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“Humor is a valuable pedagogical and political project” (Muñoz xi).

“Laughing is a way of placing or displacing abjection” (Kristeva 8).

“If you ask any male comedian, ‘Who are your favorite comedians? Who do you look up to?’ no one is going to name a woman. It’s just not cool to do that. It’s never considered cool to say, ‘My favorite comedians are Joan Rivers and Sarah Silverman and Margaret Cho.’ No guy is going to say that. You have to go, ‘Who are your favorite female comedians?’ before anyone is going to bring up these people. And it’s just these little ways in which you just start to feel like you are not a real comedian. It’s like you’re some little subcategory” (Peretti quoted in Kohen 304).


Introduction

[bookmark: _GoBack]“The comedy event of the year… Amy Schumer!” “It’s Chelsea Handler… in your face, over the line.” “In her first ever HBO Special… Whitney Cummings!” “Jen Kirkham… she’s not holding back”. It seems like female stand-up comedy[endnoteRef:1] is more prevalent than ever with a succession of new female stand-up specials being promoted on HBO, Netflix, and Comedy Central. Some popular culture commentators even declare that, “Women are now close to outright dominating the comedy landscape” (Schager 2015). But considering that approximately 83% of stand-up specials aired between 2014 and 2015 belonged to men, how could women be dominating comedy, stand-up comedy especially? (“List of Netflix Comedies”, “HBO: Comedy”, “Comedy Central Stand-Up Specials”). And where is the research and scholarship about female stand-up comedians, since both the feminist movement[endnoteRef:2] and the comedy industry could benefit from their subversive humor? This project wishes to explore the ways that female stand-up comedians are shut out of both the academic discourse on feminism and discourse on stand-up comedy while disproving claims that we live in a “post- female stand-up comedy” society.[endnoteRef:3] Female comedians are still considered abject, both because of their gender and historicized stereotypes that have embedded “women aren’t funny” into the cultural landscape, yet by utilizing this very condition, they are able to critique hierarchies within comedy and insert feminist ideals into their sets. Through comedic devices like self-deprecation and impressionistic comedy, Chelsea Peretti, Anjelah Johnson, and Tig Notaro all use abjection in their recorded stand-up specials to highlight the (unrealistic) standards of femininity while also deconstructing other institutionalized structures like racism, heteronormativity, and masculinity.  [1: 
 Throughout this paper, I refer to “female stand-up comedians” and “female stand-up comedy” but do not wish to imply that only those who are biologically female count within this genre. By “female stand-up comedy,” I mean comedy performed by anyone who identifies as a woman, or uses the pronouns she/hers/her. I chose to primarily use “female stand-up comedy” rather than “women’s stand-up comedy” within this paper to keep my terminology consistent with past scholars and past academic materials produced on the subject. With the use of these terms, I still wish to critically analyze the fact that it is the female body that is considered abject, since it is defined against the norm of the male body, producing a certain anxiety when viewed by the male gaze (Mulvey 432). Thus, I use “women in stand-up comedy” and “women comedians” interchangeably with “female stand-up comedy” and “female comedians.”]  [2: 
 It should also be noted that I use “feminist” as well as “feminism,” “feminist politics,” and “the feminist movement” interchangeably. By this, I consider feminism, feminist politics, and the feminist movement as the work being done right now on behalf of the advancement of rights for women but because of the problematic features of the rights discourse, I also mean it in the sense that “feminism is a movement to end sexism, sexist exploitation, and oppression” as defined in bell hooks’ Feminism is for Everybody (1). But perhaps even more so, my personal definition and use of the concept of feminism is that it is a challenge and resistance to the constant barriers that create violent differences between people, differences that lend to the oppression and subjugation of many, including: women, women of color, and those who fall outside of the gender binary.
]  [3:  Corinne Grant, a female stand-up comedian, expressed online that, “I don't need everything I've ever done to be overshadowed and defined by my gender. All I need to do is get onstage and make people laugh. Simple, really. So shut-up, and let the lady through” (Grant 2011). This shows the unwillingness of some female stand-ups to use gender and sexism to form the basis of their acts.] 

Within the existing scholarship on stand-up comedy, women’s jokes are rarely ever analyzed and women are rarely ever valued for bringing new levels of significance to the genre. But the three female stand-up comedians, whose televised specials I analyze, aren’t confined or trapped by their minority status within stand-up comedy. They instead use the abject as a starting place, and as a tool, for dismantling the status quo. Julia Kristeva’s theory of abjection (1982), as well as other foundational feminist theoretical texts like Judith Butler’s theory of performativity (1988), José Muñoz’s theory of disidentification (1994), and Gloria Anzaldúa’s theory of the mestiza consciousness (1987), can be used to explain the importance of female stand-up comedy as implanting feminist ideas in mainstream culture. Within the context of feminist and queer theory, it becomes clear that female stand-up comedy is a rhetorical and performance-based site of resistance. The televised nature of the specials also help to spread these messages and to question the notion of “real comedy” equaling male comedy, even if the number of female stand-up specials is still astoundingly low. These three specials, Peretti’s One of the Greats (2014), Johnson’s Not Fancy (2015), and Notaro’s Boyish Girl Interrupted (2015), all show how female stand-up comedy can be used to change our naturalized mode of thinking in terms of rigid binaries as well as how we confine female comedians to the tropes they have been subjected to for decades.


History
Researching stand-up comedy today reads like a sports team roster with male power players in every slot. Although stand-up comedy as a male tradition dates back to the 1950s with its creation being attributed to the male comedian Lenny Bruce, it had roots within vaudeville, carnival, radio, and burlesque shows that women had been a part of as well (Gilbert 46). Even after prominent female comedians like Phyllis Diller and Elaine May gained popularity within the same decade as Bruce, stand-up still has a perceived male quality some 65 years later (Kohen 7). While Diller and May built their acts about “seemingly trivial husband barbs and self-deprecating housewife jokes,” as well as “observations about middle-class life,” they were pioneers for women in comedy and opened up the genre for female comedians that gained prominence in the preceding decades (7). Although on the surface their comedy doesn’t seem revolutionary, they both addressed issues of gender inequity even though Diller, and female comedians like her, “made both her content and stage character palatable to the socially-conservative audience of her day,” by donning silly wigs or playing down their sensuality (2). Diller especially highlighted the ways in which the cultural consciousness of the mid 50s and early 60s was, “… strictly binding women to a standard of unrealistic perfection as mothers, wives, and homemakers,” and through this, started a rich tradition of women using rebellious humor to challenge abjection on stage (Lavin 14).
Jackie “Moms” Mabley also pioneered the genre for contemporary female stand-up comedians. While Mabley is widely regarded as the first African-American stand-up comic, as well as the first lesbian stand-up comic, the history of her subversive comedy has largely been erased. Mabley had a 60 yearlong career, starting out in vaudeville in the 1920s and culminating in sold-out shows at the Apollo in the 1960s. She was an outspoken figure in the civil rights movement and utilized her unique brand of humor, as well as her “Moms” stage persona, as a way to negotiate and “speak truths about white supremacy, gender inequity, class dynamics, and sexuality in blunt confrontational ways that would otherwise be dangerous for a Black American woman to do in the public sphere” (Wood 87). [endnoteRef:4]  Mabley, who remains largely absent from any material on the history of comedy or what little history exists on women in comedy, has been sidelined even though her “comedic style was one that contributed to oral traditions responding to and rebelling against racist ideologies ingrained in U.S. culture, politics, and everyday life” (Wood 88). Mabley reached a level of mainstream success not known to any female comedian, or performer, at the time and used her “Moms” persona to defy invisibility, coming on stage with her arms stretched open, her eyes bugging out during her punch lines, and the use of body being read as a way to show “how excess can resist the invisibility placed upon queer bodies” (Wood 91). [4: 
 Mabley has a joke about traveling to the South where she says, “I didn’t want to go, but you know, my children are down there. . . . And I tried to pass, you know? For anything except what I am, you know? And some of my friends from Montana, my children out there, sent me a cowgirl outfit. So I wore that the whole time I was there....” (Mabley quoted in Wood 100). Here she acknowledges the violent racism in the South, implying that her audience knows about Jim Crow and the way that black bodies are treated because of it, using the phrase “you know?” to connect with the audience and sharing that she didn’t want to go, not unless she could be anything else but a black woman visiting her children. The fact that she had to dress up as an icon of white filmography to potentially avoid the consequences of inhabiting her own self and body calls attention to the naturalization of racism while also using comedy as a genre to displace the abjection that white supremacy places onto her.] 

Joan Rivers followed the path laid out for her by Diller, May, and Mabley by helping to cement women’s place in the world of stand-up between 1965 and 1975. Although most known for her later work of mocking other women, which remains controversial, she started out in stand-up by sharing her lived experience of being “a single girl who couldn’t fulfill her mother’s dream to nab a husband,” and in this heightened portrayal of herself, resisted against ingrained heteronormative expectations (Kohen 28). Rivers’ and Diller’s use of self-deprecatory humor was a way in which these comedians not only fostered bonds with their audience by making themselves relatable, but a mode of embracing, while simultaneously resisting, female stereotypes. Self-deprecation was used to “explode” the stereotype, “revealing through exaggeration that despite the kernel of truth that may lurk within, the caricature is anachronistic and incorrect” (Antler 135).
During this same time period, the late 60s and early 70s, another big name in female stand-up was Lily Tomlin. As a performer who did impressions and used her body to transform herself into different personas, Tomlin meshed her comedy with her political activism during the women’s movement in the 70s. Rather than use her jokes and performance as a “careful resistance to the patriarchy,” like Diller’s routine, Tomlin instead overtly criticized women’s inferior status in society and was “unapologetically feminist in tone” (Lavin 38, 36)[endnoteRef:5]. Tomlin’s collaborations with her writing (and personal) partner Jane Wagner also led them to achieve mainstream success in an industry that not only discriminates against women, but even more so against women who also refuse the heteronormative assumptions that come with stand-up and solo performance (36).  [5: 
 In her impressions, Tomlin portrayed sympathetic characters that had been “duped” by gender expectations like a character named Judith. In a faux-TV commercial, Judith tries to sell laundry soap, but ends up expressing dissatisfaction within her marriage, saying, “Because [the soap] is so concentrated, you save money because you use less and less, and less time at home, all those nights he said he was going bowling. I have just been kidding myself!” (Tomlin quoted in Lavin 40). This deconstruction of a happy housewife trope served to not only deconstruct patriarchal values that were in the process of being upended at the time, but also shows how Tomlin’s impressions allowed her to make political jokes and fight against ingrained structures like patriarchal dominance as well as heteronormativity.] 

Other female comedians within the 70s and 80s used arguably “masculine” forms of comedy, such as observational comedy, to form their acts. Observational comedy, a comedic disposition situated in “ironic commentary on external realities,” especially the “minutiae of daily life,” often brings to mind names like George Carlin or Jerry Seinfeld (Gilbert 49, 89). But women like Ellen DeGeneres and Rosanne Barr appropriated this mainstream humor strategy, utilizing it in such a way that they could resist the boys’ club that comedy had become while becoming successful themselves (Kohen 156). A shift also occurred during this period where “most successful female comics tended to be tough, husky, or androgynous,” to prove that they weren’t feminine so much as they were funny (155). Because comedy had been coded as masculine, women had to adopt these appearances to be successful.[endnoteRef:6] While some note that, “The brashness of the women was a response to the rough-and-tumble atmosphere of the comedy clubs,” this also marked an important shift in female stand-up comedy that allowed nonnormative gender expressions on stage (155). Whether it was brash jokes or androgynous appearances, this contradictory moment allowed female comedians like Paula Poundstone, Whoopi Goldberg, Kate Clinton, and Rosanne Barr to push back against how a female comedian should look and act.  [6: 
 Mitzi Shore developed a comedy club in 1978 just for women that would provide them with “an alternative space to hone their craft” to resist again the masculine nature of stand-up (Kohen 134). This space allowed a girls club to form where female comedians could support one another while testing out new material. Some women rejected this concept because they believed that it “ghettoized the women by keeping them off the more regular stages,” even though it helped women develop their acts in a safe space and provided them a venue to perform if/when they were rejected by the mainstream comedy clubs simply for being women (134).] 

The 1990s saw a period of “alternative comedy” led by female comedians like Janeane Garofalo, Margaret Cho, Sarah Silverman, and Wanda Sykes. These female comedians, like their stand-up predecessors, denied that women needed to comply with mainstream expectations of femininity and used their wit to poke fun and critique the sexism within society and the comedy industry (Kohen 202). Unlike Diller, Mabley, or even Rivers, this new generation of “alternative” comedians used “self-deprecation less as a device used to gain the love and acceptance of an audience,” and more as “a reflection of the cynicism these women have about the world around them and where they fit in it” (221).[endnoteRef:7] Through this rhetorical strategy, they set the tone of fighting against male conceptions of female comedians and femininity in general to (re)assert a female consciousness on stage that didn’t repeat the gender norms and biases thrown at them in everyday life.  [7: 
 Sarah Silverman even talks about self-deprecation in her recent special entitled We Are Miracles (2013), when she says, “We think that self-deprecation is modesty, it’s not. It’s self-obsession. There’s no room for anything else. You think Mother Theresa walked around complaining that the tops of her thighs touched? I mean they didn't, she was stick thin. Fucking bitch”. Silverman doesn’t use self-deprecation in a way to reassert the status quo but to explode the norms that women must adhere to like the self-policing of their own bodies.] 

 This leads us into the current moment where female comedians aren’t required to take on a masculine or comical appearance to be considered funny and don’t have to downplay their sexuality for a laugh. Consider Chelsea Handler’s party girl and sex life themed sets or Anjelah Johnson’s discussions of being a former NFL cheerleader, since both of these women use their appearances, even if they are perhaps cultivated to appeal to male viewers, as ways to make their offensive and vulgar jokes more impactful (Kohen 283, 294). Their normative (and feminine) appearances can even be used to subvert the way in which their performing of femininity signals to men that they aren’t funny or are not capable of being anything other than feminine, and also allows them to deny the objectification they have faced in their life because of these appearances. But it can also be seen as a way that comedy excludes those outside of the subjective category of “attractive”. There are a number of female stand-up comics who both fit and don’t fit within this category. There are female comedians who aren’t conventionally feminine, like Tig Notaro or Leslie Jones, those who look extremely young for their age, like Kristin Schaal or Esther Povitsky, and even those who bring up their weight in their routines, like Amy Schumer or Loni Love. These comedians aren’t the archetypal women seen in mainstream media and they use their unique bodies and humor to collectively deny these standards.

Theoretical Background
 Many humor theorists note that the structure of a joke necessitates a “butt” and that “all comedians are faced with the choice of whether they direct their comic aggression at those who are in positions of power and authority, or at those who are relatively powerless and subordinated,” and men have historically directed their jokes at women (Wagg 295). Some examples of the repetitive, and heteronormative, tropes about women include relegating women to the private sphere (i.e. “get back in the kitchen”), comparing women to animals in a dehumanizing fashion (i.e. “she’s such a cow”), or complaining about women’s general dispositions (i.e. saying that “women are a mystery” or “my wife/girlfriend keeps nagging me”). These tropes that frame women as an “other” have become naturalized within stand-up since even within specials produced in 2015, women are still routinely the butts of the joke, just as they were 60 years ago.[endnoteRef:8] One repercussion of this demeaning joke structure that necessitates a target is that it causes a public perception of women as not being able to take a joke since, “Most people are disinclined to laugh at jokes of which they are the butt” (Finney 2). As we can see in the history of female stand-up, and the three specials that I analyze, women can not only take a joke but can produce radical ones that challenge power structures rather than attack already marginalized groups. Because mainstream humor and comedy have been historically privileged sites where men can find success and gain social acceptance by ridiculing and excluding women, humor produced by women has not been regarded in the same way as humor produced by men. Another reason for this is that the jokes that women find funny (i.e. jokes that do not attack other women and instead comment on the patriarchal status quo) are “frequently misunderstood or devalued… thereby giving more fuel to the charge that women are humorless” (Merrill 273).  [8: 
 While Eddie Murphy’s set from 1987 insists that, “Men must find and conquer as much pussy as they can get,” even male stand-up comedians from 2015 such as John Mulaney keep women as the ones being laughed at, and therefore the ones to be “conquered” (Murphy quoted in Brodie 25). When Mulaney describes his ambivalence towards the phrase, “Why buy the cow when you can get the milk for free?”, he uses an extended metaphor framing his wife as the cow by saying, “Why buy the cow? Maybe because everyday the cow asks you when you're going to buy it. And you live in a really small apartment with the cow and you can't avoid that question at all. Also, the cow is way better at arguing than you are” (Mulaney 2015). Not only does the woman in this joke clearly constitute the “butt,” she is also dehumanized through being directly and repeatedly described as “the cow”.] 

Yet, most jokes told by female stand-up comedians work to challenge the mode of laughter as a disciplinary mechanism. This disciplinary mechanism has also been utilized to support the trope that women aren’t funny and that jokes that are explicitly racist, homophobic, or sexist remain harmless in nature. Female comedians, though, tend to use their humor to take away the power from this form of disciplinary humor and invest it back into what humor theorist Michael Billig calls rebellious humor (207). Through rebellious humor, “the rules and the rulers,” are mocked and ridiculed in contrast to disciplinary humor where “the powerless are mocked” (207, 208). When women take the stage, rather than ridicule other marginalized groups, many female comedians engage in this form of rebellious humor through which “traditional roles” and the “oppressive contexts and restrictive values would be ridiculed,” rather than women themselves (Merrill 279.[endnoteRef:9] This is not a new phenomenon since even in Ancient Grecian times, women’s humor tended to promote solidarity among other women while men’s jokes “were characteristically at women’s expense” (Foka 14). But with new technology providing more ways for women today to engage in comedy and with more women working their way into the mainstream comedy industry, one can start to see the disruption of disciplinary humor being used as a homosocial bond of patriarchal dominance and start to see a future where stand-up comedy is a genre that accepts all subjects as both producers and consumers of laughter. [9: 
 Margaret Cho exhibits this in her specials through her constant refusal of the racism and sexism she experiences. In Beautiful (2009), Cho does an impression of a woman in Alabama who said to her, “You can’t take pictures in here, and I know you people like taking you some pictures,” followed by Cho reenacting her shock and saying, “I don’t like it when it gets racial. It gets racial sometimes”. By describing this experience, Cho doesn’t frame that specific woman as the butt of the joke but instead points to the systematic denial of citizenship that female comedians of color, and Asian American women, experience on a daily basis.] 

When thinking about the ways that women use rebellious humor on stage, and how they utilize the fact that they have been discriminated against as the foundation for their humor, I have been drawn to Kristeva’s theory of abjection. The dictionary definition of the word “abject” describes a situation or condition that is “extremely bad, unpleasant, and degrading” (Oxford Dictionary). Yet, this definition doesn’t fully encompass Kristeva’s theory of abjection. Rather than referring to a bad or unpleasant situation, Kristeva defines the abject as “what disturbs identity, system, order,” and “what does not respect borders, positions, rules” (4).  I use this theory to express a similar sentiment, namely that the female body does just this, embodying the abject after centuries of oppression but disturbing the order and rules thrust upon it by performing comedy. Kristeva even notes that, “If someone personifies abjection without assurance of purification, it is a woman, ‘any woman’ the ‘woman as a whole’” (85). Female comedians, though, don’t simply accept that women are abject, in the dictionary sense. Instead, female stand-ups use this position of the abject from which to situate their comedy and cultural critique. They may be abject because they are not men, the hegemonic majority in comedy, but they find ways to use it as a survival strategy to find new processes through which to gain fame, recognition, and challenge the “male” institution of stand-up.
Going further into Kristeva’s theory, one can see that female comedy itself utilizes the positioning of the abject since, “It neither gives up nor assumes a prohibition, a rule, or a law; but turns them aside, misleads, corrupts; uses them, takes advantage of them, the better to deny them” (Kristeva 15). Abjection, rather than being a place of submissiveness or degradation, can instead lead to the feminist project of rewriting dominant epistemologies. Female stand-up comedians, in particular, do this by asserting their abjection in the “perverse way” that Kristeva describes, a way that allows them to use jokes and comedy to “mislead” and “corrupt” ingrained male dominance, the better “to deny them” the modes of power they have controlled for so long (15). 

Methods	
The significance in analyzing three female stand-up comedy specials from 2014 and 2015 using these theoretical materials is that they contribute to the history of women defying conventional norms but do so in a way that melds modern cultural commentary and feminist ideas. Choosing the three specials, One of the Greats, Not Fancy, and Boyish Girl Interrupted, to analyze was, unfortunately, not a difficult process considering Netflix only produced four female comedy specials in the last two years while Comedy Central and HBO only produced two each. Even though female comedy specials were produced outside of these mainstream comedy destinations, I chose to focus my attention on the biggest names in the industry to see how female comedians who have infiltrated these highly visible channels can use their success and name recognition to assert feminist politics. To form my analysis, I transcribed parts of each special, paying special attention to the intersectional themes of gender, race, and sexuality in jokes as well as observing their overall body performance, particularly their body language on stage (ex. arms crossed, hands on hips, etc.), their facial expressions, and their movements (ex. pacing the stage, running, going into the audience). I was particularly interested in how each broached the topics of normative performances of femininity, naturalized constructions of masculinity, and negotiations of abjection on stage. These entangled concepts are not unique to these three female stand-up comedians since many female comedians and performers have a history of speaking to these topics. But due to the lack of recent scholarship on comedians who are citing previous iterations of this phenomenon through their own voice and humor,[endnoteRef:10] I felt that this targeted sample of comedians would lend itself to an analysis of the modes of humor that women use to critique their abject positioning. [10: 
 Across three different Women’s, Gender, and Sexuality Studies databases, only three articles about female stand-up comedians that rose to fame in the last 16 years came up and were usable for this project. The only female stand-up comedians being written about today were already analyzed in academia 20 or 30 years ago, as opposed to the fresh faces in comedy that use it to further the advancement of feminist goals.] 


Abjection on Stage
In her special One of the Greats, Chelsea Peretti consistently counters the abjection embodied by women through her impressions, movements, and direct criticism of men in comedy. Peretti seemingly mocks women throughout her special by reserving a certain manner for female impressions, one where she puts her right hand on her hip, cocks her head to the side, and speaks in a higher pitched, nasal voice. But rather than keep these impressions superficial and uncritical, Peretti uses these impressions of femininity to comment on how women are perceived by the mainstream public. By performing a caricature of gender norms that loosely resemble those enacted in everyday life, Peretti’s performance connects to Judith Butler’s theory of performativity that asserts, “Gender is an act which has been rehearsed, much as a script,” because of the ways in which “one does gender,” meaning the ways in which gender is often enacted through its own performance and how gender performance is coded for wide spread recognition by the public (Butler 397). Peretti’s jokes also fit into Kristeva’s theory of abjection since her jokes imagine scenarios that disturb, “identity, system, order,” much like Peretti does on stage with her body and comedy in general through her mockery of standards of femininity (Kristeva 4). 
Consider how Peretti acts out this theory of performativity on stage, using her observational comedy and self-deprecatory humor towards women as a way to perform how bodies are shaped through gender norms that “are renewed, revised, and consolidated through time” (Butler 395). In Peretti’s joke about the #nomakeup trend on social media, she says that, “Some brave women are mustering up all their courage and they will post a photo onto the Internet where they are wearing no makeup whatsoever, I’m serious.” (20:05). Peretti even does an impression of a woman named Cassandra where she uses a hyper-feminized, valley-girl-esque voice with body language that all work to make the character sound unintelligent and shallow. This portrayal, though, does more than just mock women who post pictures without makeup on. Instead, the joke takes an unexpected turn when Peretti says that, “There’s always some guy riding into the comments on a horse like he’s the Lone Ranger. He tips his leather hat and he’s like, ‘Dear Cassandra, I think you actually look better without makeup’” (21:20). By shrugging off the gendered norms of appearance that require women to wear makeup to begin with, Peretti turns her focus from the woman in the joke to analyze the masculine consumer who has to “save” the woman from her own potential self-consciousness. This joke seems to highlight Muñoz’s theory of disidentification, which can be described as “a strategy that works on and against dominant ideology” (Muñoz 11). Disidentification can be seen in such a way that one is “simultaneously and partially counteridentifying, as well as only partially identifying, with different aspects of the social and psychic world” (8). Peretti embodies disidentification by playing into gendered stereotypes with Cassandra (the dominant ideology) so that she can disidentify with how men see women in this way, ending the joke with a deconstruction of the male consumer of this picture of femininity. While Peretti might not completely slough off the gendered stereotypes that her comedy disrupts, her work adds a level of nuance and critical analysis that is usually missing in typical stand-up jokes, especially those pertaining to women. In these jokes, Peretti not only reasserts that femininity is constructed and culturally specific, but that gendered norms and the performance of them typically work against women to reinscribe patriarchal values. 
Peretti also recognizes that traditional expectations of women such as “piety, purity, submissiveness, and domesticity,” once used to keep women out of the public sphere, have now shifted to keep women off of the comedy stage (Welter 1). Peretti, as well as Johnson and Notaro, does not embody these values at all. In fact, throughout her special, she uses tactics such as gratuitous vulgarity to subvert expectations about the punch line or the intended meaning of the joke. At one point, she says, 
I don’t like eating bananas in public. That is so stressful if you’re a girl. Like, it’s so annoying because it’s such a good, portable snack, but like, if you’re a girl and you want to eat a banana on the bus or wherever you may be, all of a sudden you’re in the position of like how do I de-dick this delicious treat so that I may enjoy it without people imagining me blowing them? I have a system, again, here and I think a lot of us do this where what you do is you peel it, right? Then you break a piece off, right? Then you mash it up in your palm into a paste, and then you push it up in between your fingers and eat it like this. Right ladies? Because you don’t want it to look sexual. (1:04:40)

While miming this onstage, Peretti flicks her tongue between her fingers and yells gibberish words, completely changing the nature of the joke from one where the phallocentrism of the banana was the focus into a joke about performing oral sex on a woman. She even mocks the typical heteronormative joke structure found in stand-up and uses her body to physically twist the punch line around since the joke doesn’t end in an explicit phrase or sentence, just her miming a sexual act on stage. It also uses vulgarity to produce a discomfort in the audience, both because of the explicit sexual nature of the joke and because of its refusal of heterosexual connotations. This discomfort can be explained by the abjection that Peretti embodies through her female body on stage and the stereotypes that she willingly invites in order to resist ingrained social norms and expectations. 
Peretti, as a Jewish-Italian female stand-up comedian, also highlights how race and ethnicity comprise the multiple vectors of her identity and brings this into her comedy. Jewish women have been historically undervalued in comedy even though, “The predominance of Jews in American comedy is well-known (one frequently cited statistic is that the minute proportion of Jews in the United States made up 80% of the comedy industry)” (Antler 123).[endnoteRef:11] Yet, in the Yiddish language, there is “no feminine form for badkhen, the Yiddish word meaning jester or clown,” something that proves the extent to which the comedy has remained an exclusively male industry (124). Although Peretti doesn’t talk much about the anti-Semitism she has faced in her special, she does talk about finding a caricature of herself online. She says, “I don’t know if you can imagine which feature they might have exaggerated, but it wasn’t my big heart,” making an implication that they exaggerated her nose, a trope that Jewish women constantly have to face in their daily lives and depictions of themselves (38:26). She also talks about the Holocaust, saying that she would love to play “the beautiful Jewess who can pass for German,” but makes the punch line that no one would ever believe it because she would have the “exact same face but with a blonde wig,” once again using her own body to deconstruct gendered and racialized stereotypes (48:14). By making these tropes funny, she pokes holes in their logic and talks about the way that they affect her personally, like the fact that she was upset about the caricature. Citing the previous Jewish female comedians that came before her, like Fanny Brice, Elayne Boosler, or even Sarah Silverman, Peretti negotiates her Jewish identity like her predecessors in a way that gives her “a sharp critical edge and the ability to express the anxieties and foibles of contemporary culture” (Antler 125). [11: 
 While an exact consensus on why there is such a prevalence of Jewish men in stand-up comedy does not exist, some have speculated that it could be linked to the fact that the first establishments that were home to stand-up comedy were run by Jews (Limon 2). Others have argued that Jews have used comedy to articulate “the tensions and anxieties of post-World War II,” as well as navigate their identities within a post-war U.S. society, using comedy as a way to combat their own pain surrounding the Holocaust as well as try to educate and inform ignorant audiences about the atrocities- something that audience members looked for during the rise of this genre in order to negotiate their own, even passive, role in it (Lesnick 4).] 

One of Peretti’s most subversive and challenging jokes to male hegemony within comedy and gender roles in the U.S. is when she discusses the discrimination she has faced within comedy, since she was told not to talk about the natural female process of menstruation. After saying that she purposely never talked about her period because she didn’t “want to give anyone the satisfaction,” she says, “I guarantee you if guys got their period, there’s no way a male comedian would be standing on stage right now, bleeding out of his dick, and he’s just like ‘I’m not going to talk about it. I’m not going to it, it would be déclassé’” (1:11:37). She goes even further in this joke by impersonating a man getting his period, running around the stage and saying that if guys got their period, “90% of stand-up comedy would be like, ‘I was bleeding out of my dick---- what the fuck---- drip, drop, drip, drop’” (1:11:55). Here, she first criticizes the discrimination she has faced simply because she’s a woman in comedy, but then goes on to impersonate a man and critique a heavily ingrained double standard. It is interesting to note that menstruation as a physical process that expels bodily fluids is exactly what Kristeva notes is entangled with the abject since bodily fluids and processes are “something rejected from which one does not part” (4). Periods are a part of Peretti’s life so by denying her the ability to talk about this seemingly abject womanly process, male comedians are abjectifying her once again. Peretti, consciously or not, also cites Gloria Steinem’s famous essay, “If Men Could Menstruate,” in this joke, making an iconic piece new and relevant for a different generation (Steinem 1978). By explicitly calling out male comedians, Peretti rewrites the script for female comedians and allows new conceptions of femininity to come to light.
Anjelah Johnson also plays with and against conceptions of femininity within her hour-long stand-up special, Not Fancy. She starts by discussing at length the lived experience of specific gender roles in her heterosexual marriage. When talking about her husband, she says that, “He’s way better looking than me. Like, in our relationship, I’m the one with the good personality” (22:20). In this joke, Johnson uses her body and comedy to comment on his appearance, rather than express dissatisfaction with her own. This punch line gains traction, and laughs, from the fact that Johnson, along with the audience, doesn’t believe her to be the “ugly” one in the relationship. Rather than play into the typical structure of the self-deprecatory joke, she inverts it. By not focusing on her own appearance as lacking but instead, as her husband’s appearance as extraordinarily attractive, she displaces the male gaze and doesn’t try to state that she is in fact ugly. This departs from the traditional Phyllis Diller tactic of using self-deprecation to “participate in the humorous process without alienating the members of the majority,” and instead uses it in a way that doesn’t insult anyone (Gilbert 141). Her discussion of masculinity is also interesting, as when she says that her husband “is not real handy” around the house but that, “…what he lacks in handiness he makes up for in actual hotness, because he’s real purty [sic]” (20:44). Johnson plays into the trope of linking strength and handiness with masculinity, but does so to set up a punch line about how her husband doesn’t live up to these standardized notions of gender. She even goes so far as to blatantly objectify him, inverting the usual roles of comedy that leave women objectified and posited as the “butt” of the joke. Sexual objectification is, within our society, a process routinely and continuously applied to women, but, “According to the principles of the ruling ideology and the psychical structures that back it up, the male figure cannot bear the burden of sexual objectification” (Mulvey 437). Johnson’s jokes, then, represent how modern female stand-ups at least try to displace their own abjection through displacing objectification.
Another instance in her special where she subverts gender roles is when she talks about her husband having a kidney stone. Johnson, seeing that her husband is in pain, bends down, looks directly into the camera [impersonating herself talking to her husband], slowly smiles and then asks, “‘Babe, what’s wrong? What’s it feel like? Like… a cramp? Is it like a period? Oh you want me to take you to the hospital? You’re funny. Just grab the heating pad’” (24:28). Her knowing smile in this instance alludes to the pains and processes of female embodiment, which she then turns back onto the male subject in the story to mock him. Like Peretti, who was told not to discuss menstruation on stage, Johnson also purposefully brings the abject to the forefront of her comedy but subverts the expectations to instead critique the way in which men devalue the specific pains that a woman experiences. This joke also has important connections to the contemporary moment where women’s bodies, especially reproductive organs, are the constant topic of fierce debate in the media and thus subjected to aggressive norms, surveillance, and policing. Peggy Phalen notes in Unmarked that, “In excessively marking the boundaries of the woman’s body, in order to make her thoroughly visible, patriarchal culture subjects it to legal, artistic, and psychic surveillance. This, in turn, reinforces the idea that she is her body” (30). Johnson especially disproves that she is just her (abject) female body, particularly through jokes that frame her husband as the butt of the joke, or as the one being interrogated. It is also from this site where abjection is imposed on Johnson, and all women who speak out about their periods, from which she can flip the script, using abjection to transcend boundaries and order. 
In one of her longer jokes, Johnson talks about being a woman of Mexican decent and how this, in turn, affects perceptions of her and the perceptions she holds of herself. After talking about downloading Rosetta Stone (a language learning program) on her computer, she says, 
A lot of people assume I speak Spanish, right. They just start saying Spanish words at me really fast. And I don’t want to come out right away and be like, ‘Whoa whoa whoa, wait, I don’t speak Spanish,’ because I’m ashamed of myself. So what I do is, I like to go along with the conversation for as long as I can and then at the end, I just give them, like, a go-to Spanish phrase like, ‘Ay, que bueno.’ But it usually has nothing to do with what they’re talking about. So they’re just like, ‘Huh?’ ‘Claro que si, claro que si. Hm? No claro?’ (36:14)

This joke, while highlighting an awkwardly funny scenario, shows that she feels pressure from herself to live up to racial and familial expectations. It also highlights the assumptions the person speaking to her makes about her subjectivity just because of her racial appearance. In this scenario, Johnson is supposed to conform to not only expectations of femininity that entail a woman to be polite and to not speak up, but also expectations of race. 
While Johnson’s own gender and race are not separate, something that remains present within her body on stage and within her jokes, many refuse to use an intersectional approach when speculating about, or even speaking to, her. As a woman and as a person of color, Johnson’s comedy relates to Kimberlé Crenshaw’s concept of intersectionality that states that “within discourses that are shaped to respond to one or the other [gender or race], women of color are marginalized within both” (Crenshaw 1244). Even within female stand-up comedy, a discourse that promotes women, Johnson is still often viewed on singular, rather than multiple, terms. But this is something that she uses her comedy to disrupt as well as push back against. By the end of the joke about her lack of language fluency, she ends up on top by framing this characteristic in a humorous way and starting to rap the words of the language-learning program. Johnson, in this way, negotiates her identity on stage by performing an unapologetic sense of self, a self that is made up of multiple vectors and identities. Johnson’s use of Spanish and English throughout her performance, even if she lacks fluency, also serves to punctuate her own brand of femininity and humor. This use of language can also be seen as a connection to Chicana performers of the past, especially since Chicana performance artists have been using “the grassroots language of [their] ethnic community,” to analyze “the oppression domination discourse creates,” for decades in their art (Case 106). Once again, we see that Johnson (much like in disidentification or abjection theory) refuses a boundary or border that forces her into only one mode of discourse. 
Johnson’s comedy could also be seen through Gloria Anzaldúa’s lens of a “mestiza consciousness,” a consciousness and subjectivity that offers a framework for “how duality is transcended” (102). Anzaldúa’s description of the “mestiza’s dual or multiple personality,” relates to Johnson’s special since it embodies the personality of who she says she wishes she was (someone who speaks Spanish fluently), versus who she actually is (only knows a few Spanish phrases) (100).  But rather than be caught between two cultures or between two views of herself, Johnson uses the concept of the mestiza consciousness to transcend her seemingly mutually exclusive identities and flow freely between them- poking fun at herself, American culture, Mexican culture, and even Puerto Rican culture (her husband’s family’s culture). Johnson’s explicit commentary on how she has experienced racism uses comedy as a way to show the inner workings of what Muñoz calls the “logics of white normativity” (xi). 
Consider her joke on the ignorance surrounding Latino identities. She uses food as an entry point for exploiting this ignorance and says, “People don’t even know the difference between us. They think all Latinos eat Mexican food. Ask any random white guy, ‘Hey- name a Latino dish that is not Mexican.’ ‘Uhhh fudge-itas [sic]?’ ‘No, that’s Mexican.’ ‘Case-uh-dill-uh [sic]?’ ‘No, that’s also Mexican.’ ‘Nacho BellGrande?’[endnoteRef:12] ‘That’s American’” (32:47). This joke is powerful because not only does she directly mock the ignorance surrounding anything outside of the majoritarian culture, she also calls out the exact subject that has a hegemonic monopoly on the comedy industry itself. The end of the joke also serves as a way for Johnson to highlight the how different cultures and ethnicities are boiled down into an Americanized version of themselves in the national imaginary and stripped of their unique identities. Here you can see the explicit use of abjection as a starting point for the joke- the abjection being that the white male cannot relate to Johnson because of his unmarked status in society, providing him so much privilege that he doesn’t have to know the differences within the category of Latino. But Johnson uses this abjection (not being recognized as a multiple and complex subject in society) as a way to laugh about how single-minded the majoritarian group is and as a way to literally commodify a performance by calling attention to her experience as a woman of color in the U.S., making sure the group she mocks “literally pays a price for this disparity” (Gilbert xi). Johnson thus uses her lived experience, her body on stage, and her humor as ways in which she undermines the strict rules of femininity, reframing the dominant ideology so that a more varied picture of identity and gender can emerge. [12: 
 Nacho BellGrande is the largest serving of nachos at Taco Bell.
] 

Tig Notaro also works to redefine femininity and what being a woman means to her throughout her stand-up special. Even the title of her special, Boyish Girl Interrupted,[endnoteRef:13] implicitly challenges the category of womanhood as we can recognize it in society today. Notaro constantly plays with the anxieties present in both her abject presentation of herself, since she dresses in a very androgynous fashion that rejects any description of masculinity or femininity, and her comedy by making her audience deconstruct any notions of how a woman should behave or perform. One of her jokes that explicitly deconstructs femininity is when she talks about her double-mastectomy and how she experiences her life post-surgery. This manifests in her lived experience of going through a TSA screening, her joke invoking a sense of society’s general discomfort with non-binary gender expression. Her comedy is very slow and methodical so the story has a large build up with Notaro narrating and miming what she figured was going through the head of the security guard screening her. The joke starts with her talking about the surgery, saying: [13:  The title is a riff on the bestselling book and movie about Susanna Kaysen’s time in a mental institution, named Girl, Interrupted (Kaysen).] 

Before I had my double mastectomy, I would sometimes be mistaken for a man. And that’s fine. But then, after the surgery it went up a bit. I was going through security at the airport, and they said, ‘FEMALE ASSIST,’ which means they have to have a female officer pat me down extra. So this woman comes over and she comes in [extends hands in pat down position], and I didn’t have reconstructive surgery, so she didn’t feel a boob or a bra or anything. She said, ‘Hold on a second,’ and she walked maybe only this far away, and she whispered something to the other officer. And I heard him say, “Yes, I’m positive.” So she comes back over, and she’s like [hands out], but this time she stopped before she touched me, she looked up at my face, she really took it in. But apparently, that was not helpful, at all, and she said, ‘Hold on a second.’ She walks back over and whispers something, again, to the officer, and he says, ‘YES!’ And the thing is, I knew exactly what was happening. And I knew that all I needed to do was speak and she would know that I was female, but I just did not want to help her out at all. (31:45)

While this entire joke deconstructs gender, the end of the joke where she says she “knew exactly what was happening,” but didn’t want to help this woman place her into a gendered category, provides a humorous context for talking about gender construction (34:12). This complete refusal of defining herself within a binary is extremely significant both because of her level of fame and because she describes the pleasure she derives reveling in the awkwardness of someone forcing notions of gendered stereotypes onto her. Rather than use normative gender performance as a “strategy of survival,” she disregards the “clearly punitive consequences” of a nonnormative gender performance throughout her act, and her life (Butler 394). Notaro’s resistance against binary structures also remains crucial to her subversive performance since “gender as a fluid, performed construct helps us understand the way it is produced, culturally negotiated, and reproduced” (Gilbert xvii). By using her explicit body to map out the ways in which gender is constructed and how its construction therein shapes the ways that gender norms are performed and reproduced, Notaro (re)frames femininity as not something inherent or ingrained but as something to be individually defined.
 It’s notable that race is not an issue Notaro ever explicitly mentions throughout the course of her special. Unlike Johnson who talks at length about her experiences shaped around her race or Peretti who discusses race in terms of her appearance, the closest that Notaro ever gets is when describing how her fiancé said, “‘When I picture people from Mississippi, I picture them barefoot’” to which Notaro replied, “‘Okay, I get it, but my family is civilized. They have homes, and jobs, and shoes, but I hear you.’” (23:05). Notaro paints a picture of the moniker “white trash,” a degrading label for white people who live in particularly southern, rural regions, are lower-class, and carry ingrained tropes of being savage and outside of normative social practices. This description of all people from Mississippi as being barefoot, a raced and classed assumption, serves to reify “the sense of cultural and intellectual superiority” that the middle and upper classes use to blame “the poor for being poor” (Newitz and Wray 1). While Notaro never uses the phrase “white trash,” it’s strange that she never mentions her race, although we do live in a society where “the invisibility (for whites) of whiteness… has enabled white Americans to stand as unmarked” (3). Notaro, perhaps, doesn’t feel the need to comment on her race because for her, it’s not a central part of her identity, unlike the identities she forms around her sexuality and her survivorhood. While Notaro’s intersectional analysis of self may be lacking a critical look into race, Notaro does defy traditional stand-up in other ways.
One tactic of defiance shown in her special is the use of her physical body to “[crack] open the code of the majority”, with her own scars and bare chest serving as “raw material for representing a disempowered politics or positionality that has been rendered unthinkable by the dominant culture” (Muñoz 31). By being a lesbian woman (two things that stand-up discourages through it’s sole promotion of heterosexual men), she cracks open the code of the majority just through her performance on stage. But she also makes the unthinkable thinkable by utilizing her abjection to break the codes of conduct of stand-up. This can be specifically seen when she removes her shirt and hangs it up on the mic stand half way through her special, showcasing her post-surgery scars and using her body as the raw material to critique the majoritarian group in comedy (34:53). After this powerful moment, Notaro continues on with her set, going into a joke about airplanes. But the moment she finishes the joke, she walks over to the stool, rests her forearm against it, and just says, “Aw man, flying huh?” and laughs a little to herself while the audience also laughs, seemingly because her half-naked body, once again, is the focus of the stage (39:29). This act shows that, “There is a sedimentation of gender norms that produces the peculiar phenomenon of a natural sex, or a real woman,” and it’s this very idea of natural that Notaro interrogates with her comedy (Butler 396). Her simple, yet powerful, act of just taking her shirt off, showing her flat chest and her surgery scars also connects back to the history of female performance art since it interrogates “the terms of insatiable desire by suggesting an in-your-face literality, a radical satiability that thwarts the consumptive mantra of infinite desire” (Schneider, 8). Her female body, literally in the audience’s faces due to the zoomed in nature of the televised special, is a way that the male hegemony of stand-up is threatened by the showcasing of abjection as well as a way that Notaro thwarts the typical consumption of a half naked female body both because of her continuation with the set as if her shirt were still on and since her female body isn’t the typical one consumed in mainstream media. 
Notaro also brings her sexuality to the forefront of her special, like when she starts a joke about the differences between growing up in a city and growing up in a more rural community. She starts by saying, “My fiancé is, uh, he is from…,” and the audience immediately breaks into raucous laughter (22:10). She then turns around with a mockingly confused expression on her face and a furrowed brow and says, “Ooookay?” as if she thinks the audience is being rude by laughing. She relaxes her face back in a smile and continues with her story by saying that her fiancé was raised in Los Angeles. Her facial expression and physical turning of her body to the audience’s reaction symbolizes a resistance to heteronormativity and, in a sense, she even rewards the audience members for not assuming that she’s straight, since those that know she identifies as queer are the ones that are “in” on the joke. As Jennifer Foy notes in her article about the use of sexuality in comedy, “… tension produced by a female comic’s use of sexual joking can manifest in the performance space. An exploration of this tension can inform us about the social bind of contemporary female stand-ups when they use sexuality as comic material” (Foy 707). This tension that she describes could be characterized as abjection since it produces a threat to the heteronormative status quo, which then in turn, makes the audience feel both discomfort and pleasure since the joke subverts expectations but does so in way that makes the audience laugh. It also exposes that heterosexuality is a myth, as Jonathan Katz describes when he writes that, “Heterosexuality is located, supposedly, in the realm of nature, biology, hormones, and genes- a matter of physiological fact, a truth of the flesh. Only secretly is heterosexuality a value and a norm, a matter of morality and taste, of politics and power” (40). Notaro flips the naturalized given of heterosexuality on its head when people laugh after she assumes a heterosexual persona, even if it is only for a few seconds. But overall, Notaro’s stage presence alone reiterates that, “Solo performance speaks to the reality of being queer at this particular moment” and by allowing resistance to ingrained social norms to be repeated throughout her special, she uses the solo performance of stand-up to assert a radical pedagogy (Muñoz 1).


Conclusion

	Is all female comedy feminist comedy? Yes and no. Humor produced by women does allow female stand-up comedians a unique perspective, one shaped fully by the discrimination they face from within the industry and society at large. This unique perspective allows women to tune into the “dominant worldview of the society and their own minority perspective” (Nielsen 10). But, as with any rule, there are plenty of examples to disprove the statement that female comedy is, by nature, feminist. Even the comedians I analyzed at length give into stereotypes without subverting them in a meaningful way. Peretti, at one point, randomly inserts a “Your Mom” joke that was popularized in the 90s into her set, saying, “Did you know a female pig’s orgasm lasts for 30 minutes? Ask your mom!” (1:05:52). This joke doesn’t have a lot of value in terms of subverting patriarchal expectations like some of her other jokes do and seems like it was told more for the shock value through which she knew she could get a laugh. Johnson also uses questionable jokes in her sets, considering she rose to fame with her impressions of a stereotypical black woman, dubbed “Bon Qui Qui”, and of a Vietnamese nail salon employee named “Tammy”. Both of these impressions have been called “modern-day minstrels” because of their lack of critical analysis imposed onto the audience since many feel compelled to laugh out of superiority over these characters (Krefting 208). While many female comedians silence other women in comedy and even enforce restrictive stereotypes and perceptions, it’s important to note that no one comedian will ever have all subversive or all feminist jokes. The fact that both kinds of jokes exist in the same space can seemingly detract from the message of the feminist jokes, but it can also give them more power. One of the features of a stand-up special is the massive amounts of jokes told at a typically fast pace, leaving less complicated one-liners next to longer, more rebellious jokes. The longer jokes, in my opinion, are the ones that the audience remembers most because of the build-up. And if these are the jokes that have the most impact, that the audience remembers after watching the special, and if these jokes subvert ingrained notions of femininity rather than ascribe to them, then these stand-up specials have the potential to affect change.  
One change that could be affected by female comedy specials is the use of the negotiation of abjection on stage to subvert public opinion and redefine the stand-up comedy genre for feminist use. By embracing all the discrimination and challenges they have to deal with on a constant daily basis as the foundation of their humor and performance, female stand-up comics are making it not only comprehensible to a diverse audience, but speaking from this location to simultaneously challenge the norms that allow such abjection to still exist. Even though others have written about how abjection relates to comedy and that it is often thought of as “some skin that cannot be sloughed,” through the female stand-up acts that I have analyzed, abjection maybe won’t disappear forever but can be resignified, much like Butler’s theory on gender norms (Limon 4). [endnoteRef:14] Butler believes that it is possible, in terms of gender norms and naturalized modes of thinking about sex and gender, “to force it into a demanding resignification,” to redefine the limits of subjectivity and redefine which bodies are of value (Butler 21). Abjection can be seen in the same way since it’s entangled with gender norms as well as which bodies matter and which bodies don’t carry the burden of abjection. This resignification that she suggests can be seen in female stand-up comedy and can be used to turn abjection less into discrimination against someone not within the majoritarian group and more about disturbing and disrupting the boundaries between majority and minority, through a mainstream discourse that can give rise to radical ideas. While there are limitations on the genre itself, such as that some still don’t see comedy as a valid art form or as a valid mode of cultural critique, through the resignification of abjection, female comedians could gain the fame and recognition they deserve, especially by the feminist, and academic, community.  [14: 
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Another way that feminists, or scholars, can utilize the genre of female stand-up comedy on behalf of radical ideas about gender, sexuality, and race is by recognizing the potential it holds in its dissemination through accessible technology. Even aside from the production companies that exclusively stream their original content, like Netflix and HBO, female stand-up specials can be watched, shared, and pirated millions of times all over the world. Before, stand-up comedy was limited to just the theaters that would allow women to even perform. But at this particular moment, we are seeing something even more massive than just the viewership of a late-night network show or a single televised special. Although some believe that a live performance might be compromised by a recording since “the relationship between the live and the mediatized is one of competitive opposition at the level of cultural economy,” these jokes can still reverberate with audiences that potentially never had the means, or the knowledge of how, to be a consumer of female stand-up comedy (Auslander 11). These female stand-up specials can also be used as a medium through which to translate intersectional, anti-racist, anti-heteronormative, and inclusive feminist theories to a new, mainly younger generation. Although there are obvious limitations to taking feminist theory and making it less nuanced and less complicated by creating jokes that cater to mainstream viewers, there are also benefits to seeing female stand-up comedy as a pedagogical form that could at least introduce people to ideas and try to subvert understandings of ingrained social aspects of society like stereotypes, perceptions, and tropes. In an age where feminist articles are constantly shared over social media and activism takes place in a variety of different discursive spaces, stand-up comedy should be seen as a valid vehicle for feminist ideas and female comedians themselves should be valued as both real comedians and for their feminist potential.
