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Abstract 

This project explored whether the use of stand-up comedy in the English classroom could 

assist in guiding eighteen Grade 10 boys to explore notions of gender. Particular emphasis was 

placed upon challenging traditional ideas of masculinity and the intolerance thereof.  

Initial questionnaire responses established the boys’ attitudes towards masculinity and 

femininity and how these were perceived as binaries. Stand-up comedy was used to initiate 

group discussion on how humour affects the target subject and, later, to stimulate private 

reflection on informal boys’ school “banter” and the impact it could have on pupils. Personal 

narratives provided insight into whether, and how, the project affected the boys’ 

understanding of sexual stereotyping. 

The research findings reflect that boys disassociate themselves from the implications of 

hurtful jokes and humour by aligning themselves with the comedian, separating themselves 

from the target, and embracing gender stereotypes. With the passage of time in the project, 

however, boys became more self- aware and realised their complicity in hurting others 

through humour. Not all boys were willing to relinquish their positions but were certainly less 

vociferous and aggressive in their attitudes. The use of stand-up comedy served to provide a 

neutral stimulus that allowed for exploration of a number of positions and attitudes. 

Glossary 

Comedy and humour: For the purposes of this research, I focused on stand-up comedy that 

includes telling stories in the public sphere.  

Gender: I have used the World Health Organisation (2019) definition of gender as referring “to 

the socially constructed characteristics of women and men – such as norms, roles and 

relationships of and between groups of women and men. It varies from society to society and 

can be changed” (para. 1). 
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Masculinity/Femininity: Characteristics based on gender, with an understanding that there is a 

perceived sliding scale from one extreme, representing masculinity or “maleness”, to the 

opposite extreme of femininity or “femaleness.” 

Introduction 

Even while it is according them the advantages of functioning without the complications of a 

significant female presence, an all-boy environment places a number of burdens and 

expectations upon the boys who reside within its protective boundaries. The effect of this 

separation is magnified considerably when those boys are physically isolated in a full-boarding 

context and lead complex lives as they deal with this. Firstly, there is an internal boys’ culture 

and world that operates in the boarding context and within the history that abides in each of 

the boarding houses. Secondly, the boys have a public status by virtue of their belonging to an 

elite school and this places behavioural expectations on them. Finally, they have familial 

cultural and social conditioning and expectations that operate when they are at home. This 

last influence is not to be underestimated, since the boys come from across the world and 

have diverse cultural backgrounds and concomitantly disparate values and beliefs. The need to 

fit in and gain acceptance means that a boy must conform to the dominant ideology in each of 

these domains or at least learn to fake it by suppressing his views and needs if these are at 

odds. 

Our boys are adept at shifting between contextual modes, but occasionally slippages occur 

when a boy is called out for inappropriate sexist or homophobic comments at school or in the 

boarding house: It is worth noting that race is not often a factor in these situations, because 

South Africans are well conditioned to racial sensitivity. While the boys are well aware that 

these instances are socially unacceptable in a public domain, they perceive different rules as 

operational in their peer-groups and in what they consider their private space in the 

dormitory. The standard response from boys in these situations is that it was “banter” or “just 

a joke” and that the sanctions are unfair or an over-reaction by the school or the victim.  

The IBSC action research theme of “Boys and Stories” lends itself to an exploration of some of 

the stories that boys tell and accept because they use humour and jokes. The “banter” that 

takes place and the jokes that they tell are seen by the boys as inoffensive because people 

laugh. What they do not appreciate is that the jokes reconstruct and perpetuate a narrative 

that is wholly undesirable. Moreover, the joke is always on someone and that person’s feelings 

are usually disregarded. My intention in this project was to encourage my pupils to become 

more self-reflective, to explore their attitudes to gender and sexuality, and to think critically 

about how humour often carries within itself prejudice and discriminatory attitudes.  
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My Research question was: How might the use of humour and comedy serve to challenge 

perceptions of gender in Grade 10 boys?  

Action research is well suited to this exploration as the subject matter is boys’ perceptions; 

recording thereof is necessarily qualitative. The boys were enthusiastic about their freedom to 

express opinions and ideas and to question their peers and me, as the facilitator. Extensive 

time was spent in class debate and discussion over data and feedback that I provided. The 

boys also seemed to be very passionate in their positions and very defensive of their attitudes 

initially and it was rewarding to observe and hear their evaluations of these. 

Literature Review 

Storytelling is commonly accepted as the process of communicating a narrative or story in 

some form and it provides opportunities to perpetuate ideas and identities and cultural 

standards and norms. It is, however, evident that meaning communicated between narrator 

and receiver is not finite but dependent on contextual factors and is, essentially, fluid - a 

negotiation - depending on cultural space and time. McAlpine (2016) presents the modernist 

position that the dominant hegemony favours its narrative and the ideals that it wishes to 

inculcate in society. As such, she suggests that “a privileging of a systemic or structural 

perspective stress[es] how the organisation and society directs individuals’ learning and 

development” (p.15). Thus, if the communication of a narrative or story is not only a retelling 

but also a means by which to construct (or perpetuate) socio-cultural discourse, the 

recipients/listeners are being moulded as they absorb the narrative.  

As a genre or narrative style, comedy’s position within the dominant narratives needs to be 

scrutinised. O’Shannon’s theory of comedy, cited in Martin’s (2014) article, “What Are You 

Laughing At?” is a useful starting point into an investigation of humour and its impact as 

narrative. He incorporates all manner of comedy and humour: sitcoms, jokes, stand-up 

comedy as well as conventional humorous interactions between individuals in everyday 

engagements. O’Shannon suggests that humour is successful when it draws attention to 

something incongruous and is at odds with our expectations of the world. At the same time, 

he argues, individual responses will be tempered by one’s position in the context–one’s sense 

of being threatened or unthreatened by what is presented. Thus, responses that reinforce 

preconceived ideas might allow the viewer to feel superior.  

Alternatively, if the viewer identifies his or her sense of self with the target of the joke, he or 

she may feel anger. Therefore, racial jokes would be less likely to find support if the comedian 
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is a white person but would probably be deemed humorous if presented by a person of colour. 

This finding is reflective of Puchner’s (2014) exploration of responses to LBGT narratives. She 

observes that the reaction of intolerance of students increases when the context overlaps with 

their own social positions and situations and causes unease with their own interpretations of 

their context (p.51).  Friedman and Kuiper (2013) reinforce this idea in their examination of 

British and Dutch responses to comedy in which they found that there are class distinctions in 

responses to comedic material and, essentially, audiences have a degree of snobbery in their 

reactions. However, they observe: 

[Classist audiences’] first weapon of denigration is the morally transgressive 

element of this comedy, which they consider ‘aggressive’, ‘hostile’ and 

‘bullying’. Indeed, there is a strong sense that comedy targeted at traditionally 

marginalized groups, like women, ethnic minorities and homosexuals, is 

morally wrong. (p. 186) 

There is an odd relationship between reality and comedy in that what is acceptable in comedy 

is frequently not tolerated in society. South Africans are very sensitive to racial slurs and we 

have a progressive constitution that entrenches racial and gender equality. Same-sex 

marriages are legal in South Africa, making the country, at least on paper, very progressive 

relative to some developed countries. Comedy does not respect these holy cows and frequently 

toys with them. Woodzicka and Ford (2010) posit that this is because there is a “contract” that 

cues those who listen to jokes to take them in a “non-serious” way. They suggest there is a type 

of moral “amnesty” which allows comedians to address taboos that target identities in ways 

that are considered unacceptable, or downright offensive, in ordinary social engagements. 

Manwell (2008) goes further to suggest that comedy, particularly stand-up comedy, in being 

critical of society, particularly appeals to people because “they are, in general, dissatisfied with 

parts of the society they are a part of and are hungry to hear someone else talk about it 

candidly” (p. 10). Moreover, she argues that stand-up comedy is “in many ways the art of 

observation. It is a reflection of the culture from which it comes” (p. 11). This suggests that 

comedy reflects the attitudes of a population, whether these are overtly endorsed as social and 

politically correct or not. As such, it raises issues that people are too afraid to speak of in daily 

society for fear of being judged (Friedman & Kuiper, 2013), which is consistent with 

O’Shannon’s view (Martin 2014). Manwell (2008) further suggests that the act of being part of 

a collective audience reduces the individual voice of the audience members so that they “go 

along” with what is presented and lose their ability to think critically. 
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Woodzicka and Ford (2010) do, however, suggest that tolerance has a limit and that this is 

determined by the sensitisation of the audience. In their study, they found that prejudiced 

jokes targeting women were found to be rated as more discriminatory than those targeting 

men. This suggests that their subjects had been conscientised by society to see issues of 

gender inequality as causing great offense. I would argue that South Africans, by contrast, 

would display a greater degree of racial sensitivity. Primed by post-apartheid stances and 

policies and the recent sentencing and imprisonment of a white offender who used the word 

“kaffir” in public means that South Africans would probably react more negatively to these 

sorts of comedy rather than those aimed at gender or sexuality, to which lip service is paid, 

but not particularly seriously. There is also a social tendency, still fostered by African 

traditional culture, to leave patriarchal, heterosexual values and beliefs unchallenged, which 

further suggests that South Africans would not be too opposed to sexist or homophobic 

humour. 

There remains a disjunct between rational ideas about issues and what we laugh at in our 

social interactions or in response to a comedian. According to Vashist’s (2016) research, while 

millennials and young people in our contemporary world might respond with amusement to 

comedy that objectifies or targets women, they are nevertheless aware of the social impact of 

sexism and are opposed to it. She suggests that “Perhaps being more media savvy and having 

increased exposure to activism regarding misogyny means that critical analysis of media, 

previously thought to only exist within socially-aware individuals, is now occurring among all 

college-aged individuals” (p.30). Puchner (2014) makes a similar point regarding how one 

addresses notions that are controversial or tricky. She says, “Our tendency is to treat the 

problem as if ignorance is the obstacle, and to, therefore, provide positive representations as a 

solution to the students' ignorance" (p.52). 

The problem, however, is not ignorance but a lack of desire to engage and change points of 

view. Evidently then, one needs to address alternative ways of changing boys’ psychological 

positions relative to those who are objectified or negated in society. This is important because, 

as Manwell (2008) states: 

 Misinterpretation is a dangerous failure because it not only reinforces old 

stereotypes—it can actually strengthen them. If a minority comedian is perceived 

to be supporting their own cultural stereotype, those with existing prejudices will 

view the routine as validation and authentication of their own prejudiced beliefs. 

(p. 52) 
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This is consistent with Friedman and Kuipers (2013) who reinforce this perception by stating 

that “this connection between comedy, everyday humour and personhood, also suggests that 

comedic taste may act as a powerful form of symbolic violence” (p.180). 

Zekavat and Pourgiv (2015), drawing on the suggestion that humour, specifically satire, derives 

from opposition to the construct, hold that it contains within itself the means by which to 

challenge accepted notions of gender and social identity. The examples they use to illustrate 

this point are somewhat dated and, I would argue, served as ground-breakers in their time in 

the way people approach social issues – precisely because they were new and shocking. If one 

is to consider using humour to alter adolescent views on gender and gender identity, I believe 

that Manwell’s (2008) suggestion is most useful; namely that a reintroduction of “critical 

thinking” in the context of comedic humour is required where the abject are targeted. Further, 

the development of a narrative of personal experience and understanding, as found by Sarasa 

(2015) in her experiment to develop empathy towards those who share their narratives, would 

enable adolescents to project into situations where they have observed sexist or demeaning 

behaviour or attitudes. 

Research Context 

Hilton College is a high fee-paying, independent boys' school in the KwaZulu Midlands. It is 

located in a peri-urban area and is a whole-boarding facility with approximately six hundred 

pupils. Boys who attend Hilton College are largely from a wealthy socio-economic class and, 

although most pupils are South African, a significant number come from all over the world. 

The pupils who participated in this project were eighteen boys in my Grade 10 English class. 

The demographics of the group was as follows: four Caucasian/white and fourteen black 

students. 

I appealed to the boys to assist me in my research and they signed agreements with the 

understanding that they could withdraw should they so wish. They were enthusiastic and felt 

special for being singled out. No names were recorded in the reporting of findings. Parents 

also expressed agreement via letters of consent that outlined the nature of my focus. They 

were very supportive.  

Data Collection 

The research commenced with an introductory explanation that, in the context of an all-boys’ 

boarding school where much has been done to conscientise boys about gender sensitivity, I 

wanted to examine their honest views and responses to some of the issues around masculinity 

and gender rather than the politically-correct version. 
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To examine attitudes and responses, I used a multiplicity of data collection techniques. The 

surveys were completed anonymously so that respondents could feel free to express their 

views without fearing sanction. These responses could be sorted into different categories, 

enabling ease of comparison. Group discussions allowed the sharing of views and an 

appointed spokesperson removed the burden from less confident group members but allowed 

these views to be expressed in the bigger forum. 

The narratives, which were personal accounts, described subjects other than themselves. As 

such, I hoped to remove the tendency to censor and hoped to receive an accurate account. The 

diary entry was used to evaluate the sensitivity of the boys’ individual understandings of 

gender difference and whether they can empathise with the individuals who are not 

necessarily conventionally defined in terms of gender. 

I introduced the topic by presenting boys with a video clip of South African stand-up 

comedian, Trevor Noah, which was recorded in Australia. Without providing any 

commentary, I then provided the class with copies of a brief article from BBC News, “Trevor 

Noah: Aboriginal anger as ‘disgusting’ joke resurfaces,” which also incorporated tweets and 

commentary from outraged viewers about the racist and sexist nature of the jokes he told 

(Noah, 2019). I asked the Grade 10 boys to write three comments expressing their responses to 

the video clip and to the article and the tweets. They were not to discuss their comments, nor 

were they to write their names on their papers as I emphasised that I wanted honesty from 

them. 

I presented the class with a brief written questionnaire designed to canvass the boys’ 

perceptions of “masculinity” and “femininity”. This included questions assessing attitudes 

towards heterosexual males, homosexual males, lesbian women and heterosexual women.  

The third stage of the research required respondents to write commentary in response to three 

comedic excerpts presented to them: Shappi Khorsandi, Trevor Noah, and Chris Rock. Three 

questions were presented in relation to each of the comedies and the boys were asked to 

record their reactions to the comedians as individual performers and their subject matter and 

then to rate how funny they thought the comic routine had been. Respondents were asked to 

indicate responses to specific details from the performances and whether they could be 

considered offensive or not.  
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To conclude, I asked boys to provide a review of their perceptions and the course that we had 

gone through. This was a brief written narrative, submitted anonymously. 

Discussion of Findings 

In accordance with the literature I consulted, I considered the following broad areas of the 

boys’ responses to the various tasks and exercises: 

● Alignment: The extent to which boys felt affinity or alignment with the comedian 

● The impact of gender stereotypes: The manner in which the boys perceived either the 

comedian or the subject in terms of certain characteristics 

● Separation: The extent to which the boys felt that they were merely on-lookers and 

were not part of the targeted group 

● Self-Awareness: The extent to which boys became aware of the impact of their own 

behaviours and attitudes upon others 

Alignment 

The initial written comments that the boys provided in response to the Trevor Noah clip 

confirmed the research of Puchner (2014) and O’Shannon (Martin, 2014), that the greater the 

removal from one’s own circumstances, the more amusement a joke offers. The Trevor Noah 

clip targeted Aboriginal women and the stereotype that they are unattractive to Australian 

men. Comments included “Australians are overreacting,” “comedians make jokes about 

everyone,” and “it was just a joke.” A discussion followed about why the women may have 

been offended and boys’ positions shifted slightly, but still with a “but … it’s just a joke” 

mindset. I was surprised at the responses. The group included only four white students and 

the remaining fourteen were black students. I had assumed that the racial dimension would 

offend them, but they like Trevor Noah and became a little protective in response to the 

Australian onslaught on a South African, which may have skewed the opinions somewhat. 

The Impact of Gender Stereotypes 

The responses to the questionnaire regarding masculinity and femininity were quite revealing. 

Most of the boys are quite conscientised regarding women’s rights and claims to equality and 

saw women and men as having equal footing in society, many suggesting that women were 

perfectly good role models for boys and they accepted that women could earn more than their 

partners. They did, still, however, associate certain specific qualities with women (sensitivity, 

gentleness, kindness, and emotion) while heterosexual men were equated with strength, 

decisiveness, control. Interestingly, every respondent equated heterosexual men with 
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aggression. There were strong responses to homosexual men, but a degree of indifference to 

lesbianism. Homosexual men were accorded the same social and public rights by the boys–for 

the most part–as heterosexuals, but the tendency was to prefer a distancing from them, a non-

engagement of sorts. The boys explained this as: “It goes against my culture,” or “It’s a sin.” 

The reviews of the comedic excerpts were enlightening. Shappi Khosandi’s (2014) comedic 

routine told the story of her being mistaken for a lesbian because she is single, and she makes 

comparisons between women and men. Although there was an acknowledgement by the boys 

that she joked about masculinity and the LGBT community, and that many groups would be 

offended, the groups were unanimous about not being offended because: “her jokes were 

lighthearted,” “we are comfortable with our own bodies,” and she “plays on stereotypes and 

not on facts.” This suggests that boys accept that there are offensive comments in the comedy 

routine, but that, in support of Woodzicka and Ford (2010), they see stand-up as removed 

from society. It is a safe zone, where anything can be said, particularly by women, because 

they are not seen as aggressive or confrontational. 

Separation 

The Trevor Noah clip, “Zambia loves escalators, just don’t be gay” brought about a conflicted 

response from the boys. They acknowledged that his story about his trip to Zambia would 

definitely offend the gay male community because of the suggestion that they would like to go 

to prison because of the potential for homosexual sex. They acknowledged that the 

stereotypes of gay men and the way they behave would offend these men. However, every 

group indicated that they found the skit funny because “we are not part of this group,” “we 

aren’t gay.” Implicit in this is that they wished to distance themselves from homosexuality. 

Like Vashist (2016) suggests in relation to misogynistic humour, these millennials know what 

is “appropriate” and “right,” but it does not seem to affect them and therefore, they are passive 

and unresisting to the overt displays of Noah’s homophobia. 

I expected Chris Rock’s “Woman and lies” (sic) to bring out stronger responses from the boys 

because it is crude and overtly sexist. The boys felt that it was not their problem, even though 

they recognised how offensive it would be to women because it directly targets women as 

sexual objects. Problematic, also, was that the boys were able, correctly, to point out that the 

(predominantly black) women in the audience were laughing and “If they are laughing, so why 

can’t we?” 

The class discussion on these stand-ups was interesting in that there was a general agreement, 

initially, that freedom of speech should allow anyone to say what they wish. A debate about 
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the overlap of one’s own right to freedom of speech with others’ right not to be victimised 

later emerged from the boys. They accepted that publicly there have to be limits. The 

discussion shifted to whether or not it is acceptable in a more personal space to say anything 

one wishes and, interestingly, they disagreed with saying offensive things about people in a 

private arena. The suggestion was that one evaluates the other person’s state of mind, and 

their personality prior to making comments about their sexuality or gender. 

Self-Awareness 

The most useful insights were provided through the private narratives that the boys gave me 

at the end of the session, suggesting that they had learned from the experience. Many of the 

boys retold how they had been witnesses to bullying about homosexuality in particular. Not 

one boy referred to a situation where misogyny was the issue but most referred to 

homophobia. The comments suggest that the boys were a little more aware of their role in a 

situation at least. Most expressed their passive involvement in events (which may or may not 

be accurate) but expressed concern that, despite being more attuned, they probably still 

would not have the courage to intervene actively. Some comments were: “I feel bad and I wish 

I had stood up and said it was wrong and backed the person,” “I could have made the situation 

stop if I’d jumped in,” “I must watch my tongue before I speak” and “I should think before I 

act”. 

The response to the series of lessons was unanimously positive and the boys enjoyed sharing 

their ideas and opinions. One boy commented that he had no idea that other boys’ views were 

so conservative, so it was an interesting opportunity for them to engage in debate with the 

others. 

Conclusions 

I believe that the boys had become somewhat defensive when it came to interventions by the 

school to address stereotyping and intolerance, so I was pleased that they were open to 

forthright discussion. As boys, they feel targeted and offended by the plethora of campaigns 

against the abuse of women. It is apparent that the boys were much more receptive to 

discussions about gender and stereotyping when these were initiated by watching the stand-

up comedians.  

Using the footage of the comedians allowed for a more neutral discussion about how 

individuals might respond to the jokes and why they might feel this way. The boys showed 

some growth in their stances on gender and their attitudes towards homosexuality. The 

initially conservative views, especially about homosexuality, were sometimes quite 
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vociferously expressed. The boys wanted no association with it–probably out of fear of being 

labelled as “gay.” It is notable that the racial demographics made quite an impact here, as the 

white pupils were quite accepting of homosexuality while the majority of black students 

rejected it outright. There is a tendency to fall back on espoused cultural values as a defence of 

this position, with reference to the often-expressed view (by public figures too, unfortunately) 

that homosexuality does not exist in black people. 

This response was modulated the further into the project we got. In the end, there were still a 

couple of boys who refused to reconsider their positions. Whether this was an attempt to be 

provocative or make a stand as strong is uncertain. The real positive was that the boys were 

able to explore alternative interpretations of what masculinity means without threat or the 

potential for being targeted or ridiculed. 

The personal written responses at the end of the project were very pleasing in that all the boys 

expressed greater awareness of what impact certain actions and comments can have upon 

others. 

Reflection 

I found this is a very relevant topic in terms of the debates happening in the school at the 

moment. I wanted to address this issue of masculinity in all its permutations and forms 

because South Africans are so preoccupied by race relations that many other forms of 

prejudice are disregarded. I hoped to challenge boys’ own views of their masculinity and draw 

attention to the limitations imposed through these rather flat perceptions of what it means to 

be a man or a woman. 

Our pupils are generally quite conservative in their views and openly express fairly intolerant 

attitudes or behaviours when they are in an informal setting and where it can be passed off as 

“banter” or wit, just for a laugh. They think that these interactions do not matter. I wanted 

them to understand that it does matter to others. I hope I have achieved some of this, even if 

this is only the first step in the process. 

I enjoyed the format of the action research with the frequent moments of feedback and 

opportunities to revise and review. Both the boys and I enjoyed the very pupil-directed 

approach to our discussions, as well as the flexibility to go wherever the discussion led us. 

The timing in our schools in South Africa is somewhat awkward as we have year-end 

examinations and fitting the time in to go through the processes was a little tricky. I would 
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have liked to be able to expand on this and explore more diverse ways of covering related 

topics, but that was out of the question. 

The guidance and suggestions provided by my team leader, Janetta Lien, did make the process 

considerably more manageable than I had initially thought it would be. 

 

References 

“Aboriginal anger as Noah joke resurfaces”. (2018). Retrieved from 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-australia-44919853 

Friedman, S., & Kuipers, G. (2013). The divisive power of humour: Comedy, taste and symbolic 

boundaries. Cultural Sociology, 7(2), 179-195. 

 Green, A. (2010). The impact of comedy on racial and ethnic discourse (Unpublished master's 

thesis). University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, USA. 

Khorsandi, S. (2019) Edinburgh Comedy Fest Live 2014. (2019). Retrieved from 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=94UOdDAyi4I 

Manwell, C. (2008). Stand-up comedy as a tool for social change (Unpublished doctoral 

dissertation). University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, USA. 

Martin, R. (2014). What are you laughing at? A comprehensive guide to the comedic event. 

Europe's Journal of Psychology, 10(3), 582-585.  

McAlpine, L. (2016). Why might you use narrative methodology? A story about narrative. 

Estonian Journal of Education, 4(1), 32-57. 

Noah, T. (2019) "Zambia loves escalators, just don't be gay" - Trevor Noah (It's My Culture). 

Retrieved from 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L3SIdXPtB0M&list=RDL3SIdXPtB0M&start_ 

radio=1&t=30 

Puchner, L. (2014). Disruptions of the self-narrative musings on teaching social justice topics 

in a research methods course. Multicultural Education, Fall, 51-55. 

 Sarasa, M.C. (2015). Narrative research into the possibilities of classroom-generated stories in 

English teacher education. Profile, 17(1), 13-24. 

 Vashist, N. (2016). The effect of misogynistic humor on millenials’ perception of women. The 

University of Central Florida Undergraduate Research Journal, 8(1), 24-40. 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-australia-44919853
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L3SIdXPtB0M&list=RDL3SIdXPtB0M&start_radio=1&t=30
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L3SIdXPtB0M&list=RDL3SIdXPtB0M&start_radio=1&t=30


13 
 

Woman and lies-Chris Rock. (2014). Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 

ioQZrMQegj4 

World Health Organisation. (2019). Gender, equity and human rights. Retrieved from 
https://www.who.int/gender-equity-rights/understanding/gender-definition/en/ 

Woodzicka, J., & Ford, T. (2010). A framework for thinking about the (not-so-funny) effects of 

sexist humor. Europe’s Journal of Psychology, 6(3), 174-195. 

Zekavat, M., & Pourgiv, F. (2015). Construction of gender identities via satire: The case of 

Juvenal. European Journal of Humour Research, 3(1), 1-21.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ioQZrMQegj4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ioQZrMQegj4
https://www.who.int/gender-equity-rights/understanding/gender-definition/en/

