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Abstract

Pun is a common language phenomenon in daily interpersonal communication, which mainly re-
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fers that a single linguistic form contains a variety of conversational meanings in different con-
texts. Speakers tend to use puns driven by some specific communicative purpose, while listeners
are required to pay enough cognitive effort to infer the meaning that is best associated with dis-
course. That process usually produces additional conversational effects, and the humor effect is
one of them. The paper is aimed to analyze humor effects in the context where pun is involved
based on relevance theory. The stand-up comedy program, the “Roast” Season 5, is chosen as the
data source, from which the top four stand-up comedians’ humorous routines involving pun are
collected. Firstly, the literature reviews on pun and relevance theory. And then, according to the
Meri Giorgadze's classification of pun, quantitative analysis of occurrence frequency of each kind
of pun in the data is conducted. Finally, humor effects involved in each kind of pun in the examples
are analyzed based on the relevance theory. It is concluded that the lexical-semantic pun takes the
largest proportion (55.42%) while the structural-semantic pun the least (13.25%).
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1. 518

MK —MEFTHAANEZM2EE L, XMILRTRER Rl 5 AT a2 A dEE TR
Bl B([1]: p. 211). FEXORTEMAHRHEFEH, ANFEZE K07 L WA —,  FZME AR5
HrAa R & BRI A — BB RIEXNOAE ITE )URHIE, 40 Giorgadze [2]: 3 2= AKHEAT H AN AN %%
715 R Z TR TE OR Z R O8 R BEXCRIE IR RO RS, 40 Yus ([3]: pp. 1295-1331)#1 Dynel ([4]: pp.
105-124) . A CKK A Meri Giorgadze [2] 1993 25 1K STE 2 NIl - 18 RIS « 544 - )k
KAB MG - 18 CRBORTE = WORTE & — Ml AR TE S LG, RIS FHAEAS R ) SCA TR B rh
RS 23 BT HH AFABL AR 25 R R AE AN TR B LA ([5]: pp. 89-110) « T+ XU S5 T B B BB L ok O BIF 9T Be g /E — 2
FERE EHEShATE R A A S 2 ) R FEME, EIRRSR L. N7 RSB I P B HL M
HATRe = AR A bR, EE A2 S eSS, Bl SRS AN B2 ([6]: pp. 1-18)BL Ak
IR ([4]: pp. 105-124), SREXELS 3 B X A2 brad #2 vp g HERE 7 5, J8 T )5 #0022 ([3]: pp.
1295-1331) . FRRAEA—FE SINORTE T 71, TR BPS RO s 2 18] ) = B AR AL i 72 o e
RIRPEMIRER, FULAHT TR R FZ A A B IRl . B T8 SRR L, MOGEW A &
WA A I E, EERE A bR B XOGE T AR TR AR, Wk, BARZ R CEH KER
KR TH W BRI W78, ARAE B SRR EADAEEE e . R 2 B0 5t R AR Kk B T %5 ([7]: pp.
602-607) 58 1K1 ([8]: pp. 95-125), LA £ 1E AL e o 1) —F) 13 Sl Bl H G [2] o 6 T — BB M 1) 5 15 HA
BR#ufhk, WREAD, b, (RS VNI ERAE BN BB &2 H, L
FUR S B IR LA A W BRI T B XURS A A [ 52 30 02 5Q3E, Rl 38 TR A 1 se 3807 g m 71 B & s
DAL, AR SCHCER BB 1 58 =0T H rhoiir DY 44 8 5 T 1 — 28 B AR R 2 o A R . B T R SRR 2
Gb, ARSAERE RN AT EA —E R IE . BARRIE, F85 %38 2 w0 A 78 rh et o B i 10 55
5 H SRS N AT T B AR DO TR 10 79 28 S AR TR SR TR i BAR IR, i i 2 Mg e Xk
B TR AL DA S W 15 25 B NOAE A AT A, X R ARSI AU o A SOR I H e 2 S OE 1
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Tt A 77 30, 2T ORIBREAR 1 R T Wic B (1 Bt mh 2 e (AR [R) SRR XU B ] il —— AR I e B LBy
INEEERACR . ICATAE I =AU R 1) K i B R A A X, He BB () an ey ?
2) oA SRR ER AR 70 M i BRI A SC1E ? 3) BRMEXUGE BN A A BRCR 75 AT AN 55 70, 1K
KT 1 ORI IR A HE A ?

2. XEkimiR
2.1, WXiB

RRAE (pun) XAEFR A “paronomasia” , AKHEAN R IFRE T LA 22 A9 FE 2 Lo — B 53 2238 TR
EHREAIESER, WREFN 72 XIS, W Gan ([1]: p. 211); A 24 M FEXIE RF S, RI7E
— PP B AU SAUE ST i A & R, W1 Dynel ([4]: pp. 105-124). ixX$65E AR AT LA
ANFATE ST ARURAE 5 5 a0 AR OIS . H A0 OB PR AMERE: 1) TE S S0
B MR —X 2R R 2) WEIES, FIERES L5 HE X ZER([7]: pp. 602-607). A7 RH]
Giorgadze X XURIE ) 5E L WRTENE N —F BT T-Boe £ T A — s phE 5 R A LN S s, B
FET A 51 2 Ml EfgeRs, AT IA 38 BN i i FH 25OR

[FIFEHE, A1 TANFERRHERR A RIXOGER 7325770, Attardo ([5]: pp. 89-110)4E T~ 7324
HT L RAE R, 5836 5AN5E £ XK 1E (perfect vs imperfect pun). 52705 41 & X515 (paradigmatic vs
syntagmatic pun). [A % 5 X 5 [ 7 X i (homophone vs homograph). [F] % A7 X 5% X id (homonym vs
polysemy). [Fl T %7 X 535 2 1% F X558 (spoonerism vs malapropism). 5 HAtAF T AHLL, Attardo 432
PRE T R OEL B RGBS ) — R —Sea i v i B B R AE . SR, X ek
W AEAEME S E S, M HZbRMEAR . Yuan ([9]: pp. 1-6)XF RUFCIE () 7 M AFAEIX A Wl . ELAAT 5,
il tH BT ZEROCTE 2RV 2 T [R]& R S X1 (homonymic pun) ATia I & A (lexical
meaning pun). 1 HARER R SE1E . FEAEXUSSTE (understanding pun).  ELIEI XN 9% 1E (figurative pun) A2 45
WK (logic pun) R AKAEESERI /31 . 0 58 5T 3R — bR RGBT 4028, flin, s ks s
JZIITM S, Attardo ([5]: pp. 89-110)4 XU 73 AWM. — Mg BT 545 Hi [ XK1 (string-based pun), £l
FEANEEIE AL EREU B — R L XS4 E (alliterative pun). 7E—LefiE, SLEINLIESbr &
FI R B35 AR UM SR B AR R A 3 NE] . [RIRE, Yan ([7]: pp. 602-607)4 Hi T DU Ff DG TE 287, 43 51 %
8 37 Y2 T B R — [R5 5 XA (homophonic pun) FIE LK (semantic pun): 432 2 T A% — 15231
% (grammatical pun); ¥ £ /2 H X - 5 X SSE (idiomatic pun), XF25LT Attardo ([5]: pp. 89-110)
I3RS BIGAE . AR N, ARSI ARV R R AN [E AT LAy 24 [5) & 57t L (homophones),
[ F-5 S (homograph), [l [A T 53 X (homonymy) FliT ¥ 53 X (paronym) [2]. B4k, AEE S EHAEE
AT DME o b5 HE, 1, Aarons ([10]: pp. 280-294)FE H 1) = FIXCIERAL: HF R - B UICE. &
R - A - AEROGEME R - 1B - AERCGE . SR, iR R MRUCIE th i K B L) @
FEHLHRI R, 0 BORTE () 7 AT IR IS, IR A N R RS AR T 8 S A0 5% 0 B FL B = AR R &%
AT AW 58T Dynel ([4]: pp. 105-124) WIAEX —J7 HIHEAT T 4h7e, ARJET-Wr 3 B S5t A R4 N
AV A R 2R T VLI 2025 XUER B X518 (double retention pun). HL£2 B X< 1% (single retention
pun) FlJE = U TE (zero meaning pun) .

2.2. XEE$

RIFFER /& i Wilson F1 Sperber [11]%: T Grice FIHEFEAZ rEf 0 42 i1y, SEONEE T~ 5 50 i6 A S2 it
BRI, DASTEAS A 2 AR W 2 AR 15005 N BT H (AL 19 2 2R AT R AT 1 25 b 2 DIk B B AR 1 1% A\ = I 1

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2023.114210 1562 HURIE 2%


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2023.114210

X

i AOCRBAER A U A E o BRI AHOCMIMES . TP IRI IR - HEEL AR Brid
FEOA R ORBRE N SS . fERZHUBOUT, RBEIR AT DUE N B R Fo Rl . kil A SCSRE R
FIT 7 AR R SR S R 2 O B A L

BRI B O, Z2HCAE R LI SRR EE T /NP IRE B0, BEWRES
HEFRPE. Gan ([1]: p. 211)IK, ARAEACPRIOCIEMERT, Wil A6 il A BTt i) & A B R R R IS Bk
ATAREE, IXORFE 1 W id N BIBEAR S Ui 1E N B R Bl RV ST AERBROC &R . [FIFE, HK¥E Riemer ([12]: pp.
124-128)(1f#RE, DABH R - HEFAE QN BRI AE brad 48 Bl 4t TR R IR E T 2E, L
PRI 1 2 BE NS MRS HH 15 8 HH 0 B S B S0 b, AR LA CRAS B A 0PI 75 50 2 — L 454 AR 4R Gan ([1]:
p. 21L)MIRIE, FEEFWFKM: —RESRERIIUGH IR R N RE A 1E
FRCR AT BT AR S ). BARSRYE, A T #s 5 Uil 2 B B SRR s 5 & 3, Y0
FH NI AT R ESE . BRI Ak, Yus ([3]: pp. 1295-1331) 5 04 i b B 1 ] I AR AR LSS A X
1) TG S 2 iR I 5 3EME ST A & 1S BAEXT R 2) & Fh & XA 75 ZE R sk oK
W35 T BE 75 BT NS 77, B B A BN IRE B SCR s 3) YRR Ah & S5 BEE N R B 2 1) (1 R Bk
PERIBRUERLGE—;  4) XHE U AT DR 5 2 AR AEFERR BT A7 HoAth mT B8 A0 TEE & o il SRR T
B U A 2 AR A AT 1 T R AT RE AT G ([13]: pp. 37-50). fE15 BAC I BE, X FhA R
AT A ENSS IRl e = 2 MBS S o 2 )5, JRBRJRE WIZEWT 35 N FRE2 2 16 2 SCI a3 A0 BR R 31
ke 1) JBIE “E AR R COE BT ARIRCR, AR ISR R RN 2 EHEEE S iE S RS
RUE NESLMER, W REARE S OB SORTE R 2) SRR RN — B, Blemk
TR B SIS FE([14]: pp. 167-182). Ik Ak, AN T 1E 2 Bl g rh 4k H i BOCIBE M I — Fh 7 s —
WREUE . SIS 2, BEXOFFUE ARSI B AR E ANz BRI A b .
R - HEPR AT A I N A A S B S U (A2 0 2R ([3]: pp. 1295-1331). A4 if kA 54l B S X )
M, Pérez ([13]: pp. 37-50)I\ Ny, hil# (il 1h WA B A R, OACA 1 UESE 16 & 1 Bk T
BRI TR B IiE SRS .

3. EFXEKELH (HEXS) FBRFHWKIBENDH

(R 2 ) AR AR E e 2 G O 5 H 2 —, H5aiJLEM, 58 F 2R LIS e
F 1 BA Bb 8 T 3T 4 52 U 1F 15 H 4LEEREI H (2 150 2088, 3% 10 1) &8l & S 276 5 3 10 4080
B (8] ) FLARE RS . A WA ZE PPN IR F ISR &R, B HOE F i TH R o AR SCEILT #i Py
LTk R FRE. 5 L5a) e T Tk KOSOTE B 1R R 7 s . el
83 2 BLT, b 27 40k F KK, 15 SR B IBIESHE, 23 ok E FEE, 20 45k H %5155 . k¥ Giorgadze
Mo ShniE, X BTSRRI Bed AT 0 R Geit,  REROSOGIE R AIIK (R) i 5& 1 BR .

Table 1. The frequency of various puns and their proportion in the collected data
e 1. WA BURE BRI IE SRR R BB EE )

Byl B (IK) ST (1K) 173 H(%)
7 & R %57 L 10
W - T XBE 7 & %57 L 26 46 55.42
—iZ X 10
AR RAPIGS 26 26 31.33
GEF - B SRR 11 11 13.25
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3.1. AL - BRIV XIE

SRR JZ T A5 B =Rl RE . BVARUR B AR RE R SO R B A& R 7 3 BRSO
[IER & M R (R S 5 3R] /22 3, SRS RIS SCRA L, X AR SR B 5 A A [R] 1 R
R — 15 F AT M 2 MG Lo DUR =AM 2 5 B T I =R iR 2

1) %orzi: (M58a)tH5%E, FRIEL K 24m?

FEG) D, BT ML TP, PN SR e A — B (HE SRR, B[R AT 5 S .
HGRRW A5 RREA S BAIERN R, KRN TR AP RIEZR, B
TE N BRI G N B 2 3R A5 1 & SRR OR (OR8] . Jorp “-B A7 A1 “ 27 AU iz A £ AN
Yy, B ol o IO RIS A A iy, i TR g U R IE, ST T
A BRGNS RS M A BRI, 755l I A it 2 8l 2RIk
PEROAR . 20 A BT MR AR TG, BT il TSR i e t 135 SO o8
e BB 27 BRERBAEMIEEES . WARERMEEE —A> “24" N EZAEXHE —A4
CAE” BRI _E AT ANARIZ J1, BB BT RIS, IER SR N IR
MR ) — 2T SRR (RN R A AN e, S AL T B H 7 19 5 — L i A,
HBAVGRFISFE L. B, 55738 in) B B AL #5220, IXAE—E R bt 5 BAL AT 7122 F
WX, G T HBRACR .

2) Kikfi: VAVA THAEEZ, BUMR—HZ, a2 k.

RN, S VAVA” H“H " AR, ARREE, & XWA R, TTEHE
Al A SR S MARRE 28 VAVA (A — L2 i BT 447, 58 a2 — A
Fifto WLARWT 21 55 Gk fk” SX AN A N B A0 R LBy — Ao, (BT Z ARG ME T “VAVA
B AN R TS, SRt T e XATHGE, AT B AT B SMEAM AR
2501, FeHolmairy, DUERMRE s AR R X RFHENARL —ERE RN, M VAVA £—4
N4, H R SR RIS “ B F B 5T VAVA 94 7T TR, HiliE 1 BERRCR

3) lAEgkE: KE S, WridMidEs maE, TR AEAKIR, MERRES B EIR, U AR, X
BeAT” , AT 1, FOEEET .

FEG] ) “5 7 IXANEHIL TR, B S LA KR (W 4 Tk ) LR F T Y BLR R A 4
fUihrh “IZPANT 7, AERE 5 ST IESEAT DUER RO “UE R E R RIR T, T8 BN R ARG .
A T HBUE R EEE” RS, FoR TR, IHERXCPIINTGE . XA “ 57
RIS S0 W DME N — A2 SRR e AR 2158 = A “57 B9k, NEIRBIUA T 55—
I “57 —RERiRE, ERXIFAREBAIG L ARRE . PRI AR 75 EEA VA AN N 35 0, e\ Jn 4
ta, IEWRREEE = A “5 7 BrE RS e ERADBTH, ARHEE & EERAR. flan, K]
Ly 22 9 B QSRR R 1 XA 77 DL S G i i B AT BRI B L TR ES AR
FIEXAS BRI, Bk =] 5 24 B D2 N ik ACT 368 1, R 2w 19 e i,
S T WARIFENS, filiE AR .

3.2. Gif - AIEBIK

MR BB, — SRR R T S A O IR T R - SO, B3
T AR YRR G K T BETE AN R (K 185 3

4) HArsE: JEKANIFBHERRBNS, AROTAAIEARK, e A ?

FEZGIR, 7 FEPRA R RTEE S T T LA AR S S e BRI 87 BT R IES
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K& I CP” (RIS ARIEIRRR, (HOF T IEIMSAR), ATLAERMRy “Hili&” , BLAEwT DR XR
PRSI . A 7 B ERE MBI AR B T IR AR R e, B
RS EAETT I, T8 RO AT IO . AR BIEE A b MBI SR, R RGREUR T
R RN AT I R “Xb CP” , (HAR BB BN I I F AN fe B SRR IR AR o TRTBOU A 5 241 HH A4
FIANEISS 77, BeHohmnaity, IEMREMR DS AR EEEEURMARKIR AL 7 EMARH & —E 1
HRAR, B “0 CP” X — MR 8 o B ILSERI AR AR, BEHIAR 1 ARZ: H AT M A 5K 411
(QENEER SNV S Er N O S i U EE Sl 0 BanTiiPAi b N N U I S 22 P ] TNt AN S
TR R 2 B RKIZ —HR), RE&HIE 7 HERSCR .

3.3. G5t - FEMBIMRK

LB E (A H I SR T (957 SO BT ARt 3k 1Y) A 1 U 125 A R e TR B T & SC2 1A (1
Z5EE. RZHEHUT, 45t - 15 X2 MBER L SR TR, e i 8 SO LT3 I 51
B SR BB

5 FHME: SIPAE (EH) HRIE—BE, FEHipE TR 7 XL XEE 2 R T
e g NEEORE > —ME o BTGP ORI ERHRRKR T, B REE IR, WAOTE5— A4
By, IRMCERUERIE T

FEA) ) 4y — MR BE” AR PUE T H LA G M T IR, BB — IR IR R RS2 B (I
DURHEA) O P PR, 782 1 XORIE T AR, BeAR TT DLBR 9 HH LR 51 H s S« =
FAFFARIAF” o 25 X BUE R EX & FAa Ui, 7838 10O (T B0 . R iEs “ IR
WCERUERIE 17, BEACH) “r—M32” W ABEM O P 0B —MER” o AN 25 K
A E R BAESIN, T RSN T K 5] 5 o BRI AR R A SRR IE R R,
PRLE AR 75 A MR RN SS 0, B 2 BTN RN SR, RZ SR BN IR 8 . RN BET
i WAL BT SRIE “ > #REE” IXA SITEAR B )31 BB DU LI 51 R S 2 R TR A
R, BRI TR RN IR TGP0 7E A AR Eah Gy, SO X BT R 1 — 2
2 1 @I AT TR AT A A A5

4. #hig

ASCHEETOCHRERE, K4 Giorgadze #& Hi 1) =R XU RAL, 208 7 Wil AR 16 A\ S5 iE = BRI
Ed AR DL (AR SRR N REITT AL, ISR T RTDUALIL T 83 SIS KB SGB BT . g X}
MR MG A =ZMBEOGEERIE G il e iE - 8 IO T 46 IR
(55.42%), FEAHE 10 NMEIE FIE R A, 26 ANEE 7R S, L& 10 N2 S 45 - A)7ERL
FKHBLT 26 R(31.33%); £5H4 - iF XX HBL T 11 K (13.25%) . RS FRt8) S K — A7 1A Fl—
ANHTECE, AR FESE T R — AN (A R 15 5 TR0 o A e e sk Hh (92 B 25 5 R8BI s
TN, ZJERYE R AR IR R B8 AT IARRE, IR AN SS ), R NG, RS
Wi TE N S B EL ORI & G, B AR B AR P B0R B BR AR o 2 HE QIR ) A SR 0,
ACBR i EEAE “ED AT BRI, ELEXRH Y 1R B B SCHEVE MR, TN IR E 2K
XFULTE N S BT R, BRLEY 7 OCBREN], (HSERR BRSNS A R PR LB A (A
1T 1% AT AR PR T 50 DU A2 3% T il A RUOGITE SCARERE, 3 4R G it — b e .
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