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ABSTRACT

What is satire, what can it do and what not, and why should we care about it? Since its
introduction as a classification of artworks in Roman times, these fundamental questions
about satire have been continually addressed by satirists themselves, their fans, their
detractors, political and moral authorities, agtitics, and, not in the least, scholars. These
longstanding debates about the fundamental issues of satire have often been fauviidul
enlightening. Sstill, the fundament al qguest.i
significance have remained unanswered. In this thes@ml to resolve these issues by
engaging withsatire throughout the ages in various media, with a spedificus on
contemporary moving images. While satire was traditionally a literary phenomenon, it is
nowadays most widespread on the screesgpeciallydue to commercial successn
American television (Gray, Jones and Thompson 2009 Fd®)this reason, dibugh Ido

not ignore debates in literary studies and othdisciplines | primarily engage withrecent
scholarship in film, television and media studies (e.g. Day 2012; McClennen 2011; Jones
2010; Baym 2010Apart from moving images,also discuss a vaty of comics, because |
argue that satireis characterised bysimilar storytelling techniques as cartoons and

caricatures.

My investigation aims to clariffundamental, general and abstract questioabout the
nature, function and significance of satir® order torealise these aims, | introduce and
developmethodological frameworks from analytic aesthetics and philosophy. | drastly

on methodologies iphilosophy of arto address my research questions and clarify closely
related concepts to satireincluding irony (Wilson and Sperber 201,2humour (Carroll
2014) fiction (Friend 2012) genre (Abell 2014), aesthetic experiences (Stecker 2010),
entertainment(Shusterman 203) and narrative interpretation (Currie 2401 also engage

with scholarship which hasought to appraise the nature, function and significance of satire
by comparing it to philosophyGray 2005; Higgie 2014). On the one hand, such
comparisons are probieatically vague and, under scrutiny, the differences between satire
and philosophy quicklypecome apparent (see Diehl 20130n the other hand, these
comparisons are valuable because they rightfully highlight that satirists and philosophers
share a moral @ancern for truth, which situates them in a similexistential framework
Still, concepts | ike *“truth’ and ‘ethics’

debates about satire, especially in the wake of postmodernism. In order to redress this



situation and introduce greater clarity to the debates, | develop a rettacal investigation

rooted in the quastealism of Simon Blackburn (1998).

In the first chapter, | challenge the idea that satire ispiit or mode which can only be
characterised by cluster account (Condren 2012). Instead, | define satire as a genre with

the purpose to critigue and entertairThis definition highlights a fundamental tension in

satire between a broadly moral purpose to critique and a broadly aesthetic purpose to
entertain, which explains the ambiguous reception of satire: hailed for its truthful moral
interventions (Gray 2005), enjoyed for its aesthetic pleasures (Griffin 1994), but also
dismissed as frivolous pastime that cultivates cynicism (Webber 2011). In tloedsec
chapter, I frame the significance ofa satir
fundamental conflict in ethical life between the demands of critique and its lidlthough

| acknowledge thats at i re’ s purpose to epactas crikquen | i mi
(Holbert 2013) | revalue entertainment in satire agherapy to cope withthe limits of

critique. In the third chapter, investigatethe cognitive contributions of satire as critique,

even if they are moderate. Acknowledging tHattions are epistemically risky (Currie and
Levinson 207), | acknowledge that satire can deceive, but | aledend that good satire

can teach nosrivial truths, including moral truths. Nonethelesk,advocate acareful

cognitivism which acknowledges tht satire’s C 0 g reédt to vbe cont |
complemented with further inquiry. In the fourth chapter,ekplainthat satirists often

cultivate a humorous irony to cope with the limits of critighie dialogue with psychological

research onthe therapeuic function of narratives (Roberts and Holmes 1999) and the
correlation between humour and wellbeing (Martin 2007; Rumhd Heintz2016) |
conceptuallyclarify the therapeutic dimension of humoroir®ny in satire as a narrative
strategyto cope with theabsurd gap between the demands of critique and its limits. |
conclude that further research about satire should focus less on proving that satire changes

the world and more on how it copes with it.
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INTRODUCTION

1. AIMS, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

What is satire, what can it do and what not, and why should we care about it? Since its
introduction as a classification of artworks in Roman times, these fundamental questions

about satire have been continually addressed by satirists themselves, their fans, their
detractors, political and moral authorities, astitics, and, not in the least, scholars. These
longstanding debates about satire have often been fruitful and enlightening. t&#ll,
fundament al guestions about satire’s nature
unanswered. This continuing uncertainty about satire is evident in recent debates and
discussions. When the German comedian Jan Bdhmermann was sued by the Turkish
govanment in 2016 for insulting President Erdogan, politicians and public figures rose to

defend satire in the name of freedom of speech. Yet, they were in discord about whether

they defended ridicule for a critical purpose or simply ridicule for the sake &lrther,

during the 2016 American presidential campaign, satirists like Samantha Bee and John
Oliver were repeatedly praised in online me

they themselves disavowed such hyperbolic appraisals of their politiggct. At the same

ti me, after the election, o n 11984 and Maaghrets o f S
At wod&K'Ss | I yYRY borRe(Wa, ¢alnfdS t he planned adapti o
novel as a drama seriesn Huuwas fr amed i n rsegender palites. t o T

Nevertheless, some critics and scholars have argued that satirists throughout the ages have
been foremost entertainers, not moral or political actors. For this reason, again others have
argued that because it indulges in entertainmenatie like The Daily Show with John

Stewartor The Simpsonis cynical and breeds moral apathy.

In this thesis, | aim to intervene in these ongoing debates about satire in order to introduce
greater conceptual clarity about its nature, function and sigaifce. In order to clarify
these fundamental, general and abstract questions, | will introduce a philosophical
methodology. Specifically, |1 will develop methodological frameworks from analytic
philosophy, in particular aesthetics. Since the aim of my gtgation is to introduce
greater conceptual clarity about satire, | consider philosophy in the analytic tradition,
renowned for its precision and perspicuity, as the only method to remediate the confusion
and inconclusiveness in current debat®ddy philosophical investigation of satire can be
situated in the current expansion of research topics beyond the traditional remit of

aesthetics, including research about comics (Meskin and Cook 2012), videogames (Smuts
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2005),silentcomedy (Carroll 2007) and iroiity films or picturegCurrie 2010; 2011). Still,
only few philosophers have turned their attention to satire, without addressing the
fundamental questions | aim to answer here (Diehl 2013; Dadlez 2011). Therefore, my
sustained and fundamental research ab@atire offers a new and further contribution to

the widening remit of contemporary aesthetics. At the same time, my investigation will
communicate with research about satire in other scholarly disciplines, as well as
incorporate insights by journalistsritics and, not in the least, satirists themselves. For this
reason, | hope that my investigation Wie of value to all who have dnterest in satire,

both inside and outside academia.

Traditionally, satire was a predominantly literary phenomenon aheréfore primarily
studied in literary studies. Yet, nowadays, satire has become more prevalent on the screen
than the page, especially because narrowcasting strategies, which target niche
demographics, have made it a commercially viable product on Anmetalavision (Gray,
Jones and Thompson 2009, 19). Moreover, sificgemagazine proclaime@he Simpsons
(Fox, 198%res.) as the best TV show of the twentieth century, satire has also developed a

gual ity T \Wdlise bothiomthis corhnzefcial 19 9 9

reputation of
and critical success, there has been a surge of satire on American TVSduatim Park
(Comedy Central, 1993res.)through The Daily Show with Jon Stewé&tomedy Central,
19992015) to Full Frontal with Samantha Be€IBS, 2016-pres.). These television
programmes and their formats have been globally disseminated (Baym and Jones 2012),
especially propelled by the digital revolution (Day 2012, 24). The ubiquity of satirical
comedy in contemporary globalised culture has ledatople scholarly discussion in film,
television and media studies. Specifically, scholars first turned their attentiofht®
Simpsons(Alberti 2004; Gray 2005), followed bgouth Park(JohnsoAwWoods 2007;
Weinstock 2008; Stratyner and Keller 20@9y late the satirical news parody of Jon
Stewart and others (Peterson 2008; Jones 2010; Baym 2010; McClennen 2011), alongside
hybrid forms | ike Michael Moore's satirical
primarily engage with these recent debatesfilm, television and media studies. For this
reason, my thesis can be situated as much in aesthetics as in film studies, broadly

conceived.

Since the aim of my thesis is to assess the nature, function and significance of satire in
general, | have trietb be as representative as possible in delimiting my corpus. At various

points, | engage with the ancient satire of Horace and Juvenal, as well as the Augustan

12



satire of Jonathan Swift and the views of his contemporary, John Dryden. Throughout, my
assessmat of satire is further informed by scholarship on literary satire from antiquity to
modernity. Still, in order to substantiate the contemporary relevance of my investigation, |
focus mostly on preserday satire. For reasons explained above, | pay pdatiattention

to various moving images, most prominenbystrict 9 I, Daniel BlakeLast Week Tonight

With John OliverMock the Week, South Pagnd The BoondocksFurther, because | will
develop a kinship between satire and cartoons, many of my exagke comics, including

Mi ke Goodwi n aHtahonmixalongsiHe work fuom rAaran McGruder, Cristy C
Road, Dan Perkins (aka Tom Tomorrow), Jen Sorensen, Khalid Albaih, Matt Bors and
Stephanie McMillan. In terms of media, | also branch out to sigm@&omedy, particularly
discussing Lenny Bruce and Dick Gregory, and literature, specifically focusing on Margaret
Atwood and Fay Weldon. | further discusscadled satirical websites likEhe Oniorand

The Daily Mashalongside satirical magazines liRevate EyeFinally, in order to highlight

that satire need not be funny, | analyse musical satire by Iggy Pop and Jimi Hendrix. For the
record, not all examples listed here are satire; some will just be discluissenparison or

contrast to satire

Thi selection of satire throughout the ages and in various media permits me to draw
conclusions about the nature, function and significance of the genre in general. Still, my
selection has its limits. For one, | focus almost exclusively on satire in Eaghshfrom
discussing the GermaNeo Magazin Royalghe reception ofCharlie Hebdand, briefly,
someexamplesn Dutch. Partly, my focus on satire in English is deliberate to appeal to an
international audience, but my selection also reflects the linsitamy competences. For
similar reasons, my corpus is exclusively Western. My investigation would have been
enriched by expanding its focus to niestern satire. Unfortunately, |1 cannot claim the
literacy or competence to do so. Hopefully, these hiatus@s be addressed ithe future.

At the same time, my corpus reflects the historical and cultural biases of satire in the West.

In this respect, when Jen Sorensexplainedthat, after ten years, she was the first female
cartoonist to win the Herblock PriZeo r Edi tori al Cartooning, she
10 is probably an accurate ratio when it comes to political cartoonists, and even that might
be a |ittl e gener senremhaing tRelotlyyoman Yéhhave on e r e n
Herblock Prize tohis day, all winners of the award are white. Without demonising the
Herblock Foundation, there is still an undeniable problegardingsatire and diversity. For

this reason, | have endeavoured to select a relatively diverse corpus, but my ultimate
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selectbn remains dominated by whitenen. While | do hope to have introduced at least
some prominent examples that help to redress the gender and racial imbalance in

discussions of satire, | acknowledge that more can and should be done.

My philosophical investigation into the nature, function and significance of satire aims to
take a stand in various longstanding and current debates. For this reason, | compare it to a
metaphorical exercise of mountaineering. According to Simon Blackpbitnsophy is a

“

|l andscape dominated by three majestic and
beauty, and goodness” (2010, 46) . I n -this p
sized mountain. Yet, in order to know where we stand on satirés itecessary to also

approach the three summitsnot in in the hope to reach the top, but to get high enough to

see the best path up the middigigh mountain below. Moreover, satire borders several

other mountains, including irony, humour, fiction, genn@yrative, critique, entertainment,

value interaction, art and cognition, art as therapy, etc. Mastering satire is therefore more

akin to climbing a mountain range, than a mountain top. Fortunately, most of this climbing

will happen firmly in the trail ophilosophical Sherpas, whom | will introduce below. Apart

from mountaineering, my investigatiortan also be likened tgphilosophical boat
maintenance. Otto Neurath famously introduced a metaphor for epistemologicat anti
foundati onal i s mlearyglikeasailgraiwha ltgavettotrebuild thejr ship on the

open sea, without ever being able to dismantle it in-dock and reconstruct it from the

best components” (1983, 92) . Li kewi se, sati.
which can onlybe assessed by standing on other planks, checking their stability by again
standing on others, in order to keep the boat afloat. Evidently, much can go wrong on such

a metaphorical trip, so | consider it to have beencassful to some degree if | do tnenk

my boat or fall down a mountain.

One met hodol ogi cal mai nstay of my investiga
interpretation, which will ground my interpretation of satires and other narratives. Currie
defines narrat i veuwicative artéfacts: tagefattd tban laale- as theirm
function the communication of a story, which
intentions” (2010, 6) . For this reason, nar i
principles (Currie 20Q4112). Currie roots his theory of narrative interpretation in Dan

Sperber and Deirde Wi lson’s relevance theor
Sperber and Wilson, a communicative utterance represents a thought of the speaker that it

resembles in caent (2012, 127). On the grounds of such a communicative utterance, a

14



hearer infers the most optimally relevant interpretation of the thought the speaker

intended to convey (Currie 2004, 111). Simila@yyrie argues that when interpreting a

nar r ateiusedhe text, wogether with various other things, to come up with the best

i deas we can about what the author i ntended
highlights that “interpretation is not autho
authorial intentions irrespective of textual evidence (2004, 125). According to Currie,
narrative interpr et aonstitotimec o 8stgoaiemtine,d Wwlyi c'ht h
“I[t]l]he text constrains work intergedoest/Ant i on i
interpretation can be legitimate only if it makes coherent sense of the text (i.e. the text of

that wo r k), "origiha? @riblas)s Fdr 2h& reason, | will infer the meaning of

satirical narratives grounded in textual evidence of theisati st S i ntenti on,

irrespective of extraextual evidence. Still, | will often substantiate my interpretation with

other evidenceoft he satiri st S intentions, such as i

relevant only when it substantiates elgince already inferred from the text itself.

Drawing on Currie’'s theory of interpretatio
investigation aims to intervene in longstanding and ongoing debates about satire. Against a

large consensus in contemporasgcholarship, most forcefully encapsulated by Conal
Condren (2012), | will argue that satire is not characterised by a cluster account, but should

be defined by providingndividually necessary andointly sufficient conditions. Pace

Condren and others,Will further argue that satire is not primarily an attitude or spirit, but

a classification of artworks, nor is it a mode, but a genre. Concretely, my proposal is that

satire is a genre which has since Roman times guided interpretation and evaluation of
works on the grounds of the purpose to critique and entertain. This proposal substantiates

the crucial distinction between satire ansb-called ‘pseudosatire which lacks critical

intent (Peterson 2008). Further, | will draw on empirical research to algdldwyperbolic
appraisals of satire’s political i mpact (Hol
satire is cynical or morally indifferent (Webber 2011). Similarly, |1 will moderate claims by
supporters about s-telting furetiors oftenxconegaread itoophilasopy t r ut h
(see section2 of this Introductior). Conretely, | willdevelop a careful cognitivism to

elucidate whatand howwe can learn from satire. Finally, instead of defendheyideathat

satire changes the world, | will doas on how it develops strategies to cope with it.
Concretely, | will further develop theotion introduced by satirists like Jon Stewart that

satire has a function as catharsis or therapgt{is2015). In this respect, | will engage with

15



psychological reearch about the therapeutic function of narratives (Roberts and Holmes
1999) and the correlation between humour and wellbeing (Martin 2007; RinchHeintz
2016)

Apart from intervening in debates about satire, | will also take a stand in some debates in
aesthetics, often indirectly, but sometimes also directly. My most direct intervention aims

to contribute to the debate about communicative irony, by introducing a proposal that
challenges the pretence theory of irony (Currie 2010) and seeks to deferatiivéc theory

of irony (Sperber and Wilson 2012). When it comes to debates about humour, | follow Noél
Carroll’s wversion of the incongruity theory
satire as a genr e, I el aboreanesareMartdtieer i ne  /
categories which stipulate a purpose that guides interpretation and evaluation of works

(2014). Similarly, endorsing a related proposal of Stacie Friend, | consider classification as
fiction or nonfiction as similar to a genre classdtion; in other words, | endorse a
contextualism about fiction (2012). Investigating what we can learn from satire as fiction, |
exercise caution (Currie and Levinson 2017), but nonetheless develop a cognitivism about
satire (John 2013; Carroll 2012; G&2007; Young 2001). Further, elaboratingy proposal

of satire as therapy, | draw on ideas introduced by Peter Goldie on narrative thinking
(2012). 1 will also engage with debates on interaction between aesthetic and ethical value,
without making an explict commi t ment , al beit everything
moderate moralism (2002). Di scussing aesthe
minimalist approach(2010) and my ideas about entertainment are informed by Richard
Shusterman (2003)Apart from methodologies in aesthetics, | will develop ideas on
cartoons introduced by Scott McCloud in comics studies (1993) and on caricature by Ernst
Gombrich in art history (1963).

My investigation will also engage with debates in philosophy beyorsthatcs. In this

respect, my thesis is a philosophy of satire in two senses. Not only will | develop a
philosophical investigation of satire, but | will also investigate the issue of satire as
philosophy. Perhaps surprisingly, the idea that satire istedl@ao philosophy has proven

common and enduring in scholarship. These comparisons are most common outside
philosophy or in works by philosophers aimed at a wider audience. Although not without

value, the explanatory value of these comparisons is oftenetmihed because key
concepts Ilike “truth’ and ‘ethics’ have r em:

aim to introduce greater clarity to the debate by developing a matacal investigation.
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Specifically, following Simon Blackburn, | will defandinimalism about truth (2006) and a
quasirealism about ethics (1998). My ideas about the value of truthfulness, and its risks, are
further informed by Bernard William&002)and his reading of Nietzsche. | also develop
Susan Wol f’' s ar apsonsdan action doandt alvmagsriranhp other reasons,
including aesthetic reasons (2015). This metfaical investigation will reveal a fundamental
conflict in ethical life between the care for others and the care of self, which | will link to a
fundamentaltension in satire between critique and entertainment. In this regard, | will
revalue entertainment in satire as a therapy to deal with the limits of critique. | will focus
especially on the therapeutic dimension of humorous and ironic strategies in .satire

Accordingl vy, I owi || attenuate Blackburn’s an
irony, which he roots in a dismissal of Richard Rorty (1989). Throughout my investigation, |
will reflect on the comparison between satire and philosophy, whidow introduce in

some detail.
2. SATIRE AND PHILOSOPHY

My investigation into the nature, function and significance of satire can be framed in
relation to common comparisons between satire and philosophy. Often, scholars and critics
have appraised the siditance of the genre by comparing its nature and function to
philosophy. These comparisons are valuable because they highlight the ethical and truth
telling function that satire has as critique. To clarify, critique is a praxis of polemical
enlightenment vhich, in the West, is commonly traced to Socrates, who aimed to
emancipate society by stinging his fellow citizens out of complacency (Bronner 2011, 1).
Similarly, to a certain extent, satirists are gadflies who seek to improve the world by
revealing the dlsity of the status quo. However, this comparison between satire and
philosophy is loose and vague. On the one hand, because it is loose and vague, the
comparison to philosophy does not distingui s
such as ctical theory or feminism. On the other hand, if the comparison is pursued more
stringently, it quickly becomes clear that the function of satire does not coincide with that
of philosophy. Most importantly, entertainment has a central function in satireckwlit

does not have in philosophy. Accordingly, the argument that satire is like philosophy risks

ignoring the significance of the genre’ s d
entertainment. In my investigation, | will therefore not stringently pesthe idea that
satire is philosophy, in the same way as some have investigated if film could be philosophy

(see Smith and Wartenberg 2006). Still, 1 will continuously reflect on how the two can
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complement each other. This more nuanced comparison betwsatire and philosophy
serves tohighlight an important existential dimension of the gensehich | introduce

below.

Most often, in scholarship, satire has been compared to ancient philosdpfihe Oxford
Handbook to Philosophy and LiteratuRobert RBranham has argued that philosophy and

satire are related in their willingness to
calling a spade a bloody shovel, of telling
identifies the continuity o philosophical legacy from Socrates to Diogenes the Cynic in the
development of satire (although he is also careful to distinguish the Socratic and Cynic
traditions from each other). According to Branham, the divine mission that Socrates
received from theOracle of Delphi to act as a horsefly and sting the citizens of Athens into

mor al refl ection i s psaetiteiphilosopay as [Sétmteshdidgsute s t h
satirize in public anyone with a reputation for wisdom, to show that reputation to be

baseless by revealing through question and answer the comicdgaelpior) between self

conception and public performance” (2009, 14
Cynic | ater al so set out 0 N a pardkharattaineto mi s s i
nomisma a pun which “expl ointnismawhichacanbmegnui t y i
‘“met al currency'’ (i .e., coinage) or ‘whateve
(i .e., custom or l aw) " (20009askK46) o dhevey
circulation or replace conventional thinkin

fearless acts dfuth telling CJ- NNXK'T a @A 2 670)9., AsA46i denti fied by Br
parrhesiast(frank and candid truthtellef) (92,0 01 4 5)) andef BEgtr 206097 hd
have become common models to frame the natu

efforts.

Several scholars have drawn comparisons between Socrates and Roman satirists.
SpecificallyWilliam S. Andersonhasd ent i fi ed Hor ac e20®E9%3]) ‘' Roman
According to Anderson, the satiric persona developed by Horace, especially in book II of
Satires is not simply a joketysor), but a teacherdoctor) who wears a Socratic mask to tell

the truth laudhingly ¢identem dicere veruin2014 [1963], 22/26/30-1). Anderson identifies

Socratic irony as a reflexive attitude which provides Socrates with a license to criijide (

[1963] 2628). Similar claims about Socratic philosophy and Roman satire have bee
devel oped by C. W. Mendel | , who argues that
field of ethics” ethits9#attical phitbsophy af a gopukaxsarig was y — ©
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th[e] chief field of t he R édlonacenin madidular(10920,t98140). Additionally,

Leon Guil hamet ther Romarrsatitists anaytbé lass Sotraqtio than Horace,

but Socrates invariably appears in their work and always as an object of revéren¢el 9 8 5 ,
3).Gui |l hamet further ex pimself assa flyt dm @& wivineé missjoy, por t
Socrates succeeds in satirizing the city, i
7)., adding that a “role widely adopted by
Guilhamet also argues that satisshide serious claims behind the mask of a fool,
identifying this process as “the perfect i ma
not ugly exterior, professions of ignorance, and absurd contentions, the substance of
wisdom i s t o5, 9.6Guilhametalddes t¢ d ssage frBymposiun(216e

217a)in which Socrates is compared to a Silenus or dirty woodland creature which looks

ugly on the outside but possesses beauty on the inside. This seminal image was also
incorporated by Rabelais Gargantua who, according to Guilhamet, acknowledged that

“the Silenus image bodied forth some truths
10).

In literary studies, the comparison between satire and ancient philosophy has been further
expanded beyond Roman times. Although he sought to downplay the centrality of ethics in

satire, the comparison between satire and Socrates was further developedubiinD

Griffin, on the grounds of a shared function as enquiry and provocation (1994, 44).
Similarly,George A. Test has argued that satire involves aggression and judgement in a
ritual cont ext of pl| ay pagzeimespoondettiat iy, yayirigt he c o
seriously or seriously playing, asexemi f i ed i n S)oTestaso mentions(the 9 9 1 ,
Socratic Silenus as part of a mythological substratum that historically informs satire (1991,

50-1). In an overview of political comedy, Charles E. Sdikewise devotes a chapter to

Socrates, whom he identifies as a divine fool who opposed conventions through humour

and irony (1977, 86).Satire has further been linked th t h a t mo s t serious
di scour se, phil osophy” bgaConel sCehdadd]| i who
and nonserious to the principle oferio luderg(saying what is serious through laughter),

which characterised the satirical writings of the Cynic philosopher, Lucian the Mocker

(2012, 388389). Similarly, Condren stress the crucial role of humour in the literary

tradition of Menippean satire (2012, 389), named after the Cynic philosopher Menippus of

Gadera, and characterised by irony and humour in the servigewohesiaor direct and
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brutal honesty (2012, 383). Siwmnillinks between satire and principles of ancient philosophy

have also been developed in other disciplines.

In film, television and media studies, a comparison between satire and ancient philosophy

was introduced by Jonathan Gray in his monograpfiba Shpsons(2005).Gray equates

the ironic truthtelling of satirical comedy to what Peter Sloterdijk (1987) has called
“kyni(dirom t kyaos d dog)eakcontept Sloterdijk introduced to distinguish his
interpretation of Classical Cynicism from igygm in its modern use. Gray quotes Sloterdijk

when he e x[géspite all apparemtdack of respect, the kynic assumes a basically

serious and upright attitude toward truth and maintains a thoroughly solemn relation,
satiricall vy (Shterdijif 10B7s 296, quotedoin Gray 2006 154). According to

Gr a where tynics have lost faith in the existence of truth, and where their cynicism

serves as a reaction to this loss of faith, kynics hold on to a notion of truth, but since they

see it beng perverted all around them, their cynicism and laughing ridicule serves as a
defense and an offens® tld4t)hi sGrsatyd tse agfp | a fcfaa
satirical comedy was picked up Jeffrey P. Jones (20122W6and Rebecca Higg2014).

Specifically, Higgie arguestiatf k] yni ci sm i s cynicism without
and complements her analysis of Sloterdij k'
parrhesia also derived from Classical Cynicism (2014, 185). She also acknowledges how
satirical trutht el | i ng comes with “the risk of per sc
(Higgie 2014, 195). Higgie does stress that satire is not stkigtlical by nature, simc
“ITt]l]here is probably no satire that s stric
as abusing essential ideas of truth and justice (kynical), and argue that it should change
(kynical), while inevitabl0OM 198ayi ng no truth

Comparisons between satire and ancient philosophy are also commonplace in scholarship
aimed at a general audience, in particular the varibup op cul ture and phil
series According to Mark RalkowsHKihe Colbert Repoig similar toSocratic philosophy, for

both Socrates and Stepn Colbert strike an ironic pose to expose the ignorance of political

and moral authorities(2009). Likewise, John Stewart has been compared to a Socratic

gadfly (Michels and Ventimiglia2007 Barad 200y and modern CynicBarcenas 2007
Specifically) ami e Warner has argued that “Jon Stewae
what Michel Foucault callparrhesid (201 0, 37) . A the ®ailg shovg t o V
functions as a parrhesiastes in our mediasaturaied, consultarddriven political

environment, a trutht el | er i n an environment wher e no
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Similarly South Parland its transgressionsave been framed in a Socratic model (Hanley
2007; Young 2007; Cantor 2Q0alongsideTheSimpsongKeslowit22006, 1523).

Taking stock, comparisons between satire and philosophy are common in scholarship.
However, although they signal sat idendfyits f unct
specificnature and significance. In thiggpect, Alexander Nehamas has explained that
Socrates-eimpt ¥y apehcgd™ which has been interpre
waysafter his death(1998, 185). Similarly, comparisons between satirists and Socrates are

ul ti mately of ‘which leavbssniuch aopeh fornmtedpestation (Nehamas

1998, 186). Similarly, like Socrates, Diogenes left no writinggsawn, which facilitates

the retrospective presentation ofhis phi | osophy as an amal gam
characteristics (Navia 189 22) Accordingly, there is a danger that Classical Cynicism
develops into an overly baggy and almost meaningless concept, as exemplified in works like

I an CGynitisenrfrons Diogenes to Dilbé2005). Cutler has linked the philosophy of

Diogenes to a vasty of figures and movements, including Jeremy Paxman, Dada,
Nietzsche, Beckett, H.L. Menckdévionty Python South Parlas well as the titulaDilbert

However, if almost any oppositional practice can be linked to Classical Cynicism, such
comparisons beame al mo st meaningl ess. Moreover, exnp
suggest that satire is in the same league as some media from which it really ought to be
distinguished, includin@ilbert cartoons. In this respect, American satirical cartoonist Dan

Perkns, better known as Tom Tomorrow, hadiculed Dilbert and its reception (fig. 1)
because it “had a reputation as a critiqgue

comic strip about the3b6anal i ties of office |
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SOMETHING'S NoT QUITE RIGHT HERE, GUYS...You
POKE (ONSTANT FUN AT STUPID (ORPORATE BE-
HAVIOR-- BUT NEVER EXPMINE THE UNDERLYING
|REASONS FOR THAT BEHAVIOR...YOU HAVE BE-
COME THE CHAMPIONS OF MILLIONS OF IN-
SECURE AND BELEAGUERED OFFICE WORKERS--
AND YET 5¢oTT ADAMS * TolD NEWSWEEK HE
ISUPPORTS CORPORATE DOWNSIZING!

GEEZ, DOGBERT,
MY B055 DOESNT
KNOW THE DIFF-
ERENCE BETWEEN
THE WORLD WIDE
WEB AND HIS

WELL, I WOULDN'T
WANT To BORROW
HIS POWERBOOK !

T'M BEGINNING To THINK You'RE PRO-
VIDING A VALVABLE SERVICE FOR
ALL THOSE 1DIoTic BOSSES Yfou PARoDY-
|8Y GIVING THEIR EMPLOYEES A SAFETY
VALVE THAT’S JUST EDGY ENoUGH To

THAT REMINDS ME..
HAVE YOU CALLED OUR
BROKER LATELY?

RING TRUE, WITHOUT INSPIRING ANY-
ONE To ACTUALLY QUESTioN THE FUN-
DAMENTAL ASSUMPTIONS OF COR-
PORATE AMERICA...ANP WHICH, oF
(OURSE, FITS NICELY oN A PLETHORA
OF SPIN-OFF MERCHANDISE!

YEAH--HE SAYS WERE
RICHER THAN BILL

Figurel

As Tom To mor Diberclasifies amparisoas taoCtlassical Cynicism are not only
too inclusive to establish anything speci f

philosophy, but generate undue ambiguity by drawing illegitimate paraltetgiier media.

One particularly vague characterisation of (
has been criticised as a hotchpotch of ideas borrowed from Diogenes, Nietzsche, Heidegger

and New Age spirituality (Devos and Achterhuis 2006pGI985). Most importantly, albeit
kynicism has been said to eS3lotedikgpraedrded biat i r e’
Critique of Cynical Reasas an attack on the critical tradition of Enlightenment (1987, xxx).
Specifically, Sloterdijk expligi targeted the tradition of critical theory which he accused of

a "European neurosis [that] sees happiness ¢
achieve it. This compulsion has to be overcome. The critical addiction to making things

better hast o be gi ven up” (Sl oterdijk 1987, X X
HeideggeriarGelassenheifreleasementa nd ar gues that “in a nonpr
acting, a letting happen and a nonintervention, higher qualities of insight can come to

exr ession than in any deed” (1987, 540) .
Nietzsche, Sloterdijk argues thatDi ogenes i s the real founder
287) and e xymtabreasos cutmmates in th¢ Kndwledgdecried as riilism—

that we must snub the grand goals”™ (1987, 1

cannot be nihilistic enough (..) [i]l]n that mc
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let go of the idea of good as a goal and to devote itself to whalréady theré ( 198 7, 19°¢

original emphasis). Sl oterdijk further asc
component” to Diogenes’s <character, addi ng
Buddha, the ego itself, which had taken things so seriolisg,bu ghs i tsel f to de

144),

In Critique of Cynical Reaso8loterdijk explicitly compared kynicism to satire. Sloterdijk

called the “first Gay Science” of Diogenes a

Diogenes inaugurates the Gay Scielbgetreating serious sciences in a tongne
cheek manner. How much truth is contained in something can be best determined by
making it thoroughly laughable and then watching to see how much joking around it
can take. For truth is a matter that can standakery, that is freshened by any ironic

gesture directed at itWhatever cannot stand satire is false (1987, 287).

This idea that laughter is a test of truth, also developed by Shaftesbury (2001 [1711], 1.11),

has sometimes been used in the service of klshing humour as central to philosophy

(Zwart 1996, 200; Amir 20140ff) . However, Sl oterdijk contend
was ostracised in the philosophical academy

in opposition to the Frankfurt $ool, which he considered as the philosophical

establishment at the ti me, Sl oterdijk stress
“what we in our scientific tradition call/l ‘
thatnolongerunde st ands itself” (1987, 287) . Critice
by Hor khei mer, aimed to expose the falsity ¢
(.0 influence” that realises “emanciphation f

satisfies the nrBO®Rs246. BdconrasywRotesdifk idenfifies kynicism

as tshlfe eVVvel ati on of trut h?” which “for t he a

(1987, 541).

| mportantly, S| ot e r amcyitkiue aind erixicpl theotyicdntragts vétls o c i a't
comparisons between kynicism and satire in scholarship. At the same time as applying
kynicism to the satire ofThe SimpsonsJonathan Gray also introduced an updated
conception of Ha b e rlanfy thé sociap and political fungtioneofrtlee t o ¢
series as <critique (2005, 104) . Mor eover, r

between satire and philosophy exactly highligletivistqualities associated with critique. In
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this respect, Erich Bnner opensCiritical TheoryA Very Short Introductionvith the

argument that

“Ipl]ilosophy has evidenced a subversive
called conventional wisdom into question. He subjected {stapding beliefs to
rational scrutiny and speculated about concerns that project beyond the agisti

order. What beitcaltheoyaewhubabkt®  on this | ega

So rather than substantiating or clarifying the suggested links with philosophy, comparisons
between satire and kynicism ultimately obscure the philosophical role as critique which

scholars seek to ascribe to satire.

Alternatively, Michel Foucault introduced a rigorous conception of Classical Cynicism which

does highlight a critical dimension (2011).the same time, he attributes a pivotal place to

Classical Cynicism in the history of Western philosophy and culture which is stimulating but
suggestive. According to Foucault, through their radical free speephrdnesia the cynics
introducedamodebf t he ‘true’ life (or the Iife |iyv
impact (2011, 287). More specifically, Foucault argued that the Cynics revealed the life
devoted to t otet"h ammsdd ropgpiosaxldl  0“ conventional
315, original emphas)s Foucault has suggested that this concept of the true life asttzar

life has been progressively ignored in academic philosophy, but has had various cultural
manifestations over time, including Christian asceticism, politictitsdism and modern art

(2011, 181ff). While Foucault passed away before he could substantiate these suggestions,
some scholars have identifiemntemporarysatire as one such form glarrhesiaor brutal

truth-telling in opposition to mainstream culture iigie 2014; Warne2010). Nevertheless,

although satire is to some extent oppositional, it does not share the radical otherness which
Foucault rightfully ascribes to Classical Cynicism (after all, Diogenes literally lived like a dog

on the street). While ritical and oppositional, the likes of commercial satirists like John

Oliver and Samantha Bee are hardly radically outside the mainstream. Likewise, in Roman

ti mes, satirists were al/l part of a cul tur a

parrhesiaframe satire as more radical than it really is.

Mor eover, anal ytic phil osophers i ke Mar t h
reconceptualisation of philosophy on the mod
deeply pr obl B)miussbaurh ha¢ tri@ically highlighted that for Foucault

“phil os op teghniqussdaspis prr acft i ces for the formatio
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which overlooks that “lw] hat is distinctive
they asert that philosophy and nothing else, is the art [of living] we require, an art that
deals in valid and sound argument s, an art t
emphasis). In other words, although Foucault rightfully highlightsssglifation as central

to ancient philosophy, analytic philosophers like Nussbaum have complained that his
conception of philosophy as an aesthetics of life does not duly acknowledge the singularity

of philosophy, nor the centrality of reason and argumentatamthe distinctive methods

through which philosophy aspires to truth. Albeit Nussbaum also incorppeatexistential
component in her philosophy, she does try toc
praxis to the standards of analytic philosopBy contrast, thinkers who have been inspired

by Foucault’'s aesthetics of |l i fe have often
academic philosophy. Take Joep Dohmen, who lectures atsthall University of

Humanistic Studies in Utrecht alongsidganising philosophical holidays, or Michel Onfray,

who founded the Université Populairdn Caen and publishes prolifically as a public

intellectual.

The comparison between satire and philosophy
life is unlikelyto convince many analytic philosophers. In this respect, addressing the

question whether satire could qualify as moral philosophy, Nicholas Diehl has concluded

that “for analytic philosophers, satilte is a
does grant that “satire has a closer kinshipg
recogni zed” and even argues “that it i's po

tradition through satire” (2012lppsi&Bcritiue Accor
through an analogy between a fictional representation and a-wemld target, which is a

legitimate philosophical technique (2013, 313). Nevertheless, Diehl stresses he does not
“think that the history thoekamgles bfiworks ofpart thhat i d e s
are simultaneously works of philosophy” (201
aesthetic concerns of satire do not necessarily concur with the moral concerns of
philosophy, adding that standard features of isat like ridicule, often develop into

philosophical flaws, such asl hominemattacks (2013, 319). For this reason, Diehl explains

that it would wultimately be “deeply wuncharit
subset of moral philosophytah er t han as a categorically dis
same ti me, he argues that satire could in pr

rough desiderata from our study of the borders of satire and of good philosophical practice
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and thenbuild (perhaps in thought experiment) the sort of work that will satisfy the terms
of both” (2013, 320). Yet, although such
be philosophy, it is problematically artificial as satire.other words, it is Ighly unlikely

that an actual satire would also be philosophy.

In conclusion, comparisons between satire and philosophy are problematic. On the one
hand, comparisons in scholarship outside philosophy, sometimes rooted in models
developed in the continentatradition, lack precision and misconstrue either satire or
philosophy. On the other hand, when pursued more stringently, the comparison between
actual satire and academic philosophy is a-starter. Nevertheless, albeit in a loose sense,
this comparisoris not without value because it rightfully situates satire and philosophy in
the same existenti al “ball park’ . The wvag
philosophy are together in this existential ballpark because they share a concern for trut
critigue and emancipation. In Western culture, this existential concern has commonly been
traced to Socrates. Still, this existential ballpsrxpansive and, apart from philosophy and
satire, contains many other practices, including critical thearg Beminism. Moreover, in

this existential ballpark, satire and philosophy are distinguished because they play ball
differently. Satire does not share the same commitment to reason and argumentation as
philosophy, while entertainment is not as central thilpsophy as to satire. On the grounds

of this difference, satire is not in any sense really philosophy. Instead, | consider it more
fruitful to investigate the existential significance satire may have exactly because it is not

philosophy.

Throughout thisthesis, | will develop the idea that satire can complement philosophy in
significant ways because it has certain freedoms which academic philosophy lacks.
Specifically, | will investigate the freedoms satire has as a fictional genre, whereas
philosophy isa paradigm of no#iiction. Concretely, albeit fiction is epistemically perilous, |
will argue that satire can make moderate cognitive contributions to a moral project of
critique because it can exploit imaginative techniques in ways unavailable to pgtikasb

do not claim that satire rivals epistemic best practice in philosophy, but it can nonetheless
complement philosophical investigation in moderate ways. Moreover, although satire
shares amoral commitment to critigue with philosophy, as fiction, thenge also hasa

l icense to pursue the purpose of entertai
purpose to entertain abates its purpose to critique, | will revalue entertainment in satire as

a therapeutic strategy to cope with existential issudsat follow from its moral
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commitment to critique. Concretely, my metthical investigation will reveal that critique
and its emancipatory ideal is indispensable, yet the demands of critigheéo madden and
depress if unabated In this respect, entertament in satire can function as a
therapeutically mature strategy to cope with the absurd gap between the demands of
critique and its limitsAccordingly, my investigation will frame the significance of satire as
negotiating a fundamental and irresolvabtenflict in ethical life between the care for

others and the care of self.
3. CHAPTER OUTLINE

In the first chapter, | will define satire as a genre with the purpose to critique and entertain.
Satire’'s definitive pur pvtases toltsanceptionasageare and
classification in Roman times and remains to guide interpretation and appreciation of works

to this day. This definitive combination of critique and entertainment supportatital

practices which distinguish satirgofn more frivolous representationgnd practices
includingfooling aroundand shock humour, as well as more solemn critical representations

and practices such as feminist philosophy and British social realist cinema. On the one

hand, critique is a broaglmoral pursuit, which involves taking a stand against a certain
discourse or practice. On the other hand, entertainment is a broadly aesthetic pursuit,

whi ch, I wi || expl ain, i nvol ves del i ght i n
purposes of dtique and entertainment can fruitfully interact in good satire, they are
nonetheless propelled by concerns which often pull in contrastive directions. Whereas
critique is motivated by the concern to make the world a better place, entertainment
involves efpying the easy pleasures of the world as it is. In this respect, satire is defined by

a tension between the moral concerns that propel critique and the pursuit of unexalted
aesthetic pleasures in entertainment. This tension between ethics and aesth&ptares

the ambiguous status of satire: hailed for its truthful moral interventions, enjoyed for its
aesthetic pleasures, but also dismissed as frivolous pastime that cultivates cynicism. In the
following chapters,| will address this ambiguith y i nv e st i g a tdéfinitye how s

tension determines its nature, function and significance.

I n the second chapter, I wi || frame the sig
critique and entertainment as corresponding t fundamental coflict in ethical life
between the care for others and the care of self. | will explain that entertainment in satire is

not simply instrumental to critique and neither is satire more effective as critique because
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it entertains. Still, | do not consideratflaw of the genre thait abates the moral demands

of critique by pursuing the unexalted aesthetic pleasures of entertainment. | will introduce
ametaet hi c al i nvestigati on r gealisne h safeguardSthemo n
genr e’ s fitigonecirtlighbaf commson anxieties about truth and ethics in the wake
of postmodernism. At the same time, my megthical investigation will reveal the limits of
critique. Although critique can highlight what is wrong with the world, it would be naive to
think that it can wholly emancipate the world. Moreover, an unabated commitment to
critique is psychologically destructivEhis absurd gap between the need for critique and its
limits is a fundamental conflict in ethical life which is psychologically medic if
unaddressed. In this respect, | will argue that entertainment in satire has a therapeutic
function to abate the limits of critiquel will develop this therapeutic dimension of

entertainment in satire by di swcavecationsgo Hu

Bl

me'’

di spel phil osophical mel anchol y. I n this r

unexalted aesthetic pleasures of entertainment. The aim of this investigation is not to
resolve the tension between critique and entertainment in satingt frame its significance

in an existential framework.

In the third chapter, | will investigate the contributions of satire as critique, even if they are

moderate. My investigation will challenge hy

politi ¢ a | i mpact . Such overestimations of
pernicious because they set the genup for failure by introducing expectations it cannot
uphold. Since empirical evidence suggests that the political impact of satire biesa
minimal, my investigation will focus on the cognitive value it may have as critique. | will
argue that the cognitive value of satire is moderate, but significant. Concretely, | will defend
the ideathat good satire can teach nemivial truths, including moral truths, but satirical
truth is best understood as an introduction to an issue which requires further investigation
or an interesting perspective which needs to be nuanced or complemented with further
inquiry. Such a cognitive function can bentwious, but should not be overestimated. At

the same time, | caution that satire can deceive. The same fictional techniques which
sometimes generate cognitive value in satire are also the ones responsible for cognitive
flaws on other occasion$pecifially, | will compare satirical representations to cartoons
and caricatures to highlight that they capitalise on imaginative techesicqassociated with
fiction. I'n | ight of satire’s fictional

cognitivismto highlightthe relative merits of the genralongsideits particular dangers. The
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aim of this investigation is to intervene in a polarised debate between all too enthusiastic

supporters and overly pessimistic detractors

In the final chapter, | will further develop the idea of satire as therapy. Specifically, | will
explain that satirists often cultivate a humorous irony to cope with the limits of critique.
Such humorous irony typically manifests itself as a hopeful pessimisropeless
optimism, which perm# satirists to pursue critique without being crushed by existential
absurdity. In this respect, many satirists frame their satire as a way to remain sane in mad
world they cannot wholly cure. My investigation will be subst@ed by recent
psychological research into the effects of humour and irony on psychological wellbeing.
However, since methodological difficulties prevent to wholly transpose these findings to
satire, | will develop a philosophical investigation to coraally clarify the therapeutic
dimension of humorous and ironic strategies in the genre. Concretely, | will frame the
therapeutic function of humour and irony in satire as narrative strategies to cope with the
absurd gap between the demands of critique atgdlimits. For one, | will argue that ironic
ridicule in satire fosters a symbolic victory over politically powerful targets by highlighting
their normative deficiency. Moreover, humorous irony in satire introduces a therapeutic
distance from the psychogical trauma of critique. In this manner, satire is significant
because it cultivates a humorous irony as a plausible therapeutic function in coming to
terms with the absurd gap between the demands of critique and its limits. For this reason,
further research about satire should focus less on proving that satire changes the world and

more on how it copes with it.
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CHAPTER ONE: DEFINING SATIRE (AND WHY A DEFINITION MATTERS)
1. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, | develop a definition sétire as a genre with the purpose to critigaed
entertain. This definitionelucidates the nature and function of satire, specifies its
significance by distinguishing it from frivolous as well as more serious representations, and
delimits pathways for amvestigation into the value of satire, which | will develop in the
rest of this thesis. My proposal to develop a definition of satire challenges the current
consensus in scholarship that satire cannot and need not be defined (e.g. Diehl 2043, 311
312;Marshall 2013, 5; Quintero 2007, &-reudenburg; 2001, Lriffin 1994, 4; Test 1991,

7). The consensus is that satire can only be characterised on the grounds of a cluster of
non-essential features or, in Wittgensteinian terms, family resemblances (Corkb22).

On this proposal, typical characteristics of satire (which are by no means necessary or
sufficient conditions) include absurdity, analogy, attack, critiqa@tdsy, humour, irony,
mockery,and transgression. However, such a cluster account ibl@mmatic because it
supports a pernicious ambiguity in international media contexts by not appropriately
distinguishing satire from other representations. Specifically, a cluster account inadequately

acknowledges the difference between satire and frivoldosling around or gratuitous
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shock humour. Concretely, a satire which targets politics,Udst Week Tonight with John
Oliver (HBO, 2014res.), takes a moral stand and therefore differs from media which
cultivate ridicule for the sake of insultorafeu st f ool i ng Moakdhe Wdek | i

(2005pres.). Yet, a cluster account does not acknowledge this fundamental difference and,

thus misconstruing satire’s serious nature

misunderstandings about sagiin public discussions. For this reason, a definition matters.

At the same time satire is not solemn. Although satire has a moral dimension which

frivolous fooling around or gratuitous shock humour lack, by itself, it is also without the

firmness ofactvist st r at egi es | i ke hunger strikes or

Guernica As opposed to activism or other critical art, satire lileest Week Tonighdlso

i ncorporates easy pleasures’, including |
just critique, but it also entertains. In this respect, | propose to define satire as a genre
which has since Roman times guided interpretation and evaluation of works on the grounds
of their purpose to critique and entertain. This proposal not only wigatishes satire from
gratuitous offensiveness and frivolous fooling around, but also from critical representations
which are straightforwardly solemrMoreover, this definition highlights a fundamental
tension which singularises satire as a genre. Morei§ipally, satire is distinct because of a
tension between critique, a broadly moral pursuit, and entertainment, a pursuit of
‘unexalted’ aesthetic pleasures. Al t hough
concur, and must do so to a certain extém good satire, they are nonetheless propelled by
concerns which often pull in contrastive directions. Accordingly, satire is singularised by a
tension between the moral responsibilities that propel critique and the aesthetic pursuit of
pleasurable feetigs in entertainment. This tension between ethics and aesthetics explains
the ambiguous status of satire: hailed for its truthful moral interventions, enjoyed for its
aesthetic pleasures, but also dismissed as frivolous pastime that cultivates cynicism.
Highlighting this fundamental tension between critique and entertainment, my proposal
attenuates this amigjuity by eliciting the twefold nature of satire and outlining pathways

for further investigation into its value and significance, which | will punsdbkis thesis.
2. THE PERNICIOUS AMBIGUITY OF SATIRE

The | abels cutrently tpermiceously ambiguousn international media contexts,
representations are casually identified as satire, while there are good reasons to argue that
they really are somethingelsEoncr et e exampl es i ncMeckltke t he

Weekmost of theiaitiat!l e She daly Masioa Thé Onlogand the
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“sat i r irup eomedy of FrankiedBoyl€hese conflations are pernicious because they
misconstrue the nature, function and significance of sati®pecifically inappropriate
classification bworks as satire make the genre appear less morally serious than it really is,
if not gratuitous. Recently, some scholars and critics have challenged this casual
classification of works as satire in international media contexts. For example, they argue
that satire likeThe Daily Show with Jon Stewart The Colbert Repgrivhich set out to
critique politics, should be distinguished frompresentations that simply ridicule politics,
including The Tonight Show with Jay Le(lBC,1992-2009 (Peterson 2008.11) and
Saturday Night LiveNBC, 197%res.)(Day and Thompson 2013)he latterkinds of media

are sometimes referred to ds p s esuadt oil agre€ with these scholars and critics that the
distinction between satire and pseudsatire is important, but fien ignored in international
media contexts. In order to theoretically support this distinctiomprépose todevelop a

definition of satire.

To clarify, he distinction between satire and uncritical representations sometimes called

pseudasatire isno mere academic dispute, butolds political significanc&ver time, the

| abel satire has become a political t ool
Already in early twentieth century Germany, Kurt Tucholsky (1919) defended the alleged
crassnes of satire on the grounds that satirists are offended idealists, allowed to go to any
lengths in exposing malice. Similarly, the contemporary transgressio8suth Parkhave

been defended as “fart jokes wit hiltinatelimgher p
of any such ridicule and all satiric attack, even via scatology, is always correction and
change” (Stratyner and Keller 20009, 3) . Ho w
defended in the name of * s Sothi Parkdnd theVgatirel e t he
described by Tucholsky are legitimate because they incorporate a moral dimension of
critique, not all transgressive media currert
Sometimes the | abel ‘ fstaajusiify uewarrahtedriransgressiors a s a
Accordingly, thenature, function andsignificance ofreal satire risks being diluted by
association to frivolous fooling around and gratuitous shock humour. Therefore, it is
necessary to develop a more precise delimitation of satire tincommonplace in

contemporary international media contexts.

The perniciousess of al |l too casual applications
international media contexts becomes clear when considering a few recent examples. The

Belgian TV showe Ideale WereldCanvas,2016present) is commonly marketed and
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received as d@e, but it does not approach topical events with moral seriousness. Instead,

the programme revels in silliness. Case in polbe ldeale Wereldapproaches the
commemoration of theCharlie Hebdattacks in Paris as an opportunity for absurdist

comedy, byapproaching the event as a historicaleractment of a medieval battlé “ E e n
reenact ment v an . Whila such leumokireid @hidy” inconsequential and

innocent, conflating it with satire nonetheless obscures the moral seriousness and
significanceof the genre. Moreover, more problematically, similar conflations facilitate the
defence of vicious shock humour as ‘satire’
Jan Roos sought to defend homophobic and misogynistic jokes by situating thdma in t

cont ext of a “ 'Pa a winelkimy &rdnslasoh)oAlohg thle same lines, the

| awyer of Bel gian author Her man Brussel mans
Dutch singes ongwr i ter Anouk and her si xslutwho!| dr en,
refuses to swallow the pill?"”, by arguing “I

exaggerate” (Cardoen 2017, my t umaomediant | on) .

Frankie Boyle mocked the di s abandkyiroadcaster gl a mo

Channel 4 defended his staudp a ct as a “satirical comment
whose | ives have been played out in the me
ambiguity of the | abel ‘ s at & coetéxts is perncious t e mp o

not only because it obscures timaorally serioushature and significance of real satire, but

because it has become a fig leaf to justify downright nasty humour.

Summing up, astringent delimitationof satire matters because the omal nature and
significance of the genre cannot be understood without distinguishing it from both
inconsequential silliness and gratuitous offensivenéssvhat follows| will arguethat such

a stringent delimitation can only be supported by a defimitaf satire.Nonetheless, a good
definition must also acknowledge that appraisals of satire as critlgueupportersare

often hyperbolic and overestimate its social and political impact. In appraisassbiVeek

Tonight John Oliver wasommonlypraised f or “destroy[ing]"” (Barr
and “annihilat[ing]” (Reed 2016) Donald Tr ui
Regardless, Oliver's satire had little i mpac

hyperbolic praise of cdne mp or ary sat i r e’ s placeim doriteenpotaryi mp a c t
online medi a. Yet , these overestimations o]
pernicious as casual conflations with frivolous fooling around or gratuitous shock humour,

because theget the genre up for failure by stipulating unrealistic conditions for its success.
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In response, satirists like Oliver have often pragmatically downplayed the moral seriousness

discernible in theirworkyd i s mi ssi ng any | ar gewe 'sreen snea koifn gn
a comedy show” (Marchese 2016). At the same
prove easily refuted in analysis bast Week Tonigh©Oliver rightly highlights that satire is

by itself not as solemn and grave as other forms ritfiqeie, including political rallies or

British social realist cinem&rucially, atirists like Oliver also set out to entertain their

audience. For this reasonwiill propose to define satire as a genre with the purpose to

critique and entertain.This cfinition will overcome the pernicious ambiguity between

satire and gratuitous offensiveness or frivolous fooling around, but also acknowledge its

distinctness from straightforwardly solemn critique.

3. THE PROTEAN VARIETY OF SATIRE

My proposal to develop definition of satire challenges a large consensus in contemporary
scholarship. A definition of satirevhich stipulates necessary and sufficient conditioss
commonly dismissed as impossible because of
Weinbrot 2005, 3; Knight 2004, 31; Ball 2003, 165; Bogel 2001, 4; Gill 1995, ix; Test 1991,
256; Hodgart 1969, 13; Kernan 1959, 7). Kirk Freudenburg has argued that

[t] he central guestion put to Roman sati
antiquity scholaasshave struggled to identify that
shifting surfaces of [Roman satirists wr]i t( n)y st hat woul d all ow

variety of their works by means of a single, streamlined generic formula (2001, 1).

According to Freudenlrg, the challenge to define satire has remained unresolved, simply
“because ‘it’ is not there” (2001, 1) . | nst e
concept. In particular, Conal Condrlas argued that satire cannot be defined but must

insted be characterised “by wvirtue of a contin
overl ap sufficiently between members of the
386).To clarify, fia concept can only be characterised by a cluster accounieans that

“there are no properties that are individually necessary conditions for [an] object to fall

under [that] concept”, which entails that (
fixing individually necessary anaintly sufficientc ondi t i ons f @ R74)iln ” ( Gal

other words, while a definition would identify essential conditions for satire, a cluster
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account denies that there is at least one condition that all satire must posBesghis

reason, a cluster account and afihition of satire are rival theories.

The appeal ofa cluster account of satire, which does not have the onus to establish
individuallynecessary angbintly sufficient conditions, has only increased since antiquity.
Susan H. Br aund dongaoseits [satireh denoted d specifict fdrra of
literature” but “[f]lor wus, it denotesaa tone
novel, a letter, a play, a Ocxfard EnglishrDjctiorsary ¢ o mi ¢
confirms the varied se of satire (and related lemma) and highlights the terminological
expansion to norartistic contexts.In its artistic sense, théhird edition of the OEDstill
primarily <characterises satire as *“[ a] [ it e
senes”, specifically a “film, or other work o
ridicule to expose and criticize prevailing immorality or foolishness, esp. as a form of social

or political C c-amistie sensa,rsatire has tomeoi tde nmare “ [t ] he

derisive humour or i r on)\OEDRoutlads a sirsilar distipciion a | of

for the adjectives satiric and satirical
or rel ating t oeaonasrattiisrtei”c asnedn,s ei,n ptrh nci pal |
sarcastically critical or mocking attitude to a person, situation, etc., esp. one viewed as
fool i sh or i mmoral .” A cluster account i s
accommodat eteas aarietyr Gonverselp, ICendradmits that a cluster account
risks to be “insufficiently restrictive” (20
cluster account is that it ultimately misconstrues the nature and significance of satire
becaug it inappropriately distinguishes the genre from other representatioiibe

challenge of a definition is therefore to outline essential conditions for satire while

accommaodating iténfamous protean variety

The | abel ‘“satire’ la sasiety afireprasgraatiobssineenantigytyp | | e d t
Et ymol ogically denot i(Gavers 20k)ddtire was charactesédh ot ¢ h p c
by variety from the moment it originated as a classification of poetry in Roman times
(Classen 1988). The label was originally appliediszellaneous writings, such as those of

Ennius, but later came to denote a kind of sardonic poetry, with Horacesndl and

Persiusas exponentgBraund 1996, xiFreudenburg 2001, 4Furher complications arose

in the Renaissance, when prose writings in the style of Menippus the Cynic, whose own

work predates Roman satire, were also identified as satire, while dlassification

‘Meni ppean satire’ was transposed to conten
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(Relihan 2005, 109). Furthermore, European popular culture already showcased
manifestations of satire before the word was introduced in vernacular languagesdiing

English in the early sixteenth century (Gray 2015, 193). Since then, variety of the
classification ‘satire’ h ate litevary wgrks dffrrancaisa s e d  a
Rabelais in the 16th century, John Dryden in the 17th century,tdangSwift in the 18th

century, Jane Austen in the 19th century, Margaret Atwood in the 20th century and Paul

Beatty in the 21st century.

Moreover, satire is not exclusively literary. Satire manifests itself in various media, including
films of Charlie Giplin, standup comedy of Mort Sahl, television shows with Samantha
Bee, caricatures of Daumier, cartoons of Aaron McGruder, murals of Banksy and songs of
Pussy Riot. Scholars have also highlighted the geographic dispersion of satire in the
practices of Cinese netizengRea 2013)contemporary Nigerian poetry (Akingbe 2014),
anti-Stalinism in the Soviet Union (Ryan 2008 in Persian culture (van Gelder 1990) and
political talk shows in Hungary (I mried 2012) .
to sociohistorical contexts themselves unfamiliar with the concept, most prominently
ancient Greece (which had no word equivalent to the Rosetra) or the folk literature

of the Khoi, an indigenous people of preselaty South Africa (Wittenberg 20L4rhe ambit

of satire is also often expanded to include perhaps less obvious examples, such as Jimi

Hendrix's |live performances of “The Star Spa

Tol st oy’ s nWarandBeacéOomelly 2018 Mawgs 2Q0.

Likewise, whole literary traditions have been reinterpreted as satirical, such as the late
Victorian realism of Thomas Hardy and George Gissing (Matz 2010) or the modernism of
James Joyce and Virginia Wool falsooffem gperataesh 201 2
in tandem with other c | a s ®istrici c(2009), avimchis Take
commonly understood as satire and science fiction. Furthermore, sometimes only specific

parts of works are qualified as satirical. For examplearge is the New Black\etflix,

2013pres.) has moments of satire from season three onwards, when the Federal
Department of Corrections sells Litchfield Penitentiary to a private company, Management

& Correction Corporationre’Fipatckegds t har rcd val
contexts. The speeches of Sir Edward Clay, former British High Commissioner to Kenya,

have been analysed as satirical (Harrington, and Manji 2013). Another example could be

Ni gel Farage’ s infamous {fiskPeedidem of the Europkamr ma n v

36



Council, whom he quipped had “the cha+i sma c

grade bank clerk”, f urnéateiromndalsinsn sy gaddisnaml
because you come from Belgium, which of is&uis pretty muchanenount r y” (201
Whatever the merit of Farage’' s pol i tThec s, hi :

Daily Shovor Last Week Tonight

This brief overview testifies to the protean variety of satire, which has led schdilkes

Robert CElliott, to concludethat [ n] o strict definition can en
word that signifies, on one hand, a kind of
or tone that manifests itself in many literary genres buh @so enter into almost any kind

of human c o mmu n Bubsaqueénto gerierationt @f8sg¢holars have heeded

Elliott s warning wel |, and there is nowadays a
be defined (Marshall 2013,-2; Quintero 2007, 6; Gfin 1994, 4; Test 1991, 7). In

particular, Conal Condren (2012) has developed a strong case against individually necessary

and jointly sufficient conditions for satire. Dismissing a definition, Condren has instead
characterised satire on the grounds ofchuster of variable criteria or, in Wittgensteinian

terms, nonessential family resemblances (2012, 3&6xsimilar cluster account had already

been suggested billiotthi msel f, who ¢l ai med that “there
the useshdof i ¢$ a firndentessentalprogerty, it could be so general as to

be useless for pur po sulsclustdr acdoantsihave dftéeng@mven ( 1 9 6 ¢
strong in contemporary aes Bltlesteiteasryofdramdc | udi ng
Stacie Friend' s (2012) theory of fiction. A
such cluster accounts may seem enough reason to abandon a definition of satire. However,

in the case of satire, the absemof a definition missesvhat | willidentify asa key tension

at the base of satire between critigue and entertainment. For this reason, | will challenge

the cluster account of satire and introduce a definition of satire as a genre with the purpose

to critique and entertain.

For the record | do not dismiss the value of cluster accounts ovetadter,in Chapter
Three I wi || ctlestee atabuntFof fictiem Actosdingly, | will argue thiagre
are some characteristics which are typicdilfiction, but nd one definitive chara@ristic
that fiction must have that sets it apart from ndiction. Still, it remains possible to
establish whether a work is fictiomn the ground otriteria which count toward its fictional

status (although there will be some ambiguous casE®wever,in the case ofsatire, a
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cluster account imot normativelyadequatebecause icannot similarlyground a distinction
between satire and scalled pseudesatire. The problem is that satire typically shares
multiple characteristics with pseuegatire, be itirony, ridicule, analogy, attacKantasy,
absurdity,etc. The difference between the two really hinges on one essential criterion, i.e.
all satire must critique. Since a cluster account wouwlghsider critique a family
resemblance, but not a necessaryndition, it can therefore notadequately distinguish
satire from pseudesatire. Further, my proposal is thasatire must not simply critique, but
also entertain-Thisnecessaryonditionof entertainmentdoes not further distinguish satire
from pseudesatire, but rather accommodates why confusion between the two is rife.
Il nstead, as I wi || cl ar i fy, distmguishis rit efrons pur pc
straightforwardly solemn critiqueincluding other critical artin conclusionin its weakest
formulation, my proposal is that critigue and entertainment are two necessary conditions
which set satire apart from pseuekatire and other critical art. As it stands, this weak
proposalwould already improven the normative inadequacy ofduster accounbf satire

Yet, | willdevelopthe strong formulation of this proposal, which is that the purposes to
critigue and entertain are jointly sufficiento define satire (and | will address

counterexamples to this proposal below).
4. DEFINING SARE AND WHY IT MATTERS

Satire may be infamously protean, but there is nonetheless aréital consensus that

some works <currently identified as satire
something elsel will frame the political significancef this artcritical distinction below.

Now, | will develop the argument that this agtitical distinction can only be upheld by a
definition of satire, not a cluster accounAs mentioned, he artcritical distinction

introduced by scholars and criticsbhetween the real satire of, say, Samantha Bee and John

Oliver, and the s@ al | e d -s ‘ap $ eSatdrdayoNight Liver Jay Leno (Day and
Thompson 2013, 180; McClennen 2011, 70; Jones 2010, 10; Hendra 1987, 24). Russell

Peterson distinguishes betweénc o mabdwp ol i ti ¢cs”, whi ch sti mul a

cynicism, and genuine satire, which uses ¢
(Peterson 2008, 9, original emphasik)kewise, wen accepting the Herblock Prize for
editorial cartooning in2 0 1 4 , Jen Sorensen inscribed her
tradition by explaining that “he drew from
innocuous, crowepleasing Jay Lemdt y | e Agsingias "distinction was ironically

acknowledged by th German comedian Jan BOhmermann in his prograrNee Magazin
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Royale (ZDFneo,31 March 201§ which although marketed as satire, he nonetheless
sought to distingwudzsh@®d®&Dsme mseea)l. sSacanarttdi maess |

has also been equatle t o “Il ampoon” or a descriptive |

rather than objective and s28phisticated anal

In particular, scholarship of contemporary satire on American television has highlighted a

critical dimension whichdistinguishes it from secalled pseudesatire. Discussing satirical

news parodies likd'he Daily Show with Jon Stewf@omedy Central, 19982015)and The

Colbert Repor(Comedy Central, 200%014), Jeffrey P. Jones arguesthas at i r e- i s a
knuckled ¢ i t i que of power"” (2009, 83) . Similar
programmdd ngésng critiqgue in the AmbearBPay of g«
identifies satirical documentaries (likdorgan Spurlock Super Size M@004) and media
activism( | i ke Billionaires for Bush) as “critic
political di s c o BaplHaeMcCldnizia gxplaihg that[, s [4at)i.r e’ s ai r
of fer soci al criticism” (McClennen 20tl1, 70)
to cause change?”-6)(IMbeCsamenveimdPrterseroqudies Charles E.
Schutz who argues that “the purpose of sat
change” (Peterson 2008, 169) . -ditical somensus at e mer
that satire serves a critical if not emancipatory function which distinguishes it from mere

fooling around, also commonly identified as psetsaadire.

Pseudesatire is to be distinguished from satire because it lacks a morally serious dimension
ofcritique. Concretely, although both are of
significant difference between the satire dhst Week Tonight with John Olivaand the

pseudasatire ofMock the Weekthe show on which Oliver debuted before mayito The

Daily Show with Jon Stewarln its first seasonl.ast Week Tonighteceived a Peabody

Award for distinguished and meritorious publ
even cl oser t oge tTheDbaly Slio® Ovith4phn SaRviwasialvaaded vy ,
three Peabody Awards for its “biting politi
spl[eaking] truth t o MpchteWetks granotéddoy . By ¢

“

and
broadcasters BB@.d) and Davédn.d) as t aki sagi pe “satihécaéws”,
explains it is really a show with “jokes ab
ot her things” (Sher win 2013) . I n t his resp
addressing issues like the Iraq war duringtiise at Mock the WeekBennett 2011) and

39



has deplored the lack of true satire likde Daily Shown British TV (Garrahan 2015). This
difference between the satire ofast Week Tonighand the pseudesatire of Mock the
Week can be elucidated through anabs of their different approaches to scandals

involving the international football organisation, FIFA.

In “FIFA and the World Cup”™ (2014), John Ol i

organi sation.” He sets the tone for a comic
somebody about FIFA’ s inner swoovkiingyss ofnoero nteh e
Girl s, One Cup’ . You do it mainly so you ca
faces.” Throughout, Ol i ver oscill at es bet we

strategies in service of arguments which reveal the immiyrali FIFA officials. Specifically,

Oliver introduces a comic syllogism to highlight the controversy in Brazil about hosting the
2014 World Cup. Positing that “Brazilians a
premise with a clip of samba danceast Brazilian carnival, expl

celebrate that it is about to be Lent. They love the concept of giving up chocolate

temporarily!”™ Oliver then reminds the audier
fans on earthSoantiegomaobudbée thrilled at the
Cup. "’ However, Oliver undercuts this conclu

against FIFA and the World Cup. As a baffled Oliver looks for an explanation, more news
reports clarify the extravagant spending of the Brazilian government, which will ultimately

only enrich FIFA and its officials. Specifically mentioning the construction of a stadium so

deep in the rainforest that it cannot be reached by car, Oliver adds that the stadilim w
remain unused after the World Cup and joke
ex pensi ve Afeiroughly thioteeh rminutesOliver concludes his comically critical

expositionby stating® [ b] y this point, | FhAo pies |’ uvset parpopvael

By contrast, rather than the object of comic critique, allegations of bribery and corruption

at the address of FIFA executives are an occasion for simply fooling arouvidatnthe

Week(* Mock The Week 9Selnanempe niOn g pri swmdde cldl | ed “ |
six panellists (professional comedians) are asked to complete the initials of a headline
(B.S.1.P) accompanied by a picture of David Beckham handing a present to FIFA president
Sepp Blatter. The multiple guesses okth panel | i st s, including *|
Package?”, “*Bl atter Steal s | diutn'ys ?Pi, zda? 'n

serve to substantiate a critical argument about the immorality of FIFA and its executives.
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Instead, rather than inveési gati ng and condemning FI' FA' s
panellists indulge in fangless jokes about Beckham launching a new cough medicine,
“Becksip” (most l' i kely Lamsipdn aod SkepcB8lUght ¢
“sound[ing] I|ike set platter” and “li ke a Ge
some jokes at the expense of FIFA are critical, for instance when Chris Addison reacts to

FI FA’s controver si el to it ethics icammittee by extiimingya nKi s s i |
88yearol d war criminal?! That’s who you want ol
Abu Hamza? The Child Catcher@©ffitty Chitty Bang Barg And t he producers
Got T aYetsandwichied beveen so many other uncritical jokethese few moments

do not sustain any meaningful critique Mock the WeekBy and largeMock the Week s

comedy about topical events does not set out to critique, but simplydicule for the sake

of it and fool around.

The difference between satire likeast Week Tonigland pseudesatire likeMock the Week

is that the former employs comic strategies to critique current affairs, while the latter
approaches the news as an opportunity for silliness. Although both shene casually
identified as ‘satire’, t hey must be situa-
critique of John Oliver serves a markedly different artistic function than the fooling around

of Mockthe Week s panel i st s. T lectesl inthe dritica recepticnefthes al s«
two shows. Whereatast Week Tonightbas been lauded with a Peabody for its public
service,Mock the Weeks commonly criticed for failing to attain the standards of satire

(Walker 2014). In this respect, criticave dismissed/ock the Weelkas “a par ade of

j okes ", wondering

isn’t this supposed to b
Crucially, the point is exactly thtock the Weelks not poor satire, but that it is not satire

at all, despite beig marketed as such. Whatever broadcasters BBC and Dave may claim,

Mock the Weeks not developed to be satire, since it does not set out to critique. Instead,

Mock the Weelseeks to serve the purposes of comic panel shoand as a comic panel

show, it isarguably quite goodNonetheless marketing the show as a satirical swipe at the

news sets it up for failure in the eyes of critics, because that label introduces certain
expectations in artritical circles thaMock the Weekeally does not set out to ftil. At the

same time, arcritical dismissals oMock the Weekdo suggest that real satire has an

important function as critique, whichh e f ool i ng &arad doesimotonhtch® ps eudc
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Importantly, this art-critical distinction between genuine satire likast Week Tonighand

pseudosatire likeMock the Weelcan only be supported by a definition of satire, which

identifies critique as a necessary condition, not a cluster account, which considarply

a family resemblance. As a reminder, prominent defenders of a cluster account of satire
include RobertC. Elliott (1962) and Conal Condren (2012). Csdtig Elliott s cluster
account, David Fishelov already remarkedduld be undermined ifther&vas “a neces s«
condition that appl i129%s Ironically,avhil&Elliot raentiomecdina ( 1991,
throwaway r@mbhrisathae attacks?’”, Condren t oc
condition for satire when hdraeteristic kamelywhoeal g e s “
seriousness”, adding that “[t]lhis intentione
(2012, 391). Similarly, in developing a working definition of satire (to help lawyers deal with
changes in Astralian copyrightlaw),cndr en and col |l eagues have a
come to refer to a dimension of writing or communicating critical of some aspect of society

or intellectual l'ife” (2008, 411) . Acknowl ec
are also variouysbut are most likely to involve the provocation afitmo u r " | Condr en
colleagues her ef ore developed a working definitio
created in the satiric mode or i di ome, . e.

degree of denigration, al most2008@i8pr i ably t hr

Nevertheless, despite acknowledging critique as central to a working definition, Condren
ultimately maintains that* censori ousness” (or whatly |I cal
resemblance and not essential for satire (2012, 392). Specifically, Condren has alluded to
mass media mar ket eMockdhe Weeksaamekample to cormdde thah i ¢ h
“satire can contract into realsl yt hbaeti n‘g[l ionfl ys .
merely joking is to be included in the range of a definition of the satiric, the recent working
definition of satire put forward by my <coll
392). Accordingly, Condren concedes the podiliif satire which does not critique and

rejects“ anyt hi ng t i g h taecouhtoftsdtie n(201a, 396). Hamvevery the

| ooseness of Condren’s <cluster i's probl emat

significance of satireCrucially, while Gbdr en’ s concession to incl
follows strictly from his cluster account, it ignores the genuine difference betviben

satire of Last Week Tonighand the pseudesatire of Mock the Week This normative
inadequacy has political significacbecause it makes satire appear less serious than it

really is and provides ammunition to detractors of the genre to dismiss it as trivial, if not
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cynical. Mbreover, this concession contrasts with common-aitical practices that do
consider critique ssential to satirgseeAkingbe 2014, 48; Greenberg 2011 R3an 2009,
8; Milner Davis 2009, 19'Hooley 2007, 5Matz 2010, xiv; Bradsha®004, 222;Fry 1957
Horton 1993, 4Greenblatt 1965, 106

In response to the normative inadequacy of a clustecount, my proposal for a definition

identifies critique as a necessary condition for satire. Accordingly, the nature and
significance of satire must be construed asraadly ethical activity. In this regard, | follow

Simon Blackburn in delimiting theioai n of et hics “in terms of &
emotional ascent” (1998, 8) . At the bottom
enter into the domain of ethics as we are unable to still agree to disagree and take a stand.
Critique consists »actly of taking such a stand in opposition to that with which we

di sagree. Similarly, James Sutherl angd has cl
cannot accept and refuses to tolerate” and i
opposes social discourses and practices to advance wellbeing anske reatancipation

(Critchley 2001, 7Z3). At the same time, critique in satire can be less lofty, for example

when South Park( “ Cart oon Wars Part 17) protiest ed &
carefully developed storytelling and the random jokesHamily Guy(Fox, 1999 pres.).

Although a matter of aesthetic disputation, the disagreement nonetheless enters into the

broadly ethical domain when watchirigamily Guyand confusing it wittfSouthParkis not to

be tolerated but instead must be actively opposed.

In this respect, the difference betweeBouth Parkand Family Guyuns parallel to that

between satire and pseudsatire. Albeit that not everyone agrees (Frim 2014; Peterson

2008 passim, South Parkhas been praised as satire on the grounds of its critiqgue of
contemporary society (Weinstock 2008, 18; Thompson 2009; JohnNsmus 2007, 9®7).

By contrast, while the transgressions ledmily Guyand its creator, Seth McFarlane, are
sometimesalso defended as satire (Sevenich 2015; Pous 2011; DeRochi 2008), critics have

di smi ssed such def encatiee isaneantttdhtake gne thinghahd t hat
examine it through a humorous | ens, usually
doesn’t have t-hiatt’ shibojreecs i analaldhock humor ™ ( M:
difference between satire lik8outh Parland pseudesatire likeFamily Guycan be further

clarified with a metapharwhich | borrow from Bruce SpringsteeRo{ling StoneStaff

2012.

43



Reflecting on his musical influences, Springsteen explains how hénggired by Hank
s country cl assi ¢c(1949) QvuiallyB althokight ' s G«
Williams would sing about hardship and deprivation, he never as®éty does my bucket
have a holeinit? ( Rol |l i ng Stone Staff 2012) .tonAs Spri
i n which Wil l i aasly pditgaly aicé#ld (Was!| “ng Stone S

Wil liams

Springsteen himself had to wait until he discovetikd politically critical folk tradition of
Woodie Guthrien or der to find music that didf breacl
why the bucket has a hole in i€rucially protest singers like Guthrie highlighted that the
bucket need not necessarilyatle a hole in jtbut that it was sustained by political
authorities Similarly, i society is the bucket, satireritically opposes angrotests against

the hole in it,much like the folk music of Woody Guthrie. By contrasgudoesatire has a

go at the expenseof the hole in the bucket and cultivateis as an opportunity for
merriment. In other wordsgatire has a critical andven emancipatory dimension which
pseudaosatire lacks. It follows that whichever hole in the buckatirists identify by virtue

of opposing itthey take a stand that things would be better if the hole was fixed (even if
they rarely introducesuggestions how it can be fixed or can even be downright pessimistic

about the likelihood of repair).

Crucially, my proposal that critiguis a necessary condition for satire entails, in
metaphorical terms, that there is no satire without the intention of a satirist to oppose a

hole in the bucketin this regardpropagations of Wyndham Lewis and others that satire is
non-moral are either ounteracted by artistic practice (Bradshaw 2004, 222) or by
contrastive claims that do identify ethical concerns and critique as central to satire (Griffin
1994, 71). However, it does not follow that a satirist must also be justified in their critique.

They may identify a hole where really there is none or end up butchering the bucket rather

than repairing it. In this regard, the Nazis had satifed StafP016), while many satirical

cartoons of Michael Cummings, MBE, are racist. Similarly, when Juverall ea it ims |, “
hardnott o wr i t e sati“ierdj usntilciegshto fofR otnhee” , we ne
outragea“ woamhahy e unu @dv4Satieeld.22/80, ariginal iermhphasis). (
Although satire by definition sets out to critique, and therefore results from more serious
motivation than pseudess at i re or fooling around, rightful
not automatically a badge of honour. Thesebiad satire and sometimes satire is bad because

it is immoral in its critique. (In the next chapter, | will develop a nettacal investigatiorin
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order to arbitrate when satire is morally on target.) Yet, even bad satire sets out to critique
and ought b be distinguished, on these grounds, from psesdtire, fooling around or shock

humour. Howeverthis artcritical distinction is often ignored in international media contexts.

The artcritical practice of delimiting satire more rigorously than comnopopular culture

is not exclusively contemporary. Similar to current ambiguity in international media

contexts, classification as ‘satire’ was Ca8
addition to being used to describe almost anything writersop o k en of ‘“a sharp
turn, it was applied to | ight oedanhkrecritigal t oo” (
ci r cclaerse,f u“l attempts were made to distingui st

commonl y &kkimXorB843e Actording toAshley Marshall, who favours a cluster
account, such artritical distinctions are problematic because they ignore the great
“compl exity aappldiiddteirems edf i ‘nsH 33). Hosvéverat t he
whi | e Ma ryodfvaotk$ thas were tcamdchonly identified as satire in 17th and 18th

century Britain is enlightening, the indiscriminate inclusivity of a cluster account does

misconstrue the significance and nature of satire by including, say, thecnitioal

“sympathetics at i r e” of Henry Fielding (Marshal/l 2 C
satire is acontradictionin terms. While it is invaluable to understand the complexity and

di fference i n application of t he | abel ‘s
ackmowl edging it al l as really satire is pr

dimension as critique.

In this respect, enforcing the centrality of moral seriousness to satire and, accordingly,
distinguishing it from frivolous fooling around or gratuis shock humour is no mere

academic matter, but holds political significance, especially in light of recent events
surroundingCharlie Hebdand Neo Magazin Royalél'hese events have put the adequate
delimitation of t he c oebates mbout Eusopean ideatity armlt t h e
democracy. Af ter the attacks on Charlie Het
Science” wablauewhi cdhesedught to stress “the p
satire played in promoting the contrastinguat s of t he Eanpbe®lb)efn ment ”
satire is to be inscribed in such a serious tradition of enlightened critique, spearheaded by

the likes of Voltaire, it matters thatlock the Week s f ool iorg Faramknide Boy
offensive shock humour igally something else. The satirists@iarlie Hebdtvad a moral

agenda rooted in the anar c hDeRddacte Saff20)dc i pl e
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a defence of a secular individualism, they attacked sacred cows of political and religious
authority. However, althougiCharlie Hebdproclaimeda progressive politics, its satire was

flawed because the magazine’' s bletpetuatingst y1 e
xenophobia and racism. Nevertheless, altho@marlie Hebdalid not always successfully

realise its critical intentions, it is important to acknowledge it was not simply offensive for

the sake of it. Satire, even if it is flawed, is rightfdigtinguished from gratuitous shock

humour, otherwise its purpose appears less serious than it is.

Further, satire should be distinguished from uncritically fooling around in order to avoid
ambiguity about its rightful place in liberal democracidthenJan Bohmermanmwas sued

by the Turkish government for an ironic poem about President Erdogan in his TV
programmeNeo Magazine Royalehe right to satirise was publically claimed as a value
which set liberal democracies apart from authoritarian regimeswvéier, public defences
often outlined contrastive functions ofatire. Most prominently, pblisher Matthias

Dopfner (2016) def ended B6hmer mann’ s satire as n
undemocratic malice, in a tradition outlined by Tucholsk91©. By contast, liberal MEP

Guy Verhofstadt trivi‘arndtsenohy BHasmee mann’'ha mac
society such satirical Staff20h6s. Inrothes wordb, eontao s si bl

Dopfner’s defence of s a tidnrvVerhotstadt merely mleratelus p o |
it in the name of freedom of speech. Regardless wheBé h mer mann’ s poem | i

Dopfner’s praise, which | will adredefendedingat e b
the name of satireit does matter whetherone is defending the right to sp& truth to

power or the right to simply ridiculéigh-profile politicians. Crucially, a cluster account

offers no theoretical elucidation here because it cannot ground this distinction between

satire and pseudgaatire. Inorder to redress this problem, a definition is required to

legitimise the appropriate significance of satire as a democratic value.

I n concl usi on, a definition of satire matter
by distinguishing it from uncritical transgressions. Still, as an alternative to a cluster
account, a definition which outlines necessary and sufficient canditfaces a further
challenge.Condren has rightfully raised the caveat that f some sort of et F
edge is characteristic of satire, this is unlikely to be a uniquely defining feature or to provide

an exclusive pur posree’nt "sovo‘udrd &ddinteieadreadl feolr

378).Hehags xpl i citly warned that considering hum
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called a satire, |l et alone define <G@2ire in
389).Condren specificely r ef ers t o “the cusi9Bdmar vwadésiedn
which is not humorous and neither does it intend to be (2012, 389). Other examples, like

Ji mi Hene®tarEgasgled Banner”, further testify
feature of satire, not an essential conditio
satires do have in common withast Week Tonighar The Great Dictatorl argue,is that

they set out to entertain. Therefore, my proposal is to define satire as a genre that sets out

to critique and entertain.

Apart from critique, my definition also stipulates entertainment as a necessary condition

for satire. | n v amemtad aombinatianyot entertsiantemt and trisquef u n d a
has continually been acknowledged in schol ar
aplace habvay bet ween the preacher and thsg wit?’

may enjoy his talent anchay hope that we will enjoy it too, the satirist normally avows a

more serious intent” (Pollard 1970, 1) . Furt
toy’/ ( Nokes 1987, 17), which “aims to entertal
reform”1 B3 owd), “t o Wghtlae41936]n I anddm enseedin  (

and t o i mp (Hombiowes and Spavifoytti 199853. Similarly, satire has been
sai d to stimulate *“jest and earnest’” (Hi gt
denunciationw t h some aesthetic features which can

(Hodgart 1969, 10). In this respect, Niall Rudd has argued that

Roman satirists may be thought of as functioning within a triangle of which the
apices are (a) attack, (b) enteiianent, and (c) preaching. If a poem rests too long
on apex (a), it passes into lampoon or invective; if it lingers on (b) it changes into

comedy; and if it remains on (c) it becomes a sermon (Rudd 1986, 1).

In line with these comments, | develop the posal that the combined purpose of critique

and entertainment is a necessary and sufficient condition which singularises satire as a
genre. | will now briefly elucidate the nature and function of entertainment in satire in
contrast to critique. In what fadws later, | will explain that the definitive tension between

critique and entertainmentleterminesthe nature, function and significance of the genre.
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Unlike critique, which is a broadly moral pursuit, | propose that entertainment, on the

whole, involve particular aesthetic experiences (derived from, say, the masterful timing of

a joke or the aptness of an analogy). | will further clarify this proposal below. For now, |
introduce a minimal view of aesthetic experiences, according to which they are

“ e xienee[s] derived from attending in a discriminating manner to forms, qualities or
meaningful features of things, attending to these for their own sake or for the sake of a
payoff intrinsic to this very expbvays,theace” ( S
intrinsic payoff of aesthetic experiences is some sort of pleasure (Stecker 2010, 53 note 5).
Entertainment, | propose, involves intrinsically pleasurable diversions of a certain

‘Un e x al t &hd identkidation of entertainment as involgirsuch unexalted aesthetic

pl easures has been traced Rhgedrl3R00F) @8M)dIn Shust e
Phaedrus Socrates argues that philosophical dialogues are better thiatien texts by

introducing an anal ogy whaircnhe rdiss tsienrgiuoiussh etsu ¢

what he might do in a different spirit” (27°¢
of diversion” (276b). I n Hamilton’'s transl at
“pasti me” whi ch gi vpar espl easmr e¢”0, oarhder c dnd
“pl easures” which are intended to “amuse” (
writings are explicitly identified as “enter
as principally xianweldvi rage sd eyt icr plems ur es.

In this respect, there is a longstanding discussion in the history and philosophy of art which
has contrasted entertainment against more exalted forms of artistic expression. At least
since Pl ato, “ e nt errdefmad bynite deprecétaayscontraatiwighavhay b e
philosophy considered higher forms of culture, whether the contrast was with philosophy
itself or (at a | ater stage) with forms of
satire has since antiquitbeenpresented and receiveih various contexts as lowbrow, even

if many satires are now canonigqdfieijer Drees and Nieuwenhuis 2010, 1%8yoley 2007,

4; Jones 2007, IMatz 2010, 13Nokes 1987, 8; Hodgart 1969, M¥ight 1964 [1936], 6;

Highet 1962 3Kernan 195917) . Further, f r o mthet Romeansgsguatede * s i n
satire in a context of aristocratic play, in contrast to (or as a preparation for) the
seriousness of real life (Habinek 2006). Throughout the ages, satire has remained a playful
activity through which satirists have displayed their skill as entertainers (Griffin 1994, 71

94). Importantly, these unhalted pleasures pursued in entertainment do contrast with the

equally central seriousness opurpasesiare segnuae i n s
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odds with each other. Inthisrespe¢b,e o f f r ey Gri gson contends
poets may have said about their mor al or
sure that writing their satires never caused themrmpalhey have enjoyed it; and we enjoy
what they have written, without apol ogy”’
argue that this tension between the exalted moral concerns of critique and the unexalted
aesthetic concerns of entertainment detames the nature, function and significance of

satire.

For the record, | do not argue that satire is not art because it is entertainment, nor that it is
therefore devoid of aesthetic value. On the contrary, | consider entertainment to be an
aesthetic catgory. This proposal may sound counterintuitive to some who may wonder
what aesthetic experiences we derive from engaging with entertainment like a quiz show
(an example introduced to me by Aaron Meskin). A full answer to this issue is beyond the
scope of ny investigation, but | do want to clarify why entertainment is plausibly an
aesthetic category. For one, recent investigations in everyday aesthetics have to some
degree normalised the idea of previously unacknowledged aesthetic experiences in
everyday lié. Moreover, as opposed to the aesthetic experience of say, scratching an itch
(Irvin 2008), the kind of aesthetic experiences | consider central to entertainment are far
from unfamiliar. If my proposal sounds counterintuitive, | think it is because waotio
realise that familiar aesthetic experiences of a certain kind are central to entertainment.
Take quiz shows. If pressed to explain why we find them entertaining (if we do), we will
quickly start appealing to familiar aesthetic concepts, like suspehsdilm studies,
suspense is an aesthetic experience understood as resulting from a narrational strategy
which delays the outcome of an established expectation (Bordwell and Thompson 2015,
55). For example, is Roger Thornhill about to fall down Mt. Rushrabrthe end of

Hi t c h Blastle by’ Nerthwest(1959) or will he manage to escape to safety? Similarly,
quiz shows are designed to evoke suspense by delaying the outcome of an established
expectation with every new question: Is the candidate going to ktimanswer? Are they

going to falter soon? Etc.

My intuition is that familiar aesthetic experiences like suspense are exactly what makes
entertainment entertaining. Take professional road cycling: Where are the favourites going
to attempt a breakaway? khe peloton going to catch up with leaders? Etc. In this respect,

many stages ihe Tour de Franaee boring because you already know from the beginning
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that the peloton will catch the leaders in the end. In other words, they fail as entertainment
becaug they fail to deliver suspense. For this reason, aiming to market an entertaining
product to a mass audience, organisations like Tour introduce strategies like
intermediate sprints to make races more suspenseful. Along the lines of these intuitions, |
think that aesthetic experiences are more central to entertainment than is perhaps
commonly acknowledged. Moreover, | think that entertainment involves aesthetic
experiences of a certain kind. For lack of a better term, | identify these aesthetic
experiene s as unexalted pl easur es Phaedros Furthene  wi t
research would be necessary to identify what distinguishes exalted from unexalted
aesthetic pleasures, but the difference between the two is intuitive in our aesthetic
appreciation. For example, suspense is a typical aesthetic quality of films marketed as
entertainment, usually in the Hollywood tradition, whereas narration in arthouse cinema
tends to exploit more exalted aesthetic experiences such as ambiguity or disorientation.
These cinematic experiences may be pleasurable too, but they are commonly framed as
more solemn than the easy pleasures of mainstream cinema (which is not to say that the
latter are not aesthetically valued). Whatever the role of context in distinguishiatiesk

from unexalted pleasures, | do think that entertainment is intrinsically singularised because
it involves a certain ease. As Socrates sayBhaedrus entertainment is pursued i n a

holiday mood by way of diversion” (276b).

Although my proposal that entertainment is an aesthetic category needs further
development, as it stands, it sufficiently appeals to common intuitions to identify the

pursuit of entertainment or a certain easy aesthetic pleasure as central to satirewils |

explain below, the central pursuit of unexalted aesthetic pleasures sets satire apart from

other critical representations. In what follows now, | want to elucidate the centrality of
entertainment in satire by rlastWeek Tonighhs John
explained, the satire ofast Week Tonightas often been praised for its critique. When

interviewing Oliver as host offhe Late Show(CBS 201pres.), Stephen Colbert

complemented his formebaily Showc o | | eague f ores inta kery mifficult’ d e ep
subjects” and asked him “[w]hat’”s the next
knew | car‘eldo haab QU ttNV'€ra(r Poa@adm ut) Howewer [Oiver Tr ump”

has always denied that his satire has an explicitlyicatittunction akin to investigative
journalism (NPR Staff 2016; Garrahan 2015; Helmore 2014). Stressing his priorities, Oliver

contends that “[s]ome of the stuff that we’r
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sociapolitical issues] but the specac | e . (...) [ T] hat ' sidwehget ki nd
really excited about” (Marchese 2016) . Al t h
pragmatically downplaying hyperbolic expectations about the critical impact of satire (since
analysis clearly revés that Last Week Tonighhas critical intent), Oliver nonetheless

rightfully stresses that the function of entertainment in satire is not simply instrumental to

critique. Satire liké.ast Week Tonigllso entertains for its own sake.

Concretely, in hissatire of FIFA corruption, Oliver uses comic strategies not only to
substantiate an argument about the immorality of the organisation and its executives, but

also in the function of entertainment simpliciter. After the arrests of FIFA executives in May

2015 , Ol'iver once more revisited “tFheFAdhdg ani s a
end of his comically critical exposition, he
president Sepp Blatter fired. In return, Oliver promised he wouldrweaa pair of Ad
“ugly shoes”, eat from McDonald’ s ®“doll ar me
the form of “personally drink[ing] one of [
Blatter indeed resigned the week after (although there no reasons to assume any causal
influence). While Oliver nuanced that “Bl at
amount of restructuring to do”, he nonet hel
which culminated in drinking a Bud Lighime at an elaborately staged beach party J o h n
Oliver K e e p s(fig.H2). #\t the era rof tlseeepigode, Oliver also reminded his
audience about buying airtime on Trinidadian national television in response to
controversial FIFA executive Jack Vdamn’ s earlier def ence on 1
Afterwards, Warner replied iavi deo message t hgadvide&omdanydn’ t
comedian fodl ( “ J ac k Wa r rAgain inResgmohse, e gléeful Oliver mocked the

omi nous score of Waegwneal isngitdleat meisfsagey typ

dramatic music’ into Googl e, it’s théohmnr st
Oliver FiThedfaweo B ck’'U) mi nat ed with Oliver i nvi
trade shittalkingvid®@s wi t h i ncreasingly high product:i

musi c choice [ Jack] and Hntimidatings respoyse was f i r e

underscored by an impressive fireworks display, which lit up behind his desk (fig. 3).
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Figure 2

Figue 3

Summing up, albeit thatast Week Tonighserves a critical function, it also revels in
spectacle and entertainment for its own sake. Crucially, it is important to duly acknowledge
this role of the satirist as entertainer in order not to overstressd amsconstrue the moral

seriousness of the genre. As already mentioned, in early twentieth century Germany, Kurt

Tuchol sky responded to anxieties in German
satire by highlighting its moral seriousness. Aceomgi t o Tuchol sky, “Tt]l
of fended idealist: he wants the world to be
against the malice” (1919). Framing his inte

programmatic epigraph borrowed from Gem r t H a ufinsama Mensche(l891).

The epigraph is a piece of dialogue between a mother and her son, a scholar andbeould

poet . When the mother proposes that “one sh
from the arts”, bé¢nesoanrdepomdsmubat mofe fr

enjoyment.” Similarly, Tuchol sky argues that
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However, although the moral seriousness of satire does indeed set it apart from the fooling
around of Mock the Wek and shock humour of Frankie Bo
inappropriately downplays the role of satirists as entertainers by overemphasising their

mission as offended idealists.

Tuchol sky’s overemphasis of satire’s mor al
important function as entertainment resonates in contemporary hyperbolic appraisals of
satire as harehitting investigative journalism. Such hyperbolic appraisals are
cournterproductive because they solicit pragmatic responses of satirists who downplay

satire’s critical function or often deny it
really only does the one but not the other, or otherwise making the role téréainment

in satire wholly instrumental to critique, my proposal is that both critique and
entertainment are equally importantpurposes of satire. While satirists do employ
strategies of entertainment in function of critique, satire cannot be reduceditoply

critique through entertainment. The kind of spectacle pursued for its own sakéast

Week Tonight s not to be dismissed as falling outs
but is part and parcel of the genre. As | will develop below, satitieeirefore appropriately

defined as a genre with the purpose to critiqaad entertain. This investigation will also
challenge popular conceptions in the literature that satire is not a genre. More specifically, |

will argue that satire is a genre clagsation which was introduced in Roman times and
through negotiations in production and reception contexts has since come to guide
interpretation and evaluation of works created, at least in part, with the purpose to critique

and entertain.

5. SATIRE IS A BSEE; NOT A SPIRIT OR MODE

My proposal to define satire as a genre with the purpose to critique and entetta@rges

not only from the consensus that satire cannot be defined, but also the consensus that
satire is not a genre (Gray 2015, 194; Simpson 2003, 76; Brown 1993, 4; Test 1991, 10; Rudd
1979, 9;Wight 1964 [1936], 2; Sutherland 1958, HElliott 1960, vii; Walker 1925, wii).

According toCondren and colleaguesatire is not primarily a classification of artworks, but

an“ i mpul se” or “spirit” with manifestations
(2008, 443)Satire itself, as a specifiaskification of artworks, should then be understood

“as the outcome or product of 't havoreomeo,vi ng s
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when satire does function as a classification of artworks, Condren, alongside others,
considers it a mode, not a gen (2012, 394; also Frow 2015,-89; Marshall 2013, -B;

Phiddan 2013, 46; English 2012, 856; Matz 2010, 1; Hooley 2687KBight 2004, 4; King

2002, 94; Bogel 2001,-8; RyarHayes 1995, 1; Griffin 1994, Mluecke 1993, 2; Witke

1970, 2). However, Bthough common in scholarship, these alternative concepts to genre

are historically problematic and theoretically vague. Not only do they ignore the
etymol ogi cal devel opment of the | abel “satir
function in nmediating expectations about artworks. In response, by identifying the label
‘“satire’ as a genre <classification, my prop
interpreting and evaluating artworks, as well as illuminate its infamously protean

applications.

The identification of satire as a spirit
1970, 21; Rudd 1979, Wight 1964 [1936], 2; Walker 1925, vi). In particul&iiott
prominently developed the idea that satire isa f or ma naf aa (@Q®0jvii)i t "
Drawing on AristotleElliott links satire to the magic fertility rite of prehistoric Phallic Songs
all over Europe and Asia Minor, through the Attic Old Comedy of Aristophanes and others
(1960, 45). One caveatisthatAristet’ s i deas about the historic:
are nowadays <considered to be of Elot ubt f ul
develops the plausible argument satire has its roots in primitive rituals of aggressive
ridicule, through which transgssors were cursed for breaking social conventions (1960,

7T7) . This idea that satire rests on a “subs
developed by George A. TestSatire: Spiritand At 1 991, 9). According t ¢
a legitimate aesthetic expression of basic human emotienanger, shame, indignation,

disgust, contempt- emotions that are aroused by universal human behaviestupidity,

greed, i njustice, sel fi shness” (1991, 5) . Te

[s]atire, from the beginning forecorded literature, existed in its own right as a spirit
expressed through other forms (poetry, drama, fables) as well as a reaction to
literary forms (epic, drama). No classification by genre or kind has ever succeeded in

fully integrating tlese divers forms into a syster(irest 1991, 10).

Li kewi se, Paul Si mpson has argued that satir

but ratdawelrt Jrasl lay situated discursive pract.i
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by Condren and colleagueshw ar gue t hat “it is quite misl
now, as fixed in any specific type of writi:/
which “have unhistorically constrained the

discursie ” (200 8, 411) . I'n this respect, under st
classification of artworKks, Confdoaug not aand c ol
‘satire’, but on ‘the satirinandratiatalkfartthisi s, up
creative activity i n al | Accotdmgtd @ondnedhe safiric e x pr e s
should be studied as “a predicatehvaili dbl e

cover much more material that has been associated wgitb me noti on of sati
394).

The idea that t he | ditbraryl and evem tndrartigtic praatiogs isi e s t
indeed common sense. It is not counterintuitive to identify a political speech or even a
conversational Bimilaryy ritkis aavalid idea that satire is arbpelled by
crosscultural and crossistorical emotions. Further, the roots of satire can probably also

be traced to prehistoric practices. However, granting this much, it does not follow that

satire ought © be understood primarily as an attitude or nartistic discourse (and

therefore as an adjective) and only secondarily as a classification of artworks (or a noun).

This suggestion is historically and etymologically misplaced thitte edition of the OED

explains that all contemporary uses of satire and etymologically related terms can be traced

back to theLatinsatura In this respect; Gr eek | i terature offers no
and no word which meansaturd® ( Wi t ke 1970, 2Xplpins, thed atire mi | y

“ dlatura is the feminine ofsatur, “full and was transferred
lanx satura a dish crammed with first fruits, or frosatura, a mixed stuffing
(2012). Specifically in the wake of Lucilliug.180-103/2 BC), satura became fully

established as classificatioof artworks in Roman timegFreudenburg 2001, 25)So,

granted thatsatirical qualitiescan be detected in a variety of human behaviour across

different cultures, which may themselves be uniliar with the concept, as far as that
behaviour is now identified as ‘satire’ or

is rooted in the expansion of a Roman classification of artworks.

Similarly, t he i dea t bkastcontepteal ppecededce overttlie ' t h e

noun satire’ i s etymol o gsiElio# é&xplains, thecldssidali st or i

Latinsaturahad no derivate formgefore the introduction of theadjectivesatiricusin Late
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Antiquity (1984) Although any etymological link betweesatura and Satyrs (the bawdy

forest creatures from Greek mythology) is spuriotie postclassical adjectiveatiricus

was appropriated on the model of the Gres&tyros(Elliott 1984).Moreover, in the English

langwa g e, ‘“satire’ was introduced asixteenthcl| assi
century, to be followed only by expansions to ranistic practices in the late sixteenth,

early seventeenth centuryOED third edition). In light of these historical anetymological

devel opment s, it is the noun ‘“satire’, as a
“satiric’, as a spirit or attitude, whi ch t
expansion of satire, retrospectively to Greek artistiagtices and later to the broadly
discursive domain, is rooted in the original Roman classification of artwion&rtantly,

such expansiois also far from exceptional. Other classifications of artworks, such as epos

and tragedy, have developed similagrivative uses and are also applicable to a range of
non-artistic situations and practices. In conclusion, identifying satire as a spirit rather than
classification of artworks is therefore not only historically and etymologically misplaced, but
ultimately unhelpful, because it presents the phenomenon as more elusive and

extraordinary than it really is.

Apart from the identification of satire as a spirit, another common misconception in
scholarship is that satire, when it functions as a classificationtwbeks, is a mode and not

a genre. According tRobert Phiddin, t he i dea “to describe the

] )

we call satire’ adjectivally as ‘satirical
mode which qualifies other genres, ratheth an  a g e nr e -46).The didtirfction ( 2 0 1 3,
between genre and mode was solidified in literary studies Abgtair Fowler (1985).

According to Fowler, genres are kinds with fixed forms and structures (1985, 56). On these
grounds, Condren associatgse nr es wi th “the presence of ce
required properties, such as those of plot,

H. Braund under sypeaohwosk, uguallp wite a dissinctige nietfef l¢ngth

and contenn ” (1996, 65) . By cdmtordaadt ,t eFanel emre veerrg
compl ete external form” (1985, 107) . l nstea
kind” (Fowler 1985, 56) . Fowl er argues that
oft he nonstructural features of a kind are ex
According to Fowl er, satire is a mode, al l e
existed i n ant iHjpounietvye'r , ( 1F908wel ,e r 1 0 )c.l ai m i s I
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because satire had no fixed form or structure in Roman tifr@s which a mode could be
derived(Classen 1988). Moreover, the distinction between genre and mode is theoretically
problematic because genremre not determined exclusively by textual features, such as

form and structure, but are constructs whose meaning is historically mediated by agents in
production and reception contexts (Ryall 1998).this respect, it is puzzling that scholars

like JohnFrow maintain the distinction between mode and genre while at the same time
argungt hat “genre is not a property of a text

category that we i mpute to texts” (2015, 111

The distinction between mode and genmesuolts from a mistaken understanding about the
nature of genre and therefore calls for revision. Similarly, in linguistics, the idea that genres
are determined by strictly textual features has been challenged. Instead, linguists like

Douglas Biber and SusaConradc onsi der genres as approach
anal ysing texdas adii feftéareesit aknidnds of texts or
original emphasis). In this respect, its use in linguistics signals that the function of genre in
communication exceeds that of classifying artworks. Many have indeed argued that genre
classification not only governs artistic interpretation, but all communicative megdangss

1982, 79; litsch 1967, 72Z6; Frow 2015, 2Derrida 1992, 230; Bakhtin 19880). Although

such claims should not be exaggerated (Currie 2004, 54, note 17), this general function of
genre in communication is compatible with !
pragmatics (2012). According to the relevance theory, human beamgsseekers of

relevance who, when interpreting communication, seek maximally relevant meaning at
minimal cognitive cost. While Frow has criticised Sperber and Wilson for overlooking the
function of genre (2015, 87), Fabio José Rauen (2009) has shovan ibe easily
incorporated in the relevance theory. Accord
restrictions and enlarge communicative efficiency, providing a discursive context that
cognitively focuses the at R)&imiailyoerplaioifighawr i t er
relevance restrictions guide interpretation of artworks, Catharine Abell has explained that
“knowl edge of a work’s genre helps to deter.]
(2015, 34).

In the broad sense as employed linguistics, genres are not fixed kinds determined by

textual features, but rather perspectives which guide communicative interpretation. More

narrowly, as a classification of artworks, the function of genres is similar. Still, it is now
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commonly agreed ttat genre classification not onlguides interpretation but also

evaluation of artworks (Kivy 2015, 52). analytic aesthetics, specifically, the function of

artistic genres has become understood, along the liné&/afl t categoses of ar{1970)

as cassifications which guide interpretation and evaluation of artworks (Friend 2012;
AtenciaLinares 2011; Laetz and Lopes 2010). In other words, genre classifiiation
expectations about what a work sets out to do and how successfully it does it. Tiake Ji
Hendrix' s perfo$SmamgleedfBdAdmer Statr Woodstock
and distorts the sounds of the American nati
Last Post ” . Situating this perfortamdamde i n t
appreciate it as a virtuosic yet biting condemnation of the Vietham War. By contrast,

somebody who does not recognise Hendrix’'s pe
about rock music, will most likely only discern noise. Similarly, clagsBputh Parleither

as comedy or satire significantly alters understanding and appreciation. ClasSityirig

Parkas only a comedy dismisses its inherent seriousness, whereas classification as satire

introduces the expectation that the series must motly amuse but also critique.

A particularly useful theory of genre, which | will apply to clarify the function of the label
‘“satire’, has recent | y34)bAteongh Abelvdees nopexplicith y A b e
root her t heor yies of art Werl proposal is nonethelesgyin tine with

current Waltonianinspired understandings of genre in aesthetitshe novel ty of ,
proposal i s t hetvegtlye geme ®i fhiaess at hcahtar“act er i s
this respect, whileValtonexplained that* [ t ] o percei ve a work in a
per ceibSa blhfedthat category in the work” (1970
classification of a work depends on recognizing its generic purpose. Concretely, sggpgni

This Is Spinal Tdf984) as a mockumentary and not a documeniargomewhat similar to

perceiving the rabbit and not the duck in the textbook case from Gestalt psychology. On
Abell s proposal, the <correct niziagstlwat ifsi cat i o
purpose is, at least in part, to mock the conventions of documentary rather than genuinely
document reality.Ab el | further explains that genre ¢
knowl edge” of the generic p(201p382).helalscdaddsen au
that* genr e c | as s indrmativa(t.i.)onlse a.yysearvwe evaluate w
how well they perform the purposes for wh i
emphasis). In other words, once audiences know thlaisIs Spinal Tapvas created, at

least in part, with the purpose tonock the conventions of documentary, they have a
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framework which guides them to understand what the work is doing and evaluate how well

it does it.

Abstractly put, ares ard istdrically sdevedopeal ypes, anégptiatayl e
between artists and audiences, which stipulate a purpose that guides interpretation and
appreciation of tokensvhich were created, at least in part, to serve that purpodéang

these lines, | propose thaatire was introduced as a genre classification in Roman times
and throughnegotiationsbetween artists and audiences came to denote a type which
stipulates the purpose to critique and entertain. Accordingly, classification as satire has
come to guide intgpretation and appreciation of tokens created, at least in part, to serve
the purpose to critique and entertairin this respect satire’s generic
consolidated between the first century BCE and the first century AD, in the writings of
Horace Persiusand Juvenal. Etymologically denoting medley or hotchpo8aturaehad
already been introduced before as a classification of miscellaneous writings by Ennius
(Braund 1996, xiFreudenburg 2001, 4)Yet, it is Lucilius who became known as thd firs
real Roman satirist in the reception of his work by Hor&mrsiusand Juvenal. Crucially, in
adopting Lucilius as a model to define and leg#entheir own practice, these later
generations of selidentifying satirists ignored the variety of his workstead highlighting

key features which they sought to establish as essential to the genre (Jones 2007, ix

Horace was the first to explicitly model his practice on Lucilius. He inscribed his predecessor
in the Greek tradition of Old Comedy, repeesed by Aristophanes and others, explaining
t h a tany6ne fleserved to be noted down for being a villain and a thief, for being an

adulterer or an assassin or otherwise infamous, they would show great freedom of speech

i n br an ddoracg 198Fatiesl.4(26 ) . He also added that
an acute nose, but r ou g HKLO).iOmnanotbemqreaasion,Hgraceé i s
praised Lucilius “because he scoured the
critically addedthee “ i n granting him this | wouldn’t

P

Luc
V €
C i

a

too harsh to const it ut7)e Cofmbentang onilLbiclids, Horace t r y ”

stipulated that good satire must not only succeed as critique, but also as poetry. At the
same time, again like Lucilius, Horace explicitly sought to distinguish satire from more
el evated poetic equivalents |ike epic and
(1.10, 38). LikewiseRersiusand Juvenal presented their satire as spom@aus outbursts

with unexalted artistic aspirations (Anders 2014[1982], 6-9). In this respect, although
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Juvenal has often been credited with a highgrand style, rivalling epic, G.F. Powell
(1999) has argued agai nsverly sedoamnand Hay dismigsed) u v e n

exaggerated differences with the dowa-earth style of Horace and others.

Throughout the ages, satirists have identified this combination of critique and
entertainment as essential to satirdccording to Jonathan Swift, [héré are two Ends

that Men propose in writing Satyr; one of them less noble than the other, as regarding
nothing further than the private Satisfacti
apublic Spirit prompting Men of Genius and Virtue, teend the World as far as they are

a b | qudtedif Pollard 1970, 73). Crucially, as far satirists preach to amend the Wofld, ] t

is fun for the preacher, and funiInfmodernt he <c¢oc
times, the classification satifgasremained to guide interpretation and evaluation of works

on the grounds of how they succeed to critique and entertain. Take Lenny Bruce, auptand

“

comedi an sometimes praised as soci al critic
the end of his cazer, however, Bruce often ranted about injustices he suffered during his
obscenity trials. While these rants were critical (and even successfully so, for Bruce was
arguably in the right), they were not very entertaining, which is why his later performances

do not rate as highly as his earlier ones (Nachman 2003, 412/418). Importantly, if Bruce had
simply been a social critic or secular moralist, and not a satirist, this lack of entertainment
would not have been pr obl e mamifduciluy,enbdern i n | i
satirists are still praised only when they succeed both to critique and entertain, and scorned

when they fail to meet either of these two essential conditions.

Crucially, this revised underrsyt,andi agi foifesge
primary function as a historically developed classification which guides interpretation and

eval uation of artworks, without apfseeAdl to va
2015, 30ff) First, this theory explainswisyat i re has no e sstedardi al fe
(Walton 1970, 3 39, congentiorglli nfaéd a teurpehsas(i Ahelolr 201
emphasis). What is essential to satire is its generic purpose of critique and entertainment,

which can be fulfilledby various textual features. Concretely, while humour and irony are
important standard features of satire because they are particularly suited to fulfil the

purpose of critique and entertainment, they are not essential to do so. Second, generic
purposes an concur. Especially since the purpose to entertain can be fulfilled broadly, the

generic purpose of satire often concurs with other genres, including comedy, science fiction
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and realism. Thirdif genres are singulesed by purposes, not form or structey a genre
classification like satire can apply across mediatangarts as well as entire works. Some

parts of an artwork may set out to critigue and entertain, while others do not. Fourth,

generic purposes can also be expanded to -adistic practices.Although nonartistic
expansions of the concept ‘satire’ are inev
incorporate the essential purpose of critique and entertainment. For example, in identifying

Sir Edward Cl ay’ s sagregion hned Ambesna Maaijt highlighttlzat , J o f
these not only attacked corruption in Kenya

awareness” (2012, 9).

However, critics of my proposal may grant that satirdiques and entertains, butetort

that these individually necessary conditions are not jointly sufficient to define the génre.
they are right, 1 would have to settle for a weak version of my propoSdll, even
conceding this much, my proposaiould be more normatively adequate than a clist
account, becausé would still distinguish satire from soalled pseudesatire. Regardless,
although it may seem open to counterexamples, | do defend the strong proposal that satire
isdistinctfrom other representations because it is a genre with fhepose to critique and
entertain. Below, | will explain that this definition grasps an intuitive distinction between
satire and more solemn critical artdere, | address the suspiciothat there are
representations which critique and entertain, but aretrsatire. | takeit that critics would

be thinking of exampledike somerealistic or naturalistic novelécludingwork by Tolstoy

or Zol a, or some of Shiihgdsaprddamlet If Isdefendthe t i c al
strong proposal, | would have a hard time denying that these works are satires or exhibit
satirical qualities, for they arguably do critigue and entertain, at least in fFaot. this
reason, critics might argudat my definition lacks alleast one other condition to stipulate
jointly sufficient conditions for satire. Alternatively, they might sugdested toincludea

set of disjunctively necessary conditioradlongside the individually necessary (but not
jointly sufficient) conditionsof critique and entertainmentfor instancehumour, irony,
fantasy, etc. (see Fishelov 199Yet,| do not think such concessions are necessary,dar |
willing to grantthat these apparent counterexamples ar, least in partsatire, orthat

they exhbit satirical qualities-and | am not alone.

Take certain realistic novelsFairly recently, Aaron Matz has developed a careful study

which suggested to largely reframe the tradition of nineteentle nt ur vy satirmdl i sm as
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realisnf , s p e ccising on aolvels ypy Thamas Hardy, George Gissing, Henrik Ibsen and
Joseph Conrad (2010, ix, original emphasis). Likewise, various noviedéstny including

The Death of Ivan lllydnd War and Peacbhave been framed as satire in literary criticism

and <holarship (Donnelly 2013; Maus 2002Bimilarly,literary cr i t i ¢s h'sghl i gh
mor al i zi (Ngsons188340)y adoiigside® hi s satire of bourgeoi s
(Nel son 1983, 5) . Li kewi se, Leonard vElei nber
The Jungléo make a point about the character and motivations of satirists (2006 [1964],

13). FinallyOscar J. Campbell has argued tBhiakespeareanharacters like Hamlet, lago

and Lear exhibit Satriainist "of ( 1a%4lmdéstslotst )e,nt whi
common way forcontemporaneous tragediarts invest their works with satirical qualities

(1943, 161). As opposed the conflations with pseudeatire discussed beforel have no

issue with such expansivepplications of the concept satireFor one, theydo not

misconstrue the nature, function and significance of the genre. Moredvaming these

examplesas satire arguably introduces an interesting perspective that enrichas
understandingand appreciation of these work3$o clarify, Wwould not argue that all these

works are satires, but | see no reason to deny that they have satirical qualities, exactly
because,in part, theycritique and entertain.Neither do | argue that satires the most

appropriate classification for these works, because they are not exhausted by the purpose

to critique and entertairand, on the wholemore aptly fulfil the expectations associated

with other categories of arthan satire. Summing up, ratherah problematising the strong

proposal that satire is defined by the purpose to critigue and entertain, these

counterexamples further corroborate it.

To further clarify my positim, whether a specific token atire or has satirical qualities

means invstigating whether it is justified to interpret and evaluate it as setting out to

critiqgue and entertain at least in partimportantly, as opposed to most other genrést h e

category in which the artist intended the work to be appreciated, or in whichathret i st ' s
contemporaries would have placed it” is oft
ambiguous classificatory practices in international media contexts (Walton 1970, 357; see

also Friend 2012, 187). liine with artcritical and scholarly prdices, my proposal
akcnowledges hat certain wor ks Motk thk Wdeleadk nod satird s at i r
because they do not set out to critique and entertain. Conversely, my proposal also
accommodatesthe reinterpretation of works originally not claed as satire, such as

aborigine orature or late/ictorian realist novels, because it can be justified that they
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should be interpreted and appreciated, at least in part, as setting out to critigue and
entertain. (The alleged counterexamples to the stromgrsion of my proposal discussed
above fall in this latter categoryln general, classification as satire depends on authorial
intentions discernible in the work but is also influenced by contextual factors (other than
the classification of the work byhé author or contemporaries). In this respedames
Sutherland has discussed newspaper articles which would count as satire in one context,
but not in another (1958, 6)The crux is that context is a factor whibklps to signal the

intention behind works

Similarly, although some fake articlesonthecsa | | ed *‘ s a The Oriowauldbe we b s i |
construed as somewhat critical, they are unlikely to really be satire because the majority of

other articks on the website clearly serve criticalpurpose. In response tde arrest of

FIFA officials by FBI agents in Zurich on 25 May 201 Oniorpublished a spoof article
entitled “FIFA Frantically Announces 2015 S
article ratphes[daregdsettdhaki ¢k off today at 5 p. m.
with Sepp Blatter “smiling broadly before wur
drawn stick figure kicking a soccer ball Wi
above i(fhe Onioe Gtaff2015Yhe spoof gathered substantial media attention as

it was mistaken as genuine by Jack Warner, one of the FIFA executives arrested that day.
Without fault, various media identified the
2015; Topping 2015). However, while this fake article Bime Onionindeed mocks the

corruption of FIFA, the context of the website precludes the sustained critical intent of
satire. Appearing alongside other spoofs wi
Moment to Reflect on Fact that aMast‘ Hofl | Me g
Set s Personal Single Rep Sqguat Record Whil
(201@), it is unlikely thatThe Oniohns mockery of FI'FA corruptio
critical take on society. Put metaphorically, if society is the buckbg Onioncleverly

exploits the hole in the bucket for mockery, but on the whole lacksisa e " s br oadl vy
intent to decry it. In this context, Hyetween cases that could be conséd as gentle satire,

including the USA World Cup 2015 spoofTdre Onionare more accurately classified as

fooling around.

6. THE AMBIGUITY OF SATIRE RECONSIDERED
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Admittedly, while there are many cleaut casesthe classification of a work as satire is not
always straightforward. The definition of satire | develop is of a historically negotiated but
nonetheless abstract type, to which concrete and unwieldy tokém$iot always strictly
conform. Moreover, the doublezss of the type itself, stipulating a purpose oscillating
between the broadly moral intent of critique and the pursuit of unexalted aesthetic
pleasures, is conducive to occasional ambiguity about the classification of particular tokens
as satire. Such antpiity does not compromise the validity of my proposed definition of
satire as a genre with the purpose to critique and entertain. Instead, it is a virtue of my
proposal that it cannot only accommodate sat
digtinction between satire and pseudgatire is in many cases unproblematic, | will discuss
some media in this section of which the satirical status is ambiguous. Importantly, while
such problem cases are generally in the minority, | do not consider the aitybitpey
highlight as peripheral to the nature of satire. Instead, | consider it indicative of a
fundamental tension between the ethical concerns of critique and the aesthetic pursuit of
entertainment, which singularises satire as a genre. | will exphainalthough it is crucial

to acknowledge the moral seriousness of satire and oppose pernicious conflations with
pseudaosatire, this ambiguity signals that its seriousness must also not be overestimated.
By contrast, in the next section, | will discussvhtbis ambiguity and tension differentiates

satire from critical representations which are straightforwardly serious.

In the previous section, | argued that-etween cases orThe Onionthat could be

construed as somewhat critical are unlikely to redléy satire because, on the whole, the

website does not develop a sustained critique through its spoof articles. Yet, sometimes
spoofs ofThe Onionare arguably really satirical and also received as such ioritical

circles. Likdast Week Tonigtand The Daily ShowThe Onion News Netwotkt he websi t e
former news parody TV show) has also been awarded a Peabody Award, specifically for
“ersatz news that has a worr i scoticaérecognitoy of tr
might really be too genera@j some spoofs ofhe Onion News Netwogke not inbetween

cases, but arguably reveal genuine satirical

Rul es White Girl Wi | (The Brdon Ftaffi.dg, h safire of Blitea c k A d |
C

privilege in wiich a reporter explains that a sixtegne ar ol d photogenic
accused of stabbing a classmate to death, r@seived the harshest possible sentencing
from the judge. She Wibe tried as a black adultWhile this spoof showcases a setlly

critical dimension, again others drhe Onion News Netwoete clear examples of fooling
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around, including an ironic mockery of football as a sport not living up to American
standards of heterosexual mas cud ilnti t((hhg @ayt "t
Onion Stafin.d). The case ofhe Onion News Netwosdhowcases that the satirical status

of media can be ambiguous, because some media which mostly indulge in fooling around

can occasionally also reveal genuine critical intent. On these occasions, it is fair to say that

such media, lik&'he Onionalso prodee satire.

Albeit there is a clear conceptual difference between satire and pssatice, this
distinction is not always as pronounced in concrete media. In this respect, hyperbolic
appraisals of the moral seriousness of satire Tikee Daily ShowTrhe ©lbert Reportand

Last Week Tonighdre arguably further compromised since many writers for these shows
started their careers athe Onion(Shankbone2007). This overlap in staff is no reason to
argue thatThe Onions really satirical after all, but rathaignals that simply being funny at
the expense of topical affairs is at least as much of an asset when pursuing a career in
commercial satire as moral seriousness. A similar exampl&h® Onionis the British
“satiri cThé Dailyvwadhwhich ao publishes fake articles that on the whole
mock the hole in the bucket rather than critically oppose it. Paul Stokefurmler of The

Daily Mash explains that the website modelled itself @he Oniorto fill a gap in the British

mar ket wi tnhu e“‘nadbou saen,d ismmut ” and describes its
of fi ces t dqLuckhaursti2@8)ndeenh dypical titles of spoof articles dme Daily
Mash including “Miliband hit on anheaddby Wfagéah

relegateal despi t e bei nhp),indicag that the veehsite’genérallp skts out to

entertain by fooling around, rather than to entertain and critegat the same time. Yet, Tim
Lekhurst contends that “[ o] ccaaThebalyiMagh, as w
of fer real i nsight into why a policy propos
would be wary of callingnost spoofs onThe Daily Mashsatire, it is important to
acknowledge that media which mostly produce psewddire can smetimes exhibit the

insightfulness, if not moral seriousness, associated with good satire.

Importantly, even if the difference between pseudatire and satire is not only
conceptually clear but also evident in concrete examplesMikek the WeelandLag Week

Tonight the two can nonetheless interact in intriguing ways. A different exampl€ht®

Onionand The Daily Mashs Have | Got News for YdBBC, 199@res.) marketed by
broadcasting company Dave alongsiMeck the Weelas “t he t woe”"Dag ans of

Staff n.d.). Nevertheless, as opposed Mock the Week peamanent panellist lan Hislop
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rightly c dtave legat lews FohYhas sruggled quite a lot of satirepolitical
satire—i nt o what l ooks I|ike a mainstream qui z
bi gger stories of the week?”, panellists ty]
selected news footage about curreaffairs. Similar td_ast Week Tonightvhen HIGNFY

“ Series 4 7) adfinedses oRtFA cofruption, it oscillates between jest and
seriousness. Discussing the exploits of FIFA executives, guest host David Mitchell highlights

the critical intent of thes how by exclaiming “[i]t’s not
arsehol es! ” HoMGNF&pispde atdrts ds stuaigHiforveard satire, when it
progresses into later rounds, it develops into the kind of fooling around characteristic of
Mock the WeekTr adi ti onally ending with the “missin
have to complete headlines from a guest publication, the seoimic treatment of politics

and topical affairs is replaced by simple jest. When Mitchell starts this final round with the
question “Alex Salmond | oses grip after what
responding “Ils it wrest !l i ng HGNRYighyghtsitee butt e
ambiguity of the distinction between satire and psetshttire by incorporahng both in the

same format.

HIGNFYs a more ambiguous case thauast Week Tonight Al t hough Ol i ver ' s
oscillates between a sericomic investigation of current affairs and entertainment for its

own sake, it does not have a similarly stricvigion in its episode structure between

segments that entertain as well as critique and segments which only seek to entertain. In

this regard, albeit that satire also seeks to entertain in its own right, there is no real satire

without a constant interactin between the purposes of critique and entertainment. A

striking counterexample is the magaziRevate Ey€1961-pres.) established during the so

called British satire boom in the 1960s. While editor (&H@&NFYeam captain) lan Hislop
describesPrivae Eyeas a combinationof i nvesti gative journalism a
the magazine is typically not in the same wayni xi ng comi c diatri be

r epor tliast @éek BosightGarrahar015) Instead, at least in recent yearBrivate

Eyetypically keeps its investigative journalism and entertainment fairly separate. Although

the tone ofEyepi eces on FI FA corruption (including
from FIFA's antil i scr i mi nati on t askf or ctee, FIFA &ffair oBBC' s
auditing firm s KPMG’ s involvement in FIFA’ s
they are in no real sense entertainmefit® Ey e . Qricially, 'satire is not simply a more

casual investigative journalism, but pursues erdéring digressions which are strictly
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speaking alien to the journalistic function Bfivate EyeMoreover, the sections iRrivate
Eyewhich are clearly demarcated as entertainment (including cartoons and spoofs) are
typically either not intended to be itical or are too stale to be meaningful as critique.
While it is not as if there is no satire Rrivate Eyethe magazine is an ambiguous case,
because although it is in parts critical and entertaining, it often lacks the interaction

between the two whib characterises satire.

The satirical status of representations and the distinction between satire and psmiite

can be further ambiguous if a work critiques and entertains, but not very successfully.

Satire is distinguished from journalism not orihecause of the constant interaction

between the purposes of critique and entertainment, but also because unsuccessful
critique compromises the seriousness of satire more significantly than journahsm.

interesting case in point is the treatment of the FIFA scandal$henDaily Show with Jon

Stewart (* Ki c ki ng &27 BayRES5) iwhigh'was hyperbolically heralded as

“br i ltdk[ing] dowvh Rifagidq ” (i 100 St aff 2015) ein20dbp mmer [ i
and “Blast][ing] 24 Years of wihlé JoASteWartrdoes pt i on
attempt to develop a critical argument in his nine minute segment on FIFA, it is (perhaps
uncharacteristically so) rather limp. Crucially, if not paired ®ing ht f ul critique.
attempt to entertain the audienceafthough that is a fundamental purpose of sajire

appears gratuitous. Specifically, Stewart develops a long routine intended to highlight that

the FBI investigation into FIFA lasted over twecabes, by seeking tentertain the

audience with wigs and props as he travels back and forth in time. As the critique of this

routine falls flat, what remains is really only a silly joke. Importantly, wheiédwges Daily

Show with John Stewalftas been rigtiully lauded as successful satire which critically
investigated American and global society, when its critique misfires, it is not so dissimilar to

the frivolities normally associated with pseudatire.

The ambiguity between satire and pseusatire whth characterises various media is

indicative of a fundamental tension between seriousness and triviality in the genre. This
tension and ambiguity is evidentihan B3 h me r ma n n“Schmahkritig, andc poem
helps to explain its problematic reception iottuced aboveB 6 h mer mannih-s t ong
cheek poem about Turkish President Erdogan was a response to a request of the Turkish
government to impose a ban on an earlier satirical song about Erdogan on the German TV

show extra 3(ARD, 197@resent) Reappropriding an old hit single of German pop star
Nena,extra 3 sEr“dowi e, Er d q2016) (ErdBwha?oEgdawhéré? Erdogan?)
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critiqued the Erdogan regime fdimiting press freedom, disavowing gender equality and
perpetrating human rights offences. Whereas Turkey requestedt the German

government ban the song, the German ambassador in Ankara instead affirmed the
protection of political satire in Germany undthe right to freedom of speech and freedom

of media (Zeit Staff 2016a). I n response, Bo6
an ironically offensive poem in his shdveo Magazin Roya NEO MAGAZI N ROYAL
Jan BoOohmer mann v onmHoweter, byMéantrast ta2xdal 3 the' moral
seriousness and satirical status of Bo6éhmer ma
Accordingly, the reception of his poem was also much more problematic. This time, the
German government did allow the prosemn of the comedian on behalf of the Turkish
government (Spiegel Staff 2046 A separate ruling later also prohibited B6hmermann

from repeating most lines of the poem (Zeit Staff 2016b). This verdict was later upheld after

appeal of the comedian (Fiers 20).

The satirical status oB 6 h mer man n’' s is ihighty rainliguopsim éesponse to

Tur key’' s b aestia B Béhhernammgnadaffirmed that critique through satire was

|l egal in Europe’s | iberal d eSoloméhkiik,caijudisial Ho we \
term introduced in German legislation exactly to penalise cases in which freedom of speech
turned into | ibel . Scmmahkritikc,h eRd&lymegromam e ntthdrd es
do exactly the forbidden. To Turkigispired tunes in the gte of Nena, Bohmermann

rhymed various insults together, amongst other things calling Erdogan a goatfucker,
girl beater and paedophil e. BOhmer mann’s per:
and xenophobic stereotypes about Turkish people in Germaietso@ll the while, he kept

his audience in the loop of his ironic joke, meekiously highlighting that publaing such a

poem would be illegal in Germany (joking that if one nonetheless were to do so, the
performance might e v e ns omliee medial librangd)d consideo m ZDF
B 6 h me r m&aehmé&hlgitik an interesting case because it highlights a fundamental
ambiguity inherent in satire. On the basis of pe&xformance and retrospective comments,

it is difficult to be certain whether BOhmermnn set out to sincerely critique Erdogan for
disavowing freedom of speech and media, in the styleasit Week Tonighor whether he

simply revelled in the occasion for fooling around, in the stylMo€k the WeekAlthough

ambiguity of such a degree iather extraordinary, it nonetheless signals a fundamental

tension in satire between ethics and aesthetics, which | will further elucidate below.
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B6hmer mann’' s perfor mance bétgeen ccriticat fidicwieoaf s | y a
Erdogan on the grounds ¢fis undemocratic policies and uncritical ridicule simply for the

fun of transgression. So while Béhmermann openly claimed to defend democratic freedoms
against repressive despots like Erdogan, Marine Le Pen and Victor Orban, he also trivialised

the issue Wy flippantly dismissing the concerns of German civil society in the wake of
diplomatic tensions generated byextra 3 Likewise, his retrospective defences of

“Schmahkritik only add to the ambiguous character of his performance. Bbhmermann has

alternated ket ween descri bing his poem as a “humor
j oke” (Ebel 2016, my transaltion), and has
j ok 8&pafRvoggl and someone whose critical task it
and raise issues” (Kalle and von Uslar 2016,

Bohmermann trivialised Schmahkritik as nothing more than a bumpy but complex joke,
while also claiming he defended and investigated the limits of demodiraicloms Kalle

and von Uslar 2016)In this respect, whileB6hmermann has fulminated at public
perception for taking his poem out of context and consequently not getting it, he is himself
nonetheless responsible for a degree of confusion about his aifitsr{@mannand Schulz
2016).

Intriguingly,despiteNeo MagazirRoyalebeing marketed as satire, Bbhmermann explicitly
disavowed the satirical status of his programrigoughout the episode Although he

identified extra 3as a competitor in the German telision market, Bohmermann explicitly
stated that “[w]e are in the broad@umtchsense
programdMBEO MAGAZI N ROYALE mit Jan B@dhmer man
translation). In GermarQuatschs slang for nonsense fooling around. The word was also

borrowed in English, but never became common usdgEL} third editior). Later in the

episode, Bbhmermann again stressed thio Magazin Royalis® Ger many’' s number
Quatschpr ogr amme. That’'s oswiWa Baveredtimygtta
ironically contended thaNeo Magazin Royakgoes not aim to tackle such difficufisues as

extra 3 His sidekick, Jaka b el k a , whol eheartedly agreed *“|
league. Also thdéeuteshow[German adaptation ofThe Daily Show . How good i s t
“ NEO MAGAZI N ROYALE mit J a n ,mMyransiationn Allmeit v om
that their irony precludes a wholly stable interpretation, it is nonetheless clear that
Bohmermann and Kabelka disav the kind of moral seriousness associated with satire in

the German tradition outlined by Tucholsky. However, when retrospectively defending the
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democratic significance dfleo MagazinRoyale Bohmermann does embrace a satirical
status, ¢ o my teamdamndn lgavetmiade it out mission in the past three years to
satirically tackle the top 1issues in polit
conclusion, not only throughout his performance, but also in his reactions, B6hmermann

continuously acillates between satire and pseudatire (orQuatsch).

The ambigui ty ‘SthmaBkiitikmeaealativalyraxcestional. By contrast, in
most media, it is clear whether or not they showcase the sustained moral seriousness
required for satire. In the end, even ambiguous cases like spoof articlEse@nioror The

Daily Mashcan be classified witlsome degree of certainty as satire or psetgdtire.
Similarly, in the episode structure bifave | Got News for Ypitiis possible to assess where

the satire ends and the fooling around begins. Nonetheless, the factnteatia which
overplay entertainmenbr are limp in their critique are not dissimilar to pseushtire, such

as The Daily Shoun its treatment of FIFA corruption, nonetheless signals an instability in

t he genre’ s mor al seriousness. Boimeirlmarniny ,s
“Schmahkitik” is on the one hand exceptional, on the other hand, highlights a
fundamental tension in the genre between the purposes of critique and entertainment.
Crucially, as | will elucidate in the next section, other critical representations which do not
set out to entertain lack this definitive ambiguity and tension of satire. In this reisgatire

is singularised as a genre because it is at draiked for its truthful moral interventions,
enjoyed for its aesthetic pleasures, but also regularly dismisseftivolous pastime that
cultivates cynicism. Satire distinguishes itself from other representations by balancing on a
knife-edge between the moral concerns of critiquadathe pursuit of unealted aesthetic

pleasures in entertainment.

7. ETHICS VS. AESTHES

The reception of satire in scholarship has been ambiguous, with supporters and detractors
disagreeing about the nature and significance of the genre. This ambiguity is the result of a
fundamental tension between ethics and aesthetics in satire. Orotleehand, supporters
of satire have highlighted thethical dimension of the genre. Marscholars have argued
that commercially successful satire on American television contributes to a critical public
sphere, builds communities, shapes civic identity atichulates countercultural attitudes

(Gray 200594ff/169ff; Jones 2010, 211; McClennen 2011, 42ff/72ff;, Day 2011, 13; Baym
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2010, 5; Thompson 2010, -73). In particular, Peterson stresses that satire has moral and

political value by ridiculing socjmolitical issues with emancipatory inte(2008, 1323-25).

Accordingly, satire distinguishes itself fropseudosatire, which breeds cynicism and

apathy. However, detractors of the genre disavow this distinction and argue theat

aesthetic pursuit of entertament in satire itself stimulates cynical indifference by
cancelling moral seriousness and political efficacy. Accordidgli® Webber, commercially
successful satire is bbn “ersatz form of progressive de
Similarly, Lis€ ol | etta questions whether the “social
such asThe Daily Shoywlhe Colbert ReporandThe Simpsongally [can] have any kind of
efficacy beyond that of mere entertagutynment ?"
in the scholarly reception of satire is invited by its generic doubleness, oscillating between

the moral concerns of critique and the pursuit of unexalted aesthetic pleasures in
entertainment. | will explain that this specific tension between ethicsl aesthetics
singularises satire and distinguishes it from other critical representations which are
straightforwardly serious. This inherent tension in satire complicates the value and

significance of the genre and introduces challenges which demarttefurivestigation.

The tension between the moral noerns of critique and the unaked aesthetic pleasures

in entertainment is not restricted to the soclustorical context of commercial satire on
contemporary American television. Nigkingbe discusse a simi |l ar tensi on
often opposed demands of art and commit men
satisfaction and soci al relevance” in the s.
66). Similarly, rooted in the work of Test (1991) &Buiffin (1994), Marijke Meijer Drees

and Ivo Nieuwenhuis discuss a“ ¢ o n fbetiveert “s at i r e as pl ay” an

pr ovoc at reghtebnthicentudy Butck satire (2010, 203, my translation). Drees and

Ni euwenhui s highl i gbhett wetehne sdeirfifouussen ebsosu nadnadr ya
201, my transl ati on) and specify that “t he
seriousness, but i ntroduces a tension” (20

acknowledge that satire is contegpecific,Drees and Nieuwenhuis nonetheless identify

“the tension between play and provocation” ¢
my translation). Likewise, Matthew Hodgart arguesthat r ue sati re demands
both of commitment to and invekement with the painful problems of the world and a high
degree of [ aest heti c] abstraction from the

usually offers us a travesty of the situati
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andpermi s an escape from it” (1969, 12), Hodga
recognition of our responsibilities and the irresponsible joy of Halk®| i eve” or t he
at the creation of a beautifull yonketwsenr d f i g
ethics and aesthetics in satire distinguishes the genre from critical representations which

are straightforwardly solemn, including other critical forms of art.

The tension between ethics and aesthetics in satire does not only distinguispetire

from the frivolity of pseudesatire or fooling around, which lacks the required moral
seriousness to generate such a tension, but also from critical representations which are
straightforwardly solemn and do not pursue aesthetic digressibhere isa consensus that

the aesthetic pursuit of satirists to entertain sets them apart from other critical agents,
including preachers, activists and philosophédisirtington and Maniji 2012, %reenberg

2011, 34; Nokes 1987, 189; Rudd 1986, 1; Hodgart 1969,1; Sutherland 1958, 6)
Nevertheless, sometimes these aesthetic concerns have been reframed as instrumental to

the ethical purpose of critique. In his legiteait i on of satir e, Horace a
decides great issues more forcefully and moreeafft i vel y t 19%BBatireskl@,er i t y "
1516). Horace’s instrumental defence of enter
in the Augustan agélkin 19731 7-¥3) and still informs modern discussigllard 1970,

75; compare to Gray 200%04; McClennen 2012, 71ff; Jones 2010, 2Hdwever, modern
commentators of Horace have moderated his purported didacticism, for although he had

moral concerns, hiSatiresalso aspired to entertain for its own sake (Brown 1993121

Rudd 1979, 21). Sitarly, whiles o met i mes accused of overstress
(Griffin 1994, 144), John Dryden also valued the intrinsic delight of entertainment in

satire. In his evaluation, Dryden professed to ultimately favour Juvenal over Horace, for

whilet he f or mer is the more copious and prof i
l atter the more delightful aut hor” for he “g

([1693]1900, 8184).

Il rrespective of t h e me ragstheticogbalititboassacated veith s u g g e
entertainment in satire can have cognitive value and accordingly contribute to the moral

project of critique, which | will investigate in Chapter Three, the aesthetic value of
entertainment in satire cannot simply be ingtentalised to the moral purpose of critique.

Whatever Tucholsky may imply that we can derive from the arts beyond enjoyment,

aesthetic delight is a purpose pursued for its own sake in satire and is not simply
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instrumental to morality. As | argued abowviae generic purpose of satire is therefore

rightfully identified as critiguend entertainment, not critiquethrough entertainment. This

equality between aesthetic and ethical concerns in satire differentiates the genre from

critical practices which subjate all other concerns to the aim of critique. In this respect,

artists who do consider entertainment as wholly instrumental to critique do not create

satire or ultimately move away from it. Concretely, as stapdcomedian Dick Gregory

became increasinglywvolved as an activist in the civil rights movement, he left the showbiz

of satire in favour of directlyctiviststrategies such as hunger strikes and political rallies
(Nachman 2003, 49808). As an instrument to critique, Gregory found entertainment
wanting, arguing that “[h]Jumor can no more f
cure cancer. We di dn’ t quotedingNachriain 2002 501).oThet o f
trajectory of Gregory’'s career is indicative
critiques but also entertains, and practices which are salehcernedwith critique.

Similarly, the development of Stephanie MdMii n’ s s y n dMirdnautn &ecurity o mi ¢
highlights a distinction between satire and critical art which does not seek to entertain in its
own right. I n the beginning of her career, \Y

doubleness of critique ane@ntertainment which singularises satire (fig.4). Accordingly,

critics praisedMc Mi | | an’ s c-sharp aitiqeeacKkafed dsadta-andfunny-
ani mal cartsafa 007 Boakdi sso0ci al satire at it
(Zinnquoted in Seven Stories Staf0 1 3 ) . Over the years, howev

work has ceased to be entertaining in its own right. This development culminatad in
series of graphic work for a book entitla@iapitalism Must Die! Basic Introductiorto
Capitalsm: What It Is Why It Sucksand How to Crush [t(2014). Published by an
independent Marxist entity (Idées Nouvelles Idées Prolétarienr@ajpitalism Must Die!

incorporates didactic diagrams and lengthy prose which lack the entertainment dimension

essettial to satire (fig. 5). McMillan has stressed that her graphic r k i sforfarest “ ar t
sake” but instead instrument al to “soci al
“col ourful graphics help draw readtharwsse i n t o
mi ght avoid as potentially boring” (Leonard
as a “tool” in the service of a Marxist crit

from a satirical combination of critique anéntertainment to the straightforward

didacticism ofCapitalism Must Die{Leonard 2015). Satire distinguishes itself from such
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artistic practices exclusively in the service of critique because it also pursues entertainment

in its own right.

A Minimum Security classic

from 2002.
%‘“ MO M @ M democracy.: Ungrad’(fvl Wretches,
VA SN & SR CAY o o Stephanie
1 SEC U B ITY have hwvfl:""” Ncl"hllm
WHAT DO YOU MEAN,
NOT EVERYONE IS =5

ENTOYING THE TR1P?

&2

Figure 4

Flow of CAPITAL

M=C= M=

MONEY —>
COMMODITVES —>
MORE MONEY

Figure 5
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Satire is distinct from other forms of critique, like activism and functional artwork, by its

pursuit of aesthetic experiences in their own right. At the same time, some representations

also critiqgue and invite aesthetic appreciation, but are nonethelastindt from satire.

Refl ecting on satire’s wvariety in theéigbdbnte
[ Or wd984i'ss]satirical, so tGuancihi gRB01Be B&BR)O Hi
since satire by definition incorporates the pugeoto entertain, it distinguishes itself from

critical art like Guernicawhich does invite aesthetic appreda, but not the unealted

pleasures of entertainment. As explained, while what constitutes entertainment varies in
socichistorical contexts, atleast since Plato, the concept fundamentally denotes a
pleasurable digression in a context distinguished from the seriousness of ordinary affairs
(Shusterman 2003, 294). Although satire does incorporate a serious dimension of critique, it
distinguishes itslf from other critical representations which invite aesthetic evaluation
because it also integrates play, fun and enjoyment. Concretely, whereas reHeldgs

designed as an intense emotional experience, at the same time, it can also be appreciated

as a pleasurable pastime. By contrast, especially in a museum context of fine art
appreciation, the appropriate aesthetic appreciation@fiernicaincorporates asolemnity

that satire lacks. Specificallguernicais not designed to deliver the kind of unexadt
pleasurable feelings intrinsic to entertainment. For this reason, as nobody would challenge,
Guernicai s not entertainment. Si miTheStadSpangledvh i | e

Banner at Woodstock i s asGuerdcs it also indtesséhe r epr e ¢
kind of unexalted pleasures of a rock performance which are alien to the aesthetic

evaluation of Picasso’'s painting. Hendri x' s
i ntense, but, presented betSWwé grmt t(lR@Yandr n) §i n (

“Pur pl @96H & also'esigned as entertainment.

Another intriguing example of critical representations which invite aesthetic evaluation but

are not satirical arenostfilms in the tradition of British social realism.a k e Kemnd, Loach
Daniel Blakg2016), a bitter critique of the British welfare system. Interestingly, the lead

actor Dave Johns is also a stamg comedian and the film does have moments of absurd

humour. However, despite (darkly) comic momentfanel Blakds a different kind of film

t han, s a yDy. Stiangélovd ¢ R 64 ) . What ever comi c momen
have, they are not pursued as entertainment for its own sake. Rather, any entertaining
features inl, Daniel Blakeare strictly instrmental to an artistic project which solicits

bemused reflection, if not desperation, instead of pleasurable diversion. In other words, if
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you were to leave the cinema after having selerDaniel Blakeand say you had been
properly entertained, you would k& fundamentally misjudged the intentional design of
the film. By contrast, if you were not entertained after seelg Strangeloveeither the

film failed in its intent to deliver a certain aesthetic experiences, or you misunderstood the
work (probably he latter). Similarly, many political cartoons are not satire because they
invite tears more thareasy enjoyment T a k e K h‘aMoir d, absut theaButopean
migrant crisiswhich invitesaesthetic appreciation in virtue afs minimalist compaosition,

but is not entertainindfig. 6).

Figure 6

Similarly, critical art with a propagandistic or pamphletistic purpose may invite aesthetic
apprecidion, without pursuing the uneadted pleasures of entertainment. Whereas Cristy

C. Ra d posterProtect Trans Livas beautiful in its own right, especially printed in a large

format, the aesthetic delight it delivers does not constitute entertainment (fig.7). Rather,

the symmetrical composition ofenitRoather'than post e
entertainment, while the vibrancy of its colour scheme does not divert attention away from

the issue at stake, but is designed exactly to highlight it.
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PROTELCT TRANS LIVES

Figure 7

In conclusion, the kind of unaked aesthetic pleasures invited by satire in a context of

playful digression distinguish the genre from critical representations that also solicit
aesthetic appreciation but are nonetheless much more straightforwardly serious or solemn.
Contrary to satie, such critical representations lack the defining tension between the
exalted moral purpose of critique and the aesthetic pursuit of unexalted pleasures
associated with entertainment. Crucially, this specific tension between ethics and
aesthetics singuldses satire as a genre by problematizing its social and political value more

so than in the case of other representations. Margaret Atwood highlights this fundamental
tension in the reception of her satirical nowelK S | I y R Y IAtlivédQ éxplaing tha® ®
“lervlel l ers dress up as Handmai ds ethesetwaol | owe’ ¢
uses of its costumes mirroring its doubleness. Is it entertainment or dire political prophecy?

Can it be both?” (2012). S a tentatiens whgch invites t i n c t
aesthetic appreciation because such confusion about the social and political value of, say, a
Ken Loach f iGuemicas unlikBly tc lze equally psessing. In other words, there

is something particular about the combination between critique and entertainment which

makes satire more suspicious than other critical art.
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As Atwood’s doubt ¢ EBo Ut yTibdicReR &atitisis ara oftenf
the first to problematee t he genre’s value as <critique.
Atwood, Tom Lehrer (who wrote popular satirical songs during the 1960s) evokes a cynical

“Peter Cook, who, mantCfulwin 061 said it wabte beEasdtiecdl | i s h

venue modelled on ‘those wonder ful Berlin ce
Hi tl er and prevent t he o ut Dhomepaok2003) Lelrene Sec
contends that “ mkutlihi satimecise doingl sonketningt But, ih fadt, it is

mostly to leave themselves satisfied. Satisfied rather than angry, which is what they should
b e Thoripson2003). Irrespective of whether Lehrer is right about the cynicism inherent
to satire, his commant highlights a specific tension between ethics and aesthetics in the
genre which other representations lack. Although the cartoons of Khalid Albaih or Cristy C.
Ro ad’ s opnvite taestheticdappreciatigraccusations of cynicism on these grounds
would nonetheless be odd. By contrast, in the case of satire, becau#ts difinitive
combination of critique and entertainment, it does makes sense to at least consider this
problem. TakeSouth Park Although some would defend the critical value of the e®ri
including myself, others have argued that its at tepeerile entertainment cancels out any
seriousness as critique or is indicative of the moral indifference it promaéigs (2014,
Groening 2008). Even though | do not agree tBatth Parks on thewhole cynical, | can
nonetheless understand why someone would have such suspicions, whereas | would find it
much more puzzling if someone were to say ti@aiernicaor |, Daniel Blakananifests
cynicism. In this respect, defining satire as a genre with ghgpose to critique and
entertain elucidates why it commonly has such an ambiguous status, lauded as a moral

intervention by supporters and dismissed as a cynical distraction by detractors.

As indicated, satirists themselves are often quick to pragraliyicdownplay the critical

significance of the genre. Appearing on the news svassfirg CNN, 19822005) in 2004,

Jon Stewart disavowed suggestions that he was anythioige thana comedian on Comedy
Central, whose show folll esWsJonpuPtpewsr.tmakn ngG
Stewart argued thafThe Daily Showvas in the same league as the sitc@ainfeld(NBC,

19891 998) , only it was not as good. Years | a
disavowal in a long tradition of satirists whowdaplay the significance of their satire,
explaining that “[a]l/]l political satirists |
source of knowl edge; t hey are just entert a

disavowals as pragmatic, but ultimageinsincere. According to McClennen, Jon Stewart
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does develop “the sort of satire that speaks
politically powerful satire of John Oliver"”
intent on Crossfire Stewart was berating the partisan journalistic practices of hosts Paul
Begala and Tucker Carlson, asking them to st
had some effect, for a year later, the show was cancelled.) By contrast, McClennen signals

that Trevor Noah, who succeeded Stewart as hosTloé Daily Shown 2015 develops

comedy which is “more mockery thaTheBadyt i r e”

Show with Trevor NoafComedy Central, 2045r es. ) devel ops “the soi
tumspeopl e off entirely from politics rather t
have argued, | agree that the disti-satré¢e i on be
is “a difference with political ,teeitegnsianf i canc

between critiqgue and entertainment highlighted by my definition does signal that the value

and significance of satire’'s critical functi
Although not everybody is convinced (Webber 2013; Colletta 2009)n#jerity of recent
scholarship about commercially successful satire on American television has in some way
praised its value and significance as critique (Day 2011; Baym 2010; Jones 2010; Gray, Jones
Thompson 2009; Peterson 2008; Gray 2005). In part, éfimition | have developed in this
chapter serves to theoretically support such appraisals, by highlighting critique as a
necessary condition of satire (and therefore identifying good critique as a necessary
condition for good satire). However, althoughlso defend that satire can have value and
significance as critique, many important questions have remained unansvieredler to
substantiate this appraisal. The idea that satire is a form of critigue on a moral mission to
reveal truth requires substaral philosophical investigation. For one, anxieties in the wake

of postmodernism have problematised truth, especially in the moral domain. Moreover,
suppose representations can teach moral truths, does it follow that fictional
representations like satire cado so as well? Further, granted that critique and
entertainment are not incompatible, the function of entertainment in satire is not simply
instrumental to critique, as | have argued. So what value does entertainment for

entertai nment ’re? Additiknally, tha puesuit ofrentestanment for its own

sake in satire does problematise its critical function in the sense that at least some
resources of satirists and audiences are directed away from critical activism towards
unexalted aesthetic digssions. In this respect, the examples of Stephanie McMillan and

Dick Gregory suggest that artists who are fully committed to critique ultimately tend to
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outgrow satire. For this reason, detractors of the genre, inducing satirists like Tom Lehrer,

aresusp ci ous that satire’s pursuit of enterta

critiqgue and ultimately makes the genre cynical.

In the rest of this thesis, | set out to address these fundamental questions about the nature,
function and significance of see. Pace detractors, | will dismiss that satire is necessarily
cynical, because good satire can make moderate but nonetheless significant cognitive
contributions to a moral project of critique. At the same time, | will also challenge what |
considertolr overestimations of satire’s critical
its political impact. Although satire sets out to critique, | agree with Jon Stewart when he

says, i f it’s purpose was soci aluecha(nFgeet,t ive
2015). Stewart may have had a handdrossfire s cancel |l ati on, but hi s
standards in the US over the years has not prevented the current media malaise of post

truth politics. Similarly, Jm Ol i ver ' s or irSdidtitlentd preventBleumg s s at
from getting to the White House. Nevertheless, these critical limits of satire are not
necessarily a defect. Instead, | will argue that satire has value and significance partly
because it highlights the emancipatory limité aitique. Good satire acknowledges that

even unbridled critique cannot wholly emanci
and significance is that it develops coping strategies through entertainment in response. In

this respect, Stewart suggestd & t “1Ti]l]n some respect s, t he

typically catharsissand whet her that’'s positive or nege

Although Stewart addhhath e means “catharsis for me, as f
no idea”"l5)Fetdristi2c0s have similarly acknowl ¢
anchor and therapist for |liberals of a cert:

my thesis, | will not only philosophically investigate how satire can have cognitive value in
moral project of critique, but also how it can have a therapeutic value in dealing with the

limits of critique.

I n order to clarify these fundamental, gene
function and significance, | will introduce a pisibphical methodology. To start, | will

develop a meteet hi c al i nvestigation t o safeguard
normalising truth in the domain of ethics. Further, | will engage with recent debates in
aesthetics about the cognitive function chmr r at i ve fi ction to i nvest

value as critique compared to epistemic best practicephilosophy or journalism. At the
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same time, my metathical investigation will also highlight the limits of critique, for
unbridled critique is nobnly unlikely to wholly emancipate the world, but is psychologically
destructive. In response, | will make it philosophically plausible that satire has therapeutic
value to cope with the limits of critique because it entertains. Specifically, | willsnhtw
satirists often cultivate humorous and ironic strategies which are designed negotiate a
psychologically traumatic gap between the demands of critique and its limits. This
investigation will not only be grounded in philosophical methodologies, @a fthmed in
relation to philosophy. Although satire is not philosophy, | argue it can complement
philosophy in interesting ways. As explained before, the common comparisons between
satire and philosophy rightfully situate the two in the same existentilphrk, although

they play ball differently. Concretely, | will frame the significance of the definitive tension
between critique and entertainment in satire as corresponding to a fundamental conflict in
ethical life between the care for others and theeaf self. Albeit philosophy highlights this
conflict, it cannot resolve it. Although satire does not resolve it either, | will argue it
nonetheless stands to complement philosophy as a therapy to cope with its existential

limits.

My investigation wilhighlight that the nature, function and significance of satire should be
situated in an existential framework. In this respect, Matthew Hodgart frames satire against

a bleak existential background (1969). According to Hodgart,

[tlhere would not seem tobe any conceivable future less problematical than the

troubled past, less full of absurdities than the nightmare of history. There are many
ways of |l ooking at this I|ife, and satire’:
mixture of laughter andnidignation is not perhaps the noblest way, nor the most

likely to lead to good works of art; but it is the way of satire (1969, 10).

Al though | do not wholly agree with Hodgart
the right direction. Satire red not necessarily be humorous, but does it does mix the
respite of entertainment with the indignation of critique. Accordingly, Hodgart mentions
the "aesthetic features which can cause pur e
which the painfulisses of r eal I i f e d2).drredpectvencd whethee d” (1
this satirical approach to cope with the absurdities life can claim any nobility, or

predisposes the genre to be less good qua art (which | think it does not), | dismiss that it
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necesar i |y makes satire cynical. By <contrast,
definitive combination of critique and entertainment is a therapeutically mature response

to the absurd gap between critiqgue and its limits, which is central to moral life.

8. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | have defined satire as a genre which has since Roman times guided
interpretation and evaluation of works on the grounds of their purpose to critique and
entertain. This proposal has introduced a conception of genre whiptuces the protean
variety of satire without appealing to vaguer alternatives, specifically mode sgirit.
Further, my definition has challenged the scholarly consensus that satire can only be
characterised by a cluster of naassential family resemblances. The problem with a cluster
account is that it obscures the nature, function and significance of theeg&pecifically, a
cluster account supports undue comparisons between satire and frivolous fooling around
or gratuitous shock humour, sometimes in the service of justifying downright nasty jokes.
Accordingl vy, by wundul y ac orab fwicterd g icritique, a he ge
cluster account sustains a problematic ambi
media contexts and public discussions. At the same time, my definition distinguishes satire
from critical representations which areratghtforwardly solemn. As opposed to other
critical art, satire pursues the unexalted aesthetic pleasures associated with entertainment.
This combination of critigue and entertainment makes the genre more suspicious than
other critical art. Concretely, dpite its aesthetic function, nobody is concerned about the
value of Guernicaas critique, but the critical function of a satire ligouth Parkis not
similarly unproblematic. Crucially, my definition roots this ambiguity of satire in the
doubleness of & definitive purpose, as it oscillates between seriousness and diversion,
whereas a cluster account gives the mistaken impression that satire is determined by a
varied set of features which share no essential connection. For this reason, a definition of
sdire matters, because it highlights the fundamental tension which makes satire so
intriguing, if vexed. Accordingly, my definition outlines pathways for further investigation

into the nature, function and significance of satire, which | pursue in theatttis thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO: ENTERTAINMENT AND THE LIMITS OF CRITIQUE
1. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, | develop a philosophical framework to ground my investigation into the
value and significance of satire. Previously, | have defined satire as a genre with the
purpose to critique and entertain. This definition highlighted a fundamentalsitan
between the exalted moral concerns of critique and the pursuit of unexalted aesthetic
pleasures. Crucially, this tension makes the value of satire ambiguous. In what follows, | will

introduce arguments by detractors of the genre who dismiss the vafusatire on the
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grounds that its aesthetic pursuit to entertain precludes any meaningful ethical value as
critique. I n response, supporters fanctomsatir e
asentertainment to critique. In doing so, they havenecsnonl vy updat ed Hor ace'’
satire that “Ih] umour decides great i ssues
S e v e r1998Satiresl.(0, 1516). However, it proves particularly difficult to substantiate

the claim that satire is more effectivas critique because it entertains. Since thditical

impact of satire is at best moderate, | suggest that its value lies elsewhere. Specifically,
although | do not deny that entertainment can contribute to critique in satire, | will identify

s at i rsuit of unexalted aesthetic pleasures as a therapy to cope with the limits of
critiqgue. This argument will not only question the cmmn assumption that critique in

satire is more important than entertainment, but thenderlyingassumption that ethical

coneerns generally trump aesthetic ones.

My revalwuation of satire’s purpose to enter
broadly Humean framework. Specifically, | will reassess common claims by supporters of
satire about the moral value of theegre as critique by introducing eneta-ethical

framework developed by Simon Blackby#998) rooted in Hume's sent
meta-ethical investigation serves to redress anxieties about truth and goodness in debates

about satire, common in the wakaf postmodernism. If unaddressed, these anxieties risk

wholly undermining defences of satire’s vall
the genre have often misconstrued satire by arguing it cultivates a postmodern relativism

about truth and ethes. | will attenuate such postmodern anxieties by revealing talk of truth

as fairly unproblematic, even in the domain of ethics. However, my investigation will
introduce another, more substantial, anxiety about truth. While critical truthfulness reveals

the horrors of the world, it cannot wholly resolve them. This absurd gap between the need

for critique and its limits is psychologically traumatic. In this respect, | will argue that

satire’s purpose to entertain ehHweldepebuti call
this therapeutic dimension of entertainment
about dispelling philosophical melancholy through engrossment in avocations. | will argue

that because of their sejfistifyingor autotelicnature, theunexalted aesthetic pleasures of
entertainment in satire stimulate a lifaffirming engrossment which soothes existential

despair in face of the limits of critique. Ultimately, my investigation will frame the
ambiguous tensi on Is®ctritigeesand estertain as eorrespopding tp 0 S e

afundamental conflict in moral lifeetweenthe care of self and the care for others.
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2. ETHICS VS. AESTHETICS

An excellent example to elucidate the ambiguous tension between critique and

entertainment in satire ig i mi Hendrix' s iconiSpapgi feadr Bamane

at Woodstock (1969). This satirical rendition of the American national anthem had become

part of Hendrix's |ive repertoire as a prot
tunesandasoci ated | ySdarsg loefd(18BighreHeSm™&ri x' s satir
how American patriotism has been mutilated by warmongering. His guitar solo ironically
comment s on t he ant hem' s first stanza, whi ¢
McHerry withstood bombardments by the British during the War of 1812. Hendrix first

signals his satirical intent with an abrupt drop in pitch, which bleakly undercuts the
anthem’ s dignifi ed saipesainrdathiroing hfto rs t“atrhse” bw hoi acd
“gall antly streaming” despite a “perilous f
serene description of “the rockets’ red gl
screeching sound of a rocket launching angbloding. His guitar solo combines the high

pitched, almost bestial screams of pain with the low distortion of material destruction. The

di storted sounds of the anthem then warp in
commonly played at Commonwealthilitary funerals and remembrance ceremonies. This

ironic comment on the many military casualties in the Vietham War continues to
reverberate in the rendition of the disfigured chords corresponding to final verses of the
first stanza. Bht ber theamn awadviofig tthfe free an
Hendri x’'s guitar sol o i roni espandleg bannernyetn ds a
wave][ s] "-striokeneViethnamaAs the song draws to an end, Hendrix seamlessly leads

his band into an ylempov er si on of their record chart hit

As a satire, H®madmrgixé & Balrhreer St acar i ti gues t
involvement in the Vietham War by ironically juxtaposing patriotic idealism to hawkish
imperialism. At the same time, whildis rendition of B52s dropping bombs over
Vietnamese villages is harrowing as a <crit
aesthetic admiration for his virtuosic skill as a guitar player. Hendrix is showing off and the
audience is supposed to enjoly Seamlessly incorporated in the set of a rock concert,

Hendrix's performance i s not simply designe
unexalted aesthetic pleasures associated with entertainment. In this respect, there is an
ambiguous tensiondt ween the aesthetic di mension of -

and its moral dimension as critique. To start, one may doubt the cognitive value of the
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aesthetic strategies employed by Hendrix to critique the Vietham War when comparing it
to, say, sudined journalistic investigation. Moreover, albeit Hendrix certainly reaches an
audience, the political impact of his satire seems limited in contrast to public interventions
by Martin Luther King Jr. or protest marches by US army veterans. Given these lanits

to attenuate the horrors of the Vietnam War, the unexalted aesthetic virtuosity of

Hendrix’'s satire may start to seem gratuitou

be framed as an aesthetic distraction, stimulating moral indsifee to the intense
suffering caused by the Vietnam War, rather than sincere protest. Conversely, perhaps
Hendr i x’' s doesoffer@a vatluabie créical perspective whishpplementsother
critiques of the Vietnam War, while his aesthetic virtuositsty have therapeutic value as a

life-affirming response to the existential horror of war.

These ambiguities between satire’s mor al

entertain will bethef ocus of my i nvesti gatsignficenceinthi® t he

chapter. Pace detractors who dismiss satire as gratuitous or cynical, | will argue that the
genre can make moderate but legitimate contributions to a moral project of critique,
alongside other emancipatory practices. Specificallyhanrtext chapter, | will defend that
good satire can be informative. After all, Hendrix does succinctly sum up the internal
contradiction of patriotic support for the Vietham War. At the same time, pace

overent husi astic supporterlswil occbnceds athat, rag ' s
entertainment, -Smangleed iKaennelrh'e dSadeasyr not

in investigative journalism or philosophy, although it may complement these in moderate

pur

but significant ways. Similarly, 1 will acknodlg e t hat satire’s aest

entertainment limits its political impact as critique, especially when contrasted to directly
activistst r at egi es | i ke protest mar ches or ci

critical function is limitedby its purpose to entertain, | disagree witletractorsthat the

genre is therefore fundamentally fl awed.

entertain has a therapeutic function to complement the emancipatory limits of critique to
change the worldIn this respect, by the time of Woodstock, fierce opposition against the
Vietnam War had been growing for years, to no direct avail. In this regard, rather than
di smi ssing Hendrix's aestheticisation of
strategy against its continuing absurdity. Below, | will ground this therapeutic function of

entertainment in the selustifyingor autotelicnature of aesthetic experiences, which can
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defy absurdity through lif@ffirming vitality. Accordingly, | seekt r eval ue satire’

to entertain as compensating for the limits of its purpose to critique.

My investigation challenges the assumption
important than its purpose to entertain or that the latter really gnhas value as an
instrument to the former. In this respect, although some argue that satire only entertains

(Griffin 1994), recent defences of the genre have commonly emphasised its moral value as
critique, substantiated by entertainment (Day 2011; Mc@km 2011; Baym 2010; Jones
2010).My revaluation of entertainment in satire in relation to critique can be framed in a

larger conflict between ethics and aesthetics. Throughout the ages, it seems that ethics has
consistently trumped aesthetics to justiyhwy ar t matters, at |l east
According to Rene Wellek and Austin Warren,
summarized as a dialectic in which the thesis and countere s i s a dwceadd r ace’ s
utile: poetry is 6WwWeeé, add) usépeatci"rfically, alth

who | ike poetry”, when in private, “Ib] eau
confronted by “utilitarians and moralists, 0
rather thanthe' del i ght '’ of l'iterature” (Well ek and
public sphere, the value of art is commonly

Warren 1966, 37). A recent example is the Cultural Value Project Q&) of the Ard

and Humanities Research Council (AHRC). Although the Cultural Value Project sought to
transcend the dichotomy between intrinsic and extrinsic value of art, it ultimately focuses
primarily on social, political and economic value (Crossick and Kaszyritka42d5). By
contrast, the pursuit of aesthetic delight for its own sake, no doubt a major concern of

many artists and audiences, is all but wholly ignored in the final report.

In these public debates about the value of art, aesthetic delight for its sake is morally

suspicious and requires a moral stamp of approval to become legitimate. Sometimes this

instrumentalisation of aesthetics to ethics
this respect, accor di ng adure of\literdturee We naedldo War r e
maintain (..) is a ‘“higher pleasure’ because
acquisitive contemplation” (1966, 31) . Yet ,

from Kantian disinterestedness, the lisgy pleasure defended by Wellek and Warren is
exalted not simply for aesthetic reasons, but also because it results from an activity that is
morally better, becauset is not driven by materialistic selfiterest. Interestingly, this

moral stamp of appraa | , whi ch l egiti mi ses “higher’ a
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unavailable to the unexalted pleasures of entertainment. In this respect, entertainment is
aesthetic delight at its most morally suspicious. For this reason, supporters of satire have
typicaly strived to legitimise the value of entertainment by making it instrumental to

critique. My investigation below will challenge this instrumentalisation of aesthetics to

ethics in satire. Still, a caveat is in order. | too argue that entertainment iresh#s
instrumental value, specifically as therapy. Yet, any therapeutic value of entertainment in

satire depends fully on engrossment in unexalted aesthetic pleasures for their own sake. In

other words,there isno therapy in satire without entertainmerit or ent er t ai nment
Moreover, | will reveal this therapeutic value of entertainment in satire as morally
ambiguous and in tension with its purpose to critique. Therefore, albeit | argue that
entertainment in satire has instrumental value as therapy, d o not i nstrument

aesthetic pursuit of entertainment to its ethical purpose to critique.

This tension betweethe demands o&thics and the therapeutic function of aesthetics has

been acknowledgedh philosophy In particular, Sgren Kierkagrd has outlined a conflict

between ethics and aesthetics which informs the tension between critigue and
entertainment in satire. In the pseudonymoli&ther/Or, Kierkegaard has one character

advocate an aesthetic lifestyle and another an ethical lifes(¢87 [L843]) As Alistair
Maclntyre explains, “[a]J]t the heart of the a
self in the immediacy of present experience.
commitment and obligation through tig in which the present is bound by the past and to

the future” (2007, 40) . Li kewi se, | sai ah Gi
aesthetic mode of being whodelosis the sense of immediacy provided by beautiful and
interesting stimuli with(2) an ethical mode of being where an agent makes passionate
choices according to the wuniversal principle
the character who advocates an aesthetic I if

acton a e enjoyment and fascination and di s mi
influence of mor al responsibilityliembr@i ese 2
suspicion of (certain) aesthetic experiencesd, in particular, concerns about the

disparateness between critique and entertainment in satire.

Kierkegaard’' s ideas about aesthetics were |
consensus, according to which art was an intermediate between the transcendent and
material world (Pattison 1992, 141).tldugh this metaphysical framework is doubtful,

Kierkegaard nonetheless develops valuable insights into the psychology and
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phenomenology of aesthetic experiences. In an idealistic framework, good art makes the
transcendent immanent and thus provides lifew h an uncharacteristic
of t he chief sources of t he del i ght of ae

Kierkegaard argues that

[a]rt therefore reconciles us to life by presenting a harmonious and pleasing image of
what life is likewhich anaesthetizes any sense of outrage we may feel in the face of
suffering. Even in tragedy the aesthetic form persuades us to see suffering
sympathetically, contempl atively and di s |

corners and smooths out itough edges (Pattison 1992, 1434).

Kierkegaard’'s description of the phenomenol o
equally available on a minimalistic account, according to which aesthetic experiences
involve attending to forms, qualities or raringful features of things for their own sake or

the sake of an intrinsic payoff (Stecker 2010, 45). A minimalist account can similarly explain

for the immediacy of aesthetic experiences, which diverts attention from-weald

concerns to forms, qualitieand meaningful features. It is because of this immediacy that
Kierkegaard contends that “[t]he aesthetic h
real existing self” (Pattison 1992, 144).

This seHorgetfulness stimulated by the immediacy aésthetic experiences is morally
suspicious on Kierkegaard’'s account . Accord
sustain ethical commitments in the real world and instead pursue aesthetic distractions.
Conversely, defenders of art may aimtoreptda Ki er kegaard’ s i deas b
that much modern art prevents aestheticist escapism by deliberately challenging, if not
shocking, audiences. Art may be deliberately designed to prevent aesthetic experiences.

Mor eover, evenalilf vial uiasblreot[,ae“snchtet i ¢ ] exper

(Shusterman 2008, 82). Richard Shusterman clarifies that

[e]xperiences of disturbing shock, fragmentation, disorientation, puzzlement, horror,
protest, or even revulsion that contemporary artworkdesf aim to arouse can be
[aesthetically] valued for the novel feelings and thoughts they provide, whose

provocative power can enrich our vision of the world beyond the artwork (2008, 81).

In other words, aesthetic experiences do not necessarily aiseshetisingthe faculties
required for moral action in the real world, but may in fact stimulate them. At best,

Ki erkegaard’s account of the phenomenol ogy
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only applies to a specific kind of aesthetic experiences. HewalthoughKi er kegaar d’
moral suspicion of aesthetic experiencesds universally valid, it is particularly relevant to
entertainment. The unexalted pleasures of entertainment are morally suspicious because
their easy enjoymem’t plsedsiurme, skeuits es aamehtohl igrdg

mood by way of diversion” (Plato 276Db).

Kierkegaard’ s critique of aestheticism as
commonthe suspicion of entertainment in the contemporary reception of satirethe

previous chapter, | already mentioned a cynical Tom Lehrer who deprecates the genre
because “audiences |ike to think that satire
leave themselves satisfied. Satisfied rather than angry, which is whatey s houl d b
(Thompson2003). Echoing Kierkegaard, Lehrer argues that the unexalted pleasures of
entertainment in satire breed moral inertia because they numb the critical faculties
required for emancipatory action. Similarly, political cartoonist Tedl Rriticised Jon

Stewart (and his 2010 Rally to Restore Sanity and/or Fear) for impeding real change by
stimulating ambivalence, if not indifference, instead of moral steadfastness (fig. 8).

Al t hough some of &atricalitsel, it s/morcdincidesce that lysuwaughl y
drawing style eschews the easy pleasures central to entertainment. To a certain extent,
Rall's style is deliberately wugly to alienat
faculties. By contrast, the commerliiasuccessful satire of Jon Stewart is designed to be
consumed as an enjoyable diversion and, so the worry goes amslesthetisinghe moral

emotions that would otherwise propel genuine change. As | will highlight in what follows,

several critics andecshol ars share Lehrer’s and Rall s
aestheticism and therefore impedes the ethical value of satire as critique. Nevertheless, |
will argue that such dismissals ignore the therapeutic merits of entertainment in satire as a

compement to the limits of critique.
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ON OCTOBER 30, AMERICANS WHO ARE ANGRY AT ANGER WiILL
STROLL ON WASHINGTON. THEIR LEADER: JON STEWART. NOW SOME

HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE MILLION MODERATE MARCH
MODERATE CHANTS MODERATE MEMORABILIA

HECK, NO, WE
DON'T KNOW !
WHATEVER!

CHILL QUT,

NOW "M INSPIRED

TO GO HOME AND WAIT

foR ThE STIMULUS TO
CREATE A

) JOB. WHICH

1 wiLl APPLY

Figure 8

3. RECENT DEBATES ABOUT THE VALUE OF SATIRE

Recent debates about the value of satire s
purpose to entertain mars its purpose to critique. For this reason, some detractors consider

satire a failed genre. These detractors argue that because satire sets euntextain, it not

only fails to be critical, but even stimul at
suspicions, satirical entertainment is said to cultivate an aestheticism that breeds moral
indifference and even hostility towards moral commént. In response, supporters of

satire have sought to attenuate these claims by arguing that, facilitated by entertainment,

satire has significant political impact as critigden ef f ect , modern suppo
political and social value have commod y updated Hor ace’ s def el
“ITh]J]umour decides great i ssues mor el993o0r cef ul
Satiresl.10, 1516). My problem with this line of argument is that it oversells the political

impact of satire and, in thprocess, misconstrues the value of entertainment in satire by
instrumentalising it to critique. Although | consider arguments that satire is cynical without
adequate ground, there is similarly no evidence that the genre has a particularly significant
political impact as critiquef-or this reason, seeking to validate satire primarily through its

purpose to critique ultimately undermines its significance, for detractors can rightfully
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highlight that satire is not as critically impactful as more direatlijvist strategies. In order
to redress this issue and move debates about the value of satire forward, | will develop a
philosophical framework to investigate thrue significance it may have as critique and to

revalue its function as entertainment.

Detractas of satire have often argued that its aesthetic pursuit of entertainment
compromises its ethical value as critique. These detractions vary from sympathetic worry to
outright di smi ssal . On the one hand, whi |l e
satire of Jon Stewart and Stephen Colbert can, arguably, be considered some of the most
bracing and engaging commentary on t he t e

nonet heless wonders whether the soci al and
The Daily ShowThe Colbert RepgrandThe Simpsonsgally [can] have any kind of efficacy
beyond that of mere entertainment?” (2009, ¢

shows actually wunder mi ne soci ahgagadhviewep ol i t i «

who prefers outsider irreverence to thoughtful satiric critique and ironic, passive

democracy t o di scerning, engaged politics"”
appearance orCrossfire discussed in the previous chapter, Colletta codten t hha t “1t]
fact that there was a very real effect to Si

on the ambivalence of the satiric mode and
I n other words, Col et t aly savewacialrand political impaet t sat

when they stop doing satire.

More dismissingly, Julie Webber oliticalcanedypt i c al
is the new Lenin” (2013, 9) . I n particul ar,
of the political impact of commercial satire in online media. As previously discussed, some

journalists and bloggers have a tendency to claim that John Oliver or Samantha Bee

‘eviscerate’ or ‘destroy’ t he t arsg@ebber of t he
argues that “[t] he pTlThe DadyfShopioonotjas manydointc o me d y
out , to inspire [its] viewers to political

“Stewart’'s comedy is an erpraaxi §’0r(MmMWeldb er o
Highlighting t he all eged aestheticism cult
contends t hatTDSIs[a®lgasingifotmsof distractiornt, a way of avoiding the
painful experiences of a present in politics thateo$ no particularly imaginative inroads
into the future” (2013, 116) . Al ong the || in

t hat such aestheticism breeds mor al i nerti a.
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the audience to rise up off the sofand march to Washington brandishing torches, but this

is because the smart viewer already knows t
worries of Colletta and more forceful dismissals by Webberapeesentative of criticisms

by detractors of sate which supporters have regularly sought to mitigate. Although these
proposals by supporters are often valuable, they nonetheless fail to wholly dismiss the
scepticism of detractors, because they are overly focused on proving the extraordinary

merits of sdire as critique.

I n response to criticisms by detractors, S U
satire has a significant positive impact on politics and society. Supporters also detfyethat
aesthetic pursuit of entertainment compromisestsar e’ s cri ti cal functi

even consider entertainment as an asset to critique.interviews aboutThe Simpsons

Jonathan Gray established that audi ences cc
‘el ement ary’ |l evelr tdfs Hvd merc’'rsa cktsu mindi tsyl ,a pBa i
of smart, parodies at i r i c commentary” (2005, 131) . Ac

interviewees <c¢laimed also to be fond of t he
143). Yet, when defending the ual of The Simpsonsnterviewees did stress the profundity

and significance of its critique, rather than its comic entertainment. Sometimes,

i nterviewees even eqqu awithdritigelea asi Qray ‘explaing thate r i ¢

“ITt]o mostdeapat’ teéesond | evel consisted of

and political satire” (2005, l13lajtof sattlei | e Gr
itself, he too istrumentalises its value to the aims of critique. Specifically, Gray has argued

that contemporary satire likeThe Simpsongresents an important update to Jirgen

Haber mas’ s «c¢oncept(Grayf2008, hod)Sppcifidally,i Gray sap prasede

s at i rtheorygpet-a-porter’ whi ch, because it ent efrtains,

elucidating complex critique and the political value of engaging audiences (2005, 104).

Gray'’ s i deas about how ent erTha Simpesenwidave cont r |
resonated in discussions of commercially successful satire on America@pédificly,

supporters of satire have dismissed the criticism that entertainment and critique cannot
coincide as rooted in the outmoded modernist idealtbé informed citizen as rational

critical actor (Jones 2010; Baym 2010). Since this modernist model ofdaiyiconly

considers how ideal citizens pursue rational information that translates in direct democratic
participation, it fails to appreciate how entertainment shapes political identities and

opinions (Jones 2010, 33). Moreover, television audiences andigital age have been
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described as prosumers who actively appropriate media content, including entertainment,

as a resource for citizenry (Baym 2010, 150ff). Contemporary satiréBhg&impsons, The

Daily Showand The Colbert Repofttave been praise@xactlyfor blurring the outmoded

di stinction b e-homatwenand thelaesthgtieod grtd cxailve” ( Baym
see also McClennen 2012, 1667; Day 2011, 190; Jones 2010, 2a®10). Following Gray,

scholars have updated the modernist conttep of the public sphere in order to
accommodate satire’s s o @ayml201@ ©3@34;pMcClenten c a | C
2012, 4244/158159; see also Day 2011, 1333). Supporters have claimed that satire

fulfils a political function in the public Bpre because it makes critique more
comprehensible and accessible than traditional media (see also McClennen 2012, 71ff;
Jones 2010, 210). In other words, they consider entertainment in satigesg®onful of

sugar to help the medicine of critigue go dowMany supporters of satire therefore agree

with Sophia McClennen that “J[i]t i's not nec

politics can have fun

167).

because good satire

The revision of the modernist dichotomy betwepalitics and entertainment by supporters

of satire is an important update to a flawed model of political engagement. At the same
time, the argument that satire has value because entertainment contributesritimue

dates back at least as far as Horace. However, albeit an ancient idea, it has proven
particularly difficult to prove empiricallySeveral empirical studies do claim that
contemporary American television satire h@®me)positive democratic effecfseither on
political knowledge acquisition and attentivene®ruyce et al. 2014; Brewer et al. 2013;
Young and Hoffman 2012(enos and Becker 200€ao 2010; Cao 20p&®r political
motivation and persuasion (Lee and Kwak 2014; Holbert et al.)2008 both (Lamarre
2013. Similarly, other empirical studies have claimed that satire combines entertainment
and information in a way that produces substantive democratic outconvesirfg 2013;
Landreville et al. 2000 Yet, such optimism has been mitigated byd#ts stressing that
genuine causality between satire and democratic praxis is difficult to estalilisb &nd
Brewer 2008; Brewer and Marquardt 200®oreover, again other studies are downright
pessimistic about s Hdrti2018;Basmgadteemand Mauris R0O8; e f f e ¢
Hart and Hartelius 2007 Similar pessimistic studies have argued that audiences of satire
typically seek entertainment rather than informatioBrowning and Sweetser 201 4hat

satire has less cognitive benefits than traditional me@ian and Vishak 200&nd that it
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even enhances feelings of inefficacy, alienation and cynicBaim@as 201y — although

another study established no such relatidtoffman and Thompson 20R9

I n the end, despite ample attention in the :
political impact, empirical research has not yielded conclusive evidence. Surveying over a
decade’s worth of resear ch, hdieisnbcdearcewddended | ber t
that ©political satire use is necessarily goc¢
address this issue, Holbert and colleagues have outlined new strategies to capture the
democratic effects of contemporary satire (Young &. 2014). More specifically,
suggestions have been made to expand the cor
beyond easily measurable outcomes, like salience, knowledge, attitudes and political
behaviour, to include more subtle outcomes, likg,j enthusiasm, curiosity, and an inner

sense of political engagement (Young et al 2014, 111Y7). Likewise, Amber Day has
suggestedfocussingon the incremental shifts and changes that contemporary satire
achieves in public debate (2011, -23), which ke grants are difficult to measure

empirically (2013, 427). In particular, the benefitsofcsa | | ed ‘' preaching to
have been revalued as fostering communities and substantiating the critical attitudes

required for political action (Day 2011,45146; Gray 2005, 15¥59). Nevertheless,

similarly arguing that “‘[p]reaching to the
185) , Sophie Quirk concedes that “[t] he con:
change is, perhaps, moreettea | (2015, 203) .

Moreover, not only have supporters suggested aftgrthe parameters of social and
political impact to include the more ethereal effects of satire, the limits of the genre as
critigue have been explicitly conceded&than Thompson has disguished between
“subverting the political and subverting t
succeeds in the latter rather than the former (2011, 147). Moreover, even supporters
commonly understand &rmal call to action as inimical to thesigre, while satirists are

often said to be most critically effective when they abandon their satirical framework
remember Jon Stewart o@rossfirg(Young et al2014, 11231125). Similarly, satire seems

most effective when combined with more directictivist strategies. As a case in point,

Quirk discusses the work of Mar k Thomas as
real and significant change”, but she- al so a
up, but “[t] he Kksrandtthe Bnkssvithaoffiaial canfpaign grougsn [which]

are vital t o h i-203).e6Simflarlyc Bag mdstly fo@ubes ‘brh y Rr0i2d s at i
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genres” , which combine the purposes of sati
political street theatre (2011, 8). While illuminating, conclusions about the effects of such
hybrids are not representative of the genre satire itself. For these reasons, despite often

ent husiastic appraisals btfab(bbatbeetmeffactbei pkr a

of political satire appear to be minimal” (F
satire on the generation of political knowl
311).

The argument that satire has extraordinary politic@pact because entertainment is a

spoonful of sugar to help the medicine of critique go down cannot be substantiated by
empirical evidence. At the same time, the tentative suggestions about the moderate social

and political impact of contemporary satirenoAmerican television seem plausible.
Nevertheless, these suggestions are unlikely to attenuate the scepticism of detractors who,
evoking the Frankfurt School'™s Marxi st di st
moderate benefits as wholly reversed the complicity of commercial satire in consumer
capitalism (see Adorno and Horkhein2802 [1944]). Case in point, from the momeiihe
Simpsongyenerated scholarly attention, scholars wondered whether its satirical critique

could be married to itcommerial success (Alberti 20p4In responsePouglas Rushkoff

has argued that commercially successful satire Tike Simpsonsan f uncti on as &

virus or a met hod for getting t he mai n
countercul tur al7). Hogeeen dRashkoff lqtet pr@bEmatised his claims,
acknowledging that a media virus can only be successfully subversive for a certain period of

time, after which its message is-opted after all (Rushkoffjuotedin Ortved 2009, 282).

Indeed, despg  Gray’' s (2010) cl ai msThet Simpsoridid loseont r ar
their critical bite as the franchiseand ransf
Rabin2007). Nonetheless, supporters may respond that the critical legatheSimpsan

outweighs its economic complicity. Gray has argued that the critical value of satire lies in its
“potentia’ t o sti mul ate resistance (2Th&dImpsods, or i g
““must rely on t he audi ence 0650168 alevertheleds,h a t r e
although Gray has identifiedhe Simpsonas a “gener ati onal touch
qualitative data from interviews, further empirical evidence that satire has significant

political impact is sparse (2005, 128).

Perhaps a more pmising rebuttal of Marxist ns pi red pessi mismais Gra

“Faustian bargain” i's unprobl emati &) Asor com
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Gray argues, when progressive impulses and conservative realities clash, the latter do not
necessarily prevail over the former (2005, 167). In this respect, Jeffrey P. Jones quotes
Michael Moore, who has quippedth&t[ o] ne of t he beauties of <ca
you the rope to hang themsel ves 2010, 156Aey bel i
the same time, Gray does concede that a Faustian basgaint ai | s t hat commer c
never completely subversive, for to be so would be to risk either termination, and/or
charges of patroni zati on a nnildr ¢dorGednge p.oTest i sy ”
(1991, 54), Gray2005, 1112) has further developed the relationship between complicit

satirists and their powerful targets hr ou gtho otlh eand Kk fologihg thiesnal ogy
analogy, satirists are like medieval court jesters who receive a license from the king to
subvert, on the condition that the subversion only goes so far. The fool and king analogy is
insightful because it conceptualises how satire can hawelarate social and political

impact. At the same time, the analogy does not sustain any extraordinary value of satire as
critique in a liberal democracy. By contrast, whereas the license to critique granted to fools

may be particularly valuable in totalifan regimes, it seems superfluous in liberal
democracies, where everybody has a license to be critical to some degree. Surely, nobody
would deny that there are ideas at least as critical as the satire of Samantha Bee or John

Oliver widely available in b&shops and other fora.

Moreover, rather than substantiating the political and social value of satire, detractors may

argue that the fool and king analogy ultimately undermines it. The fool and king analogy
echoes Mikhail Bakht i mivat and id guinerable to dhe tsamene d i e v
rebuttals. Bakhtin has characterised the carnival as a time and space where official norms

and laws were invertedsee Stam1989) Similarly, scholars have identified artistic
transgressions likesatire, alongside thosef comedy and animation, as contemporary

mani festations of t he *‘car njJomes$ and Ghorapson ( Th o m
2009, 10; Gray 2005, 107; Baym 2010, 108ff/129). In particular, the satirical transgressions

of South Parkave regularly been undstood as a contemporary carnivdlfompson 2009;
JhnsonWoods 2007, xii). However, since the carnival is only a temporary and
institutionalised transgression, its subversiveness has been questioned by detractors.
Specifically, drawing on Umberto Eco (1884vho dismissed thauthorised transgression

of the carnival asa conservative tool to maintain the status quo, Julie Webber questions

the social and political impact of commercial sa{ig913,6/147). SimilarlyDustin Griffin

sceptically wonders whe#r satire is not just a har ml ess way to allo
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dangerous steam” (1994, 156) . Sstill, al bei 1
significant critical impact, neither is there proof that it breeds cynicism. Moreover, even if

satire were m part to function as emotional relief, such a therapeutic function need not
necessarily be inimical to critical commitment. At best, the political impact of satire may

indeed be more moderate than some supporters would have hoped, but the genre does

therefore not necessarily uphold the status quo by fostering moral indifference.

I n concl usi on, the updated version of Hor ac
critique because it entertains proves a nstarter. At best, the political impact of seiis

limited. Nevertheless, it does not follow that satire has no political value. By themselves,

many other critical practices, including most scholarship, volunteering or charity, also
cannot claim extraordinary emancipatory efficacy. Still, they magementally contribute

to emancipation, with some practices having a larger impact than others. Maybe satire can

be one practice among many that contributes to emancipation, even if it cannot claim
extraordinary efficacy. It follows that supporters of satieed not prove that the genre has
extraordinary political impact in order to refute accusations of cynicism. Moreover,

overestimations ok at i r e’ s p opelnitidus beedauses thely seethe ayengs for
failure. Since the political impact oftga is not particularly significant, it may seem that
the genre is on the whole rather insignificant. However, the significance of satire is not
determined by its political impact to change the world. Instead, in the next chapters, | will
develop the argment that satire has cognitive value because it informs about the world
and therapeutic value because it develops strategies to cope witlstill, n order to
substantiate these arguments, some preparatory philosophical groundwork is required. The
theoretical understanding of both entertainment and critique has remained philosophically
underdeveloped in recent debates. In particular, ideas about critique have been negatively
impacted by postmodern anxieties about truth and ethics. Addressing these asxiktiill
introduce a philosophical framework which will later permmié to investigate the cognitive
value of satire as critique and the therapeutic function of entertainment to cope with the

limits of critique.
4. POSTMODERN ANXIETIES ABOUT CRITIQUE

The political impact of satire as critique is at best moderate. Yet, even a moderate claim
about satire’s contribution to emancipati on
satire can convey truths about ¢hworld and, specifically, whad ivrong wih it. However,

in the wake of postmodernism, the very idea of truth, especially in the domain of ethics,
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has been problematised in debates about satire. Postmodernism introduced a relativism
about truth according to which assertions have no objective imglidut simply express
personal opinion. In particular, such epistemological scepticism capitalised on anxieties
about the legitimisation of moral judgements. Accordingly, postmodern relativism about
moral truth deeply problematises the legitimacy of eqite. These postmodern anxieties
about critique have strongly informed recent debates about the value of satire. On the one
hand, drawing on postmodern framewor ks, deni
critique, while detractors have dismissed tgenre for its alleged relativism. On the other
hand, supporters have commonly praised satire Tike Daily Show with Jon StewartThe
Colbert Reportexactly for opposing the soggy relativism of postmodern journalism.
Nevertheless, these defences areethselves often compromised by postmodern anxieties
about truth and ethics common in the humanities. Since these postmodern anxieties about
truth and ethics have not been appropriately dispelled in recent debates about satire, | will

propose a metaethicalinvestigation to safeguard the function of the genre as critique.

As a form of critique, satire can be situated in a tradition of enlightenment. Manifesting
itself in various socitistorical contexts, enlightenment is propelled by the will to truth in
order to overcome untruth. Metaphorically speaking, enlightenment brings light where
previously there was obscurity. In the West, the beginning of thisabgcurantist project

is commonly situated in the lonian Enlightenment of the sixth century BC. Ndefigally,

it is Thales of Miletus who has been remembered as the first real sedékasth. Thales is

said to have developed a method of inquiry into naturalistic phenomena which did not
appeal to mythology and the supernatural, but exclusively to eeaand naturalistic
explanations. A century later, in Athens, Socrates transposed this polemical enlightenment
from the natural sciences to the domain of ethics. More specifically, aiming to emancipate
his fellow citizens by stinging them out of complaggr8ocrates originated the tradition of
critique in the West (Bronner 2011, 1). In this respect, comparisons between satire and
philosophy, specifically philosoplas embodied by Socrates, are significant because they
rightfully situate satire in a tradiin of enlightenment (see Introduction). Incorporating the
purpose to critique, satire too is propelled by the will to shine the light of truth in order to

foster emancipation.

However, the ideals of enlightenment are fragile. Peter Sloterdijk has chaissste
enlightenment as a “pol emical real inaked t hat

truths, the nakedf act s shoul d be regarded as val i d”
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According to Sloterdiijk, t hi s p o lreomlight.a | rea
Where it has an effect, a twilight arises”
the seventeenth and eighteenth century in the West, this twilight crystallised as
postmodernity. Sl oterdijk war amstotbdhprepared [ t ] o«
for the fact that everything that in consciousness is mere morality will lose out against the
unavoidable amoralism of the real?” (1987, ¢
emancipatory ideals, its moral aspirations were probleseati by the very real
“technol ogi cal atrocities of the twentieth
Auschwitz to Hiroshima” (Sloterdijk 1987, 11
modernity’'s enlightened iddalse <tyinmeli atméd (4
postmodernity, this cynicism manirohigesunged it se

of ethics and of social conventions, as if universal laws existed only for the stupid, while

that fatally clever smile plays on thei ps of those in the know”
According to Sloterdijk, a postmodern cyfiich e af s ndament al val ues’ a
sees mushroom clouds rise up” (1987, 119).

Moreover, the values of the Enlightenment were not only challenged byorkdal
developments in postmodernity. At the same time, academic postmodernism launched an

attack on the theoretical foundations which sustained these values. In particular,
postmodern philosophers interpreted Friedrich Nietzsche as outlining a nihilisarding

to whi ch al |l “truth’ i s rel ative to i ndi v
concluded thereis' | i terally a plurality of worl ds” 1
corresponds (Blackburn 2005, 36). For postmodernists, this situatitifigdsa complete
symmetry of standing between opinions, whi c
unmedi ated access to the ‘real’. Perhaps su
celebrated by postmodernists as an emancipation from enlighteriraed the tyranny of

sameness imposed by its concept of truth (Lyon 199¥6)5 Accordingly, while denouncing

enlightenment’s commitment to truth, this pc¢
its emancipatory ideal. However, exactly by problemayj and relatiging truth, the
emancipatory dream of postmodernism ultimately imploded. Postmodernism has been
criticised because its relativistic understanding of truth is unable to support ethical praxis,
including critique. If everything is only a mattef opinion, dismissing a practice or

discourse as untrudecomesimpossible. In this manner, postmodern relativism became

associated with a soggy attitude @verythinggoes At t he same ti me, p C
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amorality was said to cultivate setfteregedness and cynicism, as highlighted by Ted Rall

in his dystopian graphic nov@024(fig. 9).

Figure 9

The postmodern challenge to enlightenment impacted the understanding of satire in
scholarship. Writing in the mi#l990s, Dustin Griffin challengedh € “consensus
established in the 1960s that literary satire has a moral function (1994, 1). Among the
targeted consensus scholars was Northrop Fry, who understood satire as an dhnaitdl

norms [which] are rel ati vehthegotesguearidabsundd “ st a
ar e me aldarr223) By contrast, Griffin considered it naive to think that satirists

have relatively clear moral visions which they succeed@ommunicatingto a receptive

audience. Moreover, in true postmodern fashion,ffBr stressedthat [ t ] o assume tt

satirist or a historian is simply referring
writer’s version of events” (1994, 132). Lik
“independepur pds edo,r adtressing that “norms ar

may make judgements by internal shifts of perception that do not appeal to external values
or by identifying the satiric object as rid
postmodernism impacted analyses of satire in popular media. In his analysihef

SimpsonsDuncan Beard argued that
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[blecause postmodern satire does not conform to earlier definitions of satire, which
maintain that satirical criticism must be based upon iaplicit or explicit set of

values, the relative and reflexive ground of postmodern satire rarely finds a positive
voice of rejuvenation to provide alternative visions for situations that have been

satirically criticized as unfavable (20@, 287).

While such postmodern understandings of satire were a cause of celebration to some,
others, who were still upholding the modernist frameworks of the enlightenment, were

alarmed by the relativism the genre was said to exhibit.

The impact of academic postrdernisms on the scholarly reception of satire did not inspire
unanimous praise of the genre. Instead, worries about postmodern relativism informed
arguments of detractors who dismissed satire as stimulating indifference and cynicism.
Sticking to the recejwn of The SimpsonsJosh Ozersky argued that its postmodern
relativism made audiences| ess inclined to object to the
workplaces, vast corporations, the therapy racket, and all the other deserving targete of
Simpsons mlaess bayr9s” Silnbdlar |l vy, Ca rThe Shhapsbrise s on !
does not promote anything, because its humor works by putting forward positions only in
order t o under t181 FortthisereasonJénied WdllacalismissedThe
Simpsonss niHilistic (everything is a target) and conservative (the traditional social order
endur e s P4b). LikedviBelCarl, Bybee and Ashley Overbeck criticiSbd Simpsonfer

formul ating a postmodernism of derdgalng r and

with the postmodern worl d”, since al | soci a
(2001, 10). Clearly, the influence of postmodernism in academia, especially in the

humanities, problematised the idea that satire likee Simpsoraffirmed a moral position.

By contrast, supporters dofatire like The Daily Show with Jon Stewantd The Colbert

Report commonly hailed these programmes as a defence of modernist enlightenment

against pernicious postmodern journalism. Convinced thateprasentation of reality can

ever be objective and encompassing, mainstream journalism aimed to avoid bias during the
George W. Bush years by offering an overview of competing -tlaims on any given

issue. However, aiming to avoid bias, postmodern jalism exactly provided a forum for

what Harry Frankfurt -padisan diseoursedhdt is‘indifferent oh i t ° [
truth in pursuit of its own agenda (Baym 2010, 177ff). lronically, although academic

postmodernisms shared the emancipatory ae of the political left, postmodern
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journalism generated a free market of trout
imperialistic agenda- culminatng in the 2003 invasion of Ira@McClennen 2012, 42ff;

Jones 2010, 43ff). In reaction, supporterssatire like The Daily Shownd The Colbert
Reportframed these programmes as an explicit critique of postmodern bullshit (Jones
2010, Baym 2010, Mc Cl ennen 2 O0HeZlhick ofIKBBC,Br i t a i
20052012) mounted a similar critique gdolitical spin in a climate of moral relativism

(Higgie 2012). As a critique of the proliferation of bullshit in postmodern times, satire has

been praised by supporters as continuing the modernist legacy of truth and enlightenment.

However, at the saméme, the resonance of academic postmodernisms has made such
talk of truth, especially in the domain of ethics, uncomfortable. This ambiguity can be
di scerned in comments by Jon Stewart. On t h

are—should be—you krow, truths, actual truths and someone should be there to help

arbitrate that” (quoted in Day 2011, 74) . Ol
audience can watch without feeling |like we’
“Thi s uitsh!thentrt heir faces. Our show is abou:

in Jones 2010, 76). Similarly, while supporters have praised satire for its critique, they are

often ambivalent about its rel ati chsatteo tr ut
speaks truth to power’ (2008, 128) and sat.
capitatTTr ut h” (2008, 125). At the same ti me, Pe
a meaningful concept than wetersoroevdn ddvdcdtek e t o
for some degree of bullshit in society, argu
Frankfurt to pursue Ultimate Trut h, but t he

ambiguities in defences of satire as critigreflect some the unresolved anxieties about
truth and ethics common in the wake of postmodernism. Very often, these anxieties are
rooted in a mistaken conception of truth, especially moral truth, as something so ultimate
that it cannot realistically beomprehended by satirists or anybody else. In order to redress
this situation, | propose a metethical investigation to normalise truth, including moral

truth, and safeguard the function of satire as critique.

5. DISPELLING POSTMODERN RELATIVISM

In what bllows, | set out to dispel anxieties about relativism by arguing that truth is far less

a problematic concept than postmodernists have assumed, even in the domain of ethics.
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The problematic of truth is commonly overestimated because postmodernism hastedrg

an erroneous conception of trut h, rooted in
empirical world is in constant flux, which is why sensory perception does not produce
knowledge épistem@, but mere opiniondoxa. On a Platonic metaphysics, true knowledge

is nonetheless possible, but it only results from the intellectoahtemplation of a
transcendent world which is permanent and unchangeable. However, propelled by its own
will to truth, enlightenment came to unask the falsity of Platonic metaphysics and its
historical manifestation, Christianity. Secularism destroyed the belief in a transcendent
world and accordingly also the possibility of true knowledge. In a disenchanted universe, all
that remained was the mpirical world of impure opinions. Accordingly, postmodern
philosophers argue that enlightenment unmasked the falsity of its own tocatinception. In
response, they urge that the absolute conception of truth ought to be replaced by

relativism.

However,the problem of postmodernism is that despite its dismissal of absolute truth, it
nonetheless still adheres to a Platonic metaphysics. The Platonic understanding of truth
demands that true knowledge must bear on an independent reality which is objectively
accessible by reason. However, since Kant, it is common philosophical knowledge that
reason can only access a reality constructed by its own categories. Access to reality as such

is transcendental. In response to Kantian constructivism, postmodernism drhes t
Platonic conclusion that true knowledge about the empirical world is impossible. Not only

do postmodernists consider the world in itself unknowable, but they argue that the
conceptual categories which construct understanding of the world as it appearsc

universal, but relative to socibistorical contexts. The result is epistemological chaos.
Confined to Plato’s world of mere opinions,
truth according to which all perspectives aeequ al | 'y 't e basunmedmtednce no
access to the ‘real’. Crucially, it foll ows
can no longer be assessed as better or worse than another. For this reason, postmodern
approachesultimately dismiss satire as nonsensical os, discussed above, disavow its

moral motivation. However, this postmodern reasoning and its dismissal of critique is
flawed, because it remains faithful to the mistaken Platonic demand that truth must bear

on an independent reality
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The Platonic concemth of truth as absolute because bearing on an independent reality is
mistaken and must be replaced by a minimalist understanding (see Blackburn 2006).

Mi ni malism about truth di ssubstrgia groperth sharedt he ¢«
by all true asertions. Instead, minimalisproposesthat truth is not a property at all. Truth

i's transparent. I't makes no difference to se
or true that it is true that 2006 60). By canteast,ni n g,
it does make a difference when saying that it is raining or that it is useful that is raining or

that it is useful that it useful that is raining. The fact that truth is transparent entails no

extra metaphysical issue about the nat of truth or an independent reality is introduced

by asserting it is true that is raining’ [
whether it is raining or not, which is not resolved by metaphysical reflection, but simply by
checking the wather. According to minimalism, every assertion introduces an issue which
needs to be settled on its own terms. So, on a minimalist understanding, what makes an
assertion about a given issue true is what happens to be the case in that instant.

Schematicdy, p is true if and only ip.

Mi ni mali sm about truth i s related to Wittg
According to minimalism, making an assertion is like playing a game, which comes with its
own rules of establishing truth. Different gamesviladifferent rules, but once those rules

are agreed, it is simply a matter of following them in order to establish whether an
assertion is true. According to postmodern thinkers like Je@mcois Lyotard (1979),
Wittgenstein’ s ¢ onutheirsvarious fanguageagamea is sokgowelinedg t r
by one and the same rule entails a relativism about truth. However, although different rules
apply to pointscoring in different games like football and basketball, which are relative to

these respective sporiskeeping score in these sports is itself not relative to human
subjectivity. Similarly, in order to establish the truth about a given issue, there are rules in
place which are relative to the issue in question, but not relative to subjective perspectives.

Yet, postmodernists may again counter that Wittgensteinian minimalism does not provide

an external foundation for the validity of the rules relative to specific language games. This
postmodern concern need not trouble minimalists about truth. The rigkpomse to this

argument is that the validity of the rules becomes apparent simply through playing the
game. In this respect, the demand that these rules must be validated by unmediated access

to an independent reality is a mistake rooted in Platonic meyaits.
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Concretely, suppose the issue is whether it is true that there is a bus bearing down on me

as | try to cross the street. This issue comes with its own rules, which are the rules of
empirical verification. | simply have to look if there is indeeldua approaching or not.
Nevertheless, suppose somebody suggested that the issue is equally well resolved by
consulting the gods or |l istening to voices
external to the language game of empirical verificationdismiss the validity of these
religiousor psychotic rules. Nonetheless imposing the rules of empirical verification as the

only valid ones might therefore be dismissed by postmodernists as an ideological act,
imposing a particular agenda. However, app@abn external foundation or independent

reality is not necessary to justify the validity of empirical verification in the domain of
science. Science works. As opposed to religion and psychosis, it has a track record for
getting things right in the empirid world. When crossing the street, empirical verification

is a reliable method to establish whether or not a bus is approaching. Divine mediation or
psychotic reasoning may get lucky a few times, but the results will be painfully clear when it
does not. Br this reason, there is no symmetry in standing between perspectives in the

| anguage game of science. As Blackburn quips

to hold that the oncoming bus is a piece of

The evident success tife scientific method attenuates postmodern anxieties about truth.
Indeed, very few outside the academy have ever been disturbed by postmodern
perspectivism about the natural world. However, the real sting of postmodern relativism
concerns the domain of We. The idea that all values are relative is not exclusive to
postmodern philosophies, but capitalises on anxieties many have experienced. Blackburn

explains that

[tihe contrast with science comes in just this: it is not so much that we must see

scienceas taking us to an absolute conceptio
behind science to give any other explanation of the emergence of our scientific
beliefs, than ones starting with the facts to which we respond. In ethics this is not so

(1986,198).

The force of postmodern anxieties in the moral domain is therefore far greater than in the
natur al worl d because, “It]l]he explanatory d
commitment in which we can talk without blushing of truth, knowledge, andr, is not

met by the insistences generated by good mor
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it does not suffice to say that the issue is the issue. For this reason, a separatethietd

investigation is in order.

A metaethical investigatin is necessary to rebut postmodern anxieties about truth in the
domain of ethics. The concrete aim of this methical investigation is to justify the
possibility of critique and, by extension, satire as a form of critique. This -atbieal
investigation will also introduce greater conceptual clarity in the debates about the value of
satire than currently available. Further, this investigation will clarify the significance of the
relation between ethics and aesthetics in satire. In what follows, | willire a meta

ethical framework developed by Simon Blackburn, called geadism. The appeal of

Bl ackburrre’asl igsummsiis that it philosophically |
t hought” i n a strictly nat ek&dluir st-athicalmfe it ame v
frameworkavoi ds grand metaphysical commit ments f
ethics in a special kind of fact, or detecti

other words, quasiealism about ethics is appkag because it allows moral truth at
minimum cost. Still, quasieal i sm does not <ethicalachke dndeatingg one
it too. Albeit the theory justifies the practices of ordinary morality, it also highlights its

tensions. Quasiealism does nb make ethics easy, but exactly introduces plausible

explanations for why it is so dnatlrd functioht . Th a
and significancel oes not stand or f al/l wi t fiealisnh e cor r ¢
simply intraduce quastr eal i sm as an excellent thatwd, t o ad

function and significancevith greater conceptual clarity than currently available in the

debate.

| n essence, Bdalsm kisb a1 sohutiors for gthe apsoblem whether onal

assertions have trutlvalue. Ordinarily, to have ftruthalue, an assertion must have
propositional content and bear on a fact. Yet, Blackburn argues there are no moral facts (in

the sense that there are sci entakefan ethichlact s) .
assertion, we express an attit Bthaekbhumnl®38, do no
70). Blackburn is an expressivist who argues thdat hi c a | sentences are
directive” and thereforetbavde” avodil df et drmatin °

sentences (2007, 149) .

or representational
propositional appearance of mor alafacesdoer t i ons
practical thought, as people communicate theertainties, and doubts about what to

value” (1998, 50). According to Blackburn, t
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structures and necessary practical-s sdlaitets”
appearance of moral discourse fornet perspective of evolutionary psychology (1998, 77).

From an evolutionary perspective, humans need to engage in ethical deliberation in order

to live and survive in the world and there is no better way to do so than using the recourses

of logic which comewith propositional formulation (Blackburn 2002, 127). Moreover,
although he is an antealist (there are no moral facts) and a noognitivist (there are no

moral propositions), Blackburn allows for talk of truth in the domain of ethics on a
minimalist kasis. According to Blackburn, it is possible to arrivéhattruth about moral

issues by applying rules of deliberation which govern the domain of ethics (2004, 201).

The rules that govern ethical deliberation, according to Blackburn, are outlined in the
sentimentalist theory of practical reasoning originally developed by David Hume. According
to Hume, practical deliberation presupposes the ability to abstract from particular

preferences and take up a common point of

B ackburn 2003, 112) . In the domain of ethic
we ‘demand’ of ot her s; t hat i s, i f they do r
or in opposition to them” (Bl ac kybtaabstrack 00 2,

from particular preferences in favour of the common point of view is rooted in the natural

tendency to sympathize with the pleasures

“naturally praise and encour agdpairsscandidislikes t ha't
and discourage actions that do the reverse”’
“this sympathy we sometimes <carry so far,
commodious to us, merely because it displeases others, and makéisagreeable in their

eyes’” (Bl ackburn 1998, 203) . According to

common point of view is the motor of moral deliberation.

The tenets of Hume’ s mor al sentimentalism
According to Smith, we internalise critical voices with which we sympathise. Accordingly,

we develop a moral conscience or “the voice

juri sdiction (..) i s founded-wathiness,gaad ih e r i n
aversion to blamewvorthiness; in the desire of possessing those qualities, and
performing those actions, which we love and admire in other people; and the dread
of possessinghibse qualities, and performing those actions, which we hate and

despise in other people” (Blackburn 1998,
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In other words, it is because people do not want to be the kind of inconsiderate person

whom they themselves would disdain and instead want ¢odbconsiderate person whom

they could rightfully praisgthat they are motivated to take up the common point of view.

I n this regard, et hical del i beration is in t
Hume <call ed passi ourn 20603, 95.8Blatckbum gnounds thé Brceact k b
this sentimentalist mechanism by referring
soap o-mettoansntion social mediawhi ch force us “to realiz
coordinating our reactionsot human doings in general is a familiar, and indeed obsessive,

concern” (1998, 204) .

The sentimentalist justification of the conc
relatively optimistic picture ofg huomawh incaht ure
awareness that our behaviour could not survive the impartial scrutiny of others is
uncomfortabl e, and i n principle opens t he
However, such optimism is fragile and, in practice, depends on the sokbalisand

education of our emotional natureBlackburn1998, 209). If successful, this process of
socialisation and education instils human be
on honestyandco per ati on” (Bl ackbur nss df thi8 Broces2i6 9 ) . Y
contingent on a myriad of contextual factors and may go wreras so often it does at

which time it might be “too | ate” to do som
out of becoming a suicide bomber might still be possibéore they join a terrorist
organisation, but is much more difficult and uncommon afterwatddMi j n 2Q016)hira d ”

this respect, deliberation about ethics differs radically from scientific investigation
(Blackburn 2003, 112). Whereas empirical vertiiiice generates conclusions about the

world which, although not absolute, are nonetheless certain, the common point of view

does not produce “ r enast acknowlddge tohlzeta reasoa,r y one
i ndependently of t heir s y mmpna 2083, €4 origimald i ncl
emphasis). This situation | eads Blackburn t

ground, like any concern is just that: the contingent and fragile result of our sentimental

natures” (1998, 233).

In order to describe ourmoralst uat i on, Bl ackburn explains we
196; see Introduction). Our moral values are like planks in a boat of which we must check
the validity whilein open sea. In the same way as there is no-a@bgk from which to

inspect the boat, ltere are no external foundations to justify moral judgements. Yet, being
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in Neurath’'s boat does not e nt a iAtcordimg to a | tru
Bl ackbur n, i f “there is no skyhook, nowher e
at i tude (..) [ 0] ne must simply bring other a:
the isefiéeicsihg on the virtue of honesty”, i
“honesty Bldackburrda86, 196)” For(unately, accorditg Blackburn, even from

within Neurath’s boat, “there are countl ess
perfect certainty”, for instance “[h]appine:
than humiliation” (2 6@d& plandsin®)r boatbmweheleweaant i t u d

stand with confidence as we explore other planks in oum boat or that of others.
Consequent |y, -ralisma pekmitsualkrof nenelajivisacanioral truths, rooted

in Wittgensteinian minimalism (1988,0 1) . Ac c or d i nagwoitryowh&Hersac k b u r n
moral judgement is true is to worry which attitude to take towards something, and, as
Wittgenstein was fond of saying, to say that a moral judgement is true is to repeat the

judgement” (2002, 128) .

More specifically, quasiealism allows talk of truth and objectivity in the domain of ethics
when *“| have taken in all the [empirical or
am reasonably sure that no hidden subjective agenda, such as a desimy own
advantage, is driving the attitude. This is

93). Blackburn clarifies that

[tlo claim knowledge of a moral judgement is to claim a standpoint such that no
improvement will lead to a reversaf attitude. | know that child abuse is a bad thing,

and in saying that | express my conviction that no further facts wait to come in. There

is nothing further about human 1| ife or cl

upset that verdict (2002, 12829).

Of course, quagiealist talk of truth and objectivity in the moral domain is a far cry from the
certainties of scientific truth and objectivity, and might therefore appear as insufficient to

di spel rel ativi sm. Ho we v e dewaysBdciantfik biewrwoulda r g u e ¢
only be right i f moral truth werAccosliogitent i f i
Bl a c k b uigisithe ofie[point that can properly be taken from the later Wittgenstein.

To find the truth in an area wheretheact s can seem fugitive ( .
physicalist spectacles, but learn to place the practice properly, so that its commitments
become comfortable, even in a ph-edaismcdaes wor | ©

not stipulate absolute truthri the domain of ethics, which allows access to the world as it
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really is. Il nstead, Bl a c k lzanha seen e & dtrensousf o r a
piece of practical advice: when there are still two things to think [about a moral issue], keep

on wornjing. Beaver away, and eventually, it is promised, one opinion will deserve to
prevail” (Blackburn 2007, 155).

Accordingl vy, -ré&lisancetadthical nameworgrebatspostmodern anxieties

about truth in the domain of ethics. Consequently, guaslism safeguards critique and,

by extensi on, satire as a form of critigl
accommodates the common understanding of satire as propelled by moral emotions.

Specifically, in his programmatic fir8atire Catherine Kane explains thatJuvenal

introduced the idea that the genre is moti ve
communal emotional pulse” (2015, 11). Accord
many readers to believe that this [communal emo o n a | pul sel] is the tr

(2015, 11). As explained in the previous chapter, be they driven by anger or other moral
emotions, satirists set out to protest discourses or practices which they refuse to tolerate.
So, whether their critique ibfty or not, by virtue of actively opposing a certain discourse
or practice, satire enters the broadly moral domain. Further, not only does a-tpalist
meta-ethics clarify the moral dimension of satire, but it substantiates how satirists can be
right or wrong in their critigue. When Juvenal rants that it is an outrage that eunuchs can
get married, we can appeal to the common point of view to dismiss his insensitive
conservativeness as morally misplaced. Similarly, the same process of ethical deliberat
makes it sometimes possible to say without blushing that the critique of satirists is morally

true.

The advantage of a quasiealist metaethical frameworkis that it clarifies the generic
purpose of satire as critique and introduces greater concabpttlarity than currently
available in the debate. Adhering to quasalism entails that ethical truttelling need no
longer be appraised as some mystical faculty that satirists somehow possess, but is firmly
rooted in everyday moral practice. Likewisalk of capitalT Truth, so Ultimate and
Absolute that it cannot realistically be comprehended by satirists or anybody else, can
safely be abandoned. Since ethical trailing is fairly ordinary, satirists also no longer
need to pragmatically downplay ¢fir intentions to say true things about the world. They
may still aim to be insightful, but no longer need to worry about being exceptional. At the
same time, while allowing talk of truth in the domain of ethics, quealism also

acknowledges that morassues can remain uncertain and unresolved. While some moral
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issues can be arbitrated with certainty, say, concerning human dignity, others are more
ambiguous or unlikely to ever be resolved. Yet, as in science, what we do not know is no
reason to doubt wht we do know. Quaskealism clarifies that good satire will provide ron

trivial insights into issues where moral knowledge is to be had or highlight were caution and
reservation i s mor e appr opr irealisne provides @or di ng

excelent framework to develop the value of satire as critique in this thesis.

However, not everybody i s-ethice.WWhilentcwoudd bbby Bl a
impossible to reply to all objections in the philosophical literature, it is nonetheless fruitful

to briefly showcase how quasgalism can withstand some major concerns outlined by its
meta-ethical competitors. One challenge to quasalism comes in the form of its
sentimentalist cousin, the constructed sensibility theory of Jesse Prinz (2007) hBoties

stipulate that ethical judgements are propelled by the emotions, that there is no external
foundation for ethical evaluation and thamoral attitudes are constructed by socialisation

(Prinz 2007, 24/307). Yet, whereas Blackburn is anraatist @out moral properties, Prinz

considers them as responske pendent (2007, 107) . The wupsh
sensibility theory is that observers in different circumstances will have different responses

t o t he s ame action; t moy alwi Iflactob™ser(WPe i mz f
Consequently, Prinz subscribes to a relatiuvi
mor al judgment depend on the context in whi
principle, the constructed sensibility theostipulates a nihilism, according to which it can

be true that eating babies is wrong to some and right to others. Yet, Prinz attenuates such

nihilism by arguing that his theory <can st
Nevertheless, such mor@ir ogr ess can only be justified b
which reveal “that some mor al val ues are suk

who endorse therh (Prinz 2007, 293). Concretely, although one cannot assert that eating
babies is morlly wrong, a society which allows eating babies is suboptimal because it will

endanger its own survival.

The metaphysical argument between Prinz and Blackburn about the reality of moral
properties is impossible to resolve as such because it is a transcghdssue. To be
certain, we would need to step out of our skins and observe what we really attend to when
we engage in moral judgments. Regardless, the gaadist can claim the uppédrand by
arguing that the constructive sensibility theorist secreflgll endorses moral values.

Concretely, although Prinz can justify moral progress by appealing to extramoral criteria, it
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is clear he values moral progress as a good by itself. Prinz does not really want to commit to

a nihilism according to which eatifgbies can be right or wrong and while his theoretical
framework can attenuate such nihilism, it cannot ground the desire to do so. Still, as
opposed to Prinz, genuine nihilists may really accept that eating babies is ok for some and
wrong for others. Indce of such real nihilism, quasialists simply have to accept that

there is no knocldown argument to convince their opponents of the good of the common

point of view. This concession need not shake the quasial i st’ s own commi t m
truth and reither is it socially destructive. Genuine nihilism is exceptional in ordinary moral

practice and also unlikely to upset moral and legal practices in liberal democracies. If some
people claim that eating babies is right, they may be dangerous and showldattewith,

but they are unlikely to deeply disturb our values or jurisdiction.

Nonetheless, these concessions by quasiists leave some philosophers deeply
unsatisfied. I nstead, they maintain that m
(Blackburn2 0 0 2, 130) . Converfsreilegend!| gn aceionunt Hor
sentimentalists(or emotionistd only allow rationality to impact ethical deliberation in so

far it affects attitudes which are already in place; it can never drive the process oélkethi
deliberation by itself (Blackburn 2002, 123). The latter is exactly what rationalists demand
“lTal]nd this is what Hume <c¢laims is impossibl
“reason i s, and ought onl| 10861leR],B&5) heTel alueae
credit, rationalism about et hics i s certain
knockd o wn argument for emotionism magnijboeyst oo
convergent support from ar mc ima2007,49).dwilbadd i ons
to this support for emotionism by arguing that when rationalists outline what we should do

if we were fully rational, quaskealists can rebut, we would do very little. In what follows, |

will argue that rationalists are unable weal with the limits of critique and the absurd,

whereas quasiealists can. Crucially, the strategies that guasilists suggest to overcome

feelings of existential despair and depressive inertia point in the right direction to revalue

entertainment insatire as therapy in relation to critique.

6. THE LIMITS OF CRITIQUE

Quasirealism is a plausiblmeta-ethical frameworkwhich normalisestalk of truth in the
domain of ethics and accordingly safeguards the function of satire as critique. In the next
chapte, | will develop this critical function of the genre in more detail by investigating how

satire can highlight what is wrong with the world. For now, | turn to the pressing issue of
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the limits of critique and the absurd. Quasilism successfully dispelsostmodern
anxieties about truth and ethics which otherwise risk compromising the possibility of
critique. At the same time, quaggalism highlights another, more substantial anxiety about
truth and ethics. Critique is a venerable practice which pursuath tin order to realise
enlightenment and promote emancipation. However, the ideal that truth by itself will
emancipate the whole world is naive. Instead, a moral devotion to truth exactly highlights
horrors of the world which cannot be fully attenuateg bthical praxis, including critique.
Nonetheless insisting that critique can emancipate the entire world is not simply naive, but
psychologically destructive. Although quasalism highlights that critique is indispensable

in light of the common good, @bated critique is certain to madden and depress. For this
reason, quasiealism reveals a psychological conflict in ethical life between the care for
others and the care of self. In order to negotiate this conflict, we need strategies to cope
with the absird gap between the demands of critique and its limits. Crucially, such
strategies are unavailable rationalism which fails to overcome the inertia of depression.

Il nstead, I wi || expl ai n h o pwhilosophical 'melanchaynt i me n
through engrossment imutotelic or seHustifying avocations. Importantly, this Humean
solution introduces a strategy to revalue entertainment in satire as a therapy to cope with

the limits of critique.

Quasirealism has successfully dispelled postmodern anxieties about truth. Yet, the real
problem is not whether there is truth, bahat there is truth and that truth is unsettlindgn

this respect, whileNietzsche was appropriated d&st he pat rmams tsnao dnetr na fs m’
(Blackburn 2006, 75), Bernard Williams has rebutted such postmodern interpretations by
highlighting that

[o]ne of Nietzsche’'s most striking qualit
ideal of truthfulness that would not allow u® tfalsify or forget the horrors of the

world (..) [especially after he revealed t
which have helped us to make sense of the world, and in particular to bear its

horrors, have been terminally broken down (2002).13

Similarly, Blackbure x p | a i n ®ne bflushonestly ratdin the consolations of religion
or teleology-t hat it is the fault of the poor, or t
202). For this reason, critique is morally indispensableet®al the falsity of the status quo

and foster emanci pati on. At the same ti me, \
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no | onger be that the truth, enough truth, t
other words, while critique is ingpensable, we would be naive to think it can wholly

emancipate the world. Painful as it may be, critique has its limits.

Regardlessalthough quastealists accept that the horrors of the world may not be wholly
alleviated, we do have a responsibility addressing them to the extent that we can. As
Williams explains, whil e Bl ackbwthaurmoragues tt
i deas”, t hat i s oomoftrtableffomosia menoas |l beé id®gs” (19

original emphasis)n this regad, Blackburn highlighthat

[tihere are moral truths, and amongst them is the truth that we ought to concern
ourselves more for those whose miseries we can alleviate; worse than that they may

have the right that we should so concern ourselves, meaning that if we do not do so,

we shoh d f eel no defence against their rese
these things are so, but they are (1986, 203).

Critique may have its limits, but that does not make its emancipatory ideal obsbietgs
respect, Blackburn argues that the comtgorary difficulty about ethical thought, evident in

the anxieties st i muidreallyealseth not hy toss bfragaldernrageios m,  “
teleology, but by the increased opportunities that the modern world offers for behaving
better” ( tithe8aBne tim2,@lthdugh thiere are endless opportunities to do good,

our resources to change the world for the better are limited. Accordingly, not only is it
naive to hope that critiqgue could wholly em
life to unabated critique is psychologically destructive. This painful gap between the
demands of critigue and its limits corresponds to a fundamental conflict in ethical life

between the care for others and the care of self.

There i s a ¢ onduasirealism ds e t&divarsated hetweeh the care for
others and the care of selfsée Blackburn 1998, 232) On the one hand, Blackburn
acknowl edges an affinity between Hume’s comr
of view from the universe, whicdemands that one must act by wholly abstracting from
one’'s per so2008757©9gnc &mnns h(e ot her hand, Bl ack

need and cherish spheres within which we are completely absorbed by private concern and

emotion, just as we needpsher e s of private property” (1
utilitarianism’s demands of i mpartiality,
shoul der the burden of Forthis reasont Blackburnweancetled ” (1
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that “[w]e maysobvteballabltkeketworl d’ s probl em
with the ones we can solve. So the right reaction is to look for moral principles that are not

i mpractical, and not 2003 43). Blackbsrs further arguédsahiatr d e m
“ s 0 me habk gonegnrong #xtremedemands are placed squarely in the centre of ethics.

The centre of ethics must be occupied by things wereaisonablyd e mand of each o
(2003 43, original emphasis). In this respect, Blackburn introduces mental healtls iasue

the limit ca®, for we notice when things havgone awry when concern for the common

good has become “obsessive and neurotic” (19

This link between the limits of critique and mental health issues is important to redress
rationalist criticismsof quasirealism, as well as to revalue entertainment in satire as

therapy in relation to critique. Critique is indispensable, but its truthfulness can be
psychologically traumati c. I n this respect,
sensitv ty to suffering” (2001, Xiv) and accor
understood and held in his mind the horrors of the world would be crushed or choked by

t hem” (2001, XV) . I n thi“ssor dsapecftr,o mVihlilsi asrest
di spensabl e or mal | eabl e, [ Ni etzsche’' s] ma i
(202, 13; 2001, xx). The psychological trauma of truthfulness is closely connected to the
existential problematic of the absurd in philosophy. Specifically réladisation of so much

suffering in the world, which cannot be wholly attenuated by critique, nor dissolved in a
metaphysical framework, may beget the feeling that life is properly absurd. This feeling of

the absurd can be characterised as*g hi | o snep rmincalo! y” or a psy
disturbing scepticism about the difference our actions make in the larger scheme of things

(Smith [Michae] 2006, 103). When it turns into an illness, philosophical melancholy
becomes major depressive disorder (MDD). lis trespect, there is a danger that the

absurd gap between the demands of critique and its limits is so psychologically traumatic

that it stimulates depression. Crucially, against the inertia of depressatinnalismis at a

loss.

Clinical depression i@ mood disorder (Godderis 2000, 173). Jan Godderis refers to the
German equi vabtenming t wi t mood's, musi cal connot a
something), to explain that depression is a
with their environment (2000, 178.76). This asynchrony in the connection between the
depressed individual and the world manifests itself primarily as a disturbance of the sleep

pattern or a discord in the rhythm between night and day (Godderis 20007178
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extreme cases, this depressive disconnection from life translates itself in wanting to end it
(Godderis 2000, 207). Similarly, in a philosophical discussion of existential absurdity, Albert
Camus hi g hntaicyable feeling that deprives the mind of thleep necessary to

| i f1855 (5) . According to Camus, this feeling
divested of illusions and | ights, man feels
and this life, the actor and his setting, is progerl t he f eel i nIP55®)Y. absur
Moreover, Camus establishes “a direct connec
deat h” 1958 amys Si mi | ar | y ,hefnal gseape [foom the absudi]s t h a't
IS sui ci[l®@®] 22)( Qraially?2 faced with the problem of suicidal depression,

resulting from contemplation of the absurd, rationalism proves unsustainable as a meta

ethical framework Discussing suicidal depression in face of the absurd, Camus contends

that“ [egihningtothink s begi nning to be undermined. ( ..
(1955 4). Yet, while ourationality can fostersentiments of the absurd, it cannot by itself

reason them away.

Suicidal depression pes the problem to rationalisnthat you cannot reason soebody

into having a lust for life when they have lost it. A depressed individual cannot be forced
into action by virtue of their rationality. There is nothing irrational about inertia, nor
suicide. Nevertheless, although a depressed individual, out @& with their environment,

cannot be given a reasawo live, somebody who is connected to their lifeworld will have
multiple reasonsfor living, especially on a good day. The point is that those reasons
explicate why living is desirable for that individual, but they are not rationally compulsive in

the sense that all rational beings must acknowledge them on the ground of their rationality
(see Schaubroeck 201#17). Sq if rationalists aim to outline what we should do if we were

fully rational, quasrealists can rebut that we would not have a reason to do anything. In

fact, if reason by itself was supposed to drive action, | doubt we wexsth get out of bed

in the morning. Moreover, if we do not, there is no reason why we must do so in virtue of

our rationality.] n t hi s respect, Thomas Nagel argues
reason, and pressed it hard, our lives and beledsild collapse—a form of madness that

may actually occur if the inertial force of taking the world and life for granted is somehow

| ost . | f we | ose our grip on t h§979] 20).,eason
Therefore “ [ w] hat s m lgelieh as nnsactions is noti reason or justification, but

somet hing more basi ¢ql9m8n t hese” (Nagel 2012
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Quasirealism has the upper hand over its rationalist competitors because it can ground
reasons for living in the naturalistic framework diimean psychology. In this respect,
Williams elucidates Hume' s psychol ogy of a (
genuine reasons to act that have no connection whatever with anything that we care
about” (CHhappel |fo2d0lows Idgy thambelidfs carnotamotigasey ¢ h o
action without desires. This conclusion poses no problem for geatists about ethics, for

they root moral motivation in the concern for the common good, motivated by our desire

not to be the kind of person whom we waliburselves disdain (Blackburn 2002, 133). By
contrast, the challenge for rationalists is
somehow overcome the paradox that beliefs do govern desires. In response, Michael Smith
considers mor apeoplawould al desie # thay haa & maximally informed

and coherent and unified desire set, and that what it is for a desire set is to be coherent

and unified needs to be spelled out in ter me
(2006, 101). dvert hel es s, Smith acknowl edges that
convincing reasons to suppose that there are rational principles capable of delivering
anything that we would all/l desire if we had

(Smith D06, 102). In such moments of existential douBtnith concedes the limits of

rationalism by explainingthat [ d] esi res wel | up and confi den
or justification and, when they dotheonlg go f o
way we can given that a rational response to

Since there are no rational reasons to act, rationalism is unsustainable as aethietd

framework Specifically, if rationalism cannot explain why weat all in face of the absurd,

it also cannot explain why we act for mor al
realise that our pursuit of val ue ( ..) i's un
unfortunately, (...) thatreally doeese m t o be all that there is”

a bemused response to the human condition results from a mistaken rationalistic view on

the world. The sentiment of the absurarises when we stand back from the flow of life and

rationally reflect onthe justification of those details. Thus disturbing the flow, more

rational reflection will not reconnect us to lif¥et, as Hume argued, what sustains us in life

is not our rationality but our sentimental natures our cares, concerns and desires.

Crucally, when motivated by these cares, concerns and desires, we do not experience our
actiors as absurd. As Blackburobserves “ [ m] eani ng comes wi t h a

enjoyment, the fl ow of 3 d0&lhahedwsrdst ditheodgh theset t er  t
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may be no reason to live that armlocks us in virtue of our rationatitfg, does not bother
uswhen we have a lust for liféor this reason, pace rationalists,f someone “is ha
with easeful death, or sickened by the human carnival, he neastsange of government,

oratonic,oraholidgy r at her t h aBtackbum20@3r64).u ment 7 (

As opposed to rationalists, quasialists about ethics can appeal to a fairly straightforward

strategy to dispel existential doubt, even when it develops idiaical depression. The
solution i s r o«rownddismissal df episerhotogical esdepticism. When

Hume highlighted that inductive reasoning was without rational ground, his philosophy

made it impossible to rationally prove a causal relatiopgbetween, say, crashing into a

bus and being flung away (with mortal injuries). Moreover, as highlighted by Nagel,
enthralled by suclh at i on al scepticism, we can doubt “w

own comfort d1979palsdqliotedir2 IMiti22006,119For obvious reasons,

Hume described the out c o mehilosdphical mslanchaytando n a | S
delirium”, stressing that “reasof739]269. ncapab
Yet, “[m]J]ostpgenmg™unaaedor ditndhat o Hume, t hat

nature herself suffices to that purpose (
some avocation, and lively impression of my senses, which obliterate all these
chimeras. | dine, | play a game of backgammon, | ceeyeand am merry with my
friends; and when after three or four ho
specul ations, they appear so col d, and st
my heart to enter into them any farther (1896739] 269).

Hume ' s avocations may appear abs gubdpegie t ri vi

aeternitatis but they really are the sejtistifyingdetails that provide life with meaning.

Agai n, as with most of Hume’' s s othavocations s , rat
as a response to the absurd. In particular, Michael Seghiths mi sses Hume’' s “ps
strategy” of *“distract[ing] ourselves’”, beca

of distraction is preferable to the doubt of philosophiagaelancholy or the torment of
clinical depression (2006, 103). At the same time, acknowledging the impotence of
rationalism in face of the absurd, Smith bec¢

of distraction is the do“hdryl ipke cH diswaatloriis es pon:
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not supposed to bring (@006 LOB). Tais mtibrfalistrdigmissal any
echoes Bl ai se Pas c adlvértissermentastaifatsé conscionshessdmhichr e s s i

follows from the inability ofhuman beings to acknowledge the inherent misery of their

condition 011 [1669167() . For Pascal, Hume’' s dwwoacyattioons
avoid the relevant self o ns c i o u s 1(1879]s21). S{nmidlablyl &en Bernard Williams

reduces ldtionea* £ as@el essness and inattention” (
Wil | i ams argues, such di gressions have ma
undemanding and unreflective way of I|live, a

(Williams 2001 xiv). However, while such psychological flight is no doubt prevalent in
contemporary Western culture, Hume’ s avocat

Pascal s ter ms.

Firstt he di smi ss al of Hume' s avocati onhmiserg s mer e
results from a mistaken rational perspective. While they may appear absurd when viewed

sub specie aeternitatithose who are in the flow of suavocations that provide meaning

to their lives do not experience them as digressions. Insteathdin engrossment, thge

avocations present them witiindeniable experiences of value. So rather than dismissing
Hume'’' s avocat i sub specmmsternitdtisytheg sheuid der seen amuitotelic

or selfjustifying engrossments from within his pessal perspective. In this respect

Williams argues hat “[ p] hil osophers (..) 71 sybspedeed!| y u
aeternitatis but for most human purposes that is n
(Smart and Williams 1973118, originale mp hasi s) . Second, Hume' s

avocations is not necessarily a careless inattentiveness. Williams explains that the challenge
outlined by Nietzsche inapostiet aphysi cal worl d is being abl
full wel | ofhatthe awosrelnds’es achi evements and g
honesty be separated from the knowledge of the horrors that have been involved in
bringing these things about?” (Williams 2001
steep to overcome withut succumbing to irrational faith. Case in poiaohable to cope

with a premonition of Nietzschean nihilism at the dawn of modernity, Pascal was driven

into the arms of Jansenist Catholicism at FRoyal. Of course, the horrors of the world

cannot be deied, but given how psychologically traumatic it is to always keep them in

mind, some therapeutic relief in the form of Humean engrossments is a more mature

response than an irrational leap of faith.
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In conclusion, my investigation to safeguard critighas ultimately highlighted the
psychological trauma of its limits. Although the concern for the common good commands

us to alleviate the plight of others when we can, even if we devote every living moment to
unabated critique, we cannot wholly emancipateetworld and neither would we be able

to sustain our own psychological health. There is a painfully absurd gap between the
demands of critique and its limits, which translates into a psychological conflict in ethical

life between the care for others andelcare of self. In order to cope with this psychological
conflict, whi ch may gener at e mel anchol vy, [
quintessentially important as details that provide life with meaning when our rationality

fails to sustain it. At thesame time, we cannot simply lose ourselves in pleasant
engrossments all the time and ignore the demands of critique altogether. A balance needs

to be struck between critique and psychological relief. In this respect, the definitive
combination of critigueand entertainment in satire is significant. Above, | have conceded

that satire is not the most efficient or even committed form of critique, abated as it is by
entertainment. Yet, in light of the psychologically traumatic limits of critique, the
abatement o f entertainment obt ains significance
avocations are particularly similar to entertainment. Indeed, he explicitly highlights how
they provide him with amusement. Who knows,
shating witticisms when playing backgammon or dining. In any case, in what follow, | w
develop the therapeutic function of entertainment as stimulating exactly the kind of

therapeutic engrossment as Hume’'s avocations

7. REVALUING ENTERTAINMENT

| propose torevalue entertainment in satire astherapy to cope with the psychologically

traumatic limits ofcritique. This proposal links to popular ideas in folk psychology about

how art and aesthetic experiences are crucial among those that provide reasonsri@iiniv

face of absurdity. I n t hi s Maehatare(t979), the t t he

protagonist, Isaac Davies, breaches the questiomhy i s | i fe worth | ivin

[t] here are certain things, GrouclogMaes ®, t hat
name one thing- Willie Mays [a baseball player], and the second movement of the
Jupiter Symphony, and Louis Armstrong, re

movies, naturally Sentimental Educatioby Flaubert, Marlon Brando, Frank Sinatra
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those incredible apples and pears by Cezanne, the crabs at Sas) We exover]

Tracey’' s face.

Interestingly, Isaac introduces (almost) exclusively aesthetic reasons for living. His list
includes fine or highbrow art, alongside popular entertaintjesms well as aspects of

everyday aesthetics, including food, sports and sex (see Light and Smith 2005; Kupfer 1983).

The point is not that aesthetic experiences are the only reasons which provide life with
meaning. There are other reasons for living whigh at least as strong, if not stronger.

Most prominently, although Tracey’'s face pr
also evokes feelings of love. Nonetheless, because they are so engrossing, aesthetic
experiences are primary among those ttaep individuals going in moments of existential

doubt.

In philosophy, art and aesthetic experiences are similarly recognised as therapy for the
absurd. TakeNi et zsche’ s own strategy to cope with
metaphysical world. Camexplains,’ At and not hing but art,” sai
in order not t1855@9 ¢ SifmitheartyutWrl I(i ams cl ar
not mean that we possess art in place of the truth; he meanswapossess art so that we

can possess the truth and not perish of it”
art as an exceptional source to deliver the kind of engrossments which invest life with value

in a disenchanted universe. Likewise, Blackburn identifies a sithdespeutic use of art

and aesthetics i n Wil iPartraging $Villians as alphilésephea s a ¢
troubled by his philosophy, Blackburn alludes to his love of opera as a strategy of
therapeutic r el i elfsusped thaihcek b[uwinl |ci cannmseln desn v'i e d
“the result of acquaint anc e -emharicing, renpvang,a , eV e
rejuvenating, whereas the result of immersion in philosophy is too often impatience and

me | a n crhdg.linyother Words, not jusartists like Woody Allen, but philosophers too,

often turn towards art and aesthetics to cope with absurd sentiments.

The idea that the experience of beauty can have a therapeutic effect has considerable
traction in folk psychology and philosophy. @Gmtty, Mark Wynn and Anastasia Scrutton

are further developing these intuitions, alongside recent findings in psychology about the
interaction between beauty and wellbeing, in a research project at the University of Leeds

on “Ment al Suf teriofigBettnhie yEXpeadi &e |l | bei ng” (
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I will engage specifically with psychological research about the impact of humour on
wellbeing to further develop the idea of satire as therapy. For now, | will ground the
therapeutic function of etertainment in a theoretical investigation of the intrinsic value of

aesthetic experiencesAs | will explain, aesthetic experiencesspecially the unexalted

pleasures of entertainmentare selfjustifying or autotelic. In other words, when we are

engrosgd in the aesthetic experiencef entertainment we are so for the sake of that

experience itself. In such moments, we experience what the positive psychdibitialy
Csikszentmihalyh as cal | ed ' f | o wUCsikgzentnhdy) . “ [Ac]choer dda intgo
experience, or flow, lifts the course of [
intrinsically rewarding | i f Accordiaglyjwha Humei ed i
described as engrossment in avocations, positive psychologists woulddays qualify as

flow. Similarly, when Blackburn suggettat we should take a holiday when we experience

sevee existential doubt, it is because we would reconnect to the flow of life when we have

lost it. While positive psychology teaches that theaee various ways to achieseich aself

justifying experience | will highlight that the aesthetic pleasures of entertainmenare

particularly plausible candidates to stimulate flowbecause of their intrinsic autotelic

nature.

To clarify,l introduce tre concept flow to lendsome psychological support to my claims

about the therapeutic functionof engrossments in aesthetic experiences, specifically
entertainment. Yet, my claims will remain philosophical, in the sense that | will
philosophically analyseeathetic experiences to highlight that they are autotelic in the

same way a€sikszentmihalyéharacterises flow. In other words, | do not set out to prove

that aesthetic experiences stimulate flow, but to make it philosophically plausible. Further, |
condrue the therapeutic function of aesthetic experiencdsoadly alongside the lines of
Hume’' s psychol ogi c &dcdrdnglyl a netxmaking any alaone abbut o n s .
entertainment astherapy in a clinical settingSuch therapeutic functiorof aeghetic
experiences n an everyday setting is in the |ine ¢
supposed to stimulate according tGsikszentmihalyil do assume flow has its usan

clinical psychology, bwtill not consider these herd.also donot claim that entertainment

is the only aesthetic category with therapeutic relevameepotential to stimulate flow |

assume that aesthetic experiences which have a plausible therapeutic dimension are ones
which are intrinsically pleasurable or delighitfThis broad demarcation excludes aesthetic

experiences that set out to shock or disturb, but certainly does not only include
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entertainment. For one, the aesthetic experience of beauty in nature has been linked to
wellbeing in recent psychological reselar(zZhang, Howell and lyer 2014). Still, on the
grounds of their ki nship with Hume’'s avocalt
entertainment as a particularly good candidate to exhthi¢ therapeutic benefitsof flow

and accordingly relax the minchd dispelclouds of melancholy.

Ironically, my appraisal of entertainment as therapeutic engrossment in unexalted aesthetic
pleasuress reminiscenb f Ki er kegaard’ s di smi ssal of aest
a reminder, Kierkegaard criticised e st het es because t hey seel
nothingness of existence by attempting to coincide with experiences of immediacy that are
beauti ful, interesting, and distracting” (Gi
aesthetic experiences, biitis particularly applicable to engrossment in the easy pleasures

of entertainment. By contrast, instead of aesthetic engrossment, Kierkegaard sought to
cultivate existential fear and trembling in order to achieve an authentic way of life (Flynn

2006, 70677). After intense guilt and inner suffering, this authentic life culminates in the
complete devotion to God (Amir 2014, £199). However, dismissing speculations about

the supernatural as transcendental, quasalists argughati t i s Ki egiokig,gaar d’
not aesthetic experiences, which presents the real escapism in face of the absurd.
Moreover, what good is advice on life from someone who, like Hamlet, became known as

the melancholy Dane (Martin 1950)? Pace Kierkegaard, there is nothing wramgetit

wanting to cultivate depression by constantly lingering on the absurdity of life.
Furthermore, as the example of Hume himself highlights, somebody who is at times
engrossed in entertaining avocations does not necessarily cultivate an amoral lifestyle
Rather, lifeaffirming engrossment in entertainment can be a therapeutically mature

strategy to cope with the absurd gap between the demands of critique and its limits.

Aesthetic experiences can be of great importangestimulate flowin face of exigntial

absurdity, especially if they only appear to be trivial avocations or mere entertainment.
Take watching professional sport. According
sport derives from aspects that, in a different form, we are usedexperiencing and
admiring in the arts?” (2005, 149) . Wel sch
incident al to sporting success, but intrinsi

involves a focus on winning and its associated malterigpsychological rewards. However,

especially to a sport purist’”, rather than
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that “appreciation of beautiful p2002 54)e x c e e d S
Moreover, even someone who is fpigan to a particular athlete, player or team will often
concede that “Iw] hat is crucial, owthe ci al | vy
score/win is made, nothat i t i's made” ( Kupf er <)9m8tBis 121,
respect, sport tallshows usually do not pass the time simply reflecting on how the game

can or should be won, but how it can and should be won beautifully. Likewise, supporters

of professional road cycling leave their houses or switch on their TVs not simply to support

one ricer, if they do so at all, but in the hope of seeing a beautiful race.

At the same time, although professional sporting events have become aesthdtithey

cannot claim the same highbrow status as art. Instead, sport remains somewhat distrusted

as aw‘dlbbr the amusement of the entertainment
as mere entertainment, Hans Ulrich Gumbrecht
athletes and spectators, a strategy of seculaera c ha nt me nt "Wattchih@ <p@ 150)
can claim such an enchanting function in virtue of the aesthetic experiences it delivers,

even if they are usually categorised, if not mistrusted, as mere unexalted pleasures. In this

respect, Joseph H. Kupfer e X @ \ery bhvigus gefsa t “lt
outside the ‘real?’ wor d. l't is set up for t
further extrinsic end” (1983, 114) . On the ¢

viewed (and sometimes ironically assessed) fromm f e’ s per spective of

appears absurd” (Welsch 2005, 142) . However,
mi staken sideways perspective. Kupfer expl ai
we ‘distance’ ouacl el egabi aat ibci,t efvreorny daay conc

distance is generated exactly by attending to the beauty of the game, rather than any other
extrinsic concerns. As a result, to those who are under the spell of beautiful plays, sport
does not seem absurdSimilarly, those engrossed in other entertainment and aesthetic
experiences do not despair that life is without meanifg. positive psychologists would

argue, the experience of flow is s@lfstifying or autotelic.

Aesthetic experiences can havetlzerapeutic function in face of the absurd or other
existential doubt in virtue of their intrinsic value. As discussed before, making minimal
metaphysical commitments, aesthetic experiences can be understoctlersved from
attending in a discriminating amner to forms, qualities or meaningful features of things,

attending to these for their own sake or for the sake of a payoff intrinsic to this very

125



experience” 495 St Robert2®1@cker clarifies that
(or for itsdf) can be defined negatively: if we value something for its own sake, we continue

to value it even when we believe it brings us nothfogthert h at we vddue’ (2
original emphasis). So while a partisan may only be interested in sport in so tlaeias
team's victory (somehow) benefits them, a pu
At the same ti me, Stecker further clarifies
be valued (valuable) both for themselves and for the things theyrbg a b o u5d)” (20 1 (
Similary,Csikszentmihahda r gu e s t h ads wé do arg mesher purehy iautotelic nor
purely exotelic (..), but ar A&ccoainglypampbristmayt i on o
enjoy a cycle race for isuspenseand spectale, but also becontentwhen their favourite

rider wins. Similarly, aesthetic experiences, including entertainment, may have therapeutic

value in face of existential doubt, but only in virtue of their intrinsic aesthetic value. As with
mosttherapy, one mg want an activity to have therapeutic effect, but it only has so when

one becomes engrossed in it for its own sake. In the case of aesthetic experiences,
specifically, its therapeutic value depends wholly on the engrossment in forms, qualities or

meaningftil features of things for their own sake.

Commonly, the intrinsic value of some aesthetic experiences is cashed out in terms of an
intrinsic pleasure they deliver. As Bl ackbur
is” (2010, dasujederived ftbm somd desthetic pxperiences is an important

aspect of their therapeutic function, which is why shocking or disturbing aesthetic
experiences are less plausibly therapeutitowever, pleasure by itself is not the reason

why some aestheticexperiences are intrinsically valuable, nor why they can have
instrumental value as a therapy for the absurd. What matters is the normativity of aesthetic
pleasure. In other words, experiencing an aesthetic pleasure is not a matter of preference,

but somehing one ought to experience, unless one is mistaken. In this respect, unlike
normativity in the ethical domain, scepticism about aesthetic value seems irrelevant to

those in thrall to aesthetic experiences. Many people may not care about professional road
cycling, but their apathy equally does not bother those who are mesmerised by Paris
Roubaior Strade Bianche. The fact that some find these cycle races boring, does not in the

least diminish the conviction of others that they are in fact sensationalthisrreason,

Peter Kivyconcludes that if we are enthralled by an aesthetic experience, we must be
“some lkestheticrealist, convinced by the vaorigindli ty of

emphasi}. In this respect, it does not really matter which metesthetics one develops to
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satisfy Kivy’'s stipulation. Wh a 't matters

without believing in the inherent hissélfi dity

justifying or autotelic nature of aesthetic experiences is metaphysically puzzling and
requires further philosophical investigation, its phenomenology clarifies the intrinsic value

of aesthetic pleasures and their therapeutic value in face obthsurd.

The intrinsic and therapeutic value of aesthetic pleasures, including entertainment, is
explained by their inherent normativity. In this respect, somebody whooimected to
their lifeworld and undisturbed by existential doubt, will no doubt vahleasure. In hitife-

affirming*“Instant Karmda?! (1970), John Lennon wondef&Vhyin the world are we here " ,

and is perfectly sati adtiodwk inwairt dnd feah™et, ans wer ,

depressed individual does not caire the same wayabout pleasure, including pleasures

they may previously have enjoyed. Accordingly,Yer Blue’s(1968), Lennon wails,

Black cloud crossed my mind,
Blue mist round my soul,
Feel so suicidal,

Even hate my rock and roll.

The depressed individual is not motivated by the pursuit of pleasure, including the memory
of unexalted aesthetic pleasures previously experienced. For this reason, whatever
therapeutic value entertainment may have, it has so only when one is engrossed in
unexalted aesthetic pleasures for the sake of it. As with all therapy, it is difficult to pinpoint
when and how aesthetic engrossment for its own sake happens. Yet, when it happens, and
Lennon starts loving rock and roll again, engrossment in entertainwemtoe therapeutic
because it commands that oneught to experience a particular kind of pleasure.
Specifically, the therapeutic force of aesthetic pleasures is that engrossment in the
aesthetic experience itself provides reasons which justify the nowmityatdf their inherent
evaluation. Accordingly, aesthetic pleasures, even if they are fairly unexalted, can have
therapeutic value because they instil normativity in a world that may otherwise appear

devoid of value.

8. ETHICS VS. AESTHEREXSONSIDERED

My revaluation of entertainment as therapy challengeqhe assumpti on t hat

purpose to critique is more important than its aesthetic purpose to entertain. This
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assumption corresponds to the intuition that wheromal and aesthetic reasons claghe
former (ought to) prevail (see Kiap15, 5254). By contrast, my metathical investigation

has revealed that, although indispensable, the demands of critijardto madden and
depress when unabated. In this respect, entertainment can functioa #serapeutically
mature strategy to cope with the absurd gap between the demands of critique and its
limits. For this reason, the relative autonomy of entertainment in satire in relation to
critique is crucial. Although | do not deny thantertainment in satire can have
instrumental value as critique, my investigation has highlighted that, when compared to
more directly activist strategies, satire is not more impactful as critique because it
entertains. Undeniably, entertainment in satire abates critiquiatirists cultivate an
enjoyment ofunexalted aesthetic pleasures for its own sake, irrespective of any moral
impact, while audiencgengrossed in entertainment spend time and recourses that could
otherwise be wholly directed toward critique. However, gitbentertainment abates
critique, engrossment in unexalted aesthetic pleasures for its own sake in satire is not
necessarily cynical or morally indifferent, but may be a therapeutically mature response in
face of the limits of critique. At the same timaesthetic engrossment in entertainment is
not necessarily morally optimal. In this respect, the ambiguous tension between critique
and entertainment in satirecorresponds to a fundamental and irresolvable conflict in

ethical life between the care for otherand the care of self.

My metaet hi c al i nvesti gat i o-realisn, lm®dgroamtedicritiqudsih a ¢ k b u
the concern for the common good and the obligation to alleviate the plight of others when

we can. At the same timeyen unabated critiquevill not wholly emancipate the world and

is psychologically destructive. As a result, ethical life is characterisedubgamental and

irresolvable conflict between the care for others and the care of self. This conflict is
acknowledged bySusan Wolf irh e r di s mi snerallsainb f ( 2 O,®obgihal 1 1
emphasi} . According to Wolf, a mor al saint woul
morally good as possible, a person, that i s,
This moral saint wald have to make considerable sacrifices, including aesthetic ones. Wolf

explains that
it seems to me that no plausible argument can justify the use of human resources

involved in producing @até de canard en croutagainst the possible alternative

bend i cent ends to which these resources mi
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in high fashion or interior design will fare much the same, as will, very possibly, a

cultivation of the finer arts as well (2015, 14).

According to Wolf, these demands areoto st eep and she therefore I
having an wupper bound” (2015, 23). Accordinc
to be morally good”, at the same ti me, “we
selfish reasons to choose ntmt devote ourselves univocally to realizing this potential or to

taking up this opportunity” (2015, 25) . One

to lose our sanity when we aspire to live like moral saints.

Theupshob f Wol f' s argument is that mor al reasaon
and must be counterbalanced with nenoral reasons, including aesthetic ones. As Wolf
argues, “our values cannot be fully compreh
withmoral ity on top” (Wolf 2015, 28). Per haps
from within ethics (one wouldertainly hope so). After alkomebody who is driven insane

by the unabated command of critique is unlikely to still do much good. Yet,asutidirect

moral stamp of approval cannot be the concern that guides our-moral reasons for

action. The point is exactly that we cannot always have ethical concerns in the foreground

of our mind when we act, for doing so must surely drive us mad. Qoestly, normoral

reasons for action, including aesthetic ones, must be able to claim some degree of
autonomy in the face of ethics. And they do. Engrossmenariraesthetic experience,

including entertainment, is valued for its own sake, not because iitdirectly allowed by

morality. For the record, | do not dismiss that aesthetic and ethical value can interact, as |

will further develop in the next chapter. Nevertheless, it is wishful thinking that the pursuit

of aesthetic experiences like entertainmeand the moral concern for the common point of

view completely coalesce. Even if aesthetic engrossment in entertainment can be life
affirming andenableus to cope with absurd limits of critique, it never comes for free from

a moral point of view. At every moment the world is burning somewhere, so when is it ever

morally right to listen to music awatch cycling just for the sake of aesthetic engrossment?

Sadly, there is netraightforwardanswer to thidssue
The tension between the legitimacy of moral and faoral reasons for action, including

aesthetic ones, is extremely difficult to settBlackburn shows particular awareness of this

fundamental poblem of ethical life in his obituary of Bernard Willian#sccording to
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Bl ackburn “much of Wi lliams’s work is conce
universal and the particular, or the challenge that equality, liberty, justice, and the common

point of view pose to the rooted and potentially blinkered perspectives of our everyday
prioriti es ndnWhileWlmnsigoften said (o have highlighted this problem

without offering practical strategies in response, Blackburn instead ackne d ges t hat *
refusing to countenance easy or sddceptive solutions to this conflict, he was
acknowl edging its depth rather ndh@milarly,ir ni ng
do not consider it a problem that theambiguous tension betwee critique and
entertainment in satirecannotbe wholly resolvedn most cases. Instead, ttsggnificance of

satir e’ s debbtiveen ctitigue and enteramimesigexactlythat it resonatesto

this fundamental and irresolvable conflict in etHidde between care of self and care for

others. For this reason, although entertainment abates critique in satire, it cannot simply be

di smi ssed as <cynical. At the same ti me, i n
engrossment in unexalted adwdtic pleasures remains ambiguous. To further clarify this
ambiguous tension between ethics and aesthetics in satire, | will conclude this chapter with

ananal ysis of Il ggy Pop’s satirical “Louie Lou

l ggy Pop’' s “Loui e itao glabaisatiom fellovang theacoliapsesof thef A me
Soviet Union. Its satirical status is accentuated by its inclusion as the opening score to

Mi ¢ h a el CapoatismeA Love Sto(@009). The aim of my analysis is to frame the
ambiguous tension between itgue and entertainment in satire in an existential
framework. Setting out to critique and entertain at the same time, Iggy Pop is in the
process of negotiating an appropriate response to the existential despair which looms large

in the globalised worldAs cr i ti que, |l ggy Pop’'s “Louie Lol
important truth about the evils of globalised capitalism. At the same time, he cultivates the
unexalted aesthetic pleasures of entertainment as a means to address the limits of critique

in alleviating the evils of globalised capitalism. Yet, this therapeutic function of
entertainment i n | gg yischtigue ansbigdolsoForiome, hisscatire e ” ma
is not a sustained geopolitical or economic analysis, but is particularly suacints

dismissal of globalised capitalism. This succinctness no doubt has aesthetic appeal as
entertainment, but may appear rather rash as critique. Moreover, this rashness may even
suggest that 1 ggy Pop’ s anal gedwithtruthfthanghnlsobal i s
own therapeutic needs. I n “Loui e Louie”, I

acquiescence in the evils of capitalism. Nevertheless, such acquiescence is not necessarily
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cynical or morally indifferent, for Iggy Pop explicityghlights how the traumatic
truthfulness of critique compromises his psychological wellbeing if unabated. In this

respect, l ggy Pop’'s “Louie Louie devel ops |
entertainment in satire, whichcorresponds to the iesolvable conflict in ethical life

between care of self and care for others

“Louie Louie” was originally written by Ric
calypso in which a lover laments about his loneliness to a bartender named Louie houie. |
1963, a rock and roll version was recorded |
become a standard in popular music, with countless cover versions. In 1993, Iggy Pop

recorded a politically satiricaltVelysgceudi o v
(Dorhmel 2012). Years earlier, however, the songwas afreagg art of |1 ggy and
live repertoire. Reflecting on attending a concert Tfe Stooges in 1974, which they

concluded by playing “Louie d4thati e” three tinm

[P t] is hard to explain what “Loui e, Loui
trying to be important. It was the first song a hillbilly rocker would learn on his guitar

to impress the girls at a school danea throwback to an embarrassirigne when

rock music was entertainment for fraternity boys, not an instrument for social

change. It was a slap in the face of the audience (quoted in Levine 2013, 41).

Kell ey’ s descri pti on resofates" witlotuhiee sLoonugi’'es” fdui nsctt
apolitical entertainmentirb G A2y I £ [ | Y LJ}2 ANOTBA Yet, §6rAlggy &nd the2 dza S
Stooges, theanp o | i t i c al nature of “Louie Louie” was:s

aspirations of contemporargopular music

I n general ,-aebhehéttradandnaggressive provocat
was considered-i"'mpordasndyl t pomgselsfsi ve’ mus i c
utopian politics with sent #42pn®ummkrseckiscomrodle j ect i
assoaated with a bleak nihilism in combination with an assault on prevailing standards of

beauty and celebration of the abject (Prinz 2014). Iggy Pop is no exception, with his
psychodramatic performances that include abuse,-Balim and— on one memorable

occasion— rubbing himself in peanut butter (Double 2007,-10). Nevertheless, although

punk rock revels in what would traditionally
may nonetheless deliver aesthetic experiences and pleasures in its own(Pight 2014,

58658 8) . I n this respect, l ggy Pop’ s outrageo
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considered aesthetic approach?” (Double 2007
described a tendency i n | satgeyto Bepcpunteracteccby vr e f ¢
the forward mot i onndp So purnk eocknmeaes inat necetsariy |bé ”
nihilistic, nor anta e st het i c . Still, even when punk r oc
aesthetics may well eschew the unexalted gderes of entertainment. For this reason,

even when it is critical, a lot of punk rock is not satire.

Neverthel ess, some works are hybrid punk r oc
“Louie Louie”. Whi | e | g gnyusicamficth is arftiaesth&itoo o ge s h
otherwise not entertaining, “Louie Louie” is

in rapturous entertainment and the enjoyment of unexalted aesthetic pleasures. At the

same time, as is not unusual for punk rock, lggp Pos “ Loui e Loui e” al s
critiqgue. As a satire, l ggy Pop’ s “Louie Lot
song, including his own. This distinction is reflected in lyrical differences. Previously, lggy

Pop would also frequently @tr t he ori gi nal l'yrics to “Loui
usually playing around with some variant of the allegedly dirty lyrics that the FBI discerned

in The Kingsmen's version. Still, these dirt

rock and roll classic as unrestrained entertainment. By contrast, the change in lyrics in Iggy

Pop’s 1993 version signals a satirical i nter
original l yrics have transf orcaeldment aboun a | o
gl obalised capitalism. Somewhat cryptic, t h
Loui e” develop the tension between critique

particularly apparent when contrasting the ambiguously cghstudio version (1993a) to a
live version which supports a more therape
aesthetic distance (1993b).

The studio version of l ggy Pop’s “Louie Lou
now.. t he rpposed to)he orighsl, thos lyrical alteration signals that what follows
has social and political relevance. Immediately afterwards, the chorus follows, with virtually

the same | yrics as Berry’'s original

Louie Louie, oh baby,
| gotta go now.
Louie Louieph baby,

| gotta go now.
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After the chorus, the original introduces a
asthenarrator s lamvdernr he reason for his i mmanent de
contrast, | ggy PBoegrotsintradice a lovie mtarest iv ther fissi verge.

Instead, the previously announced news report is continued with an update on the political

status quo, four years after the fall of the Berlin Wall:

The communist world is falling apart.
Thecapitalists are just breaking hearts.

Money is the reason to be.

't makes me just want to sing “Louie Loui
Like the original, | ggy Poipstiba lamert,ibutithe a | ver
protagonist’s grief i sfarover. Instaad, hevisadisteedsedlby t h e

the political status quo.

l ggy Pop’ s critique of globalised capitalismnm
Loui e”, is indicative of satirical ridandti que
its moral flaws are commonly simplified and exaggerated. Iggy Pop reduces the complexity

of what Francis Fukuyama called the end of history to a couple of suggestive metaphors
that put the spotlight on the grievance caused by the dominance of @iapibhe analysis

does not invite careful reflection, but instead exploits quick and emotive judgment. This
satirical representation is far from nuanced and does not do justice to the complexity of the
situation it descr i bes . noresosome coh the benefisgof Pop’
globalisation. At the same time, he arguably gets something important right about the ills of
globalised capitalism. Although far more succinct, his analysis draws very similar
conclusions as more sustained scholarly or jolistia critiques of neoliberalism. Moreover,

whereas those analgs are more detailed and nuanced, they do require more time to
process. Sometimes, these detailed analyses even risk to lose track of the bigger picture. In

this respect, the satirical succit ness of 1 ggy Pop’s “Louie Lou

virtue. | leave this issue unresolved for now, but | will develop it further in the next chapter.

For now, | return to the interaction between aesthetic and therapeutic value in satire. Iggy

P develops this interaction between aesthetics and therapy in the second verse of his
satirical “Louie Louie”. At this point, t he
opposed to the original and (especialthe dirty versions Iggy Pop previougberformed,

something is clearly wrong:
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A fine little girl is waiting for me,

but I 'm as bent as Dostoevsky.
Il " m thinking about the meaning of my |ife
and | have to sing “Louie Louie” again!

The difference with a dirty version that Iggy performeadyotwo years before in Paris is

stark (1991). Then, the narrataireadyi nt r oduced his | over in the
girl in all Paris” and | eft no doubt about h
nor about followingupot hem ( “every night, at ten, I fuc

his heterochauvinistic machoism aside, the narrator is clearly mesmerised by his lover,
exclaiming “[s]he’s eternal, she’s the one,
satirical version of 1993, fun has become elusive for the narrator, whose sexual lust has

been replaced by existential doubt, due to the political situation outlined in the previous

ver se. Experiencing an existential the i si s w
narrator introduces singing “Louie Louie” i
aesthetic engrossment as therapy in face of the absurd resonates with the argument about

the therapeutic function of entertainment developed in this chapter.

After the chorus and a musical interplay, the narrator continues in parlando. Here, the
studio and live version of the songvite contrastinginterpretations. In the studio version,

the narrator stumbles:

Oh man, | don’t know | i ke. .. health insur.
the homeles and world peace,
and aids and educati on...

Il " m trying to do right, but hey.

In this interlude, the narrator introduces some of the concrete grievances caused by global
capitalism, in particular social inequality, alongside some other of the most prdssings

of his time. He contends that he tries to live a moral life under these circumstances, but this
contention seems halfiearted. He quickly acknowledges that he distances himself from
this existential problematic and ultimately does not seem tohaherned Although the
message of the narrator is not digitly cynical, it does seem to have some dimensibn

moral indifference.
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However, the live performance justifies a more complex interpretation of the work than
advocating indifference or cynicism face of global capitalism and the problems of the

modern age. In the live performance, Iggy Pop also addresses the audience in parlando.

This time, the message signals a therapeutically mature response to the tension between
critiqgue and its limits. IggPop’ s spoken address begins with

own complicity in the globalised capitalism he critiqued:

Yes, there is a mound of trash covering the whole world.
And that trash comes from America.
And if America is a giant hamburger,

I am the bun on that hamburger.

After acknowledging his own complicity in the Americanisation of the world under the

influence of globalised capitalism, he continues:

Il don’t always want to have to think about
no health insurance,
no fucking money

no education.

As these contemporary political problems are introduced and left lingering without a
sol uti on, he concludes, “ITw]ell, fuck it b e
final verse follows, which revisits the satirical assessmétite political status quo, only to

outline the same solution:

Life after Bush and Gorbachev:
The wall is down but something is lost.
Turn on the news it looks like a movie,

it makes me want to sing “Louie Louie”!

The energetic performance concludiesaccordance with the aesthetic norms of punk rock,

asthe pumpedupR&Bt unes of the chorus fade into a gr

The crucial difference with the studio version, and the main reason why the work ultimately

does not promote apathy or cynicism i s t hat | ggy Pop’s narrator
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wants to consider the horrors of globalised capitalism, just not always. We do not know

what the narrator does or does not do on other occasions, but we have no explicit reason

to assume he is indéfent to these issues or does not do his bit to alleviate them at other

times. We only know that, right now, he chooses to be engrossed in the aesthetic
experience of singing “Louie Louie”. As expl
necessarilyapathetic or cynical. Instead, it may be a valid therapeutic strategy in face of
existential despair. In this respect, the protagonist has indicated that incessant pondering

about globalised capitalism depresses him to such an extent that life losevits Ih
response, the aesthetic exper {aftrmicgeactaty. si ngi
Moreover, should the lyrics not make this vital dimensiontltit aesthetic experience
apparent, l ggy Pop’'s energeti citgpenrfdraowmanc e
whet her satire |ike I ggy Pop’s “Louie Louie"”
inertia, which makes critique possible in face of the absumdt the autotelic or self

justifying nature of entertainment does make it plausiblewill return to an in depth

investigation of this issue in the final chapter. In the next chapter, | will direct my attention

to the cognitive and ethical value satire may have as critique.
9. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | have situated debates about ttedue of satire into a larger debate about

the value of art. In these debates, the value of aesthetics has often been instrumentalised

to broadly ethical purposes. Similarly, the value of entertainment in satire has often been
instrumentalised to critiqueln defence of the genre, many supporters have argued that

the combination of critique and entertainment increases the political impact of satire.
However, this argument cannot be substantiated empirically. Satire is not more efficient as
critigue becausat entertains. Still, it does not follow that satire is therefore a failed or
cynical genre. Through a me¢gat hi c al i nvestigati ornealismdot ed i
have highlighted a psychologically traumatic gap between the demands of critiquésand i
limits. In response, | introduced a revaluation of entertainment as therapeutic
engrossments in face of the ab sdfjudifyingproot ed
autotelic avocations. Crucially, entertainment can claim such a therapeutic function
because its unexalted aesthetic pleasures instil normativity in a world which may otherwise

be devoid of value. Accordingly, in spite of moral suspicions, engrossment in entertainment
can serve g@lausibletherapeutically mature function in coping with éhpsychologically

traumatic limits of critique. For this reason, the definitive tension between critique and
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entertainmentis significant, because it correspontisa fundamental conflict in moral life
betweenthe care of self and the care for others. metfinal chapter of this thesis, | will
further investigate how satirists intentionally address this tension by developing humorous
and ironic strategies. In the next chapter, | temporarily sidestep this issisatot as

therapy in order to investigattte genr e’ s value as critique, e
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CHAPTER THREEZTION, COGNITION AND CRITIQUE

1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter investigates the cognitive value of satire as critique. Previously, | have
challenged claims that the value of satire as critique depends on its social and political
efficacy. Still, althoughs at i r e 'face shouldtbe attenuated, | dthink that good
satire can incrementally contribute to emancipation alongside other critical practices. Yet,
even this moderate claim about the critical impact of satire presupposes a significant
cognitive claim. Specifically, if satire is to contributeatproject of critical emancipation, it
must be able to teacimorally relevant truths especially what is wrong with the worlth

other words, the ethical value of satire as critique depends on its cognitive value to deliver
correct and insightful representations. In what follows, | will therefore investigate whether
satire can rightfully claim such a cognitive function and ediogly contribute to a moral
project of critique. For the record, | do not doubt that we can leauwrally relevant truths

from representations. The ethical quasialism introducedn the previous chaptemakes it

is possible (though perhaps not alwaye) arbitrate with a fair degree of objectivity
whether some discourse or practice is justifiable in light of the common giwht s at

stake is therefore not whether there are truths, and moral truths at that, but whether we
can learn such truths from 8ee. In this respect, the cognitive function of satire is

problematised by itpurpose to entertain and its common classification as fiction.

In this chapter, | will outline and defend a careful cognitivism alsatire in light of its
common fictional &atus as entertainmentConcretely, | will argue that good satire can
teach nontrivial truths, including moral truths, butike an aphorismsatirical truth is best
understood as an introduction to an issue which requires further investigation or a
particulartake which needs tte nuanced Such a cognitive function can aluable but
should not be overestimated. At the same time, | caution thatire can deceive in its
pursuit of entertainment. The same fictional techniqgues which sometimes generate
cognitive value in satire are also the ones responsible for cognitive flaws on other
occasions. Accordingly, my careful cognitivism about satire will highlight the relative merits
of the genre but also acknowledge its particular dangevly. investigation aims to
intervene in a polarised debate between all too enthusiastic supporters and overly
pessimistic detractors of satire’s cognitive
as critique, | will avoid hyperbolic appraisals of its cognitive fundiecause they set the

genreup for failure by introducing expectations it cannot uphold. In response, satirists have
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often pragmatically mitigated these hyperbolic expectations but, in the procass,up
disavowing the critical nature of satire altogetherln this manner, these unrealistic
expectations and pragmatic mitigations ultimately only corroborate suspicions about the
value of satire outlined by detractors. In order to redress these misunderstandings, my
careful cognitivism aims to determine reaitsexpectations about the cognitive function of

satire in order to better assess the significance it may claim as critique.
2. VALUE INTERACTION IN SATIRE

My <careful defence of satire’'s wvalue as c¢ri:
both cognitive and ethical value, but also that they interact. Therefore, before | outline this

position in detail, a few words are in order about artistic values and their interaction. In this

respect, | adhere to a pluralism about the value of art, inclugatiye. | agree with Robert

Stecker (2015) that artistic value cannot be reduced to a single value, but is instead a
composite, which may include, aesthetic, ethical, cognitive, political, social, therapeutic or

some other value. Cruciallyush artrelevant values are effectively artistic values of
artworks only if access ofr identification c
possession of those values” (Stecker 2015, 3
of a work is commonly irrelevarib its interpretation, financial value is usually not an
artistic value. Si mLal nauette de, Poriidzas poktital vé&luelfad r * s o
least to Belgian nationalists) because it stimulated patriotic feelings that initiated the

Belgian Revoliutn against the Dutch after a performance in Brussels in 1830. Yet, this
political value is not an artistic value of the work, for the interpretation of the opera is

wholly unconcerned bits fostering the independence of Belgium. By contrast, if Jonathan
Swift's satire of E A §lodess Propasdilz28)waulel bavd hach d | or d
any impact on housing conditions in Ireland, this political value of the work would also be

an artistic value, since it is relevant to understanding the work andnts.ai

Nevertheless, as discussadthe previous chapterit is unfair to expect thathe value of

good satire is fundamentally determined by its political impact. Case in pdiMpdest
Proposalis still lauded as a great satire, even if it did not statwillegislation that later
alleviated housing conditions during the Great Faminstead ofpolitical value, | suggest

that the artistic values most relevant to good satire are its aesthetic, ethical, cognitive and
therapeutic value. Previously, | have discussed how the aesthetic value of satire is
constrained by its purpose to entertain. In theext chapter, | will further investigate

another hypothesis already introduced that aesthetic and therapeutic value in satire
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interact. In what follows now, | focus on the cognitive and ethical value of satire and their
interactionwith aesthetic valueln this respect, the idea that art, including satire, can have
artistically relevant ethicahnd cognitivevalue has been a topic of heated contestation in
aesthetics.In these debates, the deniefsave come to be known as autonomistsho
argue that the ofy value relevant to the appreciation of art is aesthetic val(gee
Lamarque and Olsen 1994)evertheless, in the case of satire, it is axiomatic that the

ethical value of a work can also constitute an artistic value. According to NoéllCarro

in the cae of genres that have an ethical dimension, evaluating an artwork in terms
of the quality of its moral perception (or misperception) is not invoking criteria alien
to its value as the kind of artwork it is; it is a matter of evaluating the work in terms

of the norms (genre norms) of the kind of artform to which it belongs (2000, 359).

In other words, since satire sets out to critique as well as entertain, the genre stipulates
that artistically good satire must not only successfully realise the pursuitnekalted
aesthetic pleasures, but also the ethical purpose of critique. For this reason, any ethical

value of satire as critiqu&ould also constitutea genuine artistic value.

The ethical value of satire as critique, | argue, is best understood in t&frthe cognitive

valueit has in highlighting morally relevant truthspecificallyconcerningwhat is wrong

with the world. There are other ways for satire to successfully fulfil the ethical purpose of
critique, but they are not equally relevant in stiptihng appropriaé expectations for good
satre.For one, Robert Stecker refers to Upton
about the malpractices of the American meat industry in th& &8ntury to explain that

the socialconsequences of an avbrk can contribute to its ethical value, since the novel
stimulated significant social reform (2010, 204). Yet, as explained, although satire may
occasionally have such importasticial onsequences, it is unrealistic stipulate thatgood

satire mustdo so consistently. Similarly, Stecker explains that a work can have ethical value
because of its consequences on individual s,
moral sensitivity of at least some of its audient ( 2010, 203) . I Whil e
consequences would be relevant to the artistic value of satire, empirical research has
established that such direct impact of satire on, say, democratic participati@howledge
acquisitionof individuals is particularly hard to measure (Holbert 20As it standstoo

little is known with certainty about the effects of satire on individuals for these to stipulate
appropriate expectations about the ethical value of good satire. Instead, | suggEstus

on whatmorally relevant truthsve can learn fsm satire shouldwe set out to do soln this
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respect, one important caveat is thatvife were only able tdearnthe obviousfrom satireg
it would have little actual value as critique (see Stecker 2010, 2@tprdingly, good satire
would haveethicalvalue as critique when it hason-trivial cognitive value, irrespective of

the added value of angdditional consequences.

In what follows, | defendhat good satirehas ethical value as critiquavhen it has the
potential to teach non-trivial morally relesant truths. It does not follow that alton-trivial
truths highlightedby satirewould therefore be morally relevant. Perhaps when readifg
Modest Proposall learn what an absentee landlord is. While this may be valuable and new
knowledge to me, it holsl no significant moral relevance. Conversely, if somebody Aead
Modest Proposaln the eighteenth century and learned about the materiprivation
endured by the Irish people, this knowledge would be morally relevant, because it
constitutes informationrequired to deliberate an accurate moral judgement about British
rule in contemporaneous Ireland. In this respect, good satire can have ethical value as
critigue when it provides information required to make an objective moral judgmant
function which itshareswith good journalism or historiography. Moreovggodsatire can

also have ethical valuby engaging directly in moral deliberation and revealing moral
truths, similar to good moral philosophy and morgbractice In this respectA Modest
Proposalkues appropriate moral evaluation tife practicesof English absentee landlords
This process of determining the cognitive value of good satireAlikéodest Proposdb an
ethical project of critique is governed bthe quasirealis metaethical framework
introduced in the previous chaptefor the record, although knowledge is commonly
equalled to justified true beliefs, quamgalists understand the acquisition of moral
knowledge as developing an appropriate concern, rather than a bélmfthis reason,
quasirealism faces an epistemological challenge. g@tce there are epistemological
frameworks which can accommodate that knowledge does not necessarily pertain to

beliefs(Jenkins 2015) will sidestep thighallengein what follows.

My proposal is that e ethical value of satire as critique is appropriately governed by its
ability to teachnontrivial truths, whether they are truths relevant to moral deliberation or
moral truths simpliciter. Before investigating if satire can effedyiveve such ethical value
as critique it is important toreflect on how such value would likely interact witie

g e n raesthetic valueas entertainment This issue resonates with recent debates about

value interaction in analytic aestheticStecker &plains that aestheticians have mostly

focused on the issue of [ e ] -adsthetica(dr ea ) interaction” which
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ethical merits and defects in workif] affect the degree aesthetisid value possessed by

the work” (Stdokdrar2l10,al2h®ughSl ess -explor
ethical (ae ) interaction” pertains to “the <corre:
aesthetic value of a work on its ethical val
between ethcal and aesthetic value igood satire has been claimed both ways by
philosophers.Berys Gaut discusses the example of Lenny Heidiguling the anti

i mmi gration policy of a British Prime Minis
black people a thesand pounds to go back home, which suits me firieonly costs me

20p on t ueted bns "Ga (@t 1998, 66) . According t
effectiveness and resonance of the joke centrally depend on its subversion of racist
attitudes and assumptios ” (1998, 66) . Li kewi se, Stecker
al so happen the ot her wigatiriaeraquestidnabbeyaspéciofg h| i gt
society (..) [ audifeehbcye swa ymuosft vbieviadlye itnmagi ng
satirized aspect of society or the bad cons
(2010, 21@211, original emphasis).

Phil osophers are not the only ones talo i ntu
purpose to critigue and its aesthetic purpose to entertain fruitfully interacgood satire
I n this respect, J 0 s uwath aPlong llis of adjestives iwhiched “ S
highlights howt h e g ethicalevaligee as critiquavas perceived to shstantiate its

aesthetic success the seventeenth century

Girding, biting, snarling, scourging, jerking, lashing, smarting, sharp, tart, rough,
invective, censorious, currish, snappish, captious, barking, brawling, carping, fanged,
sharpt o ot h ' ihg, jeaging, floyting, sullen, rigid, impartial, whipping, thorny,
pricking, stinging, sharfanged, injurious, reproachful, libellous, harsh, rodwwne,

odious, opprobrious, contumelious, defaming, calumnidl2900 [L657], 176).

Concretely adjectivesl i ke “ bi t i sugpést how the‘ethiaab duality gf 'satiees

critique also informs the aesthetic appreciation of the genté&ewise appraisals of how

aesthetic value substantiates the force of ethical critique remain comtoday. Take the

reception ofMar gar et ¢AtSwd d d/” RsY [198R) Quspirédlby the rise of the
American Religious Right in the 1980dn At woc
her revi ew of, Jokdevarol dates cantaetit h a t arrdtefd fn]the
breathl ess prt¢eksSe nit | ytRelehsh#vésgthe) feat of rendering the

bizarre, the ludicrous, and t helnisimlrrveitb abl e ¢
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shel auds Atwood for including a ftosetamastulei ng ap
provocative soci al c dnmitively) Oates yatgues( thed ceetan 2 0 0 6 )
aesthetic qualitieswhich make the¢ KS | | Y RY laA Rrieétainng Indvé also

substantiate its ethicalalue aritique.

Specifically, as suggested, the interaction between aesthetic and ethical value in satire is

often cashed out in terms of cognitive value.other words, the idea that satire is truthful

is intuitively appreciated for aesthetic as well as ethical reasémghis respectOliver

Double explains thasatirists likeLenny Bruce made truth central to staig comedy by
introducing the "“"idea-ekpatesstons @abolL4d, a6y
stylised routines of Borscht Belt comedians asnct r i ved, Bruce conten
comedian of the older generation did an act
Today’ s comic is not doing an actquotddine audi ¢
Thompson 2011, 26). This idea that triutimess contributes to the aesthetic success of

satire has remained influential o hn Ol i ver has c¢l ai med that
making sure that all the things that we say are accuratellast Week Tonight, but that
only because those thingsatehe structur al foundation upon

(Marchese 2016). Nevertheless, this concern for truthfulnEssatire is also ethically

moti vated. Et han Thompson has explained that
trut h”, bwtt h* aboast yt her supposedly nor mal mé
respect, Bruce was | auded as “soci al critic
reason as weapons”™ (Kofsky 1974, 21) . Si mi |

like Oliver,contemporary American satire has been praised as Fkraucklgd critique of
power” (Jones 2010, 83) . I n ot hemsatweisds, t h

commonlyappreciatedethicaly as well agesthetially.

However,albeit that ethical,cognitive and aesthetic value are commonly understood to
interact in good satire, we should not assume too readily that when saititertains it also
teaches us morallyelevant truths.AlthoughBruce and others introduced authenticity as
an ethical andaesthetic value of modern stangp comedy, Double explains that comedians
often make a mockery of trutm the pursuit of entertainmen{2014, 157186). Satirists are
no exception. Double discusses a stamdroutine by British satirist Stewart Lee who
attacks thebu |l I yi ng h u MapuGearby misle8dB@ hiss audience to initially
believe a fake story about one of its presenters (2013-192). Double concludes that as

Lee “play[s] pranks on the audienxaclywhati t | ea
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the truth is” (2014, 175) . I n particul ar, Do
of truth and fiction” i rBuclsanbiguitys indichtieeeofas s at i
tension between the aesthetic function of satire as eta#rment and its cognitive function

in a moral project of critique. On the one hand, satire setstoutritique and accordingly

has a cognitive function in pursuit tith. On the other hand, since satigdso sets out to

entertain, it is not wholly congained bytruthfulness. Specifically, as entertainment, satire
commonly capitalises on certain liberties associated with fictieat may compromise its

cognitive valuen a moralproject of critique.

Two specific cognitive dan g efictisnalwrtertaininentr e s ul t
are aesthetic autotelism and aesthetic seductidn. this respectMurray Smith explains

that when watching

Blade Runneiit is clear we are being invited to satbe visual and auditory textures

of the film, and the fictional world it depicts, as an end in itself. And the fact that the
film devotes so much of its energy to the aesthetics of the image is not dreest
choicewi t h r es pect phlosphical)svalue: @y makitgithe shee( visual
design of its images so salient, the role of these images in articulating an existentially

charged narrative is compromised (2016, 195).

Smith’s argument i's that t Blade Runeewepletes o f aes
cognitiveresources that could otherwise be devoted to ethical exploratibransposed to

satire, its pursuit of entertainment for its own sake risks distracting from its critical
function. As explained in the previous chapters, although critigneé entertainment can

fruitfully interact in good satire, the latter cannot wholly be instrumentalised to the former.
Moreover, not only are aesthetic pursuits to a certain degree independent of ethical or
cognitive pursuits, they can also seduce audiertoesverestimate the ethical or cognitive

value of a work. Similarly discussiBiade RunnerPeter Lamarque and Gregory Currie have

hi ghl i g httssothetimds @laimed that [its] visual aesthetic overwhelms, or perhaps
compensates for failingsingh cogni t i ve ¢ tnothee words, he(adddidna |, 20) .
problem highlighted by Currie and Lamarque is that fictitee Blade Runnerwhich is

designed to be aesthetically successfak entertainment may seduce usinto

overestimaingits cognitivevalue.

Likewise | suspectthat when satire successfully entertainthere is arisk that we

overestimate its success as critique. Consider typerbolic praise of contemporary
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American satirdike Last Week Tonight with John Oliaard Full Frontalwith Samantha

Bee As mentionedduring the 2016 Republican Party presidential primaries, Oliver was
commonly praised Bfaocmr e1 d e 2t0rl®y [ iomrg ]“onaldi hi | at
Trump While the course of the American presidential electismould seemreasonenough

to abandon such hyperbolipraise similar endorsements ofast Week TonighfDessem

2017) and Full Frontal(Juntwait 2017) remainedgpular after Trump took office. Such
continuing overesti mat i on edthattisea¢sihetiesusessy al u e
of satire riskanarring the assessment of its cognitive or political valGeucially, lhe right
response to such danger of aesthetic seduct
outright, but to proceed with cautionBy contrastjn response taunrealistic expectations

about satire’'s criticaloftehdowhpbayedatanystar
of mission”, explaining that it i[lastWeelei rd (
Tonighir el ati onship to journalism. It ssucho cl ea
disavowals inappropriatelyrivialise he cognitive value of satire ian ethicalproject of

critique. For this reason, | propose a careful cognitivism about satire whigh bt dismiss

the dangers of aestheti@utotelism and aesthetic seduction in light oft h e genre’ s
commonly fictional status as entertainment, but nonetheless acknowledges the cognitive

value it may have in a moral project of critique.
3. FICTION AND TRUTHINESS

In what follows, | develop a careful cognitivism about satire in light of its commonly
fictional status as entertainmenin this respect, rast satire is classified as ficticathough

there are exceptionsStandard caseahich are clearly fictionanclude A Modest Proposal

¢CKS | | yRY&andR@wPark | TBere are some exceptions,
hybrid documentansatires, which arelassified amonfiction. Again othercases are more

ambiguous, in particular the currently populatd-night satire such aBull Frontabnd Last

Week Tonightwhich exhibittypical characteristics dfoth entertainmentand journalism |

will return to the significance of these exceptions and ambiguous cases later, but | begin by
teasing out some intuibns about fiction and truthfulness in satire. As a reminder,
supporters of satire have often enthusiastic
grounds of its exceptional truthful nness. T ¢
satirical wrier believes that most people are purblind, insensitive, perhaps anaesthetized

by custom and dullness and resignatiehe wishes to make them see the truthat least

that part of the truth which they habdi tuall\
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contended t hat the satirist comes round knc

hard and uncomfort abl e althoaghsush’graidlcRith® about6 ) . H

satir e’ s arerconimorf, théyrampsasr ado xi c al i n  bmmpr t of 1

status as fiction.

The fictional status of satire is often intuitively understood as precluding its truthfulness,
including in specialised contexts such as defamation law. In the American legal system, the
fictional status of satire is often said firotect satirists against accusation of libel, which
require proof “that the defendant made a st
with reckless disregar d(Pénmd2004h20)t Ih this respetct, wa s
Grant Penrodhighlightst hat “[t] he problem with applying
satire is that a satirist knows and intends that he or shmaging false statements of fdct

(2004, 20).Si mi | ar |l vy, Steven Prince explains that
defamd ory sense” i f ®"it’s made up” and he adds
are strong contextual i ndi(20a3) Lilewise, Kernmetht [ sor
Creech reports a decision®fh e New Yor k Supr e mbere@epears t hat

in the context of fiction and deliberate humor which does not purport to relate to actual
event s, or i s obvious satire.. a statement (
me a n i(2018,"281). Summing up,tiis a common idea in American legaintexts that

sai re is “
12151216).

by definition fictionallreigeald8), t her e

Neverthelessupon further reflection, the common intuition that satire is necessarily-non

factual because it is (typically) fictionakopes problematic.Take“ Onwar d Chri st
S o | d iaesatigchl tartoon by Matt Bors about the Alabama senate allowing a church in
Birmingham to establish its own law enforcement departmefig.(10). While the
classification of this cartoon as fictioe i evi dent |, the initial rep
Senate voted to allow a megahur ch to start its very own po

irrespective of other invented story content. In other words, albeit in a fictional cartoon,

Bors intratdeamernt “@f sdct ualFathia ceasdn, shaBldthson 20
presented information be factually incorrec
mal i ce” (Treiger 198Borsi2dabpl ailns tthhiast r“etshpe
journalistice | e me n't to it [ his satire] t hat [ don’
communicati on) . He specifies that “when | do
they'  re fact checked”, adding that “when |~
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stating how many states in

the US have rest

(personal communication). Bors emphatically

fact has to be accurate”

di scussed above, some | ega

( p e rtheolegal ladice o mmu n i

I counselling is

bet ween truth and outrageousness’ (HG Staff

i ssue often remains misunder st oocdittodiseern t he

whet her [ a] publication is truthful or sati
that while satire is commonly fictional, it can also be truthful.
THE ALABAMA SENATE VOTED TO ALLOW A MEGA- JESUS, YOU'LL RECALL, WAS VERY DOWN WITH THE

CHURCH TO START ITS VERY OWN POLICE FORCE. \DEA OF STATE VIOLENCE.

o me
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In fact, as discussed, supporters of satimegularly claim that truthfulness is at the very

heart ofthe genre SimilarlyMat t Bor s contends

r

that “if you

the core purpose, t hen maybesowteatt rwd’'hre (alelr

communication). Cruciallyhese truths pursued by satire are not simply the kind of factual

truths also found in journalism or historiography. More than anything else, satirists aim to

reveal mor al trut hs. Case

in point, the pu

Alabama Seate vote is not simply to inform that a megaurch in Birmingham has been

granted permission to set up its own police force, but to pass moral judgement. Bors

clarifies that satirists someti mes etw-press

the-f ac e, way” or , more commonly,
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Concretely, Bors protests against granting a Christian mhgech its own police force,

because he is convinced it is likely to stimulate morally undesirable consequenciesss
legitimisingunwarranted neoconservative backlash against Muslim citizens. Interestingly,
while Bors clearly, albeit indirectly, asserts this argument as if it was morally true (not
simply something he would agree to disagree about), he uses the roonti@trategy of
fiction to do so. Specifically, in order to
makes up a story about the harassment of Muslim citizens as a plausible outcome of the
legislation. Similarly, he invents a story about Chiashighlight that the very proposal of

the Birmingham church is at odds with the values of Christianity. In conclusion, not only is
satire able to highlight factual truths despite its fictional status, but it also seems able to

communicate moral truthén acertain roundabout wagxactlybecauset is fiction.

The centrality of truthfulness in satire problens#s the common intuitions in legal
contexts about the i ncommensurability of tr
truthfulness also seems toedtabilise its fictional status. In this respect, discussing his

curated comics platformThe Nib Bors explains that the variety of graphic material on the

website “all [ fall s] under an umbrell-a of tt

ficti on"” , including serious journalism” but al
Still, when pressed, Bors does distinguish satire from-fiaional genres such as comics
journal i sm. As opposed to comicsolitgabfuet nal i sn
satirical] cartoons, you're fictionalising t
communication). In other words, although comics journalism and satire both aim to be
truthful, satire, because it is fiction, has greater libestito develop imagined scenarios

than comics journalism, which is ndiction. Classification as fiction or ndiation

therefore does not necessarily determine whether a work can communicate truthfully, but

does introduce different expectations and obligas as to how truth is communicated.

Most strikingly, this difference manifests i
styles. While Bors explains that his political satire has a distinct cartoonal quality, the visual

style of his comics jonalism, such a®¥ar is BoringAxe and Bors 2010) cultivates a more

realistic and documentarifke aesthetic (fig. 11).
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Figure 11

According to Bors, the common fictional status of satire provides the genre with certain
freedoms it would lack if it waslassified asnoh i ct i on. Bors specifies
is a |l ot of opinion and there is a |lot of
would be problematic in comics journalism (personal communication). This insight about

the liberties d fiction is important to help clarify the significance of such ambiguous cases

as Full Frontalor Last Week TonightAs explained, these programmes have journalistic

qualities which make classification as Hagtion plausible. In this respect, Bors contis

that Last Week Tonight speci fically, is “informative an
and therefore has a real “journalistic el
Nevertheless, satirists often actively deny their journalistic credentials syayi ng t hey’
just comedians and they’re just Idavearepdyj okes”
indicated that such pragmatic dismissals of
pinch of salt. Neverthelesdespiteclearjournalistc qualities, contextual indicators suggest

that programmes liké.ast Week TonighFull Frontalor The Daily Shoare really intended

as fiction. For one, Stewart denied thdte Daily Showclaimed similar journalistic
aspirat i oOnossfirgstressiDdNitNvassnobroadcaston a 24hour news channel but

followeda show about “puppetComedyaCeritrafid Jona ik ewalk L ¢
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Cr o s s fSimilady,Last Week Tonighor Full Frontalactively solicit unrestrained
audience behaviour which demarcates these shows as fictional entertainment, more akin to
sitcoms than the news. Importantly, this association with fiction does not only allow
satirists to unabashedly pursue entertainment for its own sake, but also depltggies in

the service of truth, such as loose talk and invented content, which wmeiptoblematic in

a strictly nonfictional context.

Ambiguous cases likeast Week Tonighdr Full Frontalmay seem exceptional, but they

really signal thatlassifiation of satire as fiction or nefiction is generally indeterminate to

some degree By virtue of its purpose to critique, all satire has a commitment to
truthfulness which it shares with ndfictional genres, including clearly fictionalaemples

like Matt Bor s’ s cartoon about t hAt theA same ttmaby Se n a't
embracing classification as fiction, satire is seemingly not only able to communicate similar
truths as journalism, but it also has certain liberties that 4fiation lacks. For oneas

opposed to journalists, satirists can ridicule public figuregbgntingthings without being

sued for libel. In this respect, legal counselling typically advises satirists to emphatically
highlight the fictional context of their satire, in order tvoid accusations of factual
misrepresentation RCFP Staff 201Ryan 2003; Greenwald 2002). Moreover, satirists have

greater freedoms than journalists to openly commit to moral judgement. If sued for libel,
satirists can easily defend themselves by clagntheir ridicule was & f ai r comment
(Moloney 2006 8; BBC Staff 1999 o r “honest opinion” (Price
defence is available to journalists, but typically only in demarcated contexts like an editorial

or op-ed piece, which disavow fadl truthfulness. Furthermore, even in these special
contexts, journalists cannot similarly exploit the liberties of invented scenarios or loose talk

to pass moral judgement in the same way as satirists. Case in point, although the satirical
cartoons and omics journalism of Matt Bors often express the same criticism of

conservative politics, they do so in significantly different ways.

In conclusion, although the distinction between fiction and #fiction is often porous in
satire, common classification distion affords the genre certain liberties which would be
considered problematic in a nefictional context. As fiction, satire not only has a greater
license to pursue entertainment for its own sake, but, perhaps paradoxically, it is also able
to explot certain imaginative and creative techniques in the service of truth more freely
than nonfiction. Howeversuchuse of imaginative and creative techniqueslikely tobe

restricted for good reasons in ndittion. Specifically, even though these techreg
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associated with fictiondo not necessarily compromise truthfulness, they can generate

i mprecision, i f not d e d~ahpehhieio A11(2004p & leybridMi ¢ h a e |
documentarysatire about the presidency of George W. Bush and The War on Téfnde

its status as a documentary classiffeghrenheit 9/11as nonfiction, the work also exploits
creative and i maginative techniques associ a
whereas a news parody likdhe Daily Showcan afford some degree of creative

mani pul ati on when ridiculing pubi c figures
documentary highlighted thaFahrenheit 9/11could not. Even on the lefEahrenheit 9/11

was harshly criticised for misrepresenting factugbrmation in ordertopr omot e Mo or e’
partisan agenda (Hitchens 2004). speci fi cally contested scene
editing to make Bush appear ineffectual when informed during a classroom visit about the

attack on the second WTC tower. Bgntrast, those present actually considered his
behaviour as composed in extremely difficult circumstan@@adgett 2011) Crucially,

whereas similar use of creative editing is a staple of news parodiesH&®aily Showit is

considered much more prddmatic in the nodfiction context of a documentary.

The liberties afforded by fictiodo not entail that a satire likdhe Daily Showan indulge in
factual misrepresentation because it is broadcasGmmedy Centradnd not CNN. Instead,

the point is that because it is presented in a fictional contekie Daily Showas greater
liberties to express moral judgement by exploiting creative and imaginative techniques than
the nonfictional Fahrenheit 9/11 In this respect, although fiction can be truthful,
classification of a work as ndittion nonetheless imposes more stringent stipulations in
the service of safeguarding truth, including restrictions on manipulations through creative
and imaginative techniques. These creative and imaginative techniquestdoecessarily
compromise truthfulness, but do introduce a higher risk of imprecision and deception than
the methods associated with neiiction. Moreover, when subjected to the scrutiny
custormary in norfiction contexts, use of such creative and imagwvettechniques may
prove less than cognitively robust, as the receptiofralirenheit 9/11reveals. This issue is
further accentuated by the advice in legal contexts that even though satirists can beat libel
accusations by “prov(in)g [wwlaitt h heawhicsholieda wa sc @
rely on exaggeration-t hi s i s s o me(BECnttaff 19€9)inf dthiercwordds, ”
although the intuition that satire cannot be truthful because it is (typically) fiction is naive,
it is legitimateto be concened that the freedoms of fiction, including loose talk, invented

content and creative manipulation, have a higher risk of compromising truthfulness than
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the techniques associated with ndittion. In what follows now, | will further substantiate

these idea by introducing some philosophical perspectives on fiction.
4. PHILOSOPHICAL PERSPECTIVES ON FICTION

The ideas about truthfulness in fiction developed above correspond to a contextual
understanding of fiction. As opposed to essentialism, contextualism afictidn rejects

necessary and sufficient conditions that would distinguish a fictional from afiotional

work. Instead, the difference is contingent on contextual and historical factors, including
practices surrounding the publication, reception or pration of works. My defence of
contextualism about fiction is modelled on a proposal by Stacie Friend (2012), which
stipul ates that t he-f il atbiedms® ‘Hawda i an'fuaodi o
classifications. As a caveat, Friend does explainfittéan and nonfiction are perhaps best
understood as' su-gpenres” or “broader categories int
181). For this reason, | doubt that fiction and Afiction are strictly speaking the same kind

of category as ordinary genréike documentary, or, for that matter, satire. Regardless, | do
endorse the core of Friend’' s proposal t hat ,
fiction ornonf i ct i on “shapes our practices of und
wo r K2012, 179). In other words, whether a work is classified as fiction osfioton

introduces expectations that guide interpretation and appreciation (2012;210. In this

respect, he idea introduced above is that common classification of satirectsrfipermits

greater creative and imaginative freedoms than classification adfiotion.

Contextualism about fiction opposes the idea that fiction and -fiction are essentially
distinguished by a difference in communicative intentions and mentakstaBy contrast,
orthodox essentialism stipulates that successful fictiocaimmunication requires an
audience to recognise the intention of an author to mdladieve or imagine the
communicated content (Currie 1990, 25). More specifically, Gregory Cunojosed to
distinguish fictive utterances, or speech acts which invite radef, from assertions,
whi ch invite bel i ef (1990, 21) . At t he s a
acknowledges that works of fiction, as well as +i@tion, commonly ombine utterances
that invite makebelief with others that invite belief (2014, 353). On this proposal, Arthur
Conan Doyle intends his audience to mdatieve that Sherlock Holmes is a detective who
lives on 221B Baker Street, but also believe that Lorisithe capital of England. Similarly,
in the docuseriesCosmos: A Spacetime OdysgE@X/National Geographic 201Neil

deGrasse Tyson intendsidiences to believe hassertions about the empirical world, while
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makebelieve that he is physically r avel | i ng through the wuniver

i magi natNiewre'rt hel es s, Currie’s original prop
work as fictionornof i cti on supervenes on its “intenti
other words, tee sum t ot al of an author’ s communi c

classification as fiction or ndiiction. For this reason, the fictive utterance theory faces the
problem that both works of fiction and neinction typically consist of a patchwork of fi

and nonfictive utterances and accordingly solicit a mix of mbkéef (or imagination) and
belief to their content (Friend 2011, 167). In response, fictive utterance theorists must
prove that the intentional profile of a work nonetheless essentidéynarcates fiction from

non-fiction.

One intentionalist approach to the patchwork problem is simply to deny it by arguing that

truth in fiction is irrelevant to its appreciation, which entails adopting a fictive stance and
imagine the content of a work #imarque and Olsen 1994, 60). However, this proposal
falters. As discussed, appr edepgerzdson then belieff Mat t
that the reported decision of the Alabama Senate is raatl likely to have morally
undesirable consequences. Aher response available to intentionalists is that fiction
distinguishes itself from nefiction because its content can only be accidentally tinghe

sense that true propositions in fiction do not display counterfactual dependence on the

facts (Curriel 9 9 0, 47) . Yet , Bor s

S report about tt
true, since we can reasonably assume he intended his representation to have remained
truthful if the factshad been different.Another intentionalist response is that the kind o
makebelief or imagination invited in fiction is categorically different than in -fiotion.
Nevertheless, one proposal that propositions in works of fiction can invite beliefs as long as

these are necessarily connected to propositions that do not énbitlief (Stock 2011) has

been dismissed as insufficiently distinguishing fiction from-fiction (Friend 2011). Case in
point, similar t o d8lyasse 'Tyson icentbines rassertions avitht o o n
propositions that do not invite belief in the nefictional Cosmos including alternative

scenarios about the development of the universe. Likewise, the proposal that, as opposed
tononf i cti on, “Ii'magination i nvol ved i n our en
than the mere entertaining of propdsii o ns” is refuted by -the ri
generated imagery guiding imagination in nrfictional examples likeCosmos(Garcia

Carpintero 2013, 350, note 54).
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Perhaps the strongest intentionalist proposal to overcome the patchwork problem is David

Davi es revised version of the f amatratvees utt er
fictional just in case (1) it is the product of an act, or acts, of fictive utterance that
prescribes makingelieve a fictive content of a real setting, and (2 toverriding
constraint on the construction of the narra
The first part of Davies’s pr opabslieflonlysot i pul a't
the fictive content of a narrative, say, that Holmesa detective, as opposed to its real

setting, in this case, London. The second part stipulates that fiction, say, a biopic, as

opposed to noAf i ct i on, l' i ke a biography, i's not g
narrator’'s part, t or whieh sHe atakds hattuall evehto to hakiee ma n
transpired” (2015, 40) . At the same ti me, D

and nonfiction can contain fictional narratives (2015,-50). His proposal tries to bridge
this explanatory gap between fictin a | narratives and works of f

relative place accorded to a fictional narrative in te&uctural organizationof the

el ements making wup the work?” (Davies 2015,
fictional afshto tlustiate, \clarify ‘orsamplify something asserted within the

wor k” it isfiaatwomk ofhemrerms when “what is as
to clarify or comment on the fictional narr

while this proposal has philosophical plausibility, it is problegedtiby actual examples.
Concretely, although Bors’s cartoon introdu
developed in the service of an assertion about legislative changes in Alabatrthe other

way around.

In response, a fictive utterance theorist like Davies may decide to bite the bullet and classify
Bors’' s sat i r Hictianl Yetc smch tlassification sould lbercounterintuitive, not

only because it contrasts withtaau a | practices of classificati
the work to be classified as fiction, highlighted by stylistic choices which distinguish his

satire from hisnoff i ct i onal comics journalism. I'n thi
attempting to distinguish between fiction and néiction, we should consider, not how the

parts of a work add up to the whole, but instead how the whole work is embedded in a

| arger context: in particular, the (0tlact i ces
175; see also 2012, 187) . Moreover, she adds
a particular category, along with contemporary practices regarding categorization, that

helps to determine classificatiennot the intention that certain pes of a work be believed
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or i magi ned” (Friendl62Q12Accad03;i ngeéy, alFsd e d
stipulates that “[t]lhe effects of genre cl as
between belief/nonfiction and imagining/fit i o n” (2011, 176; see al
conclusions have come to be endorsed by at least some fictive utterance theorists,
including Currie, who has conced¢ddatt her e are indeed “factors
weighting decisions [about fictionandndéic t i on] whi ch are not deter
i nt ent i 4 859) Sin(ilaz @ Friend (2012, 18Y), Currie therefore concludes that

“Iwl]e may continue to insist t hat communi ca
fictional status, butthatisa o mpar at i vel y u(@urria 20843& s Ihothery c | ai
words, granted there are fictive utterances or even narratives, they do not essentially

determine the classification of a work as fiction.

The upshot of the contextualist proposal is that thés no essential difference between

mental states associated with fictional and nfictional representations. Indirectly, this
conclusion was already anticipated by Kenda
Walton who introduced the idea that fion involves a mandate to imagine propositional

content (although he denied that mandate was governed by communicative intentions).

Yet , Walton’'s concept of “fiction’
Instead, both Stacie Friend (BB, 182; 2008154) and Derek Matravers (2014, -18) have

hi ghlighted that Walton introducWaltoni9b0ct i on a

never co

3) . Significantly wupdating Walton’'s proposal
psychology to ange that all representation involves the same kind of cognitive processing

in the form of constructing a situation model or mental model (Fri2f@8 156-157; 2016,

3; Matravers 2014, 63ff). Specifically, when processing a representation, we construct a
mental model of its content which is compartmentalised and not directly integrated in our
structures of belief. Irrespectivef whether this process is adequately identified as

involving imagination (Frien2008,156, see also 2016, 3) or not (Matravers 2039ff), the

process of selecting information from this mental model and incorporating it into our pre

existing structures of belief is fundamentally the samethe case offictional and non

fictional representations.l n t his respect, theferis ronegistemia s arg

differencein kindbetween fictionandnodf i ct i on” (2014, 232, ori gi

The epistemic sameness of fiction and fanion is further supported by the relevance
theory of communication (Wilson and Sperber 2012). Accordingdirdre Wilson and Dan

Sperber, human cognition is a system that sets out to maximise cognitive benefits (2002,
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601). Human cognition therefore scans the environment for inputs which are maximally

rel evant or worthwhile tospr/beaesitnraer ms
Sperber 2002, 601). In the domain of human communication, specifiGigrtber and

Wil son explain that “an input” is “relevant

l ead][ s] to cogniti vere giany sush’ coghitiv® §aids in \ArGobs) . T h
contexts. In some circumstances, a piece of communication is relevant because one seeks
“to be amused?’”, whereas it may not be relev
Sperber 2002, 601). Nonetheless, evédmugh cognitive gains are varied, Sperber and

Wi | son primarily epsstermic improvement, h.ee ran imcreasé in “
knowl edge” (1996, 2 6 6) . thdt frelevahce das toeds withc t , t
considerations of cognitive efficiency, atide notion of cognitive efficiency cannot be

divorced from that of truth. The function of a cognitive system is to deliver knowledge, not
false beliefs” (1996, 263) . Cruciall y- in |
fiction, Wilson and Spedr highlight that an input which obtains relevance because it
produces an output of epistemic improvement need not itself be literally or factually true

(2002, 628).

I n this respect, the relevance theory provi
about human communication. According to Gricean pragmatics, communication is
governed by maxi ms, of whi c h conkiderednleexmosin of ¢
important (Wilson and Sperber 2002, 585). It follows from the maxim of quality that
speakes must not say what they believe is false, which problesaatthe use of loose talk

and figurative speech, including metaphors or exaggerations, because these are literally
false. Gricean pragmatics considers such exceptions which flout the maxim a¥ qsal

governed by the rules of conversational implicature, which guide audiences to infer
communicative meaning. However, since suchcalled exceptions are very common,

Wilson and Sperber have dismissed that human communication is governed by the
supermaxim of quality (2002, 593). According to Wilson and Spetbhevh er e hear er s
interested in truth (..) [t hey] do not expec

Specifically, the relevance theogyrescribes that a particular communicative uttece

“with [its] linguistic meaning is expected t
of departure for inferring the speaker’s me:
emphasi s). I n this regard, &Vildose,candigarativce Sper b

interpretations are arrived at in the same way, by constructing an interpretation which
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satifies t he hearer’s expectations of rel evance
“al l u t—tliteral,alovse eodigurative — ( )..are approached with expectations of

relevance rather than truthfulness” (Wilson
Sperber have ar gu e dorientddanferentidh pracesses arefficianty a n c e
enough to allow for a much greatersldeke t ween [ | i teral] sentence

meaning than is generally assumed” (2002, 60

The relevance theory offers additional support for the claim that human beings can infer

true knowledge from communicative cues which are not literally orualty true, including

such staples of fiction as loose talk, figurative speech and invented scenarios. Concretely,
Sperber and Wilson cl ai m t haMarandlPeagtgoamayy ou he
gain insight, through some form of analogical thiviki into yourself, your life, and the

world as they are” (1996, 265)i ] Foonkthi srue
were relevant [for epistemic improvements], we would have to say such fictions were
irrelevant. If truth of the output is whamat t er s, then fictions <can
(Sperber and Wilson 1996, 263 pecifically,Nicholas Diehl (2013) has developed the
importance of analogical thinking to infer truth from satre Accor di ng to Die
commonly uses analogy to estah a relationship between the fictional representation and
therealtwor | d t ar get of the satire” (2013, 313)
critigqgue in such instances depends on cont.
representation [vhich] is deserving of criticisrm” a nd “ -varld thrget [whécla] is

deserving of criticisnm” (2013, 313) . In this manner, S a
anal ogy with a normative conclusion about t
substantiates his argument by discussikilylodest Proposalin which the immorality of the

proposal to alleiate famine in Ireland by eating children is analogous to the immoral

altitude of English absentee landlords to the precarity endured by their tenants.

In conclusion, philosophical discussion so far has highlighted the epistemic sameness of
engagement wit fiction and norfiction. In other words, there is no essential difference

between mental states involved in fiction and nbiction, specifically along the lines of a

distinction between belief and makleelief. For this reason, it may seem tempting tail,

as Derek Matravers doethat* [ t ] he traditional di stinction,
are fiction and representations that are néni ct i on, is entirely wun
However, although this proposal makes sense from the perspective loispphy of mind,

it does ignore the genuinely different expectations and stipulations introduced through
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classification of a work as fiction or ndiotion. For one, Stacie Friend suggests that the

very existence of t he topartlyewlaifed oyahe puspose 6ff i ct i
all owing authors to use their creative i mag
contrast, the classification nefiction primarily serves to safeguard truthful representations

of the world. Accordingly, there aral sorts of vetting processes to ensure compliance to

truth which are standard to nofiction practices, such as journalism and historiography,

but which are countestandard to fiction (Gaut 20@6 443). LikewiseMatravers himself

also acknowledges thaclassification as fiction permits greater liberty to introduce
representations which serve no further cognitive function than simply entertainment (2014,

96). Moreover, Matravers further admits that adherence to what David Davies calls the

fidelity constaint is standard in noffiction, but counterstandard in fiction(2014, 98). In

this respect, Ma t knosvimgetmasthe @authorcdld mat ebsy the fidelity “
constraint, readers are | eft to fendusf or t h
scepticism” (2014, 100) . Thus, although ther
fiction and nonfiction, the difference in expectations and stipulations governing both

classifications does make it more risky to learn from fiction thanintion.

The right response to the cognitive risks of fiction is not to dismiss fictional representations

as inappropriate vehicles to stimulate learning, but proceed with caution. In this regard,

while Gregory Currie and Jerrold Levinson acknowledgeithatf i ons can sti mul a
i mprovement"” (2017, 1fictions aré hathgr pedlbus epistewdcr Nt h
environments (..) where the overlap between v
be guessed at” (2017, ictioB presentd aswwthvreatively movee n t h «
di fficult conditions for acquiring knowl ed
psychological studies of persuasion suggest that for some kinds of information in fiction we

are no more careful, and possibly $esareful, than withno#i i ct i on ”-234)2S0ch4, 234
carelessness only increases the epistemic perilousness of fiction. Nevertheless, one way of
overcoming these perils of carelessness, Friend suggests, is through genre familiarity (see

alsolchinoand Currie[forthcoming], 10; 12 note 25)According to Friend;it is because of

my extensive familiarity with [a certain] (
(2014, 244) . For this reason, “the mdre ski
wor ks, the more I|likely she is to acquire kn

Following this suggestion, | now turn to the most important fictional characteristics of satire

that i mpact the genre’s cognitive function.
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5. A CAREFUL COGNITIVIBOUT SATIRE

In what follows, | will develop a careful cognitivism about satire in light of its common
status as fiction. The aim of this investigation is to validate the cognitive value of satire to a
moral project of critique, without indulging in hypesh i ¢ prai se about t

extraordinary truthtelling function. As a steppirgtone in the development of my

argument , | take a |l ead from Paul Si mon’'s
Robert McNamara’'d I nto Sobmigesisen) Ttl ali mst{ hi
truth from Lenny Bruce”. However, he does no

popular figures and conceptions in tRixties, amongst them the idea that satire, like Lenny
Bruce’ s, t eachespsyolui mome st riwtom.i cPemohcak er y si
the cognitive function of satire should be taken with a pinch of salt. That, | take to be
valuable advice. Still, as far as the song itself has satirical qualities, it does function as a
valuable steppingtone towards developing insight about the appropriate expectations
concerning the truthfulness of satire. Similarly, the position | defankihowledgeghat

good satire can teach nanmivial truths, but highlights that satirical truth is best understood

as an introduction to an issue that requires further investigation or a particular take which
needs to be nuanced. Such a cognitive function can be meritorious, but should not be
overestimated. At the same time, | also caution that satire can deceivesdre fictional
techniques that generate cognitive value in satire are also the ones responsible for

cognitive flaws on other occasions.

My careful cognitivism outlines a moderate position between supporters and detractors of

satire’s cognitive val uecentu® GernmanyeKurhTuchdisky i n e .
ent husiastically argued that “[ILbohe Smeicibt
truth” in an attack on “malice” (1919, my tr

t hat Lenny Bruce and others were driven by
honesty” (2010, 78). Mo r €he DadlycShawaslbgen praisedn St e w

for revealing a truth the mainstream medi a
167). In particular, during the Presidency of George W. Bush, satire was praised as an
enlightened response to postmodern media mangtion, now better known as pogtuth

politics (Jones 2010, 168pn the other hand, detractors like Julie Webber have retorted

that Jon Stewart’'s satire “den[ies] objectiyv
of accuracy that they can believ i n” ( 218)1 B/ebber firther argues that
“Stewart’'s comedy is an ersatz form of progr
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words, Webber dismisses that satire has ethical value as critique because it indulges in
pandering to preconceptns instead of stimulating real learning. In reaction to this
polarised debate, my careful cognitivism aims to develop a moderate position by alleviating
overly pessimistic concerns by detractors and temperingoallenthusiastic expectations

of supportes.

Although the idea that satire is truthful has proven particularly enduring (Matz 2015, 28), it

is in fact rather paradoxical on closer inspection. Robert Phiddian has highlighted that e

satirical is visceral and reductive in its appeal, so it haseoessary logical link with ethics

or truth” (2013, 5 4afire” sAicnepolridfiinegs .t ol tP hiisd dii mma
bl ame and caricatures issues with arbitrari:!
enthusiastically defended the coigive function of satire, Tucholsky acknowledged that
“Is]atire must exaggerate and i s, in its dee

clearer, and it can do nothing more than work according to the bible verse: the just will

sufferwiththe unjust” (1919, my translation). Li ke
paradox of satire’s truthfulness. According
(2005, 180) . For this reason, i n s ardtingr e , o

wholly on her faults without recognition of her virtues or rendered absurd by concentrating

on irrelevant yet easy to |l ampoon manner i sms
achieve its aims, satire, caricature and ridicule are often unfaorally distorted and
vicious"” (2005, 181) . At the same ti me, Ki e
effective it [ satire] can be” and highligh
distortions enable their works to debunk authority and challenfe unquestioning

acceptance of attitudes, activities, institu

The paradox that satirical representation has cognitive and ethical value despite (or
perhaps exetly because of) its distortiocan be clarified through a roune by Lenny Bruce
about institutionalised Christianity. In this satirical routine, Bruce explains how Christ and

Moses come to earth and attend a mass in New York City:

Chri st and Moses [ are] standing in the [
around. [Cardinal Spellman would be relating love and giving and forgiveness to the
people.] Confused, Christ is, at the grandeur of the interior, the rococo baroque

interior. Because his route took him through Spanish Harlem, and he was wondering

what the hel fifty Puerto Ricans were doing living in one room when that stained

glass window is worth ten G's a square fo
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ring worth =eight grand. And he would won
Puerto Ricans living hePeThat was the purpose of the Churehfor the people

(Cohen 1975, 18, with annotations from other live performances).

The point is that Br u c e ’'ssd Christianity is exagberated, i t i g u
simplified, selective and emotive. Herdies both a significant aspect of its aesthetic appeal
as well as the paradox of its cognitive value. Not only are we invited to laugh, but also to

believe that Bruce teaches us something important about institutionalised Christianity.

More specificallymuch like a historian, Bruce sets out to say true things about the history

of institutionalised Christianity. He argues that the founders of the Church intended the
institution to provide for the poor, but, throughout history, its leaders have all toorofte

ended up providing for themselves, at the expense of the poor. This assertion is subject to

the standards of trutktelling developed in historiography. Not only does Bruce need to get

the facts right, but his selection and connection of those facts @tearrative must also

adhere to standards of objectivity and rigour (Carroll 2001,-156). However, there is a

ri sk that Bruce’'s satirical argument falls
he exaggerates t he vaihguand tleef nunber ofdPuerta Ricatlkp el | r
immigrantshousedtogether in a New York bedroom. He also simplifies the complexity of

the Church by reducing it to its material excesses. Moreover, rather than relying on
dispassionate reasoning, Bruce exploits emotigpresentations of the suffering Puerto

Ricans and the vain clergy. No doubt, the routine is aesthetically successful, but is it also
truthful? After all, the just do suffer with the unjust, for while some leaders and members

of the Church have ignored theeeds of the poor in favour o

satirical critique ignores the sincere charity of many in the clergy.

Perhaps imposing the standards of hi storiogr
After all, his satirical routine clearfjescribes anadeup event. Still, even in a nefiction

context, historians often employmaginative techniques (Friend 2011, 171). Similarly,

through fiction, Bruce indirectly makes assertions about the actual history of
institutionalised Christianity. M®over, insofar as Bruce passes moral judgment, his claims

are also subject to the rules of philosophical critique, which impose similar standards of
objectivity and rigour as historiography. My point is that for satire to have cognitive value,

it must adlere to current best practicein domains like history and philosophy. Yet, while
classification of history and philosophy as Hamion introducesstringent stipulations in

the service of safeguarding truth, satire thrives on fictional techniques whicboayeitively
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risky. In particular, the cognitive risks of satire are linked to its extreme degree of
manipulative control in representation. In thirespect, Eileen John has explained that
representation is controlled by imaginative techniques which manipulate information,

i ncluding “selection, foregrounding and ma

exaggeration and juxtaposition; we can igngatively configure the elements of reality in

many ways’ (2013, 387) . According to John,
satire and cartoons, highlight particular Kk
387). Crucially, John nuancesh at “t hough these functions ar
also extremely basic and indispensable to i
John’s nuanced position is that representat

control, like satireare particularly cognitively risky, but may perhaps also claim particular
cognitive virtues. Accordingly, satire may have a valid role in knowledge acquisition, as long

caution is exercised.

Satire is a form of representation characterised doy extreme e@gree of manipulative

control . As explained, Bruce' s satire of
exaggerated, simplified, selective and emotive. Yet, such an extreme degree of
manipulative control is not unique in representations. In this respéehn (2013, 387) and

Kieran (2005, 181) have referred to cartoons and caricatures as kingmes of
representations. | also include aphorisms in that list. In what follaas, | will further
investigate the cognitive function of satire by comparingat these kindredtypes of
representations. More specifically, | propose that satire, cartoons, caricatures and
aphorisms exploit a similar process of narrative thinking (Goldie 2012). Narrative thinking is
the mental process behind the creation of storie€rucial to narrative thinking is
emplotment, aprocess which first involvesuthors shaping a story by selecting (and leaving

out) descriptions, in various degrees of richness (Goldie 2012, 9ff). They then organise that
story material into a coherent whe by creating meaningful connections and commonly

take an evaluative perspective that bestows the story with emotional im@aidie 2012,

off). My proposal is that satire, cartoons, caricatures and aphorisms are characterised by a
particular kind of emmtment and narrative thinking, which produces simplified,
exaggerated, selective and emotikgpresentations. In this respedthave explained before

that scholars likeGeorge A. Tedtavereferredtos at i re as a ment al “fac
“ s pi 1991t 8). Altghouh | have introduced some challenges to this proposal, is is

nonetheless aluable insofar as satire is characterised by a specific narrative thinking, albeit
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this mental process is not unigue to satire. The point is exactly that satirestibe
cognitive virtues and risks of kindraégpes ofrepresentations that exploit similar mental

processes.

An important kindredtypes ofrepresentation of satire is cartooning. For this reason, the

two have often gone hand in hand historicall@artooring is a drawing style which

produces abstracted representationScott McCloud explains that[ w] hen we abstr

i mage through <cartooning, we' ' re not so much
speci fic detail s” (1993, to@&ihg .produkbs CMiswal d ar
representations which amplify the interpretative significance of certain features at the
expense of others. Accordingly, Mc Cl oud i dei
through simplificati onfigis(alw8yBdrawiBddcLCloud Bast hou gt
s ugge st glitplifyimgaharactefs and images toward a purpose [i.e. cartooning] can

be an effective tool for storytelling in an
critics will sometimes describe alieect i on fi Il m as a ‘cartoon’ to
down intensity of a siloyltl983, 31}. blaClud s rightthats u a | :
cartooning may correspond to a transmedial process of representation, but it is not unique

as a form of ampification through simplification. Much earlier than McCloud, Ernst
Gombrich argued that “simplification and em
Nonetheless, McCloud rightly signals that cartooning differs from other forms of
representation in he extreme degree of simplification and emphasis. Similarly, satire, like
Lenny Bruce’'s routine about institutionalise

puts the spotlight on only a few aspects of an otherwise very complex issue.

Likewi® |, Gombrich highlighted caricaturing as
armoury’ (1963, 137) . Whereas <cartooning is
caricaturing is “a process of *“overchlledadi ng’

physiognomic representation (Gombrich and Kris 1940, 3). Physiognomy is the pseudo
Aristotelian idea that <character can be der
and the head of an animal. This idea was crucial in the historical devefdpoh portrait

caricature. Although scientifically disproven, physiognomic representation has remained a
staple of contemporary cartooning. Take Mr Burns frohe Simpsonsvhose appearance

clearly evokes that of a bird of prey to signify his ruthlessireais a capitalist. Gombrich

argues that the exploitation of metaphorical associations which characterise physiognomic

perception does not strictly apply to animal likeness and human character, but more
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broadly to expressivecdlemaurng esr oshapds” i(kke96
that met aphorical associations guide the coc
terms of embodied image schemata, related to concrete sensorial associations of hearing,
seeing, and t as tedhyghHe comemual Imephor theory (Fahkknbmach t

2014, B). Concretely, conceptual metaphor theory explains that metaphorical mapping

shapes cognition of abstract concepts like emotions and morals through associations with
sensory phenomena (Lakoff andhéson 1980). Similarly, Gombrich has explained that

met aphor “links the familiar with the unfat
Gombrich discusses the association of light and darkness to moral goodness and badness in
visual art (Gombrich 19633X). Since caricaturing relies strongly on this mental process
identified as physiognomic thinking, Gombrich and Ernst Kris are justified in arguing that it

really is a psychological mechani sm rather

The mental process itified by Gombrich as physiognomic thinking anticipates what
contemporary cognitive psychology would call a dual process theory of human perception.

Describing how human beings process their environment, Jenefer Robinson explains that

[olntheonehand her e i s a prqgouciecsks ianngd sdyisrtteym’ , whi
fast, warns the organism that something dangerous may be around without
identifying it very carefully, and gets the organism to respond appropriately to
whatever it is. And on the othehand, there is a slower, more discriminating
processing system which operates through the cortex and figures out whether the

thalamo-amygdaldaffective appraisals appropriate or not (2005, 50).

Similarly, Gombrich traces the origins of physiognomiccgtion in the way humans
constantly scrutinise their environment to distinguish what is threatening from what is not
(1963, 47). According to Gombrich, we cognitively process a gloomy shape, colour or sound

in the same way as a gloomy face and a glooky $Vhen the sky looks gloomy, we
automatically understand there is danger afoot and run for shelter. Only on further
reflection, we realise a thunderstorm is on its way and decide not to hide under a tree.
Similarly, someone’ s faadaur gutaenction is toiakom thats a s
person. However, our gut reaction might be
friendly words may disprove our initial hypothesis. Somebody with a gldooking face is

not always gloomy. At least, in thealeworld. In a cartoon, however, somebody with a
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gloomy face is bound to have a gloomy personality, as exemplifiddidneyvillains like

Jafar and Cruella De Vil.

Importantly, worries about the deceptive impact of the quick and dirty mental processes

driving caricaturing and cartooning can be transposed to satire. McCloud acknowledges

that “the cartoon may seem to omit much of

which are the hallmarks of modern | iteratur
(1993, 45) . Similarly, Gombrich introduces
who are easily fobbed off with an answer” (

danger of quick and dirty perception to aesthetic seduction. According to b@oim
cartoons and caricatures may paint a pictur e
explanation while really the analogy is rat
neatness of the formulation may even effectively block our reftectwhether or not it
contains the truth” (1963, 131) . Gombrich «c¢
and caricatures as particularly risky becaus
fall back on a primitive, physiognomic pictureeof e nt s” ( Gombri ch 1963,
Gombri ch warns t hat such gui ck and dirty
conviction” (1963, 47) and is “so convincin
Il i ke amakmwnigh f acul t eyfyingiteiworl (1968, 440)s In dherswords,

the risk is that Lenny Bruce’'s satire abou
response which misconstrues a complex situation by introducing unwarranted
simplifications and exaggerations, but ieot seductively funny for us to notice the

deception.

The quick and dirty process of perception which characterises cartoons, caricatures and
satire is prone to the kind of distortions that characterise unconscious biases and
ideological deception. For itence, the same mechanisms of exaggeration, simplification,
selectiveness and emotiveness whi ch charac
Christianity were also exploited in aidtapanese propaganda during the Second World War.
TakeBugs Bunny Nipthe Nips(1944), an infamously racist afdapanese war cartoon,

which relies on the exaggerations and simplifications of caricaturing, as well as their direct
emotive impact, to represent the enemy as weaselly and menacing. Similarly, Saam Trivedi
highlich t s t hat Ari stophanes’ “f ar The Glonds]t r ut hf
contributed to poisoning the climate in Athens against Socrates, leading to his trial and

death” (personal communication). Trivedi str
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satire that not only deceives and misleads (
i f they may not have been intended or fore.
cartoons, caricatures and satire tiserefore not merely an academic issueuytbhas been

responsible for actual epistemic malice. For this reason, caution about the cognitive

function of these kindredypes ofrepresentations is warranted.

At the same time, although caution is in order, my careful cognitivism does not deny that
satire can have cognitive value. Despite the risks, the particular narrative thinking which

satire shares with cartooning and caricaturing also has cognitive virtues. In particular, critics

and scholars are in agreement ddhda tatadgnaart ooni
succinct symbol” (Harrison 1981, 69). Accord
to reduce an intricate and bewildering aspe:t

basic ingredients” (ecpel MAGBI7TQud 38)gudesn tth
stripping down an image to its essenti al ‘ me
way that realistic art can’t” (1993, 30) . A
B u r Ecoromix(2012), a cartoonintroduction and critical overview of economics.

Reviewers praiseconomixy expl aining that “[y]J]ou coul d
and not gl ean a sDaviduBadk qubtedfi@ondwia tirnd @urr’ 2012, 4).

Adapting to the cartoon medium,dcodwi n al so acknowl edges that

the story in a different way” because wor k
di fferently. Writing for comics forces you t
communication). Crucial] this process of narrative thinking allosonomixo get to the

heart of complex issues at a minimum of cognitive cost.

As exemplified byEconomix succinctness can be a significant cognitive merit of the
narrative thinking which characterises cart@ncaricatures and satire. In this respect,
James O. Young has developed a toolkit of imaginative techniques which helps to highlight
how representations with extreme configurative control, liEeonomix(see fig. 12)can
succinctly deliver both descript and evaluative information about complex situations,
such as the impact of neoliberal policies (2001-98). For one, sinc&conomiX s
emplotment of recent economic policies is extremely selective, it accentuates the most
important events. Similarlygconomixsuccinctly communicates the economic effect of tax
cuts for the rich by simplifying it to an image of people rushing out of the US Treasury with
big bags of cash. Moreover, by juxtaposing story events like the deregularisation of Wall

Street with he demise of educatiorEconomixconcisely highlights causal relationships that
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may otherwise not be evident. Importantly, these imaginative techniques not only provide
descriptive information about the impact of neoliberal policies, but also cue moral
evduation through emotive means. The dirty smoke coming from the factory pipes
exemplifies the pollution of big business and further correlates to its moral uncleanliness.
Likewise, the amplification of the fat cat endorsing tax cuts for the rich, with ulgiry

cheeks and double chin, symbolises that he has claimed more than his fair share, while his

dirty cigar and complacent countenance embody social indifference. Finally, the amplified
sadness of teachers and pupils, correlating to the destitute schoidling, emotionally

cues mor al all egiance, especially juxtapose

depicted above.
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF OUR RECENT ECONOMIC POLICIES

"Political dysfunction,” is a polite way to say that our political

system has come to serve the rich and ignore the rest of us.
Since the 19703, we've:

cut taxes on rich people....

REGULATIONS DYSTORT THE FREE MARKET!

Deregulated Wall Street especially. . ..

THE MAG/C OF THE MARKET WILL STOP
THEM FROM MAKING BAD DECISIONS!

i) Croo R

v K ANCTHER TAX CUT WILL 7OTALLY UNLEASH
- s THE WEALTH CREATORS. JUST WATCH!

I
it

And as the rich got richer, a bit of their added wealth supported politicians,
pundits, and bad economists who called for more of the same.

Figurel2

As a noHfiction publication, Economixis bound by a social contract to provide true
information about its subject. Yet, as a comic, it is able to really exploit specific imaginative
techniques normally associated with fictional representations. Although these techniques
can sometimes deceiv&conomixhighlights that they can nonetheless also be cognitively
valuable. SpecificallyEconomixhas cognitive value because its extreme degree of
manipulative control in emplotting the impact of neoliberal policies succinctly
communicates the most cruai information about a historically complex development.

Moreover, the comic also viscerally cues appropriate moral evaluation of economic policy
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and its impact on the economy. Concretegonomixightfully cues moral allegiance with

ordinary citizens ath schoolchildren against complacent academics and politicians,
indifferent tycoons and monegrazed stockholders. In doing d¢conomixcapitalises on

techniques of what N& Carroll has calledcriterial prefocusing 20@2, 378 original
emphasi$. Throwh criterial pref ocus si ng, the comic “depicts
that is prefiltered emotivelyor pre-digested in its details so as to promote and then sustain
certain emotional respon20z 378)&Adcdraengly, thdsea n ot h
emotional responses, which “size up circumst
“drawl[ing] our attention quickly and sharpl
weighing them differentially and subtly, thereby enabling us to assess andderstand

the situation rapidly and c| Ecanormipassedn©mlr r ol |
judgement by capitalising on quick and dirty emotive proces$esnplotment that appeal

to the prereflexive mind. While problem caséke Bugs Buny Nips the Nipkighlight that

such criterial prefocusing can be epistemically maliciouEconomixreveals it can

nonetheless stimulate evaluation that is morally on target.

At the same timeEconomixhas genuine cognitive and ethical value because #@sdoot

exclusively rely on quick and dirty emotive persuasion, but also develops more reflective
arguments supported by peeeviewed sources or empirically verifiable facts. In other

words, although it exploits imaginative techniques associated withofictihe comic also

relies on methods typical of néfiction in the service of safeguarding trutBtill, the real

test of EconomiX sognitive meritis further investigation. In this respect, Young rightfully
warns that “[a]lny fomnsoteadepgesehnt dtaindh oat

(2001, 91). Likewise, Gaut further specifies that in order to verify the truthfulness of a

representation, whether it is fictional or neni ct i onal , “one needs to
research its generative condito n s , and so appehld443)x Smil@lx, per i er
Carroll adds that “In]l]either a typical nar

comparable moral argument is s&értifying. We need to evaluate both in terms of
broader experl) mnhes eespect, altboLlgh guasdalsm argues that moral

judgement is governed by the emotions, ethical deliberation is a far more reflective
process, which may incorporate, but is certainly not exhausted by, quick and dirty
emotional responses. Henceriterial pref ocusi ng may “start the em
but needs to be supplemented with careful moral deliberation (Carroll 2012, 380). In the

case ofEconomixfurther deliberation does substantiate its moral judgme&pecifically,
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experience cofirms that the neoliberal economic policies it critiques are at odds with the
Humean common point of view, because they favour the monetary interests of a financial
elite at the expense of public investments needed to sustain basic social rights, such as

high-quality education.

Crucially, while knowledge acquisition and ethical deliberation should always be a process

of checks and balances, grounded in experience, extra alertness is warranted for the
narrative thinking which characterises cartoons, caricatures and satire. Alihibug a

significant cognitive virtue oEconomixto let us see the bigger picture about complex

issues such as the impact of neoliberalism, its aesthetically pleasing succinctness should not
seduce us into dismissing more detailed investigation. As Gimodeknowledges at the

end ofEconomix “ We’' ve covered a | ot.. But we’ve als
you use this book as mundationf or furt her reading, observat
291, original emphasis). This insight that represgates likeEconomixhave real cognitive

value when they are complemented by further investigation is key to an appropriate
evaluation of the cognitive value of satire as critigue. Although good satire often
supplements quick and dirty narrative thinkingthvimore reflective deliberation and
argumentation, it is not exhaustive. On the contrary, the specific epistemic virtue of satire is
exactly that it sacrifices a level of detail through its extreme degree of manipulative control

in emplotting, in order tohighlight those features and relations which are most saliently

relevent (see Wilson and Sperber 2002006 0 1) . When it does so su
succinctness has the epistemic virtue of cognitive efficiency. Nevertheless, the cognitive
function of stire remains akin to that of an introductionvhich requires further

investigation or a particular takibat needs to be nuanced.

In this respect, the cognitive value of satire to critique is similar to that of aphorisms to
philosophy. Ben Grant defineseah aphori sm as “a short statem
truth?” (Grant 2016, 2) . Hi ghlighting simila
Grant refers to Freud’s theory of condensat:i
the aphorism as sooenpressing thoughts, ideas, images, or words together as to bring
about a change in the relationships between
(2016, 48). Similarly applying Freud’'s ideas
t hat risationntdeetelescoping of a whole chain of ideas into one pregnant image, is
indeed the essence of wit? (1963, 130) . The

thinking, which can offer an insightful perspective on complex issues, has been used to
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good advantage i n phil osophy. Take Simon B
debates about truth, in which hetroducesa “ subl i me t humbnai |l sket
Ni et zsche, which succinctly summarismes “the
of P 1 a@, 8980). This Gublime thumbnail sketch is a short paragraph in aphoristic

style, which Blackburn uses in his philosophical investigation of truth because it makes
insightful connections between key aspects of an issue that could easiledspecialists

with its complexityAt t he same ti me, Nietzsche’s aphor |
there is to know about the history of metaphysics, which is why Blackburn introduces it as a

steppingstone to more detailed philosophical investtgpn.

Similarly, my careful cognitivism endorses
supporters |ike Jeffrey P. Jones, who cl aim
and offer up the essence of [Blucsa'tluasabint
institutionalised Christianity does get to the heart of an important moral contradiction
which deeply problematises the ethos of t he
cognitive value because it is an exaggerated, simplified, cthede and emotive
representation. Bruce reduces the complexity of institutionalised Christianity to a simplified
contradiction between the exaggerated opulence of contemporaneous clergy and the
humble charity of Christ and Moses. Similarly, by contrastiegamplified poverty endured

by Puerto Rican i mmigrants t o hidshtiee vigceralyp de ur
cues appropriate moral allegiance. Still, albeit Bruce offers a perspective from which true
knowledge can be derived, his representatimust not be mistaken as exhaustive. Further

i nvestigation is required not only to comp
nuance that does justice to the sincere charity of many in the clergy, but also to establish
whether his argument holds watevhen tested against information gathered from verified

domains like history and philosophy. In conclusion, my careful cognitivism stipulates that

satire can have significant cognitive value, as long as the knowledge it provides is
complemented and testedby further inquiry. In other words, we can learn some truths

from Lenny Bruce, but not the exhaustitrath.

I n conclusi on, supporters of satire’s cogni-t
fictional status impedes truthfulness. Albeit satitgpically exploits a mental process of

narrative thinking which utilises imaginative techniques that generate extremely
manipulated representations, such narrative thinking can have significant cognitive value.

Specifically, like cartoons and caricatureafire can succinctly highlight key information
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about complex issues, as well as viscerally cue appropriate moral allegiance. However, the
quick and dirty processes exploited by such narrative thinking can also deceive. Supporters
of satire’'ue caorgenitthereefvoarle advised to heed
weapons [this psychological mechanism] contains can be used in good causes and sinister
ones” (Gombrich 1963, 142) . For this reason
always be complenmed by further investigation to verify correctness. Moreover, the
cognitive value of satire is best understood as a foundation to medepth inquiry. Satire

may offer a valuable perspective on an issue by highlighting the importance of previously
unnoticed aspects or connections, but it does so at the cost of eliminating some level of
detail and nuance. Concretely, while the satire of John Oliver and Samantha Bee is well
researched and balanced, it does not develop exhaustive representations and mekés t
complemented by more substantial and-depth inquiries including good investigative
journalism and scholarshig-or this reason, my careful cognitivism about satire may sound
disappointing to supporters who had hoped for more extraordinary cognéirgributions

of satire. Yet, my position does not dismiss the cognitive function of satire as negligible

what follows now, | will highlightsome modest but nonetheless distinct cognitive

contributions of satire to a moral project of critique.
6. SATIRTAL THOUGHT EXPERIMENTS

The commonly fictional status of satire does not preclude its truthfulness but is nonetheless
reason to exercise extra vigilance when learning from satire. Nevertheless, | now want to
argue that, sometimes, the fictional status sdtire actuallyfosters non-trivial learningin

ways which would be unavailable when classif@dnonfiction. Crucially, although both
fictional and norfictional representations can employ imaginative techniques,
representations classified as fictioragtdardly have a license to exploit the imagination to a
greater degree. Insofar as we stand to learn from the imagination, fiction therefore has the
inherent potential to stimulate learnintp a greater degre¢han nonfiction. In this regard,

Berys Gautdas outlined a continuum, where we gr
devices, to help make those imaginings more vivid, precise and powerful, and at the same
time (not <coincidentallyY,le#hoThecrugis thatletauseel y i
it is fiction, satire has a greater license to develop such litesgig techniques in the

service of vivid imagination than if it were ndintion. To be clear, these freedoms of fiction

can also stimulate deception. The imagination only contributele#oning when it is to a

certain extent disciplined (Gaut 200155). Yet, while such discipline of the imagination is
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common in noHfiction, it can similarly govern fiction, albeit typically less stringently (Gaut
2007, 153). Even so, in these casesjdittcan, in some respects, stimulate learningvays
unavailable tonon-fiction, because it has a license to develop imaginative techniques more

fully.

The imagination commonly contributes to learning. In particular, aestheticians have
frequently discusad philosophical thought experiments to dismiss claims to the contrary

(John 1998, 342; Gaut 2D0160161; Carroll 2002, 7). Some, like Catherine Elgin, have
further argued that fictions can function a
(2014, 232 . Speci fically, Elgin contends that “]
when philosophical thought experiments are -
we do not know what to think” (20“t4h ea2e3 6i)s. |
continuum of cases from Maxwell’'s demon and
cave andEmilet o ‘ di dact i &niméliFarmand hy Of 9 i k2Y0Q@a /| 0A
Middlemarchand Oedipus Réx ( 201 4, 240) . Simil afRyYIKASQGt
Choicedepl oys in fully developed form the devic
experiment by Bernard Williams (Gaut2Z00 16 4 ) . Y et doubyshteatteeeess EI gi n
ashaapbundary between thought experiments, str
do think there is a chief difference (2014, 240). Crucially, ordinary philosophical thought
experiments should not be understood as fictional narratives in afimion work Instead,

they are exercises of the imagination in a Aaion context. Accordingly, philosophical

thought experiments are goverened by different rules angectationsthan fiction. For

this reason, whateveandded value fictions may have as extendedtight experiments,

they havethis valueexactly becauseheir use of the imagination is not bound by the

epistemic stringency of philosophy.

For the record, | do not argue that ficticincludingsatire, overall stimulates better learning

than philosophyor that it is itself philosophy. Instead, like Carroll, |1 argue that narrative

fiction can be “supplemental” to philosophy
agree that “there is no reason to optf for o
we can have both” (2012, 387). Likewise, | ¢
art are rightly valued in cognitive terms

knowledge in the manner of philosophy, and we honor neither art nor philogaph
conflating or crosslressing them (2016, 196Lertainly insighful fictions can stimulate

similar conceptual improvement as philosophical thought experim¢@erroll 2002, 11,
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John 1998, 332). Yet , t o ar gue,regadfiim§ &so ma s

W

t hought experiments, we can see how narrati

overlook principal contextual differences between fiction and philosophy (2016, 179).
Philosophical thought experiments operate in a fational context governed by

stipulations and regulations alien to fiction (see Smith 2016, 187). These stipulations and
regulations demand that philosophical thought experiments are embedded in a larger
structure of formal argumentation typically absent in fiction. In@thvords, as opposed to

fictional contexts, imaginative exercises do not stand by themselves in philosophy.
Although some fictions are like philosophical thought experiments in isolation, they are

therefore not strictly speaking philosophy.

The contextualdifference between thought experiments in philosophy and imaginative
exercises in fiction entails different expectations and regulations. Concretely, Smith
explains that in a fictional context, imaginative exercises have a particular license to
entertain which they lack in philosophy2@06, 39). The point is not that philosophical
thought experiments cannot be entertaining (Wartenberg 2016, 174) or even be
philosophically better because they do so (Carroll 2002, 18). Yet, because itfistiton
philosgphy does not have a similar licence as fiction to pursue entertainment for its own
sake. Smith develops this distinction in terms of the difference between kinds of imagining
standard to philosophy and fiction (2006, 39). Whereas philosophical thoughtimargs

standardly develop hypothetical i magining

w h

counterfactual in a spare and absmagiEngt way’

whi ch
(Smith 2006, 39). According to Smith, whereas hypothetical imagining prudently serves the
philosophical goal of conceptual investigation, dramatic imagination is apt to foster artistic

qualities, including complexity and ambiguity, whiare not only valued differently in

involves el aborating andoneamif ynomg tw

philosophy, but may even mar philosophy’™s e
contends that “no matter how ‘philosophical’
is designed as an artwork itisaptpout a spanner in the philoso
As a case in point, Diehl highlights tlgaiod satire may have cognitive value, but n or der
to meet the requirement of di s jslalaoypronegio wi t o

succumb to what plfiosophical practice would identify as fallacies, Bicehominemattacks
(2013, 312).
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At the same ti me, gré&min principtethat ficion sametimet das s

specific cognitive virtues that philosophy lacks. Smith explains that dramatic imagining,
which standardl vy c¢ har athat weraresmrch moré likelyitm be, ma k
engaged emotionally than we would be if the sancergario were imagined in hypothetical

f as hi on "-40) Qracidly,seh édtional engagement catevelopwhat Berys Gaut

calsa “coghnifecvéve persepective onto the worl
understanding of the world through affet i ve me an3 171)(nG#her twords,0 0

Gaut argues that narratives havecagnitiveaffective dimensiorbecause they can engage

the emotions inthe function of acquiring knowledge. For this reason, sqohdosophers

have acknowledged that s o meical tharmatives would appear to have differential
advantages over mor al theory for some pur po:
Martha Nussbaum has turned to |literary ficti
written form that expresses onlyntellectual activity and addresses itself only to the
intellect of t he r e a dNassbaum (explairss Othat the )style skc cor d
philosophy insufficiently ac k nowl edges t hat “power ful emot
important cognitive roletopldy, especially in moral educatio
ground of their exceptional contributions to moral education, Nussbaum argues that
“certain novels are irreplaceably works of
does not dismiss theqgtential moral impact of cognitivaffective imagination in fiction, he
sceptically wonder istoweount ash kid of snoral philodophgari on
whether it is more aptly regardedas an extensionof ordinarymorale x p e r i(2010c e ”
originalemphasis) PaceNussbaumthe pivot is exactlythat fiction hasparticularaffective

cognitive value becauseit is not philosophy,for it were, it would be bound by the same
stipulations and regulationsof nonfiction that problematise imaginatve engagementin

philosophyin the first place

The affectivecognitive advantagesafforded by the liberties of fiction are crucial to
appreciatethe cognitivevalue of satireto critique. Occasionallythesefictional advantages
havealsobeenexploitedby philosopherghemselvesjn philosophicafictionslikeVo | t ai r e’ s
Candideor novelshy Iris Murdoch and Albert Camus.Yet, althoughthesefictions develop
philosophically significant thought, they only really constitute philosophy when
complementedby traditional philosophicalmethods, either by the authorsthemselvesor

by philosophicakxegetes Similarly satire may complementmoral philosophyand critique,

but is not by itself philosophy Crucially exactlybecausesatireis not philosophy but fiction,
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the genre hasa licenseto developfantasticalscenariosto a richer degreethan thought
experimentsin philosophicahon-fiction. In this respect,while satire may be realistic(Matz

2014;Wight 1964 [1936], 7), Northrop Fry hashighlightedthe prevdenceof “ f a ndra s y

senseof the grotesqueor a b s uirrtite genre(1957, 223). Focussing on fantasy in satire, |

will analyseSouth Park s “ The Hobbit” (2013) as a fantas
¢ KS | Iy Rae1888)x& a fantastical praion and NellB | o mk aDistict 9

(2009) as a fantastical counterfactual. Each of these fantastical satires, in some respect,
exploits the liberties of fiction tofoster learningthrough the imagination in ways
unavailable tathought experimentsn philosophy To be clear, this position does not deny

that, in many other respects, philosophy has greater cognitive value than satire, but

nonet hel ess | e gsignificamiogniive valud ie a ngoealrproject d critique.

My first casestudy is the final episode &outhPark s s event eenth season,
some fan circles, this episode wpraised as' t he ser i e s tial satoesafthebi t i ng
whole seasoh (Crow 2013)Speci f i c al | satirises‘thE efiect ¢iPdidiokhopped

imagery on the selésteem and welbeing of young girls and women. | will argue that this

episode has nottrivial cognitive value to a moral project of critique. other words, gen if

one already knows that Photoshopped imagery is morally wrong,nonetheless stands to

|l earn from how the issue i s 8odtdPaeksss esdatiim e Thh
cognitive value because it develops various analogies that highlight salient aspects of the
problematic of Photoshopped imagery. In thisspect,South Park s “ The Hobbit”

unlike some philosophical thought experimenincluding Judith Jarvis Thene n’ s vi ol i n
argument in “A [OTL348).dn thisfshorthooghéexpednment,Jarvis
Thonsonaims to make it plauble that abortion can be justified by developing an analogy

for unwanted pregnancy. Concretely, we are supposed to imagine how we would react if

famous violinist has been attached twur body without our consent and is usingur

physical resources to stay alifer a period of nine months, after which he will be cured

and disconnectedintuitively, we are supposed to respond that we have no obligation to
sustain the violinist’s |[|ife f orforreilvwde mont h

pregnancies.

However, whereas use of the imagination in
disciplined and austereSouth Park s i magi nati ve anal ogies are
and, at times, morally ambiguous. As argued by Dehl,ch ambi gui ty i n sa

results in features that are considered philosophical deficiencies but which are nonetheless
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embraced as positive features of the work [geaat i r e ] " |, i adchomirmkin n g
attack[s]"” (2013, gréeltiea)SouthYPark s phthohiigme sls ag e

j o

philosophical deficiencies, | argue it also stimulates learning in ways philosophical thought
experiments could not, exactly because its use of the imagination is not similarly
disciplined. In other words, | takseriouyy Mat t hew Ki eran’s suggest:
dubious distortions” in satire may, i n some
(2005, 181)My exploration of this suggestion throu@outh Park s “ The Hobbi t ™ i

with the careful cgnitivism about satire developed above.

The story of “The Hobbit?” fyencc aldsLéss Bexger, at he b
member of the South Park Elementary cheerleading squad. Lisa lethargically complains that
“JTel]very cheerl eadiliygchaeead emaer thadf athat ' s

squad captain, Wendy Testaburger, retattigat L i sa si mpl y sufifneargse”™ r om

and should go on a date, which would do “ wo
Lisa asks aboy outshelikes But t er s St ot c h, he obliviously
but you're too fat for me.” After hearing wlt
and shousat him that Lisa is “a |little overweigh
four t h gradel!"” Butters steadfastly responds,

baby!"” He continues, ‘O have a different st

woman who takes care of herself and akdnows hec
no splotches on her | egs, and perfect every
“This is a fantasy, you mor on! Have you eve
short, overweight woman who manipulates her image and makes average girtofeible

about themselves! Look it wup, stupid! I n rea
Afterwards, Butters informs the school councillor, Mr Mackey. Surprisingly, the councillor
sides with Butters and reptitmasds gWehdy i fod

Di smissing Wendy’'s defence that she is “the

a hater , who 1 s

ignorantly brands her j el
The satire of “ The Hod Bhotoshoppedimagerytbyg develogng pr o b |
various analogies between the storyworld §buth Parkand contemporary society. Its

critique focuses on Kim Kardashian, who had recently appeared in a music video of her
then-fiancé Kayne West, with her pegtegnancy weight airbrushed away in
postproduction. Through the woes of Lisa Ber@auth Parknvestigates the effect of such

manipulative media practices on the selteem of young girls and women. Butters, a
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notoriously naive character iSouth Parkis a stad-in for unreflective heterosexual boys

and men who are fooled by the standards of female beauty imposed by Photoshopped
imagery. Similarly, Mr Mackey, who has a track record of incompetence as a school
councillor, represents the qualified authorities whave failed to adequately respond to

the issue. Finally, the predicamenf Wendy, always the voice of progressive reason in
South Park is analogousto feminists whose appropriate critique of Photoshop is
sometimes perversely dismissed as sexual jealolisgse satirical analogies are further
developed when Wendy shows Butters how easy it would be to turn Lisa Berger‘irdb a
bimbo' using Photoshop. However, mistaking the Photoshopped image for the real Lisa,
Butters now desperately wants to take hertoon a date. Yet, he is too late. After the
Photoshopped picture went viral, Lisa is already dating another boy, Clyde. Ironically, Clyde
was among the boys who had previously mocked

girl” (fig. 13).

Figure 13

Neverthel ess, he now gleefully parades Lisa

while holding the real Lisa by the arm, much to the approval of the other boys (fig. 14).
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Figureld

The analogy between the problematic of Photoshopped imagery in contemporary society

and the storyworld ofSouth Parks witty as well as insightful. Amplifying the absurdity of

Phot os h o-mags speglluoa saciety, the simplicity of character motived alot

devel opment in “The Hobbit"”, alongside the
characters in th&south Parkiniverse, is both aesthetically and cognitively successful. At the

same time, some imaginative techniques associated with satiricahrair ve t hi nki ng
Hobbit” are morally ambiguous and phil osophi
of Kim Kardashian to a hobbit is not onlyahhominemattack, but mearspirited. Still, not

only is this visceral comparison funny, but itcalsmotionally cues the appropriate moral
evaluation of Kardashian’s Photoshopped de
representation of Lisa Berger criterially giecuses an appropriately sympathetic response,

it may also perpetuate exclusive begugtandards of its own. Not only is Lisa designed to

look unattractive, but, most ambiguously, although somewhat overweight, she is not fat.

The relative sameness of LSostaPadseneoeakactlywi ze t o
highlight the absurdiy of Butters’'s judgment and the pe
perpetuated by Photoshopped imagery. Y8guth Park s r epr esent ati on of
only overweight may ironically also constitute a form‘off at 0 p (Eatom &.6)o n’
especialy in contrast to the body of Eric Cartman, whose physical largeness is connected to

his insatiable greed and downright nastiness. Blgimbolicimmorality of fatness is further
exploited in “The Hobbi t-lke hish Bargeraomdsi feec r e as i n

entitled to her surge in popularity on the grounds of her Photoshopped image.
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As Lisa Berger develops from a victim of Pkaitopped imagery to a celebritike bully,

her body transforms from overweight to fat. Although morally ambiguous, this
transformation is crucial in the development®buthPark s i nsi ght ful critiq
meritocracy, which the cartoon reveals as sustaining Photoshopped standards of beauty.
When the other cheerl eader s -foarx popalastys sheannoyan
consoles them by advising, “l1i]f you want t
willing to sweat. Ge't down to the gym and
undercut by the layers of fat bulging out of her skimpy outfit, viscetaljgering aesthetic

disgust and moral antipathy (fig. 15). This transformed representation of Lisa links to a
parody of B r WarknBétofi (2&LB)eirawhieh the similarly scantily dressed

celebrity proclaims} You wanna hot b att® Y& wha MasavadihMoa B u g
better work bitch!” (fig. 16)SoutifrRark s ught L 6§ a e
parody visually undermines the truthfulness
and its associated material riches areeth appr opri ate reward of har
fat body signals deceit, highlighting the undeservedness of her popularity rooted in
manipulated images, analogous to Spears and other celebrities. Albeit this symbolic
association between fatness and imrmatity is morally problematic, it nonetheless is a

constitutive part of a successful critique o

Figure 15
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Figure 16

South Park st israi c a l parody Worfk BiBtt i i seywo8peearl 3y’ ss u‘c
entertainment, but also as critique of a pressing issue. Professional media critics generally
praised Spears'’ “c | ub(Kesstem2018)b d wtr t heao d ‘gv'ori kn ge t
for ‘ (Roschke 2013) o r a video clip “in which Spea
(Sundstrom 2013) Mo st di stuithkihd gl weled iftoMD qukstiomable
feminist project, as one criticwomenganand t hat
should work hard and find succgs(Highfill 2013) South Parksuccessfully critiques the

pernicious meritocratic ideal which sustains the celebration of unattainable standards of
physical beauty by succinctly revealing its fakeness, rootedPhotoshop and other
manipulative technigues in pgstoduction. South Park s p a r WatkyBitcB f fur t her
juxtaposes images of Lisa showing off her fat body to the other cheerleaders manipulating

their prepubescent bodies into sexualised objects. Thhotlys montage of young girls

‘“wor ki ng out ' SouhnParihdt mnlyo eacdusep Photoshopped imagery of
perverting childhood, but also cultivating racism and ableism. Specifically, in a reduction to
absurdity of soci et y’ so-caldld saesthetic mnperfeetions,ha ai r b
picture of a black cheerleader, Nicole, is shown to be whitewashed on Photoshop, as her

dark skin colour is toned down and her frizzy hair straightened (fig. 17). Similarly, Timmy, a

boy ina motorized wheelchairis stipped of his mental and physical handisags if they

were aesthetic imperfections (fig. 18). In this manr&outh Parlsuccinctly andnsightfully

highlights how malicious the standards propagated by Photoshopped imagery really are.
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Figure 17

Figure 18
South Park s “ The Hobbit?” is a successful satire
continuously interact in fulfilment of the d
developingte medi um of the animated cartoon, the

deliver unexalted pleasures, but also has #iovial cognitive value to a moral project of
critigue. Through extremely selective, simplified, exaggerated and emotive emplotment,
Saith Park highlights salient aspects and intricate connections underpinning the

problematic of Photoshopped imagery. The satire does not simply dismiss Photoshopped
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imagery as morally wrong, which would be rather trivial, but visually captures the absurdity

of its continued appeal, alongside its entanglement with the pernicious values of
meritocratic neoliberalism. Moreover, exploiting the quick and dirty processesatirical

narrative thinkingSouthPark s cr i ti que capitalises on the ¢
Al beit the cognitive contribution of “The Ho
moderate and requires further (philosophical) investiga, the satire nonetheless has

distinct value as a neat introduction and sharp perspective, much like a philosophical
aphorism. InterestinglySouth Park s s atire has this specific <c
develop imaginative techniques in ways waHiphilosophy could not. Although the

undi sciplined use of t he i maginati on i n “ T
deficiencies and moral ambiguities, its characteristic raunchiness does substantiate the
episode’s satiri calugha mard disgplined usePohtheeimaBinatoh | al

woul d perhaps make it possible to practice
austerity would here altogether undo the <co
Albeit the imaginative freedomsf diction constitute a doubleedged sword in satire, which
necessitates cognitive caution, the genre would stand to lose much of its supplemental

value to philosophy if similarly sanitised.

My second case study ¢KS MalrygRae hMikidagidinanketiid ' s n o
different in tone than{ 2 dz K “tTHhNJ] HD K S i t F Yy R YinklRIRdevelods & S
fantastical scenari o t onouwelaskaesatiee ofdhe rise iofche | poi
Religious Right and Moral Majority during RonaldaRea n’ s presilhency. /
described her satire as
are being made bhylameet aEVv an g o plageisihthefhdmfe, a wor
then what? If you actually decide to enferc t hat , w h(Rothstefn A 986)8uahs ? ”

“play with hypothes

prediction is analogous to thought experiments in Hagtion, including philosophy and
journalism (Friend 2011, 1727 3 ) . Neverthel ess, as fiction,
predictive fantasy in ways @awailable to an imaginative exercise in Higtion. The
fantastical premise of KS | | y R Ydagit&ti€esi on typical Satirical narrative thinking.

In the nearby future, a group of puritan hardliners has instituted a patriarchal theocracy in
which a tass of fertile women, the handmaids, servecascubines and surrogate mothers

to a ruling class of commanders, whose wives have become infertile due to environmental
pollution and STD epidemics. Once a month, every handmaid must engage in a bizarre

mating ritual with her commander, alongside his wife, until she bears him a child, an act of
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simultaneous polygamy justified on the grounds of Biblical principles. Presented in

summary, Atwood’'s predictive fantramenylike s not
Judith Jarvis Thosmon’ s vi ol i ni st argument . l ndeed, b c
religious | aws that compromise a woman’'s ri
fiction,¢ KS | I y RY has R&itagihativie eedom to solicit emammial responses

that contribute to moral learning in ways unavailable to philosophy fikeDefence of
Abortion” (1971)

The cognitive value of KS | | y RY lisXdh@eéted ¢ol-ité Sassification as fiction.
Specifically, despiteritical recognition ot K S | | y R Y as’séeck fictioh, {ABood

has always insisted that her novel be classified as speculative fiction. According to Atwood,
classification as science fiction suggests a world where humans have developed hitherto
unknown abilities and techologies, whereas speculative fiction implies a certain fidelity to

what is possible in the world at the time of publicati@@005) In this regard, Atwood has

argued thatthe fantastical events of KS |  YRY+ A RQ&ah&adt precedent s
were to ke found not in other cultures and religions, but within western society, and within

the “Chri st i afhtwood 2042)lAt the same, time, she acknbwledges that
classification as specul ative f iscanidothatf aci | i
socially realistic n expere spropasadn changes id csécial s u c |
organisation, by showing what they might actually bee Ifor those living within theth

(Atwood 2005) Although unavailable to realistic fiction, such a fanieait scenario could
nonetheless be developed as an imaginative exercise irfioton. Yet, whereas the bare

premise¢ KS | | y R Yi sinild # the liofinSt argumentinA Def ence of Abc
(1971) classification as fiction permits Atwood to \@dop this premise in her hybrid

satirical novel inways unavailable to Jarvis Theom. Specifically, the freedoms of fiction

permit Atwood to invest the fantasy with an emotional depth that is uncharacteristic of

philosophy.

The argument that fictional meatives permit an emotional development unavailable in
noniction, in particular philosophy, is common. According to Martha Nussbaum, the
complexity of concrete mor al i ssues “cannot
of conventional philosoph c a | prose” (1990, 3), but can be
certain sort of nWeanealhdt make axlaitn assstrohg ag NuSsbadm 6 ) .
to acknowledge that narratives can contribute to moral investigation. In this respeél],

Car ol | argues that “what typical narratives
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det ai |, particularity, and concretemess” (2
patently more abstract than ordinary events, since the detail they affordaha&ays been
selected from an indefinitely | (20629 875). ar r ay
Specifically, through techniques of emplotment, including criteriatfpoeissing, narrative
authors can cue emoti onal ewveats fha nosresgondttoo t h e
general moral dispositions (Carroll 2012, 37Bpr instance, through flashback3he

| I YRYI A Riariéates the butal details of how the protagonist is separated from her
husband and daughter, further relating how she rensamaddeningly ignorant of their fate

in the present. Similarly, through subjective narration, audiences are privy to her eerie
emotional disconnection during the monthly ritual rape. Importantly, exactly by focussing

intently on the details that make therpot agoni st’' s suffefheng e mo
| ' YRY I A Rténdls tat dnricls moral disposition towards the oppression of women in

general. Moreover, the emotional richness K S | | y RY tah Bufmiement- ahdS

refine moral knowledge about gender pygession we already possess (Carroll 2000, 369;

2012, 181). In particular, the novel cannot only afford insight into previously unknown or
otherwise inaccessible experiences, but it can similarly deepen understanding of previous

incidents without actual han.

These benefits to moral education of detailed emotional development in narrative fiction

are theoretically sustained by quastrealid meta-ethical framework For quastealists, in

particular (though not exclusively), rational argument is barrerhauit cultivation of the

emotions Quasir e al i st s t h e rreffedionen tketethieakcimate ts adt the"
private preserve of a few acade3ndb)dBlackbumor i st s

specifies that

the satirist and cartoonistas well as the artist and the novelist, comment upon and
criticize the prevailing climate just as effectively as those who get known as
philosophers. The impact of a campaigning novelist, such as Harriet Beecher Stowe,
Dickens, Zola, or Solzhenitsyn, njgyen] be much greater than that of the academic
theorist (203, 5).

Most recently, in response to the rise of pastr ut h  pol i tics and Tr ump
audiences have turned in great numbers toward dystopian satire€likeS 1 I YRY | A RQ&
“fgui dance aAter 2017 Similgrly,t thie recent Ipart adaptation ofThe

| ' YRYl APMa HulfuS (2017) has been appraised a
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oppression can creep up on you, and what hap
ow n (Nicholson 2017) I n particul ar, critics have 1lin

criterial pref ocusing in Elisabeth Moss’'s performar
Specifically, acknowledgirtge successful use of televisu@chniques Rebecca Nholson
praised “the closeup on Moss’'s face” during
“horrifying, @®17) iOverallsNiclwoisdnt a bdee d Moss' s perf
aesthetically as well as ethically for its emotive address that vigualis “ power f ul res

and seet (01lng rage”

By contrast, thought experiments in moral philosophy llkh Def ence of Aborti
enrich moral understanding in different ways than narrative fiction. Concretely, the violinist
argument serves aan intuition pump to the idea that a foetus inherently has no more a

right to the nonc onsensual use of a woman's physical
attached to her body without permission in order to keep him alive. However, while the
violinist agument substantiates the legitimisation of abortion in principle, it does not (and
neither does it intend to) resolve the actual moral ambiguities and doubts of concrete
caseslIn order to do so, Jarvis Thaon would have to combine the detail of a specific case

with the emotional resonance typical of novels likeKS | | Y RY.IYetRiRshe ¢ | £ S
similarly were to focus on particulars and emotional detail, her argument would lose its
abstract generality and tmnal force, which are important epistemic virtues in philosophy

and beyond, including a legal context. Therefore, as argued by Carroll (2012, 381), amongst
others, the cognitive function of narrative fiction is appropriately understood as
supplementing ather than replacing philosophy. In particular, the fictional status of satire
permits the genre to cultivate moral understanding in ways unavailable to philosophy,
specifically through emotional development in response to narrative detail. For the record,
such rich emotional development is more closely associated with narrative forms like the
novel or television drama than the quick and dirty emotive processes of satirical narrative
thinking. Regardless, hybrids likeK S | | y R Yéxdnfplidyahatdhecpi§emic virtues

of a succinct satirical premise can be complemented by careful novelistic development.

My third and final case study is the filBistrict 9 directed by NellBlomkamp.What is
interesting aboutDistrict 9is how its fantastical scenarabout the moral responsibilities of
humans towards alien visitorss reminiscentof a counterfactual thought experiment

devel oped by Bernard Williams. Speci fically
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argues against critics that specieembership,more specifically, humanness, is a morally
significant property. These issues surrounding speciesism and the responsibilities of
humans toward norfhuman animals have hadonsiderablephilosophical and political
resonance, often crystallised in discussi@i®ut dietary obligations. At the same time,
Williams highlights that these discussions are somewhat muddled due to the contingent
fact of evolution that humans inhabit a lifeworld in which they do not have to deal with
“any creatur e t heattprinciple, wordviewsandovhatewer, gan amswer

back?” (20009, 148) . In order to fully explor
devel ops a few philosophical thought experin
science fiction: that onday, we might encounter other creatures who have a point of view

on our activitessa poi nt of view which, it i's quite
138). While there is no indicatiom f i nfluence betameDistmictoneé | i am’ s
of histhought experiments is strikingly similar to the plot and characterisatiotheffilm.

Crucially, although Williams typically fosters imaginative engagement through litéary

details in his thought experiments (Gaut 20061162), he is more catricted to do so in

a philosophical context than he would be in narrative fiction. Exactly bedaigsgct 9does

have these freedoms of fiction, the film

stimulating imaginative learning unavailable to philosophy.

According to Williams, when science fiction films typically represent interspecies conflicts,
they facilitate allegiance either by making
rigid and metallic”, and f kiedgndlay rviesi"t r290°
order to explore the underacknowledged complexities of the speciesism debate, Williams

introduces a more challenging scenario, suggesting that

[tihe arrivals might be very disgusting indeed: their faces, for instance, if thase
faces, are seething with what seem to be worms, but if we wait long enough to find
out what they are at, we may gather that they are quite benevolent. They just want
to live with us—rather close with us. What should we make of this proposal? (2009,
149).

Strikingly, Williams’'s concise philosophical
aesthetic and ethical challenge d3istrict 9@ Concretely, when more than a million
undernourished and apparently aimless alieae strandedwithout any recogisable

leadership in a spaceship above Johannesbubdgstrict 9 investigates the moral
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responsibilities of human beings toward alleviating their plight. The appearance of these
aliens is uncannily close to theencTheyaract er i s
large bipedal crustacedike creatures, who look truly disgusting by human standards.

Their most eyecatching characteristic is a set of slimy tentacles that covers the area of the

nose and mouth (figl9). Moreover, the plot of the film setup an interspecies conflict that

expands on Williams’s thought experiment in

Figurel9

As a satire, the function of the imaginative exercisdistrict 9does not wholly overlap

with the cognitive aims of Wi lliams’s phil os
purpose ofDistrict 9t o ent ertain for its own sake, Bl om
want[ed] to make a film that audiences woulthfd ¢ o mp(©ldhlam 20@P)” Still

Blomkamp stresses how entertainment interacts with critiqueDistrict 9 speci fying
wanted to take the structure of this apartheid society but also just deliver a c@oy scfi

film on top of that (Oldham 2009. When the aliens first arrive, the South African
government decides to house the aliens in a temporary holding zone, District 9. Yet, District

9 soon becomes permanent, fenced and militarised, symbolising the strict segregation
between humans and alienSet in Johannesburg, the eponymous District 9 alludes to the

racially segregated District 6 during Aparthéitbhnson 2009)Further, the segregation

imposed on the aliens does not only parallel the racist policies of the Apartheid regime, but

also mirrorsthe situation of black immigrants from Zimbabwe and Nigeria in contemporary

South Africa. Bl omkamp anegséncecthetelisyno differknoeo wl e d ¢
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except that in my film we have a group of intergalactic aliens as opposed to illegalsalie

(Savage 2009)In this regardthe shacks inhabited by the aliens istrict 9were real

places of habitation in Johannesburg where people waited to be allocated government
subsidised housingWNoerner 2009) At the time of shooting, similar townshipsd been
“ravaged by outbursts of xenophobic violenc
upon illegal immigrants frordimbabwe, Malawi and elsewhérétzkoff 2009) Against this

contextual backgroundDistrict 9develops a critique of racism and xaghobia through a

fantastical interspecies conflict. Crucially, although not set up as an investigation of
speciesism as sucli, he fi Il m nonetheless compl ements i

cognitively valuable ways unavailable to philosophy.

In“ The Hurnea nu Williaans does not commit to a position about the dilemma
whether humans should allow ugly aliens the right to cohabitation on Earth. His thought
experiment merely serves as an intuition pump to signal that, as opposed to racial or
gender idenity, species identity would be a morally significant property in the context of
migration. By contrastDistrict 9 sets out to argue exactly that racial differences are
irrelevant in granting humanitarian rights to immigrants. Analogous to the plight of
immigrants in contemporary South Africa, the filshows how the autochthonous
population of Johannesburg classify the aliens as subhuman, derogatively referring to them

as prawns’ . Tensions between the aliens art
govenment orders a private military contractor, Mulational United, to relocate the

entire alien population of District 9 to a tent camp outside (and out of sight) of
Johannesburg. In this process, Wikus van de Merve, the speciesist bureaucrat put in charge

of the eviction, becomes contaminated by alien technology and gradually starts to
transform into an alien himself. Desperately seeking to undo this transformation, Wikus
decides to collaborate with an alien, who has bedlocatedthe human name Christogn

Johnson. Over the years, Christopher Johnson and his young son have been working to
reach and restart t he alien mot her shi p, w h
condition can be found. Over the s pamft of t he
especially after discovering (and having himself been subject to) the kinds of medical
experiments that MNU performs on the aliens to uncover the secrets behind their military

technology. As the plot develops, the film cues its audience to chibesside of the aliens

against Wi kus’'s former employers’ (and by ex
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The plot ofDistrict 9adds complexity to the philosophical thought experiment developed

by Williams in “The Hu mbBisrictQ MerayBuohithargués.thatt n hi s
“the film dramatizes the idea that the conce
of an individual human agent. While human individuals are our typical model of what a

person is, individual members of other species in @gle might come to warrant that
description” (2017, 325) . This conclusion ma
the human concern for other humans cannot be reduced to a set of morally relevant
properties that constitte personhood. Yet, the dnaatisation of District 9exactly reveals

how personhood cannot be symbolically divorced from humanness, although it can so
biologically. Smith explains th&istrict 9sets itself an intriguing aest heti ¢ chal |
seeking to cue allegiance with a cheter type that is designed to revolt at first sight (2017,

319). I n order to meet this challenge, Smi t
filmmakers helping themselves to a few aspects of human facial expression, above all
through t h and mang expreGsive human bodily postures and gestures,
counterbalancing the alien otherness of t h
Bl omkamp acknowl edges t hadasqud bdeeusedurpsyohslogy had t
doesn’t al | o wnpathige witho sonretlirgl unlgss ie has a face and an

ant hr op o mo r(Pldhant 206} insother WordsDistrict 9seeks to cue allegiance

with the aliens by endowing them witjuintessentially human characteristics. Despite their
appearance of biologitatherness, the film cues us to sympathise with the aliens as beings

who symbolically incarnate humanness.

Through fictional meand®istrict Qhighlights a complexity in the debates about speciesism
unacknowl edged in Wil |l i aenmsentsAs mdicatédPistrictpOh i ¢ a |
captalises on prereflexive processesd cognition that cue audiences to recognise the

aliens physiognomy and physique as exhibiti
is that these characteristics contribute tioee symbolichumanness of the aliens, but are not

all morallyrelevant features that constitute necessary conditions for personhood (for
instance, a humaiike posture or countenance). Thus, the imaginative exercigsifict 9
substant i at egamentithhtl theamosl sgnifieance of humanness is not
reducible to a set of morallyelevant properties that constitute personhood. At the same

ti me, the film adds complexity to Wi lIliams’
morally relevant on asymboliclevel and could, in principle, be divorced from biological

species membership. Though an elaborate fantBsstrict 9makes it plausible that an alien
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species could similarly exhibit humanness, in which case we would have similar moral
obligatiors as toward humans. Cruciallpjstrict 9 has such cognitive value because it

exploits cinematic techniques in ways unavailable to philosophy, specifically, digital
compositing and motion/performance capture. The emotive force of these digital
techniquess parti cul arly evident from tlveinr abse
Joburg(2006), in which the aliens are actors in suits with prosthetic tentacles and body
armour. AlthoughAlive in Joburglevelops a similar plot tDistrict 9 it is unableto cuethe

same affective engagement without the use of digital technology. Albeit such digital
techniques are strictly speaking not unique to fiction, the fictional status of satire
nonetheless does permit the film to criterially pfecus emotional respnses and moral

allegiance in ways unavailable to nfiction, including philosophy.

I n conclusion, while fagK&stli ¢ RNYandDO&E® ¢ Si k
develop similar imaginative exercises as philosophical thought experimantspme

respects, they stimulate learniigrough the imaginationn ways unavailable to nefiction

like philosophy because they are fictiorSpecifically, through criterial pff@cusing these

fantastical satire can imaginatively engage the emotiomsa moral project of critique in a

manner that thought experiments in philosophy canndthis conclusion abouthe
cognitiveaffective advantages of fictioaddresses a challenge Bregory Currie and Anna

Ichino ([forthcoming]). Whilelchino and Currie acknowledge that techniques associated

with fiction, including “processes of bel i e
result in knowledge, they dertamkindswfictions, inr e mai n
certain situations are apttopcbuce true (or better) beliefs |

([forthcoming], 8).My analyses do not resolve this challenge completely. -fidion,

including philosophy, might have alternative strategies tagage the emotions in a moral

project of critique which stimulate learning that is at least as good as the imaginative
techniques exploited by narrative fictions, including satire. Still, my analyses do highlight

that narrative fictions like satire canomplement the cognitive aims of philosoploy

stimulating “o u r affective engagement witimwlys cti ona
which philosophical thought experiments cann@ithino and Currigfforthcoming], 8)

Accordingly, satire can make moderate but significant cognitive contributions to al mor

project of critique.
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7. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | have developed a careful cognitivism about satire in light of its common
classification as fiction. As opposed to intuitions in contexts such as defamation laws,
classification as fiction does nfindamentally preclude the truthfulness of satire. On a
contextualist approach, there is no epistemic difference in kind between fiction and non
fiction. Specifically, both fictional and ndictional representations commonly utilise
imaginative techniquesto stimulate learning about the real world. Nevertheless,
classification as nefiction does introduce regulations in theervice of safeguarding truth

that are absent in fiction. For this reason, fiction presents a riskier context for cognitive
improvement than nonfiction. Moreover, specific caution is warranted in the case of satire,
which exploits a quick and dirty narrative thinking that is equally prone to deception as
truthfulness. Nevertheless, satirical narrative thinking can sometimes afford gpioe the
genuine cognitive virtue of succinctness. Accordingly, good satire can have moderate but
genuine cognitive value, akin to the cognitive value of aphorisms in philosophy.
Furthermore, the fictional status of satire permits the genre to furthemplement
philosophy by developing the imagination in ways unavailable tofimtion. In particular,

the emotive address of satire permitted by its fictional classification can sometimes
stimulate learningespecially in the moral domaiim a mannemunavailable tophilosophy
Regardless, satire is itself not philosophy, nor does its cognitive function replace or live up
to the epistemic constraints of philosophy. Rather, while good satire must always be
complemented by further philosophical investigat grounded in experience, it sometimes

also complements philosophy in moderate but significant ways.

My careful cognitivism about satire acknowledges the role of good satire in a moral project
of critique. In the case of such good satire, its aesthpticsuit of entertainment will
successfully interact with its ethical and cognitive purpose to critique. Still, overall, the
cognitive function of satire in a moral project of critique is less extraordinary than
supporters of the genre have often assert&atire has its cognitive role to play in critique,
but only in assistance to philosophy and otlegistemicbest practices. Similarly, | have
stressed that any political function that satire may claim as critique will typically be modest
in comparison to rare directlyactiviststrategies. Ironically, my defence of satire as critique
may therefore really seem to substantiate its triviality. However, critique is a holistic
endeavour in which many practices incrementally contribute to emancipation, often

modedly, including satire. Moreover, the demand that satire has extraordinary cognitive
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and political value as critique is not only asking too much, but to do the genre a disfavour.
Consider the issue of pestth politics. If the value of satire was exclidivdetermined by

its success in safeguarding journalistic standards or keeping Donald Trump out of the White
House, detractors might rightly argue that we can do without it. Not only has contemporary
satire failed to accomplish these objectives, other maecan inform us better about these
issues, while again other practices have more substantial political impact. At the same time,
it is crucial thatthe generic purpose of satire is not exhausted by critique, but also
incorporates entertainment. In this spect, | will conclude my investigation by arguing that
the true significance of satire is its combination of critique alongside aesthetic and

emotional strategies to cope with the limits of critique.
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CHAPTER FOURJMOUR, IRONY AND THERA

1. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, | will investigate the value of satire as therapgre specifically, a coping

strategy to deal with the limits of critique Thi s i nvestigation of sa
wi || highlight t he significance of t he ger
entertainment. In the previous chapter, | have argued that satire can have moderate but
distinct cognitive value as tique. Good satire capitalises on entertaining techniques
associated with fiction to highlight what is wrong with the world. At the same time, the
aesthetic seduction of entertainment makes the genre cognitively risky, while even good

satire needs to be aoplemented by further and more detailed investigation. In other

words, although satire can make distinct cognitive contributions to a moral project of
critique, it does not overall constitute cognitive best practice. In this respect, it has been a
constanttheme in this thesis that there are more effective avenues to pursue critique than
combining it with entertainment. However, it does not follow that satire is simply second

rate critique, perhaps replaceable by more effective critical strategies. Instewsitl,argue

that the true significance of satire is that its purpose to entertain complements the limits of

its purpose to critique. This argument develops in further detail the idea previously
introduced that the unexalted aesthetic pleasures of entamiaent have therapeutic

potential as a lifeaffirming force in light of existential absurdity.

The significance of the definitive tension between critique and entertainment in satire
relates to the moral conflict betweethe care of self and the care fothers.Before, | have
introduced a quasiealist metaethical frameworkto root the eminent importance of
critiqgue and its aim to realise emancipation in the moral concern for the common good. In
this respect, it is a virtue of satire that it sometimesntidbutes to critique, even if only
moderately. Yet, although critique is eminently important, it is also limited. It is not simply
satire which struggles to change the world, but even more effective forms of critique are
limited in their pursuit of emanpation. Crudely put, the ideal to wholly emancipate the
world seems hopelessly absurd in light of the everyday horrors of the world. Given its
limits, relentless fixation on critique is bound to madden and depress. Accordingly, critique,
although indispergble, compromises the care of self if unabated. These existential
concerns lie at the heart of satire and substantiate the significance of its definitive tension
between critique and entertainment. Specifically, in this chapter, | will investigate how

satirists introduce humorous and ironic perspectives to cope with their critical limits in
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fostering emancipation. Satirists often cultivate a humorous irony both to attack the ills of
the world and to cope with their relative inefficiency in curing them.His respect, many

satirists frame their satire as a way to remain sane in mad world they cannot wholly amend.
2. SATIRE AS THERAPY

The idea that satire constitutes a form of therapy is commonplace, albeit there are different
interpretations of what the genresupposedly cures and hov&incethe inception of the

genre in Roman times, it has been popularclaimt h a t satire is a I|lite
world morally and socially out of health; and, if this holds good, the satirist is a kind of

d o c t Wight1964 [1936], 8). Accordingly, in literary criticism, it has become common to
argue that a satirist |ike Juvenal “believes
he applies appropriate therapeutic treatments: the whip, the scalpel, the strappido,
emetic, the burning acid” (Kernaouraiv@&® ,hKb 22) .
punitive practice, which heals through painful remedies, remained influential during the
Renaissance and was further developed in the seventeenth and eightesmtury, when

satirists often framed their work in relation to contemporaneous medical practice
(Gallagher 2013). Augustan satirists commonly presented satire as a medicine against moral
corruption and as a particulis(Bkwn 1993 T46%.t i ve r
Similar ideas about the therapeutic function of satire are also evoked in other historical
contexts. Discussing latE8th century Dutch satire, Marijke Meijer Drees. E. and Ivo

Ni euwenhui s signal t h ada bittdrisul nedessaryemedicisne forait en p
society that wants to cure itself from all sorts of social and moral ills, and the satirist is the
doctor who delivers this medicine as a cure

209, my translation).

However, although common, the idea of the satirist as doctor who cures the moral ills of

the world is problematic. Throughout my investigation, | have argued that the social and
political impact of satire must not be overestimated. Similarly, many satirigive
acknowledged the limits of satire. Take Jonathan Swift, who ridiculed the consensus about
satire’s therapeutic function in the August
intending] to use the public much at the rate that pedants do a naugbty ready horsed

for di @9 [[@3104],8" According to Swift, satire *
though it wil Iquotedibh Elkenh@®/3, 86). Ndvertheless,(the idea of satire

as therapy remains informative, if construed diffatly. Here, | take a lead from Jon

Stewart, who acknowledges that “if J[satire]’
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a very effective avenue” (Fettis 2015). | nsi
the real outcome of satire is typicaltatharsissand whet her that's posi
don’t know” (Fettis 2015). Stewart further ¢
goes, I have no idea”. Similarly, James Suth
literally wren he says that he must speak out or b
undoubtedly the result of a spontaneous, or selluced, overflow of powerful indignation,

and acts as a catharsis for such emotsi ons”
Juvenal ' s early satires as “a <cathartic an
transposed t o Enrnoppweho’ lise Jevenaliprogramambticallyispggests

“that by venting his spleen, he i2802,44) e t o ¢

The therapeutic benefit of satire is not changing the world as much as coping with it. This
function as therapy does not result from sat
unexalted aesthetic pleasures associated with its pairgiueéntertainment. Thus, instead of
stressing the bitternessdfhe geamed g, James Sutherland hi
even pleasur e, t hat [ satire] gives to the
pl easure as “a tnheeanssatoifr irsal’ isdf 1062yib4)oftheé r i g ht
same therapeutic function of entertainment in satire has also been transposed to its
audiences. While Jon Stewart avows ignorance about the cathartic effects of his satire on
audiences, his role assatirist onThe Daily Showas been described as *“
anchor and therapist for |l i berals of a <cer
Andrew Horton, di scussing Soviet satire, ar ¢
in jokes, irmic comments, and such is a necessary ingredient of daily life for citizens within

a totalitarian or authoritarian state if they are to maintain their own sense of worth,
individuality, andsele st eem” ( Horton 1993, 6). ic€mayci al ly
seem a very different context than the totalitarian Soviet Union, it shares an essential
hopel essness with satirical contexts from Ju
socighistorical context, satire has often served as an outburstregain absurd social and

political situation that seems unlikely to change. For this reason, David Nokes rightfully

hi ghlights the therapeutic di mension of sat

grumbling acquiescence” (1987, 17) .

The therapeuticdimension of satire puts its relatively moderate success as critique in
perspective. Satire should not be understood as seeaatel critique, but as a balaimg act

between the moral need to critique and the therapeutic need to accept the limits of

196



critique. Nevertheless, there is an obvious tension between these needs. Nokes clarifies
that “[b]lJy allowing anger and indignation tc
into action, satire may be a substlV)tTha e f or
danger is that although the pursuit of entertainment in satire may be therapeutically
beneficent, it may also stimulate undue acquiescence. In particular, the humorous and
ironic techniques exploited by satire have often been mistrudimdallegally breeding

cynicism and indifference. Conversely, humour and irony have sometimes also been
identified as a therapeutic panacea in the face of existential doubt and absurdity. The
position | set outto develop below is thathe therapeutic value of humamus and ironic

strategies in satire lies somewhat in the middle. As opposed to detractors, | will argue that

the distance introduced by humour and irony in satire need not necessarily compromise
moral commitment. Yet, | will also mitigate claims by supp@tivho argue that humorous

irony introduces a perspective from which the absurdities of life simply dissolve. Instead, |

will argue that humorous irony in satire does not resolve the limits of critique, but can
function as a mature way of coping with therAccordingly, satirean havetherapeutic

value in addressing the fundamental conflict in ethical life between the concern for the

common good and the care of self.

This conflict between the concern for the common good and the care of self has often been
addressed in moral philosophy. Martha Nussbaum introduces this conflict by explaining
that phil osophers are fortermptessiboni vien“fa
which hunger, illiteracy and disease are the daily lot of a large propodfcthe human

beings who stild]l exi st, as wel | as the <caus
Whereas Nussbaum stresses the need for criti
political action and s ors taa activalyecontributeeshe,alsdc o0 wh i

introduces philosophy aat her apy f or
i fe” (1994, 3) . Nevert hel es san wareallynbalieve Wi | | |

addressing the most

that philosophy, properly understood i@rms of rigorous argument, could be so directly

related to curing real human misery, the kind of suffering that priests and doctors-and
indeed—t her api st(@994 22006 pssPfrespective of whethe
is fully justified, |1 do hink that rigorous philosophical argumentation is apt to highlight
existential issues which it cannoésolveby itself. The limits of critique strike me as one

such existential problem which good philosophy highlights but cannot wholly attenuate.

Irrespedive of any therapeutic strategies philosophy may itself develop, | will investigate
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humorous and ironic strategies in satire as coping devices that can complement this

therapeutic process in significant ways.
3. ADDRESSING ANXIETIES ABOUT HUMOUR AND IRON

The idea that humorous and ironic strategies in satire have therapeutic value is
problematsed by the suspicion that these strategies make satire whimsical by introducing

too much distance from the seriousness of critigue. Often, these dangers of humoro

irony in satire have been understood in relation to suspicions about postmodern relativity.
Although praised by some, many have dismissed such allegedly postmodesrofuse

humour and irony in satire as naemommittal and cynical. Granted, these anxietesd

suspicions signal a genuine danger that humorous and ironic strategies in satire may flirt

wi t h mor al i ndi fference. Behknahkritid an wBD b me rins
problematic as a satire because of its ambiguity in attacking Turkish presidesgard
Throughout, BOhmer mann’s humorous and ironic
intent. As Bbhmermann rhymes stereotypical and hyperbolic insults together, it is unclear
whet her he sets out to crit.itqsingply Bduldeoijaan’' s u
gratuitous attack. A ¢ ¢ ar~cheeknpgittioyvn of Brédobam @itsma n n ’ ¢
with moral indifference and critical disengagement. However, problem cases like
“Schmahkritk ar e not indicative of sdtiegeneradyuAs and i
0 p p 0 s eSthmahdritik*, humour and irony in good sati
coping devices to deal with existential issues bound up with critique. For this reason, | will
mitigate postmodern and other anxieties about the immidya of humorous and ironic

strategies in satire by revisitinfouth Park s “ The Hobbi t"” athd Mar ga
| ' YRYFARQAt ¢kt h® same ti me, SacredlCowglogdlitos cuss F

highlight that humorous irony in satire can be therapeatly ambiguous.

Humorous and ironic strategies in satire have often been understood in a postmodern
framework, as is clear from the scholarly receptionTbie Simpson®epending on their

take on postmodernism, scholars have either praised or condenirtesl Simpsons -s o

called postmodern use of humorous irony. Supporting postmodern politics, Kevin Dettmar

has argued that whathe Simpsord 0 es “and at a very profound
plumb, is heighten our awareness of the radically contingeritirgaof every choice we

make” (2004, 104) . Endorsing another tenet
“ITflew shows today ar-awarenofrtheir stated dseémages andy f a k

representations for which there is no external reality thahe Simpsoris ( 2@&)0 3
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Accordingly, Ott has praisethe Simpsonas “a show that not only Kk

show, but also ironically or <c¢cynically comm
Steeves hasThaSigpsamE mastk aul “in its wuse of guot
which reflects that there is “no escaping | a

exactly criticised the |l ack of depthThe n “t he
Simpsongwhich] made the culturateference an end-t he j oke i n and of
206). Likewise, Ted Gournelos has denounced the humorous irofiyefSimpson$ i n
which surface |l evels of play craaeséhatsgst el
conveys a detachment or Henistic/nihilistic overinvolvement with the status quo and

popul ar c 0,189.uSinmeldrly, Cazl 0vatheson has argued thehte Simpsons

cultivat€soay™ hgpdr does not promote anythi

putting forward positonsnl y i n order to undetl®ut them” (N

This reception of ironic and humorous strategiesTole Simpsonschces common links

between the tenets of postmodern and humorous irony. Some postmodernists have
explicitly acknowweecdngot step butsiae our‘laghduige games swe

can only play ironically within those games”’
has suggested that those who know that c¢commu
wi || “consci olusdsyur&andp | wiyt ht h@984y #548). Ae f i rol
postmodernism claims to reveddnguage as a closed system, from which a complete
symmetry in standing of opinions results, humorous irony is commonly introducédeas

therapy that will free us from langge, for we will now regard language neither as
representation nor as a law to which we are bound but as material for play and self
creation” ( Co ISimitar ideaskhave be@r? devel@ped. by Richard Rorty, in
particular, who advocates an ironic attitud:e
or “the fact that there is no way to step ou

and find a metavodaulary which somehow takes account of all possible vocabularies, all

possi ble ways of judging and feeling” (198¢
introduces the <concept ““iPronist’ t o name
contingency of 8 or her own most centr al beliefs an
qualifies that ironists are therefore “never
73-74).

Typically, the postmodern cultivation of humorous irony is linked to an indiligtica

aestheticism. Rorty argues that by accepting the contingency of selfhood, a postmodern
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ironi st <can get out from under inherited <c
get out from under an old final vocabulary and fashion one whichwillbéa hi s own” (1
97). This individualistic aestheticism problerses traditional conceptions of morality as it

overthrows the ®“distinction between the mor e

the ironist, the guiding principle for a good life not moral truth but fashioned creativity.

At the same ti me, Rorty has nuanced that “[1
has dismissed the idea of ®“a culture which
them continually dubious about ther own process of socializat
reason, Rorty suggests that theories of i ro
politics” (1989, 83)pramdtdnspbdtuted nahipulp

specifically endorsing politics of liberalism in the public domain (1989, 85). However,
critics of The Simpsonstave contended that its politics is encapsulated exactly by its
humorous irony. For this reason, humorous and ironic strategies in satiréHke&Simpsons

or South Rrk have often been criticised for cultivating cynicism and moral indifference
(Wallace 2002; Bybee and Overbeck 2001; Groening 2008). Especially durinecétiedo
‘‘age of irony’ t hi s di sresonatedawlith aoxietiehaboob r o u s
widespread cynicism and moral detachment in youth culture (Becker 2008; Bewes 1997,

Owen 1997).

These postmodern anxieties and suspicions about humorous irony can be further framed in

a philosophical model introduced by the early Kierkegaard. Under tfieeimce of Hegel,

Kierkegaard defined irony as an attitude of infinite absolute negativity, an attitude which he

saw embodied by Socrates. John Lippi ( 200 0, 149) has specifica
conception of irony as infinite absolute negativityMday ne Boot h’' s concept
irony” (1974, 240) , a nihilistic attitude w
idiosyncratic reading, Socrates was a nihilist who wholly rejected the established order of

his society, without offering anyalues in return 1989 [1841]217/131/145). Kierkegaard
specifically identified Socrates’s irony as
society while really undermining then@1989 [1841],264). Accordingly, Kierkegaard

i dent i f i emethingtbahay rock Bottomssomic’ 1989 [1841]131) but without

any “redeeming feature” as it "“reinforces va
mor e | 198@%[i84132'5 7() . I'n other words, the ironis
values, which are in need of critique, but this ironic ridicule does not itself bring about

somet hing of val ue. I n this regard, Brad F
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conception of Socratic irony as"“t(lRéd0Ge| edtdi
For this reason, Brain Sdderqui st argues, K
sefcentred and politically apathetic figure”
The Simpsonis denounced as politically apathetic by it&ics because it allegedly ridicules

the fundaments of society without offering any values in return.

A similar kind of philosophical critigue of humorous irony has been developed by Simon
Blackburn, especially in response to the position developed blyaRl Rorty. Blackburn
specifically targets the “aestheticism or t
S ugge s6 167). Whaile Blackburn acknowledges that the success of moral deliberation

is not rationally compelling but contingent on the &lisation of our emotions, his quasi

realism nonetheless permits talk of truth and objectivity in the domain of ethics. For this
reason, Bl ackburn argues t hat “irony appee
philosophical situation that Rorty recommerids (621®%7). Since ethics is not simply a

matter of contingency,quasieal i st s | i ke Bl ackburn condemn
to whom all real commit ment is a subject of

Blackburn admits that humoroussirn'y ¢ a n certainly be attract.

of “the flexibility and humour t hat an ap
engender ”, he nonet heless concludes that i n
aside” (1998r,, 2BI0ac k Howre'vs di smi ssal of h umo

be a bit rash. A's h ireglisrh is gharacterdsed byd fandadmbntak n ' s
conflict between the concern for the common good and the care of self. Concretely,
whereas the concer for the common good makes a commitment to critique indispensable,
unabated critique is not only unlikely to wholly emancipate the world but also likely to
compromise personal wellbeing. For this reason, the limits of critique necessitate some
therapeutic distance. In this respect, | suggest that humorous and ironic strategies can
sometimes serve as mature therapy to cope with the limits of critique, especially as

exemplified in good satire.

Strategies of entertainment in satire, specifically humour amhy, do not necessarily

signal the whimsicality of the genre. As previously discussed, these strategies can
contribute to the moderate but significant cognitive value of satire in a moral project of
critique. Yet, t he r ecaplrposeitagboth driiqeueaamdemtertainf s at i
is a balaning act between a critical commitment to improve the world and a therapeutic

acceptance of our limits in doing so. Through its purpose to entertain, good satire has the
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potential to negotiate an approprta therapeutic distance to cope with the limits of
critique. In this respect, satire is more intriguing than other forms of entertainment, such as
sports. Although the cultivation of aesthetic engrossment in sports can be therapeutic,
unlike satire, it doe not by itself address the conflict between the common good and the
individual good. Whereas aesthetic engrossment in sports puts the concerns of everyday
life aside, good satire combines the therapeutic dimension of entertainment with the moral
demand fa critique. Accordingly, good satire offers a space to negotiate the fundamental
conflict between the care for others and the care of self in moral life. In particular, humour
and irony in satire can introduce appropriate therapeutic distance from the &mally
painful gap between critical ideals and reality. Accordingly, humorous irony in satire does
not simply promote merriness, but typically features into a complex emotionabtiagpn

that sits somewhere between hope and despair. Hence, insofar ad gatire is cathartic,

its catharsis doesots t i mul ate forgetfulness of the worl

therapeuticcopingstrategy to critically face them without succumbing to distress.

My proposal that humorous and ironic strategies #tire can have therapeutic value goes

beyond other suggestions that have aimed to redeem humorous irony in satird Hike

SimpsonsOne suchvaluables uggesti on foll ows from Linda H
call ed postmodern cr i thitsqowr corapscity “withopowedandi p , t o
domination” (1989, 4, original emphasis). Co

satire likeThe Simpsoneritiques consumer capitalism and television culture, but is itself

complicit in these systems. Accandito pessimists like Frederic Jameson, such complicity

destroys “critical di stance” and i mpedes cri
Hut cheon suggests “J[i]t is the function of
critical distanceaend t hen wundo i t” (1989, 15) . I'n this

Jonathan Gray (2005, 154/1&) have argued that by ironically highlighting its own
complicity as a commercial prodycThe Simpsonsreates the distance necessary for

critique. Grayhas explained that humorous irony ifihe Simpsongot only sidesteps

hypocrisy and naivety, but also avoids preachiness and paitngraudiences2005, 165).

The force of Gray’ s suggestion is exemplifi
strategiesm A ar on TieoNewsioom(HBO, 2012014), which has often been
unfavourably compared to satires likEBhe Daily Showor The Colbert Reportor its

patronising critique of American journalisi@@arvis 2013; McNamara 2012; Stanley 2012)

Still, my proposal goes beyond identifying humorous and ironic strategies in satire as
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contributing to a reflexive critique which avoids taking itself too seriously. Instead, | suggest
that humorous irony in satire contributes to a therapeutic negotiatibetween the

demands of critique and its limits.

A concrete (and by now familiar) example of such therapeutic negotiation through
humorous and ironic strategies in satire9euth Park s “ Th e Ho b b iSolth As d
Park s sridicules variousargets which contribute to the pernicious pervasiveness of
Photoshopped imagery. Crucially, this use of humour and iror§oith Park s s at i re n
only has a cognitive function in revealing the malice of Photoshopped imagery, but also a
therapeutic functon in dealing with the absurdity of its continued prevalence. Specifically,

through the humorously ironic pushback experienced by Wendy Testaburger in her attack

on Photoshopped imagery “ The Hobbit” negotiates a thera
critique. For one, the ironic ridicule of targets who are too blind to see the falsity of
Photoshop when it is right in front of them affords Wendy a symbolic superiority when a

political victoryis out of reach. Moreover, the cultivation of humour and iroimy* T h e
Hobbit?” takep the dtimglit wyiVe n d dbilty to change the worldin this

respect, the ending of the episode is crucial. When everybody at South Park Elementary
ignores her critiqueWendy takes her grievances about Photoshop to natidelevision.

She succinctly sums up the critique of “The
what Photoshop is doing to society... Little girls are aspiring to have bodies thdy can
possibly have! We have to pWendy'ss ofpemioniigt ”
is dismissed as sexual jealousy. In response, Wendy still adamantly refuses to let the
indifference of society stop her crusade on Photoshopped imagésy.surprising Wendy

in her sleep, Kayne West later emotionally blackmaisr by st anding up fo
deception. Ultimately, Wendy vyields and transforms her own image into a sexualised bimbo

on Photoshop. The episode draws to an end with a powerful image of Wendy crying as she

emails her fake picture to everybody in teehool (fig20).
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Figure20

Cul minating i n We8odthPask s0lhtei rlaotbeb i d € f eeantd,s wi t
on the | imits of critique. Throughout the e
Photoshop parallels that ddouth Park s tiwer teamn, specifically creators and executive
producers Trey Parker and Matt Stone. I n t hi
cult of Photoshop is a sobering comment on the limited social and political imp&ciuth

t I Ndatieedand, by extesion, other forms of critique that have unsuccessfully sought to
redress this issue. At first sight, it may
little coping strategies to deal with the painful limits of critique, viscerally embodied by

Wendy ' s sorr ow. The AV.&lyRyarvMcBeg arfjuesrthat there is ultimately

“nNo catharsis for the audience, which in tu
Parker and Stone treat this topicetersionp We d
and send us merrily along our ways"” (2013) .
bl eakness at the end of “The Hobbit ", some
the form of an outro or ki cknetreallg Eoncude ot he «cr
Wendy’'s sorrow, but reprises earlier i ronic
provide reasons why his fiancée is really not a hobbit. Accordingly, at the very last moment

of the episode, ironic laughter tops emotional paimiTs concl usi on of “T
indicative of how humorous and ironic strategies throughout the episode serve to

counterbalance the despair inherent in the absurd prevalence of Photoshopped imagery.

The endi nbgobdfi t™ TrseéSguthaRarkdevalapsv humorous and ironic

strategies to cope with the limits of critique, without altogether succumbing to
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indifference. A similar mix of commitment to critique and acquiescenciés limits also
characterises ®MKS$ ghFk ¥¢RY,lAdeRtBethdntomds ony is more

subdued. As a dystopian satie,K S | | Y R Yis dn &@emely blebikPprediction about

the contemporaneous growing influence of the religious right. Throughout, Atwood
combines the careful emotional development of heopr agoni st ' s pl i ght a
with a wry and sardonic attack on the absur
These two tendencies in Atwood’'s storytellir
of the monthly ‘' cer ammande fries anpregnatedhis mahdmaiden t h e ¢
while she lies between the open legs of his infertile wife. As the commander works his way
toward cl i maxi n¢g o‘uwi tmhara hriengu lsarr otkved and hi
s he, not [thebkekandmdiudgdkedWho'As wood’” s descri
once chilling and farcical (1998985], 105). A similar mix of intense distress and sardonic
solace speaks from the handmai d’ s interior
Victori a’' er daghtenCbose yauoeyel and think of EnglaBait this is not

Engl and. [ wi s h (Atweod 19961198%] 10%,uorigingl emplipasish the

recent adaptation of the novel as a drama se
of the praagonist similarly incorporates a sardonic perspective which affords her a
symbolic superiority over her political oppressalrs.this manner, not unlik&outh Park s

“The HoheMHandmai@a ihdofpdateshumorous and ironicstrategieswhich

introducedistance and, accordinglseliefin a depressingly awry political situation.

At the same timethe ending of¢ KS | | Y RY IrefeBRI® & complexit$ about the
therapeutic function of humorous and ironic strategies in satire. While dystopian, Atwsod
satirical novel i s not wholly pessimistic &
Modest Proposalwhich features as an epigraph at the beginning &S | I YRY,F ARQ&a

At wood ultimately reveals the epongdims,us han

who happened to stumble on it in 2195. Atwood has explained that she modelled the

endingof¢ KS | ' yYRYbARQAec¢ciffi8al chapter about nev
1984 “written in standard Engl i s whichcamontyhe t hi
mean that the regime has fallen, and that | &

see alscAtwood 2012;Atwood 2004;Rothstein 1986 Si mi | ar | vy, the “part.i
the proceedings of the Twelfth Symposium on Gileadean &tadi , at fhee end
| I YRY I A RSlgnals ¢tHatf te Gilead regime is now histad996 [1985],331).

Moreover, the planned fishing trip and nature excursion during the symposium indicate
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that the ecological disasters of the 2tentury have been ovarrned, while Professor

Marryan Crescent Moon’'s role as conference ¢
more able to pursue professional careers. Nonetheless, the optimism of this final chapter is
tempered by Atwood’s wry coeedpirteosresn't ak ¢ yomo toef
Professor Pieixoto, as he frequently indulges in shamelessly sexist remarks, miheh to

delight of his audience. Accordingly, althougiK S | | y R YéndsRaihopeful hioke,

it also sardonically acknowledges the advanmeeminist critique as only intermittent.

The endingoft KS | | y R YdighaR ¢ha ambibuitySf humorous and ironic strategies

in satire, which may not exclusively promote therapeutic distance through merriment, but
cultivate a certain bitternessThis therapeutic ambiguity of humorous irony in satire is
particularly evident i nSadfeml Cows/e Ipatit@inof BRITAINt i r i
postRUSHDIE, ptdTOPIA Constantly flirting with cynicism, Weldon satirises the social
conditions in theUK t hat bred extremist Sammaccverseens t o
Whil e Weldon denounces | sl amist extremism,
elite for its spineless pluralism and soggy multiculturalism that tolerated such extremism.

Weldondevelops her satire by introducing a dark parable, comparing contemporary Britain

with a woman who in advance of a wedding fe
and set them in a c¢cracked bowl and [ saw]

Sarcastically Wel don <c¢l arifies that the “weevily m
stuff of selfc ongr at ul ati on. "My di et is natur al S

“bracki sh wat ewater, synebdl efr cuir apathy. Lohdarp water righ in

oestrogen; it comes from the urine of the wo
(1989, 2) . Chastising Britain’'s i ber al el
compl acency. She | ater al so sigrmddledassardl | v ac
prosperous, nothing deeply hur tScreh€dws ( We |l d

Weldon cultivates datlk humorous and ironic techniques which seem to introduce not so

much therapeutic distance asiltivateselfdefeatism and selfoathing.

Nevert hel e Sared Coedbed wohwhslly succumb to cynicism. While Weldon
pessimistically stresses “[n]l]othing good wi
suggests that “the bad need not Dbthe mixeoff manent
weevily meal and brackish water can nonetheless yield nutritious bread, albeit her own

elitist demographicofsc al | ed “active citizens ( ..) mu st

smear ourselves with ashes, and repent our various follies alidisec ept i ons” (198
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Specifically, We | d o n Shtanig Vérsegas fatcatalysd wHicmamay Ru s h

help to transform our awful, awf ul society’
work flirts with cynicism, it ultimately settles fa mix of hope and despair about the

i mprovement of society, whickBKSl $6yBRNRAROQAEE
Still, the darkness ddacred Cowsignals an important ambiguity in the use of humour and

irony in satire. Although it seems thatduhumorous and ironic strategies in satire may

introduce a healthy therapeutic distance from the limits of critique, there is also a risk that

they stimulate a problematic cynicism. In other words, humorous irony in satire is not
obviously therapeuticallypeneficent. This suspicion highlights the issue of when and how

the use of humorous and ironic strategies in satire can positively or negatively impact
psychological wellbeing. In what follows now, | will address this issue by introducing some
psychologial and philosophical perspectives on humour and irony as therapeutic

strategies.
4. PSYCHOLOGICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL PERSPECTIVES ON HUMOUR AND IRONY

The idea that art can have therapeutic value is common and has been widely investigated in
scholarship (se€rossick and Kaszynska 2016,-100). This idea can be traced back as

|l east as f ®oeticavehichAntrodscedaltte idea’that tragedy delivers catharsis.
Over time, this notion of catharsis has been transposed to various artistic contexts,
induding satire. There are several interpretations of this Aristotelian idea of catharsis and
how it relates to tragedy as well as art more broadly, but | will not engage with these
debates (see Belfiore and Bennet 2008;929. | will also sidestep debatabout personal
wellbeing and art in generaheither will lengage with the rich literature on art therapy
(see Belfiore and Bennet 2008, -206). Instead, | will engage with debates on the
therapeutic function of irony and humour. More so than irony, erngal studies in
psychology have addressed the impact of humour on personal wellbeing. Yet, although
some useful conclusions have been drawn about humour as a character virtue and the
correlation of some humour styles to mental health issues like depressiethodological
difficulties prevent to transpose these findings to humorous and ironic strategies in satire.
For this reason, philosophical research remains necessary to concepthalw comic and
ironic strategies in satire could have a therapeutinction. In philosophy, the idea that
humour and irony can have a therapeutic function has been usefully framed in retation

the absurdity of life, albeit these ideas need further development. In this respect, | will
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suggest to frame the therapeutic funoh of humour and irony in satire as narrative

strategies to cope with the absurd gap between the demands of critique and its limits.

The idea that humour and its bodily manifestation as laughter may function as therapy

dates back at least as far as amti&reece (Halliwell 2008, 167). The idea still persists in

the contemporary practices of laughter therapists and professional organisations such as

The Association for Applied and Therapeutic Humor (AATH). Over time, the therapeutic
benefits of humour ad laughter have specifically come to be associated with psychological
wellbeing. Lydia Amin(2014) has traced asimilar line of thought inShaft esbury’
philosophy, rooted imancient Greek humoral medicine. According to ancient humoralism,

illness was a mt t er of i mbal ance between the varic
particular, melancholyor spleen was conceptualised as an excess in black hielgina

cholé. Around the turn of the seventeenth century, Shaftesbury still referred to this
ancientviev by i denti fyi rmgunfomé|”a momhdo Isyu gagse s‘tiilnlg mi
restore psychological equilibrium orsocal | ed “good humor”™ (Amir 2
distinction between humour, as a strategy against melancholy, and good humoure as th
resulting virtuous disposition, is indicative of complex taxonomic distinctions at the time.

Yet, drawing on the work of Wolfgang Schrrititiding (1963), Willibald Ruch has explained

t hat , under t he influence of humahi gmadubkEkl
became equi val ent humanitdrian tolerdnt, And bemevolentfornos rof

| aught e 6,bdrigifaletnph8sis). By the nineteenth century, Ruch argues, humour was
considered “a specific E n g luchsaks commanr sknse a | Vi
tolerance compromisé (199, 9, original emphasis). This idea of humour as a character

virtue which contributes to wellbeing has not only remained part of contemporary folk

psychology, but has been actively developed by the posityehlmlogy movement.

Positive psychology came to prominence around the turn of the millennium as a
psychological programme which did not focus on curing psychopathological conditions but
instead on “buil (Belignan gndGsikszentide2000u 5. ISpecificadlys ”
synthesising philosophical and religious works from various cultures, positive psychologists
identified twentyfour character strengths that correspond to six universal virtues
contributing to the good life (Dahlsgaard, Petersaimd Seligman 2005; Dahlsgaard 2004;
Peterson and Seligman 2004). Grounded in correlational studies based @apsetf and
surveys, humour has been identified as one such character strength, compatible (in various

degrees) withthe six core virtuesi.e. wisdom, humanity, transcendencepurage, justice
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and temperanceBeermann and Ruch 2009a; Beermann and Ruch 2088lter and Ruch

2011). The character virtue of humour has also been saigttongly relate to life

satisfaction and psychological wellbein@eterson et al. 2007). Moreover, positive
psychologists claim that humour can be morally virtuous, including corrective humour, such

as satire, whibasedi mvdlcaead ethorf®&uch and Hei ni
of correlational studies andusveys, such corrective humour has been identified as
“correlating most strongly to strengths of
and Heintz 2016, 2). These findings seem to substantiate some previously introduced
intuitions about the vitum s r ol e of comic and ironic strat
and¢ KS | I Yy RY.INewRthaless¢ theseSfindings about the virtues of humour in

positive psychology are not without problems.

First, there are philosophical issues with positive psgcl ogy ' s r at her i mpat.
ethics and the good life. In its desire to spell out and empirically measure the psychological
criteria that constitute the good life, positive psychology glosses over significant moral
complexities. For one, its modelf virtue ethics is too optimistic, since individual life
satisfaction does not necessarily correspond to the wellbeihgthers (Blackburn 1998,

212-214). In other words, there is a gap between character virtues and moral goodness

which remains unaddregd in the framework of positive psychology. Second, there are

some methodological issues with the theories and taxonomies of humour employed in
positive psychology. In particular, Willibald Ruch, the driving force in this field, almost
exclusively relieon a taxonomy introduced bWolfgang SchmidtHidding in the 196Qs

Similarly, recent considerations about irony in positive psychology showcase a lack of
engagement with wider discussions in pragmatics and aesthetics (Bruntsch, Hofmann and

Ruch 2016). Thir other psychologists have problemsid positive psyc!|l
presumption that “humor as amm Ruch 20& n369). h i S |
Specifically, positive psychology does not address the issue that some forms of humour may

have a negative psyological effect and that psychological wellbeing may depend as much

on the presence of beneficial humour styles as the absence of detrimental ones (Edwards

and Martin 2014; Maiolino and Kuiper 201 Although these criticissndo not wholly

invalidate the indings about humour in positive psychology, they introduce considerable

complications.

Apart from positive psychologyne other major strand of psychological research into

humour is associated with the Humor Styles Questionnaire (HSQ) developed by Riod Ma
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and colleagues (2003). This model outlines maladaptive and adaptive humour styles on the
basis of how they influence agency (i.e. individual autonomy and control) and communion
(i.e. social connectedness) (Kuiper and Martin 2016, 503). On the whel&l3$Q considers
seltenhancing and affiliative humour styles as adaptive, whiledefiating and aggressive
styles are maladaptive (Kuiper and Martin 2016, 505). Using the HSQ, several correlational
studies have established that depression is negativelyrelated to affiliative and self
enhancing humour, but positively to seléfeating humour Rnic, Dozois and Martin 2016;
Tucker et al. 2013Hugelshofer et al. 200&uiperet al. 2004). These findings seem to
support the therapeutic ambiguity dfumorousand ironic strategies in dark satires like Fay

We | d &acred Cowswhich verges on setfefeatist cynicism. Nevertheless, despite the
widespread acceptance of the HSQ, its methodological soundness has been challenged by
positive psychologistdeintzandRuch2015, 16). Specifically, Ruch and Heintz have argued
that the strong correlations generated between humour and psychological wellbeing are
really governed by nchumor ous components in the context
questions and not bythe actual existence of humour styles (2013, 17). These

methodological suspicions introduce significant problems to the findings of the HSQ.

Moreover, an additional methodological drawback of both the HSQ and positive psychology

is the exclusive reliancen correlational studies. In other words, most findings about

humour and wellbeing in the current psychological literature result from comparing various
questionnaires for statistically relevant correlations. Irrespective of the reliability of self

report, it is a significant methodological drawback of this approach that it cannot establish

causal relationships between humour and dimensions of wellb@uteytin 2007, 281). At

the same time, while experimental research could address this issue, such testslzer

artificial and divorced from the everyday contexts of humour (Martin and Kuiper 2016,

501). Moreover, for my purposes, it is a methodological issue that most psychological
research on humour and wellbeing focuses on humour as a character trait aspect of

ordinary conversation. By contrast, investigations about the therapeutic impact of comedy
performances on audiensaare sparse, if not dismissed as irrelevant. Specifically, Martin
acknowledges that he focuses exclusively on conversation&taithsof performance
humour , as he assumes that *“[s]pending a | ot
make you | ess heal t hy,Manimandkuiper 2006a08). Atheitr e h e a

that the veracity of this presumption is debatable, it nonetheless indicates that
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psychological research about the impact of conversational humour styles on wellbeing does

not necessarily map onto the therapeutic valuehaomorousstrategiesm satire.

Still, current research in psychology on humour and wellbeing can to some degree inform
my investigation into the therapeutic value of humour (and irony) in satire. Positive
psychology has substantiated the idea that humour can be a charactiee veorrelating to

life satisfaction, while the HSQ introduces necessary caution about some humour styles
augmenting rather than alleviating mental health issues like depression. Nonetheless, due
to current methodological difficulties, 1 will not transg® empirical conclusions about
humour and wellbeing to the therapeutic value of satire. Instead, | will investigate
philosophically how the therapeutic function of humorous and ironic strategies in satire can
be conceptualised. | do so partly to redrestaek of conceptual clarity in the psychological
debates outlined above and partly in the hope that these conceptualisations may one day
foster empirical testing. Specifically, | will further develop philosophical intuitions about
humour and irony as copindevices in face of existential absurdity to conceptualise how
humorous irony in satire is designed to address the conflict between the demands of
critigue and its limits. My intervention in these philosophical debates will be to
conceptualise the therapdic function of humour and irony in face of absurdity as

strategies in a process of narrative thinking.

In philosophy, humour and irony have sometimes been introduced as responses to the

absurdity of life. Thomas Nagel has conceptualised existential dibsas epistemological

scepticism resulting from mankind’ 1999 abi | it
17718) . According to Nagel, “[w]ithout devel o]
able to escape from their highly specific aiibsyncratic position, they can view sub

specie aeternitatissand t he view is at once[l¥woi®.ri ng a
Seeing ourselves this way, Nagel observes,

certain irony 0a211®79]r 20)s ThgsnMagel suggésts tha& a humorous

irony makes the absurdity of life bearable. Yet, Nagel stresses that such an attitude is
strictly a coping mechani sm, for it is “[n]
(2012 [1979], 20). Lydd Amir has introduced similar ideas, although there are some

i mportant differences. Amir understands “[1t]
desires frustrated by the awareness of the
Camus 1955 highlighted, this understanding of the absurd is symbolised by the labour of

Sisyphus, who has been charged to forever pursue a task he can never complete. Amir
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specifically borrows the idea from Kierkegaardthat he humor ous emer ges a
isavar e of instances of existenti al chent radic
reason humor is basic to human | ife is that
By contrast to Nagel, Amir ultimately does argue that a particular hunsattitude can

set us free from the absurd.

Further developing and adapting ideas introduced by Kierkegaard, Amir argues that

contradiction is both humorous and tragic
“ITt]l]he tragic séemsdarafgetdyfebaoti gi.natheodv wand

muchneeded cathexis that the ae-8Mt)hAthesamef or m g

ti me, she highlights that “[t]he greatest cft
istoproduceactexi s or therapy that does not deny
response, Amir proposes that “the tragic se
able to provide” (2014, 219) . Al t hough Ami
transi tofrfydr san‘dno steady results” in resol vi

argues that existential absurdity ultimately dissolves when we accept our ridiculousness
(2014, 206). Amir stresses that “[idprouscontr a
mo o d, which is transitory, the joy that fol
(2014, 281). She continues to evoke a Nietzsclaraar fati (or love of fate) by suggesting

that “To]l]nce joy is attai ned lifachanges, foreoymanent
enables the affirmation of everything” (201
humour as a coping device in face of the absurd, Amir makes the bolder claim that
“ITt]l]ransmuting suffering i astiteelf gsagdemptivehim al c h
bringing about a harmonious state and a serene joy that rivals the highest philosophic and
religious ideals” (2014, 275).

However, although Amir interestingly highlights links between humour and the absurd, her
position is indiative of somewhat overly optimistic claims about the therapeutic value of
humour. Concretely, not only is there no empirical evidence that humour can transmutate
suffering into serene joy, but this argument is also inconsistent with the idea of a therapy

that does not deny the absurd dimensions of life. Further, the Nietzschean overtones of
wha't Amir describes as *“a constant, serene
c o nt suggest a similarity between her position attte postmodern celebration of

difference which precludes ethics and critique (2014, 280). Indeed, transmutating the

suffering caused by, say, social injustice, into joyous affirmation is to deny part of the
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emotional motivation for critique, including satire. This mismatch betweenresaind

serene joy is acknowledged by Amir nétn her
interested in the satirical met hod but rat h
Speci fically, Shaftlds bauplye nettrn e€s spaceshieat ( ..Y) [

propensity to quotedin Amir2014, 86) and ket considered & sober
cheerfulness exactlgsa “r emedy for the mel ancholy of sa
sober cheerfulness, without some melancholic acknowledgement oitoer | d° s hor r or
really an escapism which does not sustain the need for critique. In this respect, the
constant mix of despair andKBeli g RYBNHRQ&A 't & F
Sacred Cowseflects a necessary negotiation between the derds of critigue and its

limits, which cannot simply be transmutated into a constant, serene, and affirmative joy.

In this respect, this attitude of a constant, serene, and affirmative joy is exactly the target of
Juvenal s <car i c a tsaopheeDeradcritus ih leis temtBatire Whild litegary i | o
reception has traditionally considered the introductioh Democritus as a programmatic

shi ft from anger to ironic mockery in Juven

that such readings ms a more complex point (2015, 117ff). Specifically, Keane has

hi ghlighted that Juvenal's characterisation
is caricatural andreally serves to express concerns about theamor al ity t hat
[ Democr iutglhd’'es] gliaves” (2015, 123) . As repr
“Democritus found cause for laughter @l human occupations” (201E

emphasis) Through this caricatural characterisation, Juvenal does not aim to endorse such

an attitude bu to highlightexactly hat “it i s difficult to writeée
a |l aughing nihilist?” (Keane 2015, 146) . At
l aughter of Democritus to the weeplening Her ac
mel ancholy” (2015, 125). According to Keane,
phil osophers *“are technically justifiable b
satirist neither immediately approves of nor immediately dismissest eh e r “phil oso

(2015, 125). Crucially, Juvenal acknowledges that an appropriate response to the human
condition incorporates emotional characteristics associated with both Democritus and
Heraclitus (Keane 2015, 147). Dismissing the wholesale cheddftsichment and
tranquillity of Democritus as an illusion, satire also includes a melancholic dimension

associated with Heraclitus (Keane 2015,-165).
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Therefore, whatever therapeutic dimension humour in satire may have, it does not foster a
constant joyor sober cheerfulness. By contrast, satire inevitably incorporates melancholic
qualities because its purpose to critique constantly highlighitet is going awry in life.

Moreover, insofar as critique is limited in its efforts to wholly emancipate the world, a

degree of melancholy seems inevitable in negotiating between the demands of critique and

its limits. In this respect, critique is somewhat of ahsurd endeavour, not unlike a
Sisyphearlabour, doomed to never fully succeed in its efforts. There is a danger that
acknowledging this absurdity develops into the -hldwn inertia of depression. In
response, I consi der perag a tleefapeltic sratagy tO copef unct |
with the melancholy of critique. Here, | take a lead fronrihéet Lefcourt, a psychologist

who introduced a moderate chhocepedonopifng huer
(2001, 111). According to Lefcoumanyof | i f e’ s t r a gnsdlubablegmde ct s ar

beyond our contral He t her e faaoce pctoinnsg dvelr ast i s uncontr

opti mal response than “continuously beating
master insol uboluer tp r20000 1le,ms5) .( LAecfccor di ng t o Le
of fer itself as one possible avenue toward
this suggestion, I consider it fruitful to

d e s pai rh’copindhwitlo thheguncontrollable tragic dimensions of lifefcourt2001,
112).

Similarly, in combination with humour, | suggest that irony in satire can serve a therapeutic
function in accepting the inevitable limits of critique. This therapeutic fomctf ironyhas

been highlighted bywilhelm Schmid, who calls it t lareof distancind or “ [t ] he a
i ving wit h1998@7htorigmal enghasiss my translation). Crucially, through

i rony, “ITt]lhe contrariendtesdi[sdoll19e8d85y, (aSceh nm
original emphasis). More specifically, without ignoring them, irony allows individuals to
distance themselves from their inability to live up to their ideals as well as the absurdities of

the worl d. I'n Sthohyg’ al bovws wbods ,"di stance
contrarieties of the subject itself, in order not to be torn by them, and distance in face of
external contrarietiesin order to bring contrary elements together from a distance, but, as
Kierkegaardsays ‘ not i n a hi gher 1998i3%5origindd amiphasisn a hi
my translation). In other words, an ironic attitude can acknowledge the absurdities of life
without dissolving them into a metaphysical union that would make them less teoitnéin

they really are; instead irony turns them into folly, in order to deal with their unresolvable
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absurdity. However, such an ironic attitude is not without risks. In particular, Schmid
identi fdamgews t dfe KHumor ous i r ony bjeatsto résigrhia  habi t
unbearable contrarieties and onlyiraei t hem” and thus “never spe
show no spine, support nbO98880nogginal enphastihrmyt ever
translation). Thesegenuine risks of irony in satire arexemplified byB 6 h mer mann’ s
ambiguous attack offurkish President Erdogan, discussed abev@ch is so ambiguous

that it ultimately fails to make a clear moral commitment

In what follows, | will investigate how certain humorous and ironic strategisstine are

designed to cope with the absurd dimensions of life, without ignoring the risks of the
therapeutic distance they introduce. Although there is currently too much methodological

and other uncertainty to make interesting empirical claims aboutttieapeutic effects of

humour and irony, empirical research does not make it implausible that humorous and

ironic strategies could have a moderate but positive impact on wellbeing. Irrespective of
actual therapeutic benefits, a lot of satire can be showrnngéentionally designed to cope

with the limits of critique, specifically through humour and irony. My suggestion is to
conceptualise this therapeutic design of humour and irony in satire as narrative techniques.

In this respect, the therapeutic functicof narratives is welkstablished. Talking therapies

are commonly acknowledged to have a strong narrative dimension and professional
therapists regularly tell stories of their own or recommendvelsto clients in order to

address therapeutic needs (Kottle2015, 29). In psychiatric and psychotherapeutic
contextwmaki“rsg™r ys r e g ul asudportingf proeesse d psyclaics a |
resource, a defence against futility, empt i
Similarly, in philosophy, isicommonly acknowledged that storié&lp people to make

sense of the world (Williams 2002, 23®ften, this therapeutic dimension of narrative
sensemaking has been traced back to the function of myths and folktales in making sense

of a bewildering andrequentlyhostile world (Gersiand Kingl990, 23).

This link between therapeutic storytelling and nyttaking does raise the caveat that
stories may function aa therapy to cope with the world because they misconstrue it.

Certainly, a narrativénterpretation of wrongdoings in the past which absohse® meone’ s
guilt may be therapeutically beneficefdr them, but is not necessarily true. In particular,

Peter Goldie has highlighted the risks of ¢t}
thought that sometimes stuff happens, stuff for which there is no rational explanation, and

for which no me&012 7). Simailarly, BernaWilliamehas’ warned
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aainstt he phenomésbdmubf thinking”, e x pdbeingni ng t

pleasant to think of P, to its being pleasant to think that P, to thinking that P, cover no great

psychol ogi cal di stance” (2002, 83) . I n orde
“the disciplines of the @agaitnonets DhettThitddest
process” of wishful thinking in order to pre
wi shes” (2002, 83) . In the previous chapter

truthfulness to mediate the risk thatdiional strategies in satire may deceive. Yet, although
satire does not present the most epistemically safe environment, satirical narratives are not
by definition untruthful. Moreover, in what follows, | will argue thaimorousand ironic
strategies in atire may serve exactly as a defence against wishful thinking about the
efficacy of critique. Specifically, by introducing distance from its demands, certain
humorousand ironic strategies in satire are designed to cope with the difficult truth that
critigue cannot wholly emancipate the world. As long as such humorous and ironic distance
in satire does not turn into indifference, it can plausibly serve a mature therapeutic

function in coping with the absurd gap between ideal and reality.

For the record, myargument about the therapeutic function of humorous and ironic
strategies in satirical narratives sidesteps:s
clinical setting. Instead, | am concerned with therapy as an ordinary practice of confronting

lifee s everyday psychol ogical di fficulties, es |
the daily news. This daily suffering and injustice motivates the demands of critique and the

need for emancipation, but also introduces the need for psychologisténce in light of

the limits of critique to realise emancipation. In this sense, therapy cannot be divorced

from ethics, for the response to suffering and injustice the world is a negotiation

between the critical care for others and the therapeutare of self. The idea that the

therapeutic function of humour and irony in satirical narratives to cope with the limits of

critique also includes an inalienable ethical dimension corresponds to the role of narratives

in ethical life more broadly. Noél Cart | has speci f iogeatatibongl' hrioglhd i gl
of narrative thinking in deliberating what we ought and ought not to do (2012, 88@inal

emphasi$. Similarly, my suggestion is thatimorousand ironic strategies in satire can

function as parif an at once therapeutic and ethical deliberation of what should be done

and what cannot be done in the service of critique. My suggestion about this ethical and
therapeutic function of humour and irony in satirical narratives is based, in part, on Peter

Gol die’s analysis of dr,asasayiofccoming o teymswith nar r ¢
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the past andwork throughspecific emotional processgkike grief (201226-75). In what
foll ows now, I wi || explain howo dadfy the e’ s | |

therapeutic role of a particular kind of humorous irony in satire.
5. HUMOROUS IRONY IN SATIRE

My argument is that satire incorporates a therapeutic and ethical negation between the
care for others and the care of self in its defining comboratof critigue and
entertainment. Specifically, entertaining strategies in satire like humour and irony can
contribute to critique, as previously discussed, but they can also serve a therapeutic
function by introducing psychological distance from the timdf critique. A promising
model to understand this therapeutic function of humorous and ironic strategies in satirical
narratives has been introduced by Peter Goldie. According to Goldie, engaging with
narratives i nvol ves U n ddd rvsetragnednicregs ” a ndn appeprrse
example between perspectives of characters internal to the story or between the internal
perspective of a character and the external perspective of the author, etc. (2012, 30). One
such divergence in perspectives is dramatony, i.e. when audiences are aware of salient
information lacked by a character internal to the story. Dramatic irony can have a tragic
function, as inOedipus Rexbut is also often exploited for comic purposes, especially in
comedies of error liketba k e s pMuahrAdd About Nothingn which the audience has

an overview of how the various characters aim to deceive each other, which they
themselves lack. According to Goldie, in our own narrative thinking, dramatic irony can be a
strategy to come tdgerms with the past and negotiate the at times painful tension between
what we know now but did not before (2012, -3G). Along similar lines, | will argue that
humorous irony in satire can function as a therapeutic strategy to cope with the demands

of critiqgue and its limits.

Humorous strategies in satire not only serve an obvious entertaining function, but are also
closely connected to the genr e Sauthpakrsp d sTeh et o
Hobbit"”, whi ch t hr itavgets and their respdnsecta Photoslgoppeda r i o u
imagery. This function of ridicule in satire can be conceptualised by drawing on the
incongruity theory of humour, which outlines how we cognitively process hur(dartin

2007, 510).Noél Carroll has argued thiteino ngr ui ty r el e ademiatont o hum

from some presupposed norm” or “an anomaly (
the ways in which we think the world is or
that “ i n s o meayevarsfndion t@nforoebooms—tnmo serve as a CcoOl
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(2014 76, original emphasis). Ridicule in satire typically serves exactly such an enforcing
functi on. | 8South Hahsets ddtotdriolicute various targets whose behaviour

falls shot of the moral norm that one should denounce Photoshopped imagery (embodied

by Wendy Testaburger). Throughout the episode, various other naotations further

substantiate the moral wrongness of these targets. Butters Stotch is ridiculously naive
about K m Kar dashian’s phot os, Mr Mackey is r
counsellor and so are the media who wrongfully condemn Wendy as jealous, etc. Thus,

apart from its evident function as entertainment, such ridicule based on moral and other

normviolat i ons is an i mportant strategy to subst

The function of ridicule in satire can be further conceptualised by drawing on the
superiority theory of humour. Not all, but some forms of humour involve expressing an

attitude of superiority toward a target (Lintott 2016, 365). Concret@puth Park s “ T h e
Hobbit?” ridicules the viewpoints of Butter s

imagery as morally and intellectually inferior, portraying them as too ssigitted to spb

Photoshop’' s falsity when it i s right in fr
intellectual superiority through ridicule se
an important therapeutic di menisddiash maybemn “ The

morally and intellectually superior, but her efforts have little political efficacy. In this
respect, ridicule in satire often serves asyanbolicvictory to cope with the lack of political
success. Dusti n @sdméréadens (amdk satlrisdsi tav)ssatite madoubt’ [ i ]
induces a gratifying sense of moral victory to compensate for their status as political
underdogs or outsiders. (...) The special compensations of satire have to do (...) with the
sentiment it fosters of superiort y i n morality or i n  wit or
therapeutic dimension of such ridicule is evident, for example, in a short story by LeAnne
Howe on how her Choctaw ancestors were tricked into selling New Orleans to the French.
Superiorly mocking th&rench colonist JeaRaptiste Le Moyne, Sieur de Bienville for his

thick accent, shotemperednessand boorishness, Howeomes to terms that ultimately

“the | oke w3a45). lothis respect, De@a®iler expl ains that “a
moment when one expedt[ Howe] to veer toward trauma or
(2013, vi).

The therapeutic dimension of humour to deal with emotional distress resonates with some
versions of the relief theory, plysologicalat ed w

release of psychologicahnergy (Morreall 2007, 222). Irrespective of whether humour (or
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lauglter) involves such a release, it is commonly accepted that cognitively processing
humorous incongruities stimulates a feeling ofirth (Martin 2007, 7)or humorous

amusement (Carrbl2014, 2).According to Rod Martin, mirtherf e r ghe distinctiVe

emotion that is elicited by the perception
welkbei ng” in the form of a pheadodygbltdabi o csh
related to joy, and contains an el ement of e

Typically, the notverbal expression of this emotional state manifests itself as laughter or

smiling (Martin 2007, 9). Carroll furthepecifies that humorous amusement is triggered by

nor mat i ve i nc o nngitharihreateairsy naw ankietylproducing noft annoying

but which <c¢can, on t he ¢ Mordoven in this entotonalestate oy e d ”
“we are not déiscroeremed etgoti mate resolutions
addressing a puzzle or a probl em, but instea
(Carroll 2014, 36). For this reason, mirth or humorous amusement is characterised by a
feelingydf ofl éwin experience that accompani e

demand into nothing” (Carrol/l 2014, 49) .

Regardless of the impact of mirth in dispelling negative emotions, the therapeutic

dimension of humour can be conceptualised in terms of wba r r o | | has call ed
di stance or humorous anaesthesia” (2014, 32)
amusement to obtain” one “must regard the i

rat her as an opportun20¥%¥4.to29)el iBbr ithi sabs

potentially threatening, frightening, or anxiety producing abobtijnorousincongruities]

must be defl ected and/ or marginalized” (Carr
humorous distance is developed exjilicin ChristnreJ ane Wi |l son’ s “cartoo
fears and foibles of crossdressers”, publ i s

Discussing feelings of guilt and shame in coming to terms with her gender identity, Wilson
explained that' [ t ] htteng lothowght | would never ever be able to laugh about was my
transvestism” (Gardner 2016) . Neverthel ess,
main savior of my sanity has been my sense of humor. When | grew depressed, if | feared
ridicue orej ecti on, eventually the funny side wol
climb out of the depression” (Gardner 2016) .
find “humor in being a transvestitetaled whi ch

this therapeutic dimension (Gardner 2016). In other words, regardless of the emotional
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impact of mirth or amusement on depressiotme very act oflaughing at anxieties and

worriesmay introduce a therapeutic distance which robs them of their sting.

The concept of humorous distance or anaesthesia has sometimes been explicated in terms

of nonseriousness or play. According to Martin[ t ] he soci al context o
play” (2007, 5) and “[w]hen theytudeogadye i n
the things they are saying or doing (..) rat!l
(2007, 6). Tom Cochrane has further argued that humour isseoious in the sense that its
norm-violations lack the pragmatic force necessary for sultstarv e at t i t ude chan
manage to shift into a playful mode of thought, where we are no longer practically,
emotionally engaged with the world in the
Cochrane, “if a humor ous wadngkve cap gitkeafindit t he a
funny and not have our attitudes significantly influenced, or else be significantly influenced

but not find it funny” (2017, 52t)h atHo*welvaey , i
di sengaged from | efebdbushd( Ca @oaaelely, Wilsdnthdsn 04 3 )s.
explained “[i]Jt’s not t hat [ regard crossd]

“Tw]lhile | realize it's a sensitive and ser.i

serious aboutit. $r el 'y t here’ s room f or.Geantedbumout aughs”
robs its objects of seriousness by putting them in perspective. Nevertheless, that act in
itself may have a serious goal, as is clear from the therapeutic function Wilson ascribes to
her humorous cartoonsMoreover, mce Cochrane’ s pessimism abol

attitude change, the point of Wi lson’'s carto
their gender identity through humour, more specifically, attenuate an otherwissting

Seriousness.

Humour can have a therapeutic function not only when it is directed outwards, specifically

by putting down otherwise more powerful targets, but also when it is directed inwards, by
putting in perspective eoseeanvo therapeutic fumctionsrof e s an
humour frequently coincide with ironic strategies in satire to substantiate an attitude of
humorous irony (or ironic humour). Albeit humour and irony are not the same, there are at

least four distinct phenomena which aremmonly identified as irony and all of them can
incorporate a humorous dimension. First, as discussed, there is dramatic irony, a narrative
strategy which results from a clash between what audiences know and characters do not,

often exploited for comic pumpses. Second, situational ironwhich, as Gregory Currie

speci fies, requires a contrast between a no
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and reality on the other” (2011, 164) . Situsz
Morissette high i ght s when singing, “isn’t it ironic’
on you/ When you think everything's okay and
way of helping you out when/ You thiupk every
I n your 6f &hode ifony(islaB®an attitude, especially in response to existential
absurdity (which really is situational irony on a cosmic scale). As indicated, such an ironic
attitude can range from nihilistically dismissing life as @ jmkhumorously coping with the

absurdities of life. Fourth, perhaps in its most common usage, irony refers to a

communicative strategy which is often humorous, whether it be playfully or sarcastically.

In what follows, | will clarify the therapeutic fuiman of humorous irony in satire by
intervening in debates about communicative irony in aesthetics@admatics The kinship

between irony and humour is rooted in norbased incongruity. Specifically,
communicative irony involves a clash between perspestthat may produce a humorous
incongruity. That said, there has been considerable theoretic disagreement about the
linguistic mechanism underpinning this clash of perspectives in communicative irony. In
classical rhetoric, irony came to be identified aagigure of speechvhich involves saying

one thing and meaning its opposite. This idea has remained influential in folk psychology
and in some scholarly quarters, especially
pragmatics 1989 [1975]). To this dayneo-Gricean scholars like Martha Dynelderstand
communi cat i urepe/ihatodcalfigura/Bguré af speech ...) t hr ough whi c

wi shes to convey the opposite of what one sa

the caveat nmnéd@at i“anreains ngot typical of all [
really matters, accordingtoneBr i ceans, is that “the I|iteral
di ffers from the implicit meaning the speake

Neo-Griceans conceptualise this implicitness as a Gricean conversational implicature which
results from flouting the maxim of truthfulness, similar to metaphor (Dynel 2013, 406). Yet,
as opposed to metaphor, i rony “ i ndtcarriemani cal | y
evaluative judgement/ evaluation of the refer

(Dynel 2013, 422, original emphasis).

However, the neeGr i cean understanding of communi cati
ideas aboutironyweres i gni fi cantly challenged H$8)Dan Sp
echoic theory of irony, developed in the context of their general relevance theory of

pragmatics (which offers an alternative to Gricean pragmatics altogether). According to
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Sperber and Wis o n , what irony conveys is not a fi
speaker’' s aattttirtiubduet etdo t a roMomg tspedifically 3perbe2 and 3 3 ) .
Wilson argue that an ironic speaker engages in a speech act by which they echo a viewpoint
attributed to some party in order to dissociate themselves from that (or a related)
viewpoint as defectiveCr uci al | vy, whereas “[f]lJ]rom the <cl a
i rony expresses an attitude \imsonlaed Spiet ap hor
highlightthaton “t he echoi c account, the ironical a
a specific kind of trope, it is constitutiwv
shared and addressed by the other rival of the 1#i&icean understanding of irony, the

pretence theory, originally introduced by Herbert H. Clark and Richard J. Gerrig (1984) and

later reformulated in its strongest version by Gregory Currie (2006; 2008 &@d 2011).

Elaborating ideas originally introduced I§endall Walton about fiction (1990), Currie
considers ironic utterances as props in a ¢
perspective in order to evaluate it. Albeit theretence and echoic theory share many
characteristics especially in opposin to the neeGricean alternative, they are genuine

rivals that offer significantly different interpretations of communicative irg@yrrie 2008,

19).

The echoic theory of i rony, as mentioned, i S
theory of conmunication, according to which amtterance represents a thought of the

speaker that it resembles in content (2012, 127). In this framework, an utterance is echoic if
that thought is about “another thought that
att ri butes to some source other than herself
convey her own attitude or reaction to that

specifically, ironic communi cat i genis leftso taci
infer that the thoughts they represent are being attributed to some source other than the
speaker” (Wil son and Sperber 2012, 129) .
accommodate the notiteral surface of ironic commination. Irony fugh differs from

ot her echoic communi cati on because “the at
dissociative range: the speaker rejects a tacitly attributed thought as ludicrously false (or

bl atantly i nadequate i n ot her )wrhiy glga’of ( Wi | s
dissociation explains the clash in perspectives that underpins ironic communication and
sometimes makes it humorously incongruous. For example, suppose | convey my

di sagreement with a colleague’s sugdest i on Ol
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the echoic theory of irony, | am tacitly attributing that thought to my colleague in order to
communicate that | find its content ridiculous. Further, my ironic remark may be humorous,

if it involves a relevant normiolation (for example,ihfy col | eague’ s i dea i s

Alternatively, according to the rival pretence theory, communicative iriery matter of
“pretending to do something rather than rea!
Curri e, “[ t ] he ssert/questios/éndorse and i@ nlaing sotexpresses an
attitude to those who do or would say or qgu
ot her words, “the speaker pretends to adop
expresses something aboutsopee r son’ s occupancy of that per
the ironic utterance (Currie 2006, 116). This idea of preteremmmodates the naotiteral

surface of ironic communication, for it suggests a level of communicative covertness;
pretence works bdswhen it is not obvious (Currie 2011, 16The targeted perspective in

ironic communication which the ironist pretends to adopt may be identical or merely

resemble it, in which case one perspective *
certan | i mitations that resemble the | imitatio
manner , t he function of i ronic communicati on
some way, or at least as falling short of some salient standard of reasoeablen” ( Cur r i |

2006, 119; see also Currie 2010, 157). Accordingly, on the pretence theory of irony, when |

di smi ss my coll eague’ s suggestion by i roni
pretending to assert this viewpoint in order to ridicule my colleagfor genuinely

occupying a similar perspective. On the pretence account, such an ironic remark is

humorous under the same conditions as it would be under the echoic theory.

The echoic and pretence theory are both strong proposals. It is therefore perha

surprise thatthe debate seems to have developed into in a stalemate, with either theory

unable to really dismiss its rival. Defending the pretence theory, Currie has argued that the

echoic theory cannot adequately distinguish between irony and sngewn the grounds

that the former but not the latter involves pretenc€008, 2223; 2011, 159161)

However, this proposal somewhat begs the question, since it does not address why
snheering could not be a particular form of ironic communication. Altévedt, Wilson and
Sperber have sought tnoo rvei npdarcsdidcmosathbyeticni t h e or
t hat Currie’s p ralsotineanporate thehidea thgt iromu atttibutes a

viewpoint to some party that really holds it (2012,-28). Noneheless, even if they are

right (see Currie 2008,1B9 ) , appeal ing to Occam’s razor d
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there is no irony without pretence. It is therefore rather rash of Wilson and Sperber to state

that the issue of communicative irony hase e n resolved”, especi all
theory of irony remains influential in scholarship (see MacDowell 2016). Conversely, a real
advance in the debate would be proof that pretence is incompatible with some form of
communication that is undeniablgonic. In this respect, | will discuss what | call ironic
characters in satire as a form of ironic communication which the echoic theory can
accommodate but the pretence theory cannot. Importantly, identifying the correct
mechanism behind these ironic atacters is crucial to understand the therapeutic function

of humorous irony in satire.

On my proposal,ronic characters in satire do not communicate ironically in the fictional
world, but serve as a ploy in the ironic communication of satirists. Sgabyfi ironic
characters in satire assert viewpoints which audiences are cued to understand as deficient
viewpoints about reaivorld affairs. In contrast to dramatic irony, authors not oimend

for audiences to have knowledge lacked by these ironicattars, but also to dissociate
themselves from their viewpoints. For example, Jen Sorensen is one satirist who often
successfully employs ironic characters in her cartoons to critique viewpoints as falling short
of a standard of progressive reason. Take first cartoon below, in which Sorensen
introduces ironic characters as a strategy to satirise climate change denieglfitn this
cartoon, all speaking characters are ironic characters because they assert viewpoints in the
fictional world which auénces are cued to understand as the kind of deficient viewpoints
(reduced to absurdity) which are typical of actual climate change deniers. This kind of
communication concurs with the phenomenology of irony as identified by both the echoic
and pretence aoount. Through staging a fictional story, the satirical author (implied or real)
dissociates herself from viewpoints ascribed to unidentified but real targets who are the
butt of her critique. By contrast, in the fictional world of the cartoon, the chilthe pool is

not an ironic character because her reaction is not cued as defective compared to a
progressive standard of reason (quite the opposite, her expression of dread is a reasonable
response to the actions of climate change deniers). Likewisehensecond cartoon,
Sorensen introduces ironic characters to critique the viewpoints of xenophobes, racists and
defenders ofCharlie Hebdos satire, whereas her portrayal

outside the scope of her ironic critique (fRR).
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Although the echoic theory and pretence theory can both account for standard cases of
ironic communication, my proposal is that only the former can explain the function of ironic
characters in satire. On the echoic theory, the function of such charagtettsei ironic
communication of satirists is fairly straightforward. In the first cartoon, Sorensen introduces
an ironic character to echo a viewpoint sometimes endorsed by climate change deniers,
specifically that they cannot assess the danger of climaengl because they are not
scientists (fig.23). Although this echoic attribution is not tacit in the sense that the
defective viewpoint is explicitly attributed to a fictional character, the audience is
nonetheless left to infer that a similarly defectiveewpoint should be attributed to redife
climate change deniers. Moreover, the authalso does not explicitly communicate her
dissociative attitude toward this tacitly attributed viewpoint (although a reader would have
to be particularly undiscerningotmiss the irony and its target). Likewise, in the second
cartoon, Sorensen does not make it explicit that she sympathises with the character of the
unemployed immigrant and that his attackers serve as a ploy in her ironic communication
about defenders ofCharlie Hebdo s bl unt 4).aSincer Sorengeh idaps not2
communicate her critique explicitly, it is not wholly implausible that somebody who
happens to agree with the reactions of the ironic characters actually mistakes the
immigrant character for @ ironic character, echoing (what they perceive as) the ridiculous
political correctness of progressives (albeit there are enough implicit cues to the contrary
for the ironic communication in this <cartoc
attribution of deficient viewpoints to reakorld parties through rionic characters

incorporates the characteristic implicitness of ironic communication.

1 seLieve 1 Frek seeecd | RYEEE =g
= . | AND AM HORRIFIED \¢ VICTIM
= BY THE KILLINGS.
AN \ A
AT A

CARBON
MONOXIDE ?

AND I BELIEVE THE

CARTOONS WERE HURTFUL
AND ISLAMOPHOBIC, AND SHUTUVP
WiLL HELP TERRORIST IN THE NAME .
RECRVITMENT. OF FREE SPEECH!

Figure 3 Figure 2
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By contrast, although the function of ironic characters in satire is fairly straightforward on
the echoic account, the pretence theory fails to accommodate the functibrsuch

characters in ironic communication. In this respect, Currie has discussed what he calls

‘supressed i rony’ as a phenomenon which i s
concludes that t “ i sn’ t really irony i on, usyally$oense, w
comic purposes, of the mechani s iHeweverythewhi c h

fact that the pretence account similarly does not accommodate the function of ironic
characters does not entail they are not genuinely part of ironic comigation, but rather
reveals a weakness of the pretence theory. As a concrete example of supressed irony,
Currie (2006, 130) discusses a dialogue ftdmo d y  Advd aadchDeatfil975):

Sonja: And before Seretski, Aleksei, and before Aleksei, Alegosnd, before
Al egori an, Asi mov, and..

Boris:  How many lovers do you have?

Sonja:. I n the mid-town area?
Currie specifies that in the fictional wor |
makes it so that she is “occupying [ an] al

According to Currie, while this example exploits the mechanisms associatedamiyhfor

comic purposes, he specifies ndtihradnitd’ (r20ma6 .k
original emphasis). However, while | agree that Sonja is communicating earnestly in the
fiction, my proposal is that she could nonetheless be a ploythan genuine ironic
communication of the author (although | do not specifically set out to prove that Sonja is

i ndeed an ironic character similar to the on

Similar to suppressed irony, ironic characters must be contrasted to acteas
communicating ironically in the fiction, as Currie explains. Incidentally, communicating

ironicallyonCur r i e

fiction (Searle 1975). Although Currie (1990) has himself develoge influential

S pretence account is the same &

alternative account of fiction, which he later again problersadi (2014), | will not further

complicate matters and agree, for argument ' ¢
2006, 129). Consequently, when a fictional characeemcmu ni cat es i roni cal |
us nested fiction (Currie 2006, 129) . One

Woodhouse’'s ironic remar k tBnm&GebiTgelonisghmtel

discordancies must always arise from my being insheong” (2006, 129) . C
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how this example works asnested €t i on by e xigfichohah(inEngng thdt at “ [ i
{Emma’s wutterance makes it fictional (in her
asserts that her di sputes with Mr Knightly
(2006, 129) By contrast, on Cuwheniwe resiovg r o p 0 S i
the second, small -scope fiction operator?’ (
would be fictional (inEmmg that [Emma, seriously asserts that her disputes with Mr

Knightly always arise from her being in the wrong]. To cléafyna would then not herself
communicate ironically, but,imilar to Sonja inLove and Deatland, more to the point,

ironic characters in satire, seriously assert a perspective which is absurdly defective.

In contrast to Currie, | argue that such charactel® seriously assert absurd perspectives

in the fictional world can function as ploys in the genuine ironic communication of authors,
especially in satire. The reason why Currie assesses these examples as suppressed rather
than genuine irony is because ehpretence theory cannot accommodate such ironic
communication. Currie specifies thatt he pr et ence t hat is fundan
pretence of doi ng; it'’s a pretence of bein
pretends to be a certain kind @ferson—a person with a restricted or otherwise defective

view of the world or some part of it (20¢C
discussed, Sorensen (or her implied persona) is not pretending to be any of the ironic
characters any more than shis pretending to be one of the namonic characters.

Specifically, revisiting her satire of climate change denial, if the homeowner asserts in the
worl d of the fiction, “Carbon monoxide? Eh,
pretends to asserthis proposition in order to ridicule him (and neither does the fictional

character engage in act of pretence, for his assertion is sincere in the fictional world). If
Sorensen engages in any pretence at all, it is pretence which invites thebabdékthat

there is a fictional world in which the homeowner seriously asserts this proposition.
Crucially, such pretence does not constitute ironic communication, for it is the same
authorial pretence which makes it fictional in her other cartoon that the inmamig
character seriously asserts *“I believe in fi
differently, the successful function of ironic characters in the ironic communicaifon

satirists can only be conceptualised by the echoic theory and metptetence theory of

irony.
l ronically, the function of ironic character
does involve pretence’”, according to echoic
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referstosec al | e d i rmprey 's’ontahi @mgh which “the spe
persona in order to criticise or make fun of those who speak ot hi nk i n simil ar
S wi A Mddest ProposdR006, 1741). However, whereas the pretence theory can explain

the function of iraic narrators/authors in satire, it cannot accommodate ironic characters.
Although it makes sense to say thatArModest Proposabwift pretends to be Dr. Swift in

order to satirise those who defend similarly absurd viewpoints, it does not make sense to

say that Sorensen pretends to be the ironic
concession to the pretence theory is unnecessary, for like ironic characters, ironic
narrators/authors can also be conceptisalil as echoing defective viewpointdrétuted to

some party that really holds similar perspectives. Further, the echoic theory of irony avoids

the undesirable upshot of the pretence theory that the success of communicative irony
depends on its covertness (Currie 2011, 167). Indeed, if conuaive irony were to

depend on pretence, weekly satirical cartoons would be rather héanded, for no

audience familiar with Sorensen’s work coulc
conservative viewpoints. For these reasons, although | do isohids that in some cases it
may be fruitful to think of irony in relation to pretence, the echoic theory of irony is overall

preferable to the rival pretence theory.

Summing up, the point of communicative irony is to express a dissociative attitude teward
viewpoint attributed to someonether than the speaker at the time of utterance. Linda

Hut cheon has specified that such ironic disa
in terms of emotional involvement, from cool detachment to engaged hostility( 1 994, 3 8)
For this reason, ironic strategies in satire can supplement the ridicule of targeted
viewpoints as morally, intellectually or otherwise defective with a wide range of emotions,
including anger, despair, frustration, etc. Such humorous iramsatire contributes to the
genre’s purpose to critique, but also incor |
ironic communication is directed at those in the know, whereas the targets of irony often

do not get “it’ (' H irdnic strategies irlsatigehelp tdlsdbstantiak@ whi |
stable message of critiquéBooth 1974, x)that message is likely to be understood

primarily, if not exclusively, by a likeminded-drowd, rather than the actual satirical

targets. This esoteric dimensioof irony helps to frame why the true political impact of

most satire is not convincing political opponents but rather uniting the already converted in

an imagined or real communitgéeGray 2005, 15159). In combination with ridicule, such

ironic strakegies in satire have a plausible therapeutic dimension in dealing with the political
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difficulty to realise emancipation, especially through cultivating a symbolic victory of shared
superiority. Nevertheless, it is difficult to really test the accuracyhisf hypothesis without

the kind of empirical research which is beyond the scope of this investigation. Instead, | will
further elaborate the function of ironic characters to reveal how humorous irony in satire is

often intentionally designed as a narratisgrategy to cope with the limits of critique.
6. HUMOROUS IRONY AND THE LIMITS OF CRITIQUE

Satire often expresses a humorously ironic attitude which oscillates between hope and
pessimism about the emancipatory effects of critique. As a conclusion to rastigation, |

will focus specifically on how satirists often introduce a humorous and ironic distance
between the hopefully idealistic perspective of characters in the story world and their own
external perspective, which is more realistic, if not pesgimisbout the political impact of
critique. These hopefully idealistic characters in satire are ironic characters in the sense that
they have unreasonable expectations about their ability to change the world, from which
satirists humorously and ironicallgistance themselves. Yet, as opposed to the ironic
characters discussed above, they do not serve as ploys in the satirical ridicule of morally or
intellectually inferior characters. Instead, these hopefully idealistic characters are typically
standins fa the satirists themselves. Accordingly, by ironically and humorously distancing
themselves from their hopefully idealistic counterparts in the story world, satirists aim to
come to terms with their limits to emancipate the world. Likewise, in interviewd a
speeches, many satirists cultivatesianilarhumorous irony in response to the experienced
absurdity of their profession, through which they aim to change the world, knowing full
well this ideal remains forever out of reach. Satirists often frame suctlattitude of
humorous irony as a strategy to remain sane in a sick world that they cannot fully cure. In
this manner, satirists introduce humorous irony as a therapeutic coping device to negotiate

between the demands of critique and its limits.

A particdarly striking example of how satirists capitalise on humorous irony to cope with

the limits of critique isAar on Mc Gruder ' s charact éelhei sati ol
Boondocks Originally a syndicated comic strip (198®06), The Boondocksvas later

developed into an animated television series on Adult Swim (B)@®14). Set in the same

story-world, both the comic strip and the animated series revolve around the lives of an
AfricanAmerican grandfather, Robert Freeman, and his two young ghaladen, Huey and

Riley, who left the inner city of Chicago to settle in the nearlywhlite fictive suburb

Woodcrest. From an Afrocentric perspective (Tyree and Krishnasamy 2011), McGruder
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develops a satire of contemporary society, frequently dealingy wgisues of race, but more
often than not taking a wider critical focus (Swanigan 2012, 38). Spokesperson of
Afrocentric critique in the story world ofhe Boondockss Huey Freeman, named after

Black Panther Party dounder Huey P. Newton. Huey isstabncy commi t t ed t o a

| eft bl ack militancy” ( SwaGrweris nolpartcdlarly 3 4) .
pl eased wi t h this i mage, publ i c perception
revol uton lim &abiy 2005)quite similar to tha o f Huey as a “bl a

(Swanigan 2012, 29). Nevertheless, even though there are significant similarities between
Huey’'s <critique in the story world and the
distinct difference in their ethos. Spifically, through humorous and ironic strategies,

Mc Gruder continuously distances himself from

In The Boondocks$Huey is relentless in his critique of contemporary society. Although often
targeting Eur oc emdboui secml issudalige gncospassiogn mueh to the
dismay of those in his immediate environment, who would rather ignore the difficult truths

he constantly unearths (fi@5).

THOUGH IT CAN NEVER BE

YOU HEARD ABOUT THE
GOVERNMENT'S PLAN FOR
RADIOACTIVE NICKEL?

APPARENTLY IT°S MORE
COST-EFFECTIVE TO RECYCLE
THAN DESTROY, SO THEY'RE

ACTUALLY GOING TO TRY AND
CLEAN |T TO REUSE [T,

SOMETIMES | WISH THE

o ool o B Gl BOY WOULD JUST SAY

“GO0P MORNING™ LIKE
EVERYONE ELSE.

RADIOACTIVE METAL COULD
BE IN COUNTLESS EVERYDAY
PRODUCTS. LIKE THAT FORK
YOU'RE EATING WITH RIGHT

NOW.

www.boondocks.net

by Universal Press Syndicate

000 Aaron McGruder/Dist.

WWW.UBXPIESS.com

Figure 25

In contrast to the rebellion of his younger brother Riley, anraspineighbourhood threat
weaned on gangsta rap, Huey’' s The Bdortdeckscy i s
(Swanigan 2012, 36) . Pamel a Swanigan even ar
of negativeshape composite that offers a different wayf approaching life and its

di fficulties, and that composite often assun
espoused creed of Mar xi st socialism” (2012,
Huey’' s behaviour and Mhijobaslaesatirist MuchligerHaeytser i s a
a gadfly who seeks to sting his environment out of complacency, McGruder has argued that

“Ig]lJ]ood satire (..) teaches you how to think
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about the 1| ies (avia@@8)Mdevextheldse ddspite thesesinepbriarit
similarities, McGruderhas stressed that “Ti Jtthawo ulMue yb es
opinions are my owh (Carbin 2001)Syecifically, even though McGruderh ar es Huey'’
revolutionary ideals in princigl, he explains that “rmmobl uti on
optimistic for any kind of draatic changé (Rabin 2005)Accor di ngl vy, portra
idealism as without bounds, McGruder humorously and ironically highlights its problems.
Concretely, McGrder often presents Huey as an ironic character whose idealism is
absurdly optimistic and makes jokes at Huey

with his failure to emancipate the world (fig6).

(SIGH) . THRIEE WHAT MATTERS TO \ | 71 WANT My pEopLE To BE
MONTHS _ 15 PAGES PEOPLE NOWADAYS? HOW | | £ FREE/ | WiLL ENUIGHTEN THE
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AND MAKE A DIFFERENCE!
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Figure26

In The BoondockdMic Gr ud e r often cultivates a humorou
therapeutic means to cope with the limits of critique. Not only in the comic strip, but also in

the ani mated series, Huey’'s revolutionary a
wouldhope. Take the first episode of the secon
the Freeman family sneaks into the local cinema to see the trashy teaod

bl acksploitation film *“Soul Pl ane 2". Al t h
grandather is adamant to see the film for free. Ever astute and with a satirical sense of
irony, Huey expresses his frustration to th

sworn a lifetime intifada against the movie theatre industry for exhorting prices oor

customer services, which, interestingly enou
Huey' s adaptation of revolutionary |l anguag
oppression in the Arab worl d,-serang wayrtoagett s s h a

back at the overcharging and understaffed neighbourhood cinema. Further, the miserly
behaviour of Robert is in direct opposition
the capitalist oppression of the cinema. Specifically, upon aravahe cinema, Huey

converses with a bellboy who complains about his working conditions. In response, Huey
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suggests that he and his colleagues should consider forming a union, an alien idea to the
unwitting bellboy. Yet, as Huey is trying to forward hésalutionary agenda, he is once
more the target of ironic ridicule. While explaining some basic tenets of socialism to the
bellboy, his grandfather capitalises on the occasion to sneak into the cinema for free,

leaving Huey awkwardly positioned as the boftea visual joke (fid27).

Figure27
As the episode progresses, Huey’' s revolutio
Not | ong after talking to Huey, the bell boy

saying is that the oppression dhe proletariat is an essential facet inherent in the
exploitation of the system.” Still, there ar
as the bellboy has adopted the stereotypical jargon and arcane vocabulary associated with
Marxisn in a surpisingly short tme.Thi s humorous and ironic d
revolutionary ideals as adopted by the bellboy culminates at the end of the episode. When

Huey and his family get ready to go home, they are surprised to learn from a guard that
“JTt]l]hea esimdmsed indefinitely. Looks | ike ev
union.” Bumping into the bellboy as they wal
uni oni sing and staging a walkout so quickly
response that *“[o]h, yeah, we unionised. The
they shut down the whole place. Fired everyhb
his composure, but then quickly, albeit somewhat questioningly, reaffirmmhigncy by

striking a Black Panther salute and statin
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disillusioned bellboy walks out on Huey, t e

isolated as the butt of an ironic joke at the expense of his rgiadist politics (fig28).

e

Figure28

| mportantly, the ironic moThekBeandockahduld hbbey ' s <cr

di smissed as a <cynical e n dther callvatienndf mooaf crit
indifference. The messageof Mc@re r ' s satire i s more nuanced,
the world “seems to be going in athavetad | v b a (
answersandldosh have the solutions and | don’t kno
But the continuedpat hy wi | | only |l ead to(Ran200x)s e si tu

other words, McGruder acknowledges the demands of critique but at the same time
highlights his own emancipatory limits. In this regard, Joshua L. Lazard has claimed that,
duetoMcGuder’ s humorous and ironic tr khopdgflument , *
nihilismt h a t I think is rather preval ent in the
paradoxical attitude of hope and despair is one of a community whose plight is soidur

that total emancipation is both desperately necessary and painfully out of reach. In order to

cope with this emotionally disturbing conflict theeen ideal and reality, Tial@. Tyree and

Adrian Krishnasamy have hi gdnlAmegidanséodutthdirat “ [ |
desires, situations, and ideal s i nt dheper spe
Boondocksimilarly pursuesa mi x of soci al commentary and |

Krishnasamy 2011, 26). Crucially, while McGrudmmsistently distances himself from
Huey’' s unabated critical zeal |, his humorous

rather introduces psychological relief that comes to terms with the limits of critique.
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Mc Gruder ' s

humor ourse ciersosnayr yi nptsryocdnuocl eosg i & a |

di

relentless critique lacks. By contrast, Huey cannot accept that his ideals will never become

reality, and, as his unabated critical zeal consumes him, he is continuously moody, if not

depressed (fig29). In this respect, Shaftesbury already discussed the psychological function

of humour to put overly enthusiastic zeal and fanaticism in perspective, which is otherwise

sure to breed melancholy (Amir 2014, 25/33/51). As opposed to Huey, and often at his

expense, McGruder introduces humorous irony as a therapeutic strategy which puts the

seriousness of critique in perspective. Concretely, McGruder not only regularly distances

hi mself from

t he ser i

ousness

of

cr naryi que b

aspirations, but also by ridiculing the saligrandisement of his suburban plight, especially

when Granddad forces him to mow the lawn (fig0) .

Al

b

eit Huey' s roe

aspirations most often targets important issues, thisastonal ironic ridiule of hisself

serving agenda puts the sustainability of his altruistic critical zeal in perspective. Moreover,

highlighting

Granddad’

S

compl et e Doogesbary a n c e

o

McGruder suggests to take the critical force of dwen satire with a pinch of salt. In this

regard, attenuating the praise of his satire as hrd t t i n g

keep telldi

t he

ng

peopl e,

‘

Power f ul

c

ritiqgue, Mc Gr

corporations

r e v @adunge ROOMNIN dther words, unlike Huey, McGruder is aware that his

satire has limited political impact and he regularly introduces comic and ironic strategies to

addr ess hi s

critical

l i mits.

Such humor ous

therapeutic distane lacked by a constantly moody, if not depressed, Huey.

IF YOU COULD DO
ANYTHING YOU WANTED TO
00 WHEN YOU GREW UP,
WHAT WOULD T BE?

2000 Aaron McGruder/Dist. by Universal

WELL, | GUESS T WOULD
BE TO DEDICATE MYSELF TOTALLY
TO THE LIBERATION OF OPPRESSED
PEOPLE AROUND THE GLOBE.

/

Figure29
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NOW AND YOU'RE ALWAYS
MISERABLE!

HEY, SUCCESS CAN
BE ROUGH
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Figure30

The humorous irony cultivated by McGruder The Boondockgan be framed as a
therapeutic coping mechanism to avoid Huey’
consumed by unaated critique. In this respect, McGruder himself has argued that
watching satire likefhe Colbert Repottk e e p s Y @auna 20@8jnanterviews, ther

satirists also regularly highlight this therapeutic dimension of satire, albeit they stress that

the psychological distance introduced by humorous irony does not ignore the demands of
critique. Accor di ngl ylike thd datt that Bhe waosld i€marpby ai ns  “
revolving cast of douche bags, but | do like cartooning about it! | like aslihg reality, the

way things are, without sugar coating them.
(Arrant 2012 original emphasis). Similarly, Jen Sorensen stresses the therapeutic dimension

of humorous iirony i n s afdrtoons [cAminejsale@ot averttyl ai n s
political. One can only write so many strips about torture before one needs to lighten up
with a riff @008, &likewise, arh Rekihs| aigpTeMm Tomorrow, explains

how “sometimes asagadédrat wial lcawt ioboea e a gi v
accurate,’ or that they woul @13 augletif hehayc
hope they | augh anyway. Cause that’s the wl

assault. There are laif things in this world you need to be outraged about, but outrage
unchecked by Il aughter wildl eat you up inside
(2013.

Crucially, this therapeutic benefit of humorous irony in satire is designed to benefistsat
themselves at least as much as their audiences. In particular, Perkins has explained that
“ITyl]ou have to want to save the world in ordc

order to maintain your sanity, you simultaneously have to undemtant hat you’ r e |
g o i n grallt2002, 28 In this respect, the humorous irony cultivated by satirists can be

framed as a coping strategy to continue their critique without succumbing to despair about
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their limits. The therapeutic benefits of humars irony which uses humour and irony to

come to terms with the limits of critique is all the more clear when contemplating its
absence, as McGruder does in his representation of Hueyhin BoondocksSimilarly,

political cartoonist Andy Singer cultivatashumorous irony in order to come to terms with

his | imits as a satirist. -répsesedtatianphe satiribti ed by
who exaggerates their critical impact is downright insane #ij. Moreover, if not insane,

satirists who cannot cope witlthe gap between the demands of critigue and their
emancipatory limits are unlikely to keep going. Take Lloyd Dangle, who early on in his
career affirmed his critomapreeaill wiltjhke |l tolye
front covel). However, after a career of considerable length, Dangle ceased to publish
satirical cartoons in 2011. Addressing himself in his last cartoon, he decried his inability to

a denrbbiemal hfthe Wael gear p, go

make even

that his “cruel caricatur e&83.” even made matte

NO EXIT © Andy Singer

WE ALL aporT PHILOSOPHIES
THAT JUSTIFY our LIFESTYLES

THERE'S ALWAYS |
GOING TO BE WARS

I PULLED
MYSELF UP

BY MY BOOT- |- \ammume  AND, IF

| STRAPS. I "4 WE DON'T
CHOSE ToBE =3 MAKE

1 RICH. HOME- 'J WEAPONS
LESS PEOPLE THEN

CHOOSE To SOMEONE

ELSE

BE POOR!
wiLL!

BY DRAWING MY
CARTOONS, T CAN

WE NEED
A STRONG

Al MILITARYTO MAKE THE WORLD

)l PROTECT A BETTER

US FROM PLACE
TERRORISM
AND THESE

CRAZY
DICTATORS

Figure 3
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TRO Baer?

A DANGLE

WELL, SELF, W SORRY TO SAY THIS, WHAT? I'm ) f YVP. Pack vp
HERE’S DANGLEy BuT I’'m FIRED?! YouR INK.

ANOTHER
DEADLINE. LETTING YoUu G0,

ALL THE PROBLEMS IN THE WORLD I wWAS FUNNY, Yov ADDED To
AND IN 22 YEARS YoU HAVEN?T WASN’T 171 THE UGLINESS

EVEN MADE A DENT, AFFLICTED THE | OF Civic
COMFORTABLE, DISCOVRSE witH

AND ALL THAT. J YouR CRVEL
CARICATURES.

WILL YOU STILL WRITE
ME A RECOMMENDATION

Figure 32

The humorously ironic attitude cultivated by many satirists is a therapeutic strategy to

create satire withoutdespairing about the lack of emancipatory impact. This attitude
incorporates a commitment to critique while introducing the necessary psychological

di stance to cope with its | imits. I'n this re
cart o‘omdt igoing to change t he wousdfuttdpoibtut he
out absurditie$ (Elias 2003} He f urt her adds that “1 woul dn’t
an inherent optimism there. 't s danrbutdlpt i mi s
di dn’t believe that things can get better t
somewhere and i gn o(Hanseh 2083)Likewise| Teed Ralhhas quippedy ”
“Icl]artooning won't change t he(200n 7)ladtling but t
that “|I don’t think cartooning can change 1t}
to produce ear ne@i® 126d21xln thisirgspact] MicleelrCkatrington

has referred to Rall as “a hopeless optimis
(2001, 6). Such an attitude of humorous irony which oscillates between optimism and
pessimism characterises a lot gdtire, in various ways, including the examples introduced

at the beginning of this chapteGouth Park s “ The Hobbit” tempers W
and pain with the relief of ir a&KiSc IriyRiYd uhIRe.

Taleintroducesp ychol ogi cal distance from the protag
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too grand aspirations about the &atredGQowses of
verges on cynicism but nonetheless expresses some hope of improveegardingthe

prospects of contemporaneous Britain. Whatever its tone or quality in individual works,
humorous irony in satire is on the whole a therapeutic coping device to mediate the gap

between the demands of critique and its limits.
7. SATIRE, PHILOSOPHY AND THE ABSURD

Humorous irony in satire is a therapeutic response to the absurdity of the emancipatory
ideal to change the world, which is at once morally indispensable and practically

impossible. Contemplating the limits of critique, Matt Bors has argued that

[s]Jometimes the only thing you can do is mark up public surfaces and get everyone to
| augh at the people running things. It s
at best to those in power. But i f they 1in

makethem come out every morning and repaint the damn walg1g, vj.

I n this respect, the satirist’”s mission to
Greek mythology, Sisyphus was condemned by the gods for all eternity to roll a heavy rock

to the top of a mountain, only for it to roll back each time. Similarly satirists try to change

the political status quo, knowing that they can never fully realise their emancipatory ideals.

As a therapeutic response to the absurdity of their critical effostirists often cultivate a
humorous irony. The therapeutic significance of such humorous irony in satire can be
further elucidated in contrast 1958. CAtuber t C
identified Sisyphus as an absurdist hero whose labeftied the absurdity of life. Likewise,

satirists keep creating satire despite the ultimate absurdity of their critical efforts. However,
satirists are no absurdist heroes and the difference between the two clarifies the existential
significance of humorougony in satire. Further, a comparison to existentialism places
satire in a philosophical framework which is crucial to fully appreciate the value of the

genre’s definitive combination of <critique a

In his philosophical essayhe Myth ¢ Sisyphus Camus i ntroduces the i
labour as a metaphor for the absurdity of lif&#965. Camus describes the absurd as a
senti ment which arises from the unbridgeabl e
existential meaning andhte uni ver se’'s <cold indifference t
beings invest in life 1055 15). Camus contemplates various responses to existential

absurdity, including suicide as the ultimate response to the unbearable meaninglessness of
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life (1955 4).Less dramaticall vy, a more common respo

the “hope” that Il i fe does h aeceptiomE9sdmi). ng , al b
this regard, Camus is critical of other phi
consolation” in |Iight of the absurd, (wBbbBh h

34). By contrast, Camus introduces Sisyphus as an absurdist hero who has formulated an
appropriate response to the absurd without succumbing to hope or suicide. diogoto

Camus, Sisyphus is reflexive because he knows that his efforts are pointless and
meaningless. Yet he revolts against this pointlessness and meaninglessness by passionately
engaging in thoseftorts anyway- even if they do nomake a difference aall (1955 83).

For Camus, Sisyphus is an absurdist hero because he lives passionately without hope in face

the absurd.

There is a striking similarity between the continued passionate efforts of Sisyphus to push

the boulder over the mountain and the comimient of satirists to emancipate the world,

despite their reflexive awareness of the ultimate futility of these efforts. Like Sisyphus,
satirists do not deceive themselves by leaping away from the absurdity of their critical

efforts, even if selleceptionwould be psychologically more comfortable. In this respect,
Camus highlights that the |l ack of psychol og
man . Seeking what i s true 1bB5§5 31n Bdth absardist i ng w
heroes and satiiss ar e commi tted to what Bernard Wi |

truthfulness [which] embraces the need to find out the truth, to hold on to it, and to tell it

in particular, to oneself” (2002, 1 3uch Dr awi
commitment to truthfulness rests in a moral conviction, rather than a calculus of utility

(2002, 14) . In this respect, Dan Perkins cor
are: is it funny? and is it true? And sometimes you can even fudgait f unny, as | on

t rue enoug(@01l4c)At thme same @me,"Perkins has highlighted the psychological

challenges of creating satire during

the years after 9/11 (..). The intensity o
- those wee tough times to be a political satirist. Th&yea reason many of today

prominent | iberal voices either supported
Il d had the option, but | had a weekly de

speak thetruth as | saw itZ0149.
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The message to take away from this comment is that satirists like Perkins are driven by a
moral compulsion to find out the truth and share it with others, even if their truthfulness is

unsettling.

The commitment to truthfulnessof satirists like Perkins in the face of psychological
disturbance is no exaggerated bluff. Existential absurdity is a prevalent theme in the satire
of Perkins. Take a cartoon published in the summer of 2014, when the news was dominated
by yet another vitent conflict in Gaza, the shooting of the civilian aircraft-#fHand the

whi ppings of young people in Iran 3)hor dancin

TLLL LCLLLL WCLLL by TOM TOMORROW

T AT N TITIT  [FUNDREDS OF PALESTINIAN CIVILIANS| [MEANWHILE A MALAYSIAN JETLINER
BREAKING NEWS [l irvarvelilli et it HAS BEEN SHOT DOWN OUT OF THE
FOUR YOUNG BOYS WERE KILLED BY

CURRENT BOMBARDMENT-~ SKY OVER EASTERN UKRAINE, KILLING

ISRAELI ROCKETS WHILE PLAYING —
SOCCER ON THE BEACH IN GAZA. A T DI e

AMONG THE PASSENGERS
WERE SOME OF THE WORLD'S
LEADING AIDS_SCIENTISTS,
DEALING A DEVASTATING

IN A RELATED STORY, SOURCES SAY THE
WORLD IS A DARK AND CHAOTIC PLACE,
DEVOID OF MEANING OR HOPE, IN WHICH
EVIL FREQUENTLY TRIUMPHS AND Soclo-
PATHIC BRUTALITY IS THE NORM.

COMING UP NEXT: CAN You BELIEVE
MARVEL COMICS HAS MADE THOR

HUMAN BEINGS ARE ADVISED
T0 FIND WHAT SMALL SOLACE
THEY CAN BEFORE TRAGEDY
INEVITABLY OVERWHELMS

THEIR INSIGNIFICANT LIVES,

T
o
~
@
z
=
\?.
zF
kS
Figure 33
I n face of t his news, Per kins's c hrdity,act er s
concluding that “the world is a dark and cha

human beings are advised to find what smal
overwhelmstheiri nsi gni fi cant i ves” . The absurdity

further refl ections on corporate mass medi i
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Net wor k"), as well as the obstinateness of
Perkinsintroduces ironic ridicule to distance himself from these absurdities, the cartoon
does not wholly dissipate the existential despair which it introduces. Crucially, this
psychological disturbance is not merely a satirical strategy but corresponds ta Retkis
own inner turmoil . To people who subscribe
kind of beat from this [cartoon].need to turn off the tv [&] and computer and go outsitle

(20140). Similarly, he told me in personal communication how bedd things in the world

would improve in 2015, because it had been a tough year for political cartoonists.

In his satire, Perkins does not shy away from addressing the psychological disturbance of

existential absurdity. This theme of existential absyrdif This Modern Worldhas often

been acknowledged by commentators. I n this
satirical cartoons are “the outcry oliat an exa
are absurd beyond imaginihg2008). Likews e , Gl enn Greenwald has

political dialogue has degenerated well into the realm of the absurd, and the cartoons [of

Tom Tomorro) convey that absurdity in 42008)i scer al
Crucially, part of the absurdity of éhpolitical status quo highlighted [Byhis Modern World

is the inability of the satirist to change
published in 2000, which is “applicable to
Tom’ s c urornel n't 34| vireitbga dartoon, Perkins has his exasperated stand
Sparky the Wonder Penguin, face the concl usi
[ ever] gain widespread acceptance”. As is t
rony to distance himself from his own criti
does not only target the false consciousness of conservative mouthpiece Biff, but also
Sparky (and ultimately himself) for nonetheless continuing to pursuerhisat mission. In

This Modern Worldthe joke is both on those who stand in the way of enlightenment as

well as those who pursue it, especially the satirist himself.
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THIS WEEK: A GENERIC TomM ToMoRROW CARTOON, —

APPLICABLE To ANY BREAKING NEWS $TORY THAT -FoLLOWED BY ALTERNATE ANALYSIS oF
MAY OCCUR DURING TOoM'S CURRENT VACATION ! TREND OR EVENT ROOTED IN A MORE CcYN-
IcAL VIEW OF THE PROBABLE THOUGH UN-
MISGUIDED ENTHUSIASM CASTIGATION OF STATED MOTIVES OF THE POLITICIANS OR
FOR SOCIAL TREND oR MISGUIDED ENTHU- OTHER PROTAGONISTS [NVOLVED!

] POLITICAL EVENT BASED SIASM -~
JON  UNCRI\TICAL ACCEPT-

ANCE OF SUPERFICIAL
MAINSTREAM NEWS

COVERAGE !

UNCOMFORTABLE PAUSE.|

DECLARATION OF CON-
TINUED ENTHUSIASM
FOR TREND OR EVENT,
..|AND/OR REITERATION ] |5!S 1S UNLIKELY To
“10F FAITH IN CoN- GAIN WIDESPREAD
VENTIONAL WISDOM! ACCEPTANCE,

RESIGNED SIGH, Ac-
KNOWLEDGING THAT
ALTERNATWE ANALY-

ERN WORL oN THAT ALW.
STA\‘S ON ToP OF THE NEWS, EVEN WHEN (T DOESN' T!

Figure34

This idea that the ironic ridihody] iecludng Per ki
himself, is accentuated by the visual style of his comic strippafody of futuristic
advertisement found in fifties magazines (most notabiffg), This Modern World¢ombines

a clipart aesthetic with an anachronistically efdshioned degtion of the future (Perkins

2003, 2) . Many of Per kins’' s crbhpeated in(anosy have
identical clipart poses throughout the muHpanel sequence of the comic strip. This visual

style serves to accentuate the ironic ridie of characters like the conservative strawman

by providing them with a distinct simpleminded quality and air of stupidity. Moreover, their

almost identical repetition in various panels lends them a robotic and mechanical quality,
suggesting that they arincapable of independent and critical thought. At the same time,
progressive characters ifhis Modern Worldlike Sparky the Wonder Penguin, are also
represented in Per ki ns'’-art style fThus, the tisuat stylelofy an a
ThisModern Worldcues affordances that these characters too are targeted by the overall

ironic ridicule of the satirical comic strpand in an important sense they are. Whether it is

Sparky the Wonder Penguin or somebody else who stands in for the saditisé avoice of

progressive reason, they typically are ironic characters who are revealed as hopelessly
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naive in their critical commitment. The affordancesTofs Modern Worflds v i s u al aest
thus support a scope of i rtchnisc nmeotdterrinb uw a rolnd

totality, including those who continue to try and overcome its absurdity through critique.

This Modern Worlds a typical example of how satire cultivates a humorous irony to
negotiate the absurd gap between the demands of cuéigand its limits. As a satirist,

Perkins is passionately committed to critique, but also aware of the ultimate futility of his

actions to wholly emancipate the world. This passionate commitment of the satirist to an
ultimately absurd task is similartoda s s characterisation of t
passionately revolts againte meaningless of life. Yet, there is an important difference

bet ween satirists and absurdi st heroes. Canm
happy nihilism. As Camus putst “I'bl]elief in the meaning of
values, a choice, our preferences. Belief in the absurd, according to tnoitides, teaches

the contrary (1955, 45).In other words, the absurdist hero has risen to the challenge of

the absurd by accepting fate without any hope or desire to change it; everything that
happens is of equal value, i.e. no value at all. The absurdist hero revolts to any feeling of
lethargy that may arise from this realisation by living life to the fullest inpitesent (955

45) . So what count s, according to Calfbbs, “is
76). In other words, it does not matter what one does, be it push a rock up and down a
mountain every day or something else, as long as one doeghtpassion and without

hope, one is freed from the despair mef the

must i magine ®Bb51983phus happy” (

Crucially, the happy nihilism advocated by Camus sharply contrasts to the humorous irony
typical of satire. This contrast is accentu
According to Camus,t h e a bpsrexcellengeosy [ ar t i s(1965¢93. Camug at i on”
s peci f iansabsurchattitude,”if it is to remain so, must remain aware of its
gratuitousness. So 1995, 10g. Invother words, hitdollowsotmak o f  a
artists have to give up all hope that their efforts will aslgeanything, for if the work
“sacrifices t o opéltceasesambe gratuitalisl s, d0Q. scemding
toCamuso Wwo[rtf and create “for nothing,"’ (..) t
t hought s1856,84). i Howeset,such gratuitous aestheticism is not the way of

satire. As opposed to nihilistic acceptance, satirists introduce a real revolt against the
absurdities of the political status quo, even if they know the impact of their critique to be

limited. In this regardMa t t Bors wryly jokes *“I hope tha
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unearthed from the ruins of our forthcomi
board with the wa2§03,t.Hniother words, evheeeas@lusirdisgheroes
overcome exigntial absurdity in the oblivion of a happy nihilism, satirists typically cope
with the absurd gap between the demands of critique and its limits by cultivading

humorous irony that oscillates between hope and despair about changing the world.

The crucialdifference between satirists and absurdist heroes elucidates the significant
therapeutic function of humorous irony in
that as long as one lives life with passion, the horrors of the world are indiffevest;.this

happy nihilism is as much a leap away from the absurd as the metaphysics of consolation
he dismissesBy contrast, satirists do not ignore the horrors of the world, but critically
oppose them in their satire, even if their emancipatory impadinsted. So rather than
cultivating a happy nihilism, the critique of satirists is exactly motivated by emotional

disturbance. In this respect, Jen Sorensen has wryly described her satirical profession as

ng

“worrying about how h@20id)Siotrye nise nd ess tcroomymiemd

indicative of the critical commitment of satirists, despite emotional disturbance, as well as
the humorous irony they often cultivate as a therapeutic response. As already suggested in

passing by Thomas Nagel, suchmtmur ous i rony i s more mature

t

fal)

or the dramatic “heroi gif79, ded¢l ogeded Impt Camu s

therapeutic function is all the more significant since humorous irony is regularly distrusted
in philosophical ccles for allegedly cultivating exactly a happy nihilism and amoral
aestheticism.Specifically in his critique of Rorty, Blackburn has argued that guesists

can safely set irony aside. However, my analyses suggest that humorous irony in satire can
be a mature therapeutic strategy in negotiating the conflict between the care of self and
the care for others, so painfully highlighted in queesilism. Albeit further investigation is
necessary, satire makes it plausible that humorous irony is a real atbangrtue which
substantiates a therapeutic maturity by avoiding the melancholy of unabated critique and

the ignorant bliss of moral indifference.

The therapeutic function of humorous irony in satire to cope with absurdity has been
acknowledged in criti | reception. Take Ben Bagdi ki an,
scene creates two impulses, to jump off a bridge or to laugh. Luckily, Tomribomgives

us a chance to laugh(Perkinsn.d) Importantly, humorous irony in satire has a plausible
therapeutic effect on audiences not only because it introduces psychological distance which

relieves emotional despair, but also because it fosters a community ofmikded
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individuals who seek to coe to terms with the absurdity they experience all around them.
Perkins explicitly acknowledges the idea that satire can have such a therapeutic dimension

by comparing his cartooning to sending out
that et moy’ rcrazy and they’re not thadwhonfee] t hat
the way they do6 (Elias 2003)Si mi | ar | y, satirical cartooni st
our nation is going down the toilet, | want to spell out the truth. With draygnAnd
hopefully make people Il augh. This isn’”t a mo
The same function of satire in fostering a therapeutic community has been highlighted by

Mc Gruder, who contends t hat oppobet {olhe direcions a si
of the country and my strip gives them a small outlet everyday f e el l' i ke the
crazy (Younge 2005)Albeit such an investigation is beyond the scope of this thesis, it

would be interesting to see if such statements abthé therapeutic function of satire can

be empirically verified.

For now, | conclude by reflecting on how the contrast between satirists and absurdist
heroes informs the comparisons between satire and philosophy introduced at the
beginning of my thesis.sAa reminder, many scholars have framed the value of satire by
comparing the efforts of satirists to those of ancient philosophers like Socrates. My
investigation has validated such comparisons in the sense that, put metaphorically, satirists
can be situadd in the same existential ballpark as philosoph&pecifically what unites

them in this existential ballpark is a moral concern for truth, critique and emancipation.
Traditionally, in the West, this moral concern has been traced back to the philosdphy
Socrates, the gadfly who set out to improve society by stinging higitizens out of
complacency. Moreover, as Pierre Hadot highlighted, Socrates himself cultivated a
humorous irony that enabled him to come to terms with the limits of his wisdom (2002
26). Accordingly, while satirists and philosophers like Socrates cohabitate a large existential
ballpark with various other critical voices, the two do share humorous irony as a
therapeutic coping device. Regardless, satirists and philosophers ultinpésgiyball very
differently. Although Pierre Hadot has deplored, perhaps rightfully so, that professional
philosophy has progressively eliminated its original existential as well as humorously ironic
dimension, philosophers could never cultivate humoraosy in the way satirists do (2002,

50).

Granted, philosophy could critique in a moderately entertaining fashion. Likewise,

philosophers, including quaggalists about ethics, may stand to benefit from cultivating a
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humorous irony that therapeutically ahuates the moral conflict between the care of self

and the care for others. Yet, philosophy does not, nor could it, set out to critique and
entertain in the same fashion of satire. Throughout this thesis, | have argued that the
generic purpose of satireaonot be reduced to critique in an entertaining fashion. For
better or for worse, satire sets out to critique and entertain, and while those two purposes
can fruitfully interact, neither can be whollysnumentalised to the other. Previously, |
have acknw| edged t hat seatertaimfa itsownmsake goescampronuse its
purpose to critique. While satirists can make moderate cognitive contributions to a moral
project of critique, which need to be supplemented by further investigation, thererame
efficient ways to critique than through satire. Satirists themselves are usually the first to
acknowledge these emancipatory limits of their critical efforts. Nonetheless, many satirists
are also acutely aware that the emancipatory impact of critiqgea whole is limited, for
unabated critique is not only unlikely to wholly emancipate the world, but also risks to
breed despair and depression. In response, because satire also incorporates the purpose to
entertain, satirists can fully develop the th@eutic qualities of entertainment, specifically
through capitalising on humorous and ironic strategies. In conclusion, although its purpose
to entertain does | imit its critical effica

value in therapeutally negotiating between the demands of critique and its limits.
8. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, | have further elaborated the relationship between critigue and
entertainment in satire by focussing on humour and irony as two standard features of the
genre.l have introduced but ultimately dismissed anxieties that an attitude of humorous
irony in satire necessarily translates into a morally weightless aestheticism or happy
nihilism. First, by endorsing the incongruity theory of humour and the echoic theory of
irony, | have explained that humorous and ironic strategies in satire often go hand in hand
as instruments of critigue. Such an attitude of humorous irony fosters critique by
highlighting the normative deficiency of targets, often throughcsdled ironiccharacters.
Second, and most importantly, humorous irony in satire introduces a therapeutic distance
from the psychological disturbance that follows from its purpose to critique. More
specifically, in line with the quaggalistic framework introduced befe, | have highlighted

that we cannot be critical all the time, nor always be successful in our critical efforts. In
response, satirists have oftenultivateda humorous irony which has a plausible therapeutic

function in coming to terms with the absurdyg between the demands of critique and its
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limits. Such humorous irony typically manifests itself as a hopeful pessimism or hopeless
optimism, which perma satirists to sincerely critique and pursue truth without being
crushed by the existential absurdityat such critical truthfulness is bound to reveal.
Summing up, through this combination of humour and irony, two standard features of the

genre, satire typically sets out to make the truths of its critique bearable.
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CONCLUSION

In this thesis, dimedto establish what satire is, what it can do and what not, and why we
should care about It I n order address the:
function and significance, | challenged arguments that satire cannot beedefAlthough a

cluster account has been favoured in recent scholarship, it insufficiently distinguishes satire

from more frivolous orgratuitous representations. For this reason, a cluster account
sustains a probl emati c aimmmtergational media coataxts,d t he
which contributes to the confusion about th
public discussions. In order to redress this confusion, | proposed to define satire as a genre

with the purpose to critigue and ent&in. Concretely, | argued that the classification
‘“satire’ has since Roman times guided inte
grounds of the purpose to critique and entertain. This definitive purpose to critique and
entertain has informed and reains to inform the creation and reception of satire by artists

across the ages and in various media. At the same time, my definition also explains why the
reception of satire has been so ambiguous. Although critique and entertainment fruitfully

interact, her e i S nonet hel ess a fundament al t enc
purposes. In this respect, satire is defined by a tension between the moral concerns that

propel critigue and the pursuit of unexalted aesthetic pleasures in entertainment. This
fundamental tension between critigue and entertainment in satire clarifies its nature,

function and significance, and situates the

My definition of satire as a genre with the purpose to critique and entertainfidarthe

doubleness of its nature. On the one hand, satire incorporates the moral seriousness of
critique, which distinguishes it from frivolodsoling aroundor gratuitous shock humour.

On the other hand, satire also incorporates the recreation of eaiarhent, which sets it

apart from more ardent forms of critique, as well as more solemn forms of critical art. The
paradox of satire’ s double nature is that [
same time as indulging in the respite of unexaltedthetic pleasures. This doubleness of
satire’s natur e transl ates itself i n par ad
ambiguous reception. Satire serves a broadly moral function in taking a stand against
discourses and practices which it identifees undesirable. Specifically, satire has moderate

but significant cognitive value to a moral project of critique. Although satire needs to be
complemented by further investigation, it can supplement philosophy or investigative

journalism by succinctly graig the essence of a complex issue or highlighting previously
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underacknowledged connections. Yet, satire does not have greater political impact as
critique because it entertains. By contrast, although entertainment and critique fruitfully
interactingoods at i r e, satire’s aesthetic function t
its moral function as critique. However, satire is therefore not a failed or cynical genre.
Instead, | revalued entertainment in satire as a therapy to cope with the absurd gap
between the demands of critique and its limits. Accordingly, the significance of the tension
between critique and entertainment in satire can be framed as negotiating a fundamental

conflictin ethical life betweerthe care for others and the care of self.

My philosophical investigation into the nature, function and significance of satire has been
rooted in a continuous dialogue with the rich scholarly literature on the subject. The vast
majority of this literature has been invaluable to my investigationluiiong when | ended

up disagreeing with a certain idea or position. Likewise, | hope that my own research can
fruitfully contribute to further investigation about satire. Specifically, | have aimed to move
debates about satire forward by introducing greatphilosophical clarity about key
concepts and issues. For one, my investigation has introduced a new conception of genre
into the debates which replaces vague cohcep
has also philosophically grounded the micitanction of satire as critique in a methical
investigation which has normalised talk of truth, including in the domain of ethics. Further,
although satire is not philosophy, | havevalued comparisons between the two as
rightfully situating the gere in an existential framework. Moreover, | have suggested
avenues for further investigation into how satire can complement the cognitive aims of
philosophy exactly because it is not philosophy. Similarly, | have argued that entertainment
in satire has a thrapeutic dimension in addressing existential issues that philosophy
highlights but not resolves. Accordingly, | have argued that the value of entertainment in
satire is not simply instrumental to critique. Moreover, insofar as entertainment in satire is
instrumentally valuable as therapy,i#t so because audiences are engrossed in unexalted
aesthetic pleasures for its own sake. Further, | have developed a careful cognitivism about
satire which highlights its cognitive virtues, without ignoring the ridgkisally, 1 have
tempered suspicionsabout humorous irony in satire as substantiating a happy nihilism,

specifically by introducing ironic characters as both a critical and a coping strategy.

Throughout my investigation, | have tried to connect ancienintedern satire and | have
addressed the genre’s manifestations in dif"

focused on humorous sat i r eTheStyS pdai nsgcluesds i Bbannsn e
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and Il ggy Pop’'s “Loui e, tirai®not necéssanilyadesgned todper | i g ht
funny. Nevertheless, my corpus has its limitations, which can hopefully be addressed in
further investigation. Although | strived for a representative and relatively diverse corpus,

my selection focuses exclusively @estern satire. | hope that further investigation can
assess if my fundamental claims about satire also have a more global anthis respect,

a few years agolrhe Guardiampublished an article on satirists in the Muslim world, which
suggested a partulatdy rich, and to my knowledgdargely unexploredradition of satire

“ f r leags poking fun at the Islamic State (Isis) to Saudi standup comics, and Palestinians
grinning and bearing life under a corrupt government and Israeli occugatiof Bl Ac k et
2015). Further it would be interesting to compare the function of satiae therapyin

liberal democracie$o authoritarianor theocraticregimes.In this respectwhile the satire

of Bassem Youssef in pestab Spring Egypmodelled onThe Daily Showhas already
receivedsome international attention, especially under impulse of Jon Stewarself

(2013, it would be interesting to furthelinvestigate the comparisoetween the two

satirists Similarly,the satirical culture of Turkey has already e®ed scholarly attention
internationally (Dinc 2012), but as theuthoritarianismof the Erdggan regimehas only
increasel, it would be interesting to comparsatirical strategies of urkish satirist$o those

of American satiristsopingwith Trump.

In this respect as discussed, my main suggestion for future research is not to focus on how
satire changes the world, but how it copes with it. In this respsbile somescholarshave
investigatael how satire shapes communities between satirists and audisr{Gray 2005), |

suggest to also explore how these communities incorporate a therapeutic dimerisson.
discussed, some satirists, like Dan Perkins (Tom Tomorrow) consider their satise@sn d i n g
out these little smoke signals to let people know that theyneo t crazy and the
aloné ( EI i laveould2be @adthwhile to investigaterhether such therapeutic satirical
communities really exist and how they operafgerhaps by obtaining data from interviews

No doubt,if they exist,these therapeuticcommunities are largelgymboli¢ but thereis

also often an actual dialogue between satirists and audiences through fan inathis

respect, as mentioned?erkins has explaineddow “ somet i mes a reader
that a cartoon on a giventopics ‘ depressingly accurate,’ or
weren’t t oo b uTemykmwlgdgerihgskind of2xBharg)g hetween satirists

and audiences in fan mail has not yet been investigatedcholarship, but itould shed

light on how sdirists and audiences frame satire in an existential and therapeutic context.
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Granted, this research would face some obstacles, in the least obtaining permission
from satirists to explore their personal archive and anonymaisy data obtainedAnother
way of obtaining data would b&® conductinterviews with satirists themselvedut this
strategyalsocomes with its own challenge$so some extent, | haveied to talk to satirists
about a therapeutic dimension in their work whenever | had the opportumiuring this
project. Yet| found itdifficult to get themto talk about such a sensitiveubject.Therefore,
while | think this kind of researcivould be fruitful to pursue it does require the right

framing to be effective.

Apart from satire,in paticular, | think that mass entertainment generally has an
underdeveloped therapeutic function to provide relief from everyday worries and concerns.
The conceptflow’, as developed in positive psycholo@sikszentmihalyi990) may be a
useful tool for fim, TV and media scholars to further investigate how entertainment is
designed tostimulate the cultivation ofwutotelic pleasures in audienceBerhaps such an
investigation could shed lighin contemporary practices of media consumption such as
binge wathing, which may suggest that autotelic engrossment in entertainment is not
necessarily healthy. ibthe other hand] do hope that psychological research into humour
and wellbeing overcomes its modernist anxieties and considers the therapeutic benefits of
popular media, including film and television (Martin and Kuiper 20&pcifically, | hope
that my suggestions abouwvatching or readingsatire asa form of therapy can be
substantiated by empirical testindt. would alsobe rewarding if my philosophical exercise

to introduce greater conceptual clarity in debates about saim®rms futuretheoretical
frameworks in empirical investigationb this respect, | think philosophical investigation
could specificallycontribute to further exploring the correlation between particular styles

of humour and detrimental effects on wellbeing, as suggested by the Humour Styles
Questionnaire(Martin et al. 2003)In turn, establishinggreater conceptual clarity about
which kinds of humounegatively impact wellbeingnd whywould shed further light on

the therapeutic ambiguit pacredCowlsar k satires

Further, e particularly fruitful avenue fofuture investigationinto the relation between
humour and wellbeingvould be standup comedy To some degreea standup comedy
performance facilitates the assessient of the interaction between comedians and
audiences in a noartificial context (at least phenomenologically)Specifically, |
hypothesise that the manifestedbehaviour of audiences at a stamgh comedy

performance indicas th e i r emoti onal r e s p o rAssessing this a
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manifested behavioumight provide insight into the therapeutic dimension of humour
Crucially, this manifested behaviows much nore varied than laugherAudiencesof a
standup comedy performancdo not just laugh, but clap, jeer, stomp, heckle, siligut,

etc. Accordingly, they expresses a range of emotional states, including enjoyment, anger,
hope, despair, endorsement, disméds etc. By itself, a phenomenology of attending a
standup performance mighshed light on the therapeutic dimension sfichexperienced
emotional engagementbut it would be particularly interesting this kind ofinvestigation

could be complemented bympirical research In general, | think that rapirical and
theoretical researchabout humour and wellbeingtandto enrich each other both ways.

Hopefully myown investigation of satireancontribute tosucha valuable exchange.

Finally, my careful cognitivism about satire could contribute to furttemearchinto the
cognitive value of narrative fiction. | specifically think that cartoons are a particularly rich
medium to continue to explore in these debates As explained, underthe right
circumstancesgartoons may have the cognitive advantage of introducing a lay audience to
topics whichmight otherwisebe consideredoo complex to approach. Mike Goodwin and
Dan E .Ecommi20K2)is one example of a cartoon that aspires sucha function,

but there are others. Perhaps most prominently, Larry Gonick has created avolultie
cartoon history of the universe and various spiifs, including cartoon introductions to
chemistry, physics or algebra (2016). What is interestibgua these cartoonss that
although they are norfiction, they capitalise on imaginative techniques normally
associated with fiction, includingxtreme simplification, exaggeration and quick and dirty
emotive processesAccordingly, further investigationf such educational cartoons may
shed light on how and when imaginative techniques associated with fiction can contribute
to knowledge acquisition. Moreoveexploringcartoonsoffers interesting possibilities for
public engagement. To some extent, my istigation in this thesis has already benefitted
from delivering workshops aboBouth Park' s The Hobbi t” to prospect:i
students. In the future, | aim toexplore how my research in this area can foether
informed by teaching in a contextf public engagementAnother upshot of this kind of
public engagement through cartoons is that it creates a forum to introduce philosophical
aesthetics to norspecialised audiences and creates opportunities for interdisciplinary
partnerships. For instangénistorians and aestheticians could work together on a public
engagement project which explores how cartoons can be used to engage pupils with

history.
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In this respect, throughouimy investigation, | have sought to foster an interdisciplinary
dialogue, especially between analytic aesthetics and film, TV and media studies. While
philosophers can learn a lot from the expertise developed over the years in these related
art-interested disciplines, | do think aesthetics can enrich the theoretical investgafi
moving images and other popular media in ways which are currently underdeveloped
outside of philosophy. In the process of my own investigation, | have gradually been
persuaded by the methodological richness of aesthetics. Looking forward, | am @eghvin
that aesthetics can enrich debates and investigations beyond its inner circle and even
beyond the academy. As discussed, satire is a popular genre, of interest to fans, critics,

journalists, politicians and moral authorities alike. In this respectpehmy investigation

has done justice to anal ytic phil osophy’' s

expression, so it may be of interest not just to scholars but, in principle, to all who care
about satire. That said, | do think aestheticians gengr@te an important challenge of
how exactly to disseminate their ideas to the-amterested beyond the academy. Similarly,
aesthetics currently faces the challenge to legitimise its importance within philosophy. In
this regard my investigation aimed tshowcase that a metathical framework like

Bl ac k b u r-realisshn capnot anly inform the study of satire, but an analysis of
humorous irony in satire can also redress common anxieties in-gteias. Concretely, the
humorous irony developed by satirésto cope with the absurd gap between the demands
of critique and its limits is a plausible and legitimate strategy to address the fundamental

tension between the care for others and care of self, highlighted by gqaaism.

On the whole,my philosophi@l investigationset out to establish the right expectations
about what satire is, what it can do and why should care abowdtordingly, | aimed to
redress tendencies in scholarship and public debate which either overestimate or
undervalue satire. In the end, itlentify myself asa cautious supporter of satire. My
investigation sought tghilosophically substantiatelaims by ther supportersin order to
challenge detractors who have undervalued the genre, because they think it is frivolous,
cynical or otherwise without significant merit. | have specially argued that satire is not an
excuse for fooling around or a fig fe@ legitimise nasty humour; suclactivitiesare really
something else, because they do not incorporate a moral dimension of critique. It does not
follow that there is no bad satire, but even satire which is morallytaffet is not frivolous

or gratuitous. Atthe same time, my claims about the value of satire are more moderate

than somepositions ofother supporters. Specifically, | acknowledge that satiggigically
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limited as critique because it entertains, especialiptrasted to directlyactiviststrategies
Still, he genre may havsignificantcognitive valueas critique but even then only as a
complement to epistemic best practices in philosophy or investigative journalism. Any
higherexpectationof satire s vag dritigee sets the genre up faailure. However, my
investigation hasrevaluel the therapeutic significanceof s a t ifunation go entertain
Crucially, vimen we enjoys at i r e’ s un e pleaduresewe: are ®os (byhserhe ¢
indirect process) more effective as critical agents, butattention is temporarily directed
away from the demands of critiqueSuch respiteérom critique can bea therapeutically
mature way to cope with its limitsin conclusion, tie key aim of my investigation has been
to highlight that satire is significant bause i definitive tension between critique and
entertainment reflectsa fundamental conflict in ethical lifé~or this reason, satire merits

our continued attention as moral agents.
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