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 요약

본 연구는 미국 텔레비전의 여성 재현과 유머 유형을 탐색하기 위해 1950년대부터 1990년대까지 반세기

에 걸쳐 방영된 가족 시츄에이션 코미디(시트콤)프로그램 중 닐슨 시청률 데이터 자료에 의해 가장 인기

있었던상위 10개 프로그램에서 여성을 포함한 가족구성원이 반영된 코미디 이벤트를 내용분석했다.연구

결과,슬랩스틱(slapstick)코미디가가장 빈번하게이용된 것으로나타났다.또한로맨틱 및성적인 내용이

가장 흔한 코미디 소재로 이용됐다.특히 가족구성원 중 어머니를 중심으로 한 여성의 재현과 관련해 점차

여성을 희화화의 대상으로 그리고 있는 점은 여성을 대상으로 한 유머가 종종 극단적인(tendentious)속성

으로 흐른다는 기존의 연구결과를 뒷받침 했다.끝으로 ‘미디어 유머’와 관련한 후속연구 및 국내연구의 필

요성을 논의했다.

■ 중심어 : 유머 시트콤 어머니 내용분석

Abstract

Thisstudycontentanalyzedthecomediceventsthatincludemotherstoexploreatypologyof

humorandrepresentationofwomeninfamilysitcomsoverthelastdecades.Thestudyfound

thatslapstickhasbeenthemostprevalenthumortypeovertime.Thestudyalsofoundthat

romanticandsexualtopicswerecommonthemesinfamilysituationcomediesoverthelast

decades.Thestudyconfirmedanincreasingpatternforfoolishnessintermsoftheportrayalsof

sitcommothers.Theresultalsosubstantiatedthetendentiousnatureofhumorinvolvedinsitcom

mothers.Basedonthefindings,limitationsandfurtherresearcharediscussed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Humorpermeateseverysocialcontext.According

toasurvey[1],humorousmalesarepreferredas

possiblebridegroomsamongsingles.Thesurvey

indicatedthat70% ofsinglesbelievetheyaremost

likelytofallinlovewithsomeonewhomakesthem

laugh;only30%expressedapreferenceforsomeone
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whomakesthemthink.Furthermore,humorcanbe

usedasaneffectiveeducationaltool[2].Humorand

laughingareundoubtedlyanessentialpartofour

lives[3].

Humorandcomedyareamongthemostpopular

televisiongenres[4].Ofthetop100rentalfilmsofall

times,andoftheall-timehighestratedtelevision

programsintheUnitedStates,morethan40% are

comedies[5].Indeed,humorcanbefoundinvirtually

alltelevisionprogramming,includingnews,sports,

soapoperas,situationcomedies,religiousprograms,

andtelevisioncommercials[6][7].

Thefamilysituationcomedy,thegenrethatisthe

focusofthisstudy,isdefinedasserialprogramming

thatfocusesonproblemsaffectingthefamilyand

subsequentlyreflectingvarioussituationsgenerated

bythesurroundingsocialenvironment[8].Family

sitcomshavebeenpopularthroughouttelevision’s

history.Forinstance,about50differentsitcom

families appeared on prime-time and Saturday

morningtelevisioneverysingleweekin1981alone[9].

Thishalf-hourgenreinvolvesmajorcharacterswho

aremembersofthesamefamily andprimarily

interactwitheachotherinahomesetting[10].

Humorresearchersgenerallyacknowledgethatany

researchonaudienceperceptionofhumormustbegin

withanidentificationoftypesofhumor[11-13].In

specialrelationtothisparticularstudy,variousefforts

totheorizehumorandcomedyinmanysettingsand

toexplorewomen’srelationshipstolaughterhave

been made[14-17].However,few studies have

addressedthecontentandspecifictypesofhumor

usedinaudiovisualmedia,suchastelevisionsituation

comedies.Thisstudyrepresentsanefforttobroaden

theknowledgeonhumorbyapplyingatypology,

established through analysis of audiovisual

advertisementsbyBuijzenandValkenburg[11],to

televisionfamilysituationcomedies.

2. RELATED WORK

2.1 Theories of Humor

Althoughwedonothaveanyoverarchinghumor

theory,therearethreemajorconceptualizationsof

humor:superiority,relief,andincongruity[11][18-21].

First,relieftheoryindicatesthatpeoplelaughbecause

theyneedtoreducephysiologicaltension[11][19][21].

Inotherwords,thistheoryassumesthatthebasic

mechanism ofhumoroperatesasapartofthe

nervoussystem,andlaughterandmirthhavemuchto

dowithareleaseofnervousenergy[11][21].Sexual

andaggressiveitemsareinvolvedinthehumor

themesexplainedbyrelieftheory[11].

Second,superioritytheorypositsthatpeoplelaugh

atothersbecausetheyfeelsomekindoftriumphover

themorfeelsuperiortothem[21].Superioritytheories

emphasizethe“emotional”functionofhumorinthat

itcan help humoristto build confidence and

self-esteem[11].Ridiculeandmakingfunofthose

whoarelessfortunatethanwhodeviatefrom the

norm aretypicalthemesofhumorexplainedby

superioritytheory[11][18].

Fromtheperspectiveofincongruitytheory,people

laugh at what surprises them or is

unexpected[11][21].Incongruitytheoriesemphasize

“cognitive” aspects in that people must have

rationallycometounderstandnormalpatternsof

reality before they can notice differences[21].

Absurdity,nonsense,andsurprisearekeyingredients

inhumorfromtheincongruityperspective[11][21][22].

Asmentioned,thereisnoconsensusamonghumor

theorists about which of these three

conceptualizationsofhumorismostviablebecause

each hasitsown emphasis.However,thereis

agreementthatmanyactualeventsofhumorcanbe

explained by more than one theory[18][21].

Accordingly,wearguethatevidenceofthethree
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theorieswouldbedetectedbyanalyzingthenarrative

ofsituationcomedies.

Againstthisbackdrop,thepurposeofthisstudyis

toexaminetrendsofhumorinthefamilysituation

comedyoverthelast50years.Indoingso,thisstudy

seekstodevelopatypologyofhumorusefulfor

analysisoffamilysituationcomediesandapplicableto

otheraudiovisualtelevision genres.In particular,

mediaportrayalsofwomenmaycontributetoand

reinforcebiasesagainstwomen[23].Therefore,this

studyrevealsthecharacteristicsofhumorrevolving

aroundmothersintelevisionsitcomsintheUnited

States with an emphasis on foolishness and

tendentiousness.

2.2 Humor Typology in the Family 

Situation Comedy

Examiningprogramnarrativesallowsustoexplore

theprinciplecomponentsusedtoconstructhumorin

family situation comedies. Through such an

examination,onecanbegintoidentifytherules,

patterns,typology,andnaturethathelptocreate

“meaning,” in a particular genre oftelevision

story[24].Webeginbyanalyzingthestructureof

humornarratives,focusingontheirtypologyand

nature.

Buijzen and Valkenburg conceptualized seven

humor categories represented in television

advertisements:slapstick,clownishhumor,surprise,

misunderstanding,irony,satire,andparody[11].This

typology representstheglobalcharacteristicsof

humor.Mostofall,Buijzen and Valkenburg’s

typologydirectlyrepresentsthefunctionsortheories

ofhumor,whichweredescribedearlier.

Tosummarize,slapstickdenotescomedicevents

relatedtobodygestures,facialandvoicequirks,odd

coincidences, clumsiness, stereotyping, ridicule,

maliciouspleasure,andrepartee.Second,surprise

includes conceptual surprise, visual surprise,

transformation, and exaggeration. Third, irony

involves sarcasm, embarrassment, puns, and

exaggerated scale. Fourth, clowning indicates

clownish behavior,anthropomorphism,speed,and

chases.Fifth,satireincludesirreverentbehavior,

outwitting others, and peculiar music. Sixth,

misunderstandingincludesignorance,disappointment,

andpeculiarsounds.Lastly,parodyindicatesthata

comediceventimitatedastyleorgenreofother

literatureormedia.Everycategoryisaprincipal

componentofsitcomhumor.Thisstudyexpectsthat

eachtypologywouldbefoundintelevisionsituation

comediesaswellasadvertisements.

Asanefforttobuildaglobaltypologyofhumor,

thisstudyexaminesthehumortypesandthemesof

situationcomediesoverthelastdecadesbasedon

BuijzenandValkenburg’stypology[11].Therefore:

RQ1.Whatistherelativeprevalenceofdifferent

humortypesintelevisionsitcomsovertime?

RQ2.Whatistherelativeprevalenceofdifferent

humorthemesintelevisionsitcomsover

time?

2.3 Mother in the Family Situation Comedy

While viewers often delightin the vicarious

experiencesofsitcomnarratives,televisionprograms

influenceviewersbypresentingvaluesthatadvance

the dominant ideology[24]. As Butsch noted,

“televisiondramausesgender,age,occupation,and

ethnicstereotypestosignifyanumberofdifferent

values[25]”.Inrelationtotheethnicity,forexample,

middle-classblackfamilieswererarelyportrayed

untiltheBillCosbyshow becamesuccessful[4].

Recognizingthepotentialpowerofthemediaurges

ustoexaminetherolesandreferencestowomen,

particularlymother,infamilysituationcomedies.
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AsHankeargued,“situationcomediessituateus,

offeringsomeofthesubjectspositionswhichwomen

andmenmayinhabittomakesenseoftheirown

livedgenderrelationsandrealities[14]”.Familiesas

portrayedontelevisionhaveprovidedahistorical

recordofgenderrole[26].Genderroleshavebeenone

ofthechangingaspectsoffamilylifeinthepast50

years.A numberofstudieshavecommentedon

changesinsituationcomediesduringthe1970sand

1980s[27][28].

However,Scharrerindicatedthat“intelevision

sitcoms,humorisoftenbasedonnegativeemotions,

withonecharactergettingthebetterofanother[29]”.

Furthermore,television comedic events typically

“involveadeparturefromanorm,whetherthenorm

beoneofaction,appropriatebehavior,conventional

dress,orstereotypicalfeatures[30]”.Accordingto

Goldstein(1993),itisnotsurprisingthatcomediesare

offensivetosomepeopleinthatsitcomsdealin

stereotypesratherthan fully roundedcharacters.

Similarly,thereare“innocent”jokeswhichgenerally

elicitlesspowerfulresponsesand“tendentious”jokes

thatcanelicituproarioushumorthroughtheuseof

emotionallypotentsexualoraggressivecontent[31].

Atthispoint,weneedtopayattentiontothe

“powerstruggles”injoke-telling,whichismainly

genderbased[29].Likewise,“conflictbetweenmale

andfemalecharactersisoftenthefoundationon

whichdomesticcomedieslies[29]”.SulsandGastoff

(1986)[32]classifiedhumorouseventssampledfrom

prime-timefamilyviewinghours,8-11p.m.,onthe

thenthreemajorU.S.commercialnetworks.Males

were more often the object of humorous

disparagementthanwerefemales.However,males

appeared more often in principalroles.More

importantly,controllingforfrequencyofappearance,

malesdisparagedfemalessignificantlymoreoften

thanfemalesdisparagedmales.Inthatsense,feminist

groupshavecontendedthatwomenareportrayed

moreoftenasthetendentioustargetofhumoron

prime-timetelevisionthanaremen,citingthisasan

exampleofsexism.

Takentogether,thisstudyadoptstheview that

“joke-tellingbysitcom charactersisameansof

expressingpowerbetweengenders[29]”.Inother

words,atheoreticalfoundationforthisstudyisthe

notion that humorous exchanges are often

expressionsofpowerbetweenthejokerandthe

recipientorobjectofthejoke[29].

Withthisinmind,thestudylooksatchangesinthe

portrayalsofsitcom mothersfrom apositionof

wisdom to foolishness and the degree of

tendentiousnessbyanalyzingthecontentofselected

sitcomsfromthe1950stothe1990s.

RQ3.Whataretheportrayalsofthesitcommother

overtime?

RQ4.Whatisthedegreeoftendentiousnessof

humorovertime?

3. METHOD

Thisstudyinvolvedaquantitativecontentanalysis

ofasampleoftheU.S.situationcomediesinvolving

membersofafamilyunitdrawnfromthoseappearing

inthetop10programsbetween1951and1999based

onNielsendatafornetworktelevision.Allshowsin

thetop10peryearwereidentifiedandinversely

weightedtogenerateapositivevaluethatsuggested

theimportanceofeachshow.Forexample,the

numberoneshowin1951wouldreceiveaweightof

“10”whilethenumber10showwouldreceive“1.”

Thesum ofallsuchratingsforeachshow were

addedandtalliedtocompileaprioritizedlist.Ofthose

sitcoms which featured a mother (or mother

surrogate),father,andatleastonechildinhousehold
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setting,sevenwereidentified.Notably,theseweresix

ofthetop10comediesovertheentireperiod.

Tobestshowarepresentationofdevelopmentsover

time,andtominimizetheproblem ofdealingwith

surrogates,onlyshowsfeaturingacompletenuclear

family with amotherwereselected.The1960s

appearedtobehardonfantasyfamilies.Withinthe

1960s,“Bewitched”proved to be the top rated

situationalcomedywithanintactfamilyalbeitin5th

placeforthedecadeand24thacrossthefivedecade

period.Ineverydecadebutthe1960stheselected

programsperfectlymatchedthetop10listofshows

overthelast50years.Theselectedprogramsbasedon

weightingandfamilycompositionareILoveLucy

(CBS),AllintheFamily(CBS), TheCosbyShow

(NBC), Roseanne(ABC), andHomeImprovement

(ABC).

3.1 Procedures

Twocoderscodedthreeepisodesofeachprogram.

Atotalof15episodeswerecontentanalyzed.The

twocodershadaseriesoftrainingsessionsto

familiarizethem withtheprocedures,aswellas

developfinalcodinginstructionsandthecodebook.

Specifically,thecodingprocedureconsistedofthree

parts.First,codersrecordedprogram information

such as title,network,and decade.Next,the

demographicdetailsofeachepisodewerecoded.This

includedfamilyrace,familyclass,parents’occupation,

parents’apparentage,numberofchildren,and

children’sageandgender.Finally,codersrecoded

severalkeyvariables,suchasfoolishnessofportrayal

andtendentiousnessforeachepisode.

3.2 Definition of Concepts and Inter- 

coder Reliability

3.2.1 Comedic event

Thisstudycodedonlythecomediceventsthat

involved the mothercharacter.Accordingly,the

mothermustbepresentinsomefashionforacomedic

momenttobecoded.Everycharacterincludingthe

motherwasidentifiedbytheirroleastheoriginator

ofthejoke,therecipientoranobserver.

Justassimplejokesoften begin with some

developmentsuchas,“Whydidthechickencrossthe

road,”so humoron television may havesome

developmentpriortothepunchline.Fromthepointat

which codersrecognizethepunch lineeliciting

laughter(oftencuedwithalaughtrack),thetapewas

rewounduntilcodersdiscernedthepointatwhichthe

setupforthehumorbegan.Insomecasestheremay

bearunningjokethroughouttheepisode.This

particularstudyonlylookedateachcomedicepisode

withinthatstringofjokes.Forexample,themother

hasbeenkiddedaboutherweightthreetimes.After

thedeliveryofeachpunchline,thecoderslookedfor

thestartofanewcomediceventevenifitcovered

thesametopic.Forinstance,thefatherpokesfunat

the mother’s weight –laughter– and then

immediatelymentionshernew “seefood”diet–

laughter.Thesewereconsideredtwoseparateevents.

3.2.2 Humor type

Thetypeofhumoristorevealthetypologyon

humorcategory.Basedonthepreviousliterature[11],

thisstudy coded foreighttypesofhumoras

summarizedintheearliersection.Inaddition,ifthe

comediceventinvolvedatleasttwotypesofthe

abovehumor,coderscodeditasamultipletype.

3.2.3 Dominant theme of humor

Eachbitofjokeworknormallyderivesfrom a

certaintopicareaasitsstartingplace,including

non-verbalhumor.Forexample,ifjokeswereto

involvesexualrelationsorlackthereof,itwouldbe

coded “1”forits romantic/sexualcontent.The
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possiblecategorywereromantic,sexual,intimate

relationships,work,children,otherfamilyissues,

friends,householdduties,hobbies,school,andother.

3.2.4 Portrayals of the mother in sitcoms

Theportrayalsofmothercharacterinsitcomswere

operationalizedusingaseriesofseven-pointscales

betweenpairsofopposingadjectivesculledfrom a

previousstudy[29].Theeightadjectivepairsranged

from “wise” to “foolish,” “responsible” to

“irresponsible,”“serious”to“silly,”“competent”to

“inept,”“mature”to “childish,”“sensible”to “a

buffoon,”“respectable”to“ridicule,”and“rational”to

“irrational.”Thepossibleresponsesrangedfrom“0”

to“6.”Thesummatedindexofportrayalswascreated

bysummingtheresponsesofeachpairanddividing

byeight.TheCronbach’sAlphaforthisindexwas

.964

3.2.5 Tendentiousness

Thisisaterm thatreferstohumorthathas

aggressiveorsexualcomponents.Itwasmeasuredin

twoways:nominalandintervalscales.Forthe

nominalmeasurement,eachcoderdecidedwhether

themanifestnatureofeachcomediceventwas

tendentiousornot.Inaddition,thisstudyasked

coderstoratethedegreeoftendentiousnessfrom

none(0;indicating“innocent”humor)toovertthreats

(6;reflectingaphysicalthreatofphysicalassault).

TheCronbach’sAlphaforthisvariablewas.882.

Cohen’sKappawasusedtoassesstheinter-coder

reliabilityoneachofthevariablesmeasuredatthe

nominallevel,withresultsrangingfromalowof.669

(type),.741(theme),.775(tendentiousnature),andto

ahighof.914(joker).Theoverallaveragefor

inter-coder reliability among the ten nominal

variableswas.774. Thesereliabilityresultswere

deemedacceptableandcouldproceed

Adaffywomanconstantlystrivestobecomeastar

alongwithherbandleaderhusbandandgetsherselfin

thestrangestsituations.

Aworkingclassbigotconstantlysquabbleswith

hisfamilyovertheimportantissuesoftheday.

Thegoings-oninthelifeofasuccessfulAfrican

Americanfamily.

Thestoryoflowerclassfamilystrugglingwith

life'sessentialproblems.

Thestoryoftenrevolvesaroundcars,toys,andetc.

4. RESULTS

A totalof603comediceventsaimedatmother

characterswerecontentanalyzed.Onaverage,there

wereabout40jokesperepisodethatinvolvedthe

motherinsomeway.Themothertoldameanof14

jokesperepisodeandwasthetargetofhumoran

averageof10timesperepisode.Themotherappeared

asthethird-partyofhumoranaverageof4timesper

episode.Episodes ofprograms from the 1950s

comprised22.2%ofthesample,the1970s24.5%,the

1980s12.1%,andthe1990s41.1%.

Thefirstresearchquestioninvestigatestherelative

prevalenceofdifferenthumortypesintelevision

sitcoms.Asshownin[Table1],slapstick(34.7%)

wasthemostprevalenthumortypefollowedby

surprise(19.1%),misunderstanding(16.1%),andirony

(13.6%)acrossdecades.Ontheotherhand,parody

(2.2%)wasthehumortypewhichwastheleast

prevalent.Thefrequencyofatleasttwotypesof

humorbeingusedsimultaneouslywasverylow

(1.1%).Thispatternwasconsistentovertime.

Thesecondresearchquestionfocusedonhumor

content,investigating the relative prevalence of

differenthumorthemesovertime.Asindicatedin

[Table2],romantic/sexualtopics(36.3%)werethe
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Type 1950s 1970s 1980s 1990s Total
Slapstick 45

(33.6)
60

(40.5)
27

(37.0)
77

(31.2)
209
(34.7)

Surprise 25
(18.7)

24
(16.2)

13
(17.8)

53
(21.5)

115
(19.1)

Irony 26
(19.4)

12
(8.1)

7
(9.6)

37
(15.0)

82
(13.6)

Clowning 12
(9.0)

5
(3.4)

9
(12.3)

12
(4.9)

38
(6.3)

Satire 9
(6.7)

3
(2.0)

7
(9.6)

22
(8.9)

41
(6.8)

Misunderstan
ding

15
(11.2)

43
(29.1)

6
(8.2)

33
(13.4)

97
(16.1)

Parody -
(0.0)

-
(0.0)

3
(4.1)

10
(4.0)

13
(2.2)

Multiple 
Types

2
(1.5)

1
(0.7)

1
(1.4)

3
(1.0)

7
(1.1)

Total 134
(100)

148
(100)

73
(100)

246
(100)

602
(100)

dominantthemeovertimeexceptinthe1970s.

Table 1. Trends of Humor Typology 
(%)

χ2=60.941,df =21, p < .001

Thetopicrelevanttohouseholddutiesisequalto

16.9%acrossdecades,followedbyotherfamilyissues

(15.9%).Sincethe1970s,children-relatedthemes

(12.4%)begantoappearinthesituationcomedies

contentanalyzedforthisparticularstudy.

Table 2. Trends of Humor Content
(%)

Content 1950s 1970s 1980s 1990s Total
Romantic/Sexual 39

(32.5)
21

(18.8)
20

(29.9)
105
(49.8)

185
(36.3)

Work 2
(1.7)

3
(2.7)

3
(4.5)

22
(10.4)

30
(5.9)

Children -
(0.0)

32
(28.6)

10
(14.9)

21
(10.0)

63
(12.4)

Other family 21
(17.5)

26
(23.2)

25
(37.3)

9
(4.3)

81
(15.9)

Friend -
(0.0)

19
(17.0)

-
(0.0)

4
(1.9)

23
(4.5)

Household   duties 52
(43.3)

10
(8.9)

6
(9.0)

18
(8.5)

86
(16.9)

Hobbies 6
(5.0)

1
(0.9)

2
(3.0)

3
(1.4)

12
(2.4)

Other -
(0.0)

-
(0.0)

1
(1.5)

29
(13.7)

30
(5.9)

Total 120
(100)

112
(100)

67
(100)

211
(100)

510
(100)

χ2=274.68,df =21, p < .001

Thethirdresearchquestionexploredthepatternof

foolishnessofportrayalsofsitcommothersovertime.

Asindicatedin[Table3],themeanswereslightly

overtheneutralmarkof3,indicatingthatmost

portrayalsofthemotherinthesamplewererelatively

neutral,butmoderatelymorefoolishthanwiseonthe

average(overallM =3.73,S.D.=1.19.)Thoughthe

increasesarenotlinear,themeansforthe1970s(M

=4.33,S.D.=.12.)and1980s(M=4.88,S.D.=.75.)

aresubstantiallyhigherthanthemeansforthe1950s

(M=3.19,S.D.=.85)andthe1990s(M=3.32,S.D.

=1.41).

Table 3. The Foolishness of Portrayals of 

Sitcom Mothers

Foolishnessof
portrayal

1950s
(n=134)

1970s
(n=148)

1980s
(n=73)

1990s
(n=248)

Total
(n=603)

Mean
(S.D.)

3.19a

(.85)
4.33b

(.12)
4.88c

(.75)
3.32a

(1.41)
3.73
(1.19)

F(3,599) = 72.556, p < .001; 0 = wise, 6 = foolish 
a,b,c values with different subscripts were significantly 
different from each other at least at p < .05.

Thelastresearchquestionexploresthepatternof

tendentiousnessofhumorrelatedtositcommothers

overtime.Thenatureofhumorwasoverwhelmingly

moretendentiousoverall(tendentious:67.7% vs.

non-tendentious:32.3%;χ2=10.92,df=3,p<.05)in

termsofhumoraimedatmothers.Althoughthe

tendentiousnessdegreewasthehighestin1970s(M

= 1.64,S.D.= 1.38),a post-hoc testshowed

significantdifferences[Table4].

Asasubgroupanalysis,thestudycomparedthe

degreeoftendentiousnessofthecomediceventsin

whichthemotherplayedasajoker.Asindicatedin

[Table4],the1970sshowedthelowestdegreeof

tendentiousness(M=.60,S.D.=1.17)withsignificant

differencesbetweenthe1970sandthe1980s(F(3,

209)=6.09,p<.01).Theseresultsareinterestingin

thatthey may reflectthe “powerrelationship”

prevalentinthesocietyofthe1970s.Inotherwords,

thetendentiousnatureofsitcom mothersin1970s
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DegreeofTendentiousness 1950s
(n=134)

1970s
(n=148)

1980s
(n=73)

1990s
(n=247)

Total
(n=602)

F P

Mean 1.30
(1.52)

1.64
(1.38)

1.23
(1.29)

1.61
(1.40)

1.50
(1.41)

2.73 p < .05

Mean* 1.39ab(1.63) .60a

(1.17)
2.13b

(1.55)
1.68ab

(1.43)
1.42 (1.51) 6.09 p < .01

When mother is   a joker 1950s
(n = 71)

1970s
(n = 35)

1980s
(n = 8)

1990s
(n = 98)

Total
(n = 212)

F P

* An additional analysis on the mean differences in tendentiousness of comedic event when the sitcom mother played as a joker. 
** 0 = none, 6 = overt threats
a,b,c Row values with different subscripts were significantly different from each other at least at p < .05.

Table 4. Tendentiousness Degree of Humor aimed at Mother

increasedwhenthemotherplayedtheroleofrecipient

orthird-party.Itshowsthatwomen mightbe

describedasmore“powerless”inthe1970s.

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Thisstudyhadtwoprimarygoals.First,thestudy

soughttobuildaglobaltypologyandidentifythemes

ofhumorusedinsitcoms.Bydoingso,itexpectsto

setupacornerstoneforfuturestudiesonhumor.

Next, the study investigated portrayals and

tendentiousnessofhumorinvolvedinmotherin

sitcoms.Overall,thestudychartedtheevolving

characteristicsofhumoraimedatsitcom mothers

fromthe1950stothe1990s.

First,thestudysubstantiatedthataprevioushumor

typologyusedforaudiovisualadvertisements[11]can

beappliedtothetelevisionsituationcomedyasan

efforttosetupaglobaltypology.Inaddition,the

studyfoundthatslapstickwasthemostprevalent

humortypeovertime.Theprevalenceofslapstick

humordirectlyrepresentsthetendentioushumor

involvedinmotherinsitcoms.Putanotherway,

slapstickhumortypicallyhasanunfriendlynature

and is frequently accompanied by malicious

delight[11].

Second,thestudyshowedtheincreasingpatternof

foolishnessoftheportrayalsofsitcom mothers

thoughitisslightlylimitedduetonon-linearityfor

onedecade.Consideringthepotentialpowerofthe

mediatoconstructofsocialreality,theresults

expressconcernaboutpossibleinfluencesonviewer’s

perceptions and attitudes toward women.This

concernisparticularlyrelevantforyoungerviewers

whoseattitudesmaynotyetbefullyformed.

Lastly,thisstudyfoundthatromanticandsexual

topicsweredominantthemesinthefamilysituation

comedyoverthelast50years.Thisresultcanalsobe

relatedwiththetendentiousnessandgenderrole.In

otherwords,whenweconsiderthefindingthatmales

disparagedfemalessignificantly moreoftenthan

females disparaged males[32],researchers may

question how the relationship between the

tendentiousnessandgendersurroundingsexualtopic

is.Futureresearchneedstofurtherinvestigatethe

differencesinfoolishnessportrayalsbymother’srole

inthesitcomsuchasjoker,recipient,andthird-party,

andtendentiousnessbytherelationshipbetweenthe

characterstoexplorethepowerrelationshipindetail.

As with all studies,limitations exist.The

limitationsnaturally leadtothepossiblefurther

research.Firstofall,thereareseriouslimitationsof

generalizability ofthe convenience sample that

strictlylimitsthesefindingstotheconfinesofmerely

exploratoryandpreliminarydata.Futureresearchcan

perhapsanalyzemoresamplessuchastheentire

comediceventsinthefamilysituationcomedy.For
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example,therelationshiphumortypeandhumor

natureneedstobefurtheranalyzedwithother

samplesbecausethisstudycontentanalyzedonly

motherrelatedcomedicevents.Inaddition,the1960s

werenotanalyzedinthepresentstudytoreflectthe

top10listofshowsoverthelastdecades.Future

studyneedstoincludedatafromthe1960stoshow

wellarepresentationofdevelopmentsoverthelast50

years.

Similarly,thetypologyofhumorneedstobe

expandedtonotonlythefamily-basedsituation

comediesbutalsothemorerecenttypessuchas

“Friends”toincreasetheapplicabilityofthetypology.

Furthermore,futureresearchmaybeabletoconsider

humorin othertypesofmediasuch ascable

televisionandtheInternet.Afutureresearchshould

alsoconsideranalyzingdomesticsitcomsthathas

longbeenpopularinKoreanbroadcastingindustry.

Forthosereasons,cautionshouldbetakenwhen

interpretingthefindingsgeneratedbytheAmerican

sample.

Finally,thestudywasonlyconcernedwiththe

trends ofindividualuse ofhumor.As Lynch

mentioned,however,thefunctionhumorhaswithina

socialsetting orsocietycanhaveanimportant

implicationinclarifyingtheoriesonhumor[3].The

effectivenessofhumorineducationalsettingisa

goodexampleofthistrack.Therefore,analyzingthe

productionofhumorthroughcontentanalysisand

consumptionofhumorthroughexperimentalstudies

atthesametimemaybehighlyusefulinbuilding

theory.
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