pundt&Hermann, 2015; Robert, Dunne,& Iun, 2016;
Wisse & Rietzschel, 2014). Overall the use of positive forms of humor by managers
and leaders point towards increasing their effectiveness as perceived by employees
(Martin, 2007) and scholars are now awakening to the important role humor can play
for managers.

However, there is another school of thought where a number of writers have
warned that humor entails ‘aggressive’ qualities (Chapman & Foot, 1996; Lefcourt,
2002; Ziv, 1984) given its ability to victimize and laugh at people. Fry (1987, p. 60)
agrees that ‘all humor is aggressive’ given humor’s ability to attack the psycho-
logical, mental, emotional, inter-personal or physiological status quo. True to such
assertions, aggressive and negative forms of humor have been found to increase
employees’ negative outcomes (e.g. Huo, Lam, & Chen, 2012). Humor is also ‘com-
plex, paradoxical and can be very ambiguous as to meaning and intention’ (Plester,
2016, p. 2). In consequence, the use of humor by managers as a tool for achieving
desired outcomes seems a challenging task. However, Fry (1987) argues that even
aggressive humor can be used as a means of triggering hope in people. Humor can
be a source of hope by letting people see something positive beyond their immediate
problems (Fry, 1987). In this book we examine humor with this view in mind, i.e.,
the use of humor primarily with positive intentions to bring about positive outcomes
(e.g., cause mirthful laughter instead of feelings of inadequacy in the target).

Given the complexity and difficulty of humor use, we acknowledge that a num-
ber of conditions and prerequisites need to be satisfied for managers to effec-
tively use humor to gain desired outcomes. The next section provides these con-
ditions/prerequisites along with recommendations for managers to use humor as an
aid at work. We believe that by adhering to these conditions, managers can mitigate
the challenges associated with humor use and become more confident and effective
humor users.

6.1 Recommendations When Using Humor
as a Managerial Tool

First it’s important for the organization to create a humor-supportive organizational
culture.While humor itself can lead to the creation of different organizational cultures
(Holmes & Marra, 2002), the organizational culture in turn can promote or inhibit
humor at work (Wijewardena et al., 2016). For example, companies such as Google
andSouthwestAirlines have deliberately created organizational cultures that promote
and strategically make use of fun and humor (Gostik&Christopher, 2008). A humor-
supportive organizational culture is one where humor and humorous behavior are
legitimized and reinforced throughout the organization and humor represents a main
part of the shared values, norms and traditions of organizational life. Such a culture
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must originate from topmanagement and theymust act as good role models for lower
level managers by promoting the free and intentional use of humor for deriving work
outcomes (Cooper, 2016).

The effective use of humor at work stems primarily from a positive intention
of deriving positive outcomes. A manager would need to internalize this positive
intention before using humor. We believe humor would be most suitable for trans-
formational leaders (Bono, Foldes, Vinson, & Muros, 2007) whose visionary and
creative approach to leadership (Nielsen & Munir, 2009) can better make use of
humor to influence employees through intrinsic rewards.

Transformational leaders focus on improving the socio-emotional dimensions
of their employees. They show consideration for employees’ needs and capacities
through mentoring and empowerment, inspire employees towards recognizing their
own successes and builds team spirit and enthusiasm, stimulates employees towards
personal development and gain trust and respect from them through idealized influ-
ence (Srithongrung, 2011). Humor being a form of communication (Lynch, 2002;
Robert & Yan, 2007) and leading to improved relational outcomes (Cooper, 2008),
can aid transformational leaders to build positive relationships with their employees,
influence their moods andmotivate and inspire them towards goal achievement. Such
leaderswould be able to use humorwith positive intentions such that the humorwould
be an uplifting experience for the employee, even in instances that require leaders to
exercise disciplinary actions or provide tough feedback to the employees.

Another essential prerequisite is the level of trust that needs to be achieved before
a manager can freely engage in humor behavior with an employee. Findings from
the ESM study show that a high level of LMX with the employee can bring about
greater positive emotions in employees’ or fewer negative emotions when they per-
ceive the managers’ humor as positive or negative. A number of authors stress the
importance of establishing a positive trust-based leader-employee relationship before
engaging in effective humor events (Cooper, 2008; Duncan, 1982, Plester, 2016).
Similarly, Robert, Dunne, & Iun, 2016 show that employees’ perception of their
leader-employee relationship quality mattered more in determining how leaders’
humor was linked to employees’ job satisfaction than did the positive or negative
tone of the leaders’ humor; they further argue that, because employees with positive
LMX tend to view their leaders’ positive humor in a positive light, they also tend to
respond positively to their leaders’ occasional negative humor use. Duncan (1982)
goes a step further and advises managers to allow employees to engage in reciprocal
humor with them to ensure that equality is maintained in the humor relations between
the manager and the employee. Managers need to be mindful of these factors before
engaging in humor with their employees.

Managers need to be aware of and understand the context and influencing factors
when using humor. The WHEF shows that humor occurs in specific work contexts
and that employees’ gender, ethnicity and personality traits influence the humor event
process.Managers need to be aware of their targets’ characteristics before engaging in
humorwith them.This is all themore importantwhen engagingwithmigrant employ-
ees from non-Australian backgrounds. For example, research shows that individuals
from high-power distance countries do not expect their managers to engage in humor
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behavior with them or to use self-deprecating humor (Kalliny, Cruthirds, & Minor,
2006). Hence, within a multicultural work environment it is important to negotiate
these differences and find a common basis for engaging in humor. Also, multicultural
workplaces add greater obligations on managers to manage their employees towards
cultural harmony. Managers must ensure that humor behavior within multicultural
workplaces does not offend, marginalize or harm employees from non-Australian
backgrounds.

Findings from our ESM study showed that when employees’ perceive their man-
agers’ humor as positive it acts as a workplace uplift for them. A manager must be
conscious and judicious when using humor in the presence of his/her employees to
ensure that it becomes a workplace uplift. For example, managers can include posi-
tive humor behavior in situations where emotion management strategies are needed
(e.g., motivating employees in trying times, communicating important but unpleasant
messages to employees, delegating difficult tasks, facing customer complaints), in
building relationships with new recruits and groups and in rewarding employees for
good work done. Another important area where managers’ positive humor can have a
positive emotional impact on employees is in situations where employees are unable
to engage in emotion-focused coping strategies of their own. Emotion-focused cop-
ing strategies, as opposed to problem-focused coping strategies, are strategies aimed
at changing one’s own emotional reactions to a problem at hand as a means of solv-
ing it (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). For example, due to the nature of their duties or
the way the work environment is organized employees may not be able to socialize
frequently with co-workers, have extra time on their hands to reflect and engage
in problem-focused coping techniques, or make their work tasks more interesting.
In such circumstances, the managers’ humor can function to reshape a dangerous
situation to a harmless one, thereby buffering employees against work stress, pro-
viding respite from monotonous work activities and making them feel relaxed and
energized.

AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) states that the frequency of workplace uplifts
(and hassles), rather than their intensity, has themost emotional impact on employees.
Hence the frequency of managers’ positive humor at workmatters significantly when
deriving its full emotional benefits for employees as an affective event. The Broaden
and Build Theory also posits that exposure to positive emotions over a period of time
helps to build people’s lasting resources. Findings from the ESM study show that
employees need to experience positive emotions over a longer period of time for their
psychological resources to build up. However, the negative effects of employees’
frequent negative emotions on their psychological resources are felt within short
timeframes. Therefore it is necessary for managers to frequently engage in positive
humor within the workplace so that such behavior becomes a common phenomenon
that employees are exposed to on a daily basis over a period of time.

Managers should never intentionally support, allow or engage in negative forms
of humor so as to ensure that employees do not suffer the harmful effects. The
literature clearly shows that managers’ negative humor leads to negative outcomes
for employees (e.g., Gkorezis, Hatzithomas, & Petridou, 2011; Pundt & Herrmann,
2015; Wisse & Rietzschel, 2014). If the humor used by the manager is negative
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(e.g., racist, sexist, homophobic or mocking), this will set the tone for the workplace
and result in negative, not positive, results (Yam, 2017). As mentioned in Chap. 2,
there are, however, instances where positive outcomes are derived from the use of
‘negative’ humor. (e.g., Holmes’ (2000) work on the positive face-saving function
of humor). Hence the use of negatively toned humor with positive intentions during
situations of disciplining employees, showing disapproval and providing negative
feedback may be perceived as an uplift by employees. Managers must be skilful in
identifying the type of humor delivered in which ‘tone’ would most suit the context
and objective they are aiming to achieve.

Humor behavior is highly dependent on formal ranking in organizations (Duncan,
1984; Lundberg, 1969). Managers like to engage in humor behavior with their peers
and rarely engage with or invite reciprocal humor from their subordinates. Studies
show that high status individuals are rarely the focus of humor but rather the focus
tends to be about low status individuals (Duncan, 1984). Such a scenario negates
the ability of managers to use humor to achieve desired outcomes. To overcome this
barrier, the manager needs to let go of his/her hold on his/her formal position and
freely engage in jokes and levity for the benefit of his/her employees. This should
be done with the intention of creating positive work outcomes for employees.

Malone (1980) raised the question whether humor can be effectively used by
most managers or should its use be reserved for those who are naturally funny.
However, Crawford (1994) advises that humor, like leadership, is a trainable skill.
Anderson’s (2005) study on use of humor by military leaders in the US found that
study participants followed mentors who used humor regularly and searched for
and studied humor material themselves to become more adept at using humor at
work. Ziv (1989) describes how a semester-long training program was conducted to
help teachers understand, create and use humor in their teaching, and concluded that
the quality of being funny is something a person can learn up to a certain extent and
different techniques can be used to teach it. A growing number of scholars have called
for the inclusion of humor training modules in leadership development programs
(e.g.,Goswami,Nair,Beehr&Grossenbacher, 2016; Pundt&Herrmann, 2015; Pundt
& Venz, 2017). Humor training programs can better equip leaders with the necessary
skills and knowledge to effectively create and delivery humor in the presence of
employees. Humor training can also help managers to successfully navigate the
when, where, what and with whom questions related to humor use at work and
thereby minimise instances of failed humor. This would also de-mystify humor to a
great extent. Thuswe strongly recommend thatmanagerial humor and its effective use
need to be incorporated into managerial training programs as well as management
textbooks. Given the importance of managerial humor, the ability to manage by
effectively creating and using humor could be one quality looked for when hiring
and promoting managers in the future.

Although humor is beneficial for organizations, there is nevertheless a need for
exercising caution formanagers usinghumor.Humor is valuable but its valuemust not
be over-emphasized. Workplaces are basically geared towards achieving goals and
profits (Huang&Kuo, 2011),which require a degree of discipline, determination, and
devotion on the part of the employees. Humor, being the opposite of these qualities,
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cannot be allowed to run amok in a work environment because it can seriously
distract employees from their work responsibilities. Humor is also not appropriate
in each and every situation. Rubenstein (1980) found in his study of a catastrophe
concerning a nuclear power plant that, although dark or ‘gallows’ humor was useful
in helping employees deal with the stressful work situations they had to face, such
humor became useless once the crisis escalated to the point of fear. Therefore a
manager can use humor to reduce the day-to-day tensions felt by employees, but,
when faced with a severe crisis, the manager must take care not to start cracking
jokes!

Humor may not be appreciated by each and every employee. Fleming (2005)
found in an 8-month field study of a US-owned call center in Australia that not all
employees enjoyed the fun work atmosphere created by the company management
on their behalf. Surprisingly, some employees actually preferred the serious and
monotonous nature of their work (Fleming, 2005). Similarly, Plester and Hutchinson
(2016) found in their ethnographic study of four different organizations in different
industries in New Zealand that creating organized fun at work actually resulted in
causing distractions, disharmony and possible disengagement for some employees.
At the same time, a number of writers (Duncan & Feisal, 1989) have stressed the
importance of contextual factors such as gender, ethnicity, and culture in determining
humor appreciation. Thus managers need to exercise caution and sensitivity when
using humor (Decker, 1987, 1991) and must know how to effectively weave humor
into the daily grind of organizational life. By doing so, they can use certain types of
humor to advantage in certain situations (Decker, 1987).

6.2 Limitations and Future Research Directions

In examining humor events, the book develops theWorkplace Humor Events Frame-
work (WHEF). WHEF provides a blueprint of a typical workplace humor event, its
outcomes, and factors influencing it. This Framework represents the first endeavor
at integrating the scattered workplace humor literature into a meaningful and useful
Framework on humor events. Prior to this, the workplace humor literature lacked a
theoretically derived comprehensive framework that showed the different elements
of a humor event at work and their directional flow. As explained by Pearce (2009),
developing such a framework is important for not only unifying the numerous compo-
nents of a complex topic but also for identifying gaps in the topic that need addressing.
Hence the WHEF offers workplace humor researchers a guide to understanding the
gaps existing in the literature that can be used as a basis to develop future research
projects onworkplace humor inAustralian and other countries where humor research
is scarce.

As a starting point, the WHEF offers research possibilities in terms of the indi-
vidual components of the Framework as well as the relationships between the com-
ponents. First, the context of humor use in relation to Australian workplaces is an
important areawhere future research is needed. Such research can uncover the unique
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contextual factors that affect humor in Australia. Australia’s economy is diverse, as it
includes, amongst other sectors, farming, mining and construction. Humor behavior
occurring in mining, farming and livestock breeding contexts is almost non-existent.
Hence Australia offers valuable opportunities to study humor events in these unique
industries. In these cases, context-based ethnographic studies on workplace humor
in Australian organizations could be used as a basis to examine the unique relation-
ships between participants, functions and intentions of humor creation. Research can
uncover the intentions of humor behavior, the relationships that promote such behav-
ior and how such behavior functions to help these industries. Cross-industry analysis
then can be made to understand similarities and differences in humor behavior across
these contexts.

Also, it is important to look at in detail how influencing factors such as organiza-
tional culture and individual attributes determine humor behavior at work. How does
the organizational culture in Australian organizations impact the humor process?
What attributes of this organizational culture help (and hinder) the humor process?
Are Australian cultural values such as ‘mateship’ and ‘having a fair go’ reflected
in Australians’ humor behavior? Do Australian men and women engage in humor
behavior with similar intentions or can differences be observed?

Another fruitful domain of study is how increasing multiculturalism in countries
such as Australia is affecting workplace humor behavior and how humor behavior is
negotiated and navigated in suchworkplaces tomaintain cultural harmony. Currently
28%of theAustralian populationwas born outsideAustralia and about 300 languages
are spoken (ABS, 2015). The migrant respondents in this study showed positive
views towards workplace humor behavior and their immediate managers’ humor
behavior. Building on these findings, it is important to understand the similarities
or differences amongst humor behavior of different migrant groups in countries like
Australia and how these differences/similarities contribute to effective workplace
functioning. Managers also need to be skillful when supporting or creating humor
within multicultural workgroups. Research aimed at understanding the skills that
managers must possess in order to support and engage in humor behavior when
managing employees from different migrant backgrounds is strongly warranted.

There are a number of limitations of this book that open up future research direc-
tions. First, this book examines managers’ humor from the employees’ perspective.
TheWHEF shows that the humor creators’ intentions are salient for the effectiveness
of the humor event. Intentions are important when managers use humor to achieve
desired outcomes. Therefore future research is needed to examine how managers’
intentions of humor creation and employees’ perceptions can be matched to gain
better work outcomes. What are the consequences of situations where the managers’
intentions of humor use do not match the employees’ perception of such humor?
What are the emotional consequences of failed humor (Williams & Emich, 2014) for
employees? What are the emotional consequences for managers? How can instances
of failed humor be minimized?

This book examines only the outcomes variables of employee PsyCap, SWB and
TI as a result of managerial humor. Hence other outcome variables (e.g., employee
commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, burnout, etc.) need to be included
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to expand the study. Secondly, other variables that can moderate the relationship
between managers’ humor and employees’ emotions must also be examined.

The question of what competencies managers need for effectively using humor
to influence employees’ emotions needs to be examined. For example, do managers
need to excel in emotional intelligence to effectively manage employees’ emotions
through humor? Do they need to excel in a particular communication style in a given
context? If so should they be trained to better understand the humor process in the
workplace?

6.3 Conclusion

Humor is a natural and abundant resource that will continue to give returns when
effectively used. This book examines the use of humor by managers and promotes
humor as a managerial tool for achieving employee and organizational outcomes.
However, given the paradoxical and mysterious nature of humor, a number of chal-
lenges arise in using it. Perhaps due to this reason, humor practically remains an
untapped resource at work despite emerging empirical findings pointing towards
workplace humor leading to increased employee creativity, collaboration, satisfaction
with their work and with their supervisor, and overall productivity and profitability
(Kim, Lee & Wong, 2016; Mesmer-Magnus, Glew, & Viswesvaran, 2012).

The book also presents the findings of two studies conducted on humor. The
first one, a survey of 433 employees employed in organizations across Australia,
provided data pertaining to: (1) frequency of humor behavior at work; (2) employees’
perception of the acceptability, engagement and enjoyment of humor at work; (3)
participants of humor at work, their intentions for humor creation, channels of humor
delivery and functions achieved; and (4) employees’ expectations of their managers’
humor. TheWHEFwas used as the basis for conducting the survey on humor behavior
in Australian work settings. Workplace humor research in Australia is limited. The
few studies conducted in Australia tend to focus on unique work settings, such as
humor in the courtroom (e.g., Anleu, Mack, & Tutton, 2014), or use laboratory
settings to test causal links between humor and desired outcomes (e.g., Cheng &
Wang, 2014). Against this background, the survey study represents the first of its kind
in Australia to delve into and uncover findings relating to the actual humor behavior
occurring within Australian organizations. Findings from the survey study provide
researchers with a general view of the actual humor behavior taking place within
diverse Australian organizations. These findings include the prevalence of humor
within Australian organizations, how employees perceive such humor behavior in
terms of its acceptability, engagement and enjoyment, the nature of humor events
at work, and what employees’ expectations regarding their immediate managers’
humor are. Furthermore, findings from this study, especially findings relating to the
frequency of humor in Australian organizations and the nature of humor events (i.e.,
participants, channels, intentions, and functions of humor) aid researchers to acquire
a macro view of humor within Australian organizations.
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The main findings of the survey study was that humor is prevalent in the survey
participants’ workplaces and survey participants accept, engage in and enjoy humor
at work. All organizational groups participated in humor at work. The participants
mainly created humor with positive intentions, with relationship building and stress
relief at work being the main functions of humor. While the majority of participants
expected their immediate managers to engage in humor with them, more men (than
women), managers (than non-managers) and migrants (than non-migrants) expected
humor behavior from their managers.

Another interesting finding from the survey findings was that the perception of
humor did not significantly differ based on the demographic characteristics of gender,
manager-nonmanager, and place of birth. The findings that Australian-born and non-
Australian-born participants view humor at work similarly, and that a greater percent-
age of non-Australian-born participants expect their managers to engage in humor,
are important, given the multicultural nature of Australia. It would seem that native
as well as migrant groups in Australia welcome humor behavior at work. Findings
from the survey study specifically show that a smaller percentage of non-Australian-
born participants engaged in humor at work, but a greater percentage of thesemigrant
participants expected their immediate managers to engage in humor with them.Man-
agers need to be aware of and cater to the non-Australian-born employees’ humor
needs in their workplaces. When doing so, managers must be sensitive to the migrant
employees’ cultural backgrounds that may influence the humor event.

The second study, an ESM study, gathered primary data from a sample of 2498
employees across Australia using 10 short surveys administered once daily for 10
consecutive work days (with pre- and post-ESM measures). Data were collected on
(1) employees’ emotional changes in response to their immediate managers’ humor
and how they perceived the humor as to its positive or negative impact; (2) changes in
their PsyCap, SWB and TI; and (3) measures of the moderator variables of Leader-
Member Exchange (LMX), employees’ Locus of Control (LOC), Affect Intensity
(AI), job stress and employees’ perception of their managers’ humor style.

A key finding of the ESM study was that, when employees’ perceive their man-
agers’ humor as being positive, they experienced positive emotions, and when
employees’ perceived their managers’ humor as negative, they experienced nega-
tive emotions. Hence managerial humor can be used as an aid to impact employees’
emotions based on how employees’ perceive such humor. The emotional conse-
quences of managers’ humor makes it an affective event at work. The importance of
identifying affect-producing events at work is that it allows managers to effectively
manage these events, i.e., to increase the occurrence of uplifts and to minimise the
occurrence of hassles. Thus managerial humor is a work event that managers need
to manage. Furthermore, the emotional consequences of managerial humor necessi-
tates managers being conscious and judicious when using humor in the presence of
their employees to ensure that humor becomes an uplift for the employees.

Findings also support the hypotheses relating to participants’ perception of their
managers’ humor and experienced emotions and the moderating effects of LMX
on the managers’ humor-participants’ emotions relationship. The other hypotheses
were partially supported.
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With regards to the hypothesis on PsyCap and SWB, negative emotions have a
much faster negative impact on employees’ PsyCap and SWB than do the build-
ing effects of positive emotions. This finding is very important for managers for
creating the right emotional nuances in the workplace. While it is not realistic to
eliminate negative emotions from the workplace, managers need to aim for and
create an environment where work events that lead to negative emotions are mini-
mized. Managers need to promote work events that lead employees to experience
a greater number of positive emotions than negative emotions over time for the
benefits of positive emotions to take hold. The leadership literature recognizes the
importance of leader behavior in eliciting the right emotional nuances in followers
(Wijewardena, Samaratunge, & Härtel, 2014). Findings from this study show that
managers’ humor behavior is one such behavior useful in creating the right emotional
nuances in employees. Thus managers need to manage their humor behavior to bring
about employee positive emotional effects.
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