
SUMMARY OF REVIEWERS’ COMMENTS AND OUR RESPONSES
	
[bookmark: _Hlk52774389]REVIEWER 1 COMMENTS
	
RESPONSE

	
1).  The methodology should be reworked - 
    By indicating the participants, average duration,  
    length of the whole corpus (whether it was recorded  
    by the researcher or not), timespan- months/weeks, 
    topics discussed and transcription conventions used    
    etc.

	 
We have reworked the methods section by resolving the key issues raised by the reviewer. These can be found in pages 9-10. 

	
2). The analysis and discussion should also be given more prominence. It should contain both qualitative and quantitative information (e.g. number of strategies detected in the corpus, percentages occurrence).
	
In section 6 of the revised paper, we have incorporated some quantitative information (e.g. types of humour, number of strategies, occurrences and percentages) – pages 11-12. We then focused on the types of humour and strategies identified and gave detailed analysis since the paper is largely qualitative (from pages 11-20).

	3). The section discussing the Akan society, language use and media could probably mention something about humour (e.g., whether it used to be frequent or has recently gained popularity.) as a way of guiding and directing the reader towards the core of the paper.
	
This section has been revised by adding additional materials to create a bridge between humour and media practices in Ghana. Check section 3, pages 7-8.

	
4). The section dedicated to humour is a bit brief and 
    cursory. It should address key points (i.e.       conversational humour and its manifestations like jokes, banter, punning etc. to the overall study.
	
This has been addressed by creating a new section to cater for conversational humour: types, and some stylistic figures. See section 2.

	
5). The study relies on the incongruity-resolution model for its theoretical framework. However, this is not duly explained in detailed. Authors should consider (Yus Ramos, Francisco (2016) relevance-theoretic work on humour and relate it to their study.

	
We have provided a detailed explanation on the framework, and have supported our arguments with some of the materials suggested (and more). This can be found in section 4, pages 8-9.

	
REVIEWER 2 COMMENTS
	
RESPONSE

	
1). The introduction appears not fully developed to demonstrate progression from definitions to trends in humour research (from what is known to what is not, which is to be explored).


	
We have fully developed the introduction by clearly demonstrating a progression from the definitions and trends in humour studies to tie it to the research problem. This was done by setting the concept of humour within a context and the addition of more recent relevant literature in pages 2-4. 



	2. The objectives marshalled in the introduction sound a bit distant from the research question; they should be logically connected. The authors should kindly explain how important the objectives are. 
	What the reviewer considered as a research question in the previous document was erroneous. The research problem, objectives, significance etc. have however been revised in pages 3-6. 

	
3). The last paragraph of the literature review (in Section 2) should be rewritten.

	
This has been done now in section 3 (see from the first paragraphs on pages 7-8).

	
4). The methodology should clarify and add basic pieces of information like who are the actual participants (users of language) in this programme: invited guest, politicians, dedicated media staff members etc? Comment on ethical approval.
	
We have resolved them at the methodology section 
(see pages 9-10).

	
5). Authors should consider rewriting the excerpts in 
     the analysis - They should not be captured in tables.
    Also, authors may consider deleting 
   the native (Akan) versions of the excerpts after they 
    are well translated. 
	The tables have been removed as indicated by the reviewer and the excerpts are numbered in turns in section 6 of the discussion (on pages 11-20). Even though the texts are well translated, we could not do away with Akan versions because we were likely to lose the humourous content. However, the translated versions were run on as needed in the text.


	
6). Many more things can still be said about the Incongruity Theory (in Section 3). I expect a domain-specific (language-based) application of incongruity. The theoretical framework can be made more robust by adding a little pragmatic theory (like speech or pragmatic act) to it, in order to clearly reveal the intentionality functions of humour in the programme.
	
Although speech act theory etc was not used, the paper has been significantly revised in the light of research on the pragmatics of humour. Concepts such as play/humorous frames, intentionality etc. (pages 5-6) have been incorporated. We have also added materials on incongruity in the domain of linguistics; incongruity resolution model etc (see pages 8-9). Additionally, we have provided the functions of humour as occurred in the programme (see section 6.2 on page 21).

	7). The Data analysis and discussion (in Section 4) should be rewritten to follow the objectives outlined.
	Data analysis has been significantly revised to tie in with the revised objectives (types of humour, strategies used, functions of humour). See section 6 (pages 12-21). 

	
8). All the changes made in the theoretical framework, 
     methodology, findings and discussion should also   
    reflect in the Abstract.
	
Abstract has been reworked to reflect the changes done in the various sections of the work.
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