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Abstract

The paper explores gender aspect of humorous discourse in four popular
women’s magazines published in Serbia and the U.S. Firstly, we wanted to describe
the functions humour has in this discourse and determine to what extent gender roles
are affected by humour. The results of this study indicate that in most cases self-di-
rected humour is used, particularly in the narratives where the authors want to depre-
ciate themselves, elicit sympathy or build rapport with the readership. Gender influ-
ences humour both overtly and covertly and stereotypes related to gender are still
widely present in both cultures. On the other hand, humour upholds gender roles and
helps in maintaining them.
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a”anm3e je 6no yTBpAUTH (QYHKIMjE pa3NIHIUTHX O00JIHKa XyMopa u Mehycobuu yru-
Iaj TMX 00JMKa M POJHMX yiora. Pe3ynTtatu oBe cTyauje ykasyjy Ha TO aa y BehuHn
CllyuajeBa jKeHEe ayTOpPH M HapaTOpU KOPUCTE XyMOD Jla OMajloBaxke cebe kako Ou u3a-
3BaJie eMIIaTHjy KoJ uhTanana u crBopuiie ocehaj Onuckoctu. Pox yTude excrmim-
THO ¥ MMIUTHIUTHO Ha XyMOD, & POJHH CTEPEOTHUIIN CY jOII YBEK IIHPOKO 3aCTyIbe-
HHU y 00e kynrype. Kpo3 mHTepakiujy xymopa u poja, XyMop moxynupe nocrojehe
pOAHE yJIoTe U IOMake y ’bHXOBOM IIPOJY’KaBamby.

Kibyune peun: poa, XyMop, cpIcKa Ky/ITypa, aMepuyKa KyJITypa, CTEpPEOTHUIIH,

JKEHCKH YacOIUCH

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between
gender and humour as reflected in the written discourse of popular maga-
zines published in two different countries and the dominant gender ideol-
ogy of each magazine as well as the influence of certain cultural models
on humour. Since there are no studies that contrast the discourse in Ser-
bian and American women’s magazines, in particular regarding humour,
we wanted to see to what extent each discourse is similar or culture-spe-
cific. It was interesting for us to explore the blend of global and culture-
specific elements from the perspective of humorous discourse, and to
frame this analysis in the real-world context, as Lumby (2011, p. 96)
suggests. Namelly, in popular magazines, humour generally plays an im-
portant role since it makes the reading material lighter and more appeal-
ing, not to mention advertisements where humour is often used to reach
the prospective customers.

Despite the fact that popular magazines sometimes tackle serious
issues and try to educate their readership, their main purpose is to sell
entertainment and amuse their readers. Hence, it is expected that dis-
course in popular magazines is abundant with humour, yet, at the same
time, humour can be used as a powerful tool in creating and maintaining
gender identity. Many authors (Holmes & Marra, 2002; Crawford, 2003;
Kotthoff, 2006) have proved the assumption that humour can be used to
construct power and gender identity as well as maintain the existing cul-
tural assumptions about gender. Press (2011, p. 107) claims that “an as-
sessment of feminist media studies must necessarily address our anxieties
about women and feminism, as well as those about media representations
of and impact upon women, gender, and sexuality” and that the post-
feminist environment requires a more holistic analysis (Press, 2011, p.
108).
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HUMOROUS DISCOURSE

Humour research has become quite popular recently since it offers
a deeper insight into the way people construct and use language. Most
linguistic studies with this field of interest are based on Raskin’s Seman-
tic-Script Theory of Humour (SSTH) and Attardo’s General Theory of
Verbal Humor (GTVH) (Raskin, 1985; Attardo, 1994; 2003), which at-
tempt to provide an encompassing general theory of humour that is based
on the idea that all humour involves a “semantic-pragmatic process acti-
vated by a (fragment of a) text and a violation of Grice’s maxims of the
principle of cooperation” (Attardo, 2003, p. 1287). Traditionally, it was
assumed that humour was restricted to men, and that women were not ex-
pected to make jokes, but to smile politely in appreciation of humour pro-
duced by men. According to Kotthoff (2006, p. 5), female humorists were
almost completely absent from literary humour anthologies and female
caricaturists and cartoonists excluded from the exhibitions. This fact is
blatantly obvious when it comes to media or in cases where humour
serves some other functions. Rarely are women caught off their guard in
public: in many situations it is neither acceptable nor desirable if women
make fools of themselves by telling jokes, making a grimace or trying to
be funny. Still, women have not been excluded completely from the realm
of joking: more often than not, they have been the butt of sexist jokes.

Investigating different functions of humour in conversations of
men and women, some researchers (Hay, 2000; Crawford, 2003;
Kotthoff, 2006) highlighted the fact that there are significant sex differ-
ences in attitudes towards expressing humorous utterances. First of all,
women frequently assume the role of a passive recipient in verbal humor-
ous exchanges. They use humour to show support in a familiar circle of
friends and they rarely direct their jokes at other people. On the other
hand, a study that explored humour in relation to the discourse of men’s
and women’s magazines showed that humour is much more present in the
discourse of men’s magazines than in women’s (Izgarjan & Prodanovic-
Stanki¢, 2011). Also, as the results of the study indicate, men generally
feel more at ease using humour to preserve and promote their identity, es-
pecially using sexist and vulgar humour aimed at women (Izgarjan &
Prodanovi¢-Stankic, 2011, pp. 18-19).

These findings certainly depend on the particular cultural model
shared by the speakers of a language. According to Martin et al. (2003),
each culture has a set of preferred humour styles, however, there are indi-
vidual differences in uses of humour. These differences are pinpointed in the
scale they (Martin et al., 2003) have developed. Namely, people use humour

1. to enhance the self (self-enhancing function),

2. to enhance one’s relationship with others (affiliative function),

3. to enhance the self at the expense of others (aggressive function),

4. to enhance relationships at the expense of self (self-defeating

function).
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Exploring the construction of power through humour, Holmes and
Marra (2002) suggested that in relationships where the balance of power
was not equal, the powerful used humour to maintain control, and the
powerless to subvert that control. In most cases, masculinity, commonly
associated with having power, is constructed and expressed by the means
of humour. According to prevalent cultural assumptions about femininity,
women avoid using humorous discourse altogether or restrict themselves
to smiling. It has to be emphasized that all different humorous activities
are not solely restricted to either men or women, though, undoubtedly,
joking styles play an important part in social typification. Davies (2006)
has shown that different identities and gender roles are characterized by
different styles of joking, and that female characters in films are almost
completely excluded from humour. At the same time, her study shows
how individuals vary within, as well as across gender categories. Hay
(2000) explores functions of humour in the conversations of men and
women, and classifies these functions into three broad categories: soli-
darity-based, power-based and psychological functions. She analyzed
both mixed and single-sex groups, and her research revealed that women
are more likely to share funny personal stories to create solidarity,
whereas men used other strategies to achieve the same goal, such as re-
membering shared experiences or highlighting similarities to create soli-
darity within the group.

However, in this paper, we want to focus not only on various func-
tions humour has in the process of constructing and maintaining gender
identity, but on the impact of cultural models on the expression of hu-
mour as well. In the opinion of Holland and Quinn (Holland and Quinn,
1987, p. 3, Quinn, 1991, p. 79), cultural models mirror common
knowledge and experience associated with prototypical schemata that are
shared by speakers of a given language, and in that sense cultural models
are regarded as real “windows” on the world we live in. To this end, the
implicit knowledge about gender identities and the roles speakers of a
language share is also a part of their cultural model. Culturally based un-
derstanding of the social world we live in is inevitably reflected in popu-
lar magazines, since they are written for and by the people who live by
these cultural schemata. In that way, elements of culture are transmitted
in the discourse, being evident both in the topics and style of a particular
magazine. As McMahon (1990, p. 383) claims, the mass cultural text is
often a result of a contradictory process of the production of meaning,
since it includes a whole range of variables, such as the situation, and in-
tention of the author, relations within society, ideological, political and
psychological articulations, relations with readers and with other texts.
The specific range of vocabulary that is used in these magazines is cer-
tainly in accordance with the appropriate gender roles and cultural models
of the target readers, because in that way the readership can identify
themselves with the magazine and keep buying it. Consequently, the use



809

of humour in the discourse of popular magazines also contributes to cre-
ating and preserving these roles.

METHODOLOGY

The corpus of this study consists of four monthly magazines, two
Serbian, Cosmopolitan (the Serbian edition) and Lepota i zdravlje', and
two American, Cosmopolitan and The Oprah Magazine. They were taken
as representative due to several reasons. First of all, they are popular and
widely read by women from different age groups in Serbia and the U.S.
as their circulation indicates. American edition of Cosmopolitan has cir-
culation of 3,032 000 issues, The Oprah Magazine of 2,461 464, Serbian
edition of Cosmopolitan 50 000 and Lepota i zdravije 75 000. Articles
and advertisements featured in them address issues that affect women as a
social group. The topics range from relationships, health, fashion and lei-
sure, usually divided into regular columns. The visual material was not
excluded from our analysis because sometimes both the picture and the
text create humorous effect. For the purpose of this study, thirty six issues
were analyzed, from 2009 to 2011. On average, Serbian magazines have
170 pages and American 200 pages, out of which approximately 40 per
cent of the volume contains advertisements, and almost 50 per cent visual
material, such as photographs, drawings, and rarely charts and diagrams.
We have included Cosmopolitan because this is the only American maga-
zine that has a local edition. The Serbian edition features the same format,
yet the texts and advertisements are adjusted to cater to the taste and
needs of the Serbian readership. The Oprah Magazine and Lepota i
zdravije were chosen due to the fact that they are also read by women
from different age groups and cover and address similar topics. Both the
advertisements and photographs display a range of gender ideologies
(working mothers, women as sexual objects or seducers) and in that way
contribute to the overall impression of the magazine and gender identities
that exist in the respective cultures. For the purpose of this analysis, all
instances of humour were taken into account, such as jokes, witticisms,
wordplay, puns, narrative jokes, humorous allusions, etc. In identifying
and coding humour, we relied heavily on the idea that humour is very
context-sensitive, hence, context was also taken into account in the at-
tempt to determine the writer’s intention.

Serbian women’s magazines

The most striking characteristic of both Serbian women’s maga-
zines is actually the lack of humour on all levels. Although the main pur-

! All translations were provided by the authors of the article.
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pose of these magazines is to entertain and, to some extent, educate, it
appears that they do not strive to amuse their readership by using humour.
It can be said that they rather train them to comply with the gender roles
proscribed by the patriarchal society, predominantly those of wives and
mothers. Visual materials that accompany the texts and advertisements
follow suit. In that respect, the Serbian edition resembles the American
one. Advertisements and photographs in both Serbian and American edi-
tion usually display women who are smiling, rather than laughing, which
indicates a sense of control and restraint. Bearing in mind that the target
readers of this magazine in Serbia are young women, who are middle
class, educated and employed, it is obvious that the discourse in this mag-
azine is in accordance with the stereotypical gender roles these women
are supposed to maintain. More than anything, the analysis of the maga-
zine reflects growing pressure on women in the contemporary society
since they are expected to fulfil a number of roles, to be competent career
women, mothers and wives, and if they fall short of this ideal, they are
judged as inadequate.

Humour in the magazines is mostly connected to performative
gender roles and the analysis of the instances of humour reveals more tra-
ditional approach in the Serbian edition. Consequently, humour as a rule
was not present in the main sections but restricted to the section devoted
to the readers’ letters and comments. All the other sections are written in
neutral to informal style, with all humorous discourse filtered out. Few
attempts at being funny were made in some titles, where the author tried
to create wordplay, though without much success. For example, the title
of one questionnaire was “Da 1i googlate?” [Do you google?] (Cosmo-
politan, April 2011, p. 78) in which Serbian suffix is added to the English
noun in order to coin a new verb which denotes using Google search en-
gine. These innocuous instances of humour are sharply contrasted to the
example featured in McMahons’ article “which humorously objectifies
men by the use of the metaphor of an automobile. Choosing a man is de-
scribed as the equivalent of choosing a used car” (McMahon, 1990, p.
386). While on the surface this humorous revision of the gender dynamics
is subversive since it features women in control and men subdued, it also
denigrates their relationship and consequently woman’s dominant role.
“Relations of power are confined to relations of domination and subordi-
nation within the terms of market exchange and reification of human re-
lations” (McMahon, 1990, p. 386). There is a significant difference be-
tween this example and the ones we found which can be explained by the
fact that McMahon conducted her research from 1976 to 1988 when the
effects of the second wave feminism were still more noticeable. Our
analysis in the post-feminist era reveals that humour in the Cosmopolitan
is not longer targeted at men. Rather it is subdued both in terms of quan-
tity and content which is principally evident in the Serbian edition.
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It should be emphasized that in Serbia, post-feminism happened
with a delay in comparison to the Western world and in the shorter period
of time as a result of the civil war and poverty (throughout the 1990s Ser-
bia was under severe economic sanctions). Serbia entered the process of
repatriarchalisation and postfeminism in the post-social, neoliberal pe-
riod. This dualism in the appropriation of the global model of postfemi-
nism in the local Serbian setting is evident in the analysis of humour in
the other magazine, Lepota i zdravije which features slightly different
humours discourse from the Serbian edition of Cosmopolitan. Apart read-
ers’ letters, humour is restricted to a regular column titled “Duda
Alapaca” [Duda the gossip girl]: the author discusses the events in her life
in a form of a funny narrative. However, she always makes jokes at her
own expense in a disparaging manner. Her first name is a euphemism for
breasts and a pacifier and her second name a derogatory word for a
woman who does nothing but gossip and mind other people’s business.
The topics she writes about range from fighting weight, arguing with her
husband, being indecisive about everything in her life and worrying about
her competence as a wife and a mother of a baby. Her stories can be read
as attempts to build rapport with other young women in Serbia who are
overwhelmed by role models they have to measure up to. Here, we can
explore post-feminist trends through “double entanglement” that is char-
acterised by the co-existence of neo-conservative values and liberalisation
in regard to choice and diversity in gender relations (McRobbie, 2004, pp.
255-256). Duda, and women readers she addresses, are caught between
desire to be modern, capable women and social pressure to be traditional
family women as their mothers and grandmothers. For example, in the
story about her family visit to her grandmother, Duda feels that she fails
in comparison to her, since she is neither a perfect cook nor a house-
keeper. However, as can be seen in the story about her quest for the
shampoo that would make her look like a girl from the commercial (alt-
hough her husband proclaims it mission impossible), Duda does not ridi-
cule the media for trying to impose unattainable standards of beauty upon
women or the society for upholding the myth of the domestic woman. In-
stead, she mocks herself for being helpless in such everyday situation and
inept even in relation to grammar:

I was furious. First, he destroyed my good mood, second he ran up my
mobile bill, and third he ruined my faith in the super cool shampoo
commercial. I ran my fingers through my hair and started thinking.
Why is life so complicated? Why do I have to choose, to make so
many choices during one single day? [...] Finally, I left the store but
he wasn’t waiting on the parking lot. I was angry as a bull. Or as a
bear? I do not know which way to take. Or wait a minute, is it which
road to take? (Lepota i zdravije, May 2010, p. 30)
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The impact of the media on the perception the columnist has of her
body is obvious in the story about struggling with weight: “The weather’s
perfect; there’s a sale in every single shop: high waist skirts and trousers,
low waist skirts and trousers and I’m waistless! I lost my waist this winter
and if anyone comes across it, would you please be so kind to give it back
to me!” (Lepota i zdravije, April 2010, p. 33) The images in the column
support this dualism between traditional women who are capable house-
wives and modern women who are often portrayed as victims of the
standards imposed by the media. Yet these standards are maintained and
are present in Lepota i zdravije and Serbian and American Cosmopolitan.
Articles and advertisements have the central focus on “reconstruction of
the ‘self” as an image which represents leisure and desire. Advice about
beauty, clothing, styles, cosmetics, diet and exercise is aimed at remaking
the reader as an object of display; yet the advice implies that the reader
falls short, that she will never be good enough. The image of woman as
object of desire is represented as being unattainable for the working class
woman who reads the magazine” (McMahon, 1990, p. 389). Duda is con-
sequently not presented as an upwardly mobile young woman who also
managed to fulfil herself as a wife and mother, but rather as a ridiculous
and inadequate woman.

Humour, as a mode of discourse, is also often used as a strategy for
developing a sense of group identity and to reinforce the existing, tradi-
tional roles in the given society. However, in the examples above, we
again notice differences in the way men and women use humour. Hay’s
(Hay, 2000) analysis of functions of humour in the conversations of men
and women also demonstrates that both men and women used humour to
build solidarity in same-gender groups, yet, it is typical of women to di-
rect any kind of humour towards themselves. In Auerbach’s opinion
“women turn their frustrations and hatred into humor and then turn their
humor against themselves” (Auerbach qtd. in Gagnier, 1991, p. 933).
Sometimes, the jokes are directed at other marginalized groups as in the
example when Duda reminds her friend of the rules for the choice of the
husband:

Instead of finding a single guy in the sea of young, attractive and rich
men, my friend Nina got a huge crush on her colleague. To make
things even worse, he’s married with children. ‘Shame on you!” I said.
‘Haven’t I taught you anything? Never choose a married man, never a
family man, never a colleague! And you managed to find all this in
one — all inclusive! You picked him as if you were Steve Wonder!”
(Lepota i zdravlje, March 2009, p. 32)

The joke contains elements of sexism and racism since a woman who
cannot choose wisely is compared to a vision impaired African American
man, indicating that prejudices against certain ethnic groups, disabled people
and women who break social norms, are still widely present.
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An interesting characteristic of this particular magazine is that in
every issue on the last page, there are three to four jokes, sent by the
readers. It appears that the editors feel the need to make the magazine
more humorous, yet, they do not dare to incorporate humour in the
“more-serious” sections. Still, the analysis indicates that most of the jokes
either contain some kind of subversive humour or they are based on tra-
ditional stereotypes. In these jokes, we again find binary oppositions typi-
cal of patriarchy since women are usually regarded either as housewives
or sexual objects. Paradoxically, although Lepota i zdravije is a women’s
magazine, most of the jokes are sexist, presenting women, especially
blondes, as dumb bimbos:

A blonde addressed a salesman, ‘I need a curtain 23 cm long.” ‘Where
in your house do you have such a small window?’ asked the salesman.
‘Well, that’s for my computer screen,” she replied. “You don’t need a
curtain for your computer, do you?’ The blonde shouted: ‘Hello, I've
got Windows!” (Lepota i zdravlje, February 2011, p. 93)

Serbia is still to an extent a patriarchal society and popular maga-
zines clearly uphold patriarchal values in relation to the roles and status
of women. Thus, despite the fact that in these magazines the editors and
the overwhelming majority of contributors are women, they still (unwit-
tingly?) use humour targeted against women. Although both of the an-
alysed Serbian magazines are advertised as modern, progressive and de-
signed to cater for the needs of the 21-century woman, the discourse in
these magazines is heavily biased and traditional gender roles are implic-
itly or explicitly favoured.

The ways gender identities are conceptualized in Serbian maga-
zines has a lot to do with the division of labour and the discourse of
power which issues from it. Despite the fact that in most western coun-
tries, the male provider household has now been replaced by dual pro-
vider couples, it is also obvious that this did not have major influence on
“the sex-segregated division of labour (paid as well as unpaid). Here, as-
pects of power and negotiation are important elements. Gender contracts
are expressed at different levels: at an overall structural level in society in
the relation between paid and unpaid work; at the work-place, in the ver-
tical, horizontal and time dimensions of sex segregation; and in the allo-
cation of work tasks within the family.” (Gunnarsson, 153) We under-
stand the gender contract in terms of its definition by the European
Commission: “a set of implicit and explicit rules governing gender rela-
tions which allocate different work and value, responsibilities and obliga-
tions to men and women is maintained on three levels — cultural super-
structure — the norms and values of society; institutions — family welfare,
education and employment systems, etc.; and socialization processes,
notably in the family. (Glossary of Gender and Development Terms).
Within “the work-family interface” (Salmi & Lammi-Taskula, 2005),
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women still do not wield either the financial or political and social power
as men do. The above mentioned examples of humor in Serbian maga-
zines reflect interpolation of women as objects, rather than subjects in the
discourse of power. Consequently, in the existing gender contract, women
are socialized to perpetuate the existing gender roles and gender divisions
and to produce humor which is direct against them.

American women magazines

The first striking difference between humour in Serbian and
American women’s magazines is quantity. The results of this study show
that the American women’s magazines contain more humorous discourse
than the Serbian ones. Being funny and witty appears to be more central
to Americans. Regular sections include “Fun Fearless Fashion” and “Fun
& Forefront”, which focus on a humorous attitude towards fashion or re-
lationships. In most cases humour is based on register and use of jargon
and on funny retelling of one’s own experience. Still, humour serves ei-
ther to enhance the self at the expense of others or relationships at the ex-
pense of self (self-defeating function). For instance, in some of the sec-
tions, fashion and beauty tips are offered by comparing photographs of
celebrities. Things one should avoid, in the sense of fashion and make-up
mistakes, are illustrated by photographs of celebrities caught in awkward
situations. Or, in a similar vein, reporting on the poll the journalists car-
ried out, they use the following comment: “Do you care if your date has a
little stubble on her legs? 46% answered yes, the cactus effect is a total
turn-oft” (Cosmopolitan, March 2011, p. 84).

Humour is not restricted only to the above-mentioned sections. In
most cases it is used in narratives or in columns where practical pieces of
advice are offered. Also, there is quite a lot of humour in the readers’ let-
ters. Nevertheless, the authors usually assume a self-deprecating approach
to handling these topics, or they write about embarrassing situations they
found themselves in. Accordingly, reference is made either to scatological
humour or bodily functions and appearance. Basically, all these uses of
humour indicate that funny situations or any other type of humour occur
when women do not fit into the roles the society has imposed on them.
Ironically, though the male voice is integrated in the discourse, probably to
achieve better understanding between two sexes or to provide seeming ob-
jectivity of the discourse, the underlying message is that women are there to
please, seduce and indulge men. Even when it comes to constructing the
female identity, the imperative is for women to be attractive and likeable.
Advertisements and photographs used in the magazine support these find-
ings. If a woman is not glamorous and seductive, she is ridiculed.

In The Oprah Magazine humour is generally used less than in
Cosmopolitan and it is of a different kind. Again, there are some sections
(such as “May We Help You?” by Martha Beck or “The Donna Files” by
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Donna Brazile) in which humour can always be found, mainly due to the
resourcefulness of the authors. In other sections it is found occasionally, yet
the overall objective of the magazine seems to be promotion of well-being,
joy and laughter (for example the issue in February 2011 encouraged read-
ers to laugh more in order to feel better). In the above-mentioned sections,
the authors mainly use humour that is self-directed as a way of self-en-
hancement. Similar examples can be found in other columns as well. For
example, during the interview with the famous poet, Mary Oliver (April
2011, p. 229), the interviewer asked her what she had done with her life and
the poet answered wittily that she had used a lot of pencils.

Sometimes, irony and wordplay add a colourful flavour to serious
topics. Thus in February issue 2011, the readers were asked to imagine
their naysayer with the head of the animal he/she most resembles. In the
same issue the readers were given advice on how to avoid racoon eyes
while applying black mascara. As can be noticed, humour sometimes
serves various functions, starting from self-enhancing to being aggressive
by the means of humour. These instances also show us that word play can
add a humorous twist to columns concerned with self-help or beauty ad-
vice which tend to be quite repetitive making them appear more interest-
ing and attractive.

The Oprah Magazine from 2006 to 2010 had a column written by
Lisa Kogan which bears striking similarity to that of Duda the gossip girl.
Kogan deals with identical topics such as weight loss, arguments with her
boyfriend, her shortcomings as a mother, girlfriend, career woman, and
generally with her failure to conform to the gender roles in the American
society. Tellingly, she is introduced as the magazine’s chronically unmar-
ried columnist and she never fails to mention that her boyfriend never de-
cided to marry her and that he lives for the better part of the year on a dif-
ferent continent. This enables her to build rapport with the wider audience
since she is equally capable of lamenting over lack of male support in the
household as well as over prejudice against single women and single
mothers in the society. She mentions occasionally that despite being a
successful career woman she was only accepted by her family, commu-
nity and larger society, and maybe most importantly herself, once she de-
veloped a long-term relationship and became a mother. Similarly to
Duda’s column, Kogan’s humour is more often than not self-disparaging
featuring her failures in the province of home or office whether the stories
concern her attempts to become America’s oldest Brownie (she was inca-
pable of becoming one when she was the appropriate age), her trip to visit
her boyfriend’s mother (which parallels Duda’s story about her visit to
the grandmother since Kogan also presents her mother-in-law as the per-
fect mother, housewife and cook, unlike the columnist who often uses
packaged food and cake mixes) or her attempts to change her wardrobe in
order to look more like a fashion model. Thus in the October 2008 issue,
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The Oprah Magazine’s creative director Adam Glassman was hired to
help Kogan’s makeover which was featured as transformation from
Shlumpadinka to a woman with style. Visual material in Kogan’s column
supports the dichotomy between a competent, traditional woman and a
modern woman who is torn between her career, desire to be a successful
mother and wife and desire to fulfill her needs, especially to attain a de-
gree of freedom.

In comparison to Duda however, Kogan’s humour is sometimes
targeted at the political and economic situation in the U.S., particularly
the presidency of George Bush Jr. Also, unlike Duda, Kogan sometimes
comes across as more ambivalent in her column. For example, her occa-
sional comment that she is exposing her shortcomings in order to earn
money to support herself and her daughter’s in a leisurely style can be
interpreted as a veiled disparage of her competence as a journalist (in-
stead of having a more serious job she writes a column in which she criti-
cizes herself). On the other hand, it can also be read as her indictment of
the media in the U.S. which feed on the stories about failures of the pub-
lic figures and the need of Americans to have insight into their lives. She
tacitly compliments herself for manipulating this need and making money
out of it.

In her discussion of the dynamics between young women and pop-
ular culture in which they are both subjects and objects, McRobbie quotes
sociologists who claim that in the second modernism young women are
“dis-embedded” from communities where gender roles were fixed. And,
as the old structures of social class fade away, and lose their grip in the
context of “late or second modernity,” individuals are increasingly called
upon to invent their own structures.” (2004, p. 260) She successfully
shows how these sociologists again create a token woman who is a repre-
sentative of the whole womanhood (white, middle class, privileged) and
ignore social, economic and political circumstances of minority or work-
ing class women. What we also see in the narratives of Duda and Kogan
is compulsory quality of their freedom. On the surface, it seems that they
are the creators of their narratives, fashioning themselves according to
their wishes in the public and private sphere. But, as our analysis of the el-
ements of humor in these texts has shown, there is a deep counter narrative,
in which it is obvious that if they want to be accepted and successful, the
authors have to conform to the gender roles prescribed in the society.

Another significant similarity is that the columns of both women
do not serve to promote their gender identity. Instead of appearing in a
photograph, Kogan is featured in cartoons which often exaggerate her
failures as a mother or a partner and are in striking opposition to the
glamorous models featured in the advertisements in The Oprah Maga-
zine. Moreover, Kogan occasionally thanks the cartoonist for making her
slimmer and more attractive than she actually is. Duda also has not ap-
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peared in a photograph, only recently the magazine started featuring her
outlined profile in a blurred image with pink stripes.

To conclude, whereas the discourse in The Oprah Magazine is
used to construct and maintain different gender roles and identities, as
opposed to all other magazines that were analyzed, photographs and ad-
vertisements stick to the traditional roles: women are almost exclusively
depicted as models, mothers or housewives. However, the big difference
between this and the other magazines discussed here is the fact that it of-
fers a wider range of gender roles. The results of this small-scale research
indicate that gender is still a relevant category for humorous activities.
Regardless of differences in culture, humorous discourse is very similar
both in the Serbian and American women magazines. Also, humorous
discourse is more affected by the gender aspect than culture-specific ele-
ments. Since humour can be used both to uphold social norms or to sub-
vert them, it is important to note how humorous discourse is constructed
in women’s magazines and to determine whether it is used to promote or
criticize patriarchal values.

Cultural differences in the use of humour

As far as cultural differences in the use of humour in women’s
magazines are concerned, American magazines contain more humour.
Being funny seems to be more important in the American culture than in
Serbian which can be explained by the fact that Serbian society is more
traditional than American. Although the discourse of the analyzed maga-
zines is affected by the global culture to a large extent, some culture-spe-
cific patterns can be observed. In the American magazines humour is
used more as an integral part of texts and photographs. Besides, the whole
style of the American magazines is more light-hearted and funny. Con-
versely, Serbian magazines have a more serious, or, in other words, more
controlled tone, although they predominantly discuss the same topics as
American women magazines. It also seems that in both Serbian and
American magazines the editors use language that seems appropriate for
women. Hence, we can conclude that humorous discourse is gendered in
both cultures.

The most important finding of our analysis certainly is that in both
Serbian and American women’s magazines self-disparaging humour of
women prevails. Previous analyses of humour have shown that women
generally tend to use self-disparagement humour more than men. Thus,
for example, Levine’s analysis of the stand-up comedians’ routines shows
that 64% of women used themselves as objects of derision in comparison
to 7% of men (qtd. in Lefcourt, 2001, p. 158). This can lead to the con-
clusion that women are socialized to have a preference toward belittling
themselves so that they would not come across as threatening. Such claim
can be supported by the study of James and Olson which showed that dis-
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paraging humour is intimidating and those exposed to it “were found to
be more conforming, fearful and sensitive to rejection” (Lefcourt, 2001,
p. 159). Lefcourt concludes that man’s humour is most frequently di-
rected at others (other men, women, racial groups) while woman’s hu-
mour is directed at herself and that women who use self-disparaging hu-
mour “may continue to enjoy the pleasure of social engagement because
their humour does not arouse fear or rejection among observers” (2001,
pp. 158-159). Lefcourt also cites findings of Lampert and Ervin-Tripp
who found that women engaged in self-directed humour primarily within
the same sex group and it is part of the “self-disclosing narrative” (2001,
p- 159). We can certainly make a parallel here with the columns of Duda
and Kogan who use such self-disclosing narratives to mock their short-
comings, but also as a way to battle pressure on women to be successful
in various gender roles. In discussion of their failures to perform, both
columnists vent their frustration, build solidarity with their female readers
who identify with them and decrease stress since the disclosure is con-
ducted within seemingly safe arena of female audience of women’s mag-
azines despite the fact that of course they are exposed to the public eye.

The analysis of the four women’s magazines also shows that in-
stead of using humour to subvert detrimental binary oppositions between
men and women promoted in patriarchy, women’s magazines use humour
to disparage women. Instead of building solidarity among women, the
magazines operate on the basis of divisions, be it between class (lower
and higher class, career women and housewives), modern and traditional
women or fashion models and “normal size” women. One explanation
can be that women cannot turn their frustration with the norms imposed
upon them on the society which inhibit them, so they direct their anger
towards themselves. Similar strategies can be seen in other “disempow-
ered groups, as when black people in controlled situations have seemingly
perversely laughed at anti-black jokes” (Gagnier, 1991, p. 928) Accord-
ing to Ford and Ferguson, disparagement humor creates and reinforces
stereotypes of social groups and perpetuates prejudice. It fosters “a nor-
mative climate of tolerance of discrimination — the social conditions that
encourage the expression of prejudice — as well as variables that accentu-
ate and attenuate its effects” (2004, p. 79). In Eisler’s opinion, most dam-
aging is the use of humour within the context of a “dominator society” —
when humour is used to put “inferior people” into their rightful place (via.
denigrating and dividing them) (1997, pp. 141-151). Similarly, dispar-
agement humor can be a means of social control, enabling members of
the dominant group to maintain their privileged position. Subsequently,
sexist humor maintains power imbalances between men and women (Ford
& Ferguson, 2004, p. 79).

Therefore it can be said that humour in women’s magazines both
in Serbia and the U.S. is not used constructively for examination of social
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values and especially for deconstruction of the negative stercotypes of
women but on the contrary, in a large measure through sexist jokes and
self-disparaging humour, it supports sexism. This becomes even more
relevant when we have in view Ford’s findings that exposure to sexist
material only increased tolerance of the sexist event when presented in a
humorous manner (Ford & Ferguson, 2004, p. 81) and Moore’s findings
that both men and women with more traditional view of women’s roles
enjoy sexist jokes more (Moore, Griffits, & Payne, 1987, p. 528). It is
useful here to cite Kaufman’s categorization of humour mainstream
women’s humour (often resigned and bitter) is frequently associated with
survival humour since it helps women to cope with their problems within
patriarchy. In comparison, feminist humour is geared toward social
change, education and equity. Feminist humour is critical of political and
social practices that promote marginalization of women, ethnic minorities
and other underprivileged groups. It struggles against negative stereo-
types and models of behavior that uphold masculine societal norms cre-
ated in patriarchy. As such, it is empowering for women and instead of
denigrating and damaging its objects, it improves them and points to the
direction of change (Kaufman, 1991, p. viii). It is important to note that
we have not found any evidence of such humour in the popular women’s
magazines we analyzed. In many ways, however, this is not surprising as
Faludi’s analysis of the backlash against feminism has shown. Similarly,
McRobbie notices that in “hyper-culture of commercial sexuality” femi-
nism is invoked only to be readily dismissed as redundant (2004, p. 259).
It is characteristics of post-feminism, manifested in popular culture, to in-
corporate some emancipatory aspects of the first and second wave femi-
nism and, to heavily reject, at the same time, the need for feminism in
contemporary society. Also, post-feminism suggests that “by the means
of the tropes of freedom and choice which are now inextricably connected
with the category of ‘young women’, feminism is decisively aged and
made to seem redundant.” (McRobbie, 2004, pp. 255-256) In postfemi-
nism, men and women renegotiate gender arrangements, roles and identi-
ties. “These negotiations are not necessarily overt or logical, but can take
place subtly in everyday situations, and involve varying degrees of collu-
sion, compromise and accommodation, resistance and subversion (Berg-
man, 2008, p. 3). As a consequence of this post-feminist trend, young
women do not perceive female objectification as negative; on the con-
trary, they participate in it and see it as part of their freedom to choose
how they want to be portrayed. The response to negotiations of gender,
generational and class differences, embodied in cultural rituals, finds it
ready answer in humor as an important part of these cultural processes.
Exploration of the female production of humor points to the accommoda-
tion and collusion of both men and women in postmodern patriarchy, but
it also shows us how they are dependent on the trends such as economic
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globalization, technoculture and consumerism. “Through its celebratory
and critical engagement with consumer culture, third wave feminism at-
tempts to navigate the fact that there are few alternatives for the con-
struction of subjectivity outside the production/consumption cycle of
global commodification” (Heywood & Drake, 2007, 120). In this context,
“humorous re-appropriation of traditions and symbols to craft identities in
the context of structural disempowerment [...] is often interpreted as
marking a lack of seriousness, but such play is a serious part of third
wave feminisms’ critical negotiations with the culture industries.”
(Heywood & Drake, 2007, 117) As McRobbie extrapolates:

Thus the new female subject is, despite her freedom, called upon to be
silent, to withhold critique, to count as a modern sophisticated girl, or
indeed this withholding of critique is a condition of her freedom.
There is quietude and complicity in the manners of generationally
specific notions of cool, and more precisely an uncritical relation to
dominant commercially produced sexual representations which ac-
tively invoke hostility to assumed feminist positions from the past in
order to endorse a new regime of sexual meanings based on female
consent, equality, participation and pleasure, free of politics. (2004,
pp. 259-260).

This ambiguity in terms of representation is obvious in the popular
women’s magazines discussed here. They simultaneously feature glamor-
ous women who appear to have obtained “freedom and choice,” but who
are at the same time objectified. Humor in these magazines strongly re-
flects this dualism with women as objects even in the humorous discourse
they produce.

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have focused on the intricacies of display of iden-
tity and gender in humour discourse in Serbian and American women’s
magazines. The main idea behind this analysis was to use the context of
magazines to examine the way gender roles are constructed in relation to
humour and to compare the findings in relation to two different cultures.
The analysis reveals that humour is used in the discourse to display and
preserve particular gender roles. This points to the conclusion that for
women, humour is still a certain mode which they access only occasion-
ally. It is restricted either to formulaic jokes or anecdotal narratives in
which they use humour to invoke empathy, solidarity and understanding
or to cope with stress and problems in the patriarchal society. More im-
portantly, humour in women’s magazines was almost never directed to-
wards men, it is actually directed towards women themselves. On the ba-
sis of our analysis, we can surmise that disparaging humour is encouraged
in women since it makes them conform to the rules of the society while
humour targeted at others (specifically men) is discouraged since it gives
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women more power. In comparison, men do not engage in self-disparag-
ing humour when among other men since it is too risky to appear vulner-
able (Lefcourt, 2001, p. 159). Both Serbian and American women’s mag-
azines contain sexist jokes or jokes based on stereotypes related to the
woman’s role in the society. Furthermore, the editors in Serbian and
American women’s magazines have restricted humour to regular articles
that are based on personal narratives and advice on how to deal with
problematic situations. In these texts, humour is mostly situational, and at
the same time it doesn’t cross the boundaries of good taste and decency.
When it comes to functions of humour, in most cases it is self-directed
rather than supportive, and very rarely used as a way to enhance either
oneself or one’s relationship at the expense of others. Similarly, when it
comes to using humour to construct and maintain gender identity, most
magazines implicitly preserve the stereotyped gender roles women can
assume, whether they do it by the means of humour or not. The same ap-
plies to advertisements and other visual materials used in the magazines.
This visual material is even more based on prototypical ways of repre-
senting women either as seductress or as wife and mother. Having in
mind influence of humour on sexism and generally attitudes toward
women, more attention should be paid to the way humorous discourse is
presented in women’s magazines and to its influence on construction of
gender roles.

REFERENCES

Attardo, S. (1994). Linguistic Theories of Humor. New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Attardo, S. (2003). Introduction: the pragmatics of humor. Journal of Pragmatics, 35,
1287-1294.

Bergman, S. (2008). Matikor, Chutney, Odissi and Bollywood: Gender Negotiations
in Indo-Trinidadian Dance. Caribbean Review of Gender Studies A Journal of
Caribbean Perspectives on Gender and Feminism, 2, 1-28.

Crawford, M. (2003). Gender and humor in social context. Journal of Pragmatics, 35,
1413-1430.

Davies, C. E. (2006). Gendered sense of humor as expressed through aesthetic typifi-
cations. Journal of Pragmatics, 38, 96-113.

Eisler, R. (1997). Dominator and partnership shifts. In: J. Galtung & S. Inayatullah
(Eds.), Macrohistory and Macrohistorians: Perspectives on Individual, So-
cial, and Civilizational Change (pp. 141-151). New York: Praeger.

Faludi, S. (2006). Backlash: The Undeclared War Against American Women. New
York: Broadway Books.

Ford, T. E. & Ferguson, M. A. (2004). Social Consequences of Disparagement Hu-
mor: A Prejudiced Norm Theory. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
8(1), 79-94.

Gagnier, R. (1991). Between Women: A Cross-Class Analysis of Status and Anarchic
Humor. In R. Warhol Robin & D. Price Herndl (Eds.), Feminisms An Anthol-
ogy of Literary Theory and Criticism (pp. 927-37). New Brunswick, New Jer-
sey: Rutgers University Press.



822

Glossary of gender and Development Terms. Toolkit on Mainstreaming Gender
Equality in EC development cooperation.

Retrieved fromhttp://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sp/gender-toolkit/en/pdf/section3.pdf

Gunnarsson, E. The gender dimension Operationalising gender theory in research de-
sign. Retrieved February, 11, 2014 from
http://pure.ltu.se/portal/files/832046/Article.pdf.

Hay, J. (2000). Functions of humor in the conversations of men and women. Journal
of Pragmatics, 32, 709-742.

Heywood, L. & Drake, J. (2007). ‘It’s All About the Benjamins’ Economic Determi-
nant of Third Wave Feminism in the United States. In S. Gillis, G. Howie &
R. Munford (Eds.), Third Wave Feminism A Critical Exploration. (pp. 114-
123). New York: Palgrave MacMillan.

Holland, D., & Quinn, D. (Eds.). (1987). Cultural models in Language and Thought.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Holmes, J. & Marra, M. (2002). Having a laugh at work: how humor contributes to
workplace culture. Journal of Pragmatics, 34, 1683-1710.

Izgarjan, A. & Prodanovi¢-Stanki¢, D. (2011). Rodni identitet i elementi humora u
diskursu casopisanamenjenih Zenama i muskarcima. Interkulturalnost:
casopis zapodsticanje i afirmaciju interkulturne komunikacije, 2, 112-124.

Kaufman, G., (Ed.). (1991). In Stitches: A Patchwork of Feminist Humor and Satire.
Bloomingdale: Indiana University Press.

Kotthoff, H. (2006). Gender and humor: The state of the art. Journal of Pragmatics
38, 4-25.

Lefcourt, Herbert M. 2001. Humor: The Psychology of Living Buoyantly. New York:
Plenum Publishers.

Lumby, C. (2011). Past the post in Feminist Media Studies. Feminist Media Studies,
11/1, 95-100.

Martin, R. A., Puhlik-Doris, P., Larsen, G., Gray, J., & Weir, K. (2003). Individual
differences in uses of humor and their relation to psychological well-being:
Development of the humor styles questionnaire. Journal of Research in Per-
sonality, 37, 48-75.

McMabhon, K. (1990). ‘The Cosmopolitan 1deology and the Management of Desire’
The Journal of Sex Research, Vol. 27, No. 3: 381-396.

McRobbie, A. (2004). Post-feminism and popular culture. Feminist Media Studies,
4/3,255-264.

Moore, T., Griffits, K. & Payne, B. (1987). Gender Attitudes Toward Women and the
Appreciation of Sexist Humor. Sex Roles 16(9/10), 521-531.

Press, A. L. (2011). Feminism and Media in the Post-feminist Era. Feminist Media
Studies, 11/1, 107-113.

Quinn, N. (1991). The cultural basis of metaphor. In J. W. Fernandez, Beyond Meta-
phor: The Theory of Tropes in Anthropology (pp. 56-93). Stanford: Stanford
University Press.

Raskin, V. (1985). Semantic Mechanisms of Humor. Dodrecht: D. Reidel.

Salmi M. & Lammi-Taskula J. (2005). Understanding work-family interface: Life-to-
tality perspective and art-based methods in development process at work-
places. In S. Kolehmainen (ed.), Research and Development of Gender
Equality in Working Life. Seminar Report. Work Research Centre, Working
Papers 73. University of Tampere 2005.



823

Anexcanapa Vsrapjan, [lnana [Iponanosuh-Crankuh, Yansepsurer y Hoom Cany,
®dunozodcekn paxynrer, Oncex 3a anrnuctuxy, Hosu Cag

Cnobonanka Mapkos, Yausepsurer y HoBom Cany, [IpuponHo-maremMaTnaku
¢axynrer, [lemaptman 3a reorpadujy, Typuzam u xotenujepctso, Hosu Can

POAHU ACIHIEKT Y XYMOPUCTUYHOM JJUCKYPCY Y
CPIICKUM U AMEPUYKUM XKEHCKUM YACOIIMCUMA

Pe3ume

Iusp Haler uCTpakMBama je OMo [a UCIUTa OJJHOC U3Mely pojia U XyMopa Ha
OCHOBY aHallM3¢ MMHCAHOI JAUCKypca y HOIyJIapHUM )KEHCKHM 4aconucuma objaBibe-
HuM y Cpbuju u Cjenumenum AmepudkuM JlpikaBama. AHANIU3UPaId CMO U HA KOjU
HA4YMH JOMUHAHTHA POJHA MJEO0JOTHja, KA0 M KYJITYPHH MOJENH NPUCYTHU Yy HOj,
yTUYY Ha XyMOp y 4acolucuMa Koju unHe kopiyc. Byayhu na e nocroje cryauje ko-
je mopeze AUCKYpC y CPIICKMM M aMEPUYKHM >KCHCKHM YacOIMCHUMa, HApOYHUTO Y IO-
rIIefly aHaJlIu3e XyMopa, )KeJIeJd CMO Jla UCTPaKMMO OBY TE€MY U Jla Pa3MOTPUMO CIIH-
YHOCTH ¥ pa3inke u3Mel)y CpHCKOr M aMEepUYKOr KYATYpHOT JUCKypca. [JlaBHH b
MOIyJapHUX Yacollkca je Ja MOCTUTHY BHCOKH THpax Hyzaehu 3abaBHe canpikaje ma
cTora JIHCKYpC HOIYJapHHX dYacolkca oOWiyje XyMopoM. Y HCTO BpeMe, aHajin3a
OBOT' IUCKYypca M0Ka3yje [ia ce XyMOp y HOIIyJIapHUM JKCHCKUM YacOMHCHMa KOPHCTH
kao MOhHO OpyKje y CTBapamby U O/ip)KaBarby POIHOT HICHTHTETA.

Kopmyc oBe cryauje ce cacToju ol 4ETHPH 4YacoIMCa 3a JKCHe, 1Ba CPIICKa
(Cosmopolitan cripcko n3name u Jlenora u 3xpasibe) u aBa amepudka, (Cosmopolitan
u The Oprah Magazine). I3aGpanu cM0O UX Kao pernpe3eHTaTHBaH y30pak 300T BUXO-
B€ MOIYJIapHOCTH ¥ IIHPOKE ITyOIIMKE KOja YKIbYUyje KEHE U3 PasIMYUTUX CTAPOCHUX
rpyna y Cpbuju u Cjenumenum AmepuukuM JlpkaBama 0 4eMy CBEJOYEC U HHXOBU
BHCOKH THUpaxku. TEKCTOBH, K0 U BU3YEIHH CaapiKaj, IMajy PAaCHOH POJHUX HICOJIO0-
ruja (3anocieHe Majke, )keHe kKao poMahure, kao cekcyanHu 00jeKTH WX 3aBOJHHIIE)
Y Ha Taj HAYMH JONPUHOCE OIIITEM YTHUIAjy KOjU CBAKU O] TOpe MOMEHYTHX YaCOIH-
ca ¥Ma Ha POJHE MAENTUTETE Y CPIICKO] U aMEPUUKOj KyATypu. Y aHaIu3u Xymopa
cMo y3enu y 003up cBe 0bianke xymopa. Unentudukanujy 1 koaupuuupame Xxymopa
CMO 3aCHOBAJIM HA UJICjU 1a XyMOD y BEJIMKOj MEPH 3aBUCH OJl KOHTEKCTa, CTOra CMO
KOHTEKCT Takohe y3enu y 003up y OKyIIajy 1a OJpeIiMo Koje cy Ouie Hamepe ayTo-
pa y kopuihiesy pa3InuuTHX 00JIHKa XyMopa.

Panmja ucTpaxnBama Mokasyjy Ia IOCTOje BeoMa OWTHE pOJHE pasiiiKe Y
craBoBuMa npema kopuinhiery xymopa. JKeHe npe cBera Hajuenrhe nmajy macHBHY
yJIOTYy IIpUMaolia XyMOPHCTUYHOT JucKypca. OHE KOpHCTe XyMop Jia 01 UcKasaie 1o-
JPIIKY y TIO3HATOM KPYTy HOpPOJIHILE U MpHjaTesba  peTko ymyhyjy Iane Ha padyH
apyrux Jbyau. OBo je y cKiIamy ca ImpeoBiagaBajyhoM KyiaTypHOM HEpLEINLjoM KeH-
CTBCHOCTH Y 3ala/{HOj KyJITypHU Koja O XeHa 3aXTeBa 1a Oyay Cy3zipaHe U Ja KOH-
TPOJIMILILY CBOje NOHamame. Crora xeHe n3beraBajy ja KOPUCTE XyMOp HJIM Ce orpa-
HHYaBajy CaMO Ha OCMeX KaJa 4yjy capikaj KOji UMa eleMeHTe XyMopa. XyMop, Kao
OOJIMK JHUCKypca, ce Takohje 4ecTo KOPUCTH Kao CTpareruja 3a pasBHjame ocehaja
MPUNAJHOCTU TPYNH U Ja ojada Beh mocrojehe, TpaauuuoHaNHE yjiore y IPYLITBY.
Hama ananusa ¢yHKuMja Xymopa y EHCKMM 4acOIMCHMA je T0Ka3aja Jia eHe I10
NpaBHILy ycMepaBajy OWIlo Kojy BPCTy XyMopa Ka ceOH. 3a pa3iuKy o[ BUX, MyIIKap-
1, KOjU C€ TPAJULHOHAIHO MEePLHIHPajy Kao MONHHUjH OJ1 )KEeHa, KOPHCTE XyMOp Ka-
KO 61 MOTBpAMiIM Ty MOh M YYBPCTHIIM CBO] MOJIOXKA] Y TPYITH WK JPYIITBY.

Harua cryauja nokasyje Jia ocToje KyJITypHE pasifke y ynorpebu xymopa y
CPIICKOM U aMEpHYKOM JPYIITBY. XyMOp j€ Y CPIICKMM YacOIHUCUMa YIJIaBHOM Be3aH
3a mepGopMaTUBHE POJHE YJIOTe W aHaIW3a PAsIMYUTHX OOJNMKAa XymMopa OTKpHBa



824

TPaANIIMOHAIHI)H IPUCTYI Y CPIICKUM YacolucuMa Hero y aMmeprukuM. [To npasmiy,
XyMOp HUje NPUCYTaH y TJIaBHUM JIEJIOBHMa YacOIIMCa Y KOjUMa ce KOPHCTH HEyTpa-
JIaH WK TIOHEeKa] HeopMalaH CTHII, IIPH Y€MY XyMOPUCTHYHH JUCKYPC YOIIIITE HUje
npucytaH, Beh je orpaHnueH Ha JeJ0Be KOjH Cy mocBeheHn nmucMuMa 1 KoMeHTapuMa
YUTANaLa.

PesynTaTu Haller MCTpa)KHBamba MOKa3yjy Aa je poj U JlaJbe PeJieBaHTHA KaTe-
ropuja y aHJIM3U Pa3jIMYUTHX OOJIMKa XyMopa jep Ha XyMOPHCTHYHH JAUCKYPC BHILIE
yTHYE POJIHHU aCIEKT HEero eJIeMEHTH Koju cy crenuduyunn 3a Heky Kynrypy. lTo ce
THYE KyATypHUX pa3iiiKa y YIOTPEOH XyMOpa Y )KeHCKHM JacoIlCUMa, aMepPHIKH da-
CONMCH CajJpke BHIIE XyMopa. YHHU ce 1a je y aMepuuKkoj KyJITypH BaXKHUje KOPH-
CTUTH XyMOPHCTHYHH JUCKYPC HETO y CPICKO]j IITO MOXKeE Ja ce 00jaCHH YHEHEHUIIOM
Jla je CPIICKO APYIITBO TpaJWIMOHAIHHjEe Hero aMepmuko. Mako je XyMopHCTHIHI
JMCKYPC y aHAIM3UPAHUM YacOIMCHMA y BEJIMKOj MEpH IO/ yTHIajeM Tio0anHe Kyil-
Type, MOTY c€ PUMETHTH HEKH 00paciy Koju cy crieln(UYHH 3a CPIICKY U aMEPUUKY
KyJITYpy. Y aMepH4YKHM YacOIMCHMa XyMOp C€ KOPHCTH BHIIE Ka0 MHTEIPAIHHU JIE0
TekcroBa U potorpaduja. OcuM TOra, LENTOKYIHH CTHI Y aMEPUYKUM YacolUCcHUMa je
JIeXEPHUJH U TyXOBUTHjU. HacynpoT Tome, CpIICKH 4acomncH UMajy 030MJBHUjU, HIIN
JIPYTHM peurMa, KOHTPOJICAHU]H TOH, Majia Ce NMPETeXHO 6aBe UCTHM TeMaMa Kao U
aMepHYKH KEHCKU JacoNMCcH. AHain3a Takohe mokasyje a U y CpICKAM U y aMepH-
YKHM YacoIlNICMMa YPEIHHIM KOPHCTE je3WK KOjU je NMPUMEPEeH KEHCKO] IMyOJIHIIH.
Crora MOXeMO 3aKJbY4UTH ]I j&é XYMOPUCTHYHH AUCKYPC MOJA YTHIAjeM POIHOT ac-
MeKTa y 00e KynType.



