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Preface

This book presentsa methodologyto extendthe analysef the GeneralTheory of
VerbalHumorto all texts, regardlesof length. It alsopresentsa numberof moreor
lesslong andcomprehensi applicationgo texts takenfrom a variety of literatures,
media,situations andhistoricalperiods.lt is alsoanupdateof the GTVH, adecade
afterits first proposal.

Thebook hasexistedin mary forms: in 1997,1 usedin a courseon “humor on
television” a collectionof work-in-progesspieces.Thesewerereworkedin anearly
draftfor aseminaron humorousmarrativesin the springof 1999. Part of the seminar
consistedn theanalysiof somesectionf Wilde’sstory, in ch. (8). It wasradically
overhauledover my yearlong sabbaticaht ITC-IRST, in Trento.

This work is certainly not the last word on the issueof “long texts” in humor
research.lts goal is to explore someaspectf this field, hopefully settingsome
markersthatwill be usedby otherresearcherto further our knowledge. The same
goesfor theactualanalyses| saythis becausesomuchin whatfollowsis tentative,
hesitatinglyput, or plain speculatie thatl considerecchangingthe title to Out on
a Limb. However, in asensd knewv what| wasdoing; this is the lot of thosewho
ventureoutsidechartedareasthey runinto lions.

0.1 A cautionary tale

In 1966, Violette Morin published—inthe famousissueof Communicationsvhich
popularizedhe structuralistanalysisof texts—ashortarticle on jokes,in which she
postulateda tripartite organizationof the joke text. This approachgathereda sub-
stantialfollowing amongEuropearscholars(seeAttardo 1994: 85-92). However,
ulterior researctshaovedthat, far from beinguniqueto jokes,atripartite structureis
commonto all narratve forms. Therefore,insteadof having discovereda defining
featureof jokes,Morin hadmerelyrediscaeredthe truismthatjokesarenarratives
(considerthat a good definition of joke could be “a short narrative text which is
funny”). Thisis notto saythatall humoris narrative, but merelythatjokesareatype
of text which is asubsebf narratves(in Frenchthisis clearerasjoke translatess
histoire drdle, i.e., funny story).

Vi
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Themoral of the storyabove is thatonemustbe very carefulaboutwhatoneis
studying,becauséustlooking atone’s objectof studyandanalyzingary of its given
featuresmay or may not resultin a fruitful avenueof research.Let me emphasize
againthatnooneis claiming that Morin’s work wasnt interesting;but only thatis
wasinterestingasananalysisof narratives,notasananalysisof jokes.

The presentwork is facedwith the sameproblem,insofarasthis work is con-
cernedwith narratves(notexclusively, in fact,aswewill see).l setouttoinvestigate
humoroumarratives(andby thatl meanotherthanjokes,takinglengthasadefining
featureof this genre seeAttardo andChabanné 992). However, | do notintendto
analyzenarrativesper sebut only narratvesasthey arehumorous.In otherwords,
| aminterestedn how andwhy certainnarratvesare humorousandothersarenot.
Thefocusof theanalysiss onthe humorousatureof thetexts, notontheir narrative
status.

In thissensethiswork is notastandardharratologicaivork. However, obviously
enough,the narrative structureof the text itself may be humorous,and therefore
we may have to crossover in the domainof narratologyproperto investigatethat
aspecbf humorousarratves. Furthermoresomeaspect®f the narratize structure
of thetext (first andforemost,its plot) will berelevantto the establishmenof that
humorousatureof thetext; and,in this sensethis is thenawork within the purview
of narratology.l believe this work to be a soundapplicationof linguistic (primarily
semanti@andpragmaticimethodologyto thefield of humorresearclandsecondarily
of narratology. As all soundapplicationsof onefield to anothey the appliedfield
(here linguistics)providesthe methodologywhile thefieldsappliedto (here,humor
researctandnarratology)provide the questions.

Thecentralquestiorthatthis booktriesto answelis preciselytheonementioned
above: how do narrative texts longerthanjokes function as humooustexts? The
chaptersn the bookwork upto the answer Chapterone present&nintroductionto
the linguistically basedhumorresearchappliedin therestof the book, namelythe
Semantic-ScripTheory of Humor andthe GeneralTheory of VerbalHumor. The
secondchaptetis areview of thescantiiteratureonthetopic of humorousmarratives.
Chapterthreeintroducesthe semanticand pragmatictools necessaryo modelthe
text, while chapterffour beginsto rampupto longtexts by considerindintermediate”
texts which sharesomeof thefeaturesof longerandshorttexts. Ch. five introduces
thetoolsspecificallyneededo handlethe humorousaspect®f long texts.

The next chapterdealswith diffusedisjunctors;.e., humorougexts thatdo not
have a clearcut punchline. Irony andregisterhumor are the exampleschosento
illustrate this type of humot Finally, the bookis cappedoff by two chapterscol-
lectinganumberof casestudieshatexemplify the methoddescribedn thetext (ch.
7), aswell asalongeranalysisof an OscarWilde’s text (ch. 8). They rangewidely
acrossgenres(poetry, short stories, novels) and someavhat acrosslanguagegEn-
glish, French Jtalian) andhistoricalperiods(1600to date). Thelastchaptersumsup
the discussiorandopensa new venue,in the quantitative analysisof text, a look at
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the frequeng of humorwithin thetext. It is a new approachwhich may have some
significantoutcomes.

Thetextsanalyzedn thebookandnotjustquotedin passingarereferredto with
four letter codes]istedbelow:

CAND | Candide(Voltaire)

CBTD | ChucklesBitesthe Dust(Mary Tyler Moore Show)

HEHA | HeadlongHall (ThomasLove Peacock)

NIAB | NightmareAbbey (ThomasLove Peacock)

HRCI | HanRybeckoule coupdel étrier(AlphonseAllais)
KUGE | TheKugelmas£pisode(WoodyAllen)

LASC | Lord Arthur Savile’s Crime (OscarWilde)
MDMT | A Merry Discourseof MeumandTuum (HenryPeacham)
ROSE | Il nomedellarosa(UmbertoEco)

TSTF | TheSystemof Dr. TarrandDr. FetherdEdgarAllan Poe)
TRAN | TransformationgAnne Sexton)

Someinformative notesare givenfor the authors. Theseshouldbe intendedas
helpfulhintsfor thosenotfamiliar with thegivenauthor notasexhaustve treatments
of their literary significance.With the morefamousauthorsthe notesare minimal,
sincewidespreadknowledgeof theirwork is assumed.

0.2 Acknowledgments
0.2.1 Publications

The discussion®f the linguistic tools for the analysisof humorandthe literature
review arelargely basedon my previous treatmentof theseissuesupdatedas nec-
essaryn somecasestherevisionshave beenmajorandthe presentext supersedes
previous treatmentof the samesubject. This is especiallysignificantin the treat-
mentsof scriptoppositionsandlogical mechanisms.

The precursorof muchwhich appearsn this book wasan invited paperl pre-
sentedat the first conferenceon the computationatreatmeniof humor It appeared
as: Humor TheoryBeyond Jokes:The Treatmenbf HumorousTexts at Large, in J.
Hulstijn and A. Nijholt (eds.) (1996), AutomaticInterpretation and Geneation of
Verbal Humor EnschedelL: Universityof Twente.81-94.

The materialdiscussedn section4.2 had beenpresentecat the 1988 Interna-
tional Congres®f AnthropologicalandEthnologicalSciencesn Zagrebatthe 1993
Geogetovn Roundtableon Languageand Linguistics, Pre-sessioron Discourse
Analysis: Written Texts andat the First Symposiumon Humor and Linguistics, at
the 1994 InternationalConferencen Humor Researchin Ithaca,NY.

Partsof section6.2, on irony, appeareariginally in the Journal of Pragmatics
(2000: 32). A small partof the Peacockcasestudiesin ch. 6 appearedn Attardo



(1994). Theanalysisof the Voltaire passagappearedirst in Attardo (1986),thenin
Attardo (1994),andin Attardo(2000b),the proceeding®f the stylisticsconference
heldin Opole,Polandthepreviousyear Eachversionis slightly different(hopefully
better). The analysisof Peachans text waspresentedn March2000at the Univer-
sity of Bergamo.In fact, | owe my interestin thattext to thatoccasion.Theanalysis
of theMary Tyler Moore episodén 7.1appearedh HUMOR: InternationalJournal
of HumorReseath 11:3.1998.231-260.The analysisof AlphonseAllais’ talewas
originally my presentatiorat the first conferenceon Allais, heldin 1996in Liege,
Belgium. A fragmentof thetalewasalreadyanalyzedn Attardo (1986).1t laterap-
pearedin FrenchasMécanismeé$inguistiquesde’humour d’AlphonseAllais dans
‘Han Rybeckou le coupde !’ étrier’ In J.M. DefaysandL. Rosier(eds.) Alphonse
Allais, Ecrivain. Actesdu premier colloqueinternational AlphonseAllais. Saint
Genouph:A.G. Nizet,1997. 77-87;it too hasbeenseriouslyrevised. The analysis
of thepoemCindetella, by Anne Sexton, is partof aforthcomingpaperco-authored
with CynthiaVigliotti.

0.2.2 People

I am much gratefulto the following individuals: Steven Brown, Donald Casadon-
te, Wladyslav Chlopicki, CatherineDavies, ChristieDavies, Jean-Mardefays,K.
AndersEricsson,Giovannantonid-orabosco Julia Gegits, RachelGiora, Jennifer
Hay, ChristianHempelmannSusarHerring,BarbaraKarman,HelgaKotthoff, Mar-
vin Minsky, CraigMcDonough FrancoMele, JodiNelms,DonL. F. Nielsen,Anton
Nijholt, NealNorrick, JohnPaolillo, Victor Raskin,LaurenceRosier,Michele Sala,
JustynaSkowron, Oliviero Stock, Cynthia Vigliotti, PeterWenzel, FranciscoYus,
and Anat Zajdman. | alsowish to thank Youngstaevn StateUniversity for its sup-
portin differentphase®f thework, but mostly for grantingme a sabbaticabluring
which | finishedthe book. I especiallywish to thankVictor Raskinand Willibald
Ruchwho senedaseditors,aswell asVictor Raskin(again),Wladyslav Chlopicki,
andGiovannantonidoraboscdor readingseveral versionsof thetext while it was
beingwritten anddiscussingt with me (notto mentionremainingfriends,afterthe
experience)and Oliviero Stock, for having madepossiblea mostconducve work-
ing ervironmentat IRST, during my sabbatical. Cynthia Vigliotti hand-taggedll
theindex. My parentsalsocontributedto my well-beingin moreways| cancount.
CynthiaVigliotti contributedto this work in mary ways, but mostly by seeingme
throughits writing. Needlesgo say noneof the individualsor institutionsabove is
responsibldor (or even necessarilagreeswith) whatl say

Povo (Trento),June2000
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Chapter 1

Preliminaries

This chapterprovidesthe readerwith the backgroundnformationabouthumorre-

searchin linguistics which is assumedn the rest of the text. The novice humor
researchewill find herea summaryandintroductionto thetheoryof humoradopted
(anddeveloped)by the author No claim is madethatthis approachis the only one
(or eventhe bestone,althoughthe authorhappendo believe this). A review of the
field of humorresearchn linguisticscanbe foundin Attardo (1994). No attemptis

madeto definesuchconceptashumor, funny; etc. SeeAttardo (1994) and Raskin
(1985)for discussionsanddefinitions.

1.1 The SSTH

We startoutwith the SemanticScriptTheoryof Humor(SSTH)developedby Raskin
(1985). Whatfollows is largely basedon the SSTH, thus a goodunderstandingf
theworkingsof thetheoryis aninevitable startingpoint.

1.1.1 The SSTH’sMain Hypothesis

For easeof exposition,the main hypothesiof the SSTHwill be presentedmmedi-
atelyin (1), andwill befollowedby a discussiorof therelevantsemantidoolsused
by thetheory A summaryof Raskinsanalysisof asampleoke will follow.

(1) A text canbe characterizedsa single-joke-carryingxt if both of the [fol-
lowing] conditionsaresatisfied:
i) Thetext is compatiblefully orin part,with two differentscripts
i) Thetwo scriptswith whichthetext is compatibleareopposite(...). Thetwo
scriptswith which sometext is compatiblearesaidto overlapfully or in part
in thistext (Raskin1985:99)
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It may be usefulto recallthat, in the meaningcurrentin generatie linguistics,
aformal theoryis an abstractdevice which manipulatesabstraciobjectson the ba-
sis of explicit rulesand, given a setof primitivesanda setof rules, will generate
a setof objectsdistinctfrom the setof primitives. This generatioris intendedin a
purelylogical senseandis equivalentto analyzingthe outputof the manipulations
andreconstructindhow they have beengeneratedrom the primitives. Anotherway
to conceptualizeéheworking of a generatie theoryis for thetheoryto passajudge-
mentuponary objectasto its generabilityon thebasisof thetheory’s primitivesand
rules.

Consequentlyproviding a formal theoryof humormay be seenaseitherof two
tasks:generatingahumoroudext out of its elementspr recognizingahumoroudext
when presentedvith one. From the point of view of the first task, a formal theory
of humormustdescribehow onecangeneratea funny text by manipulatingobjects
thatarenot funny takenseparatelyFromthe point of view of recognitionthetheory
must provide the necessanand sufficient conditionsthat a text mustmeetfor the
text to befunny andanalgorithmfor checkingwhethera giventext is funny or not.
As explainedabore, the two tasksarelogically equivalent,andthe two procedures
differ only in emphasis.

1.1.2 Scripts

The notion of “script” comesoriginally from psychology(Bartlett 1932, Bateson
1955: 186-189), Goffman 1974) and was incorporatedby Artificial Intelligence
(Al) (Charniak1972, Schank1975, Schankand Abelson1977)andby linguistics
(Fillmore 1975, 1985, Chafe 1977, and Raskin 1981). The paperscollectedin
the 1985/86roundtableeditedby Raskinin Quadernidi Semantica(Raskin(ed.)
1985andRaskin1985d)provide a goodoverview of the compleities of thefield.!
Scriptsare (perhapsnorecommonly)alsoknown as“frames;” otherterms(scenar
ios, schematahave alsobeenused. A review of theseterminologicaldiscussions
canbefoundin Andor (1985:212-213)and(Fillmore 1985:223n). Raskinchooses
“script” to designatehe unmarkedermfor this type of cognitive structure We will
follow this use.

A scriptis anorganized comple of informationaboutsomeentity, in the broad-
estsense:an object(real or imaginary),an event, an action,a quality, etc. It is a
cognitive structureinternalizedby the speakemwhich providesthe speakemith in-
formationon how agivenentityis structuredwhatareits partsandcomponentsor
how anactuity is done,arelationshiporganizedandsoon, to cover all possiblere-

1SeealsolehrerandKittay (1992)andMandler(1984).

2Evenin theweakdefinitionof script(Abelson1981:717)theinformationin scriptsis not completely
unstructuredAbelsonifitting examplds thatof a circusperformanceclownsmay comebeforeor after
thelion tamer However, we mayadd,thelion tamermaynotleavethe cagefirst andlet thelions fendfor
themselveshor may the clownsfire the cannonbeforesomeonénasbeenlodgedin its barrel (exceptof
coursefor humorouspurposes).
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lationsbetweerentities(includingtheir consituents)Needlesgo say this definition
is impossiblyvague.We will makeit morespecificin whatfollows.

What isin a Script?

Most definitionsof scriptagreethatit containsinformationwhichis prototypicalof
the entity being described suchaswell-establishedoutinesand commonwaysto
dothingsandto go aboutactivities. At thesimplestievel, ascriptis equivalentto the
lexical meaningof aword.

It shouldbenotedalsothatRaskininsistsonthefactthatscripts,in hisdefinition,
are immediatelyrelatedto, and evoked by, lexical items. Therefore,eachscript
will have a lexematic “handle” which causests activation. This is an important
distinctionbecausén psychologicaliterature,aswell asin Al, thereis a tendeng
to considerscriptsasmerelyexperiential/cognitve objects® Figure(1.1)will clarify
whattype of informationascriptmay contain.

Subj ect: [+Human] [+Adult]
Activity: > Study nedicine
= Receive patients: patient cones or doctor visits
doctor listens to conplaints
doct or exami nes patient
= Cure disease: doct or di agnoses di sease
doctor prescribes treatnent
= (Take patient’s noney)

Pl ace: > Medical School

= Hospital or doctor’s office
Ti ne: > Many years

= Every day

I nmedi ately
Condi tion: Physical contact

Raskin(1985:85). Notethat" > " standdor “in the past; and“ =" for “in the present.

Figurel.1: TheLexical Scriptfor DOCTOR

Figurel.1: TheLexical Scriptfor DOCTOR

The psychologicakeality of scriptshasbeenestablishede.g.,Abelson(1981),
Andor (1985),or Tannen(1985). Typical tasksusedin experimentakesearchnvolve
therecall of eventsin a storyor therecall of a storywith eventsin a differentorder
thanthe usualone. Speakerdendto recall eventsthatarein a scripteven if they

3Scriptswithoutalexematichandlemayexist, but theywill notbeconsideredn whatfollows.
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did not occurin the actualstory, aswell asreordereventsaccordingto the script’s
canonicalorder

Hierar chy of Scripts

In generaltherearevariousdefinitionsthattry to establishhierarchicalstructures
within scripts. In this respecttypical examplesare Schankand Abelsons “scripts”
which aremorespecificthan“plans:”

A planis (...) therepositoryfor generalinformationthatwill connect
eventsthatcannotbeconnectedy useof theavailablescriptor by stan-
dardcausakhainexpansion(Schankand Abelson1977:70)

In turn, plansaremorespecificthangoals:“A planis aseriesof projectedactionsto
realizeagoal” (SchankandAbelson1977:71).

Fillmore (1985)andRaskin(1985b)bothrefusetheideaof denotingthe hierar
chical organizationof scriptsby differentterms,in the Schankand Abelsonmode,
but Raskinintroducegheideaof “macroscript, clustersof scriptsorganizedchrono-
logically, and“complex script” i.e., scriptsmadeof otherscripts,but not organized
chronologically A good example of macroscriptwould be the famousRESTAU -
RANT (macro)script(see Schankand Abelson (1977: 42-50)), which consistsof
several otherscriptslinked chronologically(DRIVE UP TO THE RESTAURANT, BE
SEATED, ORDER FOOD, etc.). An exampleof acomple scriptcouldbewaR, which
presupposestherscriptssuchasARMY, ENEMY, VICTORY, DEFEAT, WEAPON, etc.

Themacroscripshouldnotbe confusedwith the metascript A metascripis an
abstractminimally specifiedscript,which may berealizedin differentways(Abel-
son1981: 725). For example,HELPING OUT Or DOING A FAVOR are metascripts,
that can be instatiatedoy WASHING THE DISHES, for example. The issueof un-
derspecifietl scriptsbringsforth the issueof within-script variation. For example,
PREPARING A MEAL may or may notinclude MAKING COFFEE dependingon the
culinary tastes/habit®f the peopleeating. Abelson (1981) lists eight aspectsof
scriptvariability:

1. equifinalactions,.e., differentactionsthat have the sameoutcome.Onemay
opena plastichagwith scissorsor with a knife.

2. variablesj.e.,theactualeventsinstantiatinga givenslot.

3. scriptpathsthesearebranchingpointswithin a script,for exampleaskingfor
thecheckmaybe accomplishedby sayingsoto awaiter, or with agesture.

4. sceneselectioncorrespondso theweakscriptconcepillustratedin note(2).

4No ontologicaldifferenceshouldbe readin this definition. Metascriptsare just a specialkind of
script.
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5. tracks,similar to paths,but more comple, for example,if therestauranbne
is goingto is afastfood, thenthe pathin the RESTAURANT scriptfor ordering
atthetableis precludedwhile the onefor orderingatthe counteris activated.

6. interferencesj.e., thingsthat go wrong in the instantiationof a script, for
example,beingsenedthewrongfood.

7. distractionsgventsthatinterruptthe progressiorof a script,e.g.,theentrance
of armedbanditsin therestaurant.

8. free behaiors, activities that may freely take place concurrentlyto a script,
but arenotpartof it, e.g.,readingwhile eatingcereals.

EncyclopedicKnowledge

Anotherrelatedissueis thatof the differencebetweerilinguistic” (lexical) and“en-
cyclopedic”knowledge.Simply put, mary speaker&now thatthe chemicaformula
for wateris H, O, but mary othersdon't. The latter are not hinderedin their un-
derstandingor useof the word “water” at all; therefore,this seemso be grounds
for excluding the fact that the chemicalformula for wateris H,O from the mean-
ing (script) for the word “water” This knowledgeis thensaidto be eng/clopedic.
SinceKatz andFodor’s (1963) claim that eng/clopedicknowledgefalls outsideof
the boundarief linguistic semanticsa heatedargumenthasensuedn the issues
of how muchof the knowledgeof speakerabouta word/extralinguistic entity des-
ignatedby thatword shouldbe representeih the lexicon. Raskinandotherframe-
semanticistgorvincingly demonstrat¢hata largeamountof contextual information
hasto be storedin the lexicon to be accessedluring the processingf sentences.
Considerthefollowing example®

(2) Johnstackedhebeerin thefridge.

Unlessthelexical item “beer” is capableof activatingthe knowledgethatthe given
liquid comespackagedn containerf stackableshapeanddimensionsuchasto fit
in arefrigeratortheabove sentencevould beimpossibleto parsegiventhesemantic
inconsisteng betweertbeer” ([+L1QuID]) and“stack” which subcatgorizesfor a[—
LIQuUID] directobject.

Thistype of agumentbringsup theissueof distinguishingoetweertheinforma-
tion pertainingto words(i. e.,lexical knowledge)andpertainingto theworld (i.e.,
eng/clopedicknowledge). Accordingto Raskin,the differencebetweeniexical and
eng/clopedicknowledgeis not so muchqualitative, but ratherquantitative in rela-
tion to the closenes®f associatiorof the scripts. Considerthe informationwhich
this writer happengo have, andthatpresumabljnotmary otherspeakersharethat
Belgianbrawversproducea specialtype of beerflaworedwith cherriescalledKriek

SAttributedto Fillmore.
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Lambic Wherewould this type of information appear? Accordingto Raskin, it

would notappeardirectly in the lexical script BEER, but it would appeaiin another
type of script, a “restrictedknowledge” script, linked to the lexical script, but dis-

tinct from the latter (on thelexical/engclopedicdebate seethe recentcollectionof

articleseditedby Peeter2000).

How much information goesinto a script?

Clearly, this issueis comple, but it doesprovide evidencefor the falsifiability of
the conceptof script,andhencedeseres particularattention. Essentially one can
never know that a given scriptis complete,sincethe next sentenceone processes
may include a new bit of informationthatwaspreviously unavailableto one. It is
simpleto imaginea dynamicsystemwhich updatests knowledgebankswheneer
it encounters bit of informationit wasnot awareof (andwhich is consistentith
its prior knowledge). This is, in fact, what humansdo: facedwith a new bit of
information they revise their scripts. So, for example,if we readan article about
doctorswhich mentionsthatthey have to be certifiedby a board,we would have to
addthisinformationto thescriptin figure (1.1).

While this may seemto be problematic,sinceit is tantamounto claiming that
scriptsareopen-endedn factit is evidenceof the falsifiability of the concept.Ba-
sically, we canconsidera scriptasanhypothesion the semantiacontentof a given
lexemé whichis disprovedif abit of informationnotincludedin the scriptsurfaces.
At thatpoint, thescriptis revisedandthe revisedversionthentakesthe placeof the
original hypothesispnly to befurthertestedoy new texts. If thescriptis viable,after
afew revisionsit will becomestable,.e.,few if ary changesvill berequired’ How-
ever, aswe know from Popperiarepistemologythis doesnot provethat the script
is complete but it is merelythe bestavailable constructhat matcheghe empirical
reality.

Static vs. dynamic definition of script

There are two approachego the definition of scripts (in the broad sensewe are
using): astaticanda dynamicone.

Both approachedargely overlap and agreethat a script containsinformation
aboutthe lexematichandle(or abouta concept). They differ in thatthe staticap-
proachseesa scriptasan (abstractpbject,storedin memory whereaghe dynamic
approacltseesscriptsas segmentof the overall semanticnetwork,dynamicallyde-
fined by activation levels. In this writer’'s mind, the two approachesreequialent
anddiffer only in emphasisCf. section(3.2) for furtherdiscussionandanexample
of how the processnaywork.

6The samecanbe saidfor othertypesof scripts,but we neednot explorethesecomplexitieshere.
"Thereis evidencefrom L1 acquisitionthatthis is the processvherebyspeakersicquirethe lexicon
of their native language(s).
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The static approachseesscriptsas ready-madeobjects,which consistof slot-
filler relationships.This is the standardvay in which the conceptis used,however
thisis notthe only way of seeingscripts.Let usreturnto Raskins definition:

every scriptis a graphwith lexical nodesand semanticlinks between
thenodes.In fact, all the scriptsof the languagemakeup a singlecon-
tinuousgraph,andthe lexical entry of a word is a domainwithin this
graph(1985:81)

From this definition, it is clearthat scriptscan also be seenas objectscreatedon
the fly, dynamically to matchchangesn salieng, which distortsthe graph,or new
information,which changest. KintschandMannes(1987)have providedevidence
for theemegent(i.e., dynamic)natureof scripts(seealsoKintsch1998: 82-86).

Attardo (1996a)introducedto humortheorythe possibility of classifyingscripts
which lies in the way in which they are activated: a lexical scriptis actvatedby
having its lexematichandleinstantiatechsa tokenin anutterancdi.e., if asentence
usingthe word “cat” is uttered,thenwe considerthe script CAT to have beenacti-
vated). An inferential scriptinsteadcan be activatedinferentially: supposehat a
giventext activatedin rapid successiothe scripts

(3) HUSBAND - LOVER - ADULTERY - PRIVATE EYE - WIFE - LAWYER - COURT-
ROOM

thenareasonablénferencewill activatetheinferentialscriptdlvoRCE. Essentially
whatis being suggesteds thatthe sumof weakactvation upon bIVORCE caused
by theactivationof therelatedscriptsin (3). Structurallylexical scriptsandinferen-
tial® scriptsare not different,and indeedthe merementionof “divorce” in the text
wouldactivatethescriptdlVORCE. To highlightthesubstantialdentity betweerex-
ical scriptsandinferentialscripts,we will referto bothas“scripts; anddistinguish
betweerthemonly whennecessaty

Theuseof the“inferential script” termis usefulasa mnemoniadevice to remind
usthatinferentialscriptsare activatedduring the semantic/pragmatiprocessingf
the text and can differ significantly from the surfacemanifestationof the text. It
shouldalsoremindusthattheinterpretatiorof thetext (beit thatof thehearer/reader
or of theanalyst)is necessarilalwaysa construcbf theinterpreter Finally, it should
alsosene asareminderof the factthatthe largerthe scriptsactivatedin atext, the
moreotherscriptsmayfill theirslots.

SemanticNetwork

As we have seenformally, ascriptis asubgraptof avery broadgraphlinking all the
semantimodes(= scripts)of aculture.Let usconsiderasimpleexample:in English
thereexistsaword “mother” (itself the handlefor the scriptM OTHER) which hasan

8In psycholinguisticghisis calledexplicit andimplicit presentationsf scripts(Bower etal. 1979).
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hyporymy relatioshipwith the word/scriptPERSON.® So, the scriptsMOTHER and
PERSON are connectedby a semantidink “hyponymy” (traditionally calledISA).
Thegraphmentionedabove is the sumtotal of all theselinks andnodes.

The issuesabove bring up a final conceptthat mustbe introducedin orderto
understandhe SSTH,namelythat of “semanticnetwork” Scripts,lexical andnon-
lexical, areconnectedy links. Thelinks canbe of differentsemanticnaturessyn-
onymy, hyporymy, antorymy, etc.), and correspondinglylabelled. Significantly,
links may have differentlengths,which reflectthe fact that certainnodesmay be
lessaccessiblghanothernodes!?

Thesetof scriptsin thelexicon, their links, plusall the non-lexical scripts,their
links, andall thelinks betweerthe two setsof scriptsform the “semanticnetwork”
which containsall of the informationa speakehasabouthis/herculture. Theidea
of asemantimetworkwasprefiguredby Peirce(1931-36;seeEco1979: 26-49)and
introducedinto Al by Quillian (1967).1t shouldbe notedthatthe globalnetworkof
all scriptsandtheir links is very large and multidimensional(i.e., not limited to the
threedimensionscustomarilyusedin geometricalrepresentations)Figure (1.1.2)
represents smallfragmentof a semantimetwork.

spoon —— instrunent ——— eat
material ————— wood
ypony \ - ot al
pl astic

cutlery

[adaptedrom Raskin(1985:83)]

Figurel.2: A SmallFragmentof SemantidNetwork

91t is commonpracticeto indicateascriptby its lexematichandle sotheword“person”is thelexematic
handlefor the scriptPERSON; for short,we say“the scriptPERSON”
10Fromthe vantagepoint of a givennode,of course All nodesareaccessibldérom anyothernode,by
definition; however, the easeof acceswill vary.
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1.2 The Structur e of a SemanticTheory

In Raskinsview, a semantidheorymustconsistof thefollowing (abstractobjects:
the setof all scriptsavailableto the speakergalongwith their labeledlinks) anda
setof combinatorialrules. The combinatorialrulescorrespondo Katz and Fodor’s
(1963)“amalgamatiomrules” andto their currentnotationalvariantknown as*“unifi-
cation” (e.g.,Shieberl986). Their functionis to combineall the possiblemeanings
of the scriptsand discardthosecombinationghat do not yield coherentreadings.
Thosecombinationghat yield coherentreadingsare storedandincorporatedwith
othersuccessfutombinationsuntil all the elementsn thetext have beenprocessed.
If thereis (at least)one coherentwell-formedinterpretation thatinterpretationof
the text is licensedas“the meaning”of the text, andthe semanticdheory classifies
the sentence/ta as“well-formed” Needlesgo say the semantidnterpretationis
thenpassedn to a pragmatic‘module” which dravs inferencesjmplicatures etc.
(Raskin1985: 80). It shouldbe notedthat Raskindoesnot separatesemanticand
pragmatigprocessingasl amdoingherefor expositoryclarity. | will continueto do
sofor therestof the exposition.

1.2.1 Formal SemanticAnalysis

In this book, | assumehat we have available a perfectsemantic/pragmatimter-
preter capableof producinga literal interpretation/representati of the text andof
drawing all necessarinferencegrom thetext.

Needlesso say we do notin reality have suchatool available!! Theissuesn-
volvedin its building areof dauntingcompleity, asthey involve bothcombinatorial
andinferentialexplosion. An ideaof theissuesat handcanbe gatheredrom a short
discussiorof two relevantsourcesn the humorresearchiterature.

Combinatorial Explosion

Raskin (1985) considersthe numberof combinationsof the various meaningsof
a simple five-word sentencé? Raskin positsthat thereare 12 scriptswhich can
activatedin the sentenceyielding 64 potentialcombinationsOf theseall but 25 are
ruled out by combinatorialrules(i.e., the disambiguatiorprocess).This still leaves
uswith a 25-wayambiguousentencé?

In generalthe numberof potentialcombinationsof meaningsn a sentences
equalto the productof the numberof scripts/meaningsf eachmorphemein the

1INor do we have a completesyntacticdescriptionof anylanguage That hasnever stoppedsyntacti-
cians,sowhy shouldit stopus?

12The sentences The paralyzedbachelorhit the colorful ball. The meaningsof the determinatie
articlesarenot considereddoing sowould increasehe numberof combinationsy a factorof nine:it is
generallyacceptedhatarticleshave threemeaningsn English.

13In fact, it doesnot, becauseontexttakescareof gettingrid of mostof those25 meaningshowever,
the pointremains:semanticss hardwork.
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sentence.Supposewe have a sentenceS, madeup of the following sequenceof
morphemegM)

S = Ml, Mz, MgMn

then,assuminghatwe markwith a variable(indicatedwith a lowercaseGreeklet-
ter) the numberof scriptslistedin the lexicon underthat morphemethe numberof
potentialcombinationgPC)for

S = My, Mg, M,,... M,

PC=a -f-v..-w

In orderto give anideaof the harshrealitiesof semanticanalysis,| will pro-
ceedto analyzethe first sentenceof the Wilde text (LASC) thatwill be discussed
in ch. (8). While | will notfully analyzethe sentencel hopeto give anideaof the
complity of thework involved.

A samplesentence

Thesentenceoes:

(4) “It wasLady Windermeres lastreceptionbeforeEasterandBentinckHouse
wasevenmorecrowdedthanusuatr.

Thelexematichandlesf thefollowing scriptsareactivated:
¢ IT = neuterreferentto befoundfrom antecedentext

e WAS = pasttenseof “be”

e LADY

¢ WINDERMERE = propernoun

e 'S = possessk (assumeanonosemic)

e LAST

e RECEPTION

e BEFORE

e EASTER = propernoun

e AND = conjunction(assumeanonosemic)
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BENTINCK = propernoun

House

WAS = secondokenof “was; asabore

EVEN
MORE = comparatre marker(assumeaenonosemic)

CROWDED

THAN = comparatie marker(assumeanonosemic)

USUAL

Thefollowing arethe sense®f the lexemesinvolvedtakenfrom Webster(1913)
andheavily edited,with integrationsfrom Wordnet(Fellbaum1998).

1.

it

(a) As asubstancéor anynounof theneutergender;as,hereis thebook,takeit home.

(b) As a demonstratie, especiallyat the beginningof a sentencepointing to that which is
aboutto bestated namedpr mentionedpr referringto thatwhich apparenor well known.

(c) Asanindefinitenominatvefor aimpersonaverb;as,it snows;it rains.
(d) As asubstitutdfor suchgeneratermsas,the stateof affairs, the conditionof things.

(e) Asanindefiniteobjectaftersomeintransitive verbs,or aftera substantieusedchumorously
asaverb;as,tofootit (i. e.,to walk).

2. was(pastform of “be”)

3.

(a) To existactually orin theworld of fact; to have existence.

(b) To existin a certainmanneror relation,— whetherasa reality or asa productof thought;
to exist asthe subjectof a certainpredicate thatis, as having a certainattribute, or as
belongingto a certainsort, or asidenticalwith whatis specified.

(c) Totakeplace;to happenas,the meetingwason Thursday
(d) To signify; to represenbr symbolize;to answetto.

(e) To occupyacertainpositionor area;besomevhere.

(f) Be,occur, happeror cometo pass.

(g) Equal,beidenticalor equivalentto;

(h) Be,work, follow.

(i) Embody be,personify

()) Spendor usetime.

(k) Bealive.

() Cost,be—(bepricedat.)

Lady
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(@) A womanwho looksafterthedomesticaffairs of afamily; a mistressthefemaleheadof a
household.

(b) A womanhaving proprietaryrightsor authority; mistress: afemininecorrelatve of lord.

(c) A womanto whomthe particularhomageof a knight waspaid; a womanto whom oneis
devotedor bound;asweetheart.

(d) A womanof socialdistinctionor position. In England,a title prefixedto the nameof any
womanwhosehusbands not of lower rankthana baron,or whosefatherwasa nobleman
notlowerthananearl.

(e) A womanof refinedor gentlemannersawell-bredwoman;— the femininecorrelatve of
gentleman.

f A wife.
(g) Thetrituratingapparatusn the stomacthof alobster

4. Reception
(a) Theactof receving; receipt;admission;as, the receptionof food into the stomach;the
receptiorof aletter; thereceptionof sensatioror ideas;receptiorof evidence.
(b) Thestateof beingreceved.

(c) Theactor mannerof receving, esp. of receving visitors; entertainmenthence an occa-
sionor ceremonyof receving guestsas,a heartyreceptionanelaborateeception.

(d) Acceptanceasof anopinionor doctrine.
(e) A formalpartyof people;asafterawedding
(f) Qualityor fidelity of arecevedbroadcast
(g) Theactof catchingapassin football.
5. Last
(a) Beingafterall the others,similarly classedr consideredin time, place,or orderof suc-
cessionfollowing all therest;final; hindmost;farthest.
(b) Nextbeforethepresentas,“l sawhim lastweek”
(c) Supremehighestin degreeputmost.
(d) Lowestin rankor degree.

(e) Farthestof all from a given quality, characteror condition; mostunlikely; having least
fitness.

(f) Immediatelypast.

(g) Occurringator forminganendor termination.
(h) Notto bealteredor undone.

(i) In accordwith the mostmodernideasor styles.
()) Occurringatthetime of death.

6. before

(a) Onthefore part;in front, or in the directionof thefront.
(b) In advance.
(c) Intime past;previously;already
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(d) Earlier;soonetthan;until then.
7. house

(a) A structureintendedor usedasa habitationor shelterfor animals.
(b) Householdaffairs; domesticconcernsparticularlyin the phraseto keephouse.
(c) Thosewhodwellin thesamehouseahousehold.

(d) A family of ancestorsgescendantsndkindred;araceof persondrom the samestock;a
tribe; especiallya noblefamily or anillustriousrace.

(e) Oneof theestate®f akingdomor othergovernmenassembleéh parliamenbrlegislature.
() A firm, or commerciakestablishment.
(g9) A publichouseaninn; ahotel.
(h) Astrologicalterm.
(i) A squareonachessboardegardedasthe properplaceof apiece.
() Anaudienceanassemblyf hearersasatalecture atheateretc.;as,athin orafull house.
(k) Thebody, asthe habitationof the soul.
() Thememberf areligiouscommunityliving together
(m) Playin which childrentaketherolesof fatheror motheror childrenandpretendto interact
like adults.
8. even

(a) In anequalor preciselysimilar mannerequally;precisely;just; likewise;aswell.

(b) Upto, ordownto, anunusuaimeasurer level; somuchas;fully; quite.

(c) As mightnotbeexpected:- servingto introducewhatis unexpectear lessexpected.
(d) At theverytime;in theverycase.

(e) In spiteof; notwithstanding.

(f) To agreaterdegreeor extent;usedwith comparisons.

(g) Tothefull extent.

9. Crowd

(a) To push,to pressto shove.
(b) To pressor drive togethero masstogether

(c) To fill by pressingor throngingtogether;hence,to encumberby excessof numbersor
quantity.

(d) To pressby solicitation; to urge; to dun; henceto treatdiscourteouslyor unreasonably
[Collog.]

(e) To crowd out,to pressout; specifically to preventthe publicationof; as,the pressof other
mattercrovdedoutthearticle.

() To crowd sail. (Naut.),to carryan extraordinaryamountof sail, with a view to accelerate
the speedof avesselto carrya pressof sail.

10. Than

(a) A particleexpressingomparison.
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11. Usual

(a) Suchasis in commonuse,in ordinarypractice,or in the ordinarycourseof events.
(b) Customary

(c) Ordinary

(d) Habitual.

Needlesgo say thedictionarydefinitionsprobablysignificantlyreducethelevel
of ambiguity presentin naturallanguage not to mentionthat we are deliberately
ignoring collocationswhich on the one hand,reducethe ambiguitylevel combina-
torially, sincethey preventa large numberof combinationsrom occurring,but on
theotherhandcomplicatethework of the syntactic-morphologicgdarsemvhich has
to operatewith multi-word units.

It shouldbenotedthatl have alsoreducedheambiguitylevel by remaoving cross-
categorial ambiguity; thus, for exampleeven, besideghe adwerbial meaningdisted
hasmeaningsasanoun(evennumber} andasaverb(e.g.,evenout). | have alsonot
consideredirchaicandobsoletemeanings.

Let us assumefor the sakeof simplicity, that the lexicon containsentriesfor
propernamesso thatthe syntagms'Lady Windermere”and“Bentinck House”are
recognizedas proper namesand no further interpretationof “lady” and “house”
is attempted(since presumablythe lexicon/engclopediawould have the informa-
tion that the former is a nameof a personandthe latter of a building). The lexi-
con/engclopediawould also presumablyhave a entry for “Easter’ Let usassume
alsothata syntacticparseis available,suchthatit is capableof determininghatthe
two stretche®f text beforeandafterthe“and” aresentenceandthatthe coordinat-
ing conjunctionis coordinatingthem.

Fromthe activation of the lexemesandwith the simplificationsjust mentioned,
the combinationsof the lexemesgive rise to a possible40.642.560combinations.
The staggerindigure is easily explained; hereis the sentencewith the numberof
meaningsndicatedfor eachlexemetoken:

(5) “Its was» Lady;;; Windermeres, last, reception before Easter, and
Bentinck Housgs,; was » even; morg crowvded; than usual”

Thereforethe potentialcombination®f meaningsare
5-12-1-1-12-7-4-1-1-1-12-7-1-6-1-4 = 40.642.560

Of course the combinatorialrulesdiscardthosemeaningsvhich violate selec-
tion restrictionsand subcatgorizationrules. For example, the Zodiacal senseof
house(senseh) would have beendiscardedsincenoneof the twelve housesf the
Zodiacis called Bentinck. The mollusc-relatedneaningof lady would have been
similarly rejectedasbeingunableto hostareceptionjn sensee (party); the nautical
meaningof crowdedwould have beenrejectedon the incompatibility of sailingand
of therestof thetext, etc.
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We now move onto the pragmaticanalysist* Pragmaticallynoremeaningsan
be ruled out: assuminghatthe first sentences relevant(Grice 1989)to its coordi-
nate, it follows that the first sentences providing someinformationsuchthatthe
meaningof the seconds affectedby it. This rulesout the meaningsof “reception”
which are not social gatheringssinceit would be pragmaticallyill-formed to say
that “since it wasthe last occasionin which Lady Windermerereceved critically
somethinga housewascrowvded’

Note a few implicatures:sincewe areto assumeelevancebetweerthe two co-
ordinatesijt followsthattheremustbe somerelationshippbetweern_ady Windermere
andBentinckHouse.In fact, thetext will actuallynever comeoutandsayexplicitly
thatLady Windermereownsit; this is animplicatureleft entirelyto thereader Fur-
thermore we areto assumean even stronger(causal)relationshipbetweerthe first
andthe secondcoordinate:i.e., the reasonwhy BentinckHousewasmorecrowvded
thanusualis thatthe party the authoris referringto happenedo bethelastone(for
theyear scalarimplicaturefrom the maximof quantity)beforeEaster Herewe pre-
sumablyaccomodatéo the text andassumehatthereis a generalrule thatthe last
party beforeEasteris generallymorecrovdedthanothers®®

Thuswe arrive at the following tentative interpretation:the party [held by] [a
womannamed]Lady Windermerahatoccurrecclosesto the[Juliancalendrigooint]
Eastewastaking placeand [becauseof this] [a housecalled] Bentinck Housewas
fuller of peoplethanit wasnormal.

Note that the RECEPTION script, in its “party” sensejmmediatelyprimesthe
readerfor othercomponent®f the script, suchasguestsgentertainmentfood, dec-
orations,etc. Indeed,the restof the first paragraphdiscusses numberof guests,
without having to specifywho thosepeopleare and/orwhattheir relationto Lady
Windermeremight be.

1.2.2 Inferential Explosion

Notethatfrom whatwe have saidit followsthatwe faceanothemproblem,possibly
evenworsethancombinatoriakxplosion,namelyinferentialexplosion: for example,
McDonough(1997) calculatedthat roughly 60 presuppositionsr inferenceswere
activatedin asimple4 linesjoke. More significantly thosewereonly theinferences
andpresuppositiondemonstrablyuseful” in the decodingandhumorousunction-
ing of thetext. If we tried to calculateall presuppositionsf a shorttext thenumber
would probablybein the hundreds.Inferencesare openendedandthuspotentially
infinite, hencethereis no upperboundaryto the calculationof those. Thereforeit

would follow that, evenif we manageo cut down the combinatorialexplosion of

the semanticof the text, we would still be facedwith the problemof determining

14As pointedout above the sequentiahnalysispresentedhereis only for expositorypurposesSeman-
tics andpragmaticaredeeplyenmeshedcf. Raskin1985:80andpassim).

15t is possiblethat the encyclopediaf a contemporanof Wilde would have providedhim/herwith
this information.
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which of aninfinite setof inferencesarethoseintendedy theauthor/speakeand/or
interestingfor the hearer/reader

Luckily, aswe sav exemplifiedabove, pragmaticprinciples,suchasthe maxim
of relevance(Grice 1989; SperberandWilson 1986)constrainthe generatie power
of the speakerand direct the searchheuristicsof the hearer We will not address
in this contet the exceedinglydifficult questionof the exact procedurenvolvedin
recognizingthe relevantinferencesanddiscardingtheirrelevantones,althoughit is
fairly clearthatthey are,atleastin part,abductve 1 We limit oursehesto thefairly
obvious consideratiorwhich we have alreadyseen thatthe cooperatre principleis
centralto the processas are somegenericconstraintge.g.,in a detectve story we
expectcluesto bepresenin thetext towardstheidentificationof the culprit).

Thereis considerablgsycholinguisticvidencein favor of this modelof textual
processingKintsch’s construction-intgration model(Kintsch1998)similarly starts
with the constructionj.e., the activation of all the sense®f a word!’ andthe cal-
culation of inferences pridgings, etc. to createa textbase(a setof propositions).
The integrationphaseweedsout all the contextually inappropriatgpropositionsand
integratesthe propositionsn a coherenthierarchicallyorganizedextbase (Kintsch
1998:93-120).

1.2.3 Isthis aformal analysis?

It may be amguedthatsinceasof todaythereexist no formal methodgor extracting
the semanticof atext, let alonefor dealingwith the cloud of implicatureshatarise
from it, or sggmentingthetext onasemantic/pragmatioasis the point of proposing
a (semi-)formaltheoryof the narrative aspectof humoris perhapdutile? After all,
if the building blocksof a theorycannotbe formalized,the theoryitself canhardly
becalledformal.

The point is well taken,but it confusesthe two differentactivities of creating
a theory and creatingan interpretationof a theory In this sensetheory building
is indistinct from the creationof a calculusin algebra. Supposethat we have a
(minuscule}theoryclaimingthatn,,., = n - 2. Thetheoryis essentiallyemptyuntil
we instantiate(interpret)it usinga number(say 3) andwe verify thatindeed3 - 2
= 6 and6 is an even number However, underanotherinterpretation,if we admit

16Abductionis akind of inferencethatfollows theform

D is acollectionof data(facts,obsenations,givens)
H explainsD (would, if true,explainD)
No otherhypothesicanexplainD aswell asH does

Therefore H is probablytrue (JosephsoandJosephsoti994:5)

OnabductionseealsoEcoand Sebeol(1983).

1"This somavhat counterintuitve fact has beenestablishecbeyonddoubtin psycholinguistics:be-
tween100and350 millisecondsof reading/hearing word all its sensesre actvated. The contextually
inappropriatesensesiever makeit abovethe thresholdof consciousness.
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fractions(decimalnumberslamongthe membersf the setfrom which n is taken,
thenthetheorymakesncorrectpredictionge.g.,1.5- 2= 3).

Thusatheorymay be perfectlyformal(izable)but its interpretatiormay not be
so(supposédor examplethatwe could not defineformally the conceptof evennum-
ber). | wantto suggesthat this is the casefor the theory of humorembodiedin
the SSTH/GTVHandin the semi-formalmodell am adwcating.By semi-formal |
meanthatthe theoryis formalin principle, but noneof its implementationganbe
so,becausef constraintn the state-of-the-artomponentshatmakeit up 18

1.3 The SemanticTheory of Humor

As we have ween,the SSTH presupposeandincorporates full-fledged semantic
theoryof this typeoutlinedin Raskin(1986).

Raskin(1985)is essentiallyan applicationto humorof a semanticheory: pre-
sentedwith atext, the SSTHdeterminests semantiowell-formednessandthen, it
proceedgo assesits humorousnature®® It presupposeaccesso the completese-
mantic networkof a languageandthe usageof the combinatorialrulesto establish
readingof thesentencesf atext, andpasgudgement®n their “well-formedness.
The next sectionswill explain how a judgementon “funniness”is passedby the
SSTH.

1.3.1 Overlapping

During the procesf combiningscripts,the semantictheorywill occasionallyen-
counterstretche®f text thatarecompatiblewith morethanone“reading; i.e.,would
fit morethanonescript; for instancejmagineatext describingsomeonegettingup,
fixing breakfastleaving the house,etc. Theseeventscould fit the script for Go
TO WORK hut alsofor GO ON A FISHING TRIP—hencethe stretchof text would be
compatiblewith bothscripts.

The “doctor’s wife joke” (seebelon, example7) will provide a more detailed
example. It shouldbe notedthatthe overlapbetweerthe two scriptsmay be partial
or total. If theoverlapis total, thetext in its entiretyis compatiblewith bothscripts;
if theoverlapis partial,somepartsof thetext, or somedetails will notbe compatible
with oneor the otherscript?®

Raskinalsointroducesthe “script-switch” trigger, i.e., the elementof the text
thatcauseghepassagdérom thefirst to thesecondscriptactualizedn thetext. This
elementis the analogof the “disjunctor” in the Isotopy Disjunction Model IDM

18A similar agumentcanbe foundin Kintsch 1998.

190ncemore,the sequentiapresentatioris purelydidactic.

20This distinctionis essentiallysimilar to Guirauds (1976) coexistencef sensegseeAttardo 1994:
ch. 3)in puns.
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(Attardo 1994: ch. 2), althoughit is not exactly equivalentto it sincethe script-
switchtriggeris not opposedo a “connector’element.

1.3.2 Oppositeness

The overlappingof two scriptsis not necessarilya causeof humorper se Ambigu-
ous,metaphoricalfigurative,allegorical,mythical,allusive andobscurdexts present
overlappingscripts,but they arenot necessaril\if atall) funny. Thisis becausehe
secondnecessarandsufficient conditionin the SSTHis not fulfilled in thesenon-
humoroustexts. The secondcondition of the SSTH calls for the two scriptsthat
overlapin thetext to be“opposed”in atechnicalsenseto which we presentiyturn.

Local antonymy

Raskin (1985: 108) introducesthe conceptof local antorymy with the following
definition:

two linguistic entitieswhosemeaningsareoppositesonly within a par
ticular discourseandsolely for the purpose®f thatdiscourse.

This definition of local antorymy, is potentially troublesome(Attardo 1997),
sinceit could leadto a vicious circle: if we definedlocal antorymy basedupon
the purposeof the discourse(i.e., humor) andthen definedhumor basedon local
antorymy, the SSTHwould collapse. In Attardo (1997),| presenteda pragmatic
approachto the locality problem,usingthe conceptsof accessibilityand informa-
tiveness While | still believe in the substantiatorrectenesef thatapproach| will
now developtheother(semanticapproactwhich| sketchedn Attardo(1997:400).

Mettinger (1994: 161-162)distinguishesbetweensystemic(i.e., lexical) and
non-systemimppositegantoryms). Non-systemicoppositescorrespondn part to
Raskins local antoryms. Mettinger takesantorymy to involve a “conceptualin-
tegrator” i.e., the “basis of comparison”of the two antoryms, or, quoting Coseriu
(1975: 36) “what is commonto the differencesetweentheseterms” [my transla-
tion, SA] (Mettinger: 1994: 160-161). The conceptualntegrator andthe semantic
“axis” or “field” mentionedn Attardo (1997)seemto be the sameconcept. What
this boilsdown to is thefactthatgreenis not theantorym of married (Attardo 2000:
822): the semanticaxis (conceptuaintegrator)of married/ unmarried(or single) is
“having contractednarriage”with a positive or negative valenceaddedon, whereby
[+ having contractednarriage]equalsmarriedand[ — having contractednarriage]
equalssingle

Mettingershavsthattheconceptuaintegratortaskmaybeperformedy “frames”
(161) and “knowledge of the world” (162) which must be commonknowledge,
i.e., assumeawailable (eng/clopedic)or inferrablefrom context. He hypothesizes
the possibleexistenceof a cline of eng/clopedicknowledgenecessaryo establish
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antorymy, rangingfrom zero (lexical antoryms)to a maximum(eng/clopedicand
contextual antoryms).

Of coursetheideaof conceptuaintegratoris not new, andgoesbackto aneven
morebasicconceptwhich is that of salieny or emphasigRaskin1985: 82), or in
yet anotherterminology “weights? Whatthis conceptdescribess the factthatthe
arrangementf the slot-filler pairsof a script, or thefeaturesof a givenlexical item,
etc. arenotflat, but thatthey areorganizechierarchically not only in the sensehat
scriptsmay have otherscriptsasthefiller of one of their slots(see3.1.3),but also
thatthereis a salieng hierarchywithin the materialof a script. For example,in the
scriptfor DOCTOR (fig. 1.1),intuitively, CURE PATIENTS is moresalientthansTuby
MEDICINE whichis itself moresalientthanHUMAN.

Scriptscomewith adefault,unmarkedoregroundedsubsebf elementgcf. Lan-
gacker1991: 226f).2! The humanperceptual-processirgystemseemso be hard-
wired into consideringcertaintypesof stimuli more salientthan others. Gestalt
psychologyandmorerecentlycognitive linguisticshaspointedout a numberof cri-
teriathatpredeterminesalieng/foregrounding.For example,anobjectattractsmore
our attentionwhenits contoursare closedand whenit is an uninterruptedwhole.
Anotherprinciple of perceptuakalieny is thatanitem relatively smaller andmore
easily moved aroundthan anotherelement,is more salient,as are moving objects
comparedo staticones(cf. UngererandSchmid1996:158-159).

Thusmore salientitems, which arelikely to be figure/trajector standout “nat-
urally” from the ground/landmarktems. Hencean elementof a scriptis a more
normal(unmarkedYigureif it is cognitively salient.

As we know, contextual pressuremay alter this default; considerthe following
example:

(6) That'snotathief! He'sjustaboy.

wheretheforegroundedbolded)elemenswitchesrom “adult who steals$ to“adult
who steals.

Attardo etal. (forth.) give anaccountof the oppositenessequiremenof the
SSTHusingpreciselythis mechanismin a set-theoreti@andgraph-theoretiéormal-
ism. It would beunnecessargandperhapsonfusing)to repeathe set-theoreti@and
graph-theoreti¢reatmentput we canconcludethatlocal antorymy andlexicalized
antorymy do not differ semanticallyasthey bothinvolve a negationalongan axis.
Thedifferencdiesin thefactthattheaxisis thedefault(hence salient)slot-filler pair
in lexical antorymy anda different,contextually-forcedone,for local antorymy.??

21Cft. alsothe notion of “culminatoresemantico’or semanticapex(Cigadal1969), which anticipated
this aspecbf cognitive grammar

22Thepresencef a contextually-forcegnondefaultslot-filler pair in local antonymyholdsfor atleast
oneof thetwo script, but notnecessarilypoth.
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Levelsof Abstraction in Script Opposition

Raskinanalyzesa corpusof about32 jokes(Raskin1985: 107-110)andfinds that
the pairsof scriptsareall in arelationshipof opposition,asrequiredby thetheory
Furthermore the script oppositionsfall into three classes:actualvs. non-actual,
normalvs. abnormalandpossiblevs. impossible. Thethreeclassesreall instances
of abasicoppositionbetweerrealandunrealsituationsin the texts.

Thesethreeclasse®f oppositionsaretheninstantiatedn moreconcreteopposi-
tions. Raskin(1985:113-114;127)lists five of the mostcommonoppositions:

good/bad
life/death
obscene/non-obscene
moneg/no-mong
high/low stature

Theseoppositionsareseermas“essentiato humanlife” (Raskin1985:113);they
certainlyarevery basic,but the differencein level of abstractiorbetweernthe three
basictypesof oppositionandthe five instantiationsshouldbe noted. While it is
unlikely thatary culturewould presentdifferentlist of threetypesof basicopposi-
tion, it is perfectlylikely thatdifferentcultureswould shav quitea differenttype of
lower-level instantiation. For instance the opposition“excrement/non-ecrement,
basicto muchhumorup to very recentlyandcommonin mary non-westerrcultures
(seeDouglas1968)is missingfrom the five oppositions.Chlopicki (1987)presents
a list of low-level oppositionsthatis slightly differentfrom Raskin’s (seesection
2.1.1).

Recently theideaof athird level of abstractiorin oppositionshasemeged (Di
Maio 2000): essentiallyeachhumorougext wouldinstantiatea concreteopposition,
besideghe othertwo levels, anintermediateone, suchas SEX/NO SEX anda very
abstracibne,corresponindo the threeSOslisted by Raskin. In example(7) below,
the concreteSOis between.OVER andPATIENT, theintermediatebetweensex vs.
NO SEX, andtheabstracbnebetweemCTUAL andNON-ACTUAL.

Thus,if atext is compatiblefully or in partwith two scripts,andthe two scripts
happerto be opposedo eachother, then,andonly then,will thetext beclassifiedas
“funny” by the SSTH.ldeally, the SSTH’ predictionswill matchthe speakersand
the theorywill be confirmed. Alternatively, someonewill comeup with atext that
eitherfulfills bothrequirementsandyetis not funny, or thatis funny but doesnot
meeteitheror both of therequirementsin this casethetheorywill have beenfalsi-
fied. Thisis afalsificationalistview of the procedurdor confirmingor disproving a
theory It is a sound,if slightly old-fashionedprocedure.In reallife, however, at-
temptsat proving or disproving atheoryaremorecomple, asKuhn(1962)pointed
out.
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1.3.3 The Doctor’'s Wife Joke

Thefollowing joke is analyzedn detailby Raskin(1985:117-127)asa demonstra-
tion of the SSTH.

(7) “Is thedoctorathome?"the patientaskedn his bronchialwhisper “No,” the
doctor'syoungandprettywife whisperedn reply. “Comerightin.”

Thefirst stepof the analysisis the listing of all the sense%f the wordsin the
text (in otherwords,of all the scriptsactivatedby the text). The secondstepis the
activation of thecombinatorialrulesthatwill combinethe variousscriptsaccording
to compatibility (i.e.,they will look for wordsthatevokethe samescript)andto syn-
tacticandsubcatgorizationrules,ignoredherefor simplicity. For example,among
the variousscriptsevokedby theword “is” (from thejokes'sfirst sentencejhereis
a SPATIAL script; amongthe scriptsevokedby “at” thereis alsoa SPATIAL script.
Becausdhe two wordshave the SPATIAL scriptin common the combinatoriakules
will choosehis scriptastheir preferredreadingandcontinuetheanalysis.The next
logical step,which takesplaceat the sametime asthe combinationof scripts,aswe
have seen,is the triggering of inferences.The readerinfers thatthe secondine is
meantasananswetto the previousquestionthatthespeakeof thefirst line doesnot
know the answerto the questionandthathe/shes interestedn knowing theanswer
to the question.By recursvely applyingthe combinatoriakulesandthe inferencing
mechanismsaninterpretatiorof theentiretext is arrivedat.

A semanticreadingof the joke can be loosely paraphraseas “Someonewho
waspreviously treatedfor someillnessinquiresaboutthe presencef adoctoratthe
doctor’s placeof residencewith the purposeof being treatedfor a diseasewhich
manifestdtself by a whisperingvoice. Thedoctor's wife (who is youngandpretty)
answergwhispering,asthe patient)that the doctoris not at home,andinvites the
inquirerto enterin the housé.

The heareris facedwith a puzzle:if the purposeof the patientsinquiry is the
desireto be treatedfor his diseasewhy is the doctor's wife askinghim in aryway,
sincethe doctoris not thereandthe scriptfor DOCTOR requiresphysicalproximity
for examinationandtreatmentf theillness?This situationleadsthereadetto switch
to the NBF (non-bona-fidé®) modeandto startlooking for a “competingscript”
(Raskin1985:125),i.e., analternate interpretatiorof the story.

Thereademill thenbacktrackandreevaluatethetext. Thegendeiof thedoctor’s
wife and her descriptionwill be takeninto account,aswell asthe absencef the
doctor/husbandThiswill allow theactivationof the LOVER script,which prescribes
that an adulterousrelationshipbe acteduponwithout knowledgeof the legitimate
spouse.n thelight of the LOVER script, the behaior of the doctor'swife becomes
meaningful,i.e., sheis taking advantageof her husbhands absenceo have a secret

23Thetermnon-bona-fig refersto thosetypesof discoursavhich violate Grice’s principle of coopet
ation(Grice1975,1989). SeeRaskin(1985:100-104) Attardo (1994:ch. 9).
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meetingwith anotheman. Thetext is thusfoundto be compatiblealmostentirely
with two scripts(DOCTOR, LOVER), andthescriptsareopposednthe SEX/NO SEX
basis.Hence,t fulfills bothrequirementsf the SSTHandis evaluatedashumorous.

1.4 TheGTVH

A broadeningf the SSTHwaspresentedn AttardoandRaskin(1991). Therevised
versionof the SSTHis calledthe“GeneralTheoryof VerbalHumor” (GTVH).

The revision of the SSTH consistedmostly of broadeningts scope. Whereas
the SSTHwas a “semantic”theory of humor the GTVH is a linguistic theory “at
large”—that s, it includesother areasof linguistics as well, including, most no-
tably, textuallinguistics,thetheoryof narratvity, andpragmaticdroadlyconceved.
Thesebroadeningsare achieved by the introductionof five other KnowledgeRe-
sourcegKR), that mustbe tappedinto when generatinga joke, in additionto the
scriptoppositionfrom the SSTH.The KRs arethe scriptopposition(SO),thelogical
mechanism(LM), thetarget (TA), the narratize stratgy (NS), the language(LA),
andthesituation(Sl). TheGTVH alsoincorporatesheideaof “joke similarity” and
dedicates greatdealof effort to establishinghe concepformally.

Thefollowing sectionawill introducethe six KRs, andthenthe conceptof joke
similarity will be discussedn detail. A morecompleteexpositionof the GTVH can
befoundin AttardoandRaskin(1991;seealsoRuchetal. 1993).

1.4.1 Language(LA)

This KR containsall theinformationnecessaryor the verbalizationof a text. It is
responsibldor the exactwordingof thetext andfor the placemenbf the functional
elementghatconstituteit.

The conceptof paraphrasés essentiafor understandinghe type of variation
thatthis KR accountdor: asary sentence&anberecastin a differentwording (that
is, usingsynoryms,othersyntacticconstructionsetc.),ary joke canbewordedin a
(very large) numberof wayswithout changesn its semantiacontent;for example,a
joke like

(8) How mary Polesdoesit taketo screv in alight bulb? Five, oneto hold the
light bulb andfour to turnthetable.(FreedmarandHoffman 1980)

canbe paraphraseds

(9) The numberof Pollacksneededo screv in alight bulb? Five — oneto hold
the bulb andfour to turnthetable.(Clementsl969: 22)

orin ary otherway thatwill presere themeaningntact.
The above claim appliesalsoto interlingualtranslation(seeAttardo 1994: 29,
95 for a discussiorof translationasa heuristictool in humor). Jokesbasedon the
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signifiant(puns)are a (mawginal) exception. Thesejokesarecommonlyreferredto
asverbal(asopposedo refeential) jokes(seeAttardo 1994: ch. 3, for discussion).
The exactwording of the punchline of verbaljokesis extremelyimportantbecause
it is necessaryor the linguistic elementto be ambiguousandto connectthe two
opposedsensesn the text. In this respectthe KR is preselectedy SO: the SO
determineghe exact natureof a specificfragmentof the LA KR (i.e., the punch
line); notehow therestof the LA of punsis not predetermined? Otherwise verbal
andreferentialjokesbehae identicallyin respecto this KR.

Anotherimportantaspecibf the LA KR is thatit is responsibldor the position
of the punchline. Thefinal positionof the punchline is essentialpoth becausef
the functional organizationof the informationin the text (seeAttardo 1994: ch. 3
andbelow) andbecausef thedistributionof theimplicit informationof thetext (see
Attardo 1994: ch. 9). As will becomeapparenin the treatmentof punchandjab
lines(seebelow, section5.3),thepositionof the punchline is quite significantin our
analysis.

1.4.2 Narrative Strategy (NS)

The informationin the NS KR accountsfor the fact that ary joke hasto be cast
in someform of narrative organization,eitherasa simple narratve, asa dialogue
(questionand answer),as a (pseudo-)iddle, asan asidein corversation,etc. An
issueis whetherall jokesarenarratizes. AttardoandChabanng1992)weaklyimply
a positive answey but researcton this issueis just beginning. However, this claim
should not be construedto claim that all humoris narrative. Theresurely exists
dramatic(hencenon-narratve, undercertaindefinitions)humorandobviously there
arelots of visual humor (e.g., cartoons)which are not obviously narratve (in the
sensedhatit doesnot“tell a story” whichis notto saythatit cannotbe paraphrased
asone).

It may be aguedthatthe NS is in factarephrasingf whatis known in literary
theoryunderthe name“genre’ This claim is rathermisleading.Genretheoryis a
subfieldof literary historywhich classifieghistoricalmanifestationsf certain)text-
types. Their interestis, at best,tangentialto humorresearch.Whatthe NS KR is
trying to captureis ratherthatary narrative joke will have to be castin agiventype
of narrative. Little work hasgonetowardsthis KR, probablydueto the fact thatit
seemdo consistmerelyof ataxonomyof NSs.

1.4.3 Target(TA)

The target KR selectswho is the “butt” of the joke. The informationin the KR
containghe namef groupsor individualswith (humorouskstereotypeattachedo
each.Jokeghatarenot aggressie (i.e.,do notridicule someoner somethinghave

240n this aspecbof the GTVH, seelew (2000).
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anemptyvaluefor this parameterAlternatively, onecanthink asthis asanoptional
parameter

Thechoiceof thegroupsor individualsthatfill theparameteareregulatedby the
typeof stereotypendmythicalscriptsstudiedby Zhao(1987,1988). Davies(1990)
providesa goodoverviev of how differentgroupstargetdifferentothergroups,and
hasa sociologicalexplanationof their choices.

Someresearcthasbeendonein this area,which hasshavn that the original
definition of targetasa groupor individual needsto be broadenedy theinclusion
of ideologicaltargets(Karman1998),i.e. groupsor institutions thatdo not have a
clear consitueng, but may neverthelesde madethe subjectof ridicule (examples
are“marriage; “romanticlove; “the establishmerit,etc.). We may speculatehat,
however vaguely theseideologicaltargetsretaina connectionwith personsand/or
identifiablegroupsandthereforemaybetargetedwith aggressionlt seemghatnon-
human(or atleast,humanoid}amgetsareunlikely, sincewhatwould it meanthatone
targets,say “trees” with ajoke. Onecannotbe aggressie to atree(whichis notto
saythatonecannotdamageor evendestroyatree,thatis a differentissue).In short,
aggressiofis asocialbusiness.

1.4.4 Situation (SI)

Any joke mustbe“aboutsomething’(changingalight bulb, crossingtheroad,play-
ing golf, etc.). The situationof a joke canbe thoughtof asthe“props” of the joke:
the objects,participantsjnstrumentsactiities, etc. Any joke musthave somesit-
uation, althoughsomejokeswill rely moreon it, while otherswill almostentirely
ignoreit. Considerthefollowing:

(10) “Canyou write shorthand?”
“Yes,butit takesmelonger”

which presupposea “writing shorthandsituation,but leavesit almostcompletely
in thebackgroundthe only thing thatmattersis its speed).

Considernow the doctor’s wife joke (7) in which a fairly elaborateset-upis
createdvherebywe aretold thatthewife is athome thedoctoris notthere,etc. The
doctor's wife jokerelieson thesituationmuchmoredirectly thanthe“stenographer
joke.

Virtually no researcthasfocusedon this KR, which seemso consistessentially
of a list of things, actiities, etc. mentionedin the text. Most significantly the
activation of the relevant scripts providesthe relevant propsfor the joke. In this
respectthe SI KR is not uniqueto jokesat all, in the sensehatthis is a function
sharedby all humorousandnon-humorousexts.
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1.4.5 Logical Mechanism(LM)

Thelogical mechanisnis by far themostproblematigparameterOriginally (Attardo
andRaskin1991),it wasdefinedmostly by example,althoughthe connectiorwith
the scantliteratureon “local logic” (Ziv 1984)and“justification” (Aubouin 1948)
was pointedout, aswasthe strongresemblancéo Hofstadterand Gaboras (1989)
ur-joke

In Ruchetal. (1993),LM wasthe only KR notto behae exactly?® aspredicted
by the hypothesigestedin the study namelythat speakershouldrate degreesof
differenceamongokesaccordingo thelevelin theKR hierarchy(tablel.2)atwhich
the differenceoccurs. This led Raskinto doubtthe significanceof the KR (Raskin
1995). Attardo (1997)argues,on the contrary thatthe LM embodiegheresolution
of theincongruityin theincongruity-resolubn model,familiar from psychology A
consequencef this claimis that,sinceresolutionis optionalin humor(cf. nonsense
andabsurchumor)it followsthatthe LM KR would alsobe optional.

Most recently work on this KR hasyieldeda significantanalysisof a corpusof
Far SidecartoongPaolillo 1998)which resultsin alist of some20 differenttypesof
LMs. Finally, Attardoetal. (forth.) have proposedaformal modelof someLMs and
claim that, for thoseLMs thatcanbe modeledusingthe theoryof partially ordered
setsandthetheoryof graphsthereis ageneramappingfunctionwhichintroducesa
spurioussimilarity betweerelementsn the scriptsinvolved. This mappingfunction
wouldthenbeaveryabstract M, amembeiof a smallsetof LMs which underlieall
LMs (correspondingo thelist of threeabstracSOsin the SSTH;cf. sectionl.3.2).

The LM parametepresupposeandembodiesa “local” logic, i.e., a distorted,
playful logic, thatdoesnotnecessarilyrold outsideof theworld of thejoke. Speakers
are well aware of the limits of local logic and“go alongwith it” in the spirit of
“willing suspensiorof disbelief! This issueis strongly connectedwith the NBF
characteof thejoke. Seealsothe connectionsvith the playful Cratylismof speakers
in punsinvestigatedn Attardo(1994:ch. 4).

LMs canrangefrom straightforwardjuxtapositions,asin the tee-shirtslogan
reading:

(11) GobiDesertCanoeClub
to morecomple errorsin reasoningsuchasfalseanalogies,
(12) A wife is like anumbrella.Sooneror lateronetakesacab (Freud1905:93)?°

or gardenpathphenomenagsin

25To adegreel M is “behaving badly” in relationto the KR immediatelybefore(Sl), but worksfinein
relationto all otherKRs.

26Thewife is theprivateform of sexastheumbrellais the privateform of shelterduringtransportation,
while the prostituteis the public form of sexasthe cabis the public form of shelterduringtransportation.
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(13) Madonnadoesnothave it, the Popehasit but doesnt useit, Bushhasit short,
andGorbache long. Whatis it?
Answer:alastname.

or figure-groundreversals asin:

(14) How mary polesdoesit taketo screv in alight bulb? 5. Oneto hold thelight
bulb andfour to turn the tablehe’s standingon.
(light bulb: figure; body: ground)

falseanalogies,

(15) A marriedmangoesto confessionaandtells the priest,“l hadanaffair with
awoman- almost’ The priestsays,"What do you mean,almost’?” Theman
says,“Well, we got undressedndrubbedtogethey but then| stopped. The
priestreplies,“Rubbingtogetheris the sameasputtingit in. You’re notto go
nearthatwomanagain. Now, sayfive Hail Mary’s andput $ 50 in the poor
box” Themanleavesconfessionalgoesover andsayshis prayersthenwalks
over to the poor box. He pausedor a momentandthenstartsto leave. The
priest,who waswatchinghim, quickly runsover to him andsays,l sav that.
You didn’t putary money in the poorbox!” The manreplied,“Well, Father
| rubbedup againstit andyou saidit wasthe sameasputtingit in!” (random
joke)

andchiasticarrangements:

(16) What's the differencebetweena Mexican AmericanPrincessand a Jawish
AmericanPrincess?The Mexican AmericanPrincesshasfake jewelry and
realorgasms.

This LM is closelyrelatedto falseanalogy(seeabore) in thatthey both share
two analogies.But wherethey areparallelin falseproportion(A isto B asC is to
D), they crosseachotherin thechiasmugA is to B asD isto C). Detailedanalyses
of the LMs of theseexamplescanbefoundin Attardoetal. (forthcoming).As new
analyseof LMs emege, they will be integratedin the picturethatis beginning to
emege.

In table(1.4.5)I reproducea list of LMs found by Di Maio (2000),in a corpus
of over 200jokes,andexpandedn Attardoetal. (forthcoming).

1.4.6 The KRs: Script Opposition (SO)

This parametedealswith the script oppositionbverlappingrequiremenpresented
in theSSTH.It shouldbe notedthatthe SOis themostabstrac(perhapsharingthis
degreeof abstractneswith the LM) of all KRs. Any humoroustext will presenta
SO;the specificsof its narratize organization,jts socialandhistoricalinstantiation,
etc. will varyaccordingto the placeandtime of its production.
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role-reversals role exchanges poteny mappings
vacuougeversal juxtaposition chiasmus
garden-path figure-groundeversal faulty reasoning
almostsituations analogy self-undermining
inferring consequences  reas.from falseprem. missinglink
coincidence parallelism implicit parall.
proportion ignoringthe obvious falseanalogy
exaggeration field restriction cratylism
meta-humor viciouscircle referentialambiguity

Tablel.1: Listof knownLMs

1.4.7 The Joke, According to the GTVH

Fromthepointof view of theGTVH eachjoke canbeviewedasa 6-tuple,specifying
theinstantiationof eachparameter:

(17) Joke:{ LA, SI,NS,TA, SO,LM }

TheGTVH presentstself asamechanisntapableof generatingninfinite num-
ber of jokesby combiningthe variousvaluesthateachparametecantake.It should
be notedthatthesevaluesarenot binary The valuesfor the LM andthe SO seem
to be limited in number(see respectiely, Attardo (1988: 357),and Raskin(1985:
127)),while the possibilitiesfor the Sl andLA aremuchmorenumerous Descrip-
tively, to analyzeajokein the GTVH consistof listing thevaluesof the 6 KRs (with
the caveatthat TA andLM may be empty). As we will see,this techniquewill be
appliedto punchlines,whereit wasoriginally developed but alsoto any humorous
instancewithin thetext (jabline).

A highly technicalaspecbf the GTVH is theissueof the orderingof the KRs.
Discussiorwould beoutof placein this context; sufficeit to saythatvariousconsid-
erationsof interdependencand/orindependencamongthe KRs have allowed the
determinatiorof the hierarchicalorganizationin table(1.2).

Parametergleterminethe parameterdelon themseles and are determinecby
thoseabove themseles. “Determination”is to be intendedaslimiting or reducing
the optionsavailablefor theinstantiationof the parameterfor example,the choice
of the SO bumMB/SMART will reducethe optionsavailableto the generationin the
choiceof the TA (in North-Americato Poles,etc.). A completediscussionof the
issuessurroundingthe orderingof the KRs is to be found in Attardo and Raskin
(1991).
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SO

LM

Sl

TA

NS

LA

Tablel.2: Hierarchical Organizationof theKRs

1.5 Outline of the Theory

This sectionprovidesanoverview of the expansionof the GTVH | suggestit takes
the readerto a whirlwind tour of the approachl will discussin somedetail and
introducesmostof the significantterms. As such,it is not a completepresentation
of thetheory

Thetheorythat! am proposingin this bookis groundedin the GTVH. It is, in
fact,anextensionof the GTVH which broadensts coverage while notalteringmost
of thetenetsof thetheory Specifically the GTVH is broadenedo include (ideally)
all humoroustexts, of ary length. Specificallyit is not limited to narrative texts,
but alsoto dramaticandcorversationatexts, in which thereis no narrator(or there
isn’'t onein thetext). An exampleof dramatichumoroudext is CBTD, aTV sitcom,
while examplesof corversationaltexts, in which thereis no narrator for the good
reasorthatcorversationsarenot “told” but engagedn, areanalyzedn ch. (4).

Certainlya large partof the bookis takenby narratives(in fact, for alongtime,
the working title of thebookwashumobousnarrativeg andindeed,oneof the con-
clusionsthatemegedearlyonin thework is thatthereareno significantdifferences
betweennarrative and non-narratve texts, from the point of view of humor (ex-
ceptthe obviousfact that non-narratve texts may not alwaysexploit metanarratie
sourcesof humor).

Thus, for our purposeswe may safely disregard most of the time the differ-
encebetweennarrative and non-narratve humoroustexts. For example,even non-
narrative texts developalonga story. But thisis notthe placefor a discussiorof the
narrative vs. non-narratve statusof texts.

Otherproblems comefrom non-linguistc texts which may presentvery serious



1.5. OUTLINE OF THE THEORY 29

problems(for example,in orderto determinethe orderin which the elementsof
the signifier are processed) Finally, thereare sometypesof texts which strainthe
definition of narrative, in thatthey seemto lack a well defined,identifiable“story.”

All thesecasegnay presenproblemsfor this extensionof the GTVH.

Thebasicstartingpointof thetheoryis thathumorougexts dividein two classes:
thosetexts that are structurallysimilar to jokes(i.e., they endin a punchline) and
thosewhich arenot. The former canbe handledmore or lessstraightforwardlyby
the GTVH (althoughthey presensomeinterestingissues)thelatter, which happen
to be muchmore numerouscan be most profitably analyzedas consistingof two
elementsanon-humorousarrative andahumorousomponentwhichoccursalong
thenarrative. Thisis notanoriginalidea,to besure,seeAttardo (1988: 359).

Traditionally, the humorousendingof atext hasbeencalledpund line. There
is no agreeduponterm for a humorousinstancethat occursin anotherposition. |
introduced(Attardo 1996a)the neologismijab line to indicatethesenon-finalpunch
lines. | alsointroducedthe term line asthe hyperorym of jab and punchlines. It
shouldbe stressedight from the offset that both jab lines and punchlines do not
differ semanticallyandareamenablao the sameGTVH analysisin termsof KRs.

The study of humoroustexts reduceshento the location of all lines (jab and
punch)alongthe text vector (i.e., its linear presentation) Lines may be relatedto
one anotheron semanticor formal grounds. The term strand indicatesgenerally
threeor more€’’ lineswhich arerelated.In asuficiently large text, theremay occur
several strands someof which may exhibit relationswith others.Strandsof strands
arecalledstadks (Wilson 1997).

Finally, when mappingout on a text the positionat which the lines occut one
may notice regularities. So far two main configurationshave emeged: a sequence
of (usuallyjab) lines concentratedn a small area,calleda comb andtwo (groups
of) lineswhich occurat a considerablelistanceof oneanotheycalledabridge. The
reasorfor thefolksy terminologywill emege whenthevisualizationof strandswill
be presented.

We then move on to the domainof humoous plots for which a classification
is provided (specifically plots thatendin a punchline, plotsthat breakthe narra-
tive frame,andplots thatrevolve aroundan eventthatshovs a SO-LM nature),not
forgettingthat a very commonstratgy of humoroustexts is to have an essentially
seriousplot, with humorscatteredalongthe vector. Sometechniquef humorous
disjunctionin texts are alsoexamined,beyond the basicjab/punchline placement:
diffusedisjunction(wheretherearemary smalljabs)andhyperdeterminatio(where
differentsourceof humorareactive atonce).

2TTherecanbeexceptiongo thisrule: hapax-bridgeandintertextualines,see5.3.7and5.3.6,respec-
tively.
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1.6 Methodologicaland metatheoretical issues

To stave off potentialmisundertanding§articularlyeasyandaggraatingin anin-

terdisciplinaryfield suchashumorresearch) will engagen a little methodologi-
cal andepistemologicahairsplitting. The readeruninterestedn thesenicetiesmay
freely resumereadingat chapterntwo.

1.6.1 Competencenot performance

The first point that needsto be considereds that | am proposinga theory of the
speakerstompetencat producing/interpréhg longerhumoroudexts, not atheory
of their performancedoing so. The distinction betweencompetenceand perfor
mancewas introduced,asis well known, by Chomsky (1965: 4) who modeledit
after Saussura distinction betweenlangueand parole. Thereare differenceshe-
tweenSaussura’andChomsk’s dichotomieshut for our currentpurposesve may
safelyignorethem.

I will thusproposea (partial) theoryof the speakerspotentialproduction/iner-
pretationon the basisof their knowledgeandskills andnot a theory of the actual,
concreteinterpretation/prduction of a giventext. This is becausejust like in the
analysisof languageif we look at performancewe run therisk of beingmisledby
(possiblyrandom)variation,which maybeinterestingn andof itself, obviously, but
endsup obscuringthe systemin which we areinterested.

Thetechnicaltermfor whatl am proposingis idealization In short,| am sug-
gestingthat we abstractaway from mamginal issuesto concentrateon thosewhich
| taketo be central,i.e., the structureof humorousnarrative andits contribution to
humorouseffect. Naturally, how legitimatethismoveis takento bedepend®none’s
positiontowardsidealizationto which we turn next.

Idealization

Idealizationhashadavery controversialhistoryin linguistics. It hasbeenadwcated
asanindispensableool of theorybuilding, alongthe lines of abstractiorfrom fric-
tion in the calculationof motionin physics.However, mary linguistsfeel thatsome
forms of idealizationeffectively strip away significantfactorsin the objectof study
For example,the assumptiorthat a languagds a monolithic entity, without varia-
tion, commonfor olbvious reasonsn formal approacheso grammay is obviously
deleteriousvherethe objectof studyis variationitself.

Whatfollowsfrom thesecommonsensicabsenations,is thattheobjectof study
must determinethe correctlevel of idealization. Wheninterestedn the structure
of a humoroustext (mainly, whatmakesit funny) onecanand mustabstractawvay
from thereceptionof saidtestby ary givenaudienceTheir reactionsareessentially
irrelevant, sincewhatis beinginvestigateds anabstractideal”’ readers analysisof
thetext.
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Not a theory of the audience

Thus, perhapamostsignificantly | will sayvirtually nothingaboutthe role of the
audiencein this book. This is a principled stand,as explainedabove. However,
| would like to stressthat| do not meanto imply thatit is possibleto consider
the mechanismainderlying a text without (more or less explicit) referenceto its
audienceln fact, | believe thatthe opposites true,namelythateachtext encodesn
its makeanidealreader(*“model reader’Eco1979)for whomit is written.

This ideal readeris far from beinga concreteindividual or a group, it is rather
theaudiencepostulatedy thetext. Considerfor examplethatroughlyall theinfor-
mationthatis explicitly statedin ary giventext is therebyassumedo be unknovn
to themodelreaderwhile all the informationthatis not explicitly statedis assumed
to beavailableto themodelreaderor retrievableinferentially from whatinformation
is provided?®

Not a theory of the speaker

More or lesssymmetrically | alsodo not believe it is necessaryo provide ary de-

tailed discussiorof the speakes role in the text. Notethatl am not claiming that

thereareno circumstancesinderwhich sucha discussioris essentialdeixis leaps
to mind). | am merelysuggestinghatto a significantdegreethe role of the author
in the text, onceit hasbeenfinishedand madeavailable, is maiginal. The autho-

rial intent, while significant—insomecasescrucial—cannotind the hermeneutic
process.What | am adwcatingis a “middle of the road” theory of interpretation.
Onethe onehand,speakeintent providesus with a (problematic,but nevertheless
available)setof limitations put uponthefreerangeof interpretationémposedonthe

text. Ontheotherhand,we have the hearers agendaintentions.etc. driving another
setof interpretationsA compromisebetweertheseopposingorces,a middleof the

roadtheory strikesmeasaviable,practicalavenue.

My suggestioR’ is thatthetext itself becomeshefoundationof its own interpre-
tation. In otherwords: if thetext hasmoreor lessexplicit tracedeadingto a given
interpretationthenthatinterpretationis morelikely to be a viable onefor the text.
Let me exemplify: Borgessuggestsin a justly praisedshortstory; thatone could
readSaintTheresas Imitation of JesusChrist asif it hadbeenwritten by De Sade,
thuschangingthe meaningof the text. This s true. However, thetext itself would
not containary traceof this interpretation(or at leastfew). On the otherhand,the
text will containnumerousphvioustracesof the Catholicfaith of its author

This somevhat abstractdiscussionis not a purely methodologicaldiscussion.

28Theremay be exceptiondo this broadrule, obviously. They involve markedusesof repetitionor
violationsof Grice’s maximof quantity (1989)for aestheticeffect. Not to mentionthatthe authormay
“play” with saidrule, thatis he/shemayintroduceinformationthatis not alreadyknown to the audience
to achieve effectsof “verisimilitude;” for examplewvhendepictinga charactein a subjectve mode.
2%Whichis notatall original, seeEco(1992)
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During the processof presentingny own individual analysisof humoroustexts to
(mostly captive) audiencesit hasbecomeextremely clearthatdifferentpeoplewill
not only interprethumor differently, but they will even disagreeon the presencef
humoraltogether For example,oncethey caughton to the gameof analyzingthe
text, my studentstartedoroducingwonderfullycomplec—andutterlyimplausible—
analyse®f jokesandeven startedseeingokeswheretherewere,to my mind, none.
Thus two words of cautionare necessaty First, we have to be aware of the
fact that differentaudienceanay reactdifferently to a text and proposedifferent
interpretationf it. Whennecessaryve canusethe middle of the roadtheory of
interpretationsketchedabove to weed out the clearly aberrantreadings. Second,
whatis herepresentedrefragmentof my own, individual,idiolectalanalysis After
all, what mattersare not the detailsof the analysis,but its methodology Consider
for exampleCBTD: it doesnot really matterif therearen jokesaboutTed Baxter's
stupidityor reallyonly afew less.Whatwe areattemptings to provide aframewvork
thatallows usto understandhow thetext structurests humorouscontent.

1.6.2 Semiotics,Text, Narrative
Semioticsof the text

| mentionedat the beginning of the discussiorthat! intendthis approactto be ap-

plicable to all texts, in the broadsenseusedin semiotics,wherebyary objectis,

potentially, atext. | canonly referthe readerto thelarge literatureon semioticsfor

adetaileddiscussiorof theseissuesLet me,however, address potentialobjection:
is ary object,in an of itself, potentiallyhumorous?l do not believe thatto bethe

case.In my mind, only objectsusedas signsqualify as potentiallyhumorous.So

a cloud formation resemblingDonald Duck, for example,would not be humorous
unlesspercevedby someonasresemblingsomethingln otherwords,l takehumor
to exists only within communicationj.e., semiosis.It may well be thatl am mis-

takenon this point. Thatwould only meanthatthe presentapproachs applicable
only to communicatrely basedhumor Thisis of little concernasthe examplesof

non-communicatie humor, if they exist atall, aremamginal.

Narratology

To alarge extent, this entirebookis a work in narratology.| do, however, seetwo
major differencedetweerthe presentvork andmostnarratologicaivork (onwhich
seee.g.,Prince1973,1987,Bal 1977/1985Rimmon-Kenan1983,Toolan1988).

Focuson Humor This approachis focusedon the humorousnatureof the text.

Narratologicalwork, evenwhenconcernedvith humorougexts often doesnotcon-
cernitself with their humorousnature(e.g., Fludernik1996). This approachgoes
backto Attardo and Chabanng1992) wherewe defineda joke (but the definition
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is extensibleto all humoroustexts) asa text whoseperlocutionarygoal wasto be
perceved asfunny.3 | believe thatthe essencef a humoroudext, its raisond’ étre
is thatof beingperceved asfunny, andthatthisis reflectedin thetext itself.

Rejection of Intuition  Narratologist®penlyacknavliedge(e.g.,Bal 1977:9) that
large partsof their analysesareperformedintuitively. | rejectthis approach.n the
presenimethodof analysisno partof thetext is left unanalyzedr givenlessatten-
tion becausét is intuitively lesssignificant. On the contrary all humoroudinesare
accountedor. Their relative significancemay be agreeduponex postfacto andis

certainly a worthy enterprise put methodologicallyit seemso me very important
that we approachthe text with a blank slateand build the analysisfrom the mor-

phemiclevel up. Using computerjargon we could saythat| proposea bottomup
approachwhile traditionally narratologyhasbeentop down. Needlesgo say | do
not subscribehearadicalbottomup approactto parsing text analysisetc.

1.6.3 Therole of intuition in humor reseach

It may be objectedthat my methodis just asintuitive asthat of traditionalliterary
criticism andthatthe only differencebetweenthe preseniproposalandthe literary
analysisdiscussedbore is thatwe cataloga large numberof minute value judge-
ments(i.e., for ary unit we have to decidewhetherit is or is not funny), whereas
traditionalanalysesnerelypassa broad,globalvaluejudgement.

| believe that this objectionis erroneouspn two grounds. The intuitive judge-
mentof whethera givenunit is funny or notis qualitatvely differentfrom the intu-
itive judgementof whetherary narratve text, or to choosea challengingexample,
a poemor a seriesof poemsarehumorous.While the former questionmay be an-
sweredmoreor lessobjectively (thereareissuesf individualvariation,which com-
plicatethe issuebut do not precludea methodologicallysoundsolution), the latter
is a muchmore complex question,sincethe constructf (say) “humorouspoem”
or “humorouscollectionof poems”areundefined.ls apoemotherwisesombey but
which containsonejab line, a humorougppoem?Whatif it containstwo jab lines?It
is clearthatwhile the singleindividual questioncanbe answeredntuitively by the
speakersthe comple text-wide questioncannotbe answeredsimply, andcertainly
notintuitively. Incidentally thereis reasorto believe thata sophisticatecinswerto

30Technically the definition shouldbe even more complex: a humoroustextis a text whoseperlocu-
tionary goalis the recognitionon the partof its intendedaudiencewhich may or may not be the actual
audienceof the utterance(sdf which thetextis composedof theintentionof the speakepr of the hearer
of thetextto have saidtext bepercevedasfunny. Note thatthe humorousintention” maybein theeyes
of thebeholdersoto speak.This is necessaryo accountfor “involuntary” humor (SeeAttardo 1992).
Theactualnatureof the hearers “intention” is problematicandrequiresfurtherwork. It is possiblethat
a weakerrequiremenimay be all that's necessaryi.e., thatthe humorpercever’s intentionin the tech-
nical senseof Searle(1983),which canbe paraphraseds“attendingto” This is anissueof surprising
complexity, which emegedforcefully duringa conversatiorwith FrancoMele.
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this questionmay be possible(in termsof ratiosof text to lines, with adjustements
for special‘focal points”, cf. Sala2000).

The secondgroundfor rejectingthe objectionabove, is that it surreptitiously
conflatestwo differentmeaning=of the word “intuition.” Humor theory hasshowvn
that subjectsmay passan intuitive judgementof whethera given stimulusis funny
or not, just as speakersnay passan intuitive judgementof whethera sentences
grammaticallywell formed, or semanticallywell formed, etc. at a linguistic level.
Thisis becauseve takegrammaticalityandhumorousnes® bepropertieof human
nature(whetherthey areinnateor emegentis a differentissue,which we will not
addresdn this contet, or ary other for the foreseableuture). On the contrary
poetry,or atleastgenericallycodifiedpoetry,is clearlya culturalconstruct As such
no “intuition” in the grammaticalsensemay be hadby subjectson the matter All
they canhave are secondhandintuitions (norms)that have beenlearnedthrough
culturaltransmission.

We canalsoaddresgheissueof the statusof theanalysts judgments: claim no
privilegedstatusor my judgementsShouldotheranalysesliffer, with goodreason,
| would revise my own. However, | believe thatthe overall resultof my analysess
soundandnotlikely to be affectedby challengever this or thatline in thetext. It
is possiblethat differentanalystsvould disagreeover their analyse®f a giventext:
shoulddifferentanlyseslead to differentconclusionswve would be facedwith the
factthata sophisticatedext inevitably is opento morethanoneinterpretation.Let
usconsideraborderlineexamplein termsof compleity: Sexton’s Transformations.

An analysismay only aspireto beingthe analysisof oneinterpretation/readig of
thetext. Am | adwcatinga relativistic view of interpretation?On the contrary |
believe thatmostanalysesvould corroborateone another(intersubjectve verifica-
tion). However, whenonedealswith a text ascomplex asTRAN onehasto admit
thatthetext is deliberatelybeingobscureandallusive. However, andthisis truealso
of Wilde’'sLASC, thesizeof thetext givesoneacertaindegreeof statisticalreassur
ance.lt is unlikely thattheinterpretatiorof mostlinesis incorrect:we maygetafew
wrong, but the overall natureof thetext, its strandsandstackswill be substantially
correct.Smallerrorstendto canceloutin large datasets.

Let usreturnto theidealizationissue,discusse@borve (in sectionl1.6.1). What
thevector/GTVHanalysedlo is provide anideal readers interpretationof the text.
Needlesgo say we do not have accesdso idealreaderssothe only possiblechoice
is to idealizefrom our own idiolectal readings. What matters,however, is thatin
principle we may provide a formal, non-intuitive analysisof the texts and of their
humorouscomponents.The fact thatthe costof suchan analysisis prohibitive, so
thatno suchanalysismaybe empirically presentedis irrelevant.

Essentiallythis is wherethe fundamentatlifferencebetweena GTVH analysis
and traditional literary criticism lies: the GTVH provides a formal (non-intuitive)
basisto groundthe analysis(the semanticanalysisof the text and of its humorous
properties). Thus, we can say that objectively suchand sucha stretchof text is
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humorous becauseof suchand suchfactors. Any interpretationof the text starts
from this objective hardcoreof semantianalysis.

A final note:thosefamiliar with the SSTHandthe GTVH may perhapse won-
dering aboutthe differencein standard$etweenthosetheoriesandthis proposal.
After all the SSTH claimsto presentthe necessanand sufiicient conditionsfor a
text to be a joke andthatis a far cry from the hedgedandmoreor lessdefeatistap-
proachjust adwcated.Thedifferencdies in the differentorderof magnitudeof the
uncertaintyof interpretatiorof thetext. In abasicjoke, we have atmosta hundred
or so sensesmostof which arediscardedundercontectual pressure Considemow
CBTD, atext runningfor thirty minutesof television, which incorporatevisualand
auditoryclues,aswell aslinguistic ones;thesheemumberof combination®f senses
isimpossibleto catalog et aloneaccounfor. Thisfactintroducegheuncertaintyof
interpretation—andhenceof analysis—discusseabove.






Chapter 2

Literatur e Review

This chapterdealswith the small body of researclon humorousnarratives, from
within linguistics. Becauseof this deliberateimitation, no attemptis madeto ad-
dress,evenin passingthe considerabldody of literatureon humorwithin literary
studies.

As pointedout in the previous chapterthe SSTHwasdevelopedusingjokesas
material,andit is intendedo applyto jokes.Jokeshoweverareonly alimited subset
of the typesof humoroustexts. The applicationof the SSTHto text typesother
thanjokeshasbeenpursuedalongtwo approache¢seeAttardo 1994: ch. 6). The
first approachmay be calledthe “expansionist’approactandis basedn theideaof
applyingtheSSTH"asis” to othertypesof texts. Theotherapproacttanbelabelled
“revisionist” andis basedon the ideathatthe SSTHneedso berevisedin orderto
applyto humorougext typesotherthanjokes. The next two sectionswill dealwith
eachapproach.

2.1 The ExpansionistApproach

The expansionistattitudetowardsthe SSTH hasbeenso far the mostappealingto
scholars.Chlopicki (1987),Gaskill (1988),Kolek (1985,1989),Dixon (1989),and
Marino (1989)canall belinked to this tendeny.

The expansioniseapproachis basedon the postulationof anessentiatleepiden-
tity betweenjokesandotherforms of humorousnarrative. As seenin the previous
chapter Chlopicki's(1987)analysisof shortstoriesrevealssetsof scriptoppositions
that are organizedaccordingto pairs (which in part arethoseproposedy Raskin
(1985)andin partareaddedto handlethe new texts, a developmentexplicitly con-
templatedoy Raskin).Dixon (1989)shovs how GarrisonKeillor’ sLakeWbebgone
Dayshumorcanbereducedo onescriptopposition. Gaskill (1988) analysesarly
Americanliterary texts in the sameway.

37
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The longer texts (short stories)are then reducedto comple casesof jokes.
Whereaghe joke hasone script opposition,shortstorieshave several. To be spe-
cific, the oppositionghatarefoundin shortstories,giventhe size of the texts, will
tendto be macro-scriptgseeabove), but this is not a problemfor the SSTH,in prin-
ciple. Practically theremaybe problemsin handlingthese'larger” scriptssincethe
ideaof scriptoriginateswithin lexical analysis,but it is reasonabléo assumehat
theseproblemsmay be solved without importantchangego the SSTH. An exam-
ple of atext thatcanbe handledwithin limitations, by the expansionistapproactis
Poes TSTF,discussedn Attardo(1994:255-261)

We turn now to examining Chlopicki’swork, by far the mostsignificantcontro-
bution within thisapproach.

2.1.1 Chlopicki

Chlopicki’'s (1987)basicideais to takethe SSTHasa theoryof any humorousext
andheshaows how the SSTHcanhandleseveral Polishhumorousshortstories.

Chlopicki seesthe problem of applying the SSTH to other typesof texts as
mainly an issueof length. Chlopicki’s standis that his work is an extensionof
the SSTH, but the broadeningof the SSTHis limited to a longerlist of basichi-
nary oppositiong(cf. sectionl.3.2),emphasin the “shadav opposition; andthe
introductionof the “dissipatedtrigger,” which arediscussedbelow.

Chlopicki’'smethodologyis asfollows. First, all the possiblescript oppositions
in thetext areidentified. Thisis animportantstep,sinceordinaryjokesusuallyhave
only one opposition,or in somecasesup to two or three. With shortstories,the
analystis facedwith mary more script oppositions(66, in Chlopicki’s first exam-
ple). Analysisof the shortstoriesrevealssomescriptsthat extend throughseveral
sentenceandeventhroughtheentiretext (the“main scripts”). The“shadav opposi-
tions” arethedeepescriptoppositionswhosescopeencompassebeentiretext and
which areresponsibldor the overall perceptionof humor, ratherthanfor the indi-
vidual surfaceoppositiongChlopicki 1987: 19). Thesescriptsarefoundto overlap
with otherscriptswith which they bearrelationsof opposition.

This methodologyof analysisis powerful andyields insightful generalizations.
Chlopicki (1987)shawvs thatthe shortstorieshe analyzesanbe reducedo a setof
binaryscriptoppositionsjustasthe SSTHpredicts.Moreover, themethodologyalso
hasheuristicpotential:aninterestingesultthatChlopicki'sanalysisyieldsis thatthe
list of basictypesof scriptoppositionswill have to berevised(asRaskin(1985)had
alreadysuggestedpn the basisof the empirical findings of the analyseof texts.
Thisis no smallfeatin light of the declareduniversalistapproactof the SSTH.The
threenaw oppositionsuncoveredby Chlopicki are: ABSENCE/PRESENCE, NECES-
SARY/UNNECESSARY, andMUCH/LITTLE (Chlopicki 1987:18).

Themethodologyadoptedn Chlopicki(1987)is aparadigmatid¢extual analysis,
i.e., atextual analysisthat reduceghe plot of a narrative to a setof (often binary)
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oppositions(seeAttardo 1994: 98), thereby“flattening” it into paradigmaticppo-
sitions. As such,it hasits dravbacks.Namely it obliterateghe differencesamong
texts that can all be reducedto the sameset of binary oppositions;for example,
nobodywould claim thata shortstoryis equivalentin every way to a joke, yet, ac-
cordingto Chlopicki'sextensionof the SSTH,they canbothbe describedn almost
thesameterms.

In Chlopicki’'sanalysisthe differencedetweerjokesandshortstoriesaremar-
ginal. Therearesomequantitative differenceqthe numberof script oppositionsn
the text), but otherwisethe samemechanismare at play. Theintroductionof the
dissipatedrigger, i.e., “not ary singleword, but theformulationof thewhole phrase
ortwo, or eventhewholetext of thejokeis responsibldor causinghescriptoverlap”
(Chlopicki 1987:14) doesnotintroduceary significantdifference sincealliterative
punsalsopresentdissipated”disjunctors(cf. Attardo1994:139).

Neitherdoestheemphasis®ntheshadev oppositionswhichwerealreadypresent
in nucein Raskin’s formulationof the SSTH,wherehe addressethe possibility of
sophisticategokesinvolving repeatedcriptoppositiong1985:133). This factcon-
firms the substantialdentity postulatedoy Chlopicki betweenokesand humorous
shortstoriessincethey arebothanalyzedasreducedo oppositionshetweerpairsof
(shadav) scripts.

More recently Chlopicki hasdeveloped,the ideaof a “characterframe” which
gatherdanformationfrom the text andconstructsa representatioof the characte(a
repositoryof information). Sincemostnarratvescenteron human(or anthropomor
phic) charactershis approactshavs greatpromise.Detailsof his morerecentwork
canbefoundin Chlopicki (2000).Chlopicki alsoorganizedwo symposison longer
humorougexts, oneof which with this writer. A reporton theissuesdebatedn the
first onecanbefoundin Chlopicki (1997).

2.1.2 Kolek

Kolek (1989)amguesthatjokesare“a basicnarratize unit of comictexts” (132) be-
causehey are:

1. “completein themseles(hencerelatively context free)” (Ibid.);
2. “immanently(...) connectedvith humor” (Ibid.);

3. “the shortestform having all the elementsf the narrative and developing a
characteristidynamicsequencef aesthetieffects”

| takeit thatKolek by this lastremarkmeanghatthey shovn thewell known Setup-
Incongruity-ResolubnsequencéseeAttardo1997). He doesnot, however, exclude
thepossibility of humorouseffectsatlower levels (e.g.,word) of textuality.

It is not entirely clearhow Kolek’s line of reasoningdevelops: it seemshardly
the casethatjokeswould have to be narrative in orderto be the basicnarrative unit
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of atext. After all, anarratie is, at somelevel, madeup of non-narrate units. So
one can perfectlywell imaginea non-narratre humorouselementbeing part of a
(humorousharrative.

Kolek addressesery briefly the variousconfigurationghat jokes may takein
longertexts. Thefollowing arementioned:

¢ singlejoke incorporatedn intactform, basicallya joke inserted‘asis” in an
otherwiseserioustext

¢ singlejoke incorporatedn “expandedorm,” producesmilder comiceffects”
andcreatessentimental”or “romantic” comedy(133)

¢ sequencesf severaljokesintegratedby a protagonisor “motif” sharedy the
jokes

¢ mixedforms of sequences.g.,onejoke createghe “basisfor the tale” and
theotherjokesareinsertedn it.

¢ “vertical” integrationof jokes,e.g.,anumberof jokes“characterize’a protag-
onist,who thengoeson to beingthe agentof otherjokes.

Also, suggestiely if nothingelse,he speakf “joke structuresbecoming‘in-
tertwined scatteredsuperimposedxpandednto processesr contracte@s‘points’
of partsof narratves” (133). Thesehintsandallusive ideasclearly shav thatKolek
wasalsothinking of jokesasconstitutveelement®f narratives,but alsoasnarratves
which canthemselesbe expandedfilled with otherjokes,etc.

Thusit seemdair to concludethatheis systematicallyconfusingtwo different
approacheso jokes-as-hilding block: jokesasunits which canbe scatteredn the
text, accordingto patternsto be analyzedor jokesas narratves. Clearly, the two
views arenotincompatible andin factalot canbesaidfor keepingbothapproaches
underconsiderationHowever, Kolek mustbe faultedfor not addressinghe issueof
how jokesfare undersuchalterationsasthe “expansion”wherebya shortform such
asajokeis stretchedo thesizeof anovel or shortstory. It is notenoughto saythat
they producemilder effects: they arestructurallydifferent,aswe will see.

In conclusion,let me note anotherinterestingaspectof this pioneeringwork:
Koleknotesthat“generic-stylisticcodesandliterary corventions(typesof comedy)”
(133)aredeterminedy such“propertiesof comicnarratves”as

¢ frequeng/densityof joke patterns;
¢ frequentseparatiorby othermatter;
¢ slow or rapid passagebetweerthem;

aswell asthe“qualities of their points; aremarkwhich | find obscure.
Overall,Kolek’'swork is highly suggestie andrich in stimulatingideas but very
short on factual proposals. No methodologyis given on how to derive even the
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simplestelementsof this proposal,which remainsentirely intutive. Kolek (1985)
doesnotdealwith ary text otherthanjokes.

2.2 The Revisionist Approach

The revisionist position consistsof taking the SSTH as a theory of the text-type
“joke” and devising the tools necessaryo handlethosefeaturesthat characterize
texts otherthanjokes. The dravbacksof this approactareobvious: the SSTHdoes
not provide ary indicationasto how thesetools shouldbe constructedand,for that
matter whatthesetools shouldconsistof or evenhandle.The positive aspect®f the
revisionistapproachs thatthe concepif scriptcanbeleft unchangedbecausehere
is no needto broadernits scopeto handlenew phenomenaAnotherpositive aspect
of therevisionistapproactis thatit is open-endedandso new tools maybe added
astheneedarises.

This authorfirst presentedhe revisionist approachin Attardo (1989), but this
approachhasbeenthe objectof little debateuntil Attardo and Raskin(1991), see
below. It shouldbe notedthat Raskin(1985)explicitly mentionsthe possibility of
modificationsjn therevisionistdirection,to the SSTH.Other morerecentproposals
have beenpresentedwhich aremoredetailedandcanbe analyzedmoreconcretely

2.2.1 Holcomb

Oneinterestingproposals thatof finding “nodal points” of humor(Holcomb1992)
in the narrative. A nodalpointis a “location in the narrative wherehumoris per
ceptibly moreconcentratedhanin theimmediatelysurroundingext” (234). Nodal
pointsdiffer from jokesin that, while the latterare essentiallycontext independent,
nodalpointsare“semanticallytied to the entirenarrative” (Ibid.)

Holcomb's nodalpointsareidentifiedandanalyzedvia analysisin scripts,using
Raskins SSTH(236). In this sensethe nodalpoint theoryis seenasadirectexten-
sion of the SSTH.In fact, semanticallynodalpointsandpunchlines do not differ:
“a nodalpoint of humorwill containoneor several scriptoppositions”(lbid.). The
main differencebetweenthe SSTH andthe nodal point theory (NPT) is that NPT
introducesa distinctionbetweerilocal” and“distant” scriptoppositiong240-241).
No explicit definitionis givenof theterms,but by their usein context we cangather
that Holcombintendsthat a local SO is an oppositionamongscriptsthat are both
presenin agiventextual stretch,while distantSOsappeatto be“tied to otherparts
of the story” (241). Distantoppositionsmay be in a relationof “correspondence”
with othernodalpoints,andthis fact “semanticallyconnectshesenodesto therest
of thenarratve? (242)

While Holcomb's ideasareinteresting they arenot sufiiciently well definedso
asto be evaluable. Let us note that the definition of nodal point is basedon the
perceptiblenigherlevel of humorousnessf astretchof text in relationto its context.
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The obvious flaw in this definition is that no criteria for “perceptibility,” “level of
humor; and“locationin thenarrative” aregiven. Intuitively, it is clearthatHolcomb
is correct,n thatapunchlineis funnierthantherestof thetext of ajoke,for example.
However, in a long text, with a diffuse organizationof the humor, the distinction
will becoméancreasinglymoredifficult, until therewill notbe a clearcutting point.
In otherwords, becausehe degree of humorousness a continuumgradient,as
Holcomb himself notes,ary definition basedon levels of humoris vacuousif not
providedwith clearcut off points?

Thecrucialideaof therelationsbetweenSOsacrosghetext, andtheir semantic
“connectedness/correspondenéeleft unspecified Again, from the way Holcomb
is usingthe terms,it apearghattheideaof connectednesmay have to beintended
simply as being semanticallyrelatedscripts, sincehe arguesthat scriptsactivated
towardsthe endof a story“correspond’to opposedscriptsactivatedat the beginning
of the story (242).

The conceptof local and distantscript oppositionsis just asill-defined. No
criterionis givento determinehe distanceof SOs,exceptthatin thetext, Holcomb
notesthat both of the texts he examinesin his study startby evoking a numberof
scripts,which arethenusedto establishoppositionsn the nodalpointsafter having
been“held in suspensiomsthe discoursegproceeds’{249). Thusit seemdogical to
assumehatdistantSOswill spanatleastseveral sentencesf thetext andpossibly
may spanthe entiretext.

Holcomb'sNPT doeshowever anticipatesomeof the conceptaisedin this book.
Most significantly the nodalpoints prefigurethe jab lines, especiallyin their defi-
nitions in termsof the SSTH.The connectiondbetweemodalpointsalsoprefigure
strandswith the significantdifference however, thatwhile strandsconnect(jab and
punch)lines, the connectionsn NPT are betweenscripts. Theseconnectionan
thenreveala SOwhichin turnssetsup a nodalpoint.

2.2.2 Wenzel

Wenzels (1989) approachfalls in a broadnarratologicaland literary framework;
however, his analyticaltools are very much influencedby linguistic and semiotic
theorieg(e.g. Koch 1989,cf. Vogel1989,Attardo1994:181-182)?
Wenzelsapproacho the punchline (pointe) in jokesseest asatypeof narrative
resolution(déenouementhe Greeks™catastrophe”andasthe minimal form of the
pointe Thisis takenasa broadliterary device, applicableto texts thatarenotjokes,

1it shouldbenotedthatthetheorypresentedn this bookis not basecdbn levelsof humor, but is rather
a discretetheory in thatit admitsonly a funny or un-funny evaluationof a line, and doesnot admit
intermediatefuzzy evaluationsof, say 0.65.1 believe thisto be a strengthof thetheory

20nWenzels work, seeAttardo (1994: 190-192) aswell asMueller (1999)andHempelmanr{2000)
which both include detaileddiscussionsof Wenzels work with long forms. Wenzels work is given
significantattentionin Vogel(1989).
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for exampledetectve novels (Wenzel1989: 12). The obvious point of referencds
Jolles(1965),which Wenzelquoteshot withoutresenations.

Wenzelamguesthatall “pointed” texts have thesamesetup/incongruitiresoluion
arrangemenfound in jokes (which he describesas a bipartite arrangementWen-
zel 1989: 265). In this respectWenzels analysisis essentiallya rewording of the
isotopy-disjurction model, with its division into functions. SemanticallyWenzels
definition is similar to, if lessspecificthan, Raskins SSTH. Wenzelspeaksof the
“collapseof oneframeof meaning”(Wenzel1988: 124) andfurtheron of two units
“which arecoordinatecandyet opposedo eachother” (125; my emphasisSA).

Wenzelintroducesan interestingdistinctionbetweerthe breakingof a frameof
reference(1989: 33) andthe establishmenof a frame of reference(1989: 40) as
humorgeneratinglevices. Therelevanceof thedistinctionlies in thelinearorderof
the procedurethebreakingof aframeof referencescript) presupposethatthepart
of thetext up to theelementhatbreakgheframehadbeenintegratednto acoherent
frame,whereaghe establishmentf a frameof referencepn the contrary imposes
anunexpectedcoherencen anapparentlyincoherensetof events/entities Wenzel
acknavledgesthat both approachesre ultimately subsumedy a broader‘frame
change’model(Wenzel1989: 44), but his insistenceon the distinctionis typical of
the narratologicaemphasi®n the developmentof the action®

It is importantto note that Wenzels definition of pointe is weakerthan the
GTVH'’s; this importantpoint must be keptin mind when evalutating his contri-
bution to humortheory Wenzelseesquite well the “radical shift of sense”(1989:
265) broughtaboutby the punchline andspeakgcorrectly)of the “final punchline
revolutionizingthe understandin@f thewholetext” (264). However, his definition
of pointe doesnot includethe oppositionalaspectof the SSTH/GTVH, unlike his
definition of joke. For example,in a sciencefiction shortstory aboutlunar colo-
nizationby the US Army the “punchline” is that a competingbasehasbeenbuilt
by the US Navy. While thereis indeeda reorganizationof the text, from a tale of
explorationto a parableaboutwasteof resources,iselessivalry, etc.thereis clearly
no semanticppositionbetweerthe US Army andthe US Navy.*

Summingup, Wenzeldistinguisheswo typesof texts: jokes,which have apointe
andframeoppositionandpointednarratives,which may or may not have frameop-
position. It followsthatWenzels analysiss largely off themark,asfar ashumorous
texts go, sincehe concentratehis analysison the bipartite (or tripartite, depending
on the views) structureof narrativeswhich is typical of narrative texts andnotatall

3Vogel(1989:157-158)seesdifferencen attitudebetweerstaticmodels suchasisotopydisjunction
(Greimas)r script(Raskin),ontheonehand,andWenzels dynamicmodelof framechangepntheother
Theissueis probablyentirelyterminological. Yus (forth.) hasappliedthe samedistinctionto Relevance
theoreticaccountof humor

4A somavhatsophisticobjectionmight be thatthetwo scriptsUS ARMY andUS NAvY areperhaps
locally opposite(cf. 1.3.2). The problemfor this ideais that nothingin thetextleadsusto believe that
thereis areasornwhy the US Navy could not have beencolinizing themoon. Considerthe doctor’s wife
joke (7): eitheroneis thereto seethedoctoror oneis thereto have sexwith hiswife. Both thingscannot
takeplaceatthe sametime (barringperversesituations).
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uniqueto jokesor even humoroustexts. In Wenzels terminology his analysisof
pointierung(i.e., the propertyof having a pointe)is limited to the “syntax” of the
text, while it shouldhave beenbroadenedo the semantics.

2.2.3 Palmer

Moving outsideof more or lessstrictly definedlinguistic researchwe find that
Palmer, a British film scholar hasmadesomesignificantcontributionsto the the-
ory of long humoroustexts. In Attardo (1994: 265) | suggestedin the context of
the discussiorof registerhumor, thatone may wantto distinguishbetweena non-
humorous‘narrative core” of a text, whosefunctionis to makethe story adwvance,
andthe humorouspartsof the text. The ideawaspresenteds speculatie and ex-

tremelytentative. At thetime of writing, | wasunavareof thework of Palmer(1987)
on humorin film andtelevision. Palmerhad presentedssentiallythe sameideal

hadadwancedput in amoreelaboratdorm.

Palmerdistinguisheswo maincases:

1. “the narratve [...] consist[s]of nothing more thanthe articulationof jokes
togetherin ajoke sequence(141)

2. “jokeswill belinked by somethingvhichis notin itself comic,in otherwords
someform of non-comicnarratize” (Ibid.) In this latter case therelationship
betweerjokesandnarrative maybeasfollows:

(a) “the non-comicnarrativeis no morethanaseriesof links betweerjokes”
(142)

(b) “the narratve senes somefurther purpose”suchas characterdevelop-
ment.

Palmerdiscusseshework of anotherfilm scholar Terry Lovell, who amguesthatall
comic plots arein fact non-comicplots “turned into the comic modethroughthe
inclusion of comic material” (Palmer1987: 144). Palmerreturnedto this topic in
Palmer(1994)in which he clarifieshis claim even more: “the narratve framevork
[of comicnarrative](...) is essentiallythenarrative form of realism”(1994:117)and
“much comedy no matterhow funny, commonlyusesa narrative form whichis not
essentiallydissimilarfrom arealistnarrative in general’(113).

Summingup, Palmer,after Lovell, seeshumorousnarrativesasa basicserious
plot, disruptedo a greateror lesserdegree,by humorouselementsln fact, Palmer
usesthedegreeof disruptionto differentiateamonggenresaandclaimsthatfarceand
comedycanbedistinguishedreciselybecausécomedyis notjust mirth creation,t
alsohasseriousjmportantthemesfarceis aform whereeverythingis subordinated
to laughterproduction” (1994: 120) or, differently put: “narrative canhave a truth
value,whereagokesaredevoid of it” (114).
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The claim of the non&istenceof humorousplotsis in error. | will dealin some
detail with specificallyhumorousplotsbelow (section5.5). Despitethis dravback,
Lovell andPalmeraccounfor somehumorousarrativeswhich areproducedoy the
techniqueoutlinedby Lovell.> Moreover, they accountfor the fact thatthe degree
of disruptionof the“naturalistic/realistic’harratve mayvary, thusgiving us“realis-
tic” comedieqe.g.,Austens Emmag with low degreeof disruptionof the narrative
frameand“crazy” comedy(e.g.,Blazing Saddle} with an extremelyhigh level of
disruptionof thenarrative.

In Palmer(1988),a furtherdiscussiorof atheoryof humorousmarrativesis pre-
sentedjn which Palmerarguesfor the distinctionof competenceand performance
levels, muchalongthe samelines of section(1.6.1). Palmeralsodistinguishegwo
classe®f theorieof humorousarratives:onethatproceeddrom traditionalliterary
catgjoriessuchas‘“character’andonethat proceeddrom the structureof the joke.
It seemshowever, thatthetheorypresentedh thisbookbelonggo neitherclass.

Thuswe can saythat Lovell and Palmer have madea substantie contribution
to the studyof long humoroudexts by pointing out the possibility of anessentially
seriousplot turnedinto a humorousstory by the insertionof humorouselementsn
thetext. Indeed,t is possiblethatthis type of humoroudongtext will turnoutto be
themostfrequenttypology of humorougexts.

2.2.4 A digression:Jolleson jokes

An authorwho hasreceived someattention(\Wenzel1989,Muller 1999)within the
domainof long texts, is the Dutchfolklorist andliterary scholarAndré Jolles. For
him, a simple form is “an occupationof the spirit” (geistesbes@ftigung). More
concretely simpleforms are a classof texts that do not have an historically deter
minedsetof intertextual relationshipsasdo genresjn thecommonsensge.g.,the
picaresquenovel). In otherwords,they aremuch more similar to Frye's “modes”
(e.g.,comedy): thusthe simpleform “joke” is roughly what contemporaryhumor
researchmeansby “humor” (andJollessaysso quite clearly: “to definethe occu-
pation of the spirit from which the joke (Wtz) originateswe useusuallythe Greek
termcomic or comical” 1930: 252) Any ideaof simplicity in the senseof “madeof
simpleparts”is completelyforeignto Jolles.

In fact, Jollesseemdo be subscribingto someform of the incongruitytheory
or perhapsof releasetheory: “in the form of the joke (...) therealwayshappens
a sort of disruptive dissociation,the joke dissoles thereforesomethingthat was
tied up” (229). Jollesreviews a few cateyories that can be thus dissociatedand
concludesinterestinglythat “in the joke not only languagejogic, ethics,or other
similar cateyoriesmay be dissociatedput also(...) the simpleforms” themseles
(232),thusanticipatingtheideaof meta-humar

51t shouldbe notedthat Palmethimselfis not uncritical of Lovell's position(Palmerl987: 145-147),
however, thisis notthe placeto gointo thisamountof detail.






Chapter 3

SemanticAnalysis and Humor
Analysis

In this chapter | review the semanticand pragmatictools necessaryo establish
the meaningof a giventext (eitherhumorousor not) andthenproposetwo (fairly
speculatie, but not far from currentpsycholinguisticresearchmodelsto account
for a) the incrementaland dynamic constructionof textual meanings,and b) the
persistencef tracesof the surfacestructureof thetext in hearersAll theseelements
arenecessaryo accounfor longhumoroudexts. Incidentally they do notconstitute
a completetheory of textual processingwhich would requirea monographof its
own. What| amtrying to establishmuchmore modestly is thatthe moreor less
implicit theory of textual processingassumedy humortheoryis notincompatible
with whatis known abouttext processingn psycholinguisticandrelatedfields.

3.1 Semanticand Pragmatic Tools

In Attardo (1996), | suggestedhat a viable modelfor humoroustexts larger than
jokesmustincludea “storagearea”to accomodat¢he variouspiecesof information
thatmakeupthetext. In asensethereisn’'t muchdifferencebetweerjokesandother
texts, sincethelist of theitemsthatneedto be accountedor in the storageareaare
the samefor bothclasse®f texts.

3.1.1 StorageArea

Whatever the shapeof the final theorythatwill accountfor humorougexts at large
thereareafew featureof thistheorywhich appeato beclear Theseaspectswhich
arelargely independenbf the humorousaspect®f thetext, are:

47
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1. the presenceof a “storagearea”for the information thatis being assumed,
shared anddevelopedby thetext (beit a corversationbetweentwo or more
partiesor amonologicaltext, suchasanovel);

2. thefactthatwithin the larger storageareathereare privilegedareasin which
someor mostof the normal (unmarked)features/requisitesf the encoding
of meaningin the text (both at the literal andinferentialmeaninglevels) are
suspendedr deliberatelyviolated! To borrow atermfrom logic, the overall
knowledgerepresentatiois non-monotonic.

3. thefactthattheinformationstoreddoesnottravelin discreteunits,but consists
of clustersof information(scripts,frames)whichin turn comesurroundedy
aweb of associationandlinks to otherclustersof information(cf. 1.1.2);

4. the fact that theseclustersof information may consistof scriptsnestedone
insidethe other(cf. macroscriptd.1.2);

5. the fact that the representatiof the informationin the storageareais not
entirelylinear, althoughthereareportionsof spacethatarelinearandobey all
the“Euclideanlaws” of semanticge.g.,whathappenseforetime T, cannot
refer, with a“real” modality, to time T, ), or, atleast,canreferto non-linear
representationsf time which areneededo accountor thetemporaldisloca-
tionsof theplot (cf. 5.2);

6. thefactthattherepresentatioof theinformationin the storageareaadmitsof
multiple strandsof informationbeingprocesse@ndaccessedimultaneously
(cf. 5.6.2).

Thenatureof thestorageareais addresseth section(3.2). We turn now to what
| taketo bethe basicelementghatwill have to beincludedin aviable modelof the
storagearea.

3.1.2 Contentsof the StorageArea

The variouscomponentghat| am proposingare extractedor inferredfrom a given
text andits context andorganizedn the storagearea.Theresultof this operationof
information gathering,organizing,expanding,andintegrating! proposeto call the
“text world” (TW) of thattext. | discusghe TW in section(3.3).

The following are the basicelementghat will have to be includedin a viable
modelof the storagearea:

1. thepropositionalcontentof all the sentencesvhich areutteredin thetext,

Iwhile I will not dealdirectly with the violation of the Cooperatie Principle (Grice 1989)in humor
in this context,it is acentralissuein humortheory SeeAttardo(1993,1994ch. 9), for discussion.
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. their presuppositions,
. all pragmatigpresuppositions,

. all “accomodationstriggeredby the text,

a A W DN

. modaljudgmentsasto the actuality possibilityandreliability of theinforma-
tion,

6. all non-trivial inferenceslerivablefrom the above setsof semanticobjects.

| readilyadmitthatthisis alarge bodyof information,butit is clearthatwell-known
pragmaticprinciples(suchas Grice’s cooperatie principle) preventit from being
infinite and/orindefinite. In otherwords, we are handlinga finite, and potentially
well definedsetof semantic‘objects” Their combinationgyive rise to the meaning
of thetext. This meanings takento be compositionaf

In whatfollows| will characterizéhetype of informationthat! believe needso
beaccountedor in thatspecificstorageareaand! will briefly review thetechniques
usedto determinewhatbelongsin eachareawhensomeareavailable.

Propositional content

| take this to be the “literal meaning”of the utterances. It shouldbe noted that

metaphoricaéxpression®f thekind studiedby Lakoff andJohnsor{1981)fall under
the rubric of literal meaning.Soif oneof the utterance®f atext is “Johnfixedthe

leg of thetable” or “Mary campedat the foot of the hills” | takeit thatthe speaker
doesnot recognizethe frozenmetaphorandtreatsit asanidiom, i.e., asa moreor

lessunanalyzablevhole.

I am of coursewell awvare of the claimsthat pragmaticfactors compenetrate
the semanticbaseof the text (e.g., Carston1988) but for our purposeghis fact is
irrelevant. In fact, this positionis probablyexpandableoutsideof humoroustexts:
regardlessof the useof pragmaticfactorsin determiningit, it remainsthe casethat
thereexistsa basic"literal” meaningof agivensentence/td, whichis thenusedfor
pragmaticdnferencing.For discussionseeAttardo (in preparatiorb).

Theliteral meaningof a sentencés largely determinedy thelexical itemsthat
occurwithin it (andby their arrangementa.k.a.,syntax). We takethelexical mean-
ing of lexemegandphrasemedp bedefinedby a clustersof links acrossa semantic
web,commonlyknown asscriptsor frames(cf. sectionl.1.2,above). Giventhesig-
nificanceof this conceptscriptsaresummedup againseparatelyn section(3.1.3).

The propositionalcontentof the text corresponds$o what Kintsch (1998) calls
“textbasé’. Thetextbasds generatedyithin Kintsch’sconstruction-intgrationmodel,
by the bottom-upactivationof all the sense®f thewords,while the selectionof the

2| have referredto a muchmore limited, but similar, conceptas “presuppositionabasis” (Attardo
1993)in the contextof thecommunicatvefunctionof jokes.
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incompatiblemeaningds donesubsequentlyThis parallelscloselythe combinato-
rial explosiondescribedn (1.2.1).
Presuppositions

Theliteratureon presuppositionis quitelarge. A well-regardedcompendiuntanbe
foundin Levinson(1983). A traditionaltestfor presuppositioris “constang under
negation”i.e.,thefactthatary givensentence presuppositionarethe sameasthe
negationof the sentences. Thusfor

(18) Thecatwentoutside.

and
(19) Thecatdid not go outside.

we candeducehefollowing presuppositions:
(20) d cat,d outside thecatcouldgo outside

The negationtestis not without its problems(seeKarttunen1973,Levinson 1983:
185) but it doescapturewell the basicconceptbehindpresuppositionnamelythat
they embodythe “backgroundassumptions{Levinson1983: 180) of the sentence.

Inferences

Inferencesarepropositionghat“follow” from their premises:Following” is atech-
nical term,denotingthefact thatif

(21) pD q (propositionp impliesq)

thenif pistrue,qis alsonecessarilyrue.
For example,if | say

(22) If it rains,I'll gotothemovies

and,uponcheckingiit is foundthatit is raining, logically I amcommittedto going
to themovies.

Inferencesareinterestingjn this contet, becaus¢hey areoftenusedto leadthe
hearer(in the technicalsensedefinedabore) to draw conclusionswvhich areimpor-
tantfor the understandingf the text. For example,in the contet of the previous
example,supposehatthetext hasestablished22). Now, thenext thing we readis

(23) It startedraining.
we cansafelyinfer that

(24) 1 amgoingto themovies.
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Whenwe define“inference” asalogically necessaryelationshipthe numberof in-
ferencesactivatedby a given sentencés fairly limited. However, if we define“in-
ference”morebroadly to includefor instancamplicatures(in the Griceansensetf.
Grice 1989)thenwe find thatinferencesareno longerlogically necessarybut be-
cometo agreateror lessedegreeamatterof probability. RelevanceTheory(Sperber
andWilson 1986),for example,is sucha systemwhich admitsstronglyandweakly
backedmplicatures.If we admitprobabilisticinferencegherearisesthe problemof
constrainingheinferentialtree.
For example,givenutterancg25)

(25) Mary wonaNobelprize

we caninfer thatMary existsandthatNobelprizesexist (presuppositions}owever,
we openthe door to aninfinite set of inferencessuchas“Someoneelsedid not
win the prize} “a Nobel prizeis a goodthing (at leastin the eyesof the speaker},
etc. Progresasiely, aswe move away from the literal meaningof the sentenceand
introduceeng/clopedic information, we may infer fairly remoteand increasingly
lesssecureinferencessuchas“Mary is very intelligent; “Mary worksa lot,” and
“Mary is awell-regardedscholaf’ all of which | am surethe unjustly passedver,
non-Nobel-prize-winningolleaguef Nobel prize winnerswill gladly testify are
notnecessarilyrueatall.

FortunatelysuchpragmatigrinciplesasGrice’s Cooperatie PrincipleandSper
berandWilson’sRelerancePrinciplearereadilyavailableto provide uswith heuris-
tics capableof reducingthe numberof inferencedy limiting themto thoserelevant
to the situation.Thus,if (25)is utteredasananswerto the question

(26) Is Mary smart?

theinferencethatMary studiesalot is discardedsirrelevant.

An interestingtype of inferences the generatiorof macropropositiongKintsch
1998:177),i.e.,activationof macroscriptslt is indeedthe casethat,whenthereare
no explicit textual markerssuchastitles or headingstheintegrationof thelow-level
scriptsinto higherlevel onesis doneinferentially.

Pragmatic presuppositions

Theconcepof “pragmaticpresuppositionfs far from beingclear(seeGazdarl 979:
104-105andCaffi 1994for areview of variousdefinitions).It is however sufficiently
clearthatpragmatigresuppositionarerelatedto the concept®f “commonground”
and“mutual knowledge A goodstartingpoint is the following definition givenin
Levinson (1983: 205): “An utteranceA pragmaticallypresupposea propositionB
iff A is appropriateonly if B is mutually known by participants. Levinson notes
(Ibid.) thatmutualknowledgeis too stronga requiremenaindthatmereconsisteng
with the commongroundis necessary1983:209;cf. alsoGazdarl979:106-107).
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We can define very roughly mutual knowledge as the amountof information
that speakeand hearershare. Crucially, this involves alsoknowledgeaboutwhat
knowlege the otherparty possessedMutual knowledgehasbeenthe centerof some
fairly heateddiscussion(see Smith 1982 for a collection of essays). Essentially
the discussiorrevolvesaroundthe issueof whethermutualknowledgeinvolvesan
infinite regression(which would makeit psychologicallyand logically unwieldy).
Considerfor examplethefollowing situation:

(27) | know A
You know thatl know A
I know thatyou know thatl know A
You know thatl know thatyou know thatl know A
etc.

SperbeandWilson (1986)have suggestedb replacemutualknowledgewith the
notionof mutualmanifestnessa weakemotionwhich they claim doesnot sharethe
sameproblemsthat mutual knowledgehas. This claim hasitself beenchallenged
(Talbot1994).

Clark (1996: 92-100) presentsa very thoroughdiscussionof mutual knowl-
edge/commorground. Clark notesthat commongroundcan be definedin three
differentways: only oneinvolvesinfinite regression while the othertwo involve
self-reference.The agumentsagainstmutual knowledge attack primarily infinite
regressionand hencea definition of commongroundbasedon self-references im-
muneto thosecriticisms. Clark notesthat self-references itself “suspect”in mary
logical circles(primarily becausét leadsto thekind of paradoesthat Russelghe-
ory of typesresoled). However, healsopointsout thatin recentiogical approaches
(e.g.,situationsemanticsyelf-references no longera problem(Clark 1996: 100).
UnderClark’s self-referentiablefinition,commongroundis definedasfollows:

p is commongroundfor membersof communityC if andonly if:

1. every memberof C hasinformationthatbasisb holds;

2. b indicateso every memberof C thatevery memberof C hasinformationthat
b holds;

3. bindicatesto themembersf C thatp. (Clark 1996:94)

Usingthis definition of commongroundwe cannow returnto the definition of
pragmaticpresuppositiorand concludethat an utteranceA pragmaticallypresup-
posespropositionsd, if A’s appropriatenesis dependenbn b beingpartof the com-
mon groundfor the participantgo the interaction. As we will seebelaw, if 4 is not
partof thecommongroundit is addedo it.

Finally, let us note that Caffi (1994: 3322) providesa very interestinglist of
differencedetweerpragmaticpresuppositionandimplicatureswhich canbe used
asheuristicsfor classification.
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Accomodations

It hasbeenpointedout thatif we introducesomepreviously unknavn fact or some
fact thatis not part of what hasbeenpreviously assumedas commonground,we
simply changethe commongroundto accomodateéhe new knowledge. Thusif one
walksin lateata meetingandutters

(28) 1 amsorryto belate, my daughtercamedown with theflu

assuminghatthe factthathe/shehasa daugthemvasunknawn to his/heraudience,
the hearergestructuraheir commongroundto incorporatethis fact. This hasbeen
called“accomodation’(Lewis 1979). On accomodatiorseealsoThomasor(1990),
and Seuren(1986,1994); an essentiallysimilar concepts called“bridging” (Clark
1977).

Fromthis perspectie, we cannow refinethe definition of sentence-kel incon-
gruity® (underthe cover of “local antorymy”; cf. section1.3.2)aswhat happens
whenanutterancairectly statespresupposesmplies,implicates,or pragmatically
presupposea propositionwhichis incompatiblewith a propositionwhichis already
partof thecommonground.Let usnotein passinghattheresanopenissue:namely
a redefinitionof “local antorymy” suchthatit accomodatesll the semanticcon-
structsabove.

Modal evaluations

Modality (or mood)is the part of grammarthat dealswith the “way” (modus)in
which the main predicateof a sentences presented.In English, modality covers
suchdistinctionsasactualvs. potential(Mary wins/Mary may win), possibility vs.
necessity(You may eat/You musteat), intentionvs. necessity(l will go/l have to
go), etc.

Therearetwo (relatedyeasonso wantmodalinformationpertainingo theabove
mentionedcateyories: 1) several of them (presuppositionsprimarily) have been
shawn to be sensitve to modality, and 2) it is essentiafor the constitutingof the
TW to know which partsof a given sentencareactualandwhich partsaremerely
possibleor perhapsappropriateor necessarycf. section3.3).

3.1.3 Scripts

As is well known the SSTH,asthenamestatesijs basedn script-theory “Script” is
takenasa neutralterm amongthe variousproposalge.g.,frame,schemagdaemon,
etc.) andthusdoesnot have exactly the commonmeaningof theterm Al. A script
is definedas a complec of information associatedvith a lexical item. Thusthe

3“Sentencdevel;” sinceantonymymay be lexical, andsincewe aredefiningincongruityin termsof
antonymy it would be possibleto think of lexicalincongruity. Of course whenwe speakof presupposi-
tions,implicaturesaccomodationstc. we generallyconsidersentences/utterancemt words.
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canonicalexamplein Raskin(1985)is the scriptfor bOCTOR, while in Schankand
Abelsonit is for GOING TO THE RESTAURANT. In this context, we will continueto
usetheterm“script” asa neutralchoice equivalentto “frame’ (Seesectionl.1.2.)

Typesof scripts

Let us recapitulate Raskin(1985) introduces,but doesnot exploit to their fullest
potential,thenotionsof comple scriptandmacroscriptAs we will seethesecould
potentiallybevery helpfulin our task.

Thedifferencebetweerscripts(frames) complec scripts,andmacroscriptss pri-
marily oneof level: a scriptis the simplex form; a macroscripis a group of scripts
organizedchronologically(what someauthorswould call a script, asopposedo a
frame or schema);a complex scriptis a script madeof other scriptsbut without
chronologicalorganization.The RESTAURANT scriptin SchankandAbelson(1977)
would be an example of macroscriptwhile a complex script would be waR. For
example,if atext activatesthe script WAR the actantsslots are likely to be filled
with scriptssuchasARMY or BATTALION ratherthanindividuals(suchasMary or
Bob). Naturally, the presenceof such“subscripts”’makesit legitimateto activate
suchindividualizingscriptsaSCOMMANDER IN CHIEF or GENERAL. Thehierarchi-
cal organizationof scripts(andothersuchconstructsjs a commonassumptiongf.
Mandler(1984:15) andreferencesherein.

Earlier(1.1.2)weintroduceda distinctionbetween

¢ lexical scripts,activatedby having their lexematichandleinstantiatedoccur
ring) in thetext; and

¢ inferentialscripts,which insteadcanbe activatedinferentially

Recallalsothatstructurallyscriptsandinferentialscriptsarenot different,i.e., they
encodethe sametypesof information.

3.2 How isinformation addedto the storagearea?

We enterhereanareaof scripttheorythathasnot beenthe objectof muchattention,
within the humorresearcttommunity Essentiallyl wishto suggesthatthestorage
areais adynamicconstruct! which is changedoy the informationit is exposedto.

4Thisis notanovelidea: Feldman(1975)andCollins etal. (1978)positsucha dynamicmodel. An

interestingssue broughtup by Boweretal. (1979:216)is whethera dynamicmodelis morecompatible

with a staticscriptmodel(asis the onetheypresent)or with a simple“network of concept”(astheone

usedin the text). They concludethat the latter seemsbettersuitedto the dynamicrevision modelthey

propose.Thedynamicaspecbf scriptsis now moreor lesstakenfor grantedcf. thefollowing quote:
schemascameto be thoughtof, not asfixed structuresto be pulled from memoryon
demandbut asrecipedor generatingorganizationabtructruesn a particulartaskcontext
(Kintsch1998:37)
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As a sortof null hypothesiswe canstartwith the ideathat the storageareais an
emptysententiakcript,whichis filled by thelexical andinferentialscriptsactivated
by thetext. As soonasthetext activatesa script, it is uploadedn the storagearea
andconnectedsia links to the otherscriptsalreadystoredthere. Thus,for example,
thesentence

(29) Mary kickedtheball to Paul

would activatelexical scriptsfor MARY andPAuL, which would includethefeature
[+ female]aswell as[+ human](which of courseinheritsthe defaultfillers for
the partonomiccomponentof a humanbody, i.e., arms,legs, a head,etc.). The
lexemekick would activatethe scriptkick with the AGENT slotfilled by Mary and
the goal slot filled by Paul. The patient(undegoer)slot would be filled by BALL.
Thesentencaevould alsoprobablyactivateaninferentialscriptSoccer whichwould
partonomicallyallow theinferenceof the presencef agoal,etc.

Simplifying alot, andwith thecorventionthatdotswill represenpartsof scripts
thatcanbefilled out by the readertheinferentialscriptmaylook somethingalong
thelinesof:

( SOCCER . ..
(agent (MARY, PAUL))
(partonyns ... kick ...))
(KICK
(agent (MARY ....

(partonyns ... foot ...)))
(goal (PAUL))
(under goer (BALL))
(i nstrument (FOQT))
(time x))

Note that SOCCER is activatedonly in the groundsof the partorym Kick and
the compatibility of the humanagentswith the agentsrequiredby SOCCER. The
activationis, needlesso say probabilistic:it mayturnoutto befaulty. Furthermore,
we infer thatthe kicking wasdonewith oneof Mary’s feet,sincewe know thatMary
is ahumanandhumanshave feet, or, to putit differently, the script MARY inherits
the partorymsof its hyperorym HUMAN.

Noneof the inferentialmaterialneedbe actually activated,but it would remain
availableif neededFor example,if the continuationof sentencé€29) were

(30) but hurtherfoot.

this would olbviously activatethe FOOT script.
Letusassumehatthe next sentencés somethingalongthelinesof

(31) Laterthey wentfor drinks.
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we would thenclosethe first script, makingsurethatis it time-stampedsay time
= 0), and opena secondscript, carryingover the actants(the anaphor‘they”), but
changingthe location (from a soccerfield to a pub), etc. Ulterior scriptswould be
activated,lexically andinferentially, until, for example,a COURTSHIP scriptwould
be activated ,becaus@erhapdviary andPaul after performingseveral entertainment
scripts(play soccer have drinks, ...) togetherwould eventually decideto geten-
gagedio oneanother

At a macrolevel, every text canbe summedup (with ruinousaestheticeffects,
needles$o say)in amoreor lessstereotypicasituation/scripte.g.,RomeandJuliet
= love story thatendstragically; The Stranger= murderof an Arab; Moby Dick =
unsuccessfulvhalehunt; etc.). Thereseemdo be no reasornthatthis reductionto a
basicscriptshouldnot be possibleoutsideof literary texts. In fact, somethingvery
similar explicitly underliesSchankand Abelsons (1977) model: they distinguish
betweera high level “knowledgestructure”andalow level conceptuatiependeng
itself further subdvidedin a fine anda macroscopidevel (160-161). Mechanisms,
unfortunatelyleft vague,collapsescriptsinto macroscriptsat the knowledgestruc-
turelevel (150-153).

Incidentally thisis very similar to Van Dijk’ s (1980)concepbf maciostructue,
but with significantdifferences.Van Dijk seesmacrostructureasthe resultof the
operationof macroruleslistedbelow:

1. Deletion/Selection:Given a sequencef propositions,deleteeachproposi-
tion thatis not aninterpretationconditon(e.g.,a presuppositionjor another
propositionin the sequence.

2. GeneralizationGivena sequenc®f propositionssubstitutethe sequencéy
apropositionthatis entailedby eachof the propositionof thesequence.

3. Construction:Given a sequencef propositions replaceit by a proposition
thatis entailedby thejoint setof propositionf the sequence(Van Dijk and
Kintsch1983)

Essentiallythedifferences thatthe VanDijk/Kintsch model(seealsoKintsch1998:
66-67)is destructve, while theapproacH amusingis not. Whatl meanis thatin the
VanDijk/Kintsch approachthemacropropositiogeneratedby ary of themacrorules
replaceghe propositionsit usedasinput (the verbsin the definition above are ex-
plicit: “delete’ “substitute; “replace”) whereasn my modelthe macroscripthas
the constituenscriptsasfillers within it. | shouldemphasizehatthe areprobablya
majority of situationsin which thisis irrelevant,asfor simplicity constituenscripts
areoftenjustlisted by their lexematichandleandthereforeunexpanded.However,
in principle, the necessityin humoroustexts to tamget specificphonologicalstrings
(in puns),or sectionf thetext (in bridges) requiretheretrievability of theoriginal
wordingof thetext(base).

In this sensethe modelof text processinghat| am outlining, consistsin acti-
vating sequentiallyscripts,until themainscriptof atext is determinedandthenthe
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entiretext is interpretedas an instanceof that script, filled with the actualdetails
of the text instantiatingthe script. | don't think thatthis approachdiffersthatmuch
from the macrostructur@pproachin thatbothmacrostructureandmacroscriptsre
generatecspartof the procesof makingsenseof a text.

Thereis considerablevidencefor the fact thatthis approacthaspsychological
reality. The evidencefor the macrostructureapproachis summarizedn Kintsch
(1998),andVan Dijk andKintsch(1983).Boweretal. (1979)reachthe conclusion
that scriptsare organizedhierarchically asa “ ‘tree’ of eventswith several levels
of subordinateactions” (186) and furthermorethat “any sequenceof subordinate
actionswithin a given[event] canbe summarizedy the superordinataction’

3.3 The TextWorld

Lexical scriptactivationsestablishwhatKintsch(1998) callsthe textbaseof a given
text, i.e., its propositionalinformation,from which a situationmodelis developed.
Thesituationmodelincludesinferentialscriptactivationandvariousinferentialbridg-
ingsandaccomodationsggswell aspersonainformationthatthe speakemay have,
etc.

Thus the situation model is the fullest representatiorfwhich is still proposi-
tional, in Kintsch’s theory)of the overall meaningof the text, including the infer-
encesabductionsjnterpolationsand plain misunderstandingand pure guesse®f
the reader/hearerWhenthe reader/heareof a text hascreateda situationmodel,
he/shealsocreatesn parallel,andstrictly in relationwith the situationmodel,what
I will call atext world (mental) representation(TWR) along the lines of mental
spaceqFauconnierl985) and mentalmodels(Johnson-Lairdl983). It shouldbe
noted,alongthe lines of Ronens (1994) agument,that the usesof the conceptof
“possibleworld” in narratologyis quite distinct from the useof the sameconcept
in philosophy whereit originated. | take a “world” to be a setof presuppositions
definedby a setof propositionsalongthelinesof Eco (1979). On text worlds, see
alsoEmmott(1997:56-59)andreferencesherein.

Let usconsiderFauconniers definition of mentalspacesin thefollowing linked
guotations:

Linguisticexpressionwvill typically establismew spaceselementsvithin
them, and relationsholding betweenthe elements. | shall call space
buildersexpressionghatmayestablisha new spaceor referbackto one
alreadyintroducein thediscours€1985:17)

Spacescanbe introducedexplicitly by spacebuildersor implicitly on
pragmaticgrounds(e.g., fiction, theatey free indirect style, or (more
simply) caseswhen changesf time or belief is not formally marked
(1985:161)
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Mental spacesareaptly named:they areentirelymental,i.e., they aredetachednd
independenirom thetext thathashelpedestablisithem,andthey arenotnecessarily
tied to reality (i.e., they includefictional andeven counterfactuathoughts;cf. also
Fauconnierl997).Fauconniepointsout the similaritiesbetweermentalspacesand
frames(in the Goffmansensef theterm,asin a“play frame”).
Johnson-Lairdlefinessimilarly the meaningof mentalmodel(of a syllogism):

amentalrepresentatiobasedon the meaningof the premises—thais,
a modelof the stateof affairs thatthey [syllogims premisesiescribe”
(Johnson-Laird 986:34)

Other typesof mentalmodelsinclude spatial, temporal,cynematic,and dynamic
models(Johnson-Laird 983).

Along thelines of thesedefinitions,a TWR of text t is a mentalrepresentation,
not (necessarilypropositionalof the stateof affairs thatholdswithin thetext. The
TWR is significantin the discussionof humoroustexts, becausehe realisticillu-
sionwherebyyou have to be coherentio your world is obviously basednot on the
“real” world but on the TWR of text t. | will not addresghe issueof the type of
representationsedin TWRs.

3.4 Surfacestructurerecall

An interestingissue,broughtup by the conceptof bridge, introducedearlier is the
degreeto which hearergqor readersyetaina memoryof the actualtext they have
heard/readWe know, from psycholinguisticsthat memoryof the surfacestructure
of atext fadesquickly.

For example,Sachg1967,1974)foundthatrecallof thesurfacestructureof sen-
tencedadedafter only twenty secondf reading. However, thereis alsoevidence
thatsurfacestructureis not necessarilympossibleto retain:

Althoughit is generallytrue thatmeanings retainedbetterthansurface
memory(...) long-termretentionof surfaceform is by no meansrare
(...)- Indeed,surfaceform is retainedbestwhenthe way somethingis

expresseds pragmaticallysignificantandthusrelevantto the situation
model. It mattersa greatdealwhethera partnerin a discoursehassaid
somethingpolitely or aggressiely, andin thesesituationsthe wording
is quite well remembered...). Outsideof a social contet, however,

in laboratorystudiesof memoryfor sentencesmemoryis in general
propositional andsurfacefeaturesaretypically reconstructed...). (Er-

icssonandKintsch1995)

5Accordingto Johnson-Lairddefinitely not propositional.lt is plausiblethatnon-propositionatypes
of representationgould be usedin TWR. On “mentalimages”andthe likes, cf. ShepardlL980, Pavio
1986,andKosslyn1980,1983,1996.
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In fact, Bower etal. (1979)found thattheir subjects‘dispaly[ed] considerable
‘surfacememory’,atleastata 20-minretentioninterval” (192)asevincedby thefact
thatthey reproducedwo to threetimesmorescriptsthey hadactuallyreadthanthose
they hadinferred. Their modelallows for the annotatiorof scriptswith a recordof
whetherthey have beenlexically activated(cf. alsoMandler1984: 110). Kintsch
(1998: 177) statesalso that “the surfacestructureof [literary texts] playsa much
biggerrole in determiningcomprehensioandmemorythanfor non-literarytexts?

Theseexperimentaldata,allow usto proposea speculatie solutionto the bridge
problem. This problem,which emeged forcefully during the 1996 symposiumin
Holland (Chlopicki 1997), can be statedfairly simply: if readerdosetrack of the
surfacestructureof the text after a relatively shorttime span,how is it possible
thatthey will recognizea bridge (i.e., two relatedjab or punchlines occurringat a
considerablaistancefrom oneanother)whenthe relationbetweerthe two linesis
formal (i.e., relatedto surfacestructure) ?The examplethattriggeredthe discussion,
readsasfollows:

(32) “I'm ananalyst,notamagiciar. (...)
“I'm amagician,notananalyst. (Allen 1975(1989):42,53)

The ellipsis marksthe deletionof ten pagesof text. We recognizethe common
chiasmusarrangemenbof the terms(seel.4.5), but the problemis thatit will take
ary readerlongerthan 20 secondgSachs’figure for surfaceinformationdecay)to
read10 pagesof text. Thereforewe would expectthe readerdo have forgottenthe
surfacestructureof therelevantjab line by the time they encounteits mate.

Yet, readergecognizethesestructuresandappreciateheir humor(in factthisis
acommontechniquen standup comedy see4.1.1). Thespeculatie solutionto this
problemthat| wish to proposés that

¢ jablinesandespeciallypunchlinesaresemanticallyandpragmaticallymarked
in thetext, i.e., they attractattentionto themseles;

¢ humorougexts may positionthejab lines strateically, in locationsthat will
favor retention,and

¢ punchlinesareby definitionlocatedin a prominent(final) position.

Thereforejf all of theaboveis true,it would follow that, by puttinglinesin apromi-
nentlocation,humoristamaximizethenaturallikelihood of verbatimretentionof the
humoroudines,which derivesfrom their semantianarkedness.

3.5 Summingup

From the precedingdiscussionwe have endedup with a fairly comple« process
leadingto the constructiorandrepresentatioof the textual world (or mentalspace
of thetext) which hasto have two significantfeatures:
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¢ it mustbepsychologicallyreal(istic),and
¢ it mustbecomputationallytractablej.e., formal(izable)

Thesefeaturesfollow from the necessityof accountingfor somephenomenasuch
asthe“bridge” effect, whichtakeinto accountheactualprocessingf thetexts, and
the preferability on methodologicagrounds,of a formal (or at leastformalizable)
framework, respectiely.

From a moretraditionallinguistic outlook, it may be worthwhile to emphasize
oncemorethatthe SSTH,andthe GTVH afterit, rejectthe old tripartite arrange-
ment (syntax, semantics pragmatics)except as a pedagogicatool. All available
psycholinguisticavidenceshows thatall threelevelsof processindakeplacesimul-
taneouslyonline,soto speak.Thus,it is only to simplify the expositionthatwe’ve
lookedatthe semanticonstructiorof theliteral meaningof thetext, followedby the
calculationof its implicatures As we've seenjn reality thetwo processetakeplace
simultaneouslyandinfluenceoneanother In otherwords,the SSTH/GTVHarenot
semantidheoriessomeha detachedrom pragmaticsbut aresemantico-pragmatic
theorieswhich encompasall effectsof meaning.



Chapter 4

Beyond the Joke

As we saw in the previous chapterscurrentresearcton humorin linguistics has
developedprimarily and with few exceptionson a specifictext-type, the joke. In
Attardo and Chabann€1992),a numberof reasonsveregivenfor the prominence
of jokesin the linguisticsof humor Jokesaretypically short, easyto collect, and
simple(i.e., they tendto have only onesourceof humor).While thosereasonsemain
valid, it is clearthatlongertexts, while they sharesignificantaspectsvith jokes,also
have idiosyncraticaspects.

As is oftenthe case thedistinctionbetweerjokes,on the onehand,and“longer
texts; ontheother is far from beingclearcut. We will thereforeconsideranumber
of phenomenahat“bridge” the gapbetweenshortandlong humorougexts, in the
beliefthatdoingsowill maketheanalysisof largetexts easierto approach.

Wewill startwith cannedokesasthey occurin contet, firstin stand-ugroutines
andthenin ajoke telling contet, moving onto free corversation.We thenmove to
joke cycles, a macro-tat which consistsof hundredsof jokes. Furthermorethis
chaptersetsthe stage soto speakfor the following onesby exploring anddefining
someconceptssuchas“intertextuality,” thatplay a significantpartin the develop-
mentof abroadtheoryof humorougexts.

In thefollowing section we turn to sequencesf jokes.

4.1 Narrati vevs. Conversation

We may find, at least pre-theoreticallya major differencebetweennarrative (or
canned)jokesandcorversationajokes(seefor fuller discussiormttardo1994:298-
319). The following arethe distinguishingfeaturesof cannedand corversational
jokes:

¢ Narrative/Cannedokesaretypically told by a narratorwho oftenprefaceshe
joke with an announcemendf the humorousnatureof the forthcomingturn

61
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andwho holdsthefloor throughthetelling andreleasedt for thereactionturn
of theaudience.

¢ Narrative/Cannedokesare“rehearsed’.e., they have beenheardor created
by the narrator

before thetelling.

¢ Narrative/Cannedokesaregenerallydetachedrom thecontext in which they
aretold.

Corversely corversationajokeshave thefollowing features:

o Corversationajokesaretold asaregularturnin conversationwithoutprefac-
ing.

e They arecreatedby theteller “on thefly” andarestronglycontet-dependent.

The idea of a catgorical distinction betweencanned/narrate and corversational
jokeshasbeenabandoneavith theintroductionof the concepwof “recycling” which

shaws that cannedjokes are adaptedto the context in which they aretold, often

to a greatextent (Zajdman1991),thusmakingit virtually impossibleto determine
whetherajoke is really conversationabr if it is a clever reg/cling of a cannedone.
In fact, it hasbeenclaimedthat cannedjokes originatefrom corversationaljokes
which have undegonea procesf decontgtualization(Oring 1999).

Rarelydo jokesoccurin isolation. We review the mostcommonsituationsin
which cannedokesareclustered:stand-uproutines joke telling contestsandcon-
versations. It shouldbe notedthat we startwith a highly artificial, scriptedgenre
andmove progressiely towardslessstructuredcontexts, parallelingin this the dis-
tinction bewnteen cannedand corversationaljokes. Sincecannedjokes have been
the prototypicaltype of humoranalyzedn humortheory we arealsoprogressiely
moving away from thefocusof traditionalhumorresearch.

4.1.1 Stand-uproutines

The prototypicallocalefor cannedokesis perhapghe stand-uproutine. Far from
beingimprovised,a stand-uproutineis a highly rehearsedplannedext, which con-
sistsin (asometimesarge)partof cannedokes.While it is temptingto seestand-up
comedyasazerodegreeof connectvenesf jokes,this view would be simplisticin
the extreme.We will examinestand-uproutinesusingRutter(1997),which focuses
onthisgenre.

Cannedokesmight be strungtogethemith little or no concernfor their connec-
tions, althoughstand-upcomediansand other performerstend to introducetransi-
tionsandacross-joketinks aswell astry to groupjokesthematically connectokes
to biographicaliinformationregardingthe performergRutter1997: 150),or contex-
tualizethe performers’actto the specificlocaleandaudienceof the shav (174). In
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fact, Ruttershaws that stand-uppeformancesisethe samerhetoricalarrangements
of materials(e.g.,lists, announcementgtc.) asotherforms of podiumcommuni-
cation(e.g.,political speeches221). Stand-upperformersusealsocomedy-specic
devices, suchas the establishmenbdf recurringjab lines (which Rutter calls “re-
incorporations”)226)to establisicohesie links in the performance.

Moreover, Ruttershavs corvincingly thatthe openingsandclosingsof comedic
routinesarestructured.Seefor example,thefollowing quote:

the openingsof stand-uproutinesare,unlike the actthatfollows them,
consistentlynon-humorousthey do not containjokesandrarely even
containhumouror witticisms. Performersio not starttheir actby going
into the first of their cannedokes, insteadthey go througha seriesof
turnsin which the audiencebeagins to be drawvn into the performance
narrative. Thisnon-comicopeningsequencenaybeviewedasaparallel
to the openingof telephonecorversationsn which theinitial turnshave
an apparentlyperfunctorynaturebearingvery little connectionto the
topic(s)of thelatercorversation.(Rutter1997:143)

Anotherauthorthathaspointedout the contextual natureof stand-uproutinesis
Greenbaun(1999), who points out that stand-upcomediansmust be preparedo
adapttheir discourseto the needsof the audience”(1999: 40) andthat they usea
“dialogic” style(1999:34, 38;i.e.,they interactwith theaudience).

Thereforewe mayconcludethatstand-uproutineswhile largely madeof canned
jokes,arenot simply a sequencef unrelatedexts, but thattheseroutines

1. have acertaindegreeof structurewith structuredbeginningsandendings;

2. thereare cohesve links within someof the jokes (eithershortrangeor long
range,.e.,comb-likeor bridge-likestructures)and

3. therearecontetual links with the settingsof the utteranceof theroutine.

A sideissue:are stand-up routines counterxamplesof the IR theories?

Letusnote,in passingthatRutter's (1997)otherwisesxcellentwork is hamperedy
his misunderstandingf the scopeof Incongruity-Resolutin (IR) theoriesof humor
(most specifically of the SSTH/GTVHkind). IR theorieshave traditionally been
exemplifiedwith cannedokes,but they arein principle applicableto corversational
jokesaswell. Thusclaimssuchasthefollowing:

performancesvithout severalinstance®f audiencdaughterbeforethe
firstcannedokeis deliveredareconspicuouslyare.As suchit becomes
impossible asjoke theorydoes,to seethefirst joke (or ary of theact's
subsequentnes)asisolatedfrom the whole ongoinginteractionalpro-
cesawhich differentiatethetelling of jokesfrom the performancevhich
is stand-up(Rutter1997:187)
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areclearlyin error: ary occurrencef humor(jabline) in theperformerstext would
be seenasa joke (althoughnotasa cannedoke).

Or the claim thatthe following repeatedoke (from a Woody Allen routine)is a
problematiccase:

(33) 14 WA: And theresalaw in New York Stateagainsdriving
15 with a consciousnooseon yourfender- Tuesdays,
16 ThursdaysandSaturdays.
(...)
49 WA: Sol'm driving alongwith two Javish peoplé on my fender
50 And theresalaw in New York State
51 Aud: ((Laughter))
52 WA: TuesdaysThursdaysandespeciallySaturday
53 Aud: ((Laughter))

In ary form of analysishasedntraditionalhumourtheorytheaudience
laughterof lines 51 and 53 is difficult to fully explain. For example
oneapproachmay suggesthat the ideaof bylaws prohibiting the car
rying of peopleon carson specificdaysraiseslaughterbecausef the
incongruityof theimage. However, this text basedanalysisis limited.
It cannotexplain the relationshipof line 49-52to the restof the quoted
passager suggestwhy thephrasds reusedy Allen andwhy thistech-
niguemarksthejoke asin aryway differentfrom its usein lines 14-16.
(Rutter1997:227)

while, in fact,thisis a“bridge” jabline configuration(see3.4). Interestinglyanother
exampleof bridgeby Woody Allen hasfiguredprominentlyin thediscussioronthe
theoryof longerhumorougexts (seeChlopicki 1997:342-343).

Rutterclaims(passim)thatthe materialsheis examiningpresent seriouschal-
lengeto IR theories. While in a sensehe is right, andthe presentwork aims at
filling thesetheoreticalgaps,he takesthe phenomende is describingto be coun-
terexamplesof the IR approachwhich is obviously in error, asthe presentwork
demonstrate$.

1A coupledressedip asa moosewhich thenarratorhasmistakerfor the original moose SA.

2While generallyan excellentcontritution, at times, however, Rutter doesencurin the occasional
blunder aswhenhe claimsthatthe useof suprasegmentalgannotbe understood’by any joke theory
(including a linguistic one). The literatureon the useof suprasegmentalluesof irony is reviewedin
Attardo (2000c),for example.
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4.1.2 Joketelling contests

In conversationsspeakersvill attimesengagen joke telling “contests”i.e., speak-
erswill competeinformally® on who cantell the bestjoke, or who rememberghe
most. A variantof the joke telling contestis what Chiaro(1992) hascalledthe joke
cappingcontest.

Joke contests

Several examplesof joke telling contestsarerecordedn Chiaro(1992: 105f). The
following examplehasthe advantageof beingshorterthanothers:

(34) A. Mummy, Mummy;, theresamanatthedoorwith abill! Don’'t worry chuck,
it' s probablyonly a duckwith a haton! (1)

B. . . .(unclearspeech) . . theoneaboutlicking thebowl!? . . . Mummy,
Mummy;, canl lick thebowl? (2)

C. No darling,pull thechainlike otherchildren.

A. Yes. Mummy, Mummy, canl play with Grandad™o, you've dug him up
threetimesalreadythis week.(3)

B. Mummy, Mummy, what's a vampire?Shutup andeatyour soupbeforeit
clots! (4)

C.. . . (unclearspeech). . . have to go to France? Shutup and keep
swimming! (5)

D. Mummy, Mummy; | don't like Daddy! Leave him onthesideof your plate
andeatyour vegetables(6)

E. Mummy, Mummy, doesthe au pair girl comeapart? No darling, why do
you ask?Becaus®addysayshe’s just scraved the arseoff her! (7). . . How
doyou makea catgo ‘woof’? (8)

A. Dunno.How do you makea catgo ‘woof’?

E. Douseit in parafin, chuckit onthefire andit goeswoooof'!
A. How doyou makea adoggo ‘Miaow'? (9)

C. What'sredandsticky andliesin apram?(10)

A. That's horrible!

C. A babywith arazorblade.

A. How doyou makea doggo ‘Miaow'?

E. Dunno.How do you makeadoggo ‘Miaow’?

STheerexistmoreor lessformal joke telling contestsn which tellersarejudgedandwin prizes. We
ignorethis kind of activity in this context.
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A. Tie its tail to thebackof Concordeandit goes'Miaaaaav’.
E. How doyou makea catdrink?

A. A catdrink?

E. Yeah.

A. Dunno.How do you makeacatdrink?

E. Putit in aliquidizer.

Fromthisexample we canseehow thespeakerselectatopic (whichmayalsobe
agenre)andthencompeteonwho canproducehemostor betterjoke onthesubject.
Notethatthesecontestsareof courseinformal andmaybe entirelyundeclaredit is
sufiicient thatafterthetelling of onejoke, anotherspeakesaysomethingalongthe
linesof “that remindsmeof anotheljoke” to createhe conditionsfor a potentialjoke
telling contest.Whetherit is receved assuchby the otherspeakersvill dependon
a numberof idiosyncraticfactors,suchaswhetherthe speakergerceve theremark
asachallengetheir desireto upholdit, etc.

Joke capping

Jokecappingwasfirst describedn humorresearctiteratureby Chiaro(1992)# Joke
cappingis a sequencef jokeseachof which usesthe previous text asthe setupof
the SIR sequencéthesequencef Setup-Incongruity-Resolign, seeAttardo1998).
Interestingly the cappingturn andthe cappedurn maybelongto differentspeakers.

Consideragainthe example(34), andparticularlythe sequencef jokesfollow-
ing (1): eachprecedingoke (andthe sequencéhereof)providesthe contet for the
speakersinteraction,sothatthey candispensesntirely with introductorymaterials.
It is of particularinterestthatthe speakersictively competefor thefloor, andin fact
in onecase(10) the speakeC interruptstheadjaceng pair “riddle/answer”to force
his/herriddlein the conversation.

In its mostextreme form, of which (34) is a good example,whenthe corver
sationbecomes joke cappingcontest,joking takesover entirely the corversation
andthelatterbecome®ntirelyfocalizedon the participantgelling jokes. As Chiaro
notedalready(1992: 109), however, the jokesremainclusteredeitherthematically
or formally.

4.1.3 Conversation

Finally, we turn to jokesoccurringin generalunstructureccorversation.lt is obvi-

ousthata humorouscorversationis notthe sameasa sequencef jokes(cf. Norrick

1993b). Speakergendto tell jokesthat are relatedthematicallywith the serious
context andwith oneanother(Chiaro1992:105; Norrick 1993b:126).

4Foracritical evaluationof thiswork, seeAttardo (1993b).
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Nor is it the casethat corversationalhumoris an inherently solitary activity.
Speakerganspontaneouslgngagen coordinatedorms of joking, suchasduetting
humor cf. C. E. Davies(1984).C.E. Davies considerghree“styles” of joint joking,
which shedescribesas“a groupactiity” draving on the resource®f two or more
peoplewho constructa “joking footing” (after Goffman1981).

Letusquoteashortexample,to seehow thespeakergointly constructhejoking
footing. The speakersretwo faculty membersvho meetin thefaculty loungeand
arearguing aboutwho shouldpayfor the coffee:

(35)1 Ed: 1'Il pay for it.

Joyce: No, | already got it.

Ed: You shouldn’t pay for my coffee.

Joyce: Oh, that's OK .. you're worth every penny.

Ed: (laughs) | see your opinion of me has gone up.

Joyce: Not really. I'’mcoming back later to take
15 cents out again.

7 Both: (1augh)

Note how Joyces quip on line 4, is met by laughter and followed by another
(self-deprecatingpke (online 5) by Ed,whichis metby Joyces playful one-upping
of the deprecatior(on line 6), which resultsin joint laughter Note alsohow Joyce
introducesa theme(Ed is worth a cup of coffee, say 25 cents)which Ed takesup
(25 centsis higherthan someprevious, fictitious, evaluationof his worth) andthat
Joycdfinally caps(Edis wrong, herevaluationis still 10 cents—oipossiblyhasgone
down to 10 cents—asloyceis only pretendingo pay25 centsfor the coffeeandwill
later retrieve someof the money). More specificallythe notion of joking “theme”
canbemademoreexplicit: in thiscasethecommonthemeis agivenSO:VALUE/NO
VALUE, instantiatedn the HUMAN BEING/CUP OF COFFEE equation.

It shouldbe notedthat SO is not the only similarity possible. The following
fragmentof corversationwas recordedover lunch amongco-workers. SpeakerA
wasexplaining how hedislikessomeforms of modernart.

O, WN

(36) 1 A: When someone paints a white canvas, | don’t un-
derstand it.
2 B: Leave Mahl evi ch al one!
(...)

3 A Take Picasso...

4 C (interrupts) Leave Picasso al one!

Here speakelC usesthe sameexaggeratedaggressie reactionusedby speakeiB,
matchingB’s choiceof idiom (“leave X alone!”) thusmarkinga cohesve connection
betweenthe two turns, which were separatedy several interveningturns. In this
casethesimilarity is basedn LA.

Jointjoking is inherentlyrelatedto “humor support”i.e., a setof stratgiesused
by hearerdo support(encouragereward) speakersvho usehumor Humorsupport
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hasbeenthe objectof extensive work by Hay (2000;seealsoHay forthcoming).She
lists, besidescontributing other humor, which is the joint joking stratgy we have
justexamined thefollowing:

o laughter

¢ echoingthehumor(i.e., repeatinghe humoroussggment)

offering sympathy

contradictingself-deprecatingpumor
¢ usingoverlapor otherstratgiesto shov heightenednvolvement

Hay pointsout thatcertainformsof humor(ironical, for example)do notrequire
support,nor doessupportve humoritself (i.e., if A offersajoke in supportof B's
joking, B or C neednot supportA’s humor).

We canconcludethatjoint joking andhumorsupport(by providing otherhumor,
or repeatingt) will tendto producejoke clusteringin naturallyoccurringcorversa-
tion.

Joke Similarity

As we have seen,speakerslusterjokes by thematicor topical similarity. In this
contet, theGTVH seemgo offer greatpromise.The GTVH specificallyintroduces
a metric for “joke similarity,” which essentiallycaptureshow similar or dissimilar
two givenjokesarebasedon the six KRs. Thetheoryhasbeenconfirmedto agreat
extentby empiricalstudies(Ruchetal. 1993).Basedonthatmetric,it seemghatit
shouldbe possibleto determinearankingof the degreeof similarity of jokes.

However, undueoptimismwould be naive. First, we canforeseeseriousprob-
lemsin the applicationof the GTVH to this problem: to begin with, despiteits
claimsat generality the GTVH wasdevelopedon the basisof cannedokesandits
applicationto corversationahumoris lessthanstraightforwardasthis bookshaws.
Moreover, it is not entirely clearwhat the psychologicareality of the variouskKRs
is. The experimentalstudiesmentionedabove (Ruchet al. 1993) establishedhat
five out of six KRs producedratingsof similarity/dissimiarity as predictedby the
GTVH, with the partial exceptionof the LM, aswe saw in (1.4.5). It is not clear
whetherthe abstrachatureof the LM is responsiblgor the incorrectpredictionof
the GTVH. Similarfactorsmay affect a rating of “thematicaffinity.”

If it is possibleto extrapolatefrom folk-taxonomiesof jokes,the classificatory
schemataf folk-taxonomistsarelimited to threelevels: SI, TA, andNS. The most
commonis TA grouping: thuswe have lawyer jokes, blondejokes, Clinton jokes,
Polishjokes, Italian jokes,etc. Thereare Sl groupings suchaslight bulb jokes,bar
jokes,computerjokes,andalso,but moreor lessmaiginally, NS groupings:knock-
knock jokes, “What do you get whenyou crossan X anda Y?” jokes, limericks,
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etc. Thereseento beno examplesof jokesclassifiedoy SO or (worse)LM by non-
specialistsTheobviousexplanationbeingthatthesdevelsaretoo abstracto beac-
cessibleo non-trainedaxonomists.Corversely onedoesnot find joke taxonomies
usingLA, becaus@resumablyhisis too obviousa criterion,which morewerwould
not distinguishinterestingclasse®f jokes.

In conclusion,let me add an obsenation concerningthe reasonwhy speakers
would chooseto clusterthematicallysimilar jokestogether After all, sincethey
are engagingin a violation of the Cooperatie Principle (Grice 1989), why arent
speakersiolating the maxim of relevanceas well, by choosingunrelatedjokes?
My suggestioris that speakersisethematicsimilarity to gain a certaindegree of
“justification” or “local logic” (Ziv 1984)for theirjokes(i.e., of resolutionof thein-
congruity, cf. Foraboscdl 992:59, Attardo 1997).By beingtopically relevant,jokes
“have a point” which topically irrelevantoneslack. Theissueclearly deseresfur-
therdiscussionseeAttardo (in preparatiorb) andNelmsetal. (2000)on the Least
Disruption Principle,which presentsa broadpragmatictheorywhich encompasses
thisissue.

4.2 Jokecycles

We turn now, appropriatelyenoughsincewe are building up from them, with the
consideratiorof jokes, but no longerseenin isolation or comparedo other jokes
individually (asthe conceptof joke similarity in the GTVH implies) but as part of
large clustersof mutually relatedtexts. The main purposesof this sectionare to
presentthe notion of joke cycle, and to sketchthe relationshipsamongthe texts
involvedin ajoke cycle.

4.2.1 Definition of Joke Cycle

The notion of joke cycle originatesin folklore studies. At a basic (and intuitive)

level ajoke cycle is a setof jokesthatarerelated. The prevalentrelationshipseems
to bethatof thematiclinks betweerthejokes,often mirroredin thefolk taxonomies
of jokesreviewed in section(4.1.3)abore. While the subjectmatterof the jokes

is clearlyimportant,the GTVH hasarguedthatthis is not the only link amongthe

jokes,andmoreaover thatit is notthe mostimportantlink amongthejokes.

The Jokesin Relation to other Text-Types

Jokeshave somepeculiarfeaturesthat they sharewith a few othertypesof texts.
To begin with they arewidely circulated whereaghe vastmajority of texts is either
producedfor one one one exchangeqgletters, or corversations.etc.) or for small

SNotethattherearetwo levelsof cooperatior(or lack thereof):onewithin thejokesandthesecondn
thelarger corversation/narratie, wherethe thematicaffinity principleholds.
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audiencegsmall groups,etc.). Cannedokes(corversationajokesdo not give rise
to cycles) are clearly meantfor a vastand generalizedaudience. In this, they are
similar to novelsandotherworks producedor massconsumption.

In their circulation, trace of the original authoris almostalwayslost, even if
several jokescirculatewith spuriousattributions. In this respecjokesarethe same
asurbanlegends,folk songsfairy tales,etc. Most significantly jokescirculatein
numberleswvariantsj.e.,the samgoke is presentedn differentwordings,etc.

4.2.2 A little history
The“original” light bulb joke runsasfollows:

(37) How mary Polacksdoesit taketo scrav in alight bulb? Five—oneto holdthe
bulb andfour to turnthe ceiling (chair). (Dundes1987:143)

Clementq1973:22) reports28 versionsof this joke in the IndianaUniversity Folk-
lore Archives, prior to 1969. By 1978-79the light bulb joke cycle “had sweptthe
country” (Dundes1987: 144). The collectionsof light bulb jokescurrently avail-
able addup to morethana thousandf variants,targeting hundredsf groupsand
individuals(e.g.,Guntheroth1 990andMarcush1996).

Thus,from theavailablehistoricalevidence |t appearshatlight bulb jokesorigi-
natedasanethnicslur, in the“canonical’form shovn above (37), wheretheimplied
insult is stupidity. Soona large numberof jokesemegedwherethe chage of stu-
pidity, essentialn the original “light bulb joke; hadbeendropped,andinsteadthe
way in which given groupsperformedthe actionof “light bulb screving” wasused
to point outthe peculiaritiesof thetargetedgroup(Kerman1980).

4.2.3 Two generationsof jokes

These'secondgeneration’jokes(para-joke$ arebasedon animplicit intertextual®
referencgdefinedbelow) to the original light bulb joke, sinceotherwisethe frame
“joke” would not be establishedandthetexts would simply be absurd.It shouldbe
notedthatthe absurdityof the text whenthe intertextual referencds missedcanbe
readashumorousthuscomplicatingthe analysts task. It is however clear atleast
theoretically thatthe hearemnwould be laughingat a differentjoke if he/shedoesnot
understandheintertextual referencgseebelow).

A “third generation”of jokesemegedin which theteller fails to deliver a light
bulb joke, andin fact deliversa joke basedon the fact thatthe hearemwasexpecting
a joke anddoesnotreceve one. Or, to putit in Lefort's words: “the incongruityis
thatthereis noincongruityin this[...] typeof joke” (1992:154). Thisis known asa
seconddegreejoke, or meta-joké.

80n intertextualityin humor, seeNorrick (1989).
7Cf. Attardo (1988: 359-361),Lefort (1992: 153-154,1999): a definitive treatmenif metahumoiis
in preparationAttardo (forthcominga).
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A definition of intertextuality

I shouldbggin this attemptat a definition of intertextuality by noting thatthe con-
ceptis fairly controversial,andthereis disagreemendn the boundarieof the phe-
nomenonln ary caseareasonablelefinitioncouldbethefollowing:

atext (T;) will besaidto have anintertextualrelationto anothertext (T;)
whenthe processingf T, would be incompletewithout a referenceo
T;.

Thenatureof this “incompletenessis essentiallyopen,but it mayinvolve reference
to ary of the elementghat constitutea text (its meaning,its formal organization,
suchasword choice,syntacticstructure the circumstancesf its production,etc.).
The mostcommonforms of intertextuality arethe quotation,in which T; includesa
fragmentof T; in its body; the paraphrasean which T; stategshesamecontentsof T;
(orafragmenthereof)in differentsurfacestructure® andtheparody in which, while
referencds madeto theformal organizationof T;, T; moreor lesssubtly pokesfun
atT; by changingthe contentsof thetext. °

Reconstructingthe Joke Frame

Thebasicproblemof theintertextual relationship®of joke cyclesis to determinghat
the joke framehasbeenactivated,or in otherwords,thata giventext is, say alight
bulb joke (henceforth,LBJ 1°) or a sorority joke. To do so we will examinetwo
jokes.

(38) “How mary Californiansdoesit taketo scrav in alight bulb?” “Ten. Oneto
scrav it in andnineothersto sharethe experiencé.

Comparghetext above (wherethejoke frameis establishedvith thefollowing one
whereit is not:

(39) **How mary Californiansdoesit taketo maketoast?”“Ten. Oneto makeit
in andnine othersto sharethe experience !

(39)fails to activateary known scriptfor a genreof jokes,andhencethe hearer
is facedwith the problemof decidingwhether(39) is a joke or not, whereaq38)
successfullyactivatesthe intertextual scriptfor LBJ andhencethe heareris certain
thatthetext is ajoke.

8Usingthe GTVH’s terminology with adifferentLA KR.
91t shouldbe notedthatoriginally, asis apparentn the etymologyof theword parody(para-odonyo
elementof ridiculing waspresenin theideaof parody,andin fact someliterary devicescanbe seenas
non-ridiculingparodiegfor example Joyces mappingof Ulysseson the Odyssg).
10 apologizefor the presidentialacronym,but it is unlikely that any confusionwill resultfrom the
coincidence.
11 indicatewith * the pragmatidnfelicity of thetext.
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Naturally, given a sufficiently intelligent hearer he/shewill be ableto process
(39) andidentify a scriptoppositionbetweerthetriviality of the actvity of making
toastandthefactthatonewould wantto invite nine peopleover to witnessthe event.
If the hearerhasavailablethe humorousscriptthat Californiansare especiallygre-
garious,thenhe/shewill be ableto decodethe allusionto the script, andwill drav
the requiredinferenceqCaliforniansare acting accordingto stereotypeyand draw
somehumorouspleasurdrom thefacts.

In fact, even someonavho hasnever hearda LBJ, andis facedwith (38) may
successfullydecodehetext, identifying the scriptopposition.However, he/shewill
be missingthe intertextual referenceto why theteller is specificallychoosinglight
bulb changingand not, say makingtoastor washingone’s teeth. In otherwords,
even assuminghatthe hearersuccessfullyprocesse§39) asa joke, he/shewill ap-
preciateit asan isolatedjoke, whereay(38) will be appreciatedas an instanceof
the LBJ genre.Incidentally let me point out thatthis is not anentirely hypothetical
discussionOneof my studentslaimedto have never heardthe “original” LBJ, and
yetwasableto appreciatea LBJ similarto (38).

This last consideratioropensthe way to a question: what is the statusof the
primag of the “original” LBJ? Clearly, no actual psychologicalprimagy is likely
to be the case,asthe above anecdoteshawns. It may be that the caserecordedis
notuniqueandperhapsnary speakersvho arefamiliar with mary LBJshave never
heardthe“original” LBJ. Historical primag/ seemsgo be confirmedby the available
folkloric sourcesBut from alinguistic point of view, andfrom the point of view of
intertextuality, it is not obviouswherethe primagy lies.

Clearly, from thespeakes point of view, it is impossibleto producea LBJ with-
out having ever beenexposedto eitherthe original LBJ or someexamplesof the
secondyeneratiorof LBJs. Chance®f randomlyrecreatinghe combinatiorof KRs
thatmakeupalLBJ arengyligible. Thus,we cansafelyassuméhatLBJsassumere-
viousknowledgeof thejoke frameonthepartof thespeakerFromthehearers point
of view, onthe otherhand,aswe have seenno previousknowledgeis required,but
that doesnot exclude knowledgeof the LBJ frame,which is achieved inferentially.
In otherwords, the hearermay well have beenunavare of the existenceof LBJs,
but afterhearingonehe/shébecomeswareof the existenceof onesuchjoke, which
worksin this caseasanisolatedjoke, andnotasa joke instantiationparticipatingin
ajokecycle.

The hearermustrecognizethat the joke is a light bulb joke, and not another
type of joke. This is very important, becausehe light bulb joke carriesa set of
connotationgseeabove). The GTVH canbeof helpin theexplication of thisaspect
of the process.Let us begin by giving aninformal GTVH analysisof the canonical
light bulb joke, summedup in table(4.1). The SOis SMART/DUMB which canbe
abstractednto the high-level SO NORMAL/ABNORMAL. This joke hasbeenused
asthe canonicalexampleof the LM “figure/groundreversal, sotheres little doubt
aboutthat. The Sl is obviously thatof “light bulb changing’, andthe targetedgroup
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areobviously Poles.The NSis avery commonformula, the “questionandanswef
while the LA unitsarethe variousmorphemesisedin the sentencesf the text, its
synatx,etc.

SCRIPTOPPOSITION!normal/abnormalsmart/dumb”

LOGICAL MECHANISM: “figure/groundreversal”

e SITUATION: “changinga light bulb”
TARGET: “Poles”

NARRATIVE STRATEGY: “questionandanswer”
¢ LANGUAGE: “How”", “mary,” etc.

Table4.1: TheCanonicalLBJ in the GTVH

Recallthat jokesdiffering by higherlevel KRs, are perceved asmoredifferent
thanjokes differing in lower level KRs (seeRuchetal. 1993)in the hierarchical
organizationof the GTVH, alreadypresentedn table(1.2), alsoreproducedor the
readers corveniencen table(4.2).

SO

LM

Sl

TA

NS

LA

Table4.2: Hierarchical Organizationof the KRs(= Table 1.2).

Thelight bulb joke cycle is identifiedby SI andNS:

e Sl: scraving in alight bulb (with a few variants: suchas, changinga light
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bulb)
¢ NS:QuestiorandAnswer

All theotherKRs mayvary.
Thefollowing areintertextual cluesto thelight bulb joke frame:

o LA: thewordingof thequestionis essentiallyset. Thereply to the questionis
alsofairly set“[number]. [number]to [action] and[number]to [action]”

¢ NS:theorganizationof thetext is a questionandanswer

¢ Sl: all light bulb jokesinvolve scraving in alight bulb.

Inferential processing

Giventhis information,we arenow in the positionto outline a schematicsummary
of theinferentialprocessingor a secondyeneratiorjoke (para-joke):

1. Procesghetext “How mary..”

2. ldentify “light bulb joke” frame; LA, NS, S| (= intertext) . Among the in-
ferencesctivatedby theintertextual acknavledgemenof the light bulb joke
frameare:

o TA will behae stereotypically;
o TA will approactsSlin anabnormalway (thisis requiredto geta SO);

¢ thenumberof TA personsequiredby Sl will begreatetthanone,or will
involve someulterior specificatione.g.,theirroles).

e TA is not Polesandthe stereotypeavill not be stupidity (or not necessar
ily).

3. Procesanswer(secondartof thetext);
4. |dentify “stereotypical’trait of the TA in thebehaior described;
5. ConfirminternalizedscriptaboutTA in unexpectedmanner;

6. Perceve humor



4.2. JOKECYCLES 75

SCRIPTOPPOSITIONNnormal/abnormalnotlimited to smart/dumb

LOGICAL MECHANISM: may vary, but connectedo stereotypicaltrait in
TA

SITUATION: screving in alight bulb

TARGET: freevariation

NARRATIVE STRATEGY: QuestionandAnswer
LANGUAGE: freevariation

Table4.3: Para-Jokesin the GTVH

Inferential Processingof Meta-jokes

Thepreviousdiscussiors basednthesecondjeneratiorof LBJs,roughlydefinable
as parodiesof the original LBJ. With the third generatiorof jokesthe situationis
different. Again, speakersnustbe aware of the existenceof the LBJ frame, but
in this casehearersmust be aware of it too, otherwisethe joke is impossibleto
understand.

Theinferentialprocessindor athird generatiorjoke (meta)will look like some-
thing alongthefollowing lines:

1.
2.

N oo o~ W

Procesdext “How mary..”

Identify “light bulb joke” frame (LA, NS, SI). Triggerthe sameinferencesas
second-generatigoke;

. Procesanswer(secondartof thetext);

. Fail to locateexpecteddevelopmenif theframe;

. Reinterpresituationasintentionalviolation of the LBJ narratve frame;

. ldentify “stereotypicaltrait of the TA in theway theviolationis presented;

. Perceve humor

Addendum: LBJs examples

Thefollowing exampleshave beencollectedfrom Internetpostingsandareusedas
examplesof the intertextual mechanismgpresentin the light bulb joke cycle. The
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e SCRIPTOPPOSITIONLBJ/noLBJ

¢ LOGICAL MECHANISM: may vary, but connectedo stereotypicalrait in
TA

¢ SITUATION: freevariation
e TARGET[indexTA: freevariation

¢ NARRATIVE STRATEGY: breechof the LBJ narrative frame, typically,
but not necessarilyby introducingthe first half of the adjaceng pair ques-
tion/answer

¢ LANGUAGE: freevariation

Table4.4: Meta-Dbkesin the GTVH

authordoesnot share ,endorsepr condoneary of the stereotypegortrayedin the
texts.
Thefollowing abbreviationsareused:

¢ Meta= meta-jokes;
e Para=intertextual parodies;
o NFB = narrative framebreach.

whereNFB standdor the breachof expectationsetup by the productionof the be-
ginningof asequenc¢hatsetsup agivennarrative (e.g.,anadjaceng pair “request-
denial” introducingajoke).

1. How manyFeministsdoesit taketo scrav in alight bulb?

(&) That'snotfunny!!! [Meta; NFB; cf. 2]
(b) Two. Oneto changethebulb andoneto write abouthow it feels.[Para]
(c) Three.Oneto scrav it in andtwo to talk aboutthe sexualimplications.[Para]

(d) Four Oneto changeit, andthreeto write abouthow the bulb is exploiting the socket.
[Para]

(e) Three.Oneto changethebulb, andtwo to secretlywish theywerethe socket.[Para]
(f) Two. Oneto screw in thelight bulb andoneto kick theballs off anymantrying to helpthe
first one.[Para]

2. How manyRadcliffe girls doesit taketo screw in alight bulb?
It's “Women”,andit’s notfunny! [Meta; NFB; cf. 1a]
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3.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

How manylawyersdoesit taketo screv in alight bulb?

(@) How manycanyou afford? [Meta; NFB; cf. 4]

(b) Fifty four. Eightto argue,oneto geta continuancepneto object,oneto demur two to
researctprecedentspneto dictatealetter, oneto stipulate five to turnin their time cards,
oneto deposepneto write interrogatoriestwo to settle,oneto ordera secretaryto change
thebulb, andtwenty-eightto bill for professionakervices[Para]

(c) Youwon'tfind alawyerwho canscrew in alight bulb. Now, if you'relooking for alawyer
to scrav alight bulb ... [Meta, LA is pertinent(pun)]

. How manyaccountantsloesit taketo screv in alight bulb?

Whatkind of answerdid you have in mind?[Meta;NFB; cf. 3a]

. How manyjerkswho askstupidquestiongloesit taketo changealight bulb?

Changsdt to what?[Meta; NFB]

. How manyhackerdoesit taketo screv in alight bulb?

Huh?You meanit's darkin here?[Meta; NFB]

. Do youknow how manymusiciangt takesto screw in alight bulb?

No, big daddy but humafew barsandl’ll fakeit. [Meta, LA is pertinent(pun)]

. How manyNew Yorkersdoesit taketo scrav in alight bulb?

(a) Noneof yourdamnbusiness![MetaNFB; cf. 10]

(b) Five. Oneto changethebulb andfour to protecthim from muggers[Para]

(c) 201.0neto putit in and200to watchit happerwithouttrying to stopit. [Para]
(d) “Fifty.” “50?”" “Y eah50;it'sin thecontract. [Para]

. How manyNew Jerseyresidentgoesit taketo changealight bulb?

(a) Leave usalone—wetakeenoughs**t asit is. [Meta; NFB]

(b) Three.Oneto changehelight bulb, oneto be awitness,andthethird to shootthewitness.
[Para]

How manyTeamstersloesit taketo screv in alight bulb?
TWELVE!! YA GOT A PROBLEM WITH THAT??[Meta;NFB; cf. 8a]

How manysurrealistdoesit taketo screv in alight bulb?
(a) Two. Oneto holdthegiraffe, andtheothertofill the bathtubwith brightly coloredmachine
tools. [Para]
(b) Fish! [Meta; NFB]

How manythoughtpolice doesit taketo screv in alight bulb?
None.Thereneverwasanylight bulb. [Meta; NFB]

How manyboardmeetingsdoesit taketo getalight bulb changed?
“This topic was resumedrom last week’s discussionut is incompletependingresolutionof
someactionitems. It will be continuednextweek.Meanwhile..” [Meta; NFB]

One.
How many psychicsdoesit taketo scrav in a light bulb? [Meta; NFB, Q& A framefor “light
bulb joke” violated]
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15. How manyamnesiacsloesit taketo changealight bulb?
Uhh, | forget. [Meta; NFB]

16. How many Engineersdoesit taketo scrav in a light bulb? One. [Meta; framefor “light bulb
joke” violated;cf. 17]

17. How manydull peopledoesit taketo changea light bulb?
One.[Meta;framefor “light bulb joke” violated;cf. 16]

4.2.4 Recapitulation

Fromthe discussioron joke cycleswe candefinea joke cycle asa macrotext con-
sistingof a setof jokesconnectedy threetypesof intertextual links:

1. similaritiesin ary of the KRs (with the provisothatonly TA, SI, NSlinks are
psychologicallyrealistic)

2. intertextual links (parajokes)

3. aspecialsubclas®f intertextual links which subvertsthe expectationf the
genre(metajokes).

As formulated,the SSTH could handlesomeof theserelationshipswith the
useof allusive material(Raskin1985: 46, 136-139),sinceintertextuality is merely
allusionto othertexts; however, | believe thatthe treatmentof joke cycleswe have
just reviewed hasseveral aspectdo recommendt over onebuilt exclusively within
the SSTH' purview, andprimarily thatof explicitness.

4.3 Conclusion

This chapterwasdedicatedo the propositionthatthe distinctionbetweerjokesand
“longer humorougexts” is not a clearcut phenomenomndthatthereare plenty of
intermediatestructuresWe have addressedereral aspect®f humorougphenomena
which go beyond canned/situationgbkesin oneaspecor anotheywithout straying
too far from thatgenre. We are now readyto move on to the discussiorof longer
texts proper



Chapter 5

A Theory of Humorous Texts

This chapterdevelopsmoresystematicallythetheoryoutlinedin section(1.5).

5.1 Method of analysis

Themethodof analysisconsistsn locating,via standardsemantianalysigasin the
SSTHor the GTVH), all the humorouselementga.k.a.,lines) of atext. Theseare
thenmappedn avector,whichrepresentthelinearnatureof thetext itself (i.e.,the
factthatit component®ccurin agivenlinearorder beit atthelevel of phonemesr
morphemesndsentences)Finally, relationshipsetweerlinesarehighlightedand
thoselineswhich shaw similaritiesaregroupedn strandsandstacks.

The vector is sggmentedin its constituentnarratives: (seesection5.2 below)
andtheir hierarchicalstatusis established.The position of the varioushumorous
elementf thetext in relationto the narrativeson the vectoris thendeterminedand
onthisbasiswe distinguish alongthelinesof Attardo(1998),two typesof humorous
eventsin narratves:jab andpunchlines.

Theconfiguration®f linesandthenatureof the strandsand/orstackscanbethen
analyzedo reveal aspectof the humorouselementof the text (andin somecases,
of thetext itself).

5.2 Narrati ves

Beforesettingoutonthedetaileddiscussiorof the methodof analysist is bestto go
beyondtheintuitive meaningof narrative andprovide sometheoreticaldefinition of

Iwe will ignore for thetime being,theissuegposedy non-narratietexts. Theproblemof segmenta-
tion existsin non-narratvetextsaswell. In fact,non-narratie (e.g.,dramatic,undercertaindefinitions.)
textsbehave surprisinglylike narratize textsin manyrespectse.g.,theymayintroduceembeddedharra-
tives(told by a character)etc.

79
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theterm. Let us begin by trying to makemoreexplicit the definition of “narrative”
which canbetakento be

1. atext;

2. relatinga story; we distinguish following the Russiarformalistsbetweerthe
“actual” eventsandtheorderof their presentationtheoriginaltermsarefabula
andszuzjetwe choosehe easiepair fabula/plot.

3. told by a narrator;we distinguish,following mary (but by no meansall) nar
ratologists,betweentwo levels of narrators: an actualnarrator (explicit or
implicit) andanimplied narrator(necessarilymplicit). Neitheris the actual
author Thenarratoris a charactein the story, which may or maynot explic-
itly “say” anything. Its presenceés axiomaticallynecessaryor atext to bea
narrative (it hasto be narrated. Theimplied narratoris muchmore elusive
andsome(e.g., Toolan 1988: 78) have takenthis asa sign of uselessnessf
the notion. On the contrary researctin humot, shaws thatthe postulationof
a secondlevel of narratorwho is “making fun” of the first level narratoris
necessaryLASC, HRCI, TRAN)

4. with realisticillusion; i.e., the TW of the narrative must not containevents
or presupposearnything thatis not compatiblewith eitherthe representation
the speakeandthe hearethave of theworld they live in (realism)or mustbe
consistentwith a possibleworld assumedy the text as“reality.” Thus,if |
assumehatthereexists an individual namedSherlockHolmes,who liveson
221b Baker Street,then, aslong asthe narratorsticks to eventscompatible
with the abore, therealisticillusion is maintained Seealsosection3.3.

5. Finally, narratvesarerecursve, i.e., ary charactein a narratve (whois able
to do soin the TW) mayinitiate anothemarratve embeddedh it.

Micr o- and Macro-narratives

A very useful conceptin narratologyand hencein the analysisof humoroustexts
is that of “minimal? story or narrative’ | have thusintroducedthe conceptof “mi-
cronarratve’ A micronarratve is the simplestpossiblenarrative, in the sensdhatit
consistsof oneaction/ezent. An eventis a “changeof state”(Chatmanl978: 44).
An eventmaybe broughtaboutby anagentor by otherforces(e.g.,nature).Events
may or may not be significantfrom the point of view of thefabula. (Ibid.)

A macronarratie is definedasary combinationof micronarratves. It is tempt-
ing, but misleading(seebelaw) to considerall jokesasinstance®f micronarratves.

2Cf. Bremond(1973),Prince(1973)“minimal story” Labov(1972)“minimal narrative”
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Fromthe (pre-)definitionof jab andpunchline (cf. 5.3for afull discussion)ijt
follows that identifying the various narratives potentially presentwithin a text be-
comesa centralissue. The key to thatproblemslies in the sggmentatiorof the text
itself.

Segmentation

The issuecanbe framedasfollows: if the definingfeatureof a punchline is that
it occursat the endof the narrative? then identifying the end of a narrative is a
preliminary conditionfor determiningwhich of a pool of candidatesor punchline
qualifiesas such. Now, whereasdentifying the end of a short simplex narratie
is trivial, larger narratizes are obviously composeddf numeroussimplernarratives,
arrangedin a vector. In turn thesesimpler narratives may be analyzedas being
composedf shortersimplernarratives,andsoon, until onereacheghelevel of the
simplex narrative again.Decidingwhenonenarratize endsandtheother(s)beginsis
however far from trivial.

From the analysisof CBTD, first and othertexts afterwards some,amongthe
mary possibleempiricaltechniquegor thesggmentatiorof thetext vectoremeged:

o explicit metatatual authorialcues(e.g.,“end of actone’ “Chapter2,” “Vol-
umelll,” etc.)

e changesn setting
¢ exits (or entries)of majorcharacter

It shouldbe notedthatonecannotadopta differentstratgy, namelyfinding nar
rative boundariebasedn the presencef punchlines, sincethedifferencebetween
punchandjab linesis definedin termsof positionswithin thenarrative.

Narratives (micro and macro), narratives of level,,, metanarratives

Furthermoretherepresentstself theissueof multiple levels of embeddingf narra-
tives. As we sav, a characteiin atext may initiate a narrative within the narratve.
More confusingly ary narrative may suddenlybe revealedto have beenutteredby
anheretoforeundisclosedarrator.

In orderto handlethis jumble of narratives,| introducethe concepif “level” of
anarrative. Eachnarrativeis saidto occuratagivenlevel,,. Narratvesintroducedas
narrativeswithin the (macro)narratie aresaidto occuratlevel, _,, while narratives
within which the narrative of level, is introducedas a narrative are saidto occur
at level, 1. Any narrative occurringat level,,,,, is saidto be a metanarratie in
relationto thenarratvein level,, .

3As statedbefore, | will not distinguishbetweennarrative and non-narratie texts. The latter are
segmentedhto episodesor events.Theissuesemainthe same.
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We cannow redefiné in termsof levels the conceptof macronarratie, asfol-
lows: a macronarratie is a framing narrative which may incorporateat leastone
narrative of level,,_,. The macronarratie of level; is calledthe (main) storyline. It
is usuallythelevel atwhich thetext beginsandends.

An examplemay clarify things. Within CBTD we mayidentify the main story-
line (Chucklesdies, etc.) but thereare othernarrativesintroducedwithin the text.
For example,onecharactedeliversanimpromptuspeech. Theclearly “set aside”
natureof thespeechyualifiesit for the narratize of level_; status.Within thespeech
the speakeguotesanothercharactes (Chuckle)song. Thesongqualifiesaslevel_s
status.

A similarly complex situationarosefrom the analysisof Sexton’s collection of
poemyTRAN): thenarratingvoiceof eachpoemwasnaturallytakento bethelevel,
narrative, this however led us to attribute the framing prologueto level,; andthe
dedicationto animposinglevel, 5.

The samehappensn Wilde's LASC andAllais’ HRCI: the narratorsaysthings
that are so clearly not sharedby the authorthatit becomesecessaryo postulate
animplied“metanarratorwhois “making fun of” (distancincghim/herselffrom) the
narrator thusoperatingat level, 5.

Finally, let usintroducethe conceptof excursusnarrative which is a narrative,
which occurswithin a narrative of the saméevel,, but is notgermando thebroader
narratve (i.e.,it doesnotdevelopthenarratize). Thisis whatis commonlyknown as
“digression’. An examplecanbefoundin HRCI, cf. section(7.5).

5.3 Lines and their Configurations

This sectiondealswith the oppositionbetweenjab andpunchlines andthe various
waysin which their configurationaffectthe texts.

5.3.1 Jablines

The conceptof jab line wasintroducedin Attardo (1996a,b)}to distinguishbetween
punchlines, which have beenfound (Attardo et al. 1994; Oring 1989) to occur
virtually exclusively in a final positionin jokes,from a type of humoroustrigger
which occursin the body of a text. Jablines differ from punchlinesin thatthey
may occurin ary otherpositionin thetext. Semanticallyspeakinghey areidentical
objects.Their only differenceliesin thetextual positionin which they occurandin
their textual function.

Jablines are humorouselementdully integratedin the narrative in which they
appeatr(i.e., they do not disruptthe flow of the narrative, becausehey eitherare

4This definitionis not opposedo thefirst definitionin termsof complexnarratie, it is rathercomple-
mentaryto it.
5Seesection(5.4.5)below for moredetail.
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indispensabldo the developmentof the “plot” or of the text, or they are not an-
tagonisticto it). The malfunctionof Persly’s machinewhich preventsKugelmass
from sendingEmmaBovary backinto hernovel is humorousin andof itself but it
is alsothe ultimate causeof Kugelmass'undoing(KUGE)® Henceit is an exam-
ple of indispensablgab line. Anothersuchexampleis Lord Savile, who takesthe
cheiromantiss readingsoseriouslyasto commitmurderbecaus®f it (LASC).

Naturally not all jab linesarenarrative elements.In the caseof registerhumor
the presencef several markersof, say a highly formal registerin the context of a
trivial situation,or of a situationwhich is usuallyassociatedavith informal registers,
will work asjablines,sinceolviouslythey do notinterruptthe narrative flow. These
markers(for an analyzedexample,from CAND , see6.2.5)are non-essentiahon-
antagonistigab lines.

5.3.2 Punchlines

Thereis a vastliteratureon punchlines (seeAttardo 1994) which dealsprimarily
with their semantimature(e.g.,Raskin1985).However, in this context, we will not
concernourseheswith the semantinatureof punchlines, but ratherfocuson their
textual function.

Fromatextual pointof view, punchlinesactasdisruptingelementsTheisotopy-
disjunctionmodel (Attardo et al. 1994, Attardo 1994: ch. 2) well representshis
aspectf the punchline: while the setuppartof the text establishes givenscript,
the occurrenceof a disjunctor(punchline) forcesthe readerto switchto a second
script. Fromthis basicstructuralfact, comeghedisruptive natureof punchlines: by
forcing the hearer/readdo backtrackandreinterprethetext, or by forcing him/her
to producea new andincompatible(locally opposite)interpretationof the text, the
punchline cannotbe integratedin the narrative it disrupts(which is the one that
hassetup thefirst script). In essencethe very conceptof incongruitytells us that
the secondscriptis non-congruousvith thefirst one,andhencethatthe punchline,
which bringsthe secondnon-congruouscriptabout,cannotbe congruouswith the
scriptsetup by/in the narrative.

5.3.3 Strands

A strandwasdefinedin Attardo(1996)asa (non-necessarilgontiguoussequencef
(punchor jab) linesformally or thematicallylinked. It shouldbe notedthatstrands
may be establishedextually or inter-textually. In the caseof textually established
strands threeor moreinstanceof relatedlines occurin a giventext. Intertextual
strandamay alsoconnectinesthatoccurin differenttexts.

SWoody Allen (Allen Stevart Konigsbeg, b. 1935)is a world-famousdirector, humorouswriter and
performer Somediscussionof KUGE's humor can be found in Chlopicki (1997); seealso Champion
(1992).
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Let usclarify therequirementhatat leastthreeinstancef a line occurbefore
a strandis determinedio have occurred. The repetitionof threeis a well known
patternin jokes(cf. Attardo1994:304)sinceit is thelowestnumberof occurrence
of a givenitem that establishes series. Note how two occurrencegould be a co-
incidence. With three occurrenceghis possibility diminishesgreatly Hencethe
requirementhata strandinvolve the occurrenceof at leastthreerelatedlines. As
we sawv, however, thereare two exceptionsto this rule: hapax-bridgeg5.3.7)and
intertextual jokes(below).

Substrands

Within strandswve occasionallydistinguishsub-strandsg,e., asubsebf thelinesthat
constitutea strandwhich sharesomecombinationof featureswhich is not common
to the strandat large. Considetthe following exampleof strand,consistingof seen
lines,with thefollowing featureqorderedvertically undereachline):

1 2 3 45 6 7
a a a a a a
b b b b b b b
Cc cC c c c c ¢
d d d d
e e e e

Giventhis distribution, we have a strandbasedon featuresh andc commonto
lines1-7. However, we alsohave asubstrandh —d — e commonto lines1, 2, and?7.

Examplesof substrandsanbe foundin LASC (with the peculiar‘everydayob-
jectsturnedinto bombs”substranaf. chapterB, note254),andHRCI (the“phallic”
substrandvithin the “sexual exuberance’strand cf. section7.5.1).

Central Strands and Peripheral Strands

A cential strandis a strandthatis centralto a giventext (in abroadsenseincluding
for exampleall the episode®f a sitcom). The notion of “centrality” is necessarily
fuzzy but we may defineit asoneor morestrandswvhich tendto occurthroughouta
significant(say greaterthan75% of thetext) partof thetext. Our casesstudieshave
foundtwo instance®f centralstrandstwo scriptoppositiondn TRAN andseveral
in LASC: for exampleLord Arthur Savile is the tamget of 89 out of 253 punch/jab
lines. A secondrlA strandfor lady Windermerg23 occurrencesyccursthroughtthe
text.

Becausef the definition of centralstrandasa statisticallysignificantdegreeof
occurrenceit followsthatashortishtext cannotbereally saidto have centralstrands,
asmoststrandswvould qualify. Corversely a peripherakstrandis a strandwhich oc-
cursonly in one(or few) instance(s)n thetext. For example,within LASC we find
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severalperipheraktrandssuchasthe “stereotypicalgrumbling” strandwhich occurs
sa/entimesin thetext (17, 89, 201, 214,221,222, and 223), the “liberty strand”
andthe“fixation with clothingstrand”which occuronly in aletter by Jane(anem-
beddednharrative). Similarly, a peripheralstrandof jab linesthattargetthe Deanof
Chichesteoccursonly six times, thefirst five within Janes letter, andthe lastone,
in theweddingscene Thisis agenerapatternin LASC: minor charactersnay have
astrandthatseeghemastargetsassociateavith them. This limits theoccurrencef
that strandto their presenceén thetext: thustherearefourteenoccurrence®f jabs
thattarget Lady Clementinamostof which clusterin the episodeof Lord Savile’s
visit to her. Similarly, Herr Winckelkopfhaselevenjabstargetinghim, concentrated
in Lord Savile’svisit to him.

Chlopicki (1987)introducedthe ideaof “shadav opposition”i.e., an opposition
betweenscriptsunderlyingan entiretext. Theideaof ranking strandsas more or
lesscentralcomesfrom the ideaof shadev opposition,althoughit departsfrom it
in several ways. For example,the presentproposaldealswith strands(humorous,
by definition,andnot limited to SOs),whereasChlopicki'sshadev oppositionsare
scriptoppositionsgxclusively.

5.3.4 Repetition

It becomegecessaryo addresgheissueof repetition. Repetitionhasnot attracted
alot of attentionin theliteratureon jokes,althoughtherearesomeexamplesof uses
of repetitionwithin cannedokes,reviewedby Norrick (1993a):

e thel, 2, 3 formula(Norrick 1993a:386-387repetitionwith variation”)

¢ repetitionroutinesusedby childrento embarrasshe speakefNorrick 1993a:
385-386)

¢ knock-knockjokes(Norrick 1993a:388)
o intertextuality (Norrick 1993a:389;1989)
o alliteration(Attardo1994:139)

Repetitionin spontaneousonversationajoking is alsodocumentedvhereit pri-
marily takestheform of the mentionof aprevious speakes words(e.g.,for ironical
or punningpurposescf. Norrick 1993afor discussiorandexamples).However, the
presenceof repetitioninsidethe jokes shouldnot lead us to forgetthat it hasbeen
repeatedlynotedthatthe repetitionof jokesdiminishestheir humorouseffect. See
Attardo (1994: 289-290)on the connectiorbetweertheimplicit aspectof text and
surprisein jokes.

Corversely repetitionis very significantin longertexts, for example,repetition
is a well known featureof comedy: “repetition may be the single mostimportant
mechanisnin comedy”(Charng 1978: 82) (anda big headachdor theoriesbased
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on surprise naturally). Considerfor instancethe catchphraseof mary sitcoms,or

the repetitionsof narrative motifs in Feydeaus comedy or the repetitionof phallic

imagesin Allais (Attardo 1997b;cf. 7.5). Repetitioncanbe accompaniedy slight

variation,thusintroducingan elementof novelty aswell asthe pleasureof virtuoso
variation. For example, Wilde introducesin LASC the centralstrand“murder as
duty” with fifteenistancesof jab linesin a small stretchof text of 372 wordsand
managedo introducenine differentvariantsof the basicSOMURDER/DUTY (these
arelistedin note104of ch. 8).

It seemghatpurerepetitionof a givenunit canestablisha strand.“Strand” was
definedabove asabundleof punchand/orjablines. “Unit” shouldherebe construed
broadlyasrangingfrom semantideaturego broadmotifs andevento large cultural
scripts.

It shouldbe notedthat thereis no needto differentiatebetweenthe “normal”
repetitionof semantideaturefoundacrosghe boardin languagge.g.,agreement,
anaphorasubcatgorization,cohesiongtc.) andrepetitionfor humorouspurposes:
both arerepetitionof featuresand/orlarger linguistic units, with the only difference
that repetitionfor humorouspurposegepeataunits that are (or have beenat some
point of thetext) involvedin ajabline (or, lessfrequently apunchline).’

5.3.5 Stacks

Stacksaregroupsof strandghat arethematicallyor formally related. They canbe
thoughtof asstrand=f strandsoccurringin differentmacronarraties(which canbe
seenasbelongingtogetheron internalor externalcausese.g.,authorshipthematic
similarity, chronologicalvicinity, etc.) Thusfar they have beenpostulatedWilson
1997)to accounfor obviouscorrelationdbetweerstrandswithin differenthumorous
commercialandfurtherexemplifiedin Attardo (1998).

Wilson (1997) analyzesthe popularESPN commercialsaired in 1996. More
than40 commercialaareanalyzedandthreestacksare postulatedo accountor the
similaritiesamongstrands. Theseare shortnarratizes, slightly morecomple than
jokes. Theideaof alevel above the strandimplies thatwe considera givencorpus
of texts (the forty plus commercialsin Wilson 1997, for example) as one higher
level text. | takethe (fairly common)standthata setof texts having someolvious
commonfeatures(e.g., having beenauthoredby the sameindividual, having the
sameprincipal charactersgetc.) makeup a single large “text.” For example, the
completeepisodesof Seinfeldor all the Jeeves storiesby Wodehouseanakeup a
singlevery largetext.

7So,in thisspecificsenseatreatmenbf strandsn termsof isotopie(cf. Attardo1994for areview and
critique of this concept)is ruled out, unlessonewerewilling to alterthedefinitionof isotopy,by making
it selectve, i.e., capableof discriminatingwhether for example the word geniusis usedin a strand,or
not, cf. LASC jabs11 and108 where,while the word geniusdoesindeedoccur (thusguaranteeinghe
activationof thescriptGENIUS), nostrands instantiatedbecaus¢he SOis differentandbecaus¢hethree
linesrequiremenfor strandactivationis not met.
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Letusconsideranexample:in the sittcomCheersNorm, a popularpatronof the
eporymousbar, uttersa witty repartedo the bartendes greetinguponeachof his
entrancesn thebar Thesehave beencalledby fans“Normisms” Supposehatin a
givenepisodeNormutterstwo or threeNormisms.This constitutes strand(identity
of utterer similar topic—Norm’s desireandlove for beer—etc.). We canthenlook
atthe corpusof all Cheersepisodesandcollectall strandsof Normisms,occurring
in thevariousepisodesThis setof strandsconstitutesa stack.Notethatthis picture
is slightly complicatedy intertextualjokes(seebelow), which allow theoccurrence
of one-instancstrands.

5.3.6 Intertextual jokes

Intertextual jokesrely on allusionsthat go outsideof the text beingconsideredand
involve referencedo othertexts. An exampleof intertextual joke will be foundin
CBTD, section7.1, line XI. Allusion, parody,andotherforms suchastravestyare
all well known comedicformulaerelying onintertextuality (seesectior4.2.3).

Besidesexplicit relianceon contextual information, intertextual jokes are not
differentsemanticallyor otherwisefrom non-intertextualjokes. Themechanismin-
volvedareessentiallythesame.Intertextuality per seis nothumorousat all, withess
citation, the quintessentiaintertextual mechanism.

As mentionedaborve, the occurrenceof intertextual humorallows oneto create
strandswhich consistof only oneinstanceof a line. This is so becausehe other
instancesre“virtually” presenin virtue of theintertextual allusion.

5.3.7 Bridgesand Combs

We introducea distinctionwithin the cateyory of strand. Thelines of a strandmay
occurin significantspatialpatterns.Sofar, two suchpattermshave beendescribed:
bridgesandcombs.Othersmay emege with furtherresearch.

In andof themseles bridgesand combsdo not mattermuch. What mattersis
thattherearepatternghatwe seerepeatedin somecasedineswill occurvery close
to oneanotherthis reinforcesthe humorby repetition. In othercaseslinesthatare
obviously relatedoccurveryfar apartwherethey clearlycannotberecalledby short
termmemory Thisis theintuition thatthedistinctionbridge/combiriesto cover.

Combs

We canthusdefinea combasa type of strandwhich shows the occurrenceof more
than3lines(jab or punch)within anarronv spaceTheexactdefinitionof whatcounts
as“narrow” spaces anempiricalmatter althoughl ventureto speculatehatthisis

aninherentlyfuzzy cateory. Operatiely, we canventurea roughestimateof less
than10 % of the overall lengthof thetext.
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At this pointin the researchthereare virtually no dataavailable on cross-tet
comparison®f placement®f combsand/orbridgesin text. Combs,by their very
nature tendto createareaof thetext wherethereis a concentratiorof humot

Bridges

A bridgeis atypeof strandin whichtwo groupsof lines (mostcommonlyjab lines)
occurataconsiderableistancdrom oneanother An hapax-bridgés abridgewhich
consistf two lineswhich areotherwiseunrelatedo ary otherline (arenot partof
a strand). Hapax-bridgewiolate the rule which requiresstrandsto consistof three
or moreelementsprobablyduesto their high salieny in thetext.

Bridges,by their nature tendto conformto the “bathtub” placementseebelow,
section5.4.5)of linesin humoroudexts, asdiscussedn Attardo(1998).Combs,on
the contrary do not, asby definitionthey consistof closelyoccurringrepeatedines.
No dataareavailableaboutcross-t&t comparisorof bridgeplacement.

5.4 A typology of line position

The following sectionswill attempta preliminary taxonomyof line positionsin a
humoroustext. | would like particularlyto stresshe preliminarynatureof the tax-
onomybecausét seemsclearthat as moretexts areanalyzedmore configurations
will emege. The primary purposeof the presentist is thereforemoreto exemplify
thevarietyof combinationghanto bein ary way exhaustie.

5.4.1 Noline

It maybeusefulto startthis discussiorby briefly recallingthatseriouspon-humorous
narrativesaretakenby narratologist¢e.g.,Bremond1973;Bal 1985:19-23)to have
the following structure:

1. setup
2. disruptionof the equilibrium
3. restoratiorof theequilibrium

It is importantto notethatthis structureis takento underlieary narrative, including
seriousones. This is significantbecausesarly research(Morin 1966; seeAttardo
1994:82-90for discussiorandreferencesin thenarratize structureof jokesmistook
this featureof all micronarratvesfor a significantfeatureof humoousnarratves,as
we recalledabove.

Thefunctionsof serioustext in anotherwisehumoroudext canbenumerous:

o setupfor jokes
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¢ developmentof the narrative
¢ seriouselief

Thefunction of the setup of jokesis quite significant: in orderto have incon-
gruity onehasto have somebackgrounf expectationdo violate. Thesetup fulfills
thisrequirementThedevelopmenf thenarratve may, in fact, beachiezedthrough
humorousneansaswell, sowe arenotdealingwith anecessargndsufiicientcondi-
tion. Ratherit isacommontendenyg in humorouarratizesto developthenarrative
via seriousindicationsof events,etc. and“add” the humorouseventsto this funda-
mentally seriousstoryline. For example,a typical Wodehouseaovel may be given
a totally unfunry summary That correspondgo the amountof seriousnarratie
developmentin thetext.

Finally, we turn to the mostinterestingtype of serioustext in a humorousnar
rative, which | have dubbedseriousrelief By seriousrelief (obviously calquedon
“comic relief”) | meanary stretchof text in anotherwiseine-rich contet thatcon-
tainsfew or nojablines. S@gmentsof seriougelief areoftenusedfor “morals” or to
develop“depth”in thecharactersf theshowv. A primeexampleof seriouselief can
be foundin a Murphy Brown episode immediatelyfollowing the disputebetween
former Vice-PresidenDan Quayleandthe fictional characteMurphy Brown 8 At
the endof theepisodean which Murphy Brown dealtwith beingattackedy the VP
for beinga single mother her charactedeliversa speechaboutdiversity of family
typeswhich is devoid of arny humorouseffectsand s in fact a deliberateserious
responséo theattacklaunchedoy Quayle.

Seriousrelief, without moral or characterdevelopmentpurposegandtherefore
perhapssuspicious)pccursin LASC attheendof ch. Il, afterjab 87, for a spanof
638 words,andthenat the beginning of ch. Ill, for another362 words,for a total
spanof 1000words(thefigureis surelya coincidence).

5.4.2 Final punchline

A text may consistof a non-humorousarrative developmentwhich is closedby a
punchline. In asensewe canconceve asthetypicaljoke-bookjokesasrepresenting
this classof texts.

At this pointit will be usefulto introducea way to notatethesecombinations.
For the readers corveniencethe following table (5.4.2) sumsup the notationcon-
ventionsintroducedn representinghe vectorof the text.

Schematicallytherefore,a non-humorousarrative concludedby a punchline
mayberepresenteds:

[—-P=]

8] will leave to post-moderrtheoriststhe fun of analyzingthe issuesinvolved in having a “real”
political figure debatea fictional one.



90 CHAPTERS. A THEORY OF HUMOROUSTEXTS

- | non-humorousext (of ary length)

— | endof narrative + materialoccurringaftera punchline
J | jabline
P | punchline

[...] | baginningandendmarkersof a narrative

... | ary occurrencedf - andJ

— | thebeginning of thetext

The symbol“-” maybe annotatedvith the durationin secondf the performance,
or the numberof linesor wordsspannedor otherusefulmeasurements.

Table5.1: Text iector Notation

We will referto simplenarrativesconcludedoy apunchline asjokes.By simple
we meanhereboth that a) thereare no jab linesin the narrative, andb) their text
consistsof a simplex micronarratve. It shouldbe notedthat this definitionis more
restrictve thanthe normal,non-technicakensef theword joke, which incorporates
texts which displayjab lines (usually called elaborateor complex jokes) andtexts
thatareslightly morecomplex thanamicronarratve, for examplebecauséhey con-
sist of two micronarratves chainedtogether A possibleconceptualizatiorof this
type of text is thatthe text is an extendedjoke, sincethe structureis similar to the
basicjoke, with theexceptionthattheintroductionis stretchedut.

5.4.3 Episodic

A main storylinelinks several (independentsmallernarratives. Eachof the nar
ratives (including the main storyline) may include jab lines and/orendin a punch
line. Examplesof this kind of texts include picaresquenovels, framedcollections
of stories(1001Nights,Decameon, Canterlury Tales, etc. Peachans MDMT is
an exampleof episodictext analyzedn section(7.3). Considemow anillustrative
example:

—..[-P=)[—-3-3-P5]—

In this casewe seean hypotheticaltext consistingof a main storyline which
links two narratves,onewhich is a joke, andthe secondwhich incorporate®f two
jab lines andendsin a punchline. Note that| am omitting the outermostsquare
bracketdor simplicity.
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5.4.4 Meresequenceof jab lineswith final punchline

Thisis moreof atendenyg thattexts may have, ratherthananactualtype of text. It
would consisiof anarrativelesgext whichwould consistonly of asequencef jokes.
The jokeswould belooselystrungtogetheron formal or contentbasis,without ary
continuity from beginning to endof the chain. The lastjoke in the chainwould be
“promoted”to punchline statusby its position. Someprimitive standup comedian
actmay have this structure(or lack thereof).

5.4.5 Bathtub placement

In psycholinguistts, the “bathtubeffect” is the colorful term usedto indicatethat
the bgginning andthe endof a word or sentencénave a naturallysalientstatus.We
similarly label*bathtubplacementiinstance®f embeddedharratvesor punchlines
placedatthe baginning or the endof amacronarratie.

Naturally; a punchline outsideof anembeddedarrative cannotsubsist,which
leavesuswith threepossibilities.

Initial position
—[—=-P=]-..—

Thisconsistof ajokethatopensanarrative. It is currentpracticeto have sitcoms
ontelevision be openedy “teasers”:shorthumoroushits which mayor maynotbe
connectedvith therestof the action.

Final position

—...-P—

Similarly, it is commonpracticeto closesitcomswith a small joke, calledthe
“tag,” which oftendoesnot continuethe actiondevelopedin the story, but actsrather
asa commenton or asa parodyof the story. In somecasesthe producersnclude
“bloopers; i.e., errorscollectedduring taping which have beenedited out of the
shaw itself. An exampleof tagin a narratize context canbefoundin Allen’sKUGE,
i.e., Kugelmassfatebeingchasedy a Spanishrregularverb...

Pseudo-finalposition

The only differencebetweera final positionanda pseudo-finaposition,is thatthe
punchline occurswithin thelevely narratize in afinal punchline, whereast occurs
within alevel. narratve in a pseudofinapunchline.

A goodexampleof thistechniqueoccursatthe endof thefirstactof CBTD. The
deathof Chuckleshasjust beenannouncedind Ted Baxteris ad libbing a tribute.
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The speechis fairly long (about200 words), with only one turn by one speaker
(Ted), andit is clearly setapartfrom the restof the text, soit is easyto classifyit
a micronarratve embeddedvithin the storyline. The speechendson a punchline
(followedby anidentifying tag,seeAttardoetal. (1994)),which coincideswith the
end of the act (and henceof a non-debatablsggmentationpoint). In a sensewe
could saythatthe storyline(level, narrative) is “stealing” the embeddedharrative’s
punchline.

e P ]—

5.5 HumorousPlots

Last but not least, we finally cometo the comple relationshipbetweenplot and

humor It may be usefulto recall that narratologydistinguisheghe plot from the

fabula. The fabula arethe eventsnarratedin thetext in their chronologicalorder

the plot arethe eventsin the orderthey arepresentedn the text. Flashbacksfor

example,preseneventsthathappenedbeforeatime 7y, after 75. For our purposes,
we seldomneedto distinguishbetweerthetwo (but seebelow).

An importantpoint from our currentperspectie is that the developmentof the
plot is storedin the storageareaandis thenaccessiblesa topic of humorousma-
nipulation(metanarratie disruptionfunctionsonly in the presenc®f anestablished
scriptfor agivengenre/narratie mode).Significantly thefabulais alsoconstructed,
onthebasisof theplot andstoredseparatelyasbothhave to beaccessible.

A wayto addresgheissueof the differencedetweerjokesandothernarratves
would beto try to capturethe differencebetweerhumorthatbelongsto the plot of
the storyandhumorthatis externalto the plot. We will begin by consideringhose
forms of plot thatarehumorousn andof themseles,incidentally contrathe claim
thatthereareno suchforms (2.2.3). We will review narratvesthatarestructurally
similarto jokes,metanarratie plots, plotswith humoroudahulae,andfinally serious
fabulae(i.e.,theabsencef ahumorouslot).

5.5.1 Narratives Structurally Similar to Jokes

| have referredto thefirst kind of text beinganalyzed Attardo 1996a)asnarratves
thatarestructurallyanalogougo a joke (i.e., endin apunchline). Theliteratureon
humorhasemphasizetheimportanceof the punchline. However, notuntil recently
(Oring 1989,1992; Attardoetal. 1994)have therebeenclaimsthatthe positionand
natureof the punchline structurallydeterminedhetype of humoroudext. Roughly,
Oring’spointis thatajoke mustendon a punchline. This theoreticaklaim hasbeen
confirmedby anempiricalstudy(Attardoetal. 1994)°

9This shouldnotbetakento mearthatthefinal positionof thepunchline is thenecessargndsuficient
condition for a joke text to be such; the claim is the much weakerone that the final position of the
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Thus,if thedefiningcharacteristiof atext asajoke, is thepositionof thepunch
line,'? it seemsa viable hypothesighattherewill be humorougexts notcommonly
classifiedasjokesthatareneverthelesstructurallyhomologoudo ajoke (i.e., they
endin apunchline). An examplewould beamicronarratve within amacronarratie.
We discussedhis in further detailin (5.3).

The complementaryclaim is obviously that therewill be a classof humorous
texts thatarestructurallydissimilarfrom jokes,i.e.,thatdo notendin a punchline.

An exampleis theshortstory Feuille d’Aloumby KatherineMansfield in which
a painfully shy youngartistfalls in love with ayoungwomanandin despairfor an
excuseto meether, followsherwhile shes shopping As sheis aboutto returnhome,
herunsupto her:

Finally, shestoppedon the landing,andtook the key out of her purse.
As sheputit into thedoor heranup andfacedher.

Blushing more crimsonthan ever, but looking at her severely he said,
almostangrily: “Excuseme,Mademoiselleyou droppedhis’

And hehandedheranegg. (227-228)

Note how the Mansfieldstory literally endson the punchline. In this sensejt
canbe seenasan extremely elaboratgoke with an overlongsetupphase(ignoring
Mansfields artistry, of course).

Similalrly, Poes TSTF (analyzedin Attardo 1994: 255-262)is a long setup
which endsin the buffooneryandslapstickfarceof thetarred-and-featheregliards
subduingthe lunatic asyluminmateswho hadtakenover the asylum,while a band
plays"Y ankeeDoodle” thussuggestinghatthe entirestoryis aparableof thedemo-
craticprocessn theUS duringPoestime. Wewill ignorein this context thesatirical,
anti-Americanaspect®f TSTF (seeAttardo 1994: 261 andVan DorenStern1945:
xxxv1?). Insteadwe will focusonthestructureof thestory. Oneof themainreasons
to claim that TSTF was structurallysimilar to a joke (Attardo 1994: 255) wasthe
“systematicwitholding of information” within thetext. A differentway of putting
thisfairly obscureemarkwould bethatthefabulaandthe plot mustdifferin specific

punchline discriminatesamonga classof humorougextswhich shareotherfeaturege.g.,brevity, Setup
IncongruityResolutionarrangemengtc.).

101t shouldbe notedthat here“punch line” is takenas a technicalterm, i.e., in GTVH’s terms, as
consistingof aSO,LM, etc.unlike,for example Wenzels useof pointewhich is moregeneral.

Feuille d’Album by KatherineMansfield (1888-1923) from: Bliss, and Other Storiesby Katherine
Mansfield.New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1920.pp. 218-227.

12This alsoexplainsthe curioustitle, andthe names‘Tarr” and“Fethers’ Evidently Poes perception
of thistypically Americancustomwasthatit wassomeavhatbarbaric andhencehis choiceto characterize
thebehavior of insanepeoplewho have arrive by cunninganddeceptiorto aruling position. In this sense
Poeis comparingthe ruling classof his time to a groupof lunaticson theloose. Needlesgo say Poeis
alsosatirizingthe treatmentof insanityat his time, aswell asDickens(cf. Fisher1973,andreferences
therein). Evenfurther, Poeis satirizinghimself: Fisher(1973: 49; 1977: 138-142)arguesconvincingly
thattheintroductionof thetaleis rich in parallelismswith Poes own TheFall of the Houseof Usher, to
thepoint of “self-parody”
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wayssuchthatthe surprisingaspect®f the “punchline” arenot given awvay before
the occurrencehereof(i.e., theendof thetext).

In this sensethereis a classof texts which is similarly structured:the plot must
accommodatthepresencef apunchline attheendof thetext (cf. Feuilled’Album)).
The natureof the differencebetweerplot andfabula lies essentiallyin cancellation
of eithera) cluesto the presencef a secondmacroscriptwhich will be revealedto
have beenoverlappingthroughout(large partsof) thetext, or b) cluesto thepresence
of aresolutionsuchthat two opposedand otherwisenon-overlappingmacroscripts
arein fact (at leastpartially) overlapping(cf. Wenzels arrangemensection2.2.2).

Thesexamplesshow thatthereis aclassof plotsthatsharethestructurafeatures
of jokes(i.e.,they endon a punchline, in thetechnicalsensewe have seen).

5.5.2 Metanarrative Plots

Thereexists anotherclassof plotsthat, while they may not matchthe structureof a
joke asthe examplesabore, involve suchmanipulationof the narratize corventions
asto shattethementirely. Considerfor example,theendingof BlazingSaddles®in
which the charactergump off the screerandride off into “reality” (actuallymerely
alevel, ;, narrative). Woody Allen’s Purple Roseof Cairo4, Maurizio Nichetti’s
Ladri di saponettéThelcicle Thief)!> andmary othermovies brilliantly play with
thesecrossingshetweenlevel, andlevel; narratives. Nor is this techniquea post-
moderndevelopmentor limited to the cinematicmedium;let is suffice to quotepos-
sibly the greatessuchvirtuoso, LaurenceSterne, Tristram Shandys author(1759-
67).

In all of theseplots, let us call themmetanarative plots, the corventionsof the
narrative modeareviolatedfor the purposeof humorto the point thatthe narrative
development(plot/fabula) is hijackedby the humorousgoal of the text. A signifi-
cantissueis of coursethatthis diversionof textual resourcedreaksthe naturalis-
tic/realisticcorvention of realistnarrative, asPalmernoted(seesection2.2.3). We
now considertwo examplesof metanarratie plots.

Spaceballs

Oneof my favorite examplesof this narratize disruptionis the superbself-referential
scendn whichthecharacterin Spaceball¥ rentavideotapeof Spaceballsindfast-
forward throughit up to the pointin the plot in which the charactersn Spaceballs
rentavideotapeof Spaceballandthenareastonishedvhen,looking atthe screen,
they seethemseleslooking atthe screen.The ensuingdialogueis worth quotingin
full.

Bwritten anddirectedoy Mel Brooks(1974).

14written anddirectedoy Woody Allen (1985).

15written by MauroMonti, directedoy Maurizio Nichetti (1989).
18written, directed,andproducedby Mel Brooks(1987)
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SANDURZ Pardonme, sir. | have anidea. Corporal,get me the
videocassett@f Spaceballs-th&lovie.

CORPORALYes,sir.

(...)

SANDURZ Try here.Stop.

The movie stopsat the exact samething thatis actually happening
now. HELMET looks at the camerathen he turnsbackto the moni-
tor. SANDURZ looks at the cameravhenHELMET looks backat the
monitor, thenhelooks backatthe monitor. HELMET looksatthe cam-
erawhenSANDURZ looks backatthe monitor. WhenHELMET turns
back,hewaveshis hand.He turnsbhackto thecamera.

HELMET Whatthehell aml looking at? Whendoesthis happerin
themovie?

SANDURZ Now. You're looking at now, sir. Everythingthathap-
pensnow, is happeningiow.

HELMET Whathappenedo then?

SANDURZ We passedhen.

HELMET When?

SANDURZ Justnow. We're at now, now.

HELMET Go backto then.

SANDURZ When?

HELMET Now.

SANDURZ Now?

HELMET Now.

SANDURZI cant.

HELMET Why?

SANDURZ We missedit.

HELMET When?

SANDURZ Justnow.

HELMET Whenwill thenbe now?

Un dramebienparisien

Anotherexample,analyzedn detailin Eco(1979: 194-218),albeitnot from a hu-
morouspoint of view, is AlphonseAllais’ story Un dramebienparisienwhich ends
on thetotal destructiorof the narrative corventions(the characterslescribedat the
end are not thosein the story). Eco arguesthat the story is essentially‘impossi-
ble” (i.e., thatthereexists no coherentreadingthereof)andthatit endsup beinga
metaphoffor theactof readingitself.

The (implicit) lessonof Drameis in fact coherentlycontradictory:Al-
lais wantsto tell usthat not only Dramebut ary text is madeof two
componentstheinformationprovided by the authorandthataddedby
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the Model Readerthe latter beingdeterminedand orientedby the for-
mer To prove this metatetual theoremAllais pusheghe readerwith
informationsthat contradictthe fabula, forcing him/herto cooperaten
erectinga storythatdoesnot stayup by itself. Thefailure of Drameas
fabulais thevictory of Drameasmeta-tat. (Ec01979:196-197)

A differentinterpretatioris providedby Corblin (1995). Corblin begins by sum-
marizingLacans readingof the story; which boils down to takingthe explicit state-
mentin thetext thatthe two characterarenot who the readerqandthe characters
in the story) think they are,asmetaphoricali.e., thatunderthe empireof desirethe
two characteraresomeonelse (1995:216-218)

Corblin present&inotheiinterestingf far fetchedanalysiswhich claimsto pro-
vide a possiblereadingof the story, by postulatingthat the two main characters
coincidentallyhit uponthe sameideaof exposingeachother’s jealousyby sending
to oneanotherananorymousletter, claimingthatthey will be attendinga masqued
dance. Interestingly he arguesthat the aestheticpleasureof the text arisesfrom
the“illusion thatparallelrepresentationsiecessarilydisjoint, may coexist” (225) a
definitionreminescentf the GTVH.

Metanarrative Disruption

Metanaratie commentsarepassagesf a narrative in which the narratorcomments
on, or otherwiseinterrupts,the flow of the narrative to speakaboutthe narratie
or its characters.Generally metanarratie commentsarefairly subtle,and consist
of the choiceof an adjectize or a given verb (asin Manzoni's immortal line from
the Promessisposi“La sventuratarispose”which sumsup in threewordsa life of
sint”). In someinstancesthey may be quite obvious,aswhenthe narratoraddresses
the audiencalirectly. However, we areinterestecherein metanarratie disruption,
i.e., casesin which the narrators commentseffectively “sabotage”the narrative.
For example,the narratorin Wilde who says: “It wasone of Lady Windermeres
bestnights” (LASC 12) whenthe cotext makesit clearthatit is a patheticallybad
party. Considemow thefollowing passagefrom T. L. Peacocks*® NightmareAbbey
(NIAB):

(40) At thehouseof Mr Hilary, Sosthropfirst saw the beautifulMiss Emily Girou-
ette.Hefell in love; which is nothingnew. He wasfavourablyreceved; which
is nothingstrange Mr Glowry andMr Girouettehada meetingon the occa-
sion,andquarrelledaboutthe termsof the baigain; which is neithernew nor
strange Theloversweretorn asunderweepingandvowing everlastingcon-
stang; and,in threeweeksafterthis tragicalevent, thelady wasled a smiling

1"The passages takenfrom the descriptionof the nun of Monza, who is seducedby a noble, who
addressehkerfirst throughawindow. ThetextmeansThe wretchedoneanswered.
180n Peacockandhis humor, seesection6.1.2.
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brideto thealtar, by the HonourableMr Lackwit; which is neitherstrangenor
new (NIAB 41, my italics, SA).

This passagéaslittle structuralimportancein the remainingtext of NIAB (it
occursatthe beginningof the first chapter) andin fact constitutesa digression|t is
aremarkablexampleof Peacoclks complex humorousconstructionsThe namesof
Miss Girouette(=weathercokpndMr Lackwit (=lackwit) arethe standard®eacock
jokes(on Peacocls pentantfor onomastigokes,seesection(6.1.2)note4). What
is morerelevantis thatin a few sentence$eacockprovidesthe plot of a typical
Romanticlove story. The endingis of coursecompletelyagainstthe corventions
of the Romanticnovel, and Peacocks playing with them. Consideralsothat Pea-
cockqualifiestheweddingarrangementsf “bargain’ However, themostinteresting
sourcef humorarethe numeroustalicised authorialcommentghatfollow every
sentencén the passageln his commentdeacocknsiststhat noneof the eventshe
is relatingis eithernew or strangeandhenceinteresting.lt is a very sophisticated
ironical touchfor anauthorto claimthathis subjectmatteris notworthtelling. This
kind of self-deprecatindiumoris notisolatedin NIAB. For instancejt is foundin
thefollowing passage:

(41) Mrs Hilary hintedto Marionetta,that propriety and delicagy, and decorum,
anddignity, &c. &c. &c.', would requirethemto leave the Abbey immedi-
ately(NIAB 55).

note 1: We arenot mastersof the whole vocatlulary. Seeary novel by ary
literarylady (NIAB 263).

Peacockefusedo providethereademith thelist of socialreasonshatwouldrequire
leaving NightmareAbbey, on the pretencethat the readercan“look it up” in ary
novel by a femaleauthor This attitude of irreverencetowardsthe mediumof the
novel is further evidencedin Peacocls refusalto usehis nameon the front cover
of his novel. In a (probably)parodicimitation of Scott, HeadlongHall appeared
anorymously andall of Peacocls following novelswereattributedto “the authorof
HeadlongHall”

5.5.3 Plotswith HumorousFabulae

Finally, thereis a classof texts that, while respectinghe narratie illusion and not
endingin apunchline, canbeneverthelessonsidered “humorousfabula’” Wilde’'s
LASC is acasen point,in whichthe centralnarrative complication(cf. jab 90)!° the
fabula revolvesaroundis itself humoroug(in this casethe“murderasduty” strand).

19The“central narrative complication”is themostsignificantepisoden thetext. It would bethe event
thatcannotbe deletedn anymacrostructuregr the basicsourceof oppositiongn a Greimasiaranalysis.
In this contextwe do notattempta formal definition,astoo little is known aboutthis subjectmatter
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Anotherexampleis EugeneLabiche¥® Un chapeaude paille d'italie in which the
horseof a manon his way to his marriageeatsthe strav hat of a lady having an
extramaritalaffair. In orderto avoid a scandathe manhasto find a replacementor
theltalian strav hat. In theend,the only suchhatavailableturnsoutto be precisely
the oneeatenby thehorse.

Summingup, a plot with humoroudabula is onein which the centralcomplica-
tion involvesa humorousSO, but doesnot (necessarilyendin apunchline anddoes
not (necessarilypreachthe narrative illusion.

5.5.4 Plotswith SeriousFabulae

The consideratiorof humorousplots shouldnot lead us to the error of perspectie
of believing thata majority of humorousarrativeshave humorousplots/fatulae.In
fact, the oppositeis probablytrue: for mosthumorousnarraties,the humoris, so
to speak,superimposean an essentiallyseriousfabula. An excellentexampleis
UmbertoEco’s Il nomedellarosa(ROSE),furtherdiscussedbelow.

5.5.5 Humorousdisruption and realisticillusion

Summingup, the relationshipsbetweenplot and humor are more comple than
Palmer (and Lovell) claim: thereis a continuumrangingfrom narratvesthat are
entirely functionalto the humorousavent (andthusareessentiallystructurallysimi-
lar to ajoke) to narrativesthatareessentiallyseriousbut have somedegreeof humor
within them,passindoy narrativesthataredisruptedoy humorto avaryingdegree.

Disruptionof the fabula will necessarilyinvolve aninterplaywith the realistic
illusion of narrative. Realisticnarratize is a fairly constrainedyenrein which the
realisticillusion (seeabove) is respected.

It shouldbenotedthattheideaof disruptionof therealisticnarrative asthe con-
stituentelemenof humorousmarratveis putunderseriousdoubtby theobsenation
thatself-referentiablevices(which totally disruptrealisticnarrative) have beenused
in tragic theater(e.g., Pirandellos Six Charactersin Seach of an Author) without
comic effects. Therefore,it follows that narrative disruptionis not eo ipso humor
ous. In ary event, even script oppositionis not necessarijhumorous.It becomes
soonly if it is accompaniedy the otherrequirement®f the SSTH. Thusthe fact
that narrative disruptionby itself doesnot causehumor shouldnot comeasa sur
prise. Narrative disruptionis perceved asfunny whenit causeghe oppositionof
two (macro)scripts.

20 abiche(1815-88)wasaprolific authorof light comedyamongwhichis Anltalian StrawHat (1851),
the sourceof thefilm of the sametitle by Reré Clair (1927).
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5.6 HumorousTechniques

We cannow sumup our discussiorof plot-level humorougechniquesbeforebroad-
eningit up to othertechniqueghatinvolve large partsof texts. As we have seen,
plots may be seriousor humorous. The following schemasumsup the previous
discussionandintroducessomeof thethemesgo be dealtwith in whatfollows.

e serious

— withoutjab lines (notfunny)
— with jablines

e humorous

endingonapunchline

having a humorousentralnarrative complication

usingmetanarratie disruption

usingcoincidences

hyperdeterminetiumor
usingdiffusedisjunction(seech. 6)

5.6.1 Coincidences

Within essentiallyseriousplots, besideghe occurrencef jab linesandthebreaking
of narrativeframesavery significantsourceof humorin narratvesarecoincidences.
Thesecan be definedasa statisticallyhighly improbableeventtaking placein cir-
cumstanceshat do not explain away the statisticalunlikelyhood Turning around
the cornerand runninginto a long-lostfriend is a coincidence,doing so at your
high-schoolreunionis not.

Coincidencesare amongthe most typical disruptive elementsof the narrative
frame (Palmer1994: 113). Coincidence®r otherhighly improbableevents,would
be avoided in naturalisticnarrative, but are normal fare for humorousnarrative.
Palmer(1987:115-140)presentananalysisof Fawlty Towersfocusingonthehighly
improbable“bad luck” of Basil Fawlty, the neuroticowner of the hotelwho seems
alwaysto be having theworstday of his life.

Considetthefollowing example which strikesmeasparadigmatic:

(42) [Basil] turnsthe bathroomlight switch, which is just outsidethe door [...]
[Raylene,an attractive guestimov[es]to the wall by the bathroomdoor]...].
Without looking, [Basil] reache®ut of the bathroomfor the switch. His hand
engageRaylenes left booh He tries to switch it on, sensesomethingis
wrong, and feelsit. Raylenelooks down in disbeliefjust as Sybil [Basil's
wife] enterstheroom. (CleeseandBooth 1988:202-203)
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It is alreadyhighly improbablethattheattractive guestwould chooseo positionher
self exactly in the only position of the wall where Basil would be looking for the
switch, but that Basil's wife would walk in exactly atthe momentheis feeling her
breasis totally improbable Presumablyheinformationavailablein the storagearea
andthe known eng/clopedicinformationaboutthelikelihood of events(notto men-
tion their social consequenceshteractto mark the abore violation of naturalistic
narrative corventionsashumorous.

This approachto the interpretationof humoroustexts which hasaccesgo the
narrative developmentof thetext asit is processedhasthe advantageof accounting
for metahumor, which canbe easilyexplainedasa play on the expectationsbuilt
by the inclusionin the storageareaof the openingsequencef a known humorous
sequence/narrat, which arethendeliberatelythwarted.

5.6.2 Hyperdetermined

We candefinehyperdeterminetlumorasthepresencef morethanoneactive source
of humoratthesamedime, or asthesimultaneousctiity of agivensourceof humor
in differentcontexts. Soasto be ableto referto thesetwo kinds of hyperdetermina-
tion let uslabelthe presencef several active sourcesof humortextual hypedeter
mination, while we will usethelabelof punctualhypedeterminatiorfor the casein
which onesourceof humorworksat different‘levels”

Considetthe following exampleof textual hyperdeterminationn HRCI by Al-
lais (7.5), we find satiricalreferenceso writers of thetime andthetext is structured
asaparodyof thethemef exotismwhich they werefond of (strandl), but we also
find a themeof sexual exuberancgreinforcedby a numberof phallic references;
strand2). Thesestrandswhich by andlarge constitutethe plot (which interestingly
startson the first themeandendson the second) areinterruptedrepeatediyby ono-
masticandtopographicapuns(strand3) andauthorialasidegstrand4). In onecase,
apunning“gag” hijacksthenarratve for alarge partof thetext (aboutonethird) and
the self-containedharrative excursusis in fact built to justify a pun. It is interesting
to notethatthis excursushaslargely the structureof ajoke (punchline attheend).

The othertype of hyperdeterminetiumor (punctual)includescasesn which a
joke is active at differentlevels simultaneously Thus,for example,in the Candide
example(6.2.5)we find the registerhumordiscussedbore (level 1) but the text is
also simultaneouslyan attackon Leibniz (whoseterminologyit parodies;level 2)
and a sexually titillating description(level 3), aswell asa someavhat misogynistic
innuendo(level 4), andpossiblya satiricalcritique of currentsexual mores(level 5).

Let us notethatthe SSTHandthe GTVH cannoteleggantly handlethis type of
hyperdeterminettumor, sincethey areprogrammedo identify a uniquehumorous
trigger, andterminatethe analysis. With sophisticatedand complex texts suchas
Voltaire’s CAND, cf. example(58), the hearercannotsimply assumehat all the
remaindeiof thetext will befunny andthatthehumorhasbeenascertainednceand
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for all. Let mepointoutthat,in asensethebasicintuition behindGTVH andSSTH
remainsvalid: all thesethemesandtheirvariousjab andpunchlinescanbe handled
individually by theideaof scriptoppositionandoverlapandareultimatelyexamples
of incongruityandresolution.Whatis lackingin humortheoryis a senseof how to
handlemorethanonehumoroudine at the sametime, or the sameline functioning
in morethanone“dimension”atthe sametime.

Furthermorealthoughthe component®f the humorougext, oppositeandover-
lapping scripts,are present,it is impossibleto pinpoint a unique elementcausing
the passagérom thefirst to the secondscript(i.e., a disjunctoror script-switchtrig-
ger). It maybe assumedhatthe accumulatiorof allusions(i.e., weaklinks to other
scripts)would endup triggeringthe actualizatiorof the secondscript.

Thepunctualhyperdeterminatioissuecanbe handledeasilywhenit is assumed
that a jab/punchline canbelongto several strandsat once. Sincethe definition of
strandmakesit clearthat the definingfeatureof strandsis the semanticor formal
similarity of their componentsit followsthataline {; whichis similarin oneaspect
(feature f,) to anotherline I3, may be similar in f to /5, and f. to l4, etc. Thus
{1 would belongsimultaneouslyto strandsa, b, andc. Textual hyperdetermination
is handledimplicitly by the ideaof having a storageareathatreadsinput from the
text and builds strandsand other textual representations Crucially, several such
textual representationgossibleworlds, inferentialchains,etc.) canbe openat the
sametime; thereforethe modelwill have to beableto handlesimultaneousnultiple
strandconstruction.Furtherdiscussiorof hyperdeterminettiumorwill befoundin
section6.1.2.

5.7 General Considerations

In this section,we briefly look at theincrementahatureof thetheoryin which each
theoreticakntity is built by unitsatlowerlevels. Considerthefollowing chartwhich
presentanoverview of thediscussion.

joke narrative text intertext
GTVH Vector Strands Stacks
punch/jadine CBTD HRCI/TRAN/LASC TRAN/LASC

On the upperrow we have differentlevels of textuality, orderedfrom smallerto
largerunits. Onthe secondow we have the aspect®f humortheorythathave been
introducedto allow for their analysis.The bottomrow lists someexamplesusedin
thetext.

It shouldbe notedthatthetheoreticaklementgo theright presupposandincor-
poratetheanalysego theirleft. Thus,thevectoranalysisof a narrative presupposes
necessarilananalysiof its jabandpunchlinesby the GTVH. An analysisof stacks,
presupposean analysisof the strandsbuilt in the text, etc. Thusthe approachwe
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areproposings incremental.This is important,asit is the foundationfor our claim
of non-intuitivenesgobjectivity) of theanalysis:eachincreasinglycomple level of
analysisis justified on the basisof theimmediatelyprecedindevel andthe bottom
level, thatof theindividualline, is justified via formal semanti@nalysigseesection
1.6.3).



Chapter 6

Diffuse Disjunction

This chapterdealswith humorougechniqueshatdo not have clearpunchlines, but
ratherarebasedn theoccurrencef smalljablinesthroughouthetext (or stretches
of the text). Essentiallywe will dealwith registerhumorandwith irony, the two
clearexamplesof suchhumor Registerhumorwill beinvestigatednainly in some
examplesfrom T. L. Peacockand a blend of register andironical humorusing a
passagérom Voltaire's Candide.

6.0.1 Discreteor diffuse disjunctors

Jokeshave discrete,unique,clearly identifiable* disjunctors,while otherforms of
humormay have diffusedisjunctors(i.e., markers).A diffusedisjunctoris ary type
of disjunctorwhich doesnotoccuralonein ahumorougmicro)narratve,insofarasit
is unableto triggerthe script-switchby its merepresenceRegisterhumorandirony
aregoodexamplesof diffusedisjunctorssincetheincompatibility/inapproprateness
betweenthe context and someelementsof the utteranceis the sole necessanand
sufficient markerof humorousor ironical intention. Seebelow for discussionof
irony andregisterhumot

Theideaof a diffuseelementin humoris centralto Chlopicki’'swork on humor
ousshortstories(1987). A diffusetrigger (or “dissipated”in Chlopicki'sterminol-
ogy) is “not ary single word, but the formulation of the whole phraseor two, or
eventhewholetext of thejoke [which] is responsibldor causingthe scriptoverlap”
(Chlopicki1987:14). Seealsosection2.1.1.

Theissueat handis therelationshipbetweerdiffusedisjunctorsandpunchlines.
Punchlines areequivalentto disjunctorg (Attardo 1994: 87) which areequivalent
to scriptswitchtriggers(cf. Attardo 1994: 82). From Chlopicki's definition above

1Thetechniqués spelledoutin Hockett1973andappliedin Attardoetal. 1994.
2Thedisjunctoris theitem thatcausethe passagérom thefirst to the secondscript, seesection1.3.1.
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we gatherthatadissipatedriggeris however notin facta disjunctoror triggerin the
senseof the SSTH, but rathera connectori.e., the textual elementthat makesthe
copresencéoverlap)of two scriptspossible.In puns,thisis quite often simply an
ambiguouslement(cf. Attardo1994:134-135).Narrativesdo notnecessariljhave
ambiguouslementssoit becomedarderto seehow a dissipatedrigger/connector
shouldwork.

In sum, diffuse disjunctorsremainto be accountedor. While a contribution
to the solution of this problemwas given by introducingthe conceptof “jab line”
(5.3.1)andby consideringdiffusedisjunctorsasatypeof jab line, muchremaingto
be done. This chapterattemptgo advanceour understandin®f diffusedisjunction
by consideringwo typical examples:registerhumorandhumorousrony.

6.1 Registerhumor

In whatfollows we will nottry to defineregister(seeAttardo 1994: ch. 7 for dis-
cussion).We will assumehatregisteris alinguistic variety definedby subjectmat-
ter, social situations(of the speakers)and discursve functions(of the exchange).
Essentially for our purposesve canthink of registerasa setof links betweenin-
guistic featureqparticularly lexical itemsandcollocations,i.e., the likelihood that
two itemsmayco-occurjandconnotationgof variouskinds,but primarily of thefor-
mal/informalkind). An attemptata script-basedheoryof registerandconnotation
canbefoundin Attardo(1994:ch. 7).

6.1.1 Literatur e Review

Bally (1909)hadalreadynotedthe possibility of registerhumor;seeAttardo (1994:
233-235).Fishman(1972)identifiedregisterhumor andits causej.e., incongruent
elementdn asituation. Holmes(1973: 5-6) alsohassomeexamples.They all stop
short,however, of providing atheoryof registerhumor, andtheiraccountsarelargely
anecdotal.

Haiman(1990: 199-202)hasexaminedthe useof registerclashesasindicators
of the “sarcastic”natureof thetext in somedetail,andwith muchfinesse Much of
the considerationthatapplyto sarcasnseemo bevalid for humoraswell.

Alexander(1984: 58-62;1997: 190-191)presentsereral examplesof register
humorandidentifiesthe phenomenorclearly Alexandernotesthat somecasesof
humororiginatein the“comical confusion”of two registers.A techniqueo generate
registerbasechumoris thatof selectingalexemeor phraseologicalinit from a dif-
ferentstylelevel thanthecontet would predict” (Alexander1984:60). To illustrate
the notion of registerhumorconsider asan example, this shortpassagdédy Woody
Allen, quotedin Alexander(1984:60):

(43) He wascreatingan Ethics, basedon his theorythat “good and just behaior
is not only moremoral but could be doneby phoné€’ Also, he was halfway
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througha new study of semanticsproving (ashe so violently insisted)that
sentencestructureis innatebut thatwhining is acquired. (Woody Allen Re-
memberingNeedlemarn SideEffects.New York: Ballantine.1981.)

Alexandercomments:

Allen builds up expectationsof a particularlevel of style andeven of

field of discourse- Ethics(with a large E) andgoodand just behavior
— only to deflatethemby introducingdoneby phone Similarly hein-

troducesncongruityin following up new studyof semanticandphrase
structure with whining (Alexander1984:60)

Alexanders analysisis correct,but largely impressionisticfor example,it may be
notedthatthetechnicakermsthatselectheregisterlinguistics(“semantics, “phrase
structure”)are usedexclusively for their connotation(seebelow), i.e., becausehey
connotélinguisticstalk” independentlyf theirmeaningphrasestructurds notpart
of semantics).As a matterof fact, the readeris not supposedo have accesdo the
sophisticatedknowledgeof whatphrasestructureis to understandhejoke. A vague
associatiorwith “linguistics” or evenjust with “academictalk” is sufficient. These
aspectof the problemareleft unexplored,asarethe specificmechanism&y which
“evocation” of aregisteris achieved.

Alexander(andAttardo 1994 for thatmatter)seemgo beconflatingtwo slightly
differentphenomenanamelyregisterclashin absentiaandin praesentia The“se-
lectionof alexeme(...) from adifferentstylelevel thanthe contet would predict”
operate®n oneregisterwhich appearsn thetext andrefersto anothetthatdoesnot
appeaiin thetext. Corversely the cooccurrencén the cotext of “phrasestructure”
and“whining” opposewo registersthatarepresenin thetext atthesametime.

Thefollowing sectiondevelopsa treatmentof registerhumorin someselected
passageom two novelsNIAB andHEHA (1815))by Thomasl_ove Peacock Our

3ThomasLove Peacockwasborn in 1785 at Weymouth. He left schoolat thirteen, but apparently
continuedo educatehimselfon his own. His first volumeof versewaspublishedin 1806.In 1812,when
Peacockadalreadypublishedhreevolumesof verse hemetShelley TheybecamdriendsandPeacock
was introducedto the group of peoplewho had gatheredaroundShelley (amongtheseJ. F. Newton,
who appearsn Nightmae Abbey ). In 1814, Shelleys elopemenstrainedhis friendshipwith Peacock,
who sidedwith Shelleys wife, Harriet. Peacockand Shelleyreconciled andin thefollowing yearsthey
collaboratedextensvely. During thattime, Peacockvrotehis first two novels:HeadlongHall (1816)and
Melincourt (1817)which shav aclearShelleianinfluence.Slightly after Peacockpublishedhis lastlong
poemRhododaphgr(1818).1n 1818,the Shelleyswentto Italy, andPeacockvrote Nightmae Abbey. In
1819, Peacockbeganto work for the Eastindia Companywherehe workedfor the next 35 years. His
careemwasnotonly long but successfulAs aresultheacquiredinancialindependencegndmarriedsoon
thereafter During his careerhe continuedto publishminor poetryandsomenovels,including Crotchet
Castle(1831). After his retirementin 1856 he wrote his Memoirsof Percy BysseShellg (1858-1862)
and anothemovel Gryll Grange(1861). He diedin 1866. SettingasidePeacoclks poetryand critical
writings, his productionamountso sevennovels,rangingfrom 1815(HeadlongHall ) to 1861,theyear
of thevolumepublicationof Gryll Grange On Peacoclsee:Burns(1985),Butler (1979),Dawson(1968,
1970),Madden(1967),Mulvihill (1987),Sage(1976).
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purposeis to exemplify how texts aciesrehumorouseffectsusingregister A further
exampleof diffusedisjunctioncanbe foundin LASC, note72.

6.1.2 RegisterHumor in T. L. Peacock

Considerthis example,from Nightmae Abbe/ (NIAB) which occursin adiscussion
betweerSg/throp* andhis father the latter having announcedhis decisionto marry
his sonto a lady of his choice. Sgythrop hasrefused,on the groundsof “liberty of

action,whichis the co-natalprerogatve of every rationalbeing” (NIAB 55).

(44) ‘Liberty of action,sir? thereis no suchthing a liberty of action. We areall
slavesandpuppetf a blind andunpathetimecessity

‘Verytruesir; but liberty of action,betweerindividuals,consistdn theirbeing
differentlyinfluencedpr modified,by thesameuniversalnecessitysothatthe
resultsareunconsentaneouandtheir respectie necessitatedolitions clash
andfly off in atangent.

‘Yourlogicis good,sir: butyou areaware,too, thatoneindividualmaybethe

mediumof adhibitingto anotheramodeor form of necessitywhich mayhave

moreor lessinfluencein the productionof consentaneityand,therefore sir,

if you do notcomplywith my wishesin this instancgyou have hadyour way

in everything else),l shallbe underthe necessityf disinheritingyou, though
| shalldo it with tearsin my eyes. Having saidthesewords, he vanished
suddenlyin thedreadof Sgythrop’slogic. (NIAB 55)

In this passagethe authormanageso present quarrelbetweerfatherandson
in termsof ametaphysicatiebateon necessitySo/thropbeagins by claiming“liberty
of action”asanexcusenotto complywith hisfathersrequest.Thefathersreplyis
not thatliberty of actionhaslittle to do with a paternalorder, but insteadnhe refuses
to admit that free will exists. Schythorpgrantsthe destructionof his previous ex-
cuse,but only to find anotheyin the fact that, althoughnecessitatecand hencenot
free, the modesof the necessitatiorare different, and henceunpredictablewhich
is the sameasclaimingthatin fact thereis liberty of action (althoughtheoretically
theremight not be). Mr Glowry, Sgythrop’sfather repliesagainby grantingthe op-
ponents point, only to proceedto emptyit of ary contentby a seriesof apparent
logical passagesHis (pseudo-)agumentproceedsasfollows: anindividual canbe
theinstrumentof necessityif So/thropwill not marrythe lady of his choicehis fa-
therwill disinherithim, his fatherwill bein the necessityof doingso. By repeating

4Peacocks very fond of of the humoroususeof namespfteninvolving sophisticate@thymological
jokes;thusScythropcomesfrom the Greeko kvd pwmos “of sador gloomycountenance{NIAB 261n),
or moresimply, like in “Toobad” (= too+bad),or “Cypress”a charactewho is closely associatedvith
cemeteries.Peacocls novels,andin particularNIAB, can be readas romansa clef, eachcharacter
satirizing a specificpublic figure. Thusthe characterof Mr. Flosky (the Kantian) satirizesColeridge,
Scythropis a satireof Shelley, Mr. Toobad(the manicheanMillenarian) of J. F. Newton who wasa
memberof Shelleyscircle, Mr. Cypresof Byron, etc. (cf. Mills 1969:136).
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theword“necessity in thetwo sense®f “metaphysicahecessity’and“social obli-
gation” Peacoclkusesthe registertypical of a metaphysicatiscussiorto describea
fathersonargument.Theregister/subjecmattermismatchs themarkerof the script
oppositenessThe SOitself is betweerthe subjectmattertypically associatedvith
the metaphysicalegister and the register typically associatedvith quarrells(low,
familiar). Schematizingve have:

metaphysicg high/formal
quarrell | low/familiar

andhencethe SOMETAPHY SICS/QUARRELL, expressedat theregisterlevel by the
formal/familiar opposition. The oppositionbetweenphilosophyand a much less
prestigiousactivity (sexual intercoursein this case)will befoundalsoin theextract
from Candide, seesection6.2.5.

Letusconsidemow apassagérom HEHA. It is anexcellentexampleof physical
comedy but in this contet it is particularlyinterestinghow the humorousmaterial
is presentedoy Peacock. The passageonsistsof the descriptionof Mr. Escots
entrancen theroomwherebreakfasts beingeatencarryinga humanskull sincehe
is planningto lectureon phrenology

(45) Severalof theladiesshriekedatthesightof theskull; andMiss Tenorina start-
ing up in greathasteandterror, causedhe subversionof a cup of chocolate,
which a senantwashandingto the ReverendDoctor Gasteyinto the napeof
the neckof Sir Patrick O’Prism. Sir Patrick, rising impetuously to clap an
extinguisher asheexpressedimself,on thefarthing rushlightof therascal’s
life, pushedover the chair of MarmadukeMilestone,Esquire,who, catching
for supportatthefirst thingthatcamein hisway, which happenedinluckily to
bethe cornerof thetable-cloth,drew it instantaneouslyith him to the floor,
involving plates,cupsandsaucersin onepromiscuousuin ... Mr. Escotwasa
little surprisechtthesceneof confusionwhich signalisechis entranc HEHA
56).

As usual,the main problemwith the analysisof comple passagesuchas(45)
is that a fine-grainedtool suchas semanticanalysisproducesa combinatorialand
inferential “explosion” (seel.2.1); therefore,in orderto keepthe analysiswithin
manageablémits, only afew informal commentswill be provided. It remainghat,
in principle,acompleteanalysiscouldbe performed.

The quotedpassagesonsistsof threesentences.The secondoneis 70 words
long, afiguresensiblylargerthanthe averagesentenceTheeffect produceddy such
along sentencenay beimpressionisticallyescribedas“accumulatiori. This effect
is further reinforcedby the presencef several embeddegarentheticabentences,
which in turn have embeddegarentheticalénsidethem. The overall effect is that
of accumulatiorandconfusion,which skillfully matcheghe eventsdescribedn the
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text. Thefinal sentencavorksin partasa“punchline;” i.e., closesthe scenewith a
sudderouthurstof humor(in this case anexampleof understatement).

Beyond thesestylistic considerationsit shouldbe notedthatthereis anincon-
gruity of register betweerthetrivial eventsdescribeddroppinga cup, falling) and
the“formal” style of the presentationConsiderthefollowing lexical choices:“sub-
version” for “fall over” “rising impetuously”for “spring up;” and “promiscuous
ruin” for “generalfall.” It may be aguedthat the substitutiors proposedhereare
not semanticallyneutralandthat they add or subtractmeaningto the paraphrases,
but the precisionof the paraphrasés not the issue. What mattershereis thatthe
readewill recognizethelexical instancesbove asinstantiatinga “latinate; “flow-
ery” “formal” style, while the subjectmatteris, as pointedout above, trivial. If
thelabels“high” and“low” areattachedespectiely to theregisterandthe subject
matter a typical oppositionis establishedlt shouldbe notedthatthe oppositionis
betweerregistersandnot betweerlexical scripts. Thisis asignificantbroadeningf
the SSTH,in keepingwith the discussiorin Attardo(1994:ch. 7).

To showv the procedureby which the instantiationof the “formal” registeris
achieved formally, onewould have to shav thatthe lexical itemshighlightedabove
all arelinked with long-distancdinks to scriptssuchas LATINATE, HIGH-BROW,
etc.,whichin turn would activatea registerscriptFORMAL. Thelengthandsyntac-
tic compleity of the sentencefn the passagevould alsobe takeninto accountto
determinetheregister The next stepwould thenbe the activation of the synoryms
and nearsynorym scripts, and their long-distancdinks to situationaland general
knowledgescriptsthat would reveal that the mostcommon,typical, unmarkedex-
pressiorof thetopic at handis achiezed througha “familiar” register

An interestingaspectof (45) is the authorialdigressionwhich commentsmet-
alinguistically uponthe way the charactersare expressingthemseles. Sir Patrick
intends“to clap an extinguisher ashe expressechimself, on the farthing rushlight
of therascalslife,” Peacocls emphasi®nthecharactes way to expresshimselfis
indicative thatthisis arelevantissue.lndeed the flowery expressionquotedmay be
paraphraseds“kill. ” This redundaneanddeliberatelyobscureway to word a sim-
ple thoughtviolatesseveral of Grice's maxims(quantity manney perhapsquality,
but, interestingly not relevance)andis in facta goodexampleof “formal” register
Needlesdo say “to kill" is usuallyexpressedn this contet (beingscaldedby hot
chocolate)with muchmore succinctand colloquial expressions.Peacocks show-
casinganotherexample of registerbasedhumor to which he attractsthe readers
attention.

Consideranotherexampleof authorialdigression

(46) Mr. Escotpassed sleeplessiight, the ordinary effect of love, accordingto
someamatorypoets who seemo have composedheir whining dittiesfor the
beneolent purposeof bestaving on othersthat gentleslumberof which they
sopatheticallylamentthe privation(HEHA 51).
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which pokesfun at poets,accusinghemof putting peopleto sleep.Considerin (46)
the useof expressionssuchas “gentle slumbef “benerolent purposé, “bestav”

“pathetically” which all connotegentlenessnd caring,with the expressionwhin-

ing ditties” characterizinghe works of the poets. “Whining” connotes‘annoying,
disturbing” While “to bestav gentleslumber”is definitely a “formal” register, “to

whine” is familiar andinformal; morewer, to saythatsomeones versesput people
to sleepis, again,afamiliar expressionhereexpressedn formal register

Next, considerthe following example:

(47) the rageand impetuosityof the Squire continuedfermentingto the highest
degreeof exasperationwhich he signified, from time to time, by corverting
somenewly unpackedarticle, suchasabook,a bottle,aham,or afiddle into
amissileagainsthe headof someunfortunatesenant...(HEHA 6)

in whichtheuseof a periphrasidor “throw” (“convertinto amissile”) andtheuseof

adjectvessuchas“unfortunate”andverbssuchas“ferment” and“signify” impose
repeategwitchedrom formalto informalregisters,andclashwith thesubjectmatter
of thetext (throwing objectsat someoneslses head).

As pointedout above, thesecasef “register” humoraremostly createcby au-
thorial intrusionsand/orcommentssincethey involve anevaluationanda skillfully
controlledcontrastbetweenthe expectedstyle andthe stylistic choicemadein the
text.

An importantpoint that shouldbe madeis thatneitherthe “plot” of HEHA nor
thepassageanalyzedareparticularlyfunny, beyondtheirwording. Thereis nothing
inherentlyfunny in someonehrowing thingsat senants. The positionof the humor
in thesetexts is radically differentfrom texts structurallysimilar to jokes, suchas
the shortstory by Poe,discussedn Attardo(1994:255-262) seesection(5.5.1).1n
Poes text, asin jokes,the raisond’étre of the storyis to build a humorousclimax;
in Peacocls passageghe story moveson without muchconcernfor its humorous
aspects Considerthefact thatin Poes story thetext actuallyendsshortly afterthe
“punchline” hasbeenreachedPeacocls passageccursatthebeginningof thetext.
Thefirst typeis narratively an elaboratgoke, while the seconds a narrative text to
which humorouselementshave beenapplied,but to which thereis a non-humorous
narrative core,seesection5.5.

Hyperdetermination in Peacock

Weturn to to theanalysisof a shortpassagéom Peacocls NIAB which combines
theregisterhumorwe have beendiscussingvith slapstickcomedyandsatire.Humor
of actionis considereaneof themostbasickindsof humor;themanslippingonthe
banangeelis often givenasan exampleof the simplestform of comic. Someex-
amplesof slapstickcomedyareto befoundin Peacockandtheir functionis usually
thatof providing a counterpointo thelong abstractdebatesConsiderthe following
passage:
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(48) She(Marionetta)disengagedtherselfsuddenlyfrom Soythrop, sprangthrough
thedoorof thetower, andfledwith precipitationalongthecorridors.Soythrop
pursuedher, crying, ‘Stop, stop, Marionetta- my life, my love!” andwas
gainingrapidly on herflight, when,atanill-omed corner wheretwo corridors
endedn anangle,attheheadof thestaircasehe cameinto sudderandviolent
contactwith Mr Toobad,andthey both plungedtogetherto the foot of the
stairs,like two billiard-ballsinto onepocket.(NIAB 52)

All thetypical resource®f slapstickcomedyarehereused.e.g.,thecomparison
to objects(the billiard-balls), a fall down the stairs,two characterdumping into
eachother Moreover the passagés narratvely extremely sophisticatedwith three
parentheticglelayingthe occurrenceof the humorousfall (“at an ill-omed corner
wheretwo corridorsendedn anangle attheheadof thestair”), andthenow familiar
humorousstylistic underpinningoy the useof elevateddiction in the descriptionof
the accident(“cameinto sudderandviolent contact”).

However brilliant the comedicinterlude,its funninesss not the only reasorfor
the passagé¢o befound humorousby thereader Thereasorfor Marionettasflight
is that Schythrophasjust proposecherto “opena vein in the other's arm, mix our
bloodin abowl, anddrink it a a sacramenbf love” (NIAB 52). Marionettarelates
Peacock;had not sostronga stomach”and“turnedsick at the proposition? While
the contemporaryreadermight agreewith Marionetta, Peacocks contemporaries
probablyalsosav theallusionto the novel Horrid Mysteriespublishedn 1796,in a
translationfrom the GermanauthorGrosse Thus,anelemenbf satireis intertwined
in thefarcicalbehaior of the charactersin effect, shortly afterthe quotedpassage,
SgithropandMr. Toobadexchangea few commentsn their fall, which areanother
occasiorfor Peacocko satirizethe pessimistiattitudesof Toobad.

Thegenerapointabouthyperdeterminatiothatbeargepeatinghereis thatthere
areseveralsourceof humoractive atthe sametime: registerhumor, farcicalhumor,
satireonthecharactersandparody.Theoverall effectis rich humor whichit would
beimpossibleto ascribeuniquelyto ary of theabove sourcesalone.

In conclusionwe have seenthatan oppositionbetweera register’s associations
andthe subjectmatterof thetext maytriggera humorousncongruity aswell asthe
coprensencef incongruougegistersin the samestretchof text. Furthermorewe
have seerhow registerhumormaybeonly oneof several sourceof humoractive at
thesametimein thetext

6.2 Irony

We continuethe examinationof diffuse humorousmodesby examiningirony. The
discussioris organizedasfollows: we startout by distinguishing betweerrecogni-
tion and interpretationof irony andwe dealwith both aspects.We thenmove on
to examineirony markers.We follow up by examiningthe reasonsboth socialand
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rhetorical for usingirony andfinish by consideringoriefly themodefactivity aspect
of irony tiedto theresidualviolation of the maximof manneiin the useof irony.

I will presenimodelof irony,® whichis Griceanatthecore,butincludesseveral
significantdeparturegrom Grice’s own model. Grice's treatmenbf irony asanim-
plicaturecanbe foundin Grice(1975,1979,1989);a gooddiscussions in Cosenza
(1997).

Let us startwith thefollowing points:

¢ theironic meaningis arrived at inferentially andmoreor lessindependently
from theliteral meaningof the utterancehence

e irony is entirelya pragmatiqgphenomenon

The reconstructiorof the ironists’s intendedmeaningis supposedo be based
on a setof sharedoresuppositionsthe hearet knows thatthe speakecannotmean
p, the propositioncorveyed by his/herutteranceu, andthe speakeknows thatthe
hearerknows that, and thereforethe speakercan counton the fact that the hearer
will notstopatthe speakesliteral meaningof p, but ratherlook for amoresuitable
meaningamongtheinfinite setof othermeaningsvhich may have beenimplicated
by the speakewith u.

Furthermoretheinferentialpathof thehearersreconstructioof whatthespeaker
my have meantis guidedby Grice’s CP,which leadsusto two furtherpoints:

¢ theinterpretatiorof theironical meaningdependgrucially ontheactive guid-
anceof the CP,ergo

¢ the CP needgo be immediatelyrestoredinto functionality after having been
violated. Theprinciplethatembodieghis pointis calledthe“principle of least
disruption”(cf. section6.2.1).

In the following sectionswe will look at the processesvherebythe ironical
meaningis arrived at andat the leastdisruptionprinciple, beforeturningto the dis-
cussionof thetheoryof irony presentedn Attardo(2000).

Sincewe saw thatirony is a completelypragmaticphenomenonwith no se-
mantic correlatesjt follows thatit is entirely dependentn contet, including but
not limited to, the speakes intentionsandgoals. Theironical meaningneedgo be
inferred,it is never “said” (in Grice’s sense)i.e.,foundin thetext itself.

Thefactthatirony doesnot necessarilymplicatethe oppositeor the corverseof
theliteral meanings important.Schafer (1982: 15) sumsup thesituationbrilliantly :

5A review of the literatureon irony canbe found in Attardo (2000). A treatmentof the reasondor
beingironical canbefoundin Attardo (2000c)

6] keepthe pragmaticterminology of speakeandhearerwith the mementahatno speech-centrism
needto bereadin theterminologicalchoice:speakestandgor writer, signer etc.
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Recognitionof irony rarely comesfrom thewordsthemseles]...], but
ratherfrom cuesin the corversationalcontet or norverbal communi-
cationof the speaker Theironic implicaturesresultingfrom suchcues
mekely pointto the possibilitythat the speakers meaningmaybe other
thanthatof theliteral contentof theutterance othercorversationaim-
plicaturesand semanticconsiderationgan then supply an alternatve
interpretation[my emphasisSA]

This pointis quiteimportantandbearsestating:therearetwo distinctphenom-
enaatwork: 1) thedeterminatiorthata (partof) atext is ironical (therecognitionof
irony),” and?2) the determinatiorof theintendedmeaningof theirony (theinterpre-
tationof thevalueof theirony).

We turn first to the determinatiorof the valueof theirony andwill returnto the
recognitionof irony in a subsequergection(6.2.2).

6.2.1 Principle of leastdisruption

Let usassumeahatthe hearerthasrecognizedaninappropriateutteranceIn orderto
understandhe inferential paththat allows the hearerto determinethe value of the
irony (its import, a.k.a.theironical meaning) we needfirst to discussan extension
of Grice's CP.

Let usstartwith the obsenration of thefactthatGrice's CP, overriddenwhenan
ironic utterancses first encounteredsincethe hearemotesthe violation of at least
onemaxinf becomegully operationahgainoncethefirst stepof rejectingtheliteral
meaninghasbeentaken:for examplein:

(49) S:"What niceweathef (Contet: it is raining.)

H will assumehatthe utterances relevantto the conditionof the weatherandnot
to, say thelocationof one’s cat.

| have explainedthis fact by postulatinga leastdisruptionprinciple (LDP; At-
tardo2000;forthcoming).The LDP’s specificwordingis asfollows:

Supermaxim: Minimize your violation of the CP;

¢ limit your violation of the CP to the smallestpossiblecornversa-
tional unit (oneutterancepnecorversationaturn, onespeectex-
change);

¢ try to link the entire CP-violatingunit to the restof the interac-
tion, for exampleby finding a certainappropriatenes® the CP-
violating unit;

"Notethatthe“recognition” of theirony maybe somevhatof amisnomersinceit doesnotmeanthat
H necessarilyabelsthe utteranceasironical, but merelythe recognitionof the inappropriatenessf the
utterance.

8Actually, aswill appeabelow, thisis strictly nottrue, sincetheviolationof amaximnotcontemplated
by Grice may occur, but asa beginningthis wordingwill do.
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¢ limit your violation of the CP to smallestpossibledistancefrom
its requirements;

¢ lie in thedirectionof youraudiences expectations.

In otherwordsthe LDP warnsthe speaketo limit his/herviolation of the CPto
theleastamountnecessary

Thus,in example(49) above, the hearer uponnoticing the disruptionof the CP
doesnotwithdraw from the corversation(which would be a safemove sincehis/her
interlocutorhasjust given manifestproof of beinguntrustworthy but assumeshat
theviolation of the CPis thesmallestpossibleand,thereforethatthe violation must
somehw referto the context, andbe meaningful.Let us notethatin principle,one
might say

(50) Whatniceweather

with anironicaltonewhile it is raining,anduponthe hearers interpretatiorof utter
ance(50) asironical saysomethingalongthelines of

(51) 1 wasjustkidding, asa matterof factl love rain.

In otherwords, herethe speakemwould be deceving the hearerabouthis/herinten-
tion to beironical. Thereis no a priori reasorfor limiting the violation of the CP
to the smallestpossiblecontet, exceptfor the desireof the speakergo facilitate
communicatiorevenwhenaviolation is presenpr necessaryThis meanghatthere
is anotheybroadercommunicatie principle, thattoleratesviolationsaslong asthey
are keptaslimited aspossible. This issueis further developedin Attardo (2000;
forthcoming)andby Nelmsetal. (2000)°
Irony differs, in this respectfrom otherimplicatures.In simple flouting impli-

caturegtheviolation of a maximis reducedo a flout whenaninferentialpath(i.e.,
theimplicature)to reducetheviolation to aflout is found(i.e., theviolation is done
for a communicatie purposethatis CP-compliant). The ironical flout remainsin
abeyanceof the CP sinceirony violatesthe maxim of mannemwhichrecommendso

9An interestingssue broughtto my attentionby RachelGiora, is the problemof how the principle of
leastdisruptioncanbereconciledwith entiretexts,suchasA ModestProposal which violatethe CP. At
onelevel, theissueis fairly simple: by adwocatinga practicethe authorfindsabhorreni{cannibalism)he
drawsattentionon the conditionsof the Irish poor (via relevance);thusthe text behavesacordingto the
secondartof theprincipleof leastdisruption.However, it remainghatthetextasawholeviolatesthe CP
in thatit seemgo fly in thefaceof thefirst requiremenbf the principle of leastdisruption.| have come
to believe thattheissueshouldbe seenin termsof therealisticillusion. Givena premise the authorcan
freely elaborateonit, a goodexampleis in LASC andinvolvesthe murderas-dutypremise:oncekilling
someonds a duty, thenhomicideis praisavorthy, andso on. OnceSwift hassetup aworld (cf. section
3.3)in which eatingchildrenis acceptabletheissueof how to cookthemis perfectlycoherentl referto
thisphenomenoms“modefactivity,” i.e.,thefactthatirony setsup a mentalspacegcf. Fauconnief 985,
1997,section3.3,andbelon) whichthe speakeandthe hearemay chooseo inhabit(temporarily). Thus
alongironicaltextis atextthatstartsfrom anironical premise.lt is obviousthatfurtherwork is needed
here.
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“avoid obscurity” andto “avoid ambiguity”. It is clearthatanironical statements
bothmoreobscureandmoreambiguoughanthedirectexpressiorof one's beliefs1©

In fact, the commonobsenation that the speakercould alwayshave stateddi-
rectly his/herironical meaninghasnot beentakento its logical consequencegrom
it, follows the fact thatirony remainsa violation of the CP after the implicatures
have beenworkedout (i.e., theironical meaninghasbeenarrived at). Considerthat
if the speakercould have statednon-ironicallyhis/herintendedmeaningit follows
thathe/shes usingsomeway of expressingt thatis differentthanthosethathe/she
shouldhave choserto be CPcompliant.Hence thespeakeis in abeyanceof theCP

Grice himselfrealizedthat his original accountleft a significantgapin the de-
scriptionof irony, namely thatirony pointsto an evaluative aspeciof S’s intention
(or intendedmeaning). Grice remarkedthat irony was problematicin a straight-
forward implicational framevork becauseirony is intimately connectedwith the
expressiorof afeeling, attitude,or evaluation”(1989:53). On the basisof the prin-
ciple statedabove, it is now easyto seehow the expressionof a speakes attitude
towardstheironical referentwould fit the descriptive frameavork, sincethe ironical
utterancewould be interpretedas referring, cooperatiely, to someelementof the
context, towardswhich afeeling, attitude,or evaluationis held.

It is necessaryhowever, to further specifythe cooperatie natureof the infer-
ential procesghat determineghe valueof theirony. | am heresuggestinghattwo
factorsdirecttheinferentialprocessingf thevalueof theirony:

1. themaximof relevance

2. theantiphrastic/antoymic assumptiorof irony (cf. Giora1995,1997,1999,
Gioraetal. 1998).

In otherwords, after having recognizeda partof) a text asironical, the heareras-
sumesthat the maxim of relevanceholdsandthatthe relevanceof theirony liesin
thedirectionof anantiphrastianeaning(i.e., in thedirectionof theoppositeof what
thespeakeis saying)with a specialemphasi®n S'svaluejudgments Berrendonner
(1981: 183) aguesthatan utterancecan be usedironically only if its hasan “argu-
mentatve value” (valeurargumentativ i.e., it canbe seenaspartof anaxiological
and/orteleologicalsystemfrom whichit acquirests value.In otherwords,someone
is trying to do somethingwith the utterancesuchascorvince someoner arguefor
somethingseealsoBraeste(1992:84-85).

6.2.2 A contextual-appropriatenesstheory of irony

Ir ony Recognition

As mentionedabore, the interpretationof irony shouldnot be confusedwith its
recognition. In fact, that the two stepsin the processingof irony are distinct can

19rony mayalsobe longer(lessbrief) thandirectstatements.
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be shavn with a simpleexample.Considerthefollowing situation:

(52) Two linguisticsprofessorguninto eachotheron campus.Prof. A says:“Oh,
B, did you know that linguists are the last peopleyou shouldconsultabout
language?”

AssumethatB hasnotreadthecampugapetin whichanotheprofessors (C) words
to thateffecthave beenprinted. Then,B will presumablypeawarethatA isironical,
sincetheutterancen (52)is clearlyabsurdandhenceinappropriateasA’s utterance.
However, B will notbeableto reconstrucf\’sintendedronicalmeaningandnamely
that A's opinionof C is negative (or somesuchpoint). Thus,B will recognize(52)
asironical, or at leastinappropriatewhile being unableto understandts ironical
import.

We neednow to define inappropriateness.We have seenthat irony is non-
cooperatye at first reading. In whatrespectdoesirony violate CP at that first mo-
ment?Thisis aninterestingssue sinceevery ironical utteranceseemso beliterally
falseand/ornot appropriateo its context. Let us considera few examples starting
with the standardGriceanviolation of quality. If onesays

(53) I love childrenso

while, in fact, disliking them,clearly, oneis technicallylying, but one'stoneof voice
or othersignalé! may makeit clearthatoneis deliberatelyandconspicuouslyio-
lating the maxim of quality, andsignalingto the hearer(s).Thenoneis not “really”
lying (sinceonewantsto be “outguessed”but ratherbeingironical. This type of
example can be readily explainedas an implicature. Let us turn now to examples
thatwould be problematicfor a strightforwardGriceanmodel.

Katz andFodor’s (1963:481) famousexampleof inappropriateness$

(54) Thisis thehappieshight of my life [utteredduringthe middle of theday]

is neithertrue or false(hencejt doesnot violate quality), whenpronouncedn day-
light, but it is inappropriatej.e., it violatesthe rulesthat determinethe deictic an-
choringof discoursen reality.

In theappropriatecontext, (54) couldalsobeironical (if for instancgpronounced
in the earlymorningby a speakewell known for his/herlate-risinghabit). Or con-
siderthefollowing situation:

(55) Two farmersin adrought-strickerareaaretalking andfarmerA says:“Don’t
you justlove anicespringrain?”

ncluding, mostnotably, a clashbetweerthe utteranceandits context,cf. belaw.
12Thenotionof appropriatenesaxploredn thetextdifferssignificantlyfrom the oneusedincidentally
in de BeaugrandandDressler(1981)whereit is only a stylistic element.
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While probablyliterally true (farmerA andB may like springrains)andnot (nec-
essarily)a mentionor an echoof anotherutterance the utteranceis contetually
inappropriatdbecausé is not raining.

The earlier example (49) utteredwhile it is raining, clearly belongsto the in-
appropriatenessateyory of irony aswell, but unlike (54), it alsoinvolvesa literal
non-truth.In otherwords,appropriatenesandseveral otherconditionsandmaxims
canbeviolatedin anironic utterancejustastheviolation of morethanonemaximat
atimein ajokeis acommorphenomenoKseeAttardo1993,andreferencesherein).

What examples(49), (54), and (55) have in commonis that they would fail to
beidentifiedasironical by a Griceanaccountf irony (they fail to violatea maxim);
however, they all entail aninappropriateutterancegiven the context in which they
occur Violation of a maxim, needlesdo say createsan inappropriateutterance.
Therefore all examplesof irony accountedor by implicaturecanbe accountedor
asinappropriatautterancesiswell. Consideragain(53) above: if onedoesnot like
children,thenit is inappropriatdo saythatonedoes.

It is possibleto extrapolatefrom theseobsenationsanddefineasironical anut-
terancethat,while maintainingrelevance!® explicitly or implicitly violatesthe con-
ditionsfor contextual appropriatenesgitherdeictically or morebroadlyin termsof
the knowledgeby the participantsof the opinionsandbelief systemsof the speak-
ers (seeSearle1979: 113 for a brief mentionof an accountof irony in termsof
inappropriateness).

Sincewe aredrawing aninferenceon the basisof a rule notincludedin the CP,
this introducesan interestingexceptionto it: “be contetually appropriate”(which
is not the sameas beingrelevant, for discussionseeAttardo 2000). Thus,this is
anextensionto Grice’s CP.The pragmaticaspect®f this estensioraredealtwith in
Attardo (forthcomingb).

The following is the operationaldefinition of appropriatenesgivenin Attardo
(2000): an utteranceu is contetually appropriateff all presupposition®f u are
identicalto or compatiblewith all the presuppositionsf the contet C in which u is
uttered exceptfor ary aspecbf meaningexplicitly thematizecanddeniedin u.1#

As far asthe “context” of utteranceof u, a notoriouslyslippery concept,recall
the notion of “common ground” (Clark 1996; cf. section3.1.2above) which will
help clarify what is meant: speakersegotiate and continuouslyupdatea record
of propositionswhich they hold to be mutually known (held, manifest),including,
let us notein passing,information aboutwhich partsof the commongroundare

13Note thatas per Attardo’s (1997)two stageapproachto implicaturesiit is perfectly acceptabldor
the speaketo violate the maximof relevancein thefirst stageandthenfollow it in the second.Thus,the
definitionin thetext shouldbeunderstoods“maintainingrelevance”in thesecondstageof processing.

14Thelastclauseis necessaryo handlecertainmoreor lessmetalinguisticutterance®f thetype“This
tableis nota DuncanPhyfe” which presupposegoughly)thatthe hearethasthe beliefthatthetableis a
DuncanPhyfe.
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focalizedandrelevant to the ongoinginteraction®® This recordis the background
uponwhich the utterance®f a discourseareproduced.Thusthe appropriatenessf
u is determinedn relationto the contet of u.

In light of the previous discussionwe canstatethe theoryof irony thatwe are
proposingasfollows: anutteranceu is ironical if

1. uis contetually inappropriate,
2. uis (atthe sametime) relevant,

3. uis construedashaving beenutteredintentionallyandwith awvarenes®f the
contetual inappropriatenedsy thespeakerand

4. thespeakeintendsthat(partof) his/heraudienceecognizepointsl — 3

5. unlesgthehearerconstruess asbeingunintentionairony, in which case3 -4
do notapply.

Usually, irony is usedto expressanevaluative judgmentabouta givenevent/situation
whichis commonly but not exclusively, negative.
| believe that mostof the aspectf this proposalarefairly obvious (at leastto

thosewith somefamiliarity with Griceanpragmatics) Furthertheoreticaissuesare
dealtwith in Attardo (forthcoming),but a few pointsare betteraddressedmmedi-
ately Theprovisoon point(4) thatatleastpartof theaudienceaecognizetheironical
intentof the speakeris meanto accounfor a situationin which, asClark andCarl-
son(1982)pointout, the speakenddressewwo differentaudienceatthesametime,
onewho is essentiallythe “butt” of the irony and anotheraudiencewho is “in” to
theironical intentandappreciatesheirony (or at leastappreciateshe fact thatthe
speakeintendsto beironical). Considerfor example,the situationin which a child
is pesterinchis/herparentdor ice creamandthe speakeroneof the parentssaysto
him/her

(56) Are yousureyouwantice cream?

intendingtheotherparento understandheironicalintent,but clearlyawarethatthis
will belostonthechild. Point(3) is meantto remindthereaderof Grice’s reflexive
intention. Point (5) introduceshe possibility of the hearertaking uponhim/herself
full responsibilityfor the intentionalaspectf irony. Essentiallyin that case the
hearebehaesasif thespeakehadutteredu ironically, while knowing full well that
thespeakedid not.

As we have seenjrony is recognizedy its inappropriateness-dowever, being
ironical is risky (sincethe hearermay missthe irony and take the speakerat face

15Thus, for example bothyou, the readerandl, theauthor sharethe assumptiorthat, | at thetime of
writing, andyou atthetime of readingam/arealive. However, thisbit of informationwasnot, presumably
focalizedbeforethe occurrencef this sentence.
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value). To hedgethe speakes bet, he/shemay use a numberof clues,to point
out to the hearerhis/herironical intention. In the following section,we examine
someof themostcommonmarkersof irony. It shouldhowever be keptin mind that
there exists a completelynon-marked signal-freedelively, the so-called“deadpan
delivery”

Ir ony markers vs. factors

Simple-mindedasit may seem,it is necessaryo distinguishbetweenindices of

irony andirony itself. Therehasbeensomeconfusionbetweerronical markersand
ironical utterancesif notentirelyexplicitly, atleastin the practiceof somescholars
who have cometo identify irony with irony thatis explicitly markedas suchby

someironical indicator However, irony cannotbe identifiedwith its markers.See
for example,thefollowing quote,which sumsup sereral of the pointswe have been
making:

It is possibleto be ironic or sarcasticwithout ary overt sign of the
speakes insincerity The put-on,or deadparact of sarcasmstill dif-

fersfrom alie in thatthe speakemvantshis or heractualmeaningto be
understoodit leastby somehappyfew memberof thetargetaudience
(...) (Haiman1998:18)

Muecke(1978) arguesthat “irony markerscannotbe definedasinfallible pointers
to irony” (365)andthatirony needgto be definedin termsof “intention andcom-
munication’ (ibid.) Thelatteris definedas“marking” the speakes utterancée‘in
sucha way asto provide [his/]heraddresse&vith groundsfor a correctinterpreta-
tion” (ibid.) Gibbs(1994: 381) notesthat “Readersdo not simply establishironic
intentionsby recognizingcertaintextual featureghatcorventionallymarkirony.”

An irony marker/indicatoalertsthereaderto thefact thata sentencés ironical.
The sentencevould, however, be ironical even without the marker. For example,
awink, before,during or after a sentenceneantasironical will alertthe hearerto
thefactthatthe speakedoesnot meanliterally whathe/sheis saying. The sentence
would, however, still be ironical even if the speakethad not provided the hearer
with the indication of its ironical status. Therefore,we may distinguishbetween
irony markersandirony factors a markermay be removed without affecting the
presencef theirony (only, perhapsits easeof recognition)while a factormaynot
beremaoredwithout destroyingheirony.

It is perhapgossibleto speculatghatthe confusionbetweenmarkingtheirony
andbeingpartof it hasarisenbecause¢hosefactorswhich arepartof theirony (e.g.,
exaggerationand/orunderstatementr the otherforms of co(n)textual inappropri-
atenessylo also,asa sideeffect, alertthe hearerto the presencef theirony. (For
further examplesseesection6.2.2below.)
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Review of someindicesof irony

Thefollowing is a partial review of someof the mostfrequentand/orclearmarkers
of irony. A broademiscussiorandreferenceganbefoundin Attardo(forthcoming)

¢ Intonation Themostcommonindex of ironical intentis intonation. Theiron-
ical intonationhasbeendescribedas a flat (neitherrising, nor falling) con-
tour. Otherironical intonationsreportedare: questionintonation(i.e., rising),
lowering of pitch on the normally stressedyllable, exaggeratedntonational
patternge.g.singsongnelody falsetto,etc.),nasalizationandstresgatterns
broaderthanusual.

¢ Other PhonologicalmeansAmongotherphonologicaimarkersof irony, the
following have beenreported:slowed rate of speaking syllablelenghtening,
pausesandlaughter

¢ Morphological meansExpressionsuchas“so to speak’and“one mightsay”
aswell as“as everybody knows” may indicateirony. Haiman (1998: 47-
48) reportson the usageof various quotative and evidential moodsand of
lexicalizedquotative particles.

¢ Typographical meansThewrittentranscriptiorof spokenlanguagéeingthe
roughapproximatiorthatit is, typographicatorventionsarea poorsubstitute
for the ironical intonation. “Scarequotes”are usedto corvey a certainde-
tachmentrom a written utteranceandhenceirony. The exclamationmarkis
usedto expressemphasisin theright contet, it canunderscorethermeans
to highlightirony. Dots (“...") marka suspendedtterancethusalertingthe
readerto potentialothermeaningdeft unsaid.

¢ Kinesic markers Thesearetheirony markerghatpeoplecommonlythink of,
suchaswinks, nudgestongue-in-cheelegtc.

¢ Cotext Irony canbesignalledby its cooccurrencavith incompatibleslements
in the samesentenceparagraphor largertextual unit, in which u occurs.

e Context Irony canbe signalledby its cooccurrencevith incompatibleele-
mentsin the context of u.

6.2.3 Reasondor usingirony

Having consideredhe marker=of irony, usedby the speaketo increaseheprobabil-
ity of successfulljhaving his/herirony berecognizedyeturnto thestill problematic
guestionof why shoulda speakeiincur into sucharisk. Considerfor example,the
following passagefrom SperbemandWilson'sinfluentialtreatmenbf irony:
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Themostohvious problemwith the classicalaccounfof irony] — and
with its modernvariant, the Griceanaccount— is thatit doesnot ex-
plain why a speakerho could, by hypothesishave expressedhis/lher
intendedmessagelirectly shoulddecideinsteadto saythe oppositeof
what[he/]shemeant.(SperberandWilson 1986: 240).

Nonethelesswhile this facetof irony hasnot receved nearlyasmuchattentionas
otheraspectsseveralinterestingsuggestionkave beenputforth. Thesearereviewed
in whatfollows.

Social Factors

Group Affiliation Irony may have two opposedpurposes:an inclusive and an
exclusive one.Ontheonehand,rony buildsin-groupsolidaritythroughsharedlay;
on the otherhand,it canbe usedto expressa negative judgmentaboutsomeoneor
to excludethem.

Sophistication As anotherclueto the reasonwhy speakershouldpreferaniron-
ical utteranceto a literal one, we can note that an ironical utteranceconnotesits
beingironical (andindirect), and henceits being sophisticatecgand requiringsome
mentaldexterity to processt. Beingassociatedavith humoraddsyet anotherprized
connotatiorto irony, atleastin Westernsociety

Oneof thepurpose®f irony seemdo bethatof shaving off thespeakes detach-
mentandhencesuperiorityandthe speakess ability to “play” with languag&saying
onething, while meaninganother).Dews etal. (1995:347)showv thatspeakersise
irony to “show themselesto bein control of theiremotions.

Evaluation Grice(1978:124;1989:53) notesthatirony is “intimately connected
with the expressionof a feeling, attitude, or evaluation” This is a commonclaim
within theliterature.Note thatthe expressionof feeling, attitude,etc. is notincom-
patible with the detachmenbf sophistication:it is preciselythe (affected)detach-
mentthatis (partof) theattitudecommunicated.

Sperberand Wilson (1986: 239), as we have seen,echothis claim (though
strangelyin anattackon Grice’s account)andseekto establistthe relevanceof the
ironical utteranceon the basisof its expressinga (hegative) attitudetowardssome-
thing. Theexpressiorof this attitudewould thenbethepointof usingirony. Dews et
al. (1995:349)mentionaggressiomsoneof thereasongo useirony. However, they
alsonotethatirony does,in fact, muteboth the negative effect of ironical criticism
andthe positive effect of ironical praise(Dews etal. 1995: 349; Dews andWinner
1995: 15). Thus,Dews andWinner (1995)proposethe “tinge” theory i.e., thatthe
literal meaningtingesthe intendedmeaningof the irony, by muting both criticism
andpraise for example.This mutingfunctionwouldthenbethepointof usingirony.
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Politenessstrategy Irony hasbeenseenasaface-saing stratgy. Dews andWin-

ner's“tinge” theoryassertghatirony mitigatesthe face-threateningspecof direct
criticism. Chen(1990)amguesthatthedesireto avoid beingimpolite to thehearer(on

theassumptiorthatthis maycauseunpleasanteactiondy the hearerandthedesire
to corvey the speakes intendedmeaning(with specialreferenceto the speakes
attitudetowardsa given situation)motivatethe violation of the CP (1990: 172-173)
andthe useof irony. Dews etal. (1995)emphasizdace saving function of irony.

Specifically Dews etal. (1995:364)shaw thatironical criticisms“serve to mutethe
level of criticism;” thusallowing the hearerto save face;the speakeisavesfaceas
well, beingseenaslessangryandmorein control.

Theideaof irony beingmotivatedby politenesds one of the centraltenetsof
Barbes work. In fact, sherepeatedly(e.g.,1995: 73; 79; 94; 107) summarizeder
positionon irony asa critical purposeon the speakess part mitigatedby politeness.
Considerfor example,thefollowing passage:

Whenemployingirony (...) speakersre not as olviously aggressie
andcanthwartcounterattacks.lrony, therefore turnsconflict aside.A
critical statementpnceclothedin an inoffensive way, helpsspeakers
andhearerdo save face.(1995:90)

As seenabove, a critical attitudeis not alwaysnecessaryAs far asthe motiva-
tion of politenesgyoes,the useof irony strikesme asa fairly aggressie behaior,
especiallywhen coupledwith critical intent. While | canimaginethe speakeand
the hearerlooking at the rain outsidethe window and mellowly contemplatinghe
irony of “Nice weatherisn't it?”, | have a muchhardertime imaginingthe hearer
assuminghatthe speaketis beingpolite if afterthe hearerspilled his/herdrink on
the speakes carpetand the speakersays“That was clever of you” However, as
Barbe(personacommunicationpointsout, theironical remarkis more polite than
adirectcriticism.

Rhetorical Factors

Rhetorical An interestinginsightinto therhetoricalfunctionof irony comesfrom
Carston(1981:30).Shenotesthatirony is a powerful rhetoricaltool becauset pre-
supposeshe truth of the presupposegropositionto be self-evident. For example,
in

(57) S:"Johnis sucha goodfriend” (Whenthe speakeandthe hearerknow that
Johnjust stolethe speakess car, stereocollectionof rareLPs,etc.),

we seethat the setof propositions(P) “Johnis a bad friend” and/or“Johnis not
a friend” mustbe presupposethy the speakerandthe hearerfor themto correctly
procesgheirony. Thus,irony canpresumablybe usedto indirectly incorporatea
propositionin the commongroundof belief that the speakerandthe hearershare
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aboutagivensituation,evenif theheareroesnot necessarilysharethe beliefthatP
is true.

Kreuzetal. (1991: 161), notethatirony is memorableandthereforeit offers
“highly effective ways for speakerdo achiese their communicatre ends, which
include “to mock, to insult andto be funny” (ibid.). Giora (1995) seesirony as
having two basicfunctions: a) to provide a highly informative utteranceandb) as
a politenessstrat@y, which takesus to the mostsignificantclaim aboutirony, on
which below (section6.2.3).

Retractability Berrendonne(1981:238)claimsthatirony, becausét allowsone
to statesomethingandits oppositeat the sametime, allows the speakerto avoid
ary sanctionghat may follow from statingdirectly what he/shethinks. From this
perspectie, irony allows the speaketo takea non-committalattitudetowardswhat
he/sheis saying;irony is similar in this lack of commitmentto humor(seeAttardo
1993,1994).

6.2.4 Irony and Humor

Therelationshipbetweerirony andhumoris subtle. Quite clearly, irony andhumor
intersect,sincethereare casesof humorousrony. Also quite obviously, thereare
casef humorwhich arenotironical. Lessobviously, but againquite clearly, there
arecase®f irony whicharenot (percevedas)humorousln otherwords,humorand
irony overlapsignificantly but aredistinct. Dews etal. (1995: 348) speculatahat
the elementof surprise“yielded by the disparity betweerwhatis saidandwhatis
meant"maytriggerhumor Giora(1995:256-257)arguesthathumorandirony share
somebasic mechanisms.Namely they both violate the “graded informativeness
requirement, but they do sodifferently: a joke goesfrom anunmarkedneaningto
amarkedone,while irony doesthe opposite.

Also, if irony is a form of indirect negationandhumoris based(in part)on lo-
cal antorymy, it follows thatboth humorandirony includenegationasa significant
consituentof the phenomenonThe connectionbetweenirony andhumoris borne
out by empiricalresultsobtainedby Kreuzetal. (1991: 153-154)who reportthat,
amongthe goalslisted by speakersn ironical utterancesbeingfunny or witty and
to play or besilly werelisted muchmorefrequentlythanin the caseof non-ironical
utterancesAlong the samelines, Dews etal. (1995: 363) show thatironical state-
mentsareratedasfunnierthanliteral ones.Thereforejt standgo reasorthatoneof
the“payoffs” of beingironical is thatof beingpercevedashumorous(265)Onthe
connectionbetweerhumorandirony, seealsoMizzau(1984:40-41)andJoigensen
(1996),who seedessof aconnection.

With the proviso thatirony neednot be humorouswhenit is so, it is clearthat
irony may contribute to the perceptionof humorin atext. lrony shareswith reg-
ister humorthe featurethat it doesnot have a clear uniquedisjunctorlocatedin a
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predictablepositionin the text, asjokesdo. The following sectionpresentsan re-
working of ananalysisof afragmentfrom Voltaire’s Candide from Attardo(1994).
Thefragmentexemplifiesregisterhumorandhyperdeterminationia irony.

6.2.5 A Passagdrom Voltaire’s Candide

Considerthefollowing passageiakenfrom the beginning of Candide

(58) Un jour, Cunégondeen se promenantaupes du chateau,dansle petit bois
gu’on appelaitparc, vit entredesbroussaillede docteurPanglossqui donnait
unelegondephysiquesxpérimentaleala femmedechambredesamere,petite
brunetresjolie ettrésdocile. CommeMlIle Curégondeavait beaucoumledis-
positionpourlesscienceselle obsena, sanssoufler, lesexpérienceséiterees
dontelle fut temoin;elle vit clairementa raisonsufisantedu docteur les ef-
fets etles causeset s’enretournatout agitee, toute pensve, touterempliedu
desird’étresavante,songeangu’elle pourraitbienétrela raisonsuffisantedu
jeuneCandide gui pou\ait &trela sienne.

(Oneday, Cunegyonde,taking a walk nearthe castle,in the little wood they

called parc, sav amongthe bushesDoctor Panglossgiving a lessonin ex-

perimentalphysicsto her mothers maid, a little brunette very goodlooking

anddocile. As Miss Cunggondehadgreatdispositionsfor the sciencesshe
obsenred, without a breath,the repeatedxperienceshewitnessedshesav

clearlythe doctor’s sufficientreasonthe effectsandthe causesandreturned,
agitatedandthoughtful,filled with the desireof beingknowledgeablethink-

ing thatshemightwell bethe sufficient conditionfor theyoungCandide and
hefor her)

The humorouseffect of the scenecomesfrom the inappropriatenessf the reg-
ister of philosophicaldiscourseusedto describesecual intercourse. Sexual inter-
courseassubjectmattergreatlyrestrainghe availableregisters.As a matterof fact,
only threevariantsarepossiblejmedical,euphemisticandobsceneEitheroneuses
wordssuchas“copulate” or “intercourse”or oneis forcedto useshorterand more
colorful synoryms. A third possibilityis thatof euphemisi(“do it,” “makelove”),
but thatraisedifferentissuegbasicallyavoidanceof thetabooedsubject).

Theclashbetweerregisterinstantiatedoy the text andregisternormally associ-
atedwith the subjectmattercreatesan oppositionsimilar to thatof a scriptopposi-
tion, thuscreatinga humorouseffect.

In this shortpassagehe text introducestwo subjectmatterswhich requiretwo
distinctregisters:philosophyandsexual intercourseWe canlist someof thetriggers
that activate the philosophicalregister, with the correspondingexual reality being
described:
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philosophical register | sexualreality
give alessonin experimentalphysics| have intercourse
to have adispositionfor science| to beinterestedn sex
repeatedxperiments| repeatedntercourse?)
doctor'ssufiicientreason| penis(?)
effectsandcauses| orgasmsandintercoursg?)
desireof beingknowledgeable| sexual desire
beingthe sufficientreason| beasexual partner

As notedin Attardo (1994: 267), the philosophicalregister can hardly be con-
sideredappropriateo describesexual intercoursethusthereis a clashbetweerthe
choiceof registerin thetext andthe subjectmatter which would requirea different
register(for example,amedicalone,asabove, or anobscen®ne). Thusthis passage
displaysaregisterclashin absentiaasthe secondegisteris implicit (ho medicalor
obscenderms,concerninghesexual intercoursef Panglossandthechambemaid,
areusedin the passage).A register clashin praesentia aswe sav, would be the
occurrenceof termsform to incompatibleregister within the text. Note also that
traditionally sexual intercoursehasbeenassociatedvith low, informal varietiesof
languagewhereagphilosophyhasthe oppositeassociations.

It shouldbe notedthatthe humorousatureof thetext is notlimited to theclash
betweerthe actualandimplied registers;for example,thereis a sexual/voyeuristic
themein the episodethat may be perceved ashumorous.More significantly, there
is anironical satireof Leibnizian philosophythat was almostcertainly the direct
“butt of thejoke” As a matterof fact, it is preciselythe hyperdeterminatiownf the
humorouseffect thatmakesthe text interesting.Let us note how the ironical intent
of Voltaire is madeapparenty the inappropriatenessf the register selectionfor
the text, while the satirical put down of Leibniz is achieved via the presumption
of relevance(i.e., why is Voltaire using philosophicaljargon from the Leibnizian
tradition, ratherthan,say the scholasticone?):®

Let me concludethis chapterwith a small digression:by the definition of irony
asrelevantinappropriatenesandthe definition of registerhumorasa clash(inap-
propriatenesshetweereithera givenregisterandthe onegenerallyassociatedvith
its designatgin absentig or betweertwo registers(in praesentiy onemaywonder
whatexactly thedifferencebetweerirony andregisterhumoris. Theanswets, alas,
far from simple.Irony generatesnuchmoreexplicit (strong)implicaturesgoverned
by the maxim of relevance,but alsoby the negationaspectof irony (Giora 1995).
So,in this sensejrony is muchmorespecificthanregisterhumor Registerhumoris
satisfiedsoto speakto generatea muchvaguerincongruouglashwhich mayhave

16To be notedis alsothe fact that Leibnizian philosophyand sex are local antonymsand so it may
appearstrangethat the aboveis classifiedasirony, sinceit doesnot appearthat the textis sayingthe
oppositeof whatit means.In fact, this is preciselywhat Voltaire is doing, becausdor the purposeof
this text, sexand philosophyare oppositespn local antonymyandits problems seeAttardo (1997)and
sectionl1.3.2.
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somedegreeof resolution/jstification, but neednot do so. Therefore,irony hasa
higherdegreeof resolution(insofarasirony must“mean” something).

However, it seemdo be the casethatirony andregisterhumorarenot entirely
distinctphenomenaln fact,thesamecanbesaidof mary othertropes:onecaninter-
pretunderstatementndexaggerationgsinappropriatenessorrectedresohed) by
relevance.Oncewe geton this slipperyslopeit is easyto try to extendtheinappro-
priatenessindrelevanceformulato all indirect/figurative discourse Thistemptation
will beresistedpresentlydueto thefactthatit would obviously takeustoofar afield.
I will however returnto this questionsn further publications.






Chapter 7

CaseStudies

In whatfollows, | presentinanalysisof several casestudies asfollows:

¢ theopeningsequencef theChudlesBitesthe Dustepisodeof theMary Tyler
Moore Show a popularUS TV sitcomof the seventies;

¢ ananalysisof the poemCindeeella by Anne Secxton, and an outline of the
centralstrandsof the Transformationsollection,of which the poemis part;

¢ ananalysisof HenryPeachans A Merry Discourseof Meumand Tuum

¢ an analysisof one strandin UmbertoEco’s novel Il nomedella rosg and
finally

¢ ananalysisof Han Rybek oule coupdel’ étrier by AlphonseAllais.

The next chaptercontainsthe analysisof Wilde's Lord Arthur Saviles Crime. To-
getherthesecasestudiesareintendedasconcreteexamplesof themethodpresented
in the previous chapters.Their purposeis to shav both how to concretelyperform
theanalysesandalsoof their explanatorypower.

HRCIl andROSEdo nothave full analyse®f tejablines;CBTD, theCindetella
poemfrom TRAN, andLASC have afull analysisof thejab andpunchlinesusing
theusualabbreiations,hererepeatedor easeof reference:

SO ScriptOpposition LM Logical Mechanism
Sl Situation NS Narrative Strateyy
TA Tamet LA Language

Thecasestudiesshav avarietyof notations:all lineswill benumberedsequen-
tially (in Romannumerals,exceptin HRCI andLASC) in the orderin which they
appear We will not distinguishbetweenpunchandjab linesin the numbering.In

127
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CBTD, jab linesarenumberedput only the lastadditionis numbered.Punchlines
arenumberedhroughoutLinesarenumberedseparatelynsidedifferentnarratives.

It is clearthat a closeanalysisis bestfollowed if the readercan checkit for
him/herselfagainstthe original. Ideally, the readershouldhave the text analyzedat
hand. To this end,thetext of HRCI andof LASC arereproducedn their entirety®
Whenwe couldnot reproducehe actualtext for copyrightreasongaswell asspace
constraints)we provide a brief paraphrasend a pagenumber of the sourcetext
used o let thereadelidentify theactualtext, if necessary

A vectorrepresentatioiis givenfor CBTD andfor HRCI. Graphrepresentation
are provided for TRAN. A chart of the densityof lines in LASC appearsn the
last chapter Specialnumberingsystemspagenumbersof the originals, etc. are
indicatedin afootnoteat the beginningof the text.

This apparennotationalexuberancds on the contraryoneof the positive sides
of the approachwe have beendeveloping: eachtext is presentedisingthe method
that besthighlightsits significantfeatures. For example, LASC has 253 definite
lines, with a few more problematicones. The text is about12400words. To pro-
ducea graphsuchasthoseusedin TRAN would have requireddrawing a graph12
meterdong (some37 feet). Thevectorrepresentationsedfor CBTD andfor HRCI
workswell for narratvesthatinvolve embeddedarrativesandarenot too long (at
61 units, the HRCI one bordersunreadability). Otherrepresentationare possible
(e.g.,Hemplemanr2000).

A few corventionshave beenused. The following two abbreviations: irr = ir-
relevant,andna= not applicable WhenSI = cotext, thesituationis idiosyncraticto
the text (andthereforeit makesno sensdo try to characterizét generally). When
indicated,narratvesareframeduponcompletion. The symbol - indicatesthatthe
text is notfinished.

7.1 ChudlesBitestheDust the openingsequence.

Our first exampleis the openingpart of the ChudlesBitesthe Dust episodeof the
Mary Tyler Moore Shawv. The MTM Shav ranon CBS from 1970to 1977. The
Chucklesepisodewvasthe 127thin the 168-shav run of the series.The settingis the
newsroomof WJM, a small (imaginary) TV stationin Minneapolis,Ml, in which
Mary, playedby Mary Tyler Moore,works?

Theinitial setupis in thenewsroom,whereMurray (ajournalistandfriend of the
maincharacter)s readingateletypeprintout. He saysto Mary:

The “teletype mustbe broken,or elseG. Ford [then president]held up a liquor
storewith atoy pistol”

ITheyareavailablein electronicform at http://unix1.cc.ysu.edwattardo/humtxt/index.html.
2Theinitial numbergeferto theprogressie numberingof thelinesandto the pagenumberwherethe
line appearsThestructureof thetext, upto thegivenline, is notedafterthese.
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[=79-[—-P—]—

SO president/criminal

LM teletypeis broken—metanicalfailure
Sl hold up

TA technology(?) Pres.Ford

NSjoke

LA irr.

Thecontinuationof the narratve is structuredasfollows:
[—-P—=]-—

namely the first joke aboutpresidentFord is followed by a serioussequencef
text in which SueAnn (a collague)entersthe scene greetsMurray and Mary and
asksMary to shuther eyes. Clearly this is preparatoryfor a joke, but it is notin
itself, humorous.The text proceedswith a jab line, deliveredby Murray, in which
he pretendgo believe that the reasonSue Ann is askingMary to closehereyesis
becausé&ueAnn is not wearingmakeup andis presumablyashameaf beingseen
in thatcondition,againpresumabljbecauseshedoesnotlook good.

I-79{—-P—]-J-—

SO ugly/beautifuj surprise/shame

LM Murray misinterpetsSueAnn’s behaviorcluedby hervanity
Sl cotextual

TA SueAnn(possiblywomenat large)

NS requestadjacencypair

LA irr

SueAnn dismissesMurray’s implied insultandreplieswith anothefjab, attack-
ing Murray’sage.ShethenreiteratesherrequesthatMary closehereyes.

 -79-+—~-P—]-J-J2-—
SO young/old;smart/stupid
LM Murray’s appeaance
Sl cotext

TA Murray

NS statement

LA irr

After Mary complies,SueAnn bringsin a mobile madeof plasticfood. Thisis
anentirelyvisualjab.

IV -79{+-P—]-3-3-J3—
SOart/trash
LM unresolvedresolvedby J 5)
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S| cotext
TA none
NS visual
LA visual

After Mary openshereyessheproduces jab askingif shecanclosethemagain.
Shethenaskswhatthe objectis.

V-_80-{—~-P—]-J-J-3-J4~

SO overtreaction(losingthe useof sight)/normalreaction
LM mobileis ugly, notwantingto seean ugly thing

Sl cotext

TA mobileandits owner(SueAnn)

NS question

LA irr

SueAnn’s answerto Mary's questionconsistsof a descriptionand explanation
of themobile.

VI-80{+—-P—]-J-J-3-J-J5—

SOfood/art

LM four foodgroupsare educationak?)

Sl cotext

TA mobile/SuéAnn

NS secondhalf of adjacencypair in the previousturn
LA irr

SueAnn proceedgo explain thatsheusedthe mobileasa propfor ashaw titled
“What's all this fussaboutfamine”

VIl -80-[+-P—]-J3-J-3-J-J-J6—

SO high/lowstatus

LM SueAnnis superficial

Sl cotext

TA SueAnn

NStitle

LA “fuss” connotedriviality, “famine” connoteseriousness

Mary repliesthat SueAnn “shouldnt have”

Vill -80-[+—-P—]-3-3-3-3-3-3-37—
SO true/false;polite/impolite

LM mobileis ugly

Sl cotext
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TA SueAnn
NS secondurn of adjacencypair (receivegift)
LA pragmaticpun (idiomaticvs. literal)

131

Mary thencontinuesy notingthatherleasemayforbid herfrom “hangingfood”

IX-80{+—~-P—]-J-3-3-3-J-J-J-J8~
SO decoation/food

LM mobilerepresentfood

Sl cotext

TA SueAnn

NSirr

LA irr

A discussiorof wherethemobilemaybebestplacedfollows. SueAnn concludes
it by suggestinghatMary placethe mobilein herbedroomto “relieve thetedium”

X-80{+—-P—=][~-J-J-J-J-J-J-J-J-P2]~
SO sex/nosex or conventionalvs. exotic sex
LM Mary’s se life is notrich (asSueAnn’s)
S| contectual

TA Mary

NSirr

LA irr (but latinismmayaddto thehumor)

This endsthefirst scengSueAnn exits; Ted enters).Notethatthe narrative gets
enclosedy thebracketaindthe— symbolis addedatthebeginning,for consisteng.
On his way in, Ted greetsindividually all the staf. This is a mannerisnof his.

Thejabis intertextual. (indicatedby ™)

XI-80{—-P—][+—-3-3-J-3-J-J-J-J-P2]-J1"-—
SO normal/abnormal

LM Tedis weird

Sl greeting

TA Ted

NS greeting

LA irr

Tedthenproceeddo greetthe mobile.

Xl -81-—-P—][~-J-I-J-J-J-J-J-J-P2]-J™-J2~
SO human/object

LM Tedis absent-minded

Sl cotext
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TA Mary (asownerof themobile?)
NS greeting
LA irr

Ted singsthetitle line from the song“happy daysarehereagain’ Mary asksif
he madeit up and Ted answerghatit is aline of a song,thetitle of which he has
forgotten.l chooseo ignore,for thetime being,thatboth Ted'sandMary’sremarks
areincongruous. only codeasajab the fact that Ted doesnot realizethatthetitle
of the songis whathe hasjust sung.

Xl =81 —-P—][—~-J-J-J-J-J-J-J-J-P2]-J"-J-I3~
SO actual/non-actual

LM self-defeatingtatemen{paradox); Tedis stupid
Sl cotext

TA Ted

NSirr

LA quotation

Murray questionsTed asto the reasorof hisgoodmood. Ted’s answerresohes
the incongruityof his singing(seeabove). Tedis happy(andwasdemonstratingt)
becauséhe circusis in town and“they wantme” | choosedo ignorethefactthatthis
behaior is childish,andhencecould be seenasincongruous.Ted's explanationis
greetedby Murray’s askingif Ted hasto provide his own shovel. Theimplicatures
arefairly complex: if thecircuswantsTedthatmeanghatheis supposedo perform
sometaskfor them. Murray infers that the taskto be performedby Ted is thatto
cleanthe animals’ manure(the scriptfor circus containsinformationaboutcircus
animals).

XV -81{+-P—][+>-J-3-J-3-J-3-J-3-P2]-J°-3-3-04.. ~

SO excrement/ncexcrement

LM Murray’s low opinionof Ted/shovelingxcrementis a low job
Sl circus

TA Ted

NS question

LA irr

TedignoresMurray’s insultandrelatesthat heis the parades Marshallandthat
he haswantedthis role for along time but thathis desirehasbeenthwartedbefore
whenthejob wentto themeteorologisfrom anotherTV station.He thenexpresses
joy atthefactthatsomethingventwrongwith the paradeon thatoccasion.Murray
inquireswhatwentwrongandTedrevealsthatthe paradevasadwerselyaffectedby
rain (“it rainedontheir parade”).

XV-81-{-P—][+-I-3-J-3-J-3-J-3-P2]-J"-3-J-3-J5.. ~
SO figurative/literal
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LM pun; also“meteorlogist” is associatedvith rain
Sl parade

TA none(the paradeorganizers?he meteoologist?)
NS secondurn of adjacencypair (Q&A)

LA idiom

Ted proceeddo relateanotherincidentin which a basketbalplayergot stuckin
alittle cartheyearbefore. Mary endsthe recollectionof the event by sayingthat
the playerhadto befreedby takingthe carapartandthatthat“kind of spoiledthe
effect” We have two lines: onein theembeddedarrative aboutthe basketbalplayer
(thesituationof beingstuckin the car),andonein Mary’'s discourse.

XVl 81{—-P—=][+—-I-3-3-3-3-3-J-3-P2]-J"-J-3-J-J-[—-J-]—
SO big/smallcontml/lossof control

LM confusion(gotin thewrongcar)

Sl parade

TA basketbalplayer

NSirr

LA irr

XVII 81 +—-P—][+>-J-J-J-3-3-J-3-J-P2]-J-J-J-3-J-[—>-J-]-I5—
SO actual/non-actua

LM none(?)

Slirr

TA Mary

NSirr

LA understatement

Murraycommentshattheparadenas‘a historyof disasterandwhenTedreplies
thatthisyearhewill bein chage, Murrayreplies‘l restmy casé.

XVl =81{i—-P—][+-3-J-3-J-3-3-0--P2]-3"-3-3-3-0-[1+-J-]-3-J6..

SOgood/bad

LM Tedis proneto errors
Sl cotext

TA Ted

NSirr

LA idiom

As Tedis telling Murray thatnothingcanruin his day, Lou entersandtells Ted
thathecannotgoto theparade.

XIX 81{—~-P—][—-J-3-3-J-3-3-3-3-P2]-J°-3-J-3-3-[—~-J-]-3-37 ..~
SO likely/unlikely
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LM coincidence
Sl cotext

TA Ted

NSirr

LA irr

The (feeble)humoris generatedy the fortuitous coincidencethat Lou would
dashTed’s hopesjust when Ted hasjust finished statingthat nothing canruin his
day A possibleinterpretationof the humorin this sceneis that this is a caseof
situationalirony.

Lou explainsthatthereasorhedoesnotwantTedto gois thatif theanchorman
marcheswith a chimp,“it giveshim anundignifiedimage’ WhenTedrepliesthatit
will notgive Tedanundignifiedimage,Lou replieshewastalking aboutthe monkey.

XX-81{+-P—][+-I-3-3-3-3-3-J-3-P2]-J"-J-3-3--[+~-3-]-J-J-J8~
SO actual/non-actuahuman/monke

LM antecedentefeenceassignmenérror

Sl cotext

TA Ted

NS Q&A

LA antecedenmustbeambiguous

The sceneendson Ted's protest.Overall, the scendooksasfollows:
[—-P—=][—-3-3-3-3-3-J-3-3-P2] [++-J"-J-J-3-J-[++-J-]-J-08-]

We cannow turnto the next casestudy

7.2 Sexton'sCinderrlla

Thissectiorf presentananalysisof theCinderella poemfrom TRAN (Sexton 1981
221-295). As is well known, Transformationds a collection of poemsby Anne
Sexton* which reinterpresseventeerfairy talesby the BrothersGrimm.
Sexton’'sreinterpretationareorganizedsimilarly throughouthecollection.Each
piecebeginswith a prologuein which the narrator(presumablySexton herself)dis-
cusseontemporary/realistiootions. The fairy tale follows the prologue,identi-
fiable to the audienceby one of several clues(once,there oncewas, etc.) which

SWritten with Cynthia Vigliotti. Vigliotti (forthcoming)will presenian analysisof all the poemsof
Transformations

40ften considereda writer whosework definedthe genreof “Confessionalpoetry’ Anne Sexton
(1928-1974publishedeightbooksof poetry: To Bedlamand Part Way Bad (1960),All My Pretty Ones
(1962),Live or Die (1966)which onethe PulitzerPrizefor Poetry Love Poems(1969), Transformations
(1971), The Book of Folly (1972), The Death Notebookg1974), and The Awful Rowing Toward God

(1975). Two collections,45 Mercy Street(1976)andWordsfor Dr. Y: UncollectedPoems(1978)were
publishedposthumously
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signify entrancento the mythicalworld. An epilogue,in which Sexton reenterghe
modernworld, closeseachpiece. Oftenthe prologueandepiloguesene to empha-
sizetherelationshipsetweerreality andthefairy tale. In whatfollows, we discuss
the variousstrandsfound in the text of Cindelella andthenpresenta list of all the
humoroudinesfoundin thetext, with afull GTVH analysisof each.

ThreeSO strandscanbe foundin Cinderlla: REALITY/FAIRY TALE, EXCRE-
MENT/NON-EXCREMENT, and HIGH/LOW STATURE (seefigure 7.1). Thefirst of
theseSOS,REALITY/FAIRY TALE, illustratestheincongruitywhich arisesvhencon-
temporaryrealworld notionssuchas“Bonwit Teller” and“real estate"arethrustinto
theworld of thefairy tale. Thenext SO, EXCREMENT/NON-EXCREMENT, focuses
atonelevel, ontheliteral oppositionbetweersuchitemsas“diapers’and“Dior.” On
anotheilevel, however, Sexton useshis oppositionto echothe onefoundin the RE-
ALITY/FAIRY TALE SO.In therealworld, diapersandtoiletsarea necessaryf often
unpleasantreality. In theworld of the fairy tale, however, thereis rarely ary men-
tion of bodily functions:princesandprincessesandevenevil stepmothersarely (if
ever) expressthe needto relieve themseles. Finally, the SO HIGH/LOW STATURE
representshe oppositionbetweena “high” notion, suchasa royal wedding,anda
“low” notion,suchasa market(cf. line X1V, verse42).

Oneof themostsignificantstrandsn thepoememegesfrom parallelization.The
LM strand,“parallelization]; featurestwo substrandsithat story” and*...never..”
(both of which consistof the verbatimrepetitionof a fragmentof text). The “that
story” substrandlistinguishes parallelismbetweerthe prologueandthe four indi-
vidual storiescontainedhereinwhich appearatfirst glance to have little or nothing
to do with the tale of Cinderellaandthe fairy tale proper This strandfurtherem-
phasizeghe parallelismsbetweenreality andthe fairy tale. In otherwords, while
readingthe prologuethe audiencds remindedaftereachnew taleis introducedthe
plumbers, the nursemaids, the milkman’sandthecharwomars tales)thatthe story
they areaboutto hearis not at all novel (“that story”), thatthey have heardit all
before. Whatfollowsis Sexton’s retelling of the original tale. It is not until thelast
few lines of the poemthatthe readeris remindedof the prologueandthusthe link
betweenprologueandtale is revealed. The parallelismsat work in this substrand
would appeaiasthefollowing:

5 plumber : winning lottery i Cinderella : marryingPrince
10 nursemaid : capturingoldestson Cinderella : marryingPrince
21 charwoman : winning lawsuit i Cinderella : marryingPrince
109 Cinderella : marryingPrince :» prologuescharacters becomingich

Finally, in the closingof the poem,Sexton illustratesthat Cinderellastaleis no
differentfrom thosewe readin the prologue,thatit is afterall, “that story” Like
the aforementionedsubstrandthe “...never.” substrandseres as an echoto the
talesin the prologue.Thus,line 103recallsboththe nursemaicandthe charwoman
(“...diapersor dust...”), line 104 recallsthe milkman (*...thetiming of anegg...”),
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andline 105remindsusthatwe have heardthesestoriesbefore(...telling the same
story twice...”), therebyestablishinga link betweenthe contemporarycharacters
andCinderellatherealworld andthefairy tale.

OtherLM stranddnclude:

¢ pun(seefigure 7.2) which consistf four instance®f a play on the familiar
phrase;from ragsto riches:

¢ analogy/pasllelismwhichoperatesn severalhumoroussimilesfeaturingCin-
derellaor the Prince(e.g., Cinderellais like Al Jolson,becauséer faceis
blackenedy soot,verse32)

¢ anadronistic juxtapositionwhich is usedto describethe incongruity which
ariseswith the appearancef contemporarcharacterr notionssuchasAl
Jolson(verse32), shoesalesmer(verse91), andthe Bobbsg Twins (verse
108).

We have identifiedoneSI strand,'suddenwealth” Thesituationfeaturedn each
of thesehumorousnstancess thatof thecharactebecomingwvealthyquitesuddenly
andunexpectedlytaking him or herfrom alow prestigeto a high prestigestatus:for
example,thecharacterén the prologueall becomewealthyfor reason®utsidetheir
professionabccupation(e.g.,the plumberhitting the lottery, verse4).

TherearethreeNS strandsfoundin Cindeella. Thefirst, “metanarratre com-
mentary identifiesthosehumorousinstancesvhereinthe authoreither addresses
her audiencedirectly or interruptsthe fairy tale narratve to commentsardonically
on the eventstaking place. For example,Sexton usesphrasedike “my dears”(40)
and“you all” (41) to speakto heraudienceérom within thefairy tale. Likewise,she
commentdrolly on eventsandcharacterdike theevil stepmothe(55) andamputa-
tion (86). This techniqueaffords Sexton a narratve distancewhich, whencombined
with theridiculousnes®f theeventsbeingdescribedresultsin ahumorousontrast.

Thesecond\'S strand‘framing device” includestwo classe®f items:

¢ “that story” (seefigure 7.2andabove), and
e “...never.” (seefigure7.2andabove)

Both classessene asframing devices becausehe occurrenceof “that story” links

theprologueto the epilogue(via echoicrepetition)while alsolinking the Cindeella

narrative to both the prologueand epilogue,by explicitly introducinga similarity

betweerthefairy taleandtherealworld. The“never” substrandcf. thecombstrand
at the end of the LM strandsgraphin figure 7.2) functionssimilarly by echoing
featuresrelatedto the charactergound in the prologue,e.g., “never arguing over

the timing of an egg” (104) and the milkman character(16), or “never bothered
by diapersor dust” (103) andthe nursemaid9) and charwoman(20), respectiely

(diapers/dust).
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Thethird NS strand“similes” correspondso the “analogy/parallelism’LM, not
reproducedn figure(7.2):

32 Cinderellalookslike Al Jolson
57 Cinderellacrieslike agospelsinger
91 thePrincefeelslike ashoesalesman

We further notedthreeTA strands:
¢ classwhichtamgetsclassdifferencegcf. “toilets to riches”(4))

o fairy tale, in which Sexton makesfun of the lack of novelty of the story she
is retelling, e.g.,“next cametheball, asyou all know” (41), charactersn the
story, etc. e.g.,“the bird is important,my dears soheedhim” (40), “that'sthe
way with stepmothers(55).

¢ marriageashappyendingof fairy tales(cf. the“never” LM andNS strand).

Thefollowing arethe humoroudinesin thetext of Cindeella, with their GTVH
analysisjn footnote. The RomanandArabic numbersgprecedinghe quotationindi-
cateline numberandversein thepoem,respectiely.

I-3 “...who wins the Irish Sweepstakes.

l-4 “From toiletsto riches:®

I1I-5 “That story"”

IV-9 “From diapergto Dior.”8

V-10“That story”®

VI-14 “...who goesinto realestate. 1°

VII-15 “...andmakesapile !

VIII-16 “From homogenizedo martinisatlunch’ 2
IX-20 “From mopsto Bonwit Teller” 3

X-21 “That story” 14

53S0 reality/myth;high/lowstature; LM none S| suddenwealth TA class NSnone LA irr.

630 reality/myth;high/lowstature; excrement/non-ecrement LM pun; Sl suddernwealth TA class
NS none LA irr.

7SO novelty/familiarity LM parallelizatiory Sl narration; TA fairy tale; NS framingdevice LA irr.

830 reality/myth;high/lowstature; excrement/non-ecrement LM pun; Sl suddenwealth TA class
NS none LA irr.

9S50 novelty/familiarity LM parallelizatior; SI narration; TA fairytale; NS framingdevice LA irr.

1050 reality/myth LM nong S| suddenwealth TA class NSnone LA irr.

1150 excrement/non-ecrement LM none Sl sudderwealth TA class NS noneg LA idiomatic

1250 reality/myth;high/lowstature; LM pun; S| suddernwealth TA class NS none LA irr.

1330 reality/myth;high/lowstature; LM pun; Sl suddenwealth TA class NShone LA irr.

1450 novelty/familiarity LM parallelizatior; Sl narration; TA fairytale; NS framingdevice LA irr.
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XI-32 “...andwalkedaroundlooking like Al Jolsor:*®
XI1-40 “The bird is important,my dears soheedhim.’ 16
XlIl-41 “Next cametheball, asyouall know.”*’
XIV-42*“It wasamarriagemarket.*®

XV-55“That’s theway with stepmothers!®

XVI-57 “...criedforth like agospelsinger’2°

XVII-62 “Rathera large packagdor asimplebird. 2
XVIII-63 “So shewent. Which is no surprise’.??
XIX-86 “That's theway with amputationg?3

XX-91 “He beganto feel like a shoesalesmai?*
XXI1-103 “...never botheredby diapersor dust;
XXII-104 “...never arguing over thetiming of anegg; 2
XXI11-105 *“...never telling the samestorytwice; 2’
XXIV-106“...never gettinga middle-agedspread.?®
XXV-108“Regular Bobbsg Twins?'2°

1550 reality/myth LM analogy;anachionistic juxtaposition Sl cotextual, TA Cinderlla; NS simile
LA irr.

1650 narrative/metanarative; LM none Sl narration; TA fairytale; NS metanarrativecommentary
LA irr.

17S0 narrative/metanarative; LM none Sl narration; TA fairytale; NS metanarrativecommentary
LA irr.

1830 reality/myth;high/lowstature; LM none SI cotextual; TA marriage/classNS none LA alliter-
ative/idiomatic

1950 narrative/metanarative; LM none S narration; TA fairytale; NS metanarrativecommentary
LA irr.

2050 reality/myth LM analogy/anabironistic juxtaposition SI cotextual; TA Cindetella; NS simile
LA evangelistigegister.

21s0 narrative/metanarréive; LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl none TA fairytale; NS metanar
rative commentaryLA irr.

2250 narrative/metanarative; LM noneg Sl narration; TA fairytale; NS metanarrativecommentary
LA irr.

2350 serious/glig LM none SI narration; TA fairytale; NS metanarrativecommentaryLA irr.

2430reality/myth;high/lowstature; LM analogy/anahronisticjuxtaposition S| cotextual; TA Prince;
NS simile LA alliterative.

2550 excrement/non-ecrement LM parallelization; SI cotextual; TA marriage NS framing device
LA alliterative.

2650 domesticity/non-domesticityM parallelizatior S| cotextual; TA marriage NS framingdevice
LA irr.

2750 novelty/familiarity LM parallelizatiory SI cotextual; TA marriage NS framingdevice LA irr.

2830 attractive/unattractiveLM parallelizatiory S cotextual; TA marriage, NS framingdevice LA
colloquial.

2930 reality/fairy tale; LM anachmonistic juxtaposition Sl cotextual, TA marriage NS none LA
idiomatic (“r egular x”) .
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XXVI-109 “That story”%°

7.2.1 Graphs

Theanalysiof thepoemCindetella aboreis quitedetailed yetit maybedifficult to
grasptheinterplayof strandsn the poem.Representingtrandds moreeasilydone
in graphicaform andthuswe have elaboratedtechniqueo chartstrandsn graphs.

Thetechniquepioneeredn Vigliotti (1998),consistf representinghetext of
the poemusinga straightline, which representshe vector of the text. Theline is
carefully dravn so asto be proportionalto the length of the text. In this case,we
have somevhat arbitrarily chosento usethe verse(line of the poem)asthe basic
unit of analysis.Eachversecorresponds$o one millimeter on the vector. Thus,by
observinghe scaleonthevectoritself, thereadercanlocatewith suficientaccuray
eachjab line onthe vectorandthereforein thetext itself. All jablinesareindicated
onthegraphasashortline perpendiculato thevector. Strandsarerepresentetly a
thick straightline connectinghe perpendiculajabs. All strandsarelabeled.

Thegraphdendthemseleswell to thevisualizationof therelative positionsof
thejabswithin thetext. The namescombsandbridgesare metaphorglerivedfrom
their visualappearencen thegraphs.

As a corvention,we resere position0 on the vectorfor thetitle of thepoem.A
smalltrianglehaving thebaseparallelto the vectorandits vertex touchingthevector
(v) indicatesthe endof thepoem.

Reality/Fairy Tale

Excr./No Excr.

Y Y Y Y L

High/Low Stature

10 20 30 0 60 90 100 110

Figure7.1: Graphfor Cindeella: SOs.

Figure (7.1) representshe SOsof the poemCindeella. Note that lines that
belongto differentstrandsareattachedo severalhorizontallines.

3050 novelty/familiarity LM parallelization; S cotextual; TA fairytale; NS framingdevice LA irr.
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“That story”

L LPuns “Never..”

10 20 30 40 50 60 90 100 110

70 80
Figure7.2: Graphfor Cinderlla: selectLMs.

Figure(7.2) presenta selectionof LMs. Notethe combof punsatthebeginning
of the poem,andthe comb playing on “Never..” towardsthe end. Note alsothe
comb-bridgecombinationwith the repetitonof “that story”

Metanarratire Commentary

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 100 110

Figure7.3: Graphfor Cinderlla: a selectNS.

Finally, figure (7.3) present®neof the NS strandsn the poem,choserbecause
of its interestin thetext (seeabove) andto illustratea moreor lessunmarkedlistri-
bution (comparét to the combsandbridgesof the previous graph). An ideaof the
compleity of atotal graphfor the poemcanbe gatheredy overlappingthesethree
partialgraphs.
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7.2.2 Stacks

Sincethe concepbof stackhasbeenproposedWilson 1997)no seriousapplications
have beendevelopedno doubtdueto thelaborintensive natureof thework. To give
anideaof theprocedurdo identify stacks)et usconsidetthelist of selectSOstrands,
asthey appearin the variouspoemsin TRAN.3! To do so considerthe datain the
following chart,which lists TRAN's poemsandtheir relevant SO strands.In order
to beincludedin thechart,a strandmustoccurin atleasttwo differentpoems.

R/FT | N/M | Food | Sex | Excr.
Briar Rose .
GodfatheDeath

Snov White

TheWhite Snake
Rumpelstiltskin
ThelLittle Peasant

Iron Hans

Rapunzel
OneEyes,Two Eyes...
TheWonderfulMusician
RedRiding Hood
MaidenWithout Hands
TheFrogPrince
HanselandGretel

12 DancingPrincesses
Cinderella

The Gold Key

Thefollowing key clarifiestheabbreiationsin thechartabove:

TRAN (SelectSO Strands)

R/IFT Reality/Fairy Tale
N/M Narrative/Metanarratie
Food Food/NoFood

S« Sex/No Se

Excr. Excrement/NdExcrement

Even a cursoryglanceat the chartrevealsthat thereare three SO strandsthat
occurin virtually all of the poems(hamely R/FT, N/M, andFood/NoFood). As the
reademwill recall,thefactthatoneparticularstrandoccursin differenttextsidentifies
it asanintertextual strand. Thesethreearethe central SO strandsof the collection
(cf. section5.3.3). Note thatthe FOoD/No Foob SO occursin all but two of the

31Detailson the establishmenof the strandsn eachpoemwill befoundin Vigliotti (forthcoming).
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poems.Henceonecouldquestiorthe centralityof thestrand.By thedefinitiongiven
in (5.3.3),we would be perfectlyright to label a strandthat occursin 14 outof 17
poemsascentral.However, to distinguishbetweerstrandghatoccurin all theparts
of atext andthosethatoccuronly in a majority thereof,we may chooseto indicate
themasstrongcentralstrandsandweakcentralstrandsrespectiely.

Theanalysisof TRAN allows usto locatesequencesf lineswhich arethemat-
ically or formally linked (strands),and then to identify variousstrandswhich are
similarly related(stacks). Clearly, the Reality/Rairy Tale SO strandandthe NAR-
RATIVE/METANARRATIVE SO strandarecloselyrelated,asthe narratoris writing
from within the world of “reality” while the narrativesproper(the retellingsof the
original tales)aremythical. Whatresultsis a stackuniting the two strands.

We now turn to the next casestudy which differs very significantly from the
previoustwo.

7.3 A Merry Discourseof Meumand Tuum

Peachans MDMT 32 is an exampleof the picaresqueenrein Englishliterature. It

relatesthe adwenturesof two litigious brothers(oddly namedMeumandTuum) who

setoutto travel from their hometavn to Londonandback. The narrative consistsof

little elsethana sequencef episodesconnecteddy the presencef the two main

charactergrarely, only one of them). Thereis one excursus,in which the narrator
relatesa personahnecdotdp. 31 of the 1639edition).

The text presentssignificantinterestfrom a literary and sociologicalpoint of
view (seelLocatelli1998),but from the humorouscontentit is someavhat“flat.” The
picaresqu@enrerequiresthatthefabula consistof a seriesof episodesnoreor less
independenfrom one anotheyloosely connectedy a chronologicalsequencéso,
roughly speaking fabula andplot coincide). The distribution of humorthroughout
the text is consistentvith this organization:we find a virtually randomdistribution
of lines throughoutthe text (seepicture 7.3), with no pageof the original edition
including morethanthreelines anda few without ary. Comparingthesefiguresto
Wilde's LASC virtuoso numbers(cf. chapter8 andthe chart9.1) one getsa very
clear feeling of the differencesin artistry, control over the medium, and general

32Henry Peachamlr. (1578-16447)was a minor authorin the late Elizabethanand Stuartperiods.
He publishedseveral collectionsof emblemsa treatiseon courtly mannergThe CompleatGentleman
1622),elegiespolitical pamphletsandhumorougexts,suchasCoachand Sedan(1636),adialogue,The
Morethe Merrier (1608),a collectionof epigramsandA Merry Discourseof Meumand Tuum(MDMT)
(1639). Towardstheendof hislife, Peachanpublishedseveralpolitical pamphletsn which he sidedwith
the royalists(i.e., the supporterof Charlesl) andagainstthe parlimentaryrebels. He also publisheda
bookaboutliving in London(TheArt of Living in Londor) whichis reflectedn MDMT’ s familiarity with
Londonlife. Thetextof MDMT wascritically editedfrom the 1639copy (Folger Shakespearkibrary,
WashingtonDC, Rare BooksCall number:19510)by Locatelli (1998)who reproduceshe original texts
respectingthe pagination. This edition hasbeenusedin the analysis. On Peachamseealso Cawley
(1971)andYoung(1979).
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sophisticatiorbetweerthe authors®

The previous obsenationsnotwithstanding there are someinterestingconfig-
urationswithin MDMT: first and foremostwe note a significantstrandinvolving
the “litigiousness” of the two brothers which occurs12 timeswithin the text, thus
probablyqualifying for the statusof defaultcentralstrand.We alsonotea combcon-
figurationof lines(jablines6-8) involving the paperclothesthatthebrothersvearat
the beginning of the story. Finally, we cannotean“attack by animal” bridge(lines
31land51)enrichedby thedetailthatthevictim is first oneandthethe otherbrother
Thesecanbe obseredin figure (7.3), while a completelist of the lines with their
locationin thetext canbefoundin tables(7.3)and(7.2).

A Jab againsta doctor in the Renaissance

Thereademwill recallthe scriptfor DOCTOR, seein section(1.1). MDMT givesus
the possibility to seea secondexampleof humorbasedon the exploitation of that
script, besideghe canonicaldoctor's wife joke (7). Considerthe following exerpt
from MDMT:

(59) if ary patientshoulddemandof him [Meum] the nameand quality of his
diseaseand what were the Symptomef the same,heecould not tell (jab
43, page29)

Now, the following inferential chaintakesplace: if one hasstudieda subject,
it follows thatoneknows aboutit. Hence,if onehasstudiedmedicine,oneshould
know aboutit. The scriptfor MEDICINE includesknowledgeof symptomsof dis-
easestheirnamesandthe naturethereof.

STUDY— KNOW (MEDICINE — DISEASE — SYMPTOM, NAME, NA-
TURE)

Sincethe text of MDMT tells us that Meum cannotprovide his patientswith this

information, we candrav the additionalinferencethat he is not a (good) doctor

Note how example(59) is clearlya jab line andnota punchline, thetext continues
indeedasfollows:

(60) whereforehe heldit the bestcourseof professingto cureall at once(jab 44,
page29-30)

In this continuationwe find anamusingreversalof thelogical conclusiongo which
Meumshouldhave arrived, i.e., thathe shouldstoppracticingmedicine sinceheis
not capableof doing so. On the contrary Meum decidesthat, sincehe cannottell
for which diseasehis potionsmay be helpful, he might aswell claim thatthey are
helpful for all of them.

33We limit ourselvesto theseimpressionisticconsiderationsasiit is obviously too early to venture
detailedanalysesomparingauthorswhensofew textshave beenanalyzedseealso9.1.
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[HJl_Jf_ P-J— Js_JE; _J;_ J:;_ Jg_ Jio_ J gz Jis_ J_ J5_ Ji6
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Legenda:
litigiousness .
paper clothes p

attack by animal a

Figure7.4: TheMerry Discourseof Meumand Tuumby Henry Peacham, Jr.
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Jab

H*
o

Fannius'Nettle

Wrangle

Plutus’4 sonsfight

Butterpricetoo high

Suitmadewith dogs’skins

“they will raisea mutinie”

parchmensuite

blacklines=lace

waxenseals= buttons

fight overshoehorn

churchsteeple= room
bellsdonottroublestudy
gentlemarabouredio makeall partiesfriendsbutforM & T
“sute” ceasessparsondies

15 | 10 | Sitomagnunr bigplace

16 | 10 | M & T stay4/5days,Jawyerswork 12 months
17 | 10 | Bailiff’strick aboutcattle

18 | 11 | M & T sueoneanothersclient

19 | 11 | HostespacifieseverybodyM & T leave

20 | 12 | BakerandHostessn Qui

21 | 13 | M getsbreadandcheese

22 | 13 | T getsroastporkandbeer

23 | 14 | Landof Pronounes

24 | 14 | M & T sell paperclothes

25 | 14 | M & TlodgeattheTwo Wrestlers

26 | 15 | M & Tlearnlogicin 1day(?)

27 | 16 | peartree

28 | 17 | M & Tlodgingat Theeving LaneandHell

29 | 17 | spellin Westminstebridge

30 | 18 | Brawlbtw BeareavardandM

31 | 18 | Tandbull

32 | 19 | CornishandDevonshirelaw studentsmake muchof them”
33 | 20 | Cobwebsn Westminster

34 | 22 | M & T “like theWhetstone”

35| 23 | M “physitian”

36 | 23 | T“gypsy”

37 | 24 | “honestandsubstantiapeopledwell in thatlane”
38 | 24 | T=mine;M =thine

39 | 24 | “emptypursesalegallway”

40 | 25 | twoearsesnd3 feete

41 | 26 | “by nomeang...)yet(...) heldtheparishto it for onesevenyears”
42 | 29 | MasterLime witholdsmoneygathered

43 | 29 | M doctorbut doesnotknow namesof diseases
44 | 30 | bestcourse‘professingto cureall atonce”

45 | 30 | Leveretand“veriestAsse’=M

O©CoO~NOU WNPE

@@\l\l@@@(ﬂ(ﬂhwl\)l—‘a

Table7.1: List of Jab Linesin Peacham’s TheMerry Discourseof Meumand Tuum
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# p. | Jab

46 | 30 | M herborist

47 | 31 | excursusDr. Johnin Utrecht

48 | 32 | Lime + Twig

49 | 33 | “neversawyou” “we arethoseyou mean”
50 | 34 | “Interest,afierce,acruelMastive”

51 | 34 | M attackedby dog

52 | 34 | Littleton

53 | 36 | pregnantvomen

54 | 37 | quarrelsomenespreads

55 | 38 | returnro Wrangle morefights

Table7.2: List of Jab Linesin Peacham’s TheMerry Discourseof Meumand Tuum;
continued.

The differencewith the doctor's wife joke analyzedby Raskincf. example(7)
is striking: in the doctor's wife joke, the script for doctoris discarded,oncethe
punchline revealsthatthe presumedpatientis in fact the doctor's wife’s lover. In
the doctor’s jab line in Peachans text, the scriptis not discardedat all, insteadit
is usedto createanotherjab, and continuethe narrative. Our next casestudyis a
contemporannovel, by UmbertoEco.
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Figure7.5: MDMT seggmentationchart
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7.4 1l nomedellarosa Analysisof onestrand

UmbertoEco's** Il nomedella rosarevolvesarounda mysteriousseriesof murders
taking placein amedieval abbg in Northernltaly. In whatfollows| will nottry to
addresshe compleity of thetext in theleast,andinsteadfocuson on onepeculiar
strandof referenceso literary worksthat postdateby seseral centurieghe eventsof
thefabula.

By having a strandof humorougab linesbasednintertextual referenceso texts
that could not possiblyhave beenavailableto ary of the personaén the text of |l
nomedellarosaEcocreatesa numberof textual effects. We areconcernedvith two
of them: a) thetext acquiresa multi-level readingsetting,i.e., it postulatesereral
potentialideal readerseachenjoyinga differentlevel of thetext (or anidealreader
thatis aware of all the possiblelevels),andb) the otherwiseserioustext acquiresa
humorousaspectwhich underminesin postmoderrfashion,the very foundationof
the novel atits moresuperficiallevels(e.g.,asawhodunit).

Table (7.3) below lists all the jabsthat belongto the anachronistidntertextual
strand.Needlesg$o say thoseareonly thefew | have beemableto identify. Only Eco
himselfcould,perhapsprovide uswith thecompletdist of jabs.For example,in the
Postille to theNomedellarosa Ecotellsusthatheincludedaquoteby Wittgenstein.
| rereadthe text to locatethe referencesén table(7.3) but, muchto my shamewas
unableto locatethe quote.

In eachof theseinstancesthetext presentsts readerswith ajabline having the
following parameters:

¢ SO: possible/impossiblemediezal/modern;modernauthor/medieal charac-
ter.

34UmbertoEco(b. 1932)is bestknown in academicirclesasasemiotician.He haspublishedpesides
Il nomedella rosa(1980), two othernovels: Il pendolodi Foucault(Foucault’s Pendulum 1988)and
L'isola del giorno prima (Thelsland of the Day Before, 1994),andtherecentBaudolino(2000).

page# author reference

13 Milo Temesear authorinventedby Eco

32 ConanDoyle TheHoundof the Baskervilles
30-31 Voltaire Zadig

87 JogeLouisBorges Jomgefrom Burgos

266 AlphonseAllais “la logiquemeneatout..”

? Wittgenstein

Table7.3: Someof theanadronistic/intertectualjabs of ROSE.
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¢ LM: none,or someappropriatenes® contet (e.g.,Jomgeis alibrarian,sowas
Borges.)

SI: text written in themiddleages
¢ TA: nave modelreader(?)
o NS:intertextual allusion

LA: irr

7.4.1 A text with more than onemodelreader

Eachtext assumes modelreaderfor whom the text is written (cf. sectionl.6.1).
It is thereforeclearthatwhenatext is structuredn suchaway thatit is possibleto
derive two or moredistinct TWRsfrom the processingf thetext thetext is thereby
postulatingdifferent possiblemodel readers.In our specificcase,ROSE assumes
atleasttwo modelreaders:a naive readerwho doesnot getary of theintertextual
allusions,anda sophisticatea@ne,who getsthemall.>®

Sincethe sophisticatedeaderis the onewho getsthe anachronistigabswhich
underminetherealisticillusion (3.3) we mayassumeas| did in thetext above, that
the target of the humoris the nave modelreademwho doesnot understandhatthe
realisticillusion hasbeenbreachedsincea monkwriting in the 14th centurycould
not have known Voltaire, AlphonseAllais, or Borges)and“missesthejoke

7.4.2 A SeriousNovelwith a Humor Strand

Il nomedellarosais notafunny novel, by ary stretchof theimagination.Nonethe-
less,therearesomehumoroudnstancege.g.,thoselistedin Table7.3). As we saw,
they canbelinked in a strand. This is a prototypicalexample of a serioustext in
which a humorousstrandappearsvithout touchingthe largestpartof thetext, i.e.,a
best-casscenaridor Palmersideaof theseriouglot uponwhichhumoris attached
(cf. section2.2.3).

We turn now to the next casestudy atext thatcould not be moredifferentfrom
thepresenbne,exceptof coursefor theprolongedattentionthatEcohasgivento its
author AlphonseAllais.

35 resistedthe temptationto namethe naive modelreaderAdso,andthe sophisticate@ne Guglielmo,
only afteraweekof prayerandfasting.
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7.5 HanRybe&oule coupdel étrier

This shortstory®® by AlphonseAllais®’ appearedn a newspaper Le journal, and
wasthenpublishedn a collectionin Pasdebile (1893).At first brush,HRCI canbe
segmentedn five sectionsasperthefollowing chart:

Paragraph Section
3-9 Authorial introduction
10-13  establismenof the situation
14-22 main excursus:the“loup-phoques’incident
23-30 HanRybecks fishing
31-61 principalstory: fight andmarriageof Han Rybeck

Let usnoteimmediatelythatthefirst four sectionsareroughlyaslong asthelast
one.Theintuitively centralnarrative doesnotstartuntil well into thetext (abouthalf
way, par. 31). Thusit seemghatHRCI doesnotfit easilythetripartitecharacteristics
of narratives, or that at leastthe onsetof the centralcomplicationof the fabula is
systematicallydelayedby the plot and/ordigressions.

Thereoccursin HRCI anexcursus‘narrative” which endsin a punchline:

(61) 3-4 A celle-laseulequejaime (...) faire plaisir a cing ou six personnes

The main narrative (levely) is in fact very short, and senes only to introducethe
longer, more significantnarrative (10-61) at level_,. An interestingaspectof the
shortstory is that the level, narrative keepsintruding in the level; narrate, via
authorialmetanarratie commentgseebelown). A furthercomplicationis thatwithin
the level_; narratve is a “parasitic” narratve (par. 14-23 and33-34)which is in
fact a deliberatelypoorly camouflagegretet for a pun. Technically the parasitic
narrative is notanembeddecharratve, however, it violatestoo clearlythe standards
of realisticplot constructiorthatwe have markedit in thetext asdistinct8

36Numberingis by paragraptof thetext, in whatseemdike a “natural” segmentatiominit: the para-
graphsarevery short,someof themconsistof only one sentenceThis analysissupersedeandamends
Attardo(1997b).

37AlphonseAllais, (1854-1905)wrote primarily short storieswhich were publishedin newspapers,
but he alsoproducedsomebook-lengthavorks: L'affaire Blaireau (1899),and Captain Cap (1902,Le
parapluiedel’escouadg. Mostof his shortstorieswerecollectedn bookform. His completevorkshave
beenpublishedn two volumes:OeuviesanthumesndOeuviespostumegAllais’ own titles). On Allais,
seeCaradeq1994)andDefaysandRosier(1997).

38Allais is not someonavho canbetrustedwhenit comesto plotsandfabulae(seesection5.5.2). 1t is
possiblethatthe peculiarorganizationwhich includesa serioushusteron-proterofi.e., the presentation
of somethinghathappenedbeforeafterotherevents;in our case Han's departurdor fishingwhich took
placedaysbeforePolaleks attemptat breedingoupfoque$, may be deliberatelyconfusing.
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7.5.1 Overall Analysis

We find four strandsn thetext:
1. sexual prowesswith aphallic substrand
2. Onomastiguns,e.g.,HanRybeck= Henri Becque.

3. Parodyof the naturalisticFrenchnovelsof thefin de siecleandparticularlyof
Pédeurd’lslande by PierreLoti.

4. Metanarratre commentsof the narrator. Out of eleven occurrencesten are
humorous. In onevery peculiarinstanceof metanarratie commentarythe
implied narratormakesfun of the narrators poor quality humor

In whatfollowswe will considerthesestrandsoneby one.

Sexualprowessstrand

The main strand(in narrative terms,in the sensehatit is tied to the centralSO)in
HRCI is the “sexual prowess”strand. The tyrantPolalekVI hassentencedo death
Han Rybeck,but graceshim after he seeshe effectsof intercoursewith his fiancce
onthelatter (this having beenHan’s lastwish):

(62) 57-59
Paule, transfiguée,une granderoseurépanduesur sajolie physionomieses
cheveux pluschaudsdeton on eutdit, ébouriféspasmal. Et sesgrandsyeux
qui luisaientcommed’une récentextase! Cettefois, Polalekne put réprimer
sonadmiration.(...) ¢a, c’estépatant!(...) il graciaHanRybeck”

(Paule,transfiguredandall awashin theblushthathadwashedver herpretty
physionomy her hair of a warmerhue, one would have said, not a bit di-
sheveled. And her large eyes shiningasif of a recentecstasy! This time
Polalekcould not refrain his admiration. (...) Now, that's astonishing!(and)
hegracedHanRybeck.)

An interestingissueis the fact that properly speakingsomeof the effects of
intercourseon Paule Norr areimpossible(henceincongruous)onedoesnot change
color of the hair thateasily Also the simile “her large eyesshiningasif of arecent
ecstasy!"is peculiarsincePauleNorr hasjust experenciecreciselya sexcual ecstasy
and hencethis would not qualify at all asa simile. However, the presenceof the
connectorcomme(asif) forcesa reinterpretatiorwherebywe interpretecstasyas
mystical ravishment. Note how the interpretive path goesfrom sexual intercourse
to religious rapture,thus providing an excellent countergample of thosetheories
which seein debasemerdnessentiaklemeniof humor
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Several jab lines from other strandssustainthis strand: amongtheselet’s note
theallusionsin

(63) 18la presqufle delLagrenn-Houyer
25 pécheala morue

whichreferto theargotic meaningof theterms*‘morue” (prostitute)and“grenouille”
(easywoman,prostitute).

Phallic substrand HRCI containsseveralphallicreferencesataloguedbelon (along
with referenceso copulation):

(64) 1 Coupdel’ étrier
18terreenformedephallus
33infamescopulations
43 godes
49 elle estraidecelle-ia!
57 récenteextase
60 craitre et multiplier
61 se[anaphoriaeferenceo “multiply” from theline above]

It is possiblethatthetext harborsotherreferenceso sex, but thesearehiddenunder
argotic terms,otherwiseunflagged.

OnomasticPuns

Thereoccursin HRCI a strandbasedon propernameswith a SO FRENCH/I CE-
LANDIC. Interestingly andsomevhat unusually this strandis “announcedby the
narratorat the beginning of the text:

(65) “Laissez-moivous(...) conterune[histoire islandaise]a peinedérangeau
golt de Paris” (Let me tell you an Icelandicstory, only a little adapted]lit.
disturbedlaccordingto Parisiantaste.)

Undertheguiseof anunfamiliarspellingthereaderecognizeasilyfamiliar to-
poryms(theNorth Pole,the Grenouillere, afamiliar placefor Parisians)andfamiliar
namesof writersandjournalists.

Iceland France
1 HanRybeck HenriBecque
10 PolalekVI Paul Alexis
18 Lagrenn-Houyer La Grenouilkere
39 PauleNorr Pdle Nord

40 FernAnxo FernandXau




7.5. HANRYBECKOU LE COUPDE L'ETRIER 153

In general,thereis an aspectof “inside joke” to theseonomastigabs. Henri
Becqug(1837-1899pndPaul Alexis (1847-1901werewell known writersandjour-
nalists. They werememberf the naturalistmovement,andfriendsof Emile Zola.
FernandXau wasthe editor of Le journal (1892-1944)the navspapeiin which Al-
lais publishedHRCI for the first time. Allais knew both Becqueand Alexis: both
of thempublishedon Le matinanotherParisiannenspaper Allais and Becqueboth
wrotefor La revueillustrée Alexis wrotealsofor Le journal.

Technically eachinstanceof thenamePolalekVI or Han Rybe& shouldcountas
ajabline. However, | feelthatthiswould beexcessie, asaftertheinitial humorhas
beenexperiencedthetext setsup a TWR in whichthereis a charactewhosename
is Polalekandwho is the sixth descenderih thatdynastidine. In otherwords,once
theinitial SOhasbeenassumedspartof theTWRit is, soto speakneutralized The
samephenomenorcanbe seenin Eco’s ROSE: uponfirst encounteringhe names
of Guglielmodi Baskervilleand Jorge da Burgosoneis aware of the anachronistic
incongruity,but afterencounteringhe namesvirtually on every pageof the text for
some600pagestheincongurityis nolongerfelt.3° It shouldbenotedthatthestrand
of onomastigokesreinforceghe strandof literary parody(seebelow).

Parody of the naturalist novelof the fin desiecle

A parodicstrandrunsthroughoutHRCI. Allais’ maintargetis Pédeur d’lslandea
novel by PierreLoti*?, but in generalthe exotism of muchlate-Romantiawriting is
targeted.Theparodyof Loti’ snovel is clear: Allais’ subtitleConted’lslandeclosely
matchesLoti’s. Loti’s main characteiis called Yann, while Allais’ is Han. Most
significantly bothstoriesareaboutmarriagego be arranged.

In fact, Allais, perhapgo makesurethatall his readerggot the joke, makesno
mysteryof whois histamget:

(66) 25 “(car la pécheala morueexistait a cetteépoquest M. PierreLoti n'arien
inven&)” (Codfishingexistedin thatperiodandMr. Loti hasinventednothing)

Furthermorethesexual prowessstrandis itself parodic,sinceit createsstriking
oppositionbetweenAllais’ Icelandicsexual moresand Loti’ s very chastedescrip-
tion: atextbook caseof the SEX/NO SEx SO.

We shouldalsoaddto this literary parodystrand,the onomastigabson Henri
BecqueandPaul Alexis, both of whomwere naturalistwriters, which we saw in the

39The attentie reademight seean apparentontradictionwith the claim in section(5.3.4)thatrepe-
tition is a sourceof humor Therearetwo main differences:oneis thatmostrepetitionin longertextsis
basedon the “repetitionwith variation” paradigmj.e., several KRs arerepeatedbut someaspectof the
line arevariatedto keepthe humorfresh. The secondandperhapsmore significant,is thatin the case
of onomastigabs, very often the repetitionis no longera full one: Allais usesPolalek Eco Jorge and
Guglielma Thesenamesarenot humorousn the least. Thus,in fact, no repetitionof the jab hastaken
place,atleastin thosecases.

4OpierreLoti [pseud.of JulienViaud] (1850-1923)publishedsuccessfuéxoticnovelsbeginningl 879,
whichincludePécheurd’lslande(1886) He wasa memberof the prestigiousAcacemiefrancaise.
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previousstrand(sothis would bea caseof hyperdeterminatiorgsthejabsareactive
in morestrandssimultaneously).

Let us note,in passing,that this kind of literary attackis farly rarein Allais’
work (cf. Defays1992:109). Conversely thisis nottheonly attackagainst_oti' sin
Allais’ opus:Loti is attackedagain,amongmary others,in 1899(cf. Caradec1994:
374-376).Thusthereis anintertextual “anti-Loti” strandwithin Allais’ production.

Finally, let usnotethatAllais predatedy almosta centurythe postcolonialcri-
tique of exotism, the noble savagemyth, andattendanpaternalismnot to mention
racistideologies,Loti beinga prime exampleof this “orientalist” aesthetizingxo-
tismin Frenchletters.

Metanarrative Commentsof the Narrator

Thereareeleven case®f metanarratie commentsn thetext. Out of theeleven,ten
arehumorous’! Defays(1992: 21-54)notesthatit is very commonin Allais. Let
usnotethatmetanarratie commentsllows thenarratorto introducelineswithin the
text without having to developa setup.

All metanarratie commentsarelisted below:

(67) 3-9Introduction.
4: [note] Dédicacecommodequeje nesauraigrop recommander.
18: (cequi signifie,enlanguefinnoise terreenforme de phallus)
22 Le vrai loup-phoquegentrenous,n’était-cepoint lui!
25 (carla pecheala morueexistait a cetteépoqueet M. PierreLoti...
31 Ah! cefut bientt fait! [non-humorous]
35 (le cheval arabeest,danscesparagesd’une éleve difficile)
36 (surtoutquandon a unemaunaiseplumeet presque...
43 [note] Mémeauxplusdurstempsde la dominationnorvégienne...
48 (Cetteconversations’accomplissaitbienentendugndialecte...
55 (le manuscrifguej'ai souslesyeuxne préecisepasce laps)

Amongtheseexamplesof metanarratie intervention,one(occurringin par. 21-
22)is particularlyinteresting.lt is examinedimmediatelybelow.

The loup-phoquenarrative The largestof the excursusnarratizes covers para-
graphsl14-21. Within it, Allais describeghe failed attemptby PolalekVI to breed
wolf-sealsby having wolvesand sealscopulate(Han Rybeckintervenesand scat-
tersthe animals). The completelynonsensicaplan is justified by the existenceof

theamotic word loufoque(meaning‘crazy”) whichis ahomorym of loup + phoque
(wolf+seal). It shouldbe emphasizedhat the narrative is a joke embeddedn the
text, asit endson apunchline.

“1During discussiorat the conferencavherethis analysiswasfirst presentedt wassuggestedhatthe
eleventhinstances alsofunny. While this would be neatandsymmetrical] feel it is a stretchof thetext.
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Immediatelyaftertheoccurrencef thepunchline of theexcursusarrative there
occursanothemetanarratie commentwhich evaluategshenarrativewhich justtook
place(22)

(68) “Le vrailoup-phoqueentrenous,n’était-cepointlui!” (In confidencewasnt
hetherealcrazyperson/wolf-seal?)

Thiscommenisincongruousn apeculiarway: thenarratomhasjustfinishedrelating
a storywhich we canthereforeassumeéne endorseso a certaindegree.However, by
pointingouttheabsurdityof thepunningLM (i.e., thefactthatPolalekVI wantedto
breedanev animalbasednthefactthatthenameof wolvesandsealdn Frenchput
oneaftertheothersounddike thewordfor “crazy person”)thenarratoiis distancing
himselffrom hisown joke (in fact,judgingit negatively). In orderto accounfor this,
we needto postulategwo narratie levels: we have the narrative in which PolalekVI
is attemptingan absurdcross-speciebreedingexperiment(levely ), thenwe have
the narratortelling the story (level,) andfinally anothemarratormakingfun of the
first narrator(levely).

Since,of coursepothnarratorsarepersona@f Allais’ it followsthatheis mak-
ing fun of himself, i.e., that the jab in par 22 is autoironical. We will find this
peculiartype of humoragainin Wilde's LASC.

7.5.2 Schematicrepresentationof HRCI

Consideringthat HRCI consistsof 61 paragraphsand that eachis fairly short, it
seemedike a reasonableapproachto take the paragraphas the unit of analysis,
especiallysothatwe couldrepresenthetextual vectorasa singleline of text of 61
“positions” in which eachmarkerstoodfor a paragraph We cannow represenbn
the line the occurrenceof ary jab/punchlines, usingthe notationintroducedin ch.
(7.1): eachdash(“-") equalsonepararaphthe superscripindicatesthe paragraph
number the subscripindicatesthe strandaccordingo thelegendain figure (7.5.2).

Squarebracketsindicate the beginning and ending of the narratves. Round
parenthesedicatethe “parasitic narratize” discussedn the text. The resulting
schemdor HRCI asfollows:
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Figure7.6: Han Rybe& oule coupdel’ étrier by AlphonseAllais
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7.5.3 Thetext of Han Rybeckou le coupdel étrier
Han Rybeckou le coupdel’ étrier.

Conteislandais
A celle-la seulequej'aime et qui le saitbiens*?

Jesuisloin deregretterle voyagequeje viensd’accomplirenislande. J'y fus
requ pardecandidegiens coeurssimples flairantla roguebienplusquel’ail, cequi
n'estpasfait pourme déplaires

Les habitantsne sont pasplus bétesque dansle midi de I'Europe etils crient
moinsfort.e

La nourriture,peuvariee,y estsaineet abondanteget on a toutesles peinesdu
mondea obtenirsafacture.Paysbénil,

Et puislesbelleslegendegju’ony trouve, et aussiles amusantehistoirest

Laissez-movousenconterune,a peinedérangeau golt de Paris

C’etaitauXIV ¢ siecle.L’Islandegémissaitlorssoude jougdurudeducnorveg-
ien PolalekVI. 1o

Altéresd’indépendancdesjeunedslandaisavaientjuré desedebarassetdesces
étrangersndiscretset brutauxu

Parmi lesréwltés, il y en étaitun qui sefaisaitremarquerpar I’ apreé desses
revendicationset par la peucommuneénegie dessesactes:on I'appelait Han Ry-
becki:

Han Rybeck! Quandles Islandaisvraimentdignesde ce nom avaientdit Han
Rybek, ils avaienttout dit.is

Le ducnorvégienPolalekVI faisait,en quelquesorte,expresd’attirer surlui la
defareurde cebrave peuplew

Paillardetivrogne,l sefaisaitunjeud’offenselesmoeurschastegttemperantes
desgensd’lslande,accoutungdsd’aimerseulemenieurfemmeetd’ étancheteur soif
alafontedesneigess

Evidemmentcetétatdechosese pouvait durerlongtempss

Imagina-t-il pas,enuneheured’ivresse cetteentrepriseidicule, dignea peine
defaire haussefesépauleglu plus paisibleir

Sur sesordres,desloups furent amerés dansla presquile du Lagrenn-Houyer
(cequi signifieenlanguefinnoise terre enformedephallus).is

A I'entréedela presquile, deshommescommanésfaisaientla gardeavec des
piqueset desfrondes pourempecherde s’évaderlesloups:s

42Dedicacecommodequeje nesauraispastrop recommended mesconfréres. Elle ne coliterien, et
peut,du mémecoup,faureplaisir acingou six personnes.
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Du coté dela mer, despécheursen grandequanti€, avaientmissionderabattre
surle littoral dela presquile, le plusde phoquegju’ils pourraients

Dansl'imagination déreglee de Polalek VI, il devait sunenir de la rencontre
desloupset desphoquesinesortede méetissaggroduisantesbétesétrangegu'il
nommaitdéja desloup-phoques:

Le vrai loup-phoqueentrenous,n’était-cepoint lui! 22

Les pauvreslslandais,terrorises, n'oserentpoint résistera cetteconsignebur-
lesque gttoussemirental’oeuvrezs

Préci€mentHan Rybeckne setrouvait pointdansle paysa

Parti depuisquelquegours pour la péchea la morue(car la pechea la morue
existait a cetteépoqueet M. PierreLoti n’'a rien inveng), Han Rybeckn’était pas
attendude sitdt.zs

Heureusemerleschosegdournérentmieuxqu’on esgeraitzs

Unenuit, le hardimorutieravait renconté un sloopanglais chagé decabillauds,
qui sedisposaitarallier sapatriez

Tout I' equipageétait saoul, mais commeles Anglais sont saoulsquandils se
mettenta étresaoulss

De quelguecoupsde hachehabilementdistribués, Han Rybeckmit cesseaux
criailleries de cessalespoivrots. En un tour de main, il fit passemdanssabarque
la péchedesEnglishmen.Le lendemairsoir, il entrait,ventarriere,dansle port de
Reykjavik. 2o

Desfemmesle mirentau courantde la dernirefantaisiede Polalek,et le sup-
plierentd’intervenir.o

Ah! cefut bient fait!s

D’un bondil arrivait a Lagrenn-Houyet.

D’un autrebond,etmunid’uneterrible barred’anspectijl éparpillaitlesinfames
copulationdesloupset desphoques:

Perdantia téte, les béte s’enfuyaient,les phoquesdu coté terre,les loups vers
'océans

Raninésparla présancealeleur chefs leslslandaisreprenaientourage Cepen-
dant, PolalekVI, averti de cesdésordresaccouraitau galopde sonpetit poney (le
cheval arabeest,danscesparagesgd’uneélee difficile).ss

En moinsde tempsqu’il n'en faut pour I’ écrire (surtoutquandon a une mau-
vaiseplumeet presquepasd’encre,tel moi, ence moment),Han Rybeckeétaitsaisi,
garroté etjeté dansla prisondu chateaus

PolalekVl, jugeantenpremierressoretsansappelle condamnamortetdécida
guesonexécutionauraitlieu le lendemaimmatin surla placemémedu crimes:

Hanne protestapasss

Il demandaseulementu’onlui perﬁt, avantsamort, d’épousesafiancee,une
desplusjoliesfilles del'ile, et qu'on appelaitPauleNorr.s

Surlesinstanceglu bailli de Reykjavik, un brave hommedontI’histoire a con-
senke le nom,FernAnxo, Polalekconsentita cetteceremoniesw
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Au petit matin, une heureavant’exécution,la jeunefille fut introduite dansle
cachotdu condam@ x

Le bailli, repesentant étatcivil 43, inscrivit lesnomsdesjeunesepouxs

Compktementivre, PolalekVI consacraeligieusementeur union, et tout le
mondeallait seretirer, y comprisla jeunefiance, quandHan Rybeckserécriavio-
lammentia

— Pardon,pardon! Ce n’estpasseulemenau point de vue formalitairequej'ai
demané ‘a épousemablondefiancee,PauleNorr.ss

— Comment!s’étonnaPolalekVI, vousvoudriez. 4

— Mais pourquoipas?

(Cetteconversations’accomplissaithienentendugndialectefinnois. s

— Ehbien! elle estraide,dellala, repritle rudeduc.s

— C’estbienle casdele dire, obsena spirituellementn courtisanswo

Et un grosrire secouaesbrutesa

Pastrop mauais homme,dansle fond, PolalekVI ac&daau derniervoeudu
condames:

— Qu’onleslaisseseuls!commanda-t-iks

Et, discretementfousseretirerentss

Aprésquelquesnstants(le manuscripiguej'ai sousles yeuxne préecisepasce
laps),on rouvraitla portedu cachotetlesjeunesgensensortaientierements

HanRybeckla tétehaute enla@ntd’un brastendrela taille dela belle Pauless

Paule, transfiguée, une granderoseurépanduesur sajolie physionomie,ses
cheveux plus chaudsde ton, on elit dit, ébouriféspasmal. Et sesgrandyeux qui
luisaientcommed’unerécenteextasel

Cettefois Polalekne putréprimersonadmirationss

— Ah! parexemple!ca c’estépatant!s’écria-t-il danssarudelanguedu Nord ss

Faisantsur les époux,le gesteaugustedu bénisseuril graciaHan Rybeck,lui
offrit la proprepresquile de Lagrenn-Hoyeeet invita les jeunesgensa croitre et a
multiplier.co

Lesjeuneggensnesele firent pasdire deuxfois.e

43Meme aux plus dur tempsde la domination Norvégienne,les agglomerationgslandaisescon-
senerentleurs privilegesmunicipaux. Les godesnorvégiensn’exer@ient que desdroits militaires et
eccksiastiques:
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7.5.4 English Translation of HRCI
Han Rybeck or onefor the road.

Icelandic tale.
To theonel love andwho knows 44

| am far from regrettingthe trip | just took in Iceland. | wasgreetedby inno-
centpeople,simple hearts,smelling more of fish thanof garlic, which is far from
displeasingnes

Theinhabitantsarenot dumberthanin the southof Europeandthey shoutlesss

Thefood, whichlacksin variety, is healthyandplentiful, andonehasthe hardest
time gettingonesbill. Blessedcountryt

Moreover, whatbeautifullegendsonefindsthere andalsowhatamusingstoriest

Let metell you one,barelyalteredto a Parisianflavor.s

It wasin the 14th century Icelandbemoanedhe yoke of the harshNorwegian
duke,Polalekthe Sixth..

Drunkonindependenceheyounglcelanderdiadswornto getrif of theseindis-
creetandbrutalstrangers:

Amongtherebelswasonewho stoodout by the harshnessf his claimsandthe
uncommorenegy of his actions:hewascalledHanRybecki.

Han Rybeck! When Icelanderswho were worthy of that namehad said Han
Rybeg, they hadsaideverythingus

The NorwegiandukePolalekthe Sixth waspracticallytrying to drav uponhim-
selfthedisfavor of this brave peoplew

A ribald anda drunkard he madea gameof offendingthe chasteandtemperant
behaior of thelcelandicpeople accustomedo love only their wife andthe quench
their thrirstto the meltingsnaw.s

Olviously, this stateof affairs couldnotlastlong.s

Didn’t heimagine,in a time of drunkennesgthis ridiculous enterprise parely
worthy of the shruggingof the mostpeaceful:

Uponhisorderswolveswerebroughtin thepeninsuleof Lagenn-Houye(which
meansjn Finnish,phallus-shapethnd)s

At the peninsulas entrance prderedmenstoodguardwith spearsandslingsto
stopthewolvesfrom escapings

Fromthe seas end,fishermenin greathumbershadfor missionto corral onthe
beachof the peninsulahe greateshumberof sealsthey couldzo

In thederangedmaginationof Polalekthe Sixth from the meetingof wolvesand
sealsa sortof hybrid wasto be born, producingstrangeanimalshe alreadycalled
wolve-sealdgoof].z

44Handydedicationwhich | cannotrecommendnoughto my colleagueslt doesnt costanythingand
can,in oneshot,pleasdive or six peoples
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Betweenus,wasnt hetherealgooflz

Thepoorterrorizedicelanderslid not dareresisttheseburlesqueordersandthey
all gottowork.zs

PreciselyHanRybeckwasnotin the countryz.

Having left sinceafew daysbeforefor acodfishingtrip (sincecodfishingexisted
at this time, andMr. PierreLoti inventednothing),Han Rybeckwasnot expected
ary time soonzs

Luckily, thingsturnedout betterthanwashoped:s

Onenight the daring cod-fisherhad encounteredn Englishsloop loadedwith
haddockwhich wasgettingreadyto returnto its homelandx

All the crav wasdrunk, like Englishmenare drunk when they setout to be
drunkazs

With a few axe blows skillfully distributed, Han Rybeck endedthe shoutsof
thosedirty drunks,In aflash,hemovedto his boatthe Englishmen’catch. The next
eveninghe enteredwind in his sails,the harborof Reykjavik.z

Somewomeninformedhim of Polaleks latestfantasyandbeggedhim to inter-
Veneso

Ah! Wasit ever donefastk:

In ajump hewasatLagrenn-Houyes.

With anotheljump, andarmedof aterrible lever bar he scatteredhe foul copu-
lationsbetweerthewolvesandthe sealss

Panicked,the animalsran awvay, the sealstowardsthe land, the wolvestowards
theseau

Reinvigoratedoy thepresencef theirchiefs,thelcelandersook heart.However,
Polalek,madeaware of thesedisordersarrivedracinghis little poney (the Arabian
mareis, in thesecountries of difficult breeding)s

In lesstime oneneedgo write it (especialyif onehasa badpenandalmostno
ink, suchasme,in thismoment)Han Rybeckwascaughttied up,andthrown in the
prisonof the castles

Polalekthe Sixth, judgingin the first resortandwithout appealcondemnedhim
to deathand decidedthat his executionwould take placethe next morningon the
very spotof thecrimes

Handid not protests

He askedonly to be allowed, beforehis death,to marry his fiance, one of the
prettiestgirls of theisland,whowascalledPauleNorr.ss

Ontheauthorityof thebailiff of Reykjavik, agoodmanwhosenamehistoryhas
presered, FernAnxo, Polalekconsentedo the ceremog.«

At dawn, an hour beforethe execution,the youngwomanwasbroughtinto the
cell of the corvict.a

Thebailiff, representingRegistrar*® inscribedthe namesof theyoungcoupless

45Even during the harshestime of the Norwegiandomination, the Icelandic settlementskept their
municipalprivileges.the Norvegiangodesonly exertedmilitary andecclesiasticalightss2
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Completelydrunk, Polalekthe Sixth consecratedeligiously their union. As ev-
erybodywasaboutto retire, including the youngfiance,Han Rybeckcomplained
violently:a

Excuseme, excuseme. It wasnot purely formal point of view that| askedto
marry my blondefiance,PauleNorr.ss

—What?maneledPolalekthe Sixth, you'd like to.. 4

—And why not?

(This corversationtook place,of coursejn Finnishdialect.)s

—Well, that'sahardone,saidtherudeduke.s

—I'd say cleverly obsereda courtesan.

And thosebruteslaughedheartilys:

Not too evil aman,at the bottom, Polalekthe Sixth agreedo the corvict’s last
wishs:

—Letthembealone!hecommandee:

And, discretelythey all withdrew.s

After afew momentqthemanuscriptvhich | have undermy eyesdoesnot spec-
ify theextent)the doorwasopenedandout camethe proudyoungcoupless

Han Rybeck his headheld high, holding tenderly the waist of the beautiful
Pauless

Paule, transfiguredandall awashin the blushthathad washedover her pretty
physionomy her hair of awarmerhue,onewould have said,notalittle disheveled.
And her large eyes shining asif of a recentextasy! This time Polalekcould not
refrainhis admirations

—Ah! Look at this! Now, that's astonishing! said he in his rough northern
languages

Doing over the couplethe blessinggesturene gracedHan Rybeck,gave him the
peninsuleof Lagrenn-Hoyeandinvited theyoungpeopleto grow andmultiply.ss

Theyoungpeoplegotto it, without askingfor moreeo



Chapter 8

“Lord Arthur Savile’s Crime”
by Oscar Wilde

8.1 CHAPTER I

IT! wasLady Windermeres last receptionbeforeEastey and Bentinck Housewas
evenmorecrowdedthanusual.Six CabinetMinistershadcomeonfrom theSpeakers
Leveein their starsandribands,all the pretty womenwore their smartesdresses,
andattheendof the picture-gallerystoodthe PrincessSophiaof Carlsruhea heary
Tartar?-looking lady, with tiny black eyes and wonderfulemealds 3, talking bad
Frend* atthetop of hervoicg® andlaughingimmodeately ®at everythingthatwas
saidto her. It wascertainlyawonderfulmedley of people.Gorgeousgpeeesseshat-
ted affably to violent Radicalg, popularpreaders brushedcoat-tailswith eminent

1The text analyzedvasobtainedon the Internet. Eachjab line is markedby italicizing the text (for
thefirst fifty jab lines)andwith anassociatedootnotewhich containsa descriptionof thejabline in the
six KR. Within KRs elementsseparatedby semi-colonsarealternatves,thoseseparatedy commasare
elaborationsCommentdollow the6 KRs listing.

250 beautiful/ugly;good/bad LM none SI NA; TA PrincessSophig NSiirr; LA irr.

3S0 humanfeature/stone;normal/abnormalLM coordination; SI NA; TA PrincessSophig NSiirr;
LA coordinatingcon;..

450 good/badFrench LM none SI NA; TA PrincessSophig NSirr; LA irr.

5S0 soft/loud; appropriate/inagpropriate; normal/abnormaj LM none SI NA; TA PrincessSophia
NSirr; LA irr.

6S0 appropriate/inagropriate; normal/abnormaj LM none Sl NA; TA PrincessSophia NS irr;
LA irr. Notethe combstrandwith the“PrincessSophia”TA.

7SO peeess/radical;normal/abnormal(?); LM physicalproximity (?); Sl party, corversation TA
none(?); NSirr; LA irr.

163
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sceptic, a perfectbevy of bishopskeptfollowing a stoutprima-donnd from room
to room, on the staircasestoodseveral RoyalAcademiciansgisguisedas artists,*
andit wassaidthat at onetime the suppefroom wasabsolutelycrammedwith ge-
niuses! In fact, it wasoneof Lady Windermee’s bestnights'? andthe Princess
stayedtill nearly half-pasteleven'3

As soonas she had gone, Lady Windermerereturnedto the picture- gallery,
wherea celebatedpolitical economistvassolemnlyexplainingthe scientifictheory
of musicto anindignantvirtuosd from Hungary andbeganto talk to the Duchess
of Paislgy. Shelookedwonderfullybeautiful® with hergrandivory throat,herlarge
blue forget-me-noteyes, and her heavy® coils of goldenhair. OR PURthey were

830 preacher/scefic; normal/abnormal(?); LM physicalproximity; marginal; Sl party, corversa-
tion; TA none(?); NSirr; LA irr.

9S0 bishops/prima-dona; normal/abnormajLM physicalproximity(?); S| party, corversation TA
bishops NS irr; LA irr. Consideralsothe alliteration of “perfectbevy of bishops” which may be a
separatgab line. Not to mentionthe stoutprima-donnamay be consideredhjab (FAT/BEAUTIFUL SO);
however, operasingersarestereotypicallyfat, henceit is ignoredin the analysis.

1050 academician/artist;normal/abnormal LM none Sl party, corversation TA academicians,
artists NSirr; LA irr. Thejablines7-10establisha combstrand with the following features:SONOR-
MAL/ABNORMAL, S| “party,” andLM “physical proximity.” Consideralsothe alliterationof “staircase
stood several” which maybe a separatgab line.

1150 genius/peoplenormal/abnormal LM physicalproximity(?); Sl party; TA geniuse$?); NSirr;
LA idiom: “crammedwith people”.

1250 best/worstserious/ipnical; normal/abnormajLM none Sl party [the party cannothavebeen
that good, cf. next line]; TA implied author, NS metanarrativecommentary LA irr. This line needs
perhapsomeexplanationwe have herean exampleof metanarratieirony in whichtheimplied narrator
(cf. section5.2)is sayingsomethinghatthereadercantell is inappropriate Thereforewe haveto either
assumeack of controlof theauthor or postulateanintermediatemplied authorbeingmadefun of by the
author(cf. alsothe samephenomenotin Allais’ HRCI; seesection?.5).

1330 early/late; serious/ipnical; normal/abnormal LM none Sl party [leaving at 11:30 s hardly
late]; TA impliedauthor, NS metanarrativecommentaryLA irr.

1450 economy/music;true/falséM faulty reasoning[presumption] Sl corversation TA political
economistsgharacter NSirr; LA irr [but seebelow]. Possiblythereis aninterestingstylistic jab line,
consistingin the four modifiers: “celebrated, “solemnly” “scientific;’ “indignant” which may be seen
as parallelingthe incongruityin the jab line above(andthusasreinforcingfactors). Note how the jab
line would function perfectlywell withoutthe modifiers:a political economistvasexplainingthetheory
of musicto a virtuosg which preserveshe incongruity of the economisexplainingmusicaltheoryto a
musician.Note alsothatthe first modifier (“celebrated”)introducesvery dicreetelyan elementof social
critique: who is doing the celebrating?Obviouslynewvspaperssocialites possiblygovernmenofficials,
etc. However, we aretold that the economistis ridiculous (presumptuous)Hence,it follows that the
socialopinionis wrong.

1530 beautiful/fat; serious/ionical; actual/non-actual LM none SI [accordingto stereotypejarge
womenare not beautiful]; TA Lady Windermee, character; narrator (?); NSirony; LA irr. Notethat
the reconstructiorof theirony is doneex posthoc after the detectionof the nextline. Note alsothatin
this case the implied narratormay be ironical himself (I assumémplied narratorssharethe sexof the
empiricalnarrator).

1630 slim/fat; normal/abnormaj LM none Sl physicalaspect TA Lady Windermee, character,

NS NA; LA irr. Note againthe subtletyof the line: the humorouseffect of the descriptionof Lady
Windermereis obtainedby the accumulatiorof threemodifiers(“grand;’ “large; and“heavy”) which
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- not that pale straw colour that nowadaysusurpsthe graciousnameof gold,*’ but
suchgold asis woveninto sunbeam®r hiddenin strangeamber;andthey gave to
her face somethingof the frame of a saint, with not a little of the fascinationof a
sinner'® Shewasacuriouspsychologicabktudy Earlyin life shehaddiscoseredthe
importanttruth®® that nothinglooksso like innocenceasanindiscretion;?° andby a
seriesof reklessescapadedhalf of themquite harmlesg* shehadacquiredall the
privilegesof a personality?? Shehadmorethanoncechangecderhusbandindeed,
Debrettcreditsherwith threemarriagesjput as shehad never changedher lover,?®
theworld hadlong agoceasedo talk scandaf* abouther. Shewasnow forty years
of age,childless,andwith thatinordinatepassiorfor pleasurevhichis the secretof
remainingyoung?®

Suddenlyshelookedeagerlyroundthe room, andsaid,in her clearcontraltc®
voice,'Whereis my cheiromantist?’

‘Yourwhat, Gladys?'exclaimedthe Duchessgiving aninvoluntarystart.

‘My cheiromantistDuchess) can't live withouthim at present?’

‘Dear Gladys! you are alwaysso original, murmuredthe Duchesstrying to

activatethe script FAT while onecould aguethatin fact no suchinferenceis legitimateas“large eyes”
and“heavy coils of hair” are positive features.If thisis correct,the previousironical jab line would of
coursedisappear

17S0O complain/notcomplain; normal/abnormaj LM none SI NA; TA narrator; NS NA; LA irr. A
complexjab line in which the narratorcomplainsaboutsomethingthatis not obviously wrong, which
againforcesthe postulationof animplied narratorwho is dissociatinghimselffrom the statemenbf the
narrator A subtleform of irony which seemgo have no precisetamget, exceptthe underminingof the
authorialcredibility.

1850 saint/sinner;good/bad LM none[possibly sinis interesting Sl description TA narrator; NS
irr; LA irr [idiom: saintsandsinners]
1950 trueffalse LM none S| metanarrativecomentary TA narrator; NSirr; LA irr. An interesting,

if hardto interpret,incongruitybetweertheconsenative attitudeof the narrator only a few wordsabove,
andthedandysnof the presentstatement.

2050 innocence/indicetior; good/bad LM false reasoningtrusting apparences] Sl NA; TA those
mistakingindiscretionfor innocence?); NSNA; LA NA.

21sOredkless/harmlesggood/bad LM none SI NA; TA none(?); NSirr; LA irr.

2230 privileges/duties(?)real/unreal, LM reasoningromfalsepremisedi.e., the previousthreejab
lines]; SI LadyWindermee'slife; TA thosegrantinghertheprivileges NSirr; LA irr. Notehow granting
the privilegesof a personality presupposethat the granteedoesnot have one (otherwise he/shevould
automaticallyhave them).

23350 changehusband/lovernormal/abnormal LM none S| marriageand unfaithfullness TA Lady
Windermee; NSirr; LA irr. Note theetsablishmentyith 15 and16 of a strandwith TA “Lady Winder
mere’

2450 scandal/ncscandal;normal/abnormal LM chiasticreversaj S| marriageand unfaithfullness
TA LadyWndermee; NSirr; LA irr. Thechiasticreversalis particularlyclever: onehusbandandthree
loverswould bea scandalthreehusbandsindoneloveraretherefore(!) notascandal.

250Onecouldamguablymaintainthatthis lastepigramis ajab line aswell.

260necouldamguethatthe descriptionof Lady Windermeres voiceis too positive to beserious.
27S0 possible/impossibléM exaggeration SI NA; TA LadyWndermee; NSirr; LA irr.
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remembef what a cheiromantisteally was, and hoping it was not the sameasa
cheiropodist?®

‘He comedo seemy handtwice aweekregularly, continued_ady Windermere,
'and is mostinterestingaboultit.’

‘Good hearens!’ saidthe Duchesgo herself,’ heis a sort of cheiropodistafter
all.3® How very dreadful.| hopeheis a foreignerat anyrate It wouldn't be quite
sobadthen:3!

‘I mustcertainlyintroducehim to you!

‘Introducehim!” criedthe Duchess;you don't meanto sayheis here?’andshe
beganlooking aboutfor a smalltortoise-shelfan anda very tatteredaceshawl, so
asto bereadyto go at a moments notice3?

‘Of courseheis here;l wouldnot dreamof giving a party withouthim.3® He tells
me | have a pure psydic hand®* andthatif my thumbhad beenthe leastlittle bit
shorter®® | shouldhave beena confirmedpessimisé® andgoneinto a corvent 37

‘Oh, | see!” saidthe Duchessfeelingvery mud relieved®® 'he tells fortunes,|
suppose?’

28s0ignorance/knavledge; good/bad LM none SI NA; TA Duchesf Paisley; NSirr; LA irr.

2950 cheiropodist/cteiromartist; normal/abnormal LM paronymy S| NA; TA Duchessof Paisley;
NSirr; LA paronyms

30s0ignorance/knowlege good/bad LM none[possiblyestablishedgnorance} SI NA; TA Duchess
of Paisley; NSirr; LA irr. A strandbasedn TA “Duchessof Paisley”is herebyestablishedcf. jabs28
and29. Notethe combstructure.

3150 foreigner/British;good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| NA; TA Duchesof Paisley;
foreigners;British citizens NSirr ; LA irr. Theinclusionof British citizensamongthetargetsof thejoke
may be in needof someexplanation:sincethe Duchesss clearly beingmadefun of andsheis British,
theymaybe seenastargetedby association.

3250 normal/abnormalLM exaggeration Sl corversation TA Duchesf Paisley; NSirr; LA irr.

3330 possible/impossible M exaggeraion; SI NA; TA LadyWndermee; NSirr; LA irr. Essentially
thesamegabline asline 25, above.

3450 sense/nonsensaprmal/abnormal LM none Sl psychicreading TA cheitomantist;LadyWn-
dermee; NSirr; LA irr.

35S0 shortthumb/actuathumb;possible/impossible.M none SI ?; TA cheiomantist;LadyWnder-
mer; NSirr; LA irr. Notethatnothingcanfollow from sucha trivial fact. Notealsotheallusionto the
famoussayingthatif Cleopatras nosehadbeenshortermomentousonsequencavould havefollowed.

3650 possible/impossibleM nonsequitur Sl psychicreading TA cheiomantistLadyWndermee;
NSirr; LA irr.

37S0 possible/impossibleM nonsequitur Sl psychicreading TA cheiomantistLadyWndermee;
NSirr; LA irr. Notethestablishmenof astrand‘cheiromantistsnonsensein threejablinesimmediately
following oneanother A purecombconfiguration,n 33 words. Note alsothe concurrenfab basedon
theequivalence'nun = pessimist”:SOreligious/notreligious LM coordination; Sl psychicreading TA
cheirmmantistlL adyWindermee; NSirr; LA coordinatingconjunction

3850 normal/abnormaj LM exaggeation; Sl corversation TA Duchessof Paisley; NSirr; LA irr.

Cf. lines29 and30. The strand“The duches®f Paislyehasnegatve feelingstowardscheiromantistsis
establishedlt is acomb: 3 jabswithin about150words.
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‘And misfortunes,too; 3 answered_ady Windermere,’any amountof them.
Next year for instance] amin greatdangey both by land andsea,sol am going
to live in a balloon,*® anddraw up my dinnerin a basketevery evening®! It is all
written down on my little finger, or onthe palmof my hand,| forgetwhich.’ 4

‘But surelythatis temptingProvidence Gladys.

‘My dearDuchesssurelyProvidencecanresisttemptatiorf® by thistime. | think
every oneshouldhave their handstold oncea month,soasto know whatnotto do.
Of coursepnedoesit all thesame* but it is sopleasanto bewarned.Now if some
onedoesnt go andfetchMr. Podgersatonce,l shallhave to go myself.

‘Let mego, Lady Windermeré,saidatall handsomgoungman,whowasstand-
ing by, listeningto the corversationwith anamusedsmile.

‘Thankssomuch,Lord Arthur; but | amafraidyou wouldn’t recognisenim!

‘If heis aswonderfulasyou say Lady Windermere] couldnt well misshim#°
Tell mewhatheis like, andl’ll bring him to youatonce.

‘Well, heis notabit like acheiromantistl mearheis notmysteriouspr esoteric,
or romantic-looking Heis alittle, stoutman,with afunny, baldhead andgreatgold-
rimmedspectaclessomethingbetweena family doctoranda countryattorng. I'm
really very sorry, but it is not my fault. Peopleareso annoying*® All my pianists
look exactly like poets andall mypoetslook exactlylike pianists*” andl remember
last seasoraskinga mostdreadful conspiator to dinner a manwho hadblown up
ever so mary people,andalwayswore a coatof mail, and carrieda daggerup his
shirt-sleere; and do you know that when he camehe lookedjust like a nice old
clegyman®® andcrackedjokesall the evening? Of course,he wasvery amusing,

39Lady Windermereseemsto be interpretingthe genericfortunesas meaningonly “good” fortune.
Possiblyajabline.

4050 live at home/ina balloon; normal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl living quar-
ters TA LadyWindermee; NSirr; LA irr.

4130 live at homef/ina balloon; normal/abnormal LM reasoningfrom false premises;follows from
previougab line; Sl living quarters TA LadyWndermee; NSirr; LA irr.

4230 trivial/important; normal/abnormaj LM none S| danger, TA Lady Windermee; NSirr; LA
irr. Notehow Lady Windermeres casuahttitudeto thecheiromantiss predictionis inconsistentith her
takingit soseriously(previouslines).

4350 god/humannormal/abnormaj LM falseparallelism[human: temptation: god: temptation]
Sl cotext; TA LadyWindermee; god; NSiirr; LA irr.

4450 logicalfillogical; normal/abnormajLM nonsequitur S| danger, TA Lady Windermee; NSirr;
LA irr. More of Lady Windermeres contradictoryattitudeto the cheiromantiss prediction. This begins
astrandin which Lady Windermereoscillatesbetweerbelieveingin Podgerandconsiderincghim afraud.

4530 logical/illogical; normal/abnormal LM nonsequituriakesmetaphotiterally; Sl corversation
TA Lord Arthur; NSirr; LA irr.

4650 annoying/notannoying;normal/abnormaj LM none[but seebelow]; S| cotext; TA Lady Wn-
dermee; NSirr; LA irr. Thereasongeopleareannoyingis givenin the nextpair of jablines.

47S0 expected/unepeded; normal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesghiasmusSl cotext;
TA LadyWindermee; NSirr; LA irr.

48350 expected/unepectednormal/abnormalgood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext;
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andall that, but | wasawfully disappointect® andwhenl| askedhim aboutthe coat
of mail, heonly laughedandsaidit wasfar too cold to wearin England®® Ah, here
is Mr. PodgersNow, Mr. Podgers| wantyou to tell the Duchesf Paisley’s hand.
Duchessyou musttakeyour glove off. No, nottheleft hand theother

‘Dear Gladys,| really don't think it is quiteright, saidthe Duchessfeebly un-
buttoningarathersoilec®* kid glove.

‘Nothing interestingeveris, saidLady Windermere’ON A FAIT LE MONDE
AINSI. But | mustintroduceyou. Duchessthisis Mr. Podgersmy petcheiroman-
tist. Mr. Podgersthisis the Duchesof Paisley, andif you saythatshehasa larger
mountainof themoonthan! have, | will never believe in you again’.>?

‘I amsure,Gladys,thereis nothingof thekind in my hand,>® saidthe Duchess
gravely.

‘Your Graceis quiteright, saidMr. Podgersglancingatthelittle fat handwith
its shortsquarefingers,’the mountainof the moonis not developed. The line of
life, however, is excellent. Kindly bendthe wrist. Thankyou. Threedistinctlines
ontheRASCETTE!You will liveto a greatage,Duchessandbe extremelyhappy
Ambition - very moderateline of intellectnot exaggeratedline of heart-’

‘Now, do beindiscreetMr. Podgers,criedLady Windermere.

‘Nothing would give me greaterpleasuré, said Mr. Podgersbowing, ‘if the
Duchessverhadbeenput| amsorryto saythatl seegreatpermanencef affection,
combinedwith a strongsenseof duty’

‘Pray goon,Mr. Podgers,saidthe Duchesslooking quite pleased.

‘Economyis not the leastof your Graces virtues, continuedMr. Podgersand
Lady Windermerewentoff into fits of laughter®

TA LadyWindermee; NSirr; LA irr. Notehow thejab aboutpeoplefailing to fulfill Lady Windermeres
expectationss establishedsa strand(comb). The presenfab is enhancedy the opposition“‘dreadful”
vs. “nice.”

4930 disappointed/notlisappointed expected/unepectednormal/abnormal,good/bad LM reason-
ing fromfalsepremisesSl cotext; TA LadyWndermee; NSirr; LA irr. Note how thisjab aboutpeople
failing to fulfill Lady Windermeres expectationss enhancedy the opposition‘disappointed’vs. “very
amusing’ Note alsothat we have herea doublereversal,wherebythe conspiratoris a nice and funny
personandthis is a sourceof disappointmentor Lady Windermere.In this casethereadershareLady
Windermeres expectationsboutconspiratorsbut not herexpectationsboutdinnerguests.

5050 clothing/weapon;normal/abormal; LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LadyWn-
dermee (?); conspirator(?); NSirr; LA irr.

5150 clean/dirty; normal/abnormal LM none Sl clothing description TA Duchesof Paisley; NS
irr; LA irr; euphemistic

52This is amuably an exaggeration; however, given the fairly unusual—althoughnot always
humorous—behdor of Lady Windermere,one cannotrule out that sheis meaningthe last sentence
seriously

5350 ignorance/kmwledge; mountain/handLM reasoningfrom false premisesjgnorance Sl hand
reading TA Duchesf Paisley; NSirr; LA irr.

5450 laughable/seriousnormal/abnormal LM none(seecomments).S| cotext; TA Podgers;Lady

Windermee (?); NSirr; LA irr. It is unclearwhy lady Windermereis laughing. From the ensuing
dialogueit seemgeasonabléo assumehat Podgerss wrongor lying andthatthe Duchessf Paisleyis
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‘Economyis a very goodthing, remarkedthe Duchesscomplacently;when |
marriedPaisley hehadeleven castlesandnotasinglehousefit to livein.

‘And now he hastwelve housesandnot a singlecastle>® cried Lady Winder
mere.

‘Well, my deaf saidthe Duchessl like -’

‘Comfort, said Mr. Podgers,and modernimprovements,and hot water laid
on in every bedroom. Your Graceis quite right. Comfort is the only thing our
civilisation cangive us.

‘You have told the Duchesss characteradmirably Mr. Podgersand now you
musttell Lady Flora’s’; andin answerto a nod from the smiling hostessa tall girl,
with sandyScotchhair, and high shoulderblades steppedavkwardly from behind
thesofa,andheldoutalong, bory handwith spatulatdingers.

‘Ah, apianist! | se€, saidMr. Podgers;an excellentpianist,but perhapshardly
amusician?® Very resered, very honestandwith agreatlove of animals.

‘Quite true!" exclaimedthe Duchessturning to Lady Windermere,absolutely
true! Florakeepswo dozencollie dogsatMacloskie,andwouldturn ourtown house
into amenageriéf herfatherwould let her’

‘Well, thatis justwhat| do with my houseevery Thursdayevening, cried Lady
Windermerejaughing,’only | like lions betterthancollie dogs.>’

‘Y ouronemistake3® Lady Windermere, saidMr. Podgerswith apompousbow.

‘If awomancant makeher mistakescharming,sheis only a femal€, wasthe
answer ‘But you mustreadsomemorehandsfor us. Come,Sir Thomasshav Mr.
Podgersyours’; and a genial-looking old gentlemanjn a white waistcoat,came
forward,andheld out athick ruggedhand,with averylong third finger.

‘An adwenturousnature;four long voyagesn the past,andoneto come. Been
ship-wreckedhreetimes. No, only twice, but in dangerof a shipwreckyour next
journgy. A strongConsenrative, very punctual,and with a passionfor collecting
curiosities. Had a severeillnessbetweerthe agessixteenand eighteen.Wasleft a
fortunewhenaboutthirty. Greataversionto catsandRadicals.

‘Extraordinary! exclaimedSir Thomas;'you mustreally tell my wife’s hand,
too!

‘Your secondwife’s; saidMr. Podgergyuietly, still keepingSir Thomass hand
in his. “Your secondwife’s. | shall be charmed’;but Lady Marvel, a melancholy-

all but aspendthrift. However, Lady Windermeresattitudeis incomprehensiblé shebelievesin Podgers’
skills.

5550 house/castlenoble/commongood/bad LM the Duchesshinkslike a commoneySI cotext; TA
Duchesf Paisley; NSirr; LA repetitionwith variation.

56A baffling remark,as“pianist” implies“musician’ Possiblya jab basedn theperiod'sconnotations
of theword musician

57A perplexingpassagén thetext, sinceit emegesfrom the developmentf the text that Lady Win-
dermereis heremetaphoricalasher“lions” arein factinterestingpeople(youngmen?).lt is unclearif
thisisintendedasajabline.

580bscurawitticism. It is unclearwhatPodgersneans.
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lookingwoman with brown hairandsentimentagyelashesentirelydeclinedto have
her pastor her future exposed;andnothingthat Lady Windermerecould do would
induceMonsieurdeKoloff, the RussianAmbassadgrevento takehis glovesoff. In
fact, mary peopleseemedfraidto facetheoddlittle manwith his stereotypedmile,
his gold spectaclesandhis bright, beadyeyes;andwhenhetold poor Lady Fermor
right out beforeevery one, thatshedid not carea bit for music,but wasextremely
fond of musicians?® it wasgenerallyfelt that cheiromang wasa mostdangerous
scienceandonethatoughtnotto beencouragedsxceptin aTETE-A-TETE.

Lord Arthur Savile, however, who did not know arything aboutLady Fermors
unfortunatestory, and who had beenwatchingMr. Podgerswith a greatdeal of
interestwasfilled with animmensecuriosityto have his own handread,andfeeling
somavhat shy aboutputting himselfforward, crossedver the roomto whereLady
Windermerewassitting, and, with a charmingblush, askedher if shethoughtMr.
Podgersvould mind.

‘Of coursehewon’'t mind, saidLady Windermere,that is whatheis herefor.
All my lions, Lord Arthur, are performinglions, andjump throughhoopswheneer
| askthem.But | mustwarnyou beforehandhat! shalltell Sybil everything. Sheis
comingto lunchwith meto-morraw, to talk aboutbonnetsandif Mr. Podgerdinds
outthatyou have abadtemperor atendeny to gout,or awife living in Bayswater
| shallcertainlylet herknow all aboutit.’

Lord Arthur smiled,andshookhis head.‘l amnot afraid; heanswered.Sybil
knows measwell asl know her’

‘Ah! | amallittle sorryto hearyou saythat. The properbasisfor marriageis a
mutualmisunderstandin§® No, | amnotatall cynical, | have merelygotexperience,
which, however, is very muchthe samething8* Mr. PodgersLord Arthur Savile
is dying to have his handread.Don't tell him thathe is engagedo oneof the most
beautifulgirls in London,becausdhatappearedn the MORNING POSTa month
ago®?

‘DearLadyWindermeré,criedtheMarchiones®f Jedlurgh,‘do letMr. Podgers
stayherea little longer He hasjusttold mel shouldgo on the stage,andl amso
interested.

‘If hehastold you that, Lady Jedlurgh, | shallcertainlytakehim avay.®® Come
over atonce,Mr. PodgersandreadLord Arthur’shand.

‘Well, saidLady Jedlurgh, makingalittle MOUE assherosefrom thesofa,'if |

5950 sex/music;good/bad LM nong Sl cheiomanticreading TA Lady Fermor, NSiirr; LA irr.

6050 understanding/misderstandng; normal/abnormal LM none Sl irr; TA marriage (?); NS
aphorism LA irr. Notethe possiblepresencef aninstitutionaltaget. A typical Wildeanaphorism.

6150 experience/cynicismgood/bad LM experienceleadsto cynicism Sl irr; TA naiveg; NSirr;
LA irr.
6250 Podgersis a fraud/isgenuine LM none Sl irr; TA Podgers/LadyMndermee; NSiirr; LA irr.

63Unclearreponseperhapdady Windermereobjectsto the fact that Podgerds not telling her guests
shockingthings. Anotherinterpretations that Lady Windermereobjectsto Podgerserroneous/flattering
reading,which sheknowsto befalse.
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amnotto beallowedto go onthestage] mustbeallowedto be partof theaudience
atary rate’.

‘Of course,we areall goingto be partof theaudiencé,saidLady Windermere;
‘and now, Mr. Podgersbe sureandtell ussomethingnice. Lord Arthur is oneof my
specialfavourites.

But whenMr. Podgerssav Lord Arthur’s handhe grew curiously pale, and
saidnothing. A shuddeiseemedo passthroughhim, andhis greatbushyeyebrovs
twitchedcorvulsively, in anodd,irritating way they hadwhenhewaspuzzled.Then
somehugebeadf perspirationbrokeout on his yellow foreheadlike a poisonous
dew, andhis fat fingersgrew cold andclammy

Lord Arthur did not fail to noticethesestrangesignsof agitation,and, for the
firsttimein hislife, hehimselffelt fear His impulsewasto rushfrom theroom, but
he restrainechimself. It wasbetterto know the worst, whatever it was,thanto be
left in this hideousuncertainty

‘I amwaiting, Mr. Podgers,hesaid.

‘Weareall waiting, criedLady Windermerejn herquick,impatientmanneybut
the cheiromantismadeno reply.

‘| believe Arthur is goingon the stagé, saidLady Jedlurgh, ‘and that, afteryour
scolding,Mr. Podgerss afraidto tell him so’%4

SuddenlyMr. PodgerdroppedLord Arthur’sright hand,andseizedhold of his
left, bendingdown solow to examineit thatthe gold rims of his spectacleseemed
almostto touchthe palm. For a momenthis face becamea white maskof horror,®°
but he soonrecoreredhis SANG-FROID, andlooking up at Lady Windermere said
with aforcedsmile,‘It is thehandof a charmingyoungman.

‘Of courseit is!” answered_ady Windermere,but will he be a charminghus-
band?Thatis whatl wantto know.

‘All charmingyoungmenare’,®® saidMr. Podgers.

‘I don't think a husbandshouldbe too fascinating, murmuredLady Jedlurgh
pensvely, ‘it is sodangerous.

‘My dearchild, they never aretoo fascinating, cried Lady Windermere. ‘But
what| want are details. Details are the only thingsthatinterest. Whatis going to
happerto Lord Arthur?’

‘Well, within the next few monthsLord Arthur will goavoyage-’

‘Oh yes,hishong/moon,of course!’

‘And losearelative!

‘Not his sister | hope?’saidLady Jedhurgh, in a piteoustoneof voice.

6450 fear/nofear; normal/abnormal LM parallelism Si cotext; TA Lady Windermee; Podgers NS
irr; LA irr.

65In thelight of the developmentf the plot, alegitimatequestionarises:did Podgerdoreseehis own
death?s it thereeasoror his pallor? Or did he merelyforetell someonesdeath?Or, if heis afake,why
is hesoaffected?

6650 true/false LM none Sl nong TA youngmen NS aphorism LA irr.
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‘Certainly not his sistef answeredMr. Podgerswith adeprecatingvave of the
hand,’a distantrelative merely

‘Well, | amdreadfullydisappointed,saidLady Windermere.| have absolutely
nothingto tell®” Sybil to-morrav. No one caresaboutdistantrelatives nowadays.
They went out of fashionyearsago® However, | supposeshehad betterhave a
blacksilk by her;it alwaysdoesfor church,youknow. And now let usgoto supper
They aresureto have eateneverythingup, but we mayfind somehot soup.Franmis
usedto makeexcellentsouponce,but he is so agitatedaboutpolitics®® at present,
that| never feel quite certainabouthim. | do wish GeneralBoulangemould keep
quiet. Duchess| amsureyou aretired?’

‘Not atall, dearGladys, answeredhe Duchesswaddling’® towardsthe door.
‘I have enjoyedmyselfimmensely andthe cheiropodist] meanthe cheiromantist,
is mostinteresting. Flora, wherecanmy tortoise-shelfan be? Oh, thankyou, Sir
Thomas,so much. And my lace shavl, Flora? Oh, thankyou, Sir Thomas,very
kind, I'm sure’; andthe worthy creaturefinally managedo getdownstairswithout
droppingherscent-bottlenorethantwice.”*

All thistime Lord Arthur Savile hadremainedstandingoy thefireplace with the
samefeelingof dreadover him, the samesickeningsenseof comingevil. He smiled
sadlyat his sister asshesweptpasthim on Lord Plymdales arm, looking lovely in
herpink brocadeandpearls,andhehardlyheardLady Windermerewvhenshecalled
to him to follow her He thoughtof Sybil Merton, andthe ideathatarything could
comebetweerthemmadehis eyesdim with tears.

Lookingathim, onewould have saidthatNemesishadstolentheshieldof Pallas,
andshown him the Gorgon’s head.He seemedurnedto stoneandhis facewaslike
marblein its melancholy He hadlived the delicateand luxuriouslife of a young
manof birth andfortune,alife exquisitein its freedomfrom sordidcare jts beautiful
boyishinsoucianceand now for the first time he becameconsciousof the terrible
mysteryof Destiry, of theawful meaningof Doom/?

How madandmonstroust all seemed!Couldit bethatwritten on his hand,in
charactershathe could notreadhimself, but thatanothercould decipherwassome
fearful secretof sin, someblood- red signof crime? Wasthereno escapepossible?
Were we no betterthan chessmenmaoved by an unseenpower, vesselshe potter
fashionsat his fangy, for honouror for shame?His reasonrevolted againstit, and

67S0 death/gossipnormal/abnormal LM nong S| cheiromanticreading TA Lady Windermee; NS
irr; LA irr.

6850 fashion/family;normal/abnormalLM none Sl nong TA relatives(?); NS aphorism LA irr.

6950 politics/cooking;high/low; normal/abnormalLM none Sl cotext; TA Frangois; NSirr; LA irr.

7050 dudk/human;normal/abnormalLM falseanalogy, Sl cotext; TA DuchessNSirr; LA irr.

7150 clumsy/adoit; good/bad;normal/abnormaj LM analogy(the Duchessis absentminded) Sl
Guestsat the party are movingto anotherroont TA DuchessNSirr; LA irr.
7250 high/low style; normal/abnormaj LM nong Sl Lord Arthur Savile(LAS)is strud by fear, TA

LAS NS registerhumor, LA register markers: mythologicalnames,personifications,fr eedomfrom
sordid care; “beautiful boyishinsouciance” Notethatthisis anexampleof diffusedisjunction.
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yet hefelt thatsometragedywashangingover him, andthathe hadbeensuddenly
calleduponto bearanintolerableburden.Actors aresofortunate.They canchoose
whetherthey will appeaiin tragedyor in comedy whetherthey will suffer or make

merry, laugh or shedtears. But in real life it is different. Most menandwomen

areforcedto performpartsfor whichthey have no qualifications.Our Guildensterns
play Hamletfor us, and our Hamletshave to jestlike PrinceHal. The world is a

stage put the play is badly cast’3

SuddenlyMr. Podgersnteredtheroom. Whenhe sav Lord Arthur he started,
andhis coarsefat facebecamea sortof greenish-yellas colour. Thetwo mens eyes
met,andfor amomenttherewassilence.

‘The Duchesshasleft oneof hergloveshere,Lord Arthur, andhasaskedmeto
bringit to her’ saidMr. Podgerdinally. 'Ah, | seeit onthe sofa! Goodevening:.

‘Mr. Podgers,| mustinsist on your giving me a straightforwardanswerto a
guestionl amgoingto putto you!

‘Anothertime, Lord Arthur, but the Duchessgs anxious.l amafraidl mustgo!

‘Youshallnotgo. The Duchesss in no hurry!

‘Ladies shouldnot be kept waiting, Lord Arthur, said Mr. Podgerswith his
sickly smile. ‘The fair sex is aptto beimpatient.

Lord Arthur’sfinely-chiselledips curledin petulantdisdain. The poor Duchess
seemedo him of very little importanceat thatmoment.He walkedacrosgheroom
to whereMr. Podgersvasstandingandheldhis handout.

‘Tell mewhatyou sav there, hesaid. ‘Tell methetruth. | mustknow it. 1 am
notachild’

Mr. Podgerss eyesblinked behindhis gold-rimmedspectaclesand he moved
uneasilyfrom onefoot to the other while his fingersplayednenously with a flash
watch-chain.

‘What makesyouthink thatl saw arythingin your hand,Lord Arthur, morethan
| told you?’

‘I know you did, and| insiston your telling mewhatit was. | will payyou. |
will giveyou achequeor ahundredpounds.

Thegreeneyesflashedfor amomentandthenbecamedull again.

‘Guineas?’saidMr. Podgersatlast,in alow voice.

‘Certainly. | will sendyou achequego-morrov. Whatis your club?’

‘I have noclub. Thatis to say notjustatpresent* My addresss -, but allow me
to give you my card’; andproducingabit of gilt-edgepasteboardrom his waistcoat
pocket,Mr. Podgerdrandedt, with alow bow, to Lord Arthur, whoreadoniit,

7330 quotation/non-qutation; actual/non-actuglLM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| seeprevious
TA LAS NSirr; LA quotation

7450 dissimulating/non-dissimulatingjood/bad LM inference Sl Podgerscannotafford a club and
wantsto hidethis fact TA Podgers NSirr; LA irr. Thealmostcompleteabsencef jabsin this section
of the text qualifiesit for a stretchof “seriousrelief” in which Wilde getsaroundto establishingthe
developmeniof thestory. Notethe accelerationn theplot.
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MR. SEPTIMUSR. PODGERSPROFESSIOML CHEIROMANTIST 103A
WESTMOON STREET

‘My hoursarefrom tento four, murmuredMr. Podgeramechanically‘and |
makea reductionfor families: "

‘Be quick; criedLord Arthur, looking very pale,andholdinghis handout.

Mr. Podgersglancednenously round,anddrew the heary PORTIERE across
thedoor.

‘It will takealittle time, Lord Arthur, you hadbettersit down!

‘Be quick,sir, criedLord Arthur again,stampinghisfoot angrily onthepolished
floor.

Mr. Podgerssmiled,drew from his breast-pocked smallmagnifyingglass,and
wipedit carefullywith his handkerchief

‘I amquiteready hesaid.

8.2 CHAPTER II

TEN minuteslater, with face blanchedby terror, andeyeswild with grief,’® Lord
Arthur Savile rushedfrom BentinckHouse,crushinghis way throughthe crowd of
fur-coatedfootmenthatstoodroundthelarge stripedawning, andseeminghotto see
or heararything. Thenightwasbitter cold,andthegas-lampsoundthesquardlared
andflickeredin thekeenwind; but his handswerehotwith fever,’” andhis forehead
burnedlike fire.”® On andon he went, almostwith the gait of a drunkenman’® A
policemanlookedcuriouslyat him ashe passedanda beggar who slouchedrom
anarchwayto askfor alms,grew frightened,seeingmiserygreaterthanhis own &
Oncehe stoppedunderalamp,andlookedat his hands.He thoughthe could detect
the stainof bloodalreadyuponthem,andafaint cry brokefrom histremblinglips 8!

Murder! thatis whatthe cheiromantishadseenthere. Murder! Thevery night
seemedo know it,82 andthedesolatewvind to howl it in his ear The darkcornersof
the streetsverefull of it. It grinnedat him from theroofsof the house$3

75S0 doctor/cheiomantist; normal/abnormal LM falseanalogy, Sl irr; TA Podgers NSiirr; LA irr.

7650 upset/calm;normal/abnormal LM LASbelievesin cheiromancy inference; exaggerdion; Sl
LASwastold hewill murdersomeongTA LAS NSirr; LA irr. Notethatthe entirechapted! of LASC
is anexpansiorof this basicoverreactionjab.

7Tcf. 76

8¢f. 76

Ocf. 76

80cf. 76. Note however that herethe narratorhastakenupon himself to agreethat LAS is feeling
genuinemisery, or elseis beingironical.

81cf. 76

82¢f. 76. Notethe Romanticstereotypehat naturereflectsthe emotionof the characters.

83¢f. 76. As abovewith alate-Romanti@xtensiorto urbanlandscape.
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Firsthecameto thePark 8 whosesombrewoodlandseemedo fascinatehim. He
leanedwearily up againsthe railings, cooling his brow againsthe wet metal® and
listeningto thetremuloussilenceof thetrees.’Murder! murder!’ hekeptrepeating,
asthoughiterationcould dim the horror of the word. The soundof his own voice
madehim shudder yet he almosthopedthat Echo might hearhim, and wakethe
slumberingcity from its dreams.He felt a maddesireto stopthe casualpassety,
andtell him everything.

ThenhewanderedcrosgOxford Streeinto narrov, shamefublleys. Twowomen
with paintedfacesmockedat him ashe wentby.8® From a dark courtyardcamea
soundof oathsandblows, followed by shrill screamsand, huddledupona damp
doorstep,he sav the crook- backedforms of poverty andeld. A strangepity came
over him. Werethesechildren of sin and misery predestinedo their end,asheto
his? Werethey, like him, merelythe puppetsof amonstroushov?

And yet it wasnot the mystery but the comedyof suffering that struckhim; its
absoluteuselessnessts grotesquewvant of meaning. How incoherenteverything
seemed! How lacking in all harmory! He was amazedat the discord between
the shallov optimism of the day, andthe real factsof existence.He wasstill very
young®’

After atime hefound himselfin front of MaryleboneChurch. The silentroad-
way lookedlike along ribandof polishedsilver, fleckedhereandthereby the dark
arabesquesf waving shadaevs. Far into the distancecurved the line of flickering
gas-lampsand outsidea little walled-in housestooda solitary hansom the driver
asleepinside. He walkedhastily in the direction of PortlandPlace,now andthen
lookinground,asthoughhefearedthathewasbeingfollowed. At the cornerof Rich
Streetstoodtwo men, readinga small bill upona hoarding. An odd feeling of cu-
riosity stirredhim, andhecrossedver. As hecamenear theword 'Murder, printed
in blackletters,methis eye. He started andadeepflushcameinto his cheek.It was

8450 long/short; normal/abnormal LM none Sl LASis wanderingin Londonthe prey of emotions
TA LAS NSiirr; LA irr. A simplejoke completelylost on thosenot familiar with the topographyof
London: LAS is supposedlywalking all night, but his itinerary, detailedby Wilde, is ridiculously short:
the location of Bentinck Houseis not directly given but we know it is locatedon a squarereasonably
closeto (Hyde) park. Fromthere,LAS goesto Oxford Street,andto PortlandPlace,a few blocksaway
andendsup in Piccadily Circus,againa few blocksdown RegentStreet. | would estimatethe distance
betweerHyde ParkandPiccadillyto about1.5 mileswhich is aleisurelystroll of aboutonehour. Note
alsothatLAS’ homeis in Belgravze Squarepntheothersideof Hyde Park.

85¢f. 76. Jabs76 through83 and 85 establisithe “night of the soul” strand. Note the obviouscomb
structure.

86This (farily explicit) allusionto prostitutionmaygive usa clueasto whatLAS did in thehourshewas
supposedlywalking aroundLondon. Notethatif this allusionis takenseriouslythe plot collapsesLAS
would have spentthe night with prostitutesthereforehewould notat all have beenaffectedby Podgers’
foretelling. QuitepossiblyLAS could have believed Podgersandhave beenaffected,but have recovered
from the emotionvery fast (cf. the wakingup scenenext). It remainsthatthe Romantic“night of the
soul” stereotyp@&Vilde is mockingis undermined.

87S0 naive/eperienced;normal/abnormal LM none Sl irr; TA LAS NSiirr; LA irr. Notethe
isolatedoccurrencef thisjab from this strand(metanarratie commentn LAS).
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anadwertisemenbffering arewardfor ary informationleadingto thearrestof aman
of mediumheight,betweerthirty andforty yearsof age ,wearinga billy-cock hat,a
black coat,andchecktrousersandwith a scaruponhis right cheek.He readit over
andover again,andwonderedf thewretchednanwould be caughtandhow hehad
beenscarred.Perhapssomeday his own namemight be placardedn the walls of
London.Someday, perhapsa price would beseton his headalso.

The thoughtmadehim sick with horror. He turnedon his heel,andhurriedon
into the night.

Wherehe went he hardly knew. He hada dim memoryof wanderingthrough
a labyrinth of sordidhousesof beinglostin a giantweb of sombrestreets,andit
wasbright davn whenhefound himselfatlastin Piccadilly Circus. As he strolled
hometowardsBelgraze Square he metthe greatwaggonson their way to Covent
Garden. The white-smockedcarters,with their pleasansunhlurnt facesand coarse
curly hair, strodesturdily on, crackingtheir whips,andcalling out now andthento
eachother; on the backof a hugegrey horse,the leaderof a jangling team,sata
chubbyboy, with a bunchof primrosesn his batteredhat, keepingtight hold of the
manewith his little hands,andlaughing; andthe greatpiles of vegetablesooked
like masse®f jade againstthe morning sky, like masse®f greenjade againstthe
pink petalsof somemanellousrose. Lord Arthur felt curiouslyaffected,he could
not tell why.88 Therewassomethingin the davn’s delicatelovelinessthat seemed
to him inexpressiblypathetic,and he thoughtof all the daysthat breakin beauty
andthatsetin storm. Theserustics,too, with their rough, good-humouredoices,
andtheir nonchalanways,what a strangeLondonthey sav! A Londonfreefrom
the sin of night andthe smokeof day, a pallid, ghost-likecity, a desolatetown of
tombs! He wonderedvhatthey thoughtof it, andwhetherthey knew arything of its
splendourandits shameof its fierce, fiery- colouredjoys, andits horrible hunger
of all it makesand marsfrom mornto eve. Probablyit wasto themmerelya mart
wherethey broughttheirfruits to sell,andwherethey tarriedfor afew hoursatmost,
leaving the streetsstill silent,the housesstill asleep.lt gave him pleasureo watch
themasthey wentby. Rudeasthey were,with their heary, hob-nailedshoesand
their awkward gait, they broughta little of areadywith them. He felt thatthey had
livedwith Nature,andthatshehadtaughtthempeace He ervied themall thatthey
did notknow.

By the time he hadreachedBelgrave Squarethe sky wasa faint blue, andthe
birdswerebeginningto twitter in the gardens.

8.3 CHAPTER Il

WHEN Lord Arthur wokeit wastwelve o’clock, andthe middaysunwasstreaming
throughtheivory-silk curtainsof hisroom. He got up andlookedout of the window.

88This couldbeanallusionto thegaysubculturethekind of which hasbeenamguedto permeateertain
Wildeantexts.
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A dim hazeof heatwashangingover the greatcity, andthe roofs of the houses
werelike dull silver. In theflickering greenof the squarebelov somechildrenwere
flitting aboutlike white butterflies,andthe pavementwas crovdedwith peopleon

their wayto the Park. Never hadlife seemedovelierto him, never hadthethingsof

evil seemednoreremote.

Then his valet broughthim a cup of chocolateon a tray. After he had drunk
it, he drew asidea heary PORTIERE of peach-coloureglush,and passednto the
bathroom.Thelight stolesoftly from above, throughthin slabsof transparenbnyx,
andthe waterin the marbletank glimmeredlike a moonstone.He plungedhastily
in, till the coolripplestouchedthroatandhair, andthendippedhis headright under
asthoughhe would have wiped away the stain of someshamefulmemory When
he steppedout he felt almostat peace. The exquisite physical conditionsof the
momenthad dominatedhim, asindeedoften happendn the caseof very finely-
wroughtnaturesfor the sensedjke fire, canpurify aswell asdestroy

After breakfasthe flung himself down on a divan, andlit a cigarette. On the
mantel-shelfframedin dainty old brocade stooda large photograpiof Sybil Mer-
ton, ashe hadseerherfirst atLady Noel's ball. The small,exquisitely-shapedhead
droopedkslightly to oneside,asthoughthethin, reed-likethroatcouldhardlybearthe
burdenof somuchbeauty;thelips wereslightly parted,andseemednadefor sweet
music;andall thetenderpurity of girlhoodlookedoutin wonderfrom thedreaming
eyes. With hersoft, clinging dressof CREPE-DE-CHINEandherlargeleaf-shaped
fan, shelookedlike one of thosedelicatelittle figuresmenfind in the olive-woods
nearTanagra;andtherewasa touchof Greekgracein her poseand attitude. Yet
shewasnot PETITE. Shewassimply perfectlyproportioned ararethingin anage
whensomary womenareeitherover life-size or insignificant8®

Now asLord Arthur lookedather, hewasfilled with theterrible pity thatis born
of love. He felt thatto marry her, with the doomof murderhangingover his head,
would be a betrayallike that of Judas,a sin worsethanary the Borgia had ever
dreamedf. Whathappinesgouldtherebe for them,whenatany momenthe might
be calleduponto carry out the awful propheg written in his hand? What manner
of life would be theirswhile Fate still held this fearful fortunein the scales?The
marriagemustbe postponedat all costs. Of this he was quite resohed. Ardently
thoughhe lovedthe girl, andthe meretouchof herfingers,whenthey sattogether
madeeachnene of his body thrill with exquisite joy, he recognisechonethe less
clearly wherehis duty lay, andwasfully consciousof the factthathe hadno right
to marry until he had committedhe murder.?® This done,he could standbeforethe

8950 complain/notcomplain; normal/abnormal LM none Sl irr; TA narrator; NSiirr; LA irr. cf.
jabline 17

9050 duty/muder; good/bad LM reasoningromfalse premisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
Finally, andafull 5100wordsinto thestory, Wilde setsthe narratve basisof thestory: sinceLAS believes
Podgerspredictionthathewill commita murderhe believesthathe mustcommitit before the marriage.
Hencehe setsoutto commita crime out of his senseof duty to his fiance. This is the centralnarratve
complicationof LASC.
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altarwith Sybil Merton,andgive hislife into herhandswithoutterrorof wrongdoing.
This done hecouldtakeherto his arms knowing thatshewould never have to blush
for him, never have to hangher headin shame.But doneit mustbe first; andthe
soonetthe betterfor both !

Marny menin his positionwould have preferredthe primrosepath of dalliance
to the steepheightsof duty;®? but Lord Arthur wastoo conscientiouso setpleasure
above principle®® Therewasmorethanmerepassionin his love; and Sybil wasto
him asymbolof all thatis goodandnoble.For amomenthehadanaturalrepugnance
againstwhat he wasaskedto do, but it soonpassedaway. His hearttold him that
it wasnot a sin, but a sacrifice?* his reasonremindedhim that therewasno other
courseopen?® He hadto choosebetweerliving for himselfandliving for others?®
andterriblethoughthetasklaid uponhim undoubtedlywvas,yetheknew thathemust
not suffer selfishnes¥ to triumph over love. Sooneror laterwe areall calledupon
to decideon the sameissue- of usall, the samequestionis asked.To Lord Arthur it
cameearlyin life - beforehis naturehadbeenspoiledby the calculatingcynicism®®
of middle-agepr hisheartcorrodedy theshallawv, fashionablesgotisn?® of ourday;
andhefelt nohesitatioraboutdoinghis duty.2° Fortunatelyalso,for him, hewasno
meredreamef®? or idle dilettante!%?2 Had he beenso,hewould have hesitatedlike
Hamlet,andletirresolutionmar® his purpose Buthewasessentiallypractical.Life
to him meantaction, ratherthanthought. He hadthatrarestof all things,common
sensg®

91As above.

92As above. With stylistic variation: SO high/low style; normal/abnormal LM none S cotext; TA
LAS NSirr; LA registerhumor.

9830 principle/crime;good/bad LM falsereasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. Thestrand
“crime is a duty” is by now firmly establishedy this variation on a themecomb of jabs. Wilde is
obviouslyenjoyingthe paradoxicahatureof the equationthatfollows from LAS paralogism.

9450 sin/sacrifice;good/bad LM falsereasoningSl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. Seeabove93.

9530 no course/othecoursesactual/non-actualLM falsereasoningSl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA
irr. Seeabove93: by now thestrandis sowell establishedhattheimplied narrator(not the narrator)can
afford to directly call into questiornthefaulty logical reasoninghat LAS is using.

9630 unselfishness/mder; good/bad LM falsereasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSiirr; LA irr (but
there maybea punningallusionin “living for others” whichmeans'killing someonég). Seeabove93.

97As above.

98As above.

%9As above.

100As above.

10150 dreamer/esolutegood/bad LM faulty reasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. Notethat
the SOimpliesno murder/murder

102ps above.

10350 good/bad LM faulty reasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. “Mar” presupposethatthe
objectbeingmarredis “good,” hencethe SO.

10450 commonsense/absutity; good/bad LM falsereasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
The strandthat hasbeendriven homeby a remarkablecomb-structurg15 jab linesin a 372 wordstext
passagefor aratio of of slightly overonejab per 25 wordsof text!) endsup establishinga “parallel
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Thewild, turbidfeelingsof thepreviousnighthadby thistime completelypassed
away, andit wasalmostwith a senseof shamethat he looked backuponhis mad
wandering&® from streetto streethis fierceemotionalagory. Thevery sincerityof
his sufferingsmadethemseemunrealto him now. He wonderechow he could have
beenso foolish asto rantandrave aboutthe inevitable°® The only questionthat
seemedo troublehim was,whomto makeaway with; %’ for hewasnotblind to the
factthatmurder like thereligionsof the Paganworld, requiresa victim aswell asa
priest.Not beinga genius hehadno enemied?® andindeedhefelt thatthis wasnot
the time for the gratificationof ary personabiqueor dislike, the missionin which
he wasengagedeing one of greatand grave solemnity'®® He accordinglymade
out a list of his friends and relatives? on a sheetof notepaperand after careful
considerationgecidedn favour'*! of Lady ClementinaBeauchampa dearold lady

universe”of LAS's ethics,whichis essentiallya mirrorimageof normalethics:

good bad
murder nomurder
duty dalliance
sacrifice sin
living for others |  living for himself
love selfishness
(nocynicism) cynicism
(altruism) egotism
no hesitation (hesitation)
commonsense | (nocommonsense)

This is LAS’s systemof beliefs, which motivateshis actions. Note how the original inferential error
(namely neglectingto considerthe existenceof anotherpossibility; i.e., that Podgers predictionwas
groundlessjriggersa cascadef inferencesvhich arethemselvegonsistentvith thefaulty premiseand
eachother Incidentally a goodargumentcould be madeto ratethesejabsashaving a “reasoningfrom
falsepremises’LM. Thisis the centralstrandof the story.

10550 hig/small; normal/abnormal LM none S| LAS’ walk aroundtowr; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
The presencef this jab is conditionalon the restrictedknowledgeof Londontoponomasticseenabove
(84).

10650 real/unral; LM none S| metanarrativecommentf thenarrator; TA narrator; NSirr; LA irr.
Passagelike thesetwo sentenceked to postulatehe presencef animplied narratorwho is dissociating
himselffrom the naive narratorwho is committingthe samefaulty reasoningf LAS.

10750 one/manynormal/abnormalLM falsereasoningSl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. Thestrand
of theaboveparagraphseturns.

10850 genius/enemynormal/abnormal LM none SI gnomicphrase TA none?; NS gnomig LA irr.
Typical Wildeanpithy saying whichimpliesthatall geniusehave enemiesaneerily cogentclaim. Note,
on the methodologicaplane,thatanotherjab hasoccurredn the textwhich involvesthe word “genius”
(11) but thatit doesnottriggerastrand.

10950 solemnity/homicidenormal/abnormal LM falsereasoning S| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
Againthecentralstrand.

11050 friends and relatives/victimsnormal/abnormal LM none Sl choiceof homicidevictims TA
LAS NSirr; LA irr.

11150 favor/homicidenormal/abnormal LM falsereasoningSl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
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wholivedin CurzonStreet,andwashis own seconctcousinby his mothersside.He
had alwaysbeenvery fond of Lady Clem, asevery one called her, andashe was
very wealthyhimself,having comeinto all Lord Rugby’s propertywhenhe cameof
age,therewasno possibility of his deriving ary vulgar monetaryadwantageby her
death. In fact, the more he thoughtover the matter the more sheseemedo him to
be just the right person,and, feeling thatary delaywould be unfair'!? to Sybil, he
determinedo makehis arrangementatonce.

Thefirst thing to be donewas, of course'!? to settlewith the cheiromantist:*4
sohesatdown ata small Sheratonwriting-tablethatstoodnearthewindow, drew a
chequdor 105poundspayablego theorderof Mr. Septimus?odgersand,enclosing
it in an envelope,told his valetto takeit to WestMoon Street. He thentelephoned
to the stablesfor his hansom,anddressedo go out. As he wasleaving the room
he lookedbackat Sybil Merton’s photographand sworethat, comewhat may, he
would never let herknow whathewasdoingfor hersake but would keepthe secret
of his self-sacrificé® hiddenalwaysin his heart.

On hiswayto the Buckingham he stoppedat aflorist’s, andsentSybil a beauti-
ful basketof narcissuswith lovely white petalsandstaringpheasantsgyes,andon
arriving attheclub, wentstraightto thelibrary, rangthebell, andorderedthe waiter
to bring him alemon-and-sodaanda book on Toxicology.'*¢ He hadfully decided
thatpoisonwasthe bestmeango adoptin this troublesoméusiness Anything like
personaliolencewasextremelydistastefuto him, andbesideshewasvery anxious
not to murderLady Clementinain ary way that might attractpublic attention!'’ as
he hatedtheideaof beinglionisedat Lady Windermeres 18 or seeinghis namefig-

11250 delay/hasteof homicide);normal/abnormaj LM falsereasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSiirr;
LA irr.

11350 obvious/non-obvios; normal/abnormal LM none S| metanarrativecomment®f the narrator;
TA narrator; NSirr; LA irr. As 106.

11450 properbehavior/homicidenormal/abnormal LM falsereasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSirr;
LA irr. The“murderasduty” centralstrands hereevokedsubtly: settlingone'sdebtss of coursethesign
of aanhonestpersonsbehavior, hencethe contrastbetweerthis actionseenasthefirst stepof planning
anhomicide.

11550 self sacrifice/homicidenormal/abnormal LM falsereasoning Sl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA
irr.

11650 lemon-and-soda/toxidogy; normal/abnormajLM coordination; Sl thingsto bebroughtto LAS
TA none NSirr; LA coordinatingconjunction

117S0 public attention/prison;good/bad LM understatement?); Sl if discoveed,the murder would
attractattention TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. It is aninterestingeatureof thissmallcombstrandconsidering
the nextthreejab lines) thatprisonor even capitalpunishments never mentionedasa possibleoutcome
of amurder This is the sourceof the incongruity, asnotedin the analysis;however, a further aspect,
not reflectedin the analysis,may be that LAS is so securethat his noble rankwill preventany serious
consequencesf his behavior from affecting him thathe only hasto worry aboutthe trivial ones. This
aspectouldbeseenassocialsatire.

11850 public attention/prison;good/bad LM understatement?); Sl if discoveed,the murder would
attractattention TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
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uring in the paragraph®f vulgar society- nevspapers!® He hadalsoto think of
Sybil’sfatherandmother whowereratherold-fashionegeople andmight possibly
objectto the marriageif therewasarything like ascandal?® thoughhefelt certain
thatif hetold themthe wholefactsof the casethey would bethevery first to appre-
ciatethe motivesthat hadactuatechim.!?* He hadevery reasonthen,to decidein
favour of poison. It wassafe,sure,andquiet, anddid awvay with ary necessityfor

painful scenesto which, like mostEnglishmenhehadarootedobjection??

Of the scienceof poisons,however, he knew absolutelynothing, and as the
waiter seemedquite unableto find anything in the library but RUFF'S GUIDE
and BAILEY'S MAGAZINE, he examinedthe book- shelhes himself, and finally
cameacrossa handsomely-bounddition of the PHARMACOPOEIA,anda copy
of Erskines TOXICOLOGY, editedby Sir Mathev Reid,the Presidentf the Royal
College of Physiciansandoneof the oldestmembersof the Buckingham,having
beenelectedin mistakefor somebodyelsel?® a CONTRETEMPSthat so enraged
the Committee,that whenthe real man cameup they black-balledhim*?# unani-
mously*?® Lord Arthur wasa gooddealpuzzledat the technicaltermsusedin both
books,and had begun to regret that he had not paid more attentionto his classics
at Oxford, whenin the secondvolume of Erskine,he found a very interestingand
completeaccountof the propertiesof aconitine,written in fairly clear English. It
seemedo him to be exactly the poisonhe wanted. It was swift - indeed,almost
immediatejn its effect- perfectlypainlessandwhentakenin theform of agelatine

11950 public attention/prison;good/bad LM understatemer(?); Sl if discoveed, the murder would
attractattention TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

12050 scandal/prison;good/bad LM understatemen(?); Sl if discoveed, the murder would attract
attention TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

12150 appreciatemotives/objecto homicide);normal/abnormal LM faulty reasoning S| cotext; TA
LAS NSirr; LA irr.

12250 painful scene/homicidenormal/abnormal LM none (false reasoning?) Sl cotext; TA LAS;
EnglishmenNSirr; LA irr. Notethatthisis avariationonthe “murderasduty” strandsincethe narrator
statesthat LAS hasa “rooted objection” towardspainful scenesut aswe know from the cotextnot for
homicide. Theinferential paththat shows the contraditionis for onceclear: thereis a scalarimplicature
(cf. Levinson 1983: 132ff) wherebyif one objectsto painful scenesa fortiori one should objectto
homicide. A furtherobsenation: in the anlysis,we do not addresghe stylistic gemsin the text suchas
the presentuseof the modifier “rooted” attachedo objection. To do sowould requirean analysiseven
moredetailedthanthe presenbne. For the sakeof exemplification)et usnotethata first approximation
might focusontheintensificatiorfunctionof the modifierwhichis thencompletelylostin the opposition
scene/murderThuswe might say (metaphorically)}hatthe incongruity between‘scene”and “murder”
is mademore intense,heightenedoy the modifier Resolvingthe metaphorwould requiretoo long an
analysis.

12350 oldestmember/electebly mistake;good/bad LM none Sl electionto scientificsocieties TA the
Budingham;scientificsocietiesNSirr; LA irr. Thebeginningof avery shortembeddedharratve.

12450 fault/nofault; normal/abnormalLM falsereasoningblamethevictim); Sl electionto scientific
society TA scientificsocietiesNSirr; LA irr. Theendof the very shortembeddedharrative. As such,
thisis apunchline.

125an intensifierof the previouspunchline.
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capsule the moderecommendedby Sir Mathew, not by ary meansunpalatable?®

He accordinglymadea note,uponhis shirt-cuff, of theamountnecessaryor a fatal

dose,put the booksbackin their places,andstrolledup St. James Street,to Pes-
tle andHumbe's, the greatchemists.Mr. Pestle who alwaysattendedoersonally
on the aristocrag, wasa gooddealsurprisedat the order andin a very deferential
mannemurmuredsomething®’ abouta medicalcertificatebeing necessaryHow-

ever, assoonas Lord Arthur explainedto him that it wasfor a large Norwegian
mastif thathewasobligedto getrid of, asit shaved signsof incipientrabies,and
hadalreadybittenthecoachmanwice in the calf of theleg, he expressedimselfas
beingperfectlysatisfied complimented_ord Arthur on his wonderfulknowledgeof

Toxicology, andhadthe prescriptionmadeup immediately'28

Lord Arthur put the capsuleinto a pretty little silver BONBONNIERE that he
sav in ashopwindow in Bond Street,threw awvay Pestleand Hambeg’s ugly pill-
box,'?° anddrove off atonceto Lady Clementinas.

‘Well, MONSIEURLE MAUVAIS SUJET criedtheold lady, asheenteredhe
room,‘why haven't you beento seemeall thistime?’

‘My dearLady Clem,| never have amomentto myself, saidLord Arthur, smil-
ing.

‘I supposeyou meanthat you go aboutall day long with Miss Sybil Merton,
buying CHIFFONSand talking nonsense? cannotunderstandvhy peoplemake
suchafussaboutbeingmarried.In my daywe never dreamedf billing andcooing
in public, or in privatefor thatmatter 13

‘| assureyou| have not seenSybil for twenty-fourhours,Lady Clem. As far as
| canmakeout, shebelongsentirelyto hermilliners; 31

‘Of course;that is the only reasonyou cometo seean ugly old womanlike
myself. | wonderyou mendon’t takewarning. ON A FAIT DES FOLIES POUR
MOI, andherel am,apoorrheumaticcreaturewith afalsefrontandabadtempert>?

12650 unpalatable/lethal; good/bad LM none S| modesof administering poisorj TA Ersk-
ine/LAS/narrator NS irr; LA irr. It is unclearto whom the commentaboutthe not unpalatabilityof
thegelatinecapsuleof poisonis to be attributedto.

12750 polite/excessivedefeence;normal/abnormal LM Mr. Pestleis a snoly S| pharmacy TA Mr.
Pestle NSirr; LA irr. Notealsothehumorousname“Pestle”for achemist.

12850 polite/excessivedefeence;normal/abnormajl LM Mr. Pestleis a snoly SI pharmacy TA Mr.
Pestle NSirr; LA irr. Notethethreepartshow of excessie deference.

1291t is somavhatincongruouso qualify apill-box asugly, asit is primarily afunctionalobject;however,
thereexistelaborateill-boxes,sowe have no evidenceof whetherthe narratormeanghisasajab line or
whetherthisis merelyaninnocentremark.l have chosemotto analyzethis asajabline.

13050 true/false LM Lady Clemis gealousof youngpeople(?); Sl public displaysof affectiory TA
LadyClementinaNSirr; LA irr. A possibleLM herecouldbethatLady Clementinds old andtherefore
is makinganexcessie show of consenatism.

13150 milliners/otheractivities; true/false LM sterotype;exaggeration S| cotext; TA Sybil; women
NSirr; LA irr. A stereotypicajoke utteredby LAS.

18250 front/temperLM coordination; Sl old lady’slife; TA LadyClementinaNSirr; LA coordinating
conjunction A somavhatdubiousjab, asit is unclearwhata “false front” is; | amassumingt refersto
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Why, if it werenotfor dearLady Jansenwho sendsmeall the worstFrenchnovels
shecanfind, | don't think | could getthroughthe day3® Doctorsareno useat all,
exceptto getfeesout of onel3* They cant evencuremy heartlurn!

‘I have broughtyou a curefor that,Lady Clem; saidLord Arthur gravely. It is
awonderfulthing, inventedby an American.

‘I don't think I like Americaninventions,Arthur. | amquite surel don't. | read
someAmericannovels lately, andthey werequite nonsensicaf:*®

‘Oh, but thereis no nonsenset all aboutthis, Lady Clem! | assureyou it is a
perfectcure’®® You mustpromiseto try it’; andLord Arthur broughtthelittle box
out of his pocket,andhandedt to her.

‘Well, thebox is charming,Arthur. Is it really a present?Thatis very sweetof
you. And is this the wonderfulmedicine?It lookslike aBONBON®' I'll takeit at
once.

‘Good hearens! Lady Clem, criedLord Arthur, catchinghold of herhand,’you
mustnt do arything of thekind. It is a homoeopathienedicine,andif you takeit
without having heartlurn, it might do you no endof harm38 Wait till you have an
attack,andtakeit then. Youwill be astonishedt the result.'3°

‘| shouldlike to takeit now, saidLady Clementinaholdingup to thelight the
little transparentapsulewith its floating bubbleof liquid aconitine.l amsureit is
delicious*? Thefactis that,thoughl hatedoctors,| love medicines.However, I'll
keepit till my next attack.

‘And whenwill thatbe?’ askedLord Arthur eagerly 'Will it be soon?’

‘I hopenotfor aweek.l hadavery badtime yesterdaymorningwith it. But one
never knows!

‘Y ou aresureto have onebeforetheendof themonththen,Lady Clem?’

a pieceof clothingandthatthereforeit is incongruougo describeoneselfashaving a pieceof clothing
anda charactetendencynote how theyboth have negatve modifiers,reinforcingthe parallelismof the
coordinatingconjunction).

13350 good/badnovet LM none SI Lady Clementinalikes to read bad Frenchnovels TA Lady
Clementinajiterary targets? NSirr; LA irr.

13450 cure/chage; good/bad LM none Sl doctors TA doctors NSirr; LA irr. Lady Clementina
(muchlike Lady Windermere)producesa streamof paradoxicalclaimswhich establisha strand. The
presenbnebringsto mind two Frenchworks: Moliére’s Maladeimaginaire (1673)and JulesRomains
Knod. (1923).

13550 inventions/novelsnormal/abnormal LM nonsequitur S cotext; TA Lady ClementinaNSiirr;
LA irr.

13650 cure/poison;good/bad LM none Sl cotext; TA Lady Clementina/LSANS irr; LA irr.

13750 bonbon/poisongood/bad LM similarity (of the container) SI cotext; TA lady ClementinaNS
irr; LA irr.

13850 harm/deathgood/bad LM falsereasoningSI cotext; TA Lady ClementinaNSirr; LA irr.

13950 astonished/deadgood/bad LM falsereasoning S cotext; TA Lady Clementina NS irr; LA
irr.

14050 delicious/deadlygood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA Lady Clementina
NSirr; LA irr. A new strandbuilt aroundady Clementinabuthwith the SOdeath/candy
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‘| am afraid so. But how sympathetig/ou areto-day'4* Arthur! Really, Sybil
hasdoneyou agreatdealof good.And now you mustrun away, for | amdining with
somevery dull people who won't talk scandal*? and| know thatif | don't getmy
sleepnow | shallnever be ableto keepawakeduring dinner'*® Good-bye Arthur,
give my love to Sybil, andthankyou so muchfor the Americanmedicing 144

‘Youwon't forgetto takeit, Lady Clem,will you?’ saidLord Arthur, risingfrom
his seat.

‘Of coursel won't, yousilly boy. | think it is mostkind of youto think of me}4°
and| shallwrite andtell youiif | wantary more’.46

Lord Arthur left thehousein high spirits,andwith afeelingof immenseelief.*4’

Thatnight he hadaninterview with Sybil Merton. He told herhow hehadbeen
suddenlyplacedin a positionof terrible difficulty,!*® from which neitherhonournor
duty would allow him to recede.He told her that the marriagemustbe put off for
the presentasuntil he hadgotrid of his fearful entanglement¥!® hewasnota free
man. He imploredher to trust him, and not to have ary doubtsaboutthe future.
Everythingwould comeright,'5° but patiencevasnecessary

The scenetook placein the conseratory of Mr. Merton’s house,in Park Lane,
wherelLord Arthur haddinedasusual.Sybil hadnever seemednorehappyandfor a
moment_ord Arthur hadbeentemptedo play thecoward’s part 5! to write to Lady
Clementinafor the pill, andto let the marriagego on asif therewasno suchperson
asMr. Podgersn theworld. His betternaturet®? however, soonassertedtself, and

14150 sympathetic/assassingood/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises Sl cotext; TA Lady
ClementinaNSirr; LA irr.

14250 dull/interesting(scandal); good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises S| cotext; TA Lady
Clementina(?); NSirr; LA irr. Notethe LM which impliesthatgossipis interestinga truismwhich is
however sociallyinadmissible.

14350 sleep/eat;normal/abnormal LM reasoningfrom false premises;exaggeation; Sl cotext; TA
dull guestsNSirr; LA irr.

14450 poison/medicinegood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA Lady Clementina
NSirr; LA irr.

14550 kind/muderous; good/bad LM reasoningromfalse premisesS| cotext; TA Lady Clementina
NSirr; LA irr.

14650 write/die; possible/impossible LM reasoningfrom false premises S| cotext; TA Lady
ClementinaNSirr; LA irr. Thisendsthe Lady Clementinaepisodehenceit is a punchline.

14750 relief/remorsegood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

14850 difficulty/homicide;good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises Sl cotext; TA LAS NSiirr;
LA irr.

14950 entanglement/homicidgood/bad LM reasoningromfalse premises S| cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr.

15050 comeright/homicide;good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr;
LA irr.

15150 coward/courageots; homicide/nohomicide;good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises S
cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

15250 better nature/homicide;good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises S| cotext; TA LAS NS
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evenwhen Sybil flung herselfweepinginto his arms,he did not falter. The beauty
thatstirredhis sensefiadtouchedhis consciencalso.Hefelt thatto wrecksofair a
life for the sakeof afew months’pleasurevould beawrongthingto do13

He stayedwith Sybil till nearly midnight, comforting her andbeingcomforted
in turn, andearly the next morninghe left for Venice,after writing a manly>4 firm
letterto Mr. Mertonaboutthe necessarpostponementf the marriage.

8.4 CHAPTER IV

IN Venicehe methis brother Lord Surbiton,who happenedo have comeover from
Corfuin his yacht. The two youngmenspenta delightful fortnight together In the
morningthey rodeontheLido, or glidedup anddown the greencanalsin theirlong
black gondola;in the afternoonthey usually entertainedvisitors on the yacht; and
in theeveningthey dinedatFlorian’s,andsmokednnumerablecigaretteon the Pi-
azza®® Yetsomehav Lord Arthur wasnothappy Every dayhe studiedthe obituary
columnin the TIMES, expectingto seea notice of Lady Clementinas death,but
every dayhewasdisappointed>® He beganto beafraidthatsomeaccidenthadhap-
penedo her>” andoftenregretted®® thathe hadpreventedhertakingthe aconitine
whenshehadbeenso anxiousto try its effect1® Sybil's letters,too, thoughfull of
love, andtrust,andtendernessyere often very sadin their tone,andsometimese
usedto think thathewaspartedfrom herfor ever.

After a fortnight Lord Surbitongot boredwith Venice,and determinedo run
down the coastto Ravenna,as he heardthat therewas somecapital cock-shooting
in the Pinetum®®® Lord Arthur at first refusedabsolutelyto come,but Surbiton,of

irr; LA irr.

15350 wredk a life/homicide;good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl cotext; TA LAS NSirr;
LA irr. Notethe complexjab, which introduceshe moralevaluationuponwhichthe strandrests.

15450 manly/weaklinggood/abd LM none S| LASwrite a manlyletter after havingbeert‘comforted”
by Sybit TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

155Thesemaybe gayflags.

15650 disappointed/satisfiediormal/abnormal LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl cotext; TA LAS
NSirr; LA irr. Thereturnof the death-as-posite strand.

15750 accident/noaccident; good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises Sl cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr. The narratoris againplaying on the “death-as-positie” centralstrandwith the following
inferentialchain:if LAS doesnotseethenoticeof herdeathin thepaper it follows thatshehasnot died,
but sincethis wasthe“normal” courseof eventsif herlife hadbeenundisturbedit followsthatsomething
musthave happenedo her HenceLAS’ concernfor Lady Clementina.Of course thefact thatLAS is
expectinghe news of herdeathhehascauseds the sourceof theincongruity.

15850 regret/noregret; good/bad LM reasoningromfalse premisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA
irr.

15950 anxiousto try/not anxious;good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises S| cotext; TA Lady
ClementinaNSirr; LA irr.

160More gayflags?
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whomhewasextremelyfond, finally persuadedhim thatif hestayedat Danieli's by

himself he would be mopedto death,andon the morning of the 15th they started,
with a strongnor’-eastwind blowing, anda ratherchoppysea.The sportwasexcel-

lent, andthe free,open-air life broughtthe colourbackto Lord Arthur’'s cheek,but

aboutthe22ndhebecameanxiousaboutLady Clementinaand,in spiteof Surbiton’s

remonstrancegamebackto Veniceby train.

As he steppeddut of his gondolaon to the hotel steps the proprietorcamefor-
wardto meethim with a sheafof telegrams. Lord Arthur snatchedhemout of his
hand,andtorethemopen.Everythinghadbeensuccessfut®! Lady Clementinehad
died quite suddenlyon the night of the 17th!

His first thoughtwasfor Sybil, and he senther off a telegram announcinghis
immediatereturnto London. He then orderedhis valetto pack his things for the
night mail, senthis gondoliersaboutfive timestheir properfare 162 andranupto his
sitting-roomwith a light stepanda buoyantheart. 163 Therehe foundthreeletters
waiting for him. Onewasfrom Sybil herself full of sympathyandcondolenceThe
otherswerefrom his mother andfrom Lady Clementinas$ solicitor. It seemedhat
the old lady haddinedwith the Duchesghatvery night, haddelightedevery oneby
herwit andESPRIT but hadgonehomesomavhatearly complainingof heartturn.
In the morningshewasfound deadin her bed, having apparentlysufferedno pain.
Sir Mathew Reid'®4 had beensentfor at once,but, of course therewasnothingto
be done,andshewasto beburiedon the 22ndat BeauchamgChalcote.A few days
beforeshediedshehadmadeherwill, andleft Lord Arthur herlittle housen Curzon
Street,andall herfurniture,personakffects,andpictures,with theexceptionof her
collectionof miniatureswhich wasto go to her sister Lady MargaretRufford, and
her amethysiecklace which Sybil Mertonwasto have. The propertywasnot of
muchvalue;but Mr. Mansfield the solicitor, wasextremelyanxiousfor Lord Arthur
to returnat once,if possible astherewerea greatmary bills to be paid,andLady
Clementinaghadnever keptary regularaccounts.

Lord Arthur wasvery muchtouchedby Lady Clementinas kind remembrance
of him,'85 andfelt that Mr. Podgershada greatdealto answerfor.1®® His love of
Sybil, however, dominatedevery otheremotion,andthe consciousnesthat he had

18150 success/failue; life/death;good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr.

1825trangebehavior, which couldbeaccountedor asaresultof thejoy of hearingof Lady Clementinas
death,or asanothemayflag.

16350 happy/sadgood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

186450 competent/incompeténgood/bad LM none S doctor called on the scene TA Sir Mathew
Reid NSirr; LA irr. Thereademill recallthatthe doctorhadbeenelectedo his office by mistake.

18550 remorse/gratitudenormal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr.

18650 guilt/innocence;normal/abnormal LM reasoningfromfalse premises Sl cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr.
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donehis duty'®’ gave him peaceandcomfort. Whenhearrivedat CharingCross he
felt perfectlyhappy*®®

The Mertonsreceied him very kindly. Sybil madehim promisethat he would
never againallow arything to comebetweenthem, andthe marriagewasfixed for
the 7th June. Life seemedo him oncemore bright and beautiful, andall his old
gladnessamebackto him again.

Oneday, however, ashewasgoing over thehousein CurzonStreet,jin compary
with Lady ClementinassolicitorandSybil herself burningpackagesf fadedetters,
andturning out drawersof odd rubbish,theyounggirl suddenlygave a little cry of
delight.

‘What have you found, Sybil?’ saidLord Arthur, looking up from hiswork, and
smiling.

‘This lovely little silver BONBONNIERE,Arthur. Isn’t it quaintandDutch?5°
Do giveit to me! | know amethystsvon’t becomemetill | amover eighty’

It wasthe box thathadheldtheaconitine.

Lord Arthur startedandafaint blushcameinto his cheek.He hadalmostentirely
forgottenwhathe haddone,andit seemedo him a curiouscoincidencahat Sybil,
for whosesakehe hadgonethroughall thatterrible anxiety!’® shouldhave beenthe
first to remindhim of it.

‘Of courseyou canhaveit, Sybil. | gaveit to poorLady Clemmyself:

‘Oh! thankyou, Arthur; andmay| have the BONBON too?1 hadno notionthat
Lady Clementindiked sweets| thoughtshewasfar too intellectual.’*

Lord Arthur grew deadlypale,anda horribleideacrossechis mind.

‘BONBON, Sybil? Whatdo you mean?’hesaidin a slow, hoarsevoice.

‘Thereis onein it, thatis all. It looks quite old anddusty and| have not the
slightestintentionof eatingit. Whatis the matter Arthur? How white you look!’

Lord Arthur rushedacrosgheroom,andseizedhebox. Insideit wastheamber
colouredcapsulewith its poison-tubble.Lady Clementinghaddieda naturaldeath
afterall!

The shockof the discorery wasalmosttoo muchfor him. He flung the capsule
into thefire, andsankon the sofawith acry of despair’?

16750 duty/homicidegood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
16850 happy/sadgood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl cotext, TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

16950 quaint/Dutch;normal/abnormajLM coordinatior; Sl cotext; TA Sybit NSirr; LA coordinating
conjunction Thereis a possibilitythatthe narratordoesnot meanthis asajab line, if for example Dutch
artwasconsideredjuaintin aristocraticcirclesin thatperiod.

17050 anxiety/deathgood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
Notetheintensifier‘terrible”

1150 intellectual/likingsweetsnpormal/abnormal LM none Sl cotext; TA Sybit NSirr; LA irr.

17250 despair/elief; normal/abnormaj LM reasoningfrom false premises Sl cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr. Notehow LAS shouldbe relieved of not having killed his aunt,whereashis reactionis the
opposite.
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8.5 CHAPTER YV

MR. MERTON wasa gooddealdistressedt the secondoostponemendf the mar
riage,andLady Julia,who hadalreadyorderednher dressfor thewedding? did all
in her power to make Sybil breakoff the match. Dearly however, as Sybil loved
her mother shehadgivenherwholelife into Lord Arthur’'s handsandnothingthat
Lady Juliacouldsaycouldmakeherwaver in herfaith. As for Lord Arthur himself,
it took him daysto getover his terrible disappointmentandfor a time his nenes
were completelyunstrung.His excellentcommonsensé,* however, soonasserted
itself, and his sound practicalmind did'’® not leave him long in doubtaboutwhat
to do. Poisonhaving proved a completefailure, dynamite,or someotherform of
explosive, wasolviously the properthing to try.17

He accordinglylooked againover the list of his friends and relatives'’” and,

after carefulconsiderationdeterminedo blow up his unclel’® the Deanof Chich-
ester The Dean,who wasa manof greatcultureandlearning,wasextremelyfond
of clocks,andhada wonderfulcollectionof timepiecesrangingfrom the fifteenth
centuryto the presentday, andit seemedo Lord Arthur thatthis hobbyof thegood
Deans offered him an excellent opportunityfor carryingout his scheme. Where
to procurean explosive machinewas,of course quite anothematter The London
Directory gave him no informationon the point,!’® and he felt that therewasvery
little usein goingto ScotlandYard aboutit,*®° asthey never seemedo know ary-

thing aboutthe movementsof the dynamitefactiontill afteranexplosionhadtaken

17350 trivial/significantreasonnormal/abnormal LM none Sl cotext; TA LadyJulia; NSirr; LA irr.

17450 commorsense/absuity; good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS! cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr.

17550 commorsense/absulity; good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr. As above.

17650 proper/impoper; good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises S| cotext; TA LAS NS irr;
LA irr. As above,with a variationon the theme(“proper thing to do”) and metanarratie intensifier
(“obviously”) wherebythenarratorendorse£ AS’s reasoning.

177cf, 110.
17850 blow up/notblow up; good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSI cotext; TA LAS NSirr;
LA irr.

17950 LondonDirectory/bombsnormal/abnormal LM reasoningfrom false premises Sl cotext; TA
LAS NSirr; LA irr. Anothervariationon the themeof the centralstrand: LAS treatsblowing up his
uncleasanyothererrandonewould run.

18050 police/criminal;normal/abnormajLM reasoningromfalsepremisesfalsereasoningSI cotext;

TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. Notethelocallogic of askingthe Policeaboutproducingdynamite,sincethey
investigatethis kind of action(in orderto preventit, however).
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place!®! andnotmucheventhen?®?

Suddenlyhe thoughtof his friend Rouvaloff, a youngRussianof very revolu-
tionary tendencieswhom he had met at Lady Windermeres in the winter. Count
Rouvaloff wassupposedo be writing a life of Peterthe Great,andto have come
over to Englandfor the purposeof studyingthe documentgelatingto that Tsars
residencen this countryasa ship carpentef® but it wasgenerallysuspectedhat
he wasa Nihilist agent,andtherewasno doubtthat the RussianEmbassydid not
look with ary favouruponhis presencén London.Lord Arthur felt thathewasjust
themanfor his purposeanddrove down onemorningto hislodgingsin Bloomstury,
to askhis adviceandassistance.

‘So you aretaking up politics seriously?*®* said CountRouvaloff, when Lord
Arthur hadtold him the objectof his mission;but Lord Arthur, who hatedswagger
of ary kind, felt boundto admitto him thathe hadnot the slightestinterestin social
questionsandsimply wantedthe explosive machinefor a purelyfamily matter'8® in
which no onewasconcernedut himself.

CountRouvaloff lookedat him for somemomentsin amazement€® andthen
seeingthat he was quite serious wrote an addresn a pieceof paper initialled it,
andhandedt to him acrosghetable.

‘ScotlandYardwould give a gooddealto know this addressmy dearfellow.

‘They shant have it cried Lord Arthur, laughing;andafter shakingthe young
Russianwarmly by the handhe ran downstairs,examinedthe paper andtold the
coachmario drive to SohoSquare.

Therehe dismissedhim, and strolled down Greek Street!®” till he cameto a
place called Bayle’s Court. He passedunderthe archway and found himself in

18150 knowbefore/after;goodbad; LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl| ScotlandYard investigating
dynamitebombings TA ScotlandYard; NSirr; LA irr. Notehow LSA's reasonings logical: to prevent
bombingsone hasto know of them aheadof time. If onelearnsaboutthem after the fact, then one
cannotpreventthem. Of coursethe premisss faulty: investigationsaremuchmorecomplexandinvolve
infiltrating terroristorganizationsetc.

18250 knowledge/ignorace;good/bad LM nong Sl Scotlandvard’sinvestigationsTA Scotlandyard;
NSirr; LA irr.

18350 Tsar/shipcarpenter;normal/abnormaj LM none Sl Tsar’s occupationduring his stayin Eng-
land; TA Tsar, NSirr; LA irr.

18450 politics/bombing LM stereotype Sl political bombing TA terrorists; Russians NS irr; LA
irr. Notehow in Wilde's time this wasmostlikely ajab line; for thosewho have withessedheterrorist
movementf the late 20th century the ideathat being seriousabout politics might involve securing
explosiesis no longernecessarilyncongruous.

18550 family matter/terorism; normal/abnormaj LM reasoningfrom false premises Sl cotext; TA
LAS NSirr; LA irr.

186This is not properlya jabline, but it is quite significantnonethelessCountRouvaloff seeghatLAS
is actingcrazily. He is theonly charactein the shortstory thatshareghe normalsystemof belief of the
readergalthoughhedoesnottry to stopLAS). Thattheonly characteto think like the (implied) reader
is aNihilist revolutionaryis too gooda coincidenceo think thattheimplied narratordid not planit.

187nnocenttoponymsor gay flags? Note alsoimmediatelybelow “cul” (bottom in French).Notethe
probablerony thatthe addresgapparentlyfictitious) is fairly closeto TrafalgarSquare.
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a curiousCUL-DE-SAC, thatwasapparentlyoccupiedby a FrenchLaundry asa
perfectnetworkof clothes-linesvasstretchedacrossrom houseto houseandthere
was a flutter of white linen in the morning air. He walkedright to the end, and
knockedatallittle greenhouse After somedelay duringwhich every window in the
courtbecameablurredmassof peeringfacesthedoorwasopenedy aratherrough-
looking foreigner who askedhim in very bad Englishwhat his businessvas. Lord

Arthur handedhim the paperCountRouvaloff hadgiven him. Whenthe mansawv

it hebowed,andinvited Lord Arthur into a very shabbyfront parlouron the ground
floor, andin a few momentsHerr Winckelkopf!8 as he was called in England,
bustledinto theroom,with averywine- stainednapkinroundhis neck,andafork in

his left hand!8°

‘Count Roualoff hasgiven me anintroductionto you,; saidLord Arthur, bow-
ing, ‘and | am anxiousto have a shortinterview with you on a matterof business.
My nameis Smith,Mr. RobertSmith,andl wantyou to supplymewith anexplosive
clock!

‘Charmedto meetyou, Lord Arthur, 1% saidthe geniallittie Germanjaughing.
‘Don’t look so alarmed,it is my duty to know everybody and| remembeiseeing
you oneeveningat Lady Windermeres 1° | hopeherladyshipis quitewell. Do you
mind sitting with me while | finish my breakfast?Thereis anexcellentPATE, and
my friendsarekind enoughto saythatmy Rhinewine is betterthanary they getat
the GermanEmbassy*®? andbeforeLord Arthur hadgot over his surpriseat being
recognisedhe found himself seatedn the back-room, sipping the mostdelicious
Marcobrunneout of a paleyellow hock-glassnarkedwith the Imperialmonogram,
andchattingin thefriendliestmannerpossibleto the famousconspiratos-3

‘Explosive clocks, saidHerr Winckelkopf, ‘are notvery goodthingsfor foreign
exportationi®* as,evenif they succeedn passinghe CustomHouse the train ser

18850 angle(squae)headnettral name;normal/abnormajLM none Sl onomasticsTA Herr \Winck-
elkopf NSirr; LA irr. Chlopicki (2000)perceptvely arguesthat Herr WinckekopfandPrincessSophia
of Carlsruhg(jabs?2 to 6) sharea Germanorigin andthereis thereforea “Germanstereotype’strand.

18950 food/explosives;good/bad LM none Sl Herr Winckelkopfis eating TA Herr Winckelkopf;
LAS; impliedreader NSiirr; LA irr. It is not clearwho is targetedhere: a seriouspossibility arethe
expectation®f thereaderthata terroristbehave stereotypically(cf. Lady Windermeres disappointment
atherconspirator:.

19050 incognito/recoqized good/bad LM none SI LASis recognizedTA LAS NSiirr; LA irr.

19150 socialites/terorist; normal/abnormal LM Lady Windermee’s strangehabit of inviting terror-
ists Sl cotext; TA Lady Windermee; NS irr; LA irr. Note how this jab line also explainshow Herr
Winckelkopfknew LAS andperhapghatheis the conspiratowho disappointed.ady Windermere.

19250 embassyuests/terorist's guests;normal/abnormaj LM none,but seepreviousjab; Sl cotext;
TA none? NSirr; LA irr. Lady Windermereis thusnot the only personwho likes to mix socialitesand
their enemiesin this casetheterroristsharedriendswith theambassador

19350 friend/conspirator;good/bad LM none S| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. This third jab
establishes mini-strand(combconfiguration)‘friendly terrorist!

19450 explosiveclocks/export goods; normal/abnormal LM none Sl cotext; TA Herr Winckelkopf
NSirr; LA irr. It is debatabl€hereaselsavhere)thatthis jab really tagetsthe character However, if
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vice is soirregular, thatthey usually go off beforethey have reachedheir proper
destinationt® If, however, you wantonefor homeuse,l cansupplyyou with an
excellentarticle,andguarante¢hatyou will he satisfiedwith theresult. May | ask
for whomit is intendedf it is for thepolice,or for ary oneconnectedvith Scotland
Yard, | amafraidl cannotdo arything for you®® The Englishdetectiesarereally
our bestfriends!®” andl have alwaysfoundthatby relying on their stupidity, we can
do exactly whatwe like.1%8 | couldnot spareoneof them’1%°

‘| assureyou, saidLord Arthur, ‘thatit hasnothingto do with the police atall.
In fact, theclockis intendedfor the Deanof Chichestet

‘Dear me! | hadno ideathatyou felt so stronglyaboutreligion,?%° Lord Arthur.
Few youngmendo nowadays 2%t

‘I am afraid you overrateme, Herr Winckelkopf; said Lord Arthur, blushing.
‘The factis, | really know nothingabouttheology

‘It is apurelyprivatematterthen?’

‘Purely private’.

Herr Winckelkopf shruggechis shouldersandleft theroom, returningin a few
minuteswith a roundcakeof dynamiteaboutthe size of a penry, anda pretty little
Frenchclock, surmountedy anormolufigure of Liberty tramplingon the hydraof
Despotisnt??

Lord Arthur’s facebrightenedup whenhe sav it. ‘That is justwhat| want, he
cried,’and now tell me how it goesoff.’

‘Ah! thereis my secret, answeredHerr Winckelkopf, contemplatinchis inven-
tion with a justifiable?®® look of pride; ‘let me know whenyou wish it to explode,
andl will setthemachineto themoment.

‘Well, to-dayis Tuesdayandif you couldsendit off atonce-"’

anyonetheonly taigetableentity is thatone,hencethe choicein the notation.
19550 effective/inefiective LM missinglink; Sl cotext; TA Herr Winckelkopf NSirr ; LA irr.

19650 police/teroristtarget; normal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA police
(?); NSirr; LA irr.

19750 friends/enemiesf terrorists; normalabnormaj LM none SI cotext; TA police; NSiirr; LA irr.

19850 freedomof movementéstriction; good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premises S| cotext; TA
police; NSirr; LA irr.

19950 freedonmof movementéstriction;good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesmissinglink; Sl
cotext; TA police; NSirr; LA irr.

20050 religion/terrorism; normal/abnormal LM faulty inference S| LASwantsto blow up the Deanof
Chichester TA Herr Wincklekopf;,LAS NSirr; LA irr.

20150 religion/noreligion; good/bad LM none Sl cotext; TA Herr Wincklekopf NSiirr; LA irr. This
jab establishes subtle, bridge configured,strandwith the 17 andthe 89 jabs,which could be labeled
“stereotypedyrumbling”

20250 stereotypical/non-stezaypical, LM falsereasoningFrenchclodk, henceliberty; Sl description
of theclodk; TA France NSirr; LA irr.

20350 justifiable/unjustifiablenormal/abnormal LM none S pride of Winckelkopfoverhisbomb TA
narrator; NS matanarrativecommentLA irr.
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‘That is impossible;l have a greatdeal of importantwork on handfor some
friendsof minein Moscow. Still, I might sendit off tomorrow.

‘Oh, it will be quite time enough!” saidLord Arthur politely, ‘if it is delivered
to-morrow night or Thursdaymorning. For the momentof the explosion,sayFriday
atnoonexactly. The Deanis alwaysathomeatthathour’

‘Friday, at noon; repeatedHerr Winckelkopf,andhe madea noteto that effect
in alargeledgerthatwaslying onabureaunearthefireplace.

‘And now,’ saidLord Arthur, rising from his seat, pray let meknow how muchl
amin your debt.

‘It is suchasmallmatter Lord Arthur, thatl do notcareto makeary chage. The
dynamitecomesto seven andsixpencethe clock will bethreepoundsten, andthe
carriageaboutfive shillings2°4 | amonly too pleasedo oblige ary friend of Count
Rouvaloff’s!

‘But yourtrouble,Herr Winckelkopf?’

‘Oh, thatis nothing! It is a pleasureto me. | do not work for money; | live
entirely for my art; 20

Lord Arthur laid down 4 pounds 2s. 6d 2% on thetable,thankedthelittle Ger
manfor hiskindnessand,having succeedeth declininganinvitationto meetsome
Anarchistg€®” at a meat-tean the following Saturdayleft the houseandwentoff to
the Park.

For the next two dayshe wasin a stateof the greatesexcitement,andon Fri-
day at twelve o’clock he drove down to the Buckinghamto wait for news. All the
afternoonthe stolid hall-porterkept postingup telegramsfrom variouspartsof the
countrygiving theresultsof horse-racegheverdictsin divorcesuits,the stateof the
weatherandthelike, while thetapeticked out wearisomedetailsaboutan all-night
sitting in the Houseof Commong®® anda small panicon the Stock Exchange®
At four o’clock the evening paperscamein, and Lord Arthur disappearedhto the
library with thePALL MALL, theST. JAMES'S, the GLOBE, andthe ECHO,to the
immenseindignatior?'® of ColonelGoodchild,who wantedto readthe reportsof a

20450 overspecific/specifi normal/abnormal LM none Sl Herr Winckelkopfdetails the cost of the
bomb TA Herr Winckelkopf NSirr; LA irr.

20550 art/bombing; good/bad LM reasoningfrom false premisegmakingbombsis a craft like any
other); Sl cotext; TA Herr Wincklekopf NSiirr; LA irr.

20650 overspecific/specifi normal/abnormal LM none Sl Herr Winckelkopfdetails the cost of the
bomb TA Herr Winckelkopf;LAS; narrator (?); NSirr; LA irr.

20750 anarchists/friendsnormal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl invitation; TA Herr
Wincklekopf;LAS NSirr; LA irr.

20850 wearisome/significanhormal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| LASis expecting
newsof theexplosion TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

20950 wearisome/significanhormal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| LASis expecting
newsof theexplosion TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

21050 immenséndignation/minorupset;normal/abnormal LM none S| ColonelGoodchildsirrita-
tion at notbeingableto readhis favorite paper, TA ColonelGoodchild NSirr; LA irr.
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speecthe haddeliveredthatmorningat the MansionHouse 0on the subjectof South
African Missions,andthe advisability of having black Bishopsin every province,
andfor somereasoror otherhada strongprejudiceagainsthe EVENING NEWS?1
Noneof thepapershowever, containedeventheslightestallusionto Chichesterand
Lord Arthur felt thatthe attemptmusthave failed. It wasaterrible blow to him 212
andfor atime he wasquite unnened. Herr Winckelkopf,whom he wentto seethe
next day wasfull of elaborateapologies,and offeredto supply him with another
clock free of chage, or with a caseof nitro-glycerinebombsat costprice?*® But
he hadlostall faith in explosives,andHerr Winckelkopfhimselfacknavledgedthat
everythingis so adulteratechowadays’** that even dynamitecan hardly be got in
a purecondition. The little German however, while admittingthatsomethingnust
have gonewrongwith the machinerywasnotwithout hopethatthe clock might still
go off, andinstancedhe caseof a barometeithat he had oncesentto the military
Governorat Odessawhich, thoughtimed to explode in ten days,hadnot doneso
for somethindike threemonths.It wasquite truethatwhenit did go off, it merely
succeedeth blowing a housemaido atoms the Governorhaving goneout of town
six weeksbefore,but at leastit shaved that dynamite,asa destructve force, was,
whenunderthe control of machinerya powerful, thougha somevhatunpunctua*®
agent.Lord Arthur wasa little consoled® by this reflection,but even herehe was
destinedo disappointment}!’ for two daysafterwardsashewasgoingupstairsthe
Duchesscalledhim into her boudoir andshaved him a letter shehadjust receved
from theDeanery

‘Janewrites charmingletters, saidthe Duchess;you mustreally readherlast.
It is quiteasgoodasthe novelsMudie sendaus

Lord Arthur seizedtheletterfrom herhand.It ranasfollows:-

THE DEANERY, CHICHESTER 27TH MAY.

21150 verbose/tahe point; normal/abnormal LM none Sl narrator providestoo muchdetail irr ele-
vantto the plot; TA narrator; NSirr; LA irr. Of coursethis maybea completelysubjectveimpression
onthepartof thisreadetthatthe amountof detailaboutColonelGoodchildsspeechs in violation of the
maxim of quantity

21250 blow/noblow; good/badLM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| LASbombingattemptfailed; TA
LAS NSirr; LA irr. Notealsothe (possible)punwith blow.

21350 bombs/meshantgoods;normal/abnormal LM reasoningrom falsepremises S| Herr Winck-
elkopftries to makeupto LASfor thefailed bombing TA Herr Winckelkopf NSirr; LA irr.

21450 adulterated/pue; good/bad LM none Sl explanationof the bombsfailure to explode TA Herr
Winckelkopf NSirr; LA irr. Anotherinstanceof the “stereotypicalgrumbling” strand(cf. 201) applied,
quite successfullyto dynamite.

21550 puctual/deadly;normal/abnormal LM reasoningfrom false premises S| Barometerexplodes
late; TA Herr Wincklekopf NSiirr; LA irr. Not a punchline, asthejab, is a metanarratie commentary
by Herr Winckelkopf,outsideof the embeddeaharrative.

21850 consoled/alarmedyormal/abnormal LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl failure of attempted
bombing TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

21750 disappointment/succesnormal/abnormaj LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl failure of at-
temptedbombing TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
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My DearestAunt,

Thankyou somuchfor theflannelfor the DorcasSociety andalsofor the ging-
ham.| quiteagreewith youthatit is nonsensgheir wantingto wearpretty things2*2
but everybodyis so Radicaf*® andirreligious®?° nowadays??! thatit is difficult to
makethemseethatthey shouldnot try anddresslike the upperclasses.| amsure
| don’t know whatwe arecomingto.??? As papahasoften saidin his sermonsye
livein anageof unbelief??3

We have hadgreatfun over a clock that an unknovn admiref?* sentpapalast
Thursday It arrivedin awoodenbox from London,carriagepaid,and papafeelsit
musthave beensentby someonewho hadreadhis remarkablesermon,Is Licence
Liberty?’ for on the top of the clock wasa figure of awoman,with whatpapasaid
was the cap of Liberty on her head. | didn’t think it very becomingmyself, but
papasaidit was historical??® so | suppossi is all right. Parkerunpackedt, and
papaput it on the mantelpiecén thelibrary, andwe wereall sitting thereon Friday
morning, whenjust asthe clock strucktwelve, we hearda whirring noise, a little
puff of smokecamefrom the pedestabf the figure,andthe goddes®f Liberty fell
off, andbrokeher noseon the fender??® Maria wasquite alarmed but it lookedso
ridiculous,thatJamesandl wentoff into fits of laughterandevenpapawasamused.
Whenwe examinedit, we foundit wasa sortof alarmclock, andthat,if you setit to
a particularhour, and put somegunpavderanda capunderallittle hammerit went
off whenerer you wanted. Papasaidit mustnot remainin the library, asit made
a noise, so Reggie carriedit away to the schoolroom,and doesnothing but have
smallexplosionsall daylong??” Do you think Arthur would like onefor awedding

21850 nonsense/logidanormal/abnormaj LM none Sl Jane’'scommenbn the desire of poor people
to haveprettyclothes TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.

21950 Radical/moderat€?); normal/abnormaj LM none Sl Jane’s commenbn the desire of poor
peopleto havepretty clothes TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.

22050 irreligious/religious; normal/abnormal LM nong Sl Jane’s commenton the desire of poor
peopleto havepretty clothes TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.

22150 nonsenseadical, irr eligious/sensiblenoderatereligious;good/bad LM none S| Jane’scom-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr. Anotherinstanceof the “stereotypicalgrumbling” strandapplied,this
time to charities;the closenessn the text to the previous instanceof the strandappliedto dynamiteis
clearlynotcasual.

22250 doesnt know/knowsgood/bad LM none S| Jane’scommentsTA Jane NSirr; LA irr. An-
otherinstanceof the “stereotypicalgrumbling” strand.

22330 belief/unbelief,good/bad LM none Sl Jane’'scommentsTA Jane NSirr; LA irr. Another
instanceof the “stereotypicalgrumbling” strand,which establishes sub-strandof Janes grumbling,
which hasthe peculiaritythatsheseemgo be merelyrepeatingher fathers complaints.Jabs218to 223
setupacombstrandwith “Jane”asTA.

22450 admirer/assassinactual/non-actuglLM none S receiptof clock; TA Deanof Chichestey NS
irr; LA irr.

22550 becoming/historicalgood/bad LM nong Sl descriptionof the clock; TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.

22650 noble/clumsygood/bad LM none Si explosionof theclodk; TA Liberty (?); NSirr; LA irr.

22750 small/large explosion; good/bad LM missinglink (small explosionswill not kill anyone) SI
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present?® | supposehey arequitefashionablén London??° Papasaysthey should
doagreatdealof goodZ3? asthey shaw thatLiberty cant last, but mustfall down 23
PapasaysLiberty wasinventedat the time of the FrenchRevolution.23? How awful
it seems!

| have now to go to the Dorcas,wherel will readthemyour mostinstructive
letter. How true, dearaunt, your ideais, thatin their rank of life they shouldwear
whatis unbecoming3 | mustsayit is absurd their anxiety aboutdressz** when
thereare so mary moreimportantthingsin this world, andin the next. 1 amso
glad your floweredpoplin?® turnedout so well, andthatyour lace>® wasnot torn.
| am wearingmy yellow satin?3” that you so kindly gave me, at the Bishop's on
Wednesdayandthinkit will look all right. Wouldyou have bows?38 or not? Jennings
saysthat every onewearsbows now,?3® andthatthe underskirtshouldbefrilled. 24°
Reggie hasjust hadanotherexplosion,and papahasorderedthe clock to be sentto
the stables.l don't think papalikes it so muchashe did at first, thoughheis very

descriptionof Jane’s brother’s(?) gameswith the “bomb” ; TA LAS;HerrWincklekopf NSiirr; LA irr.

22850 bomb/pesent;good/bad LM reversal(LASwho sentthe bombmaygetan explosiveclodk too);
Sl Jane'snarration; TA LAS/&ne NSirr; LA irr.

22950 bomb/fashiongood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl| Jane’s narration; TA Jane NS
irr; LA irr . Notethe strandinvolving Janeandclothing.

23050 do good/kill; good/bad LM reasoningromfalse premises S| Jane's narration; TA Jane/Dean
of ChichesteyNSirr; LA irr.

23150 allegory/reality; normal/abnormal LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| Deanof Chichesters
interpretationof bombasallegory; TA Deanof ChichesterNSirr; LA irr.

23250 abstract/concete; normal/abnormal LM none S| Jane’s naration; TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.
This endsthe“liberty” strand.

23350 socialclass/clothingnormal/abnormalLM none Sl Jane'scommentésee218); TA Jane/LASS
mother(theDuchess)NSirr; LA irr.

23430 anxiety about clothing/no anxiety; normal/abnormal LM none Sl Jane’s comments TA
Jane/LASs mother(the Duchess)NSirr; LA irr. Thelevel 0 narratorestablisheshe peripheralstrand
“fixation with clothing”

23550 about clothing/notabout clothing; normal/abnormal LM self contradictiony SI Jane’s com-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr. Note how, immediatelyafter chastisingthe poor for the excessie
interestin clothing, Janeproceedeso makeseveralremarksaboutclothing. Naturally, the fact thatJane
is partof the nobility allows usto reada certainaspecof socialsatirein the strand.

23650 about clothing/notabout clothing; normal/abnormal LM self contradictiony SI Jane’s com-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.

23730 about clothing/notabout clothing; normal/abnormal LM self contradictiony SI Jane’s com-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.

23850 about clothing/notabout clothing; normal/abnormal LM self contradictiony SI Jane’s com-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.

23950 about clothing/notabout clothing; normal/abnormaj LM self contradictiory S| Jane’s com-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr. Thestrand“clothing” is herecomplicatedby theinsertionof the “fash-
ion” theme.

24050 about clothing/notabout clothing; normal/abnormal LM self contradictiony SI Jane’s com-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr.
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flattered*! at beingsentsucha pretty andingenioustoy. It showvs that peopleread
his sermong*? andprofit by them?43

Papasenddislove,in which JamesandReggie,andMariaall unite,and,hoping
thatUncle Cecil’'sgoutis better believe me,dearaunt,ever your affectionateniece,

JANE PERCY

PS.- Do tell meaboutthe bows 244 Jenningsnsiststhey arethefashion.

Lord Arthurlookedsoseriousandunhappyovertheletter, thatthe Duchessvent
into fits of laughter

‘My dearArthur, shecried,‘l shallnever shawv you ayounglady’s letteragain!
But whatshalll sayaboutthe clock? | think it is a capitalinvention,and! should
like to have onemyself: 245

‘I don't think much of them,?4¢ saidLord Arthur, with a sadsmile, and, after
kissinghis mother heleft theroom.

Whenhe got upstairs heflung himself on a sofa,andhis eyesfilled with tears.
He haddonehis best*” to committhis murdey but on bothoccasionse hadfailed,
andthroughno fault of his own.2*¢ He hadtried to do his duty,?*° but it seemed
asif Destiry herselfhadturnedtraitor.?®® He wasoppressedvith the senseof the
barrennes®f goodintentions?>! of the futility of trying to be fine2%? Perhapsit
would be betterto breakoff the marriagealtogether Sybil would suffer, it is true,
but suffering couldnotreally mara naturesonobleashers.As for himself,whatdid
it matter?Thereis alwayssomewar in which a mancandie, somecauseo whicha

24150 flattered/alarmednormal/abnormal LM reasoningromfalse premisesSI Deanof Chichester
hasreceivedvhathetakesto bea gift; TA Deanof ChichesterNSirr; LA irr.

24250 read/notread; good/bad LM falsereasoning S| explanationfor the sendingof the anonymous
“gift” ; TA Deanof ChichesterNSirr; LA irr.

24350 profit/notprofit; good/bad LM falsereasoning Sl explanationfor the sendingof theanonymous
“gift” ; TA Deanof ChichesterNSirr; LA irr.

24450 about clothing/notabout clothing; normal/abnormal LM self contradictiory SI Jane’s com-
ments TA Jane NSirr; LA irr. Thefinal instanceof the“fashion” strand.

24550 bomb/pesentnormal/abnormal LM reversalsee228); S| Duchessikesthe descriptionof the
toy/bomb TA Duchess/LASNS rr; LA irr.

24630 dislike/failure; normal/abnormal LM doubleentende; S| LASis disappointedas his bombing
attempftfailed; TA LAS/Duchesgunawae of doubleentende); NSirr; LA irr.

24750 do his best/muder; good/bad LM reasoningrrom false premises Sl cotext; TA LAS NSiirr;
LA irr. Thecentralstrandreturns.

24830 fault/nofault; normal/abnormalLM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl| cotext; TA LAS NSiirr;
LA irr.

24950 duty/muder; good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSI cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

25030 traitor/faithful, no murder/muder; normal/abnormal LM reasoningfrom false premises S
cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

25150 goodintentions/muder; good/bad LM reasoningromfalse premisesSl cotext; TA LAS NS
irr; LA irr.

25230 good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.
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mancangive his life, andaslife hadno pleasurdor him, sodeathhadno terror. Let
Destiry work out his doom.He would notstir to helpher

At half-pastseven he dressedandwent down to the club. Surbitonwasthere
with a party of youngmen?> andhe wasobligedto dine with them. Their trivial
corversationandidle jestsdid notinteresthim, andassoonascoffeewasbroughthe
left them,inventingsomeengagemernih orderto getaway. As hewasgoingout of
the club, the hall-porterhandechim a letter. It wasfrom Herr Winckelkopf, asking
him to call down the next evening,andlook at an explosive umbrellaZ>* that went
off assoonasit wasopened.It wasthe very latestinvention,andhadjust arrived
from Genea. He tore the letter up into fragments.He had madeup his mind not
to try ary moreexperiments.Thenhewandereddown to the ThamesEmbankment,
andsatfor hoursby the river. The moonpeeredthrougha maneof tawny clouds,
asif it werealion’s eye, andinnumerablestarsspangledhe hollow vault, like gold
dustpowderedon a purpledome. Now andthena baige swungoutinto the turbid
streamandfloatedaway with thetide, andtherailwaysignalschangedrom greento
scarletasthetrainsranshriekingacrosghebridge. After sometime, twelve o’clock
boomedfrom thetall tower at Westminsterandat eachstrokeof the sonorousell
the night seemedo tremble.Thentherailway lights wentout, onesolitarylampleft
gleaminglike alargeruby on a giantmast,andtheroarof the city becamdainter.

At two o’clock he got up, andstrolled towardsBlackfriars. How unrealevery-
thing looked! How like a strangedream! The houseson the othersideof theriver
seemeduilt out of darknessOnewould have saidthatsilverandshadev hadfash-
ionedthe world anev. The hugedomeof St. Paul's loomedlike a bubblethrough
thedusky air.2%°

As heapproachefleopatras Needlehesav amanleaningover theparapetand
ashecamenearetthe manlookedup, the gas-lightfalling full uponhisface.

It wasMr. Podgersthecheiromantist!No onecould mistakethefat, flabbyface,
thegold-rimmedspectacleghesickly feeblesmile,the sensuamouth.

Lord Arthur stopped.A brilliant idea®® flashedacrosshim, andhe stolesoftly
up behind. In a momenthe had seizedMr. Podgersby the legs, and flung him
into the Thames. Therewasa coarseoath, a heary splash,andall wasstill. Lord
Arthur lookedanxiouslyover, but could seenothingof the cheiromantisbut a tall
hat, pirouettingin an eddyof moonlitwater After atime it alsosank,andno trace

253\ostlikely agayflag.

25450 explosiveumbrella/umbella; LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS/HerrWnck-
ekopf NSirr; LA irr. We noteherea peculiarsubstrandeverydayobjectsturnedinto bombs”(barometer
clock, umbrella). Thedomainof everydayobjectsis madeto overlapwith thatof bombing. Theeffectis
of coursehumoroushut resonateslsowith otherstrandsn the text which involve the bringing together
of unrelatedomains(considerthe “terrorist asfriend” strandor manyof the strandsassociateavith Lady
Windermere).

255geriousrelief. One could amue that the descriptionis too overblavn to be intendedto be taken
straightforwardly If so,thiswould bea seriesof stylistic jabs.

25650 rilliant idea/muder; good/badLM reasoningromfalsepremisesSI cotext; TA LAS/Podgers
NSirr; LA irr.
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of Mr. Podgerswas visible. Once he thoughtthat he caughtsight of the bulky
misshaperiigure striking out for the staircaseby the bridge,anda horrible feeling
of failure?>” cameover him, but it turnedout to be merely a reflection,andwhen
the moonshoneout from behinda cloudit passedaway. At lasthe seemedo have
realisedthe decreeof destiry. He heaved a deepsigh of relief, 258 and Sybil’s name
cameto hislips.

‘Have you droppedarything, sir?’ saida voice behindhim suddenly

Heturnedround,andsav a policemarnwith a bull’ s-e/e lantern.

‘Nothing of importance&®® segeant, he answered smiling,?%° and hailing a
passinghansomhejumpedin, andtold themanto drive to Belgrave Square.

For thenext few dayshealternateetweerhopeandfear Thereweremoments
whenhealmostexpectedMr. Podgerdo walk intotheroom,andyetatothertimeshe
felt thatFate could not be sounjus£®* to him. Twice hewentto the cheiromantis
addressn WestMoon Street,but he could not bring himselfto ring the bell. He
longedfor certainty andwasafraid of it.

Finally it came.He wassitting in the smoking-roonof the club having tea,and
listening ratherwearily to Surbitons accountof the last comic songat the Gaiety
whenthewaitercamein with theeveningpapersHetook upthe ST. JAMES'’S, and
waslistlesslyturningover its pageswhenthis strangeheadingcaughthis eye:

SUICIDE OF A CHEIROMANTIST.

Heturnedpalewith excitementandbeganto read. The paragrapmanasfollows:

Yesterdaymorning,at sezeno’clock, thebody of Mr. SeptimusRk. Podgersthe
eminentcheiromantistwaswashedn shoreat Greenwichjustin front of the Ship
Hotel. Theunfortunategentlemarhadbeenmissingfor somedays,andconsiderable
anxietyfor his safetyhadbeenfelt in cheiromanticcircles?®? It is supposedhathe
committedsuicideunderthe influenceof a temporarymentalderangemengaused
by overwork,andaverdictto thateffectwasreturneahis afternoorby the coroners
jury. Mr. Podgershadjust completedan elaboratetreatiseon the subjectof the
HumanHand, that will shortly be published,whenit will no doubtattractmuch
attention. The deceaseavassixty-five yearsof age,anddoesnot seemto have left
ary relations.

25750 failure/muder; good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

25830 relief/regret; normal/abnormal LM reasoningromfalsepremises Sl cotext; TA LAS NSirr;
LA irr.

25950 important/unimportantgood/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| LASwantsto hide his
murder; TA Podgers;policeman NSirr; LA irr. NotethatLAS considersPodgers‘unimportant! The
disregardf thelower classis echoedy theremarksof Janeandothers.

26050 smile/muder; normal/abnormaj LM reasoningirom false premises Sl LASwantsto hide his
murder; TA Podgers;policeman NSirr; LA irr.

26150 just/unjust;good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA irr.

26250 cheimanticcircles/socialcircles; normal/abnormal LM none S| embeddedharrator treats
cheirmmantistsasa socialgroup; TA cheiomantistsembeddedarrator; NSirr; LA irr.
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Lord Arthur rushedoutof theclubwith thepaperstill in hishand to theimmense
amazemen$® of the hall-porter who tried in vain to stophim, anddrove at onceto
Park Lane. Sybil sav him from thewindow, andsomethingold herthathewasthe
bearerof goodnews. Sheran down to meethim, and,whenshesaw his face,she
knew thatall waswell.

‘My dearSyhbil, criedLord Arthur, ‘let usbemarriedto-morron!’

‘Y ou foolish boy! Why, the cakeis not even ordered!?%* said Sybil, laughing
throughhertears.

8.6 CHAPTER VI

WHEN the weddingtook place,somethreeweekslater, St. Peters wascrowded
with a perfectmob of smartpeople. The servicewasreadin the mostimpressve
mannetby the Deanof Chicheste?f®® andeverybodyagreedhatthey hadnever seen
ahandsomecouplethanthebride andbridegroom.They weremorethanhandsome,
however - they werehappy Neverfor asinglemomentid Lord Arthur regretall that
hehadsuffered®® for Sybil’'ssake while she,on herside,gave him thebestthingsa
womancangiveto ary man- worship,tendernessandlove. For themromancewas
notkilled by reality. They alwaysfelt young.

Someyearsafterwardsyhentwo beautifulchildrenhadbeenbornto them,Lady
Windermerecamedown on avisit to Alton Priory, alovely old place,thathadbeen
the Duke’s weddingpresentto his son; and one afternoonas shewas sitting with
Lady Arthur underalime-treein the gardenwatchingthelittle boy andgirl asthey
playedup anddown therose-walk|ike fitful sunbeamsshesuddenlytook herhost-
esss handin hers,andsaid,'Are you happy Sybil?’

‘Dear Lady Windermerepf coursel amhappy Aren’t you?’

‘I have no time to be happy?®” Sybil. | alwayslike the lastpersorwho is intro-
ducedto me;but, asarule,assoonasl know peoplel gettired of them:

‘Don’t yourlions satisfyyou, Lady Windermere?’

‘Oh dear no! lionsareonly goodfor oneseasonAs soonastheir manesarecut,
they arethe dullestcreaturegyoing?®® Besidesthey behae very badly, if you are

26330 surprise/immensamazementnormal/abnormal LM exaggeration S| LASexits the club; TA
hall-porter; LAS NSirr; LA irr.

26450 marriage/cakenormal/abnormalLM nong Sl Sybilbelieveshat a cakeis indispensabléor a
wedding TA Sybit NSirr; LA irr.

26550 read service/die;good/bad LM reversaj SI Deanof Chichesterreadsthe serviceof LAS's
weddignafter LAStried to blow himup; TA Deanof ChichesterLAS NSirr; LA irr.

26650 sufer/notsufer; good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesSl| cotext; TA LAS; Podgers NS
irr; LA irr.
26750 time/notime; normal/abnormalLM nong Sl cotext; TA LadyWndermee; NSirr; LA irr.

268\ ot ajabline, asfar asl candetermine Theextendednetaphois complex:Lady Windermereslions
areyoungmenwho arelionized. They“last only oneseason’becauseasLady Windermereexplained
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really niceto them. Do you remembethathorrid Mr. PodgersHe wasa dreadful
impostor?®® Of course,| didn’t mind that at all,?’® and even when he wantedto
borrov mong | forgave him, but | could not standhis makinglove to me?’* He
hasreally mademe hatecheiromang. | goin for telepathynow. It is muchmore
amusing?"?

‘Y oumustnt sayarything againscheiromang here,Lady Windermereijt is the
only subjectthat Arthur doesnot like peopleto chaf about.l assureyou heis quite
seriousover it.’

‘You don't meanto saythathe believesin it, Sybil?’

‘Ask him, Lady Windermere hereheis’; andLord Arthur cameup the garden
with a large bunchof yellow rosesin his hand,andhis two childrendancinground
him.

‘Lord Arthur?’

‘Yes,LadyWindermereé.

‘Youdon't meanto saythatyou believe in cheiromang?’

‘Of coursd do, saidtheyoungman,smiling.

‘But why?’

‘Becausel owe to it all the happinesf my life, ?’ he murmured,throwing
himselfinto awicker chair.

‘My dearLord Arthur, whatdo you oweto it?’

‘Sybil,’ 2’* he answeredhandinghis wife the roses,andlooking into her violet

eyes.

above shetires of themafter shegetsto know them. Thisis probablywhat“cutting their manes’means
(unlessit is anothergay flag). So, Lady Windermereseemgo be saying: oncel getto know well the
youngmenl lionizel loseinterestin them.

26950 impostor/authenticgood/bad LM none Sl Lady Windermee knewthat Podgerscould not
predictthe future; TA Podgers;LAS NSirr; LA irr. Comparethis revelationwith Lady Windermeres
remarkto Podgerghathe shouldnot tell LAS thatheis engagedo Sybil “becausehatappearedn the
Morning Post”amonthbefore,which of courserevealshow Podgerknowsaboutthe peoplewhosehand
he“reads!

27050 mind/notmind; normal/abnormaj LM nong S| Lady Windermee knewthat Podgerswas an
impostor TA LadyWindermee; Podgers NSirr; LA irr.

271*Make love” acquiredits modernmeaningof “have intercoursewith” only later It originally mean
“flirt.” NotethatLady Windermereoleratesraudulenceandan ettemptat borronving money but cannot
toleratePodgersflirting with her. It is reasonabléo assumehatthe differencelies in the fact thatthis
would bring Podgerson anequalfooting with Lady Windermerej.e., would violatethe noble/commoner
oppositionuponwhich Lady Windermeres semanticsystemis built. We will saymoreon Lady Winder
meres complexsemioticuniverse.

27250 amusing/notamusing;normal/abnormal LM none S| Lady Windermee preferstelepathyto
cheimmancy TA LadyWndermeg; NSirr; LA irr.

27350 happiness/muter; good/bad LM reasoningromfalsepremisesS| cotext; TA LAS NSirr; LA
irr.

27430 Syhil/noSybil; good/bad LM reasoningromfalse premisesSI LASbelieveshathe would not
havegottento live with Sybilif hehadnotkilled Podgers TA LAS NSiirr; LA irr.



8.6. CHAPTERVI 201

‘What nonsense!’cried Lady Windermere.‘l never heardsuchnonsensén all
my life.’ 27

27550 sense/nonsensetormal/abnormal LM reasoningfrom false premises S| Lady Wndermee
evaluated ASs words TA LAS NSirr; LA irr. Lady Windermereclosesthe narratve exposingLAS'’s
faulty reasoningvhich hasbeenthe centralstrandof the narratize. This bringsabouta questiorabouther
peculiarsemioticstanding We have seerabovel AS’s reversedmoraluniverse jn whichmurderis aduty,
etc. Lady Windermeres universeyields no suchstraightforwardreductions.Lady Windermereseemgo
existin a semioticuniversewhich allows the copresencef opposites:her pianistslook like poets,and
viceversajherindiscretiondook like innocenceshedoesnot have a personalitybut enjoysits privileges;
sheknows Podgerss afraud,but treatshim asagenuindortuneteller. In herhousea“medley” of people
meet(seethe openingscene)andthe startingpoint of the centralstrandis determinedat herinstigation.
In sum,Lady Windermerds thelocusof acontradictionwhich the (implied) narratorexploitsfor humor
The fact that sheis a memberof the nobility and that she setsthe limits of acceptablecontradictions
(medleys)attheblurring of thelinesbetweemobility andcommonersdoesintroducea limit to thefree-
for-all of associationsn which oppositesnay coexist,but only to excludea domainfrom the processit
is tempting,knowing whatwe know aboutWilde's biographicaldatato reada specificauthorialintentin
thisaspectBe thatasit may, theentiretextreflectsthis paradoxicaktanceif Podgerss afraud,asLady
Windermerebelieves,how couldhe correctlypredictthatLAS wasgoingto kill someonen fact,aswe
saw it is possiblethat Podgersseeshis own death. If Podgerss not a fake, why is Lady Windermere
corvincedheis?

It was a greattemptationto title this chapterW, for Windermere. W being a letter almostexactly
betweerS andZ. Le hasad fait parfoisbienleschosesl washeldin checkby thefactthat! felt thatthe
influenceof Bartheswasall too obviousin this chapter






Chapter 9

Further Perspectves

It seemditting to concludethis bookby dedicatinga few words,evenmoretentative
thantherestof thetext, to the quantitative analysisof LASC, madepossibleby the
combinationof the methodpresentedn the text andby machine-treatmerdf texts.
Theremaindeof thechaptemwill sumup someof thecentralpointsof thediscussion,
in amoretraditionalending.

9.1 A quantitativelook at LASC

The availability of a medium-sizeext analyzedn thedetail of the previous chapter
allows us a novel approacito humorougext, namelyto investigatethe distribution
patternsof jab lineswithin thetext itself.

To do so,thetext of LASC wassggmentedn 100wordschunksandthe number
of jab lineswithin eachchunkof text wastallied.! Overall, thereare253 (jab/punch)
linesin LASC, over a text of about12,500words. If the lines were distributed
randomlythis would give usa line/text ratio of 50.81?

Considethegraphicarepresentationf theresultsof thesggmentatiordescribed
above,in fig. (9.1). Severalobsenationspresenthemseles. LASC beginswith the
highestpeaksof lines (chunks2 and4) andby andlargethe first 700words(chunks
1-7) arethosewhich presenthe highestline/text ratio (17.95§, the secondclosest

1This wasdoneusingthe Unix editor Emacs sono particularprecisionis assumedn the word count
algorithm. Sincethesizeof thechunksis absolutelyarbitrary it seemsrrelevantto betoo particularabout
theirexactboundariesFew jab linesfell very closeto theboundariesThosewhich did wereadjudicated
usinga purely mechanicaprocedureif the endof thejab line wasafterthe 100-wordchunkmarker the
jabline wascountedasbelongingto thesecondchunk.

2“Line/text ratio” is definedasthe numberof wordsdivided by the numberof jab lines. Lower scores
have higherline/textratios.A scoreof 1 would meanthateverywordis ajabline.

3A scorecloseto 18 meanghat, on average gvery 18 wordstheres ajab line. Countingthe needto
setup, thisis amazing.In Attardo (1998: 249) | pointedout thatthe beginningof the Mary Tyler Moore

203
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Figure9.1: LASCsegmentatiorchart
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high-densityareais betweenchunks106-113,wherethe ratio is 21.87. The third
sectionof text is alargishstretchbetweerchunkss4and72, wheretheratiois 32.35.
Thetext doesnotmaintainthoselevelsof humorthroughoutn theanalysid pointed
atinstancef “seriousrelief” and,evenassuminghatall the potential“gay flags”
andparodictargetswhich | have recordedasquestionablén their humorousintent
areindeedablines,therearestretche®f text withoutmuchhumor:themostobvious
onesarethereadingof Lord Arthur Savile’s handby Podgergchunks19-36)with a
ratio of 113.33(i.e., over six timeslessfunny thantheintroductorysection)andthe
murderof Podgerg114-118)with 133.33. Needlesgo say the sectionbeginning
after Lord Arthur Savile rushesout of the party until he makesup his mind (41-52)
would obviously rankastheleastfunny (ratio of 366.67).

If we obsenre theoverall patternof thedistribution, we seea “wave” disposition:
theintroductionwith high ratio of jabsis followedby alow ratio passagéPodgers
readingLord Arthur Savile’s hand). Another setof peaks(54-76)is followed by
mostof ch. IV (77-84)without morethan2 jabsper chunk(ratio 63.64). It seems
thatthis may bethefirst clue at capturingthatmostelusive quality of texts: timing.
Thetext seemdo paceitself: after a virtuousodisplay of verbalfireworks, follows
a slower pacedsection,or to put it differently, stretchesf text with high line/text
ratiosarefollowedby stretchef text with significanltylower ratios,thuscreating
aneffect of alternance.

Another significantpatternis that peaks(i.e., high jab line concentrationsylo
notoccurin isolation. They areusuallyprecedednd/orfollowedby relatively high
concentratiorthunks.Oncemore.,it istooearlyto saywhethetthisis apeculiarityof
thistext, of Wilde's style,or ageneraphenomenonWe cangathersomeinteresting
conclusionsf we comparethe distribution of linesin LASC to the distribution in
Peachang MDMT: giventhedifferenttypesof sourcetexts, MDMT wassegmented
accordingto the original pagination,which thereforecannotbe comparedirectly
to the analysisin 100-wordschunks. However, the relatively uniform distribution
of thelinesis fairly clear Virtually every pagehasbetweemoneandthreeinstances
of humor with very few pageslacking ary line. Contrastthis with Wilde’s vast
rangeof variation (betweenseven lines per 100-wordchunkandzeroandonegets
aclearideaof the differencesn style, of course but alsoin narrative organization
(the picaresqueanovel beingorganizedin asequencef episodeswhich encourages
theregulardistribution of thelines). In generaljt is too earlyto elaboratdurtheron
thesedata,especiallygiventhefact thatvirtually no comparisordataare available.
Nonethelessit is clearthat potentially, the type of analyseghat we have sketched
herecanbe very interestingin establishingactualcomparisonscrosgexts (of the
sameauthor of differentauthorsetc.).

If we turn to considerstrands,i.e., organizedclustersof jabs, we find a fairly
obvious generalizationwherebytarget strandsoccurin relationto the presencef
the targetedcharacterin the plot, cf. section(5.3.3). The samecan be said for

shav analyzedjave aratio of about28. This shouldgive anideaof Wilde's skill.



206 CHAPTER9. FURTHERPERSPECTIVES

the SO-basedstrandswherewe noteda strandbasedon HOMICIDE/MURDER VS.
SOMETHING ELSE, andtheBOMB VvS. DAILY OBJECT strandhighlightedin thetext,
which occurobviously only in relationto theintroductionof therespectie topicsin
the plot. In this sensewe cansaythatthe humoris parasiticto the developmentof
the plot, notwithstandingvhatwe saidabouthumorousplots (5.5).

As far asother strandsgo, we note a very centralstrand(97 instances)vhich
includethe LMs “faulty reasoning”and‘“reasoningfrom falsepremises'which are
closelylinkedwith themainstoryline in which Lord Savile decidego murdersome-
onesoasto beableto marry Sybil. Outof the97 jabswith thosel. Ms, 59aretargeted
atLord Arthur. For comparisonthenext TA for frequeny in theLM strandis Lady
Clementina(9 instances)followed by Lady Windermere(6), the police/Scotland
Yard (6), Winckelkopf(5), Podgersandthe Deanof Chichestel(4). Therefore,we
cansafelysaythatthereis a centralstrandin LASC which associatefaulty reason-
ing of somesortandLord Arthur Savile. Otherstrandsn LASC werediscussedn
section(5.3.3)andelsavhereandarenot repeatedhere.

9.2 GeneralConclusions

Besidegresentinganupdatedversionof the GTVH, we have tried to preseneinana-
lytical approacttowardshumorougdexts suchthatit canaccountor theirhumorous
nature,presupposingnly a semantic/pragmatianalysisof the text. To do sowe
have broadenedhe GTVH, alongthelines of Attardo (1996,1997a/b,1998,2000)
andalsogoingin new directions.

Consideringthe specificaspectof “longer” texts, the mostsignificantinnova-
tions of theapproactdescribedn this bookarethefollowing:

¢ introductionof thejabline: thisallowsusto accounfor thedifferentfunctions
of humorin a narrative, accordingto their position,aswell asto accountfor
diffusedisjunction;

¢ attentiontowardsthe linear natureof the texts (the “vector” approach):this
aspecbf my approactdistinguishest from Chlopicki’soriginal approactand
in generafrom “mainstream’narratological/semiotiapproaches;

¢ theimportanceof configurationf jab andpunchlines;
¢ theconceptof strand;

¢ the conceptof centralvs. peripheralstrand:this conceptallows meto model
theinterestingaspect®f the“shadav opposition”idea,while maintainingthe
generalvectorapproach;

¢ humorousplots: this is the leastdevelopedaspectof the work, but a most
promisingone;
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¢ a continuumof text-typeslinking jokesto longertexts: by shoving thatno
gualitative jump exists bewteenthe two typesof texts, | establishboth the
legitimagy of extendingthe GTVH to longertexts andhighlight the necessity
of the extensionatthe sametime.

Consideringhumortheoryat large, the updateof the GTVH is incrementabut
containsseveral notavorthy aspectsthe work on local antorymy is oneof thembut
the mostsignificantoneis probablythe incorporationof psycholinguisticandcog-
nitive scienceconcernsaboutthe processingf the humorougext. Originally, these
camefrom the needto handlesomephenomenauchasbridges,but the revision of
the theorywith anincreasedattentionto mentalrepresentationandthe text world
representationis applicableto humortheoryatlarge,notjustto long texts.

The attentiontowardsthe distribution of humorin the text is a significantinno-
vation of this approach.As we have seen,it may be consideredoth at a detailed
level (bridges/combsdr at a global, textual level (line/text ratios). Basedon whatl|
believe to bethefirst ever analysisof atext thesizeof LASC it waspossibleto point
outa“wave” patternin thedistributionof thehumor It is very dangerouso general-
ize from a corpusof oneor two texts, soit is not clearwhetherthis is a generalffact,
somethingapplicableto Wilde’s productionor somethinguniqueto thespecifictext.
The comparisorwith MDMT seemdo rule out thefirst option (the null hypothesis,
soto speak) but heretoo it is too earlyto say Be thatasit may, the interestof this
methodis unquestionablet remainsto be seenif it will yield significantresultsfor
humorresearctandfor narratologicaktudies.

9.3 Limitations of the Model

Thefirst, obvious, limitation of themodell have discussedh the bookis thatit does
notapplyasreadilyto non-narratie texts aswell asto non-texts. While thelatteris
certainlya smallproblem,asit is evenarguablethatthereareno non-semioticcases
of humor contraMorreall (1983),theformeris aseriougproblem thatwouldprevent
theapplicationof themodelto non-narratvetexts, suchasplays. However, astheap-
plicationto the CBTD exampleshaws, whatis technicallyanon-narratvetext shares
enoughfeaturesvith acommonnarrative thatthe differencemay be safelyignored,
in somecasesThisis notto saythatthisis trueatlargeof all non-narratie texts, of
course.To my mind, thebiggestproblemis thatthereseemdo bealack of examples
of non-narratve texts thatdo not fall underthe SSTH' purview already(e.g.,puns,
one-linersetc.).In otherwords,sincemostreadilyavailablenon-narratre humorous
texts dofall underthe GTVH, it is difficult to find materialsto studycontrastvely.
The GTVH's backgroundf the modelis all too apparent.Fromthattheoryall
sortsof weaknessekave beeninherited. The LM is still theweaklink in the chain,
but ongoingresearctpromiseso put anendto thatsituation(Attardo et al. forth.,
Hempelmanr2000,Di Maio 2000.) The SI KR remainsvery vagueandin dire need
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of sometheoreticalwork. The TA slot needsto be refined. At this point, it often
endsup beinga repositoryfor anyonewho may betargetablein thejoke. In the SO
domain,theconcepbf “local antorymy” needdurtherwork.

Possiblythe biggestproblemfor the GTVH is its informal character | believe
somestepgorwardtowardsthatgoalhave beenmadein thisbook,but it is clearthat
the theoryis far from beingcompletelyformalized. On the otherhand,it would be
unrealisticto expectan axiomatizedheoryof humor, atatime whentheredoesnot
exist a completesyntacticdescriptionof ary languagelet alonea semantianalyzer
capableof describingthe meaningof a sentenceln this sense| standby the claim
in Raskinand Attardo (1994) that computationali.e., formal) treatmentof humor
requiresa completetreatmentof language.Hackershave a termfor this: they say
thatthe problemis “Al completée.

Thereare of coursea numberof issuesthat have not beenaddressedtiming,
despitea valiantattempt(Norrick 2000),still remainsa weakspotin the linguistics
of humor Sodothe macroaspect®f humoroudexts, despiteheattentionl dedicate
to themin this book. Thereis needto have someserious,concertedvork on the
narratologyof humotr For example,it remainsdifficult to capturethe differences
betweena funny story anda storywith lots of humorin it, exceptfor the plots that
arehumorousn andof themseles,of coursg(cf. 5.5). Finally, thepsycholinguistics
of humoris seriouslywanting: | attemptedo shav thatthe modelusedin this book
is broadly compatiblewith the construction-inégration model of Kintsch (1998).
Thereis needof researctaddressinghe degreeof this match,aswell assomebasic
data,for example,how long doesthe resolutionof incongruitytake? Is a text with
unresohed incongruitiesharderto processhanonein which all incongruitiesget
resohed?We canonly hopethatfurtherwork will helpourunderstanding.
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