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1. Shakespearean comedy (not romance) vs the humour in the three American

stories – comedy always includes an character who dies or is otherwise

affected and lost

2. – dominance of tragedy in critical theory – why? because of Aristotle

[I had a vague idea that Aristotle wrote about humour and laughter in

Rhetorics, so I took to reading the book, finally. There are two passages,

which are actually quite good. I think it is not Aristotle’s fault that he

is associated only with tragedy.]

3. Poems – source of their sentimentality in Goethe’s Werther, where Lotta

is compared to an angel in the house – or was is rather Rousseau who

invented sentimentalism in La Nouvelle Heloise?

[Heloise would never ever cut bread. I think that Goethe can be understood

as a source of the German (and American!) Biedermeier, whereas Rousseau’s

sentiment is not domestic]

4. American women poets as cynical terrorists (the idea was by a

German theorist he could not remember, and then taken up by Slavoj Zizek)

[who was it?]

5. Hutcheon – distinction between satire and parody

6. Humour divisions – humour of different classes, genders – not

analytical but performance

7. Stories anthologized by Karen Kilcup – are they funny? – dull and obnoxious – cinematic (would make a better movie than text) – voice of the narrator is patronizing and

repulsive, whereas dialogues really funny 

[Bakhtin’s idea of polyphonic and homophonic narrative – the narrator is a

homophonic device and it puts the polyphony of dialogues in the ‘right’

perspective. I found that voice unbearable.]

8. Pauline Hopkins – self–distance of the black author (which is good

humour) – parody of Charles Chesnut’s story

9. Historical conventions of humour (can be understood but cannot be funny

anymore) – conventions were created and understood by groups (ethnic or

class humour) – putting ourselves back to the 19th century, or into a

different group – Celia’s point of view and the narrator’s point of view –

does humour divide people and make them hostile to each other? – the

humour of Vladimir Putin, the Russian president

10. Recognition of stock characters and themes (necessary for humour to work)

11. Harper’s Bazaar and its editor, Mary Louise Booth - editing history of

the stories and poems.

1. The reticence to talk about humor in a scholarly context, particularly

in teaching

2. The painful experience of having a joke fall flat

3. The way that humor relies on encoding and decoding, on language, on an

addressee who knows how to decode the message, understand innuendos,

recognize irony, spot an incongruity, or share an emotion with the speaker

4. The way that effective humor requires a spontaneity of response, an

emotional response

5. Different types of humor â€“ humor that requires distance and social and

cultural knowledge, like irony, satire, parody â€“ as well as humor that

alludes to cruder experiences like food, bodily functions, etc.

6. Class coding of different types of humor â€“ the reason why it might not

seem appropriate for a teacher to use humor in the classroom

7. The transgressive utility of humor

8. Humor as joy, life affirming in face of objective problems

9. The way that humor helps draw boundaries between in-group and out-group

10. Potential physiological aspects of joke telling, comic genre, etc.

11. The question of whether, or the extent to which, humor is culturally

specific

12. The question of whether any topic is legitimate for humor, or whether

some things are too serious to joke about

13. It was my impression that the Jewish humor was the most familiar to

us, and that the white womenâ€™s humor was the hardest of the three stories

to understand. Is that because we are trained as literary critics not to

view women as funny, particularly respectable middle-class white women? Or

because, as I think Ralph said, that the narratorâ€™s voice was too staid.

