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ABSTRACT

Jules Feiffer's satire is both personal and social,
In an extraordinary collection ofacartoon anthologies and
plays that range from 1959 to }970 the transformation from
what can be called ”emotional”*ton}ent to political content
can be ascertained, At first, primarily concerne& with,
Freudian inspired relationships, Feiffer then moves into an
area of anti-Americanism that represents a shift in his
satirical ideology as well as a divergence in his form from
cartoon to play, ‘

Significantly, one can see a variet& of influences
on Feiffer*s satire, which makes for a tremendous wealth
of theoretical approaches to his art. Among,them in this
thesis are historical, behavioural, psychoanalytical and
literary theories, all o{ which lead to a definitive and

- 3 - L3 4
evaluative assessment of Jules Feiffer as a satirist.
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SOMMAIRE

La satire de Jules Feiffer est a8 la fois person-

nelle et sociale, FEn &étudiant sa collection extraordinaire

> d'anthologies de dessins satiriques ct de picces de théitre,

;r

allant dc 1959 3 1970, nous nous rendons compte de
B £
l1'evolution de ce que nous pouvons appeler contcnu "émotif"
au contenu politique. Feiffer s'intéressa tout d'abord

aux types de relations d'inspiration freudienne, puis se
dirigea vers un secteur anti-américain, qui représente
autant un changement de sonoidéologie satirique qu'une
divergence de forme allant du dessin satirique 3 la piéce
de théatre.

Yy " Nous pouvons percevoir d'une maniére fort signifi-

. ,
cative de nombreuses influences dans 1'évolution de 1a

1

satire de Feiffer qui permettent une trés grande richesse

d'approches théoriques menant 3 son art. Dans cette thése
nous analyserons certaines de ces approches, 3 savoir les’
théories historiques, du comportement, psychoanalytiques

et littéraires qui m@nent’touteé 2 'une estimation définitive

A

et évaluable du satiriste Jules Feiffer, :
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INTRODUCTION

“4»"’

“ Satire

| Satire, tike irony, is one of the continually
discussecd literary genres that keeps scholars and critics
as protean as they are. It is a genre, or at least a
litcrary device or element, that is broached from every
conceivable literary angle makingbit rich, if not uncom-
plicated, in definition and broad in its applicaﬁion. As

Robert Elliott in The Power of Satire: Mﬁgic, Ritual,

Art states: '"We shy from using the categor} 'a satire'
today at least when we are trying to speak precisély, .
bccause the term has lost for us any sense of formal speci-
fication."1 To call Jules Feiffer a satirist, then, is not
to pigeonhoierhim formally by any medﬁs; on the contrazy,
it is io allow for an-eclectic schema by which the artistic
forms of cartooning & d playwr;ghting cancgk'examined.
It would be helpful fissx, however, Eo make some

qualitative and definitive conclusions about satire that

,are universally agreeﬂ»ppon before isolating the uni?pe

definition of satire employed by Feiffér,

Elliott trages the“inceptionfof the, satiric form

7
L

lRobert C. Elliott, The Power of Satire: Magic,
Ritual, Art (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960),
p. 185.




in Greek, Irish and Arab pcoples as an actual curse cast

in the form of a diatribc on one's cnemy. The sheer power
of words, very much like tgg power of witchcraft, was
expected to enforce change. Consistent with this ancient
aspect of satire, is one of the concerns of satire that
pgrsist‘through all literary history: '"There is one gcneral
quality which, although it has been given various names,
seems most readily and widely recognized. This is the

quality which we shall describe as 'attack',”2

Admittedly, "attack" 1is one of the essential elements
of satire, but this is pot sufficient for deciding if a work
is satire. .Immediately springing to mind are the muck-
racking novels of the early Twenties in American literature
and the social realist plays of the Thirties in America
cal]éd %git—pfop plays, (agitation-propaganda). By and
large, both these literary modes made it clear that something,
usually government or social injustice, was under "attack".
The *“attack" of §atire and social realism are both intended
to make the reader aware of social evils and to elicit
change within the social structure. By examining method,

the purpose of attack in satire is made distinguishable from

the purpose of attack in social realism or any other literary

2Edward Rosenheim, '"The Satiric Spectrum,'" in Satire:
Modern Essays in Criticism, ed. R. Paulson (New Jersey:

Prcentice Hall Inc., 1971), p. 306,




or dramatic mode. .

The method of "attack" in satire is to employ a
humour that is ironic in st}ucture and is at once recogni-
zable by the reader. Irony is the element of satire that
allows the many levels of satire to be created and inter-
preted. lrony is the most complex, albeit clearly and

cautiously defined, tool of the satirist. There is a

stipulation, however; the irony must be comic in order to

be satire. As Northrep Frye states: 'Satire is irény

which is'structurally close to the comic.r The comic struggle
of two societies, one normal and the other absurd, is
reflected in its double focus of morality and fantasxs”3
Unique and compulsory to satire, ironic humour is built on

a logical structure tha; substitutes falsehood for truth;
however ,the audience must be tacitly in "cahoots" with the
satirist and recognize this as the form o€ humour. "In order
to denigrate his object, the satirist é;ncerns himself with

falsehood rather than truth, a concern that distinguishes

\ ' )
the satiric presentation . . . this paradox of literal

truth as_}he basis of the poet's falsehood is a sine qua non

. 4 .. . .
of satire." In other words, the satirist lies methodically

3Northrap Frye, Anatomy of Criticsm: Four Essays
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957), p. 22%.

3 ot
" W. 0. S. Sutherland The Art of the Satirist Fﬁ%ﬁ%
Humanities Research Center, i9 p- 12Z. L
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for effect, not pathologically. It is ostensibly pathological
to eat babies to solve a famine in Ireland, but once the
reader understands the irony of the humour, which oftentimes
requires a subtle sophistication on the part .of the audience,
the nature of satire is understood. . /

Attack, object of-attack and methods of attack are
;hrec confirmed elements of a satire. The artist's motivation
for attack is something else and is subject to a wide variety
of opinions. The chief end of attack is to denigrate the
values the satirist is examining, but why the satirist
chooses to do this is a field of study that has lent itself
to paé%hological and bchavioural as well 'as literary theories.
It becomes increasingly interesting to understand the motiva-
tion of the satirist when one realizes the shift from the
social content of satire in the eighteenth century to the
personal content of the type of satire that Jules Feiffer

writes. Ronald Knox in an essay called "On Humor and Satire"

in Satire: Modern Essays in Criticism touches a fringe of

motivation when he connects the use of humour with an expres-
sion of the half-angel half-beast in man: "In all humér
there is a loss of dignity. , Somewhere virtue has gone out

of somebody. For there is no inherent humor in things;
wherever there is a joke it is man, the half-angel half-

[

-
beast, who is somehow at the bottom of it." The half-angel
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half-beast quality of man that Knox rcfers to as the human
source ofﬂnnmnn*taps the inhe;ent paradox.of the satirist.
Half-humanitarian, half-misanthrope; half-presumptuous,.
half-petrified; half—dog—cagcher, half-dog seem to be the
charactcrigtics of the sati;ist’s nature. As satire 1s a
half-way sort of diatribe, a built-in protection provided

-

by its humouz, the satirist appears to be the artist Whose‘
personality has captured the interest of Fheéreticians
who study the motivation of humour.

The subjective themes of Feiffer's cartoons make
the "formal specifiéation” of modern satire that Elliott
speaks of conceivable today only in the broadest seﬁse of
definifion: satire 1s an attack with a clearly esta-
blished object of the attack, uqderstood by bogh the satirist
and audience and the method of attack is highly rhetorical
and formulaic ig its use of literary tropeS/such as irony
and parody. . To "speak precisely" of satire today is conceivable
also, but in a very special contexi: "In trying to define
the terms and to explain the special literary experience that
satire gives, it may be best.to gbandon the traditional
methods of literéry classification and instead to.consider
the satirist's attitude to life and the speciai strategies
' DA+

by which he communicates$ this attitude in literary form.?s

e

SMatthew Hodgart, Satire (Toronto: World University
Library, 1969), p. 13. ’

,
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Hence, in this thesis Jules Feiffer, cartoonist,
and playwright, is examined as a satirist with special
attention directed toward his "attitude to 1life." Freudian

psychological thcory,qbehayiourai’theory andlliterary

theory are used to root out the unique, personal motivation

>

of Jules Feiffer as a satirist. This is done by close exami-

v
et
¢

. nation of the themcs @n Feiffe;'s cartoons from 4959 to'1966

47 ’ .
" {approximately 300 cartoons), The themes in Feiffer's plays
are then examined to show the divergent nature of Feiffer- as

.a satirist; that is, his ideology tends to slrift from
-/

emotional to political concerns as he moves into playwriting.

4

¢ . .
of elements, wherein the frm of the cartoon and the play

A}

Feiffer's form caT;ﬁE‘traccd as a steady mixture .

can be seen as interchangeable. Essentially, Feiffer was
writing play-cartoons and cartoon—pléy§.

Given that personal motivation Qf satire is the e

own definition

optimum rationale for this thesis, Feiff

of satire in literary and social context wil

o

be used.

/

Feiffer's Satire
¥

i
A

v The personél attitude to life that gqffects Feiffef's

-

the formal properties of 'satire from the ional motivations

of satire is to separate the craft from the content. It is
Sk ¢

u
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perfect]y realistic to set up a Freudian model of motiwation

to doc1p¥er the content aéd to set up.a rthetorical model
0[ formal properties to decipher the craft in the case of
Jules Feiffer's satire,.

There is an incredibly close connection between
what Feiffey says in interviews and what appears in his
cartoons énd his plays.6 The_bdsic issues he deals with

in art form are the same issues that preoccupy him. He is
M «

profoumklly and intclligently, one might say prophetically,

aware of the American political scene. He is concerned

witH scxual attitudes to a great degree. And, he is always

v

trying to assess the nature and imporfance of his satire:

Feiffer's definition of satire is consistent with

When he was what will be called a Freudian-satirist, T:;f

evident in his cartoons, his work falls slightly short

his definitions.

"Satire is c}eating‘a logical argument that,
followed to its end, is absurd. 411 humor is
basically about one kind of outrage against
logic, but satire concerns itself with logically
extending a premise to its totally insane
conclusion, thus'forcing onto an audience
certain unwelcome awareness. . If it's going to
be trua satnre, it has to be subversive to
the stem Qt s operatlng within. -It can't

l
6A personal interview with Feiffer in June of 1974

revealed the first biographical 1link betwWeen the man and
his art, which inspired the focus of this thesis.

(RN

7

" his employment of it as a socially minded political satirist.




be what used to be ca]]ed satlre a few years
ago, which was jokes 9n suburbia and crab
grass and commuters."’

¢ -

In the plays logical argument stretched to insane
and absurd conclusions is strictly adhered to. fhe:degenera~
tion.in plot or dissimulation of character is created by
starting with apparently conventional stage comedies and
transforming them into the absurdity of farce. 1In Little

Murders, a traditional boy-mecets-girl, girl~brings-b5y~home—

for approval.theme, the plot is transformed into murder and then
the commercial enterprisc of selling ﬁhotogrqphs of the victim.
In God Bless, an interview with a famous staﬁgsman by a

Catholic priest turns into a rounafable discussion with the

President of the United States as to which American cities

will be bombed by: the radical insurrectionists who have just
‘)
abolished thg'Constitution and toppled the Washington Monument.

In The White House Murder Case, an emergency presidential

meeting with cabinet officials over the pressing issue of

a military disaster in Brazil {(the wind changed direction

«after the American Army released nerve gas on its enemy) turns ~

into the mysterious‘murder of the President's wife by one

of the cabinet officials. This changes the subject from how
J

t0“€over~up the military mistake to how to cover-up the

domestic murder.

7Larry Dubois, "Playboy Interview: Jules .Feiffer,'s
Playboy Magazine, Sept. 1971, pp. 81-=86, 206-207. / Herein-
after quotes from the Playboy article w111 be footnoted
immediately following the quote by: (pb., p. )




Rhetorically speaking, the plays readily fit

Feiffer's definition of satire. In an article on Feiffer

in Up Against The Fourth Wall: Essays on Modern Drama

John Lahr says of Fei?fer‘s satird:

i

"Feiffer makes his point with words, logic
that spirals smoothly until, without knowing why;
the audience confronts something menacing and
true . . . by turning the conventional stage
environment into a surreal geography, Feiffer ) -
consciously betrays the lie of bourgeois natura- . £
lism . . . he can develop philosophical positions
as logical and febrile.as Swift's Aeolists, who o
disdaining matter, walk with their eyes shut
bouncing into objects whose existence they
deny."8

The plays are overwhelming}x political in content
and the intention to make the American political structure
look insane and inept is done with insurpassable rhetorical
precision and comical vehemence. In the cartoons, however, |
"logically extending a premise to its totally insane
Fonclusion” 1s not as easilf discernible as it is in the
plays. The cartoons can be examined thrpugh a logical
structure, but the idea of extending iogic beyond logic into

"insane conclusion' was something Feiffer discovered as he

writing: '"Satire is the N

became more interested in p

discovery of relationship ciety, it's always society

'you're looking at," E@{{\fr sgid

” Tt —
8John Lahr, "Satire as Subversion,' in Up Against The
Fourth Wall: Essays on Modern Drama (New York: Grove Press,

1968), p. 82.

v

John Lahr in Transatlantic




Review, Winter 1969. Such_a statement is better suited

to the cartoons because of the subtle, gradual and poignant
development of the logic of peoples' psychology in contrast
to Fhe crude psycholoé& of igétitutions that is presented
inbthe plays.

The formal characteristics of the satire in the
cartoons are twofold: rhetorical and visual. The visual
aspect of the cartoons create the tonelmuch in the same way
gesture cteates character in drama. This is the first 1ink
in the chain that allows one to examine the cartoons as plays
and later to examine the plays as cartoons., The visual
aspect of the cartoons concentrates on facial expressions
and body stature. The emphasis on the '"'look" of the

character in the cartoon is indistinguishable from a 'look"

on an actor's face. The sympathy-evoking prowess of Feiffer's

pen capt%res an utterly human aspect comparable to the ¥
dramatic effect of characterization through gesture on the
stage. '"His drawings admirably serve his literary, sardonic,
and humanitarian purposes . . . his drawings work quietiy
with his captions so unébtrusively in most cases that one is
scarcely aware of them."9 Like a good actor, the expressions

are there naturally.

{

9Russell Lynes, "Jules Feiffer's Wicked Eye and
Ear,'" Horizon Magazine, November 1961, pp. 48, 57.

v

4t




The cartoons range from six to twelVe frames; their

average 1is eight or nine frames. The drawingsjtend to be
outlincd and expression is suggested ”skétchily" rather
thaﬂ’by detailed line. The facial expfession 15 extremely
important in tracing the dc;elopment of the psychic growth
or disintegration of thc characters. There is rarely
extrancous environment or paraphenalia; sometimes two
characters sit at a table or on a couch, but the primary
emphasis is on the individual, his body posture and facial

-

expression. The animation tends to be static rather than

kinetic which focuses the reader's attention on the reading

material instead of the pictorial element in the cartoons.’

Of course the visual element of the cartoons cannot be

’ ~N
~

ignored, but the modern reader tends to overlook the signi-

ficant meaning of the visual element. This, by comparison

-

with the plasticity of drama, is the major difference between
o ¢ T o

the cartoons and plays. 'He is not a gag cartoonist whose

drawings are intended to explain a caption . . . his
drawings help to establish and maintain the mooa\he wants
A

and they make it possible for him to express place and time
10

L]

and character without haVing to define them further."

,

is the tufning point of the '"theme" -in the caﬁ?bon. When

.

.
. » Ty

The wordless frame, often preceeding the last frame,

“ ¢

1OLynes, "Jules Feiffer's Wicked Eye and Ear," p. igxg*

i
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, Feiffer does pxtend his logic into insanity, or perhaps better
called the "unoxﬁected" in the cartoons, the wordless frame
serves as a preparatory frame for the "punch-line" or
"double take' (see the first cartoon inclﬁded in text).

\ !
Bold type is used for words Feiffer intends to

[8

emphasize’ tonally making the "script'" in the cgj%oons highly

11

. theatrical. When the visual aspect of the word moderates

the sentiment there is a joining of the rhetorical and the

visual elements of the satiq?. "Feiffer is a cartoonist

[

by profession and a writer by temperament.and talent . . . it

is said that he draws easily and writes painstakingly; in ,

<
other words he puts the effort where it is worth it. nl?2

fr

Kenneth Tynan in an introduction to Sick, Sick, Sick, Feiffer's

‘ first cartoon anthology, said Feiffer was one of the best
cartoonists now writing.13
i " ' i
The special effect oF a Feiffer cartoon is that it

‘ i _ N

is short, entertaiming" and “complete: ~ ‘ ) ' o
| . :
K 4 11Note the excessive use o¥f bold type in the cartoons

", representing the female castrator. The visual aspect of word

: becomes an indication of strength or force in the character.

. The reader also can assume the words ar¢ spoken at a deafening
volume, making the visual experience also an auditory one.
When Fe1ffer creates visual inflection, he comblnes artistic
form with the dramatic form.

-12

el

Lynes, p. 57. . . LM

13Jules Feiffer,, Pelffer s Album (New York Random
House, 1963), inside Jacket flap® -




"The effect of Feiffer's strips with their
ten or a dozen drawings on a page or a single
spread, "is -at its best that of the short story.
He does not deal in anecdote, as so many
cartoon strips do; he deals 1in vignettes or

“ segments of life; suggesting with the economy
of the short story writer what has come_
before and must inevitably come after."14

Essentially, the art of total v;;ion in the cartoons is the
precursor to Feiffer's playwriting career. As it turned

out, presenting a vignette of life in fhe cartoons was the

mark of recognizable genius in Feiffer's visual art yet

according to most critics this was the shortcoming of his dramariq
talent. Irony, parody and paradoxgwork in the cartoons to

create satire by preseﬁting the méntal prg;esses of man,

not as insane or absurd, but as univér;al modes of behaviour

that the audience identifies with.: pﬁe major difference

between the cartoons and plays is the personal and sympathetic

response evoked by the cartoon compared with the objective

response of condemnation in the plays.-

geiffer's definition of satire includes subversion

as a necessary attitude. In the Lahr interview in Transatlantic,
Feiffer said: i’

"Satire basically has to be antagonistic to .
the system within which it operates. Otherwise
it has_nothing to satirize. 1 don't think of
Noel Coward as satire, they're pastaches, parodies.
I don't mean that pejoratively . .It's just
that they don't fit into the basic meaning of

14Lynes, p- 57:

\ o R
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satire which is more qubvcr31ve L thls o
subversion is simply a *by-product of one's
art,"15 / 5

/

Here too, subversion is rescrved for the poiiti al plays
when Felffer 'expresses anti-American attitudes; but the

cartoons primarily indulge in sentimental, albeit antago-

)

nistic, themes.
Subversion for Feiffer is the art of audacity and
is modefcd after his esteem for Lenny~Bruce.

|
"] guess Lenny Bruce came closest to what |
I'm doing, although I want to do it theatrically. |
Bruce would create little situations. There }
would be marvels of d4scovery. The audiencg , |
would just hold its® breath and laugh in a yay -
which indicated that they were giving them~ 1
selves away. That it had hi;e;ipd. It was 1
marvelous to be there and be hit yourseld..
To have the air clarified. nny would
somethings.that no-one had -ever said and

nothing to be afraid of. At least at
moment. It was a marvelous feeling."

~

Lenny Bruce was mg&e brutal than Feiffer has been o

/
to date, but the effect of "hitting hard with marvels of

- o

discovery'" that have already been known to some part of
|

the consciousness 1is th% sort of antagonism towards or subversion
—
to the system which both Feiffer and Bruce were after, be it the

psychological or sdcial system.

.The plays are successful at subvers%on anQ%are clear

. 15John Lahr, "Interview with Jules Felffer " Trans-
atlantic Review, 32, Winter 1969 P, 44

16 .{.

Lahr, .Interview, p. 47.
r
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attacks against the American social and political systen.

The cartoons that have political themes are also s g;ersive

and blatantly at that (sce blanket statement cartgons,

pp. 172-174, Appendix 4). When the cartoons that satirize

f. 12

the sentimental relationship$ in, society are su versive,’
1

it is becausc Feiffer dares make private neurosis a public

phenomenon. "This neced to expose‘and exploit dhelprivate

>

- - o )
concerns of the indivfdual is the source for discussing the

personal motivation of Feiffer as a satirist.

There is an introduction in Feiffer's Album (1963)

in the form of a dialogue which adds significantly to a

“working knowledge of Feiffer's definition of satire. The oo

dialogue is also an importamt touchstone in the transition

of Feiffer's form from cartooning to playwriting. " When

-

Feiffer writes a dialogue there i$ a movement'away’from

J

the visual support of his cartoons and a movement fOW&TdS\KQS LJ

déVeIdﬁmént’of‘fhe_piay form., The dialogue on satirégéﬁppiié§\g

both a formal definition of and an g;gi}uﬁ% about satire which
are two essential elements for understanding th%;mgde and
motivation of the satirist.

The diélégue takes place on a stage on which spot-
lights come up on five satirists whg are seated on stools
(éxcept for the right wing satirist who has to be prepared

P
for quick getaways.) The second satirist serves as an

4
N




instigator and provokes the others to define their art,

The first satirist is a Liberal, the third is a Conservatiﬂg,

“the fourth is a Jew and the fifth is a Black. Nowhere, in

any of Feiffer's cartoons or plays, has he so clearly
utilized his own objects of attack as in his selection of

the "types'" of satirists that agpear in this dialogue,
i

-

The first definition, suggested by the black satirist,
agréed upon by all the satirists is thét satire‘is communi-
cation. The sécohg sdtirist, as the instigator, denounces
the idea of %ommunication aﬂd replaces it with "hate" as the
major goncifn of\ satire. They agf%éfthat ""hate is the
satirist's/brid .to communication.'" Hate is probably the

most crucial sotive in much of Feiffer's work; Feiffer-admits
/ .
to hating his parcnts, women and the army (dlscussed 1n A

|
Chapter IP. After admitting that hate is a device of the\

gatirist'% art, there is a barrage of aggressive remarks-by e

/

the satir&qts which defines satire's vehemence: '"satire:'

outrages, satire strips bare, satire exposes our inner

corruption, satire destroys."17

-

They admit thaf the destructive
\'x
nature of satire is to be constructive in the long run:

"to build on the ashes. . . a better sqQciety . . . a saner )

-

tomorrow . . . an improved iﬁage of man . , . (a happy
18

people with a natural sense of rhythm") The moral and

17Jules Felffer Feiffer's 'Album (New York: Random
House, 1963), . 4.

18

“Album, p. 4.
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humanitarian nature of the satirist is apparently the

motivating force, but ironically, sadistically and theatri-

cally, the satirists set the stage on fire so they can

have "ashes'" on which to build, L

Allowing for a possible autobiographical fallacy,

:

tho fourth satirist, the Jew, is probably indicative of
Feiffer's own attitude and approach to satire.

"I offend them. They love 1t I maké- fun ”
of th'eir wives. They love it. 'I tell them I '
hate them. They love it. I use words like
schmuc¥: You should hear them applaud."l®

"The kind of satire I prefer to do is the

take-off on the 1little man . . . his trouble,
pet peeves . . . the little unnoticed bedevilments
‘of 1life that ‘'may not give the audience a belly
laugh, mind you, but will give them a smile

~of recognition. 'Yes - I'm like that,' they'll
say. 'There I am. There you are. There we
all are. Little Man. Peering off into the )
middle distance.'"?

Psychological exposure is the "stuff'" the cartoons '

are constructed frgmf is in contrast to the plays -

K

which attack social instifutions in a more conventional .

satiric mode. The 1nten/e1y personallzed tendentious content

L]

"of the cartoons leads éﬁéj}o conclude that the formal aspects

4

of satire in the ¢artoons are at times just'that: form. For

~—

]

Feiffer the satiric.form is a vehicle for a personal expulsion

19Album, p- 4.

20Album p. 4.




of sentiment. The desire to satirize the "little man",

"pet peeves', "bedcvilments of life' in Feiffer's satire

is possibly equivalent to self=eéxposure Qleéiffer. The
personal and tendentious quality of the cartoons aép aénte—
able to the audience because '"the author affords_tﬂq

- !
audience vicarious satisfaction as he attacks . . . moment-
l\

arily, perhaps ﬁnconsciously, we identify with him and so ;
gain rércase of frustrated agggessive feelings with whigh
we arce charged. He represents‘bur own (and presumably the
author's) suppressed aggfes;ive impulses."21 '

Statcments about audience affiliation with author,
vicarious satisfaction and suppressed aggressive tendencies
lend themselves, almost compulsively, to the method of
connecting the satirist'g personﬁlﬂimpulses to his artistic
content. The overwhelming preoccupation with neurosis in
the cartoons makes Freud the automatic starting place for
exploring the cartoons.

While the motivation of th€ satirist is éf great"
‘importance in examining Feiffer, the motivational ;sbect is
more or less a syndrome, a personalAsyndrome that can only
be hypothesized about. A conclusion that Feiffer, the man,

possibly has a castration complex is an assumption as to

why Feiffer satirizes a stereotyped version of the female

¢

21Elliott, Power of Satire, p. 140.

1
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castrator. But, such conclusions must be remembered as beiné
conclusions based on assumptions. The process of siftf@ﬁ‘\\’
the work to ﬁake conclusions about thé author, which in
turn'are thrust back onto the work has two shortcomings.
First, therc is a de-emphasis of the work on a ;tructnral
level and second, autobiographical assumptions can be
fallacious; they are not bound to be, but unless the author
confirms the conclusions, one can never be certain as to \
the validity of interpretations. Tﬂénuse of 1nterviews
which reveal the pe;sonal motivations and character of Feifﬁi;/“\\;)
aoshclp to validate assumptions.

" The necessity, consequence, even interest in unders-v E

tanding the !'man behind the art'" remains to be argued. The

interest in the argument is Hirect]y linked with the form.

Satire is what might be called a ”crucig]lart" in that it is

inherently propagahdistic; 1t is built upon argument with

o

the positive and negative clea}l} in view. The virtue of

i3

its existence lies in its power to present a realistic point

of view in a fantastic; absurd and what-is, finally a

comic way. It is the comic element thgt'dbviates the necessity
of knowing the ‘artist as part of the art; but it is the
realistic point of view that makes the artist the form - °

inseparable. The point of view in satire is never self-

t

contained; a persona must always be identified. The interest

-~
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in discovering the real biographicahflink between Feiffer

3

and his art is the same as an interest in post-Freudian,

e

post-World War II existential America in the. 1960's, The

4

k)

persona of Feiffer's satire is Feiffer,

Lratuitous V&@lcncc
1] :

"® Gratuitous violence is the environmental, historical
motivation from which Feiffer¥s saXire develops. One can
see a growth from the personal content in the cartoons
motivated by a reaction to a Freudian peryeated culture to

the political content in the plays motivated by a rcaction

!

to a violent environment (the only Freudian hangover from
the cartoons found in the plays is the female castrator,

a type Feiffer®” cannot seem to get away from.)

L3

Gratuitous violence- is a condition of .paranoia that

breeds random and unwarranted violence in a society. Feiffer had
i ' ,
felt the paranoia of a catastrophic environment since he

waS/a youth. In speéking about theme hunting for his first
,pl@& Feiffer 'says: \ ,
"Floundering helplessly for _.a theme, I sought
refuge, in the first piece of advice-given to all
» young writers by all old writers: write about
what you know. I chose random violence. Since
I am city bred, it has always been an issye with
me, and I cannot gemember a time since childhood, .
when I did not expect to be struck down moment-
arily by Nazis, Japs, bigger kids, smaller kids,
teachers or parcents . . . what a relief, then,
to see what I often suspected to_be private

[
-

e
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paranoia has toda&zbeen institutionalized as
public paranoia," , .

A fear iof cxploitation that breeds distrust is basic
to gratuitous violencec; the ""'li1ttle man' abandons his ethics

for the sake of survival in a violent society. In The

Great Comic Book Heroes, ah anthology that reprints all the
original versions of the comic book heroes, compiled and
introduced by Feiffer, Feiffer reveals some autéb%ggraﬁﬁ}édl
aversions to thedworld in which he was growing up:

"Villains, whatever fate befell them in the
obligatory tlast panel were infinitely better
equipped than those silly hapless heroes,' Not
only comics, but 1life taught us that. Those of

» us raised in ghetto neighborhoods were being :
asked to believe that crime didn't pay? Tell
that to the butcher! Nice guys finished last;’
landlords first. ¥Villains, by their simple
appointment to the role were miles ahead. It
was not to be believed that any ordinary human =.
being could combat them. More was requiredy -
Someone with a call. When Supetman at last -
appeared, he brought with .him the deep satis-
faction of all underground truths: our
(-~ Teaction wa% less 'How original' than 'But,

" of course!"43

The paranoia and defensiveness that characterize the cartoons
have their origin in the environment Feiffgr speaks of. A
personal insecurity was augmented by watching evil triumph,

-~ over good: "My own observations 1¢d me to believe that the

22James Ethridge, Barbara Kopala, Carol Riley (eds.),

Contemporary Authors: Jules Feiffer (Detroit: Gale Research
€o.,-1970), p. 118, : ¢

-

York: Bonanza Books, 1965), p. 17.

“
\

|
|
|
23Ju1es Feiffer, The Great Comic Book Heroes (New |
|
|
|
|
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only triumph most people eked out of adversity was to manage
24
1"

to stay.alive as it swept by.
The overly pessimistic tone of the previous statements

is the same tonc that emerges from the cartoons. Mistrust,

— e

deceit, failing relationship , withdrawal, and a despondent - -

introversion pervades Feifffer's cartoons. There is an overt

concern with self-reflection and self-realization measured

o

against a hostile society. After Feiffer works out the

emotional insegurities that are bred -into him by such an
environment, the urge to retaliate as a satirist against the
system that instilled this paranoia can be seen in the gradual

shift in the themes of the cartoons over the years. When
[

Feiffer moves aWay from the personal conundrum of rela-
tionships into the more socially stultifying themes about

government he is reacting to a form of gratuitous violence

I

that was highlighted by the Kénnedy assassination:

"After a number of years, if the convictions
of opinions you hold seem to be borne out by
events, you simply trust them, and beginning with
Johp Kennedy's assassination, I°have developed
the, view of society that's written into Little
Murders. " His assassination highlighted for me
thé age of gratuitous violence that grew out
of the frustrations of the American dream as |
measured ragainst the American reality, out of

" a previousyly isolationist nation having to go
internationalist very suddenly in a big way.
And degpite, or as a consequence of, what it

?4Feiffer, Comic Book Heroes, p. 27.




thought of as its good works, fceling increas-
ingly isolated, unappreciated and finally
unwanted. So, in aqeaction, it turns narcis-
sistically violent toward the outside world-
Cuba, Guatemala, the Dominican Republic,
Vietnam- and paranoically violent toward its

own internal world: race violence, rvandom
violence, motiveless mass murders (pb., p. 94)."

The dream (as measured against the reality) in the
Sixties was for growth, national purpose and a participation
in national affairs that would be in direct opposition to
'ihe dormant political administration of Eisenhower. The
reality, héwever, was the increasing rift in black-white
relations and an involvement in war, a typical phenomenon
of Democratic administrations of the Twentieth century.25

The Sixties §n Americé was characterized by growing
paranoia and violence; whether or not this was a national
reaction to rejection is debatablc. The artistic rssult
was a preoccupation with violence in many art forms. As
Laurence Kitchin comments ﬁn‘referring to the exhibition in
1964 of "Violence in Society, Nature and Art' at the
Institute of Contempofary Art, England): "The artist in
any medium is using sub}ect matter parallel with human

actions, their causes and resuLts.”26u Artistically, Feifferp

&

stenry Farilie, The Kennedy Promise: The Politics
of Expectation (New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1973),

p. 10. ) 4

P

b,26Laurence Kitchin, Drama in the Sixties:' Form and
Interpretation (London: Faber and Faber Ltd., 1966), p. 34.

;4.
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uscs violcnce in a relatively innocuous way in comparison

to much of the theat;e<}h“the Sixties, but that violence
suddenly and finally obsesses him is seen in his plays.

His dramatic satire is morec compassionate than brutal;
perhaps this is a hangover from his Freudian struggles with

love and hate in the cartoons. '"Feiffer is a compassionate

satirist and he uscs his needle with a bedside manner
(I'm sorry, but this is”going to hurt a little), though

he hopes to expose the basic ills of society and do what

he can to cure them.”27

But, decidedly, gratuitous Violénce, the label of
society gone mad from internal threat is.the historical
environment which sparked Feiffer's criticat transformation

Vo \J

from an emotionally, psychoiogically oriernrted cartoonist

, a

to a politically indignant playwright. As Feiffer readily
admits, once rage beébﬁéswparz of your tool kit, it stays
with you for life. "I've discovered that rage can't be

bought off. If you\ﬁaye it, you have it fot life (pb., p. 206)."

4

27Lynes, Feiffer's Wicked Eye and Ear, p. 48. ’ .




CHAPTEKR 1
CARTOON THEMES

Before a sense of public rage, sparked by the

- ~"" Tincrease of gratuitous violence, motivated Feiffer, one
discernible motivation was Freudian pﬁychology:
' "In the seghent of society to which Feiffer
P addresses his subtly wicked pen, the language of
~+Freud is sort of equivalent of the Victorian
language of the|flowers, Repressions, aggres-
sions, guilts, OQedipal urges and a profusion of
- other linguisti¢ underbrush clutter the land- :
scape in which his characters have their shadowed
[ beingv”]'
| After examining the|cartoons, it becomes quite obvious that
for many years Feiffer's sole pfeoccupation, with only
occasional forays indicative of his political awareness,
was that of defining, defending and diffusing types of real

relationships; this’|was clearly inspired by the sheer numbers

of Fr%udian psych&a?alytic couches in America in the Fifties
A4 ) . ' °
and the Sixties, Tﬁe notion of humour at the expense of the

individual and very often at Feiffer's personal expense ‘
(""like most good satirists, and Feiffer is._a good satirist, .

Feiffer is sharpest when he is dealing with his own short- ’

. comings")2 is the basis for the label "emotional content."
q9

lenes, Feiffer's Wicked Eye and Ear, é,\48. -

® ‘1bid.
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Thegﬁit and sarcasm of the cartoons 1is a veneetr of bitter
commentary beneath which an cthos of disillusion%ent and

disappointment operate. Satire in his cartoons is belied
by a sentimental edge: ”Meani%g well and putting their

v

trying to find themselves . and at the same time.break through — — —

trust in Freud, Feiffer's cartoon characters are forever

to others.”3

Various levels of 'sclf-hood,' defined through rela-
tionships, 1is the priﬁary objeéF of attack in ‘the carzoons.
Honesty is the key to intecrprecting the content as well as
being one of the hidden ingredients of Feiffer's art, Very
often in the cartoons, honesty ;s‘ggp%Lmount to confession, -
especially in the cartoons that interpret the‘relationship
between men and women.

‘ : |

The Relationship of Man to Woman

The relationship between men and women is a major .
theme in all of the cartoon antholoéies. In every anthology,

dt 'least ten cartoons can be classified categorically as

4 ~

representing the relationship between men and women. Percen-

tage wise, these cartoons constitute approximately twenty-five

percent’ of the contents and, in The Unexpurgated Memoirs of

R .
Bernard Morgendeiler, approximately h%Tf (20) of the cartoons

y:.o

3 . [y
/4;eek, Seek, Seek," rev, of "Harry the Rat with
Women, Time Magazine, June 28, 1963, p. 66. °

-
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~ The stereotyped woman, the castrator, is only nominally

~

are concerned witH men and women. Out of the 300 cartoons

that have been examined, 65 belong to this category. It

is in the cartoons that Feiffer most readily satirizes himself.

Feiffer stereotypes two’types of males and one typc

of female. Bernard and Huey are well developed stereotypes.
\—

developed.

Bernard is a self-effacing ‘do-gooder'' who never has
a lasting relationship with a woman. His prototype, Huey,
is a Proad, dark, handsome male egotist who always 'makes out'
with women. Insecurity, intimidat}on and inadequacy are the
characteristic symétqms of Bernard's meck persdhality.
Bernard is always rejected because he is too kiﬁd and too

understanding. Ilis women get bored with him; he is a

"pushover'. Huey, on the other hand, is mean, flippant,

*casual and aloof. His women are infatuated with him; he is

a "hipster”.4

Berﬁard, because of his human sensibility and

compassion is always rejected. Huey,. because of his

callousness and indifference, is always accepted.

4Felffer 's dlchotomy ofymale stereotypes holds true
in form even in Carnal Knowledgg a movie script written in
1971, in which two college roomates center their college
careers around sexual exploits, One has the sentlment of '
Bernard, the other the cynicism of Huey.

bl
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' It is implicit thag the women who make out with Huey feel

* used, but the women whom Bernard honestly loves feel used too,
according to Feiffer: hcﬁce, the impossibility of a good
‘relationship between men and Qoﬁen.

’ ' Feiffer, in stereotyping males, establishes two

modes of relatioﬁshlps: the superficial and the ineffectual.u

The'superficial relatjonship®is calculated; the ineffectual

is absolutely demoralizingyﬁ‘Apparently, Feiffer oscillates

between the extremes of cynicism and sentimentalism in his

E dep}ction of male stereotypeé. +One he envies, the other he

'kympgthizes with, From several articles on Feiffer and

interviews with Feiffer, one can assume tﬂat Feiffer is the

sentim;nfal 'schnook,’ Bernard, but would prefer to be the

cynical chﬁuvinist, Huey. An hypothesis suggests that Feiffer

is his 6haracter, Bernard Morgendeiler, and that Feiffer's

satiré of the relationship between men and women is often

built arouﬁd the éheme of failure because of Feiffer's desire

to express a frué%ratioﬁ of his own 'personhood.

, "With Feiffer and Silverstein the humor is so

% often implacably cruel and pessimistic that one

! must look outside of it to explain its popularity
entirely. Both men seem to provide a_masochistic
pleasure that derives from seeing one's private o ‘

estimate of oncself and one's world printed for
,all the rest of the world to see. . Their audience ‘

conditioned by themethods of psychoanalysis, does
not miss the lack of personal compassion in |
Feiffer and Silverstein, but finds the most dour S

-
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interpretation of personal_and social behavior
to be the most congenial,"

David Segal's statcment carefully lays a solid basis

v

for both the essence and appeal of Feiffer's satirical form.
The essence of Feiffer's satire within the relationship of

men and women is self-exposure; the appeal is through

4

recognition. That self-exposure provides a "masochistic
pleasure" for the audience, as well as for Feiffer, is the
haglmark of Twentieth century satire. When contrasted to

t@e Swiftian definition of satire, an essential difference

Nzt

becomes apparent:
"Satyr /" sic 7 is like a glass, wherein Beholders
do generally discover everybody's face but
their own; which is the chief Reason for the
kind reception it meets in the World, and
that so very few are offended with it. "0

Inthe Eighteenth century the only commonly understood

¥

psychological phenomenon was Reason, a Christian Reason which
understood that depravity was a conditiom suffered 'by man.
But, such depravity was recognized as sent by God not as a

blessing but in man ways as a necessary incongruity of man’'s

'

1

goodness:

"Swift's Satire arises from a sense of sin,
and from the painful awareness of human existence.

5David Segal, "Feiffer, Skinberg and Others," X
Commentary Magazine, 32 (July 1961), p. 432, S

“%jonathan Swift, A Selection of His Works, ed.
Philip Pinkus (British Columbia: Macmillan of Canadg, 1965),
p. 448.

]
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It does not cure'many vices, or mend many

worlds,. but by presenting the image of man's

depravity it protests the ways of God tp

man with all the passion of his faith."

The possible distinction between an Eighteenth

century satire and a Twentieth century satire is not. the
representation of the depravity of man, but the understanding?
of and reaction to this depravity. Feiffer brings two things
to satire that the Eighteenth century would find incompre~
hensible. The first is the metaphorical death of God and

\ﬁ 14
the second is the knowledge of the Freudian divisions of

the mind.

The Twentieth century makes depravity absolutcly,

ﬁuman and psychologically comprehensible. 1In one sense this «
makes the physical brutalities of Eighteenth century satire
somewﬁat innocuous when ?easured againét the mental destruc-
tiveness of Twentieth century satire.

Feiffer's satire is™Built upon psychological self- .

flagellation. This is recognizable and comprehensible to

the "Beholders" of the Swiftian satiric looking-glass because;
the knowledge of the "working of the mind".is the Twentieth
century mode of comprehensﬁqn. The "Beholders" look into

the glass and see the image of éﬁemselves reflected. Now,

according to Swift, this should\evoke an unkind reception,

i
~

7Philip Pinkus, Jonathan Swift: A Selection of His
Works, p. xxxiv. -
A _




" . \ “but it does not. The modern reader is not offended even
~ when he‘sees himself reflected because of what Segal 1a§e1&.
the "masochistic pleas%re” the,audience receives in the
"most dour interpreta£ion of persopal and social behavior."
Satire has always made fuqz mocked, parodied man's
béﬁaviour. But, histd%icélly, the laughter provoked was

‘a class-conscious laughter. Feiffer moves the laughter

. % -~
- - g . < . R .
from class-consciousness into self-copnsciousness. The reaction

Y
"

thas shifted from an awareness of the ékpibitation_of social

role to khe awareness of the exploitation of seclf-image.

The marvel of the Twentleth century response is the knowledge
+ . _ of the exploitation of se1f¥1mage coupled with thq enjoyment

of it. Feiffer's cartoon saglre thrives on tha,representatlon

//wéﬁ/ ° of Esychologicai neuroses, a unique element only applicable

to the content and reception of modern satire. The temptation
to include the author as part and parcel of his diatribe in

stud&ing satire in Feiffer's case is unquestionably provoking,

!
)

- but must be examined cautiously.
bne always has to be careful not to presume too much
,ngut an author from his work, but understanding the persenal
ﬁodivation of the satirist is a Vehiclq‘through whiéh
the art of satire is understood, It makes.sense that the
satirist's tempegament has been of interest because satire is

-

a public screaming of disgust, a temper-tantrum at times’, that




exposes the hostilities and antagonisms of the satirist,
not jusf his anger at social evils, The interest that
Feiffer is Bernard, or at ;he.very least, that Bernard's
travails most resemble the actual life (sexual) experiences
of Feiffer is important in aghraaderwlitexaxx_sepqg

is a mini-genre of Jewish castration-complex literature in

>

American, literature that Feiffer belongs to along with writers

like Saul Bellow and Philip Roth who use their personal

biographies successfully in their art.

Throughout the cartoons and plays there exists a
tension between men and women that is never resolved; the
tension is made obvious and clearly represents tlie domination-
of men by womem*\¥y?en Feiffer reveals his personal sexual

experiences in interviews the connection between the man_and

P

his cartoon world is too great to pass up as a possible

explanation for why he creates the stereotypes of men and

women that he does.

—

pictorially autobiographical and this cartoon is enormously
significant in aligning Feiffer in a real way with his projected
image in his art. When Feiffer is willing.to lay his own

image on the confessionary liné he combines his boyhood

faﬂtasies with his delusions of

content of the cartoon on the next page is supported by

statements made in_essays and interviews,

In three hundred cartoons” there is only one that is

marriage. The Biographical

a
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Feiffer's choice of super heroes is Captain Marvel,

alias Billy Bateson, Feiffe% says this of Captain Marvel:

"The captain himself came out dumber than
average superheroes, or perhaps less was-expected
of him. A friendly full back of a fellow with
apple cheeks and dimples, he could be imagined
being a buddy rather than a hero, an overgrown
boy who chased villains as if they were squirrels.
A perfect fantasy figure for, say, Charlie Brown.™"

There is an absolute honesty in this statement that absorbs
the demeaning content. And this is the superhero Feiffer
identifies with. In short, the honesty of self—éffacemente
in this cartoon is the same honesty that is representative
of Feiffer in all his [cartoons. The special significange
here is that thé man in this cartodn is reall; Feiffer.

As for the notion of a transformation of the meek

and inept Feiffer into |the strong and virile Feiffer by
A .

conjuring up the magical 'Shazam': ' .

"Then too there was great disappointment in
the word 'shazam!' it turned out it didn't
work for readers. Oth magic words 'were tried.
They didn't work either.\ There are just so many
magic words until one feels he's been made a
fool of. How easy it became _to hate 'Shazam!
Shazam! Shazam!' that taunti cry that worked
fine for Captain Marvel bu§ didn't do a damn
thing for the rest of us."

A study of the satirisf's temper e%t, motivation

i _ /
and influence by Leonard Fein#erg in a book called The /

. 1
8Feiffer, Comic Book Heroes, p. 24. \
9

Feiffer, Comic Book Heroes, p. 25, \ /

-
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Satirigpts's Art defines the level of personal intrusions

of the satirist-on his art. According to Feinberg, there are
several categories of satirical motivation. Aesthetic drive

“and morality are two, a third is compensation. Compensation .

. a

‘breaks down into several subcategories: rage and rebeilioﬁ,
protective laughter, perverted “self-criticism and perverted R
frustration. Not to deny that aesthetic drive and morality '

are partial components in Feiffer's art, perverted frustration

is the category in which Feiffer's satire predominhgtly falls.

A tenet of the principle of compensation is that "all the

varilations on this theory assume thatythe satirist is striking

back| at/ society because it has either neglected him for being

inadeyfuate or punishing himfoe being obstreperous."10

Feiffer falls into the fosmer part of the category®ef
frustrated perversion which ﬁéans society has neglected him A

- for being inadequa;gL;WE§i££§f°readily admits to socigllaﬂd

( sexﬁal inadequacy. As a yout;P;:\;as a misfit; he could not

t

play ball. He preferred to stay in the house and read all

4

day.

1OLéonard Feinberg, The Satirist: his Temperament,
Motivation and Influence (Iowa: Iowa State University Press,
1963), p. 43.

%
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"Echoes of my childhood keep creepin
into my work. I'm sneaky ~ } hide

behind my pictures." L
Time Magazine, February 9, 1959
p. 52. ' 2

‘.
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"I guess it was a formidable shyness. ' The
best kids are the biggest and most athletic-
affable., Outgoing kids. And I was a shrimp ]
I was skinny: I didn't eat, which my mother ’
never forgot to tell the neighbors. T didn't
play ball. I didn't even learn how to catch
a ball-till I was fifteen, and to this day I
still can't throw e. The only person I was
at all capable of talking to was myself and
even there I had, severe lags in communication.
I understood with cpomplete objectivity that I
was a total failure, so if I was going to make
a comeback I know it had to be as a grownup.
Grownups didn't have to take gym." (pb., p. 84)

"Grownups wielded all the power, still’
could not be talked back to, 'still were always
right however many times they caontradicted
themselves. By eight I had become a politician
of, the grownup, indexing his mysterious ways

“and hiding underground my lust for getting even
until I was old enough, big enough and important
enough to make a bid for it. That bid was to-
come my way of a career - (I knew I'd never
grow big enough to beat up everybody; my hope
was to, somehow, get to own everything and fire
everybody)."11¥

, X
As a youth he felt an incredible urgency to revenge
any thing that controlled him. His objects of revenge in his

art move from parents to women to government. The immen-

sity of his need for revenge is e}pressed by his current

necd to confess these hostilities 12

11Jules Feiffer, Comic Book Heroes, p. 12.

‘ ledmittedly, one has to be careful as to how seriously
Feiffer makes these statements. After all he has a sharp wit
and probably can?t help his witticisms which tend a bit--toward
exaggeration. His statements seem like a flamboyant honesty
that Feiffer is free to express having achieved that "career"
he speaks of. THe-grain of salt that might be necessary at
times to 'decipher fact from exaggeration is-more often included
precisely because of the added saline quality of hostility

" that overuns Feiffer's remarks.
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As an adolescent he was sexually unknowledgeable:

"I didn't even know about sex. When I was
in high school, I was much less interested in
getting laid then getting out. I had a Z4-hour
a day hard-on, but I never quite connected it
with sex. I was terribly retarded-in that area
and’never ever knew what to do with® this thing
;nggyjpo;ket and never dreamed it could be used
with girls. Or how you were suppbdsed to use
it. A fascination with breasts was the closest , o ,
I came. To me sex was something you had with
a woman's breast. I didn't know there was
anything else. I was so unpracticed in the
dark, scary world of carnality that I did not
even know you could go blind, I didn't know
you could get warts and pimples or that it would
fall off. I didn't even know the folklore

(pb., p. 84)."

'As a bachelor: '"Most-bachelors I suspect, aren't the miserable

failures at bachelorhood I was (pb., p. 86)." As for marrying .
something Feiffer finally did when he was thirty-two, Feiffer i\\

—_—
v on

A

has this to say: T .

"Most of the married men I know get married

because their wives made it impossible for them

. to stay unmarried. Not necessarily by ultimatum, ..-

‘but by making pressures and guilt so intense that -
it simply becamg¢ easier to get married than stay

shacked up . ./. I hated and feared marriage . . .

it meant 'I had to be a growpup (pb., p. 96)." ¢

-

"That his inadequacies no longer shamg him personally
is made very clear from his boldness, but that his inadequacies
are the very stuff his 1life is made up of is gvident1as,wela.
Bernard suffers from many of the same inadequacies Feiffer
speaks of as his own. Da&id Segal saysf

”Ultimateiy Feiffer may do more to popularize
neurosis than Norman Vincent Peale has done to
© popularize tranquility. These and other facts-of *\




contemporary life are seen under two great
shadows: individual anxiety caused by a sense
of. deepIy felt inferiority and puplic anxiety
caused by e bomb-, "'13

-

From the aBBVe\QE?tes, one can see that Feiffer's
wit during interviews is an aggressive one. Feinberg classi-
fies the type of wit used by the satjrist who is motivated
by perverted frust{&ﬁioq in order to compensate for inadequacy.
Freud is his source: '"Satirists motivated by tendency wit
are”person§ having a powerful sadistical compoment in their
sexuality, which is more or less inhibited in life, are most
successful with the'teq@ency—wit of aggression.'”14

This is not to imply that the witty remarks from,
Bernard are going to express this sadistic sentiﬁent, but
that the very creation of Bernard by Feiffer was necessitated
by Feiffer's need to express his contempt for and apprehension
of women. . It does imply that Feiffer has a "powerful sadis-
tical component in his sexuaiity."

In an article '""Men really don't like women" written

!
“

by Feiffer which appeated in Look Magazin® in January of 1966,

Feiffer admits that most of the statements he makes are in
some way, an "emotional autobiography . . . all that I am

.Téally giving away is some veiled secrets about myself." His

DBgegal, p. 432.

1‘4Feir1berg, p. 152.




most blatant admission is that men .dislike women.
"Only in religion .is it-°not a perversion to
| love one's enemy. In the real world we hate and
| fear and despise and protect ourselves from our
enemies . . . man has always seen woman as his
enemy. How in_the ggyorld can he be expected to
. love her? He 2annot . . . the term "relatiomnship",
- as we have come to know it, is the artless blen-
ding of what man needs with what he dislikes."

. \ ‘ '
This statement is ill founded and left completely unsupported

2

factually in the article. Such a statement is not intended
to be satirical though; a confessionary tone is more applicég;;:
~UWe are all familiar with the fact that little
boys dom*t-.ljke little girls. We pretend to think
they outgrow tt:—They—-do not. They merely learn
to hide it: What they really fear for is their own
potency (not always sexual, in fact in our times N
less and less so)." .
The combination of hate and fear expressed by Feiffer
in these statements invites a Preudian analysis of the castra-
.tion complex which is also constructed around hate stemming o

from fear. 'The assumption here is that Feiffer's personal

dislike for women is the source of his stereotype of the )
/ L. Y

female castrator.
In explaining the original reaction of young boys to

a penis in girls, Freud notes that a natural
Y

[

“"A young boy's first reaction is“to assume the
little girl-will grow-a penis 1like his own. ' Then
he thinks that they had one once, but it was. cut,
off and in its place is left an open wound. This . ~

, i
® _ : e

—— — - oy T~




"about’ hating women, they are often expressed in such an

e e e e

theoretical advance already makes use of
psrsonat experiences of a distressing Kind.
The boy in the meantime has heard the threat ~
that the organ which is so dear to him will
be taken away from him if he shows his
interest too plainly. Under the influence
of this threat of castration he now sees ;
th@¥gnotion he has- gained of the female
genitals in a new light; henceforth he will
tremble for his wmasculinity, but at the same
time despise the unhappy creatures on whom
the cruel punishment has, as he supposes,
already fallen.'"15 L

Despising women at an early age is Feiffer's adamant

confession. In fact, when he makes confess;oﬁaryrstatements

- . / '
aggressive way as to assume that Feiffer has a "powerful, |

. - . - - / : -
sadistical componefpt 'in his sexuality." -When Feiffer wrote

Carnal Kndmledge (screenscript 1971), he originally had a

speech- in it that he cut out because ". . . it seemed tco on

A

the nose (pb., p. 84)." The speech epitomizes a basic{
contempt for women. -h

"Remember when you were a kid and the boys
didn't like the girls? Only sissies liked girls? *.
What I'm trying to tell you is that nothing's
changed. You think boys grow out of not liking
girls, but we don't grow out of it. We just
grow horny. That's the problem. We mix up liking
pussy for liking girls. Believe me, one couldn't
have less to do with the other: (pb., p. 84)."

¥

Assum 1ng that a real castration complex 1s one of

15Sigmund Freud,, The Complete Works of Sigmund Freud,
trans. J. Strachey (London:Hsarth Press, 19¥8)Vol. xI, p. 19s5.
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the roots of Feiffer'g satire, the failing relationship

between men aﬁd women, and the development of the female.

casfrator allows Feiffer to display this aggressive wit.

U;timately, the failure of relationships is the figﬁl

satirical statement Feiffer makes about relationships.
freud says:

"Psychoanalysis believes that it has disco-~ /
vered a large part of what underlies the narcissis-
tic rejection of women by men, which is- so mixed

up with despising them 'in drawing attention to

the castration complex and its influence on the
opinion in which women are held."

L d

In '""Men really don't like Women", Feiffer claims that women
are a 'projected narcissism of man's psyche.” By this Feiffer

means men create, types of women. '"When moral attitudes

e

inhibit his drives he inyénts women, the most damnable of

—m
e

women. The seductress,/the shrew, the harlot, the nag, the :

‘tease, the castrator. "They are instruments by which differanfL

5

men %gap different (carefully contained) satfsfaction."
To assess the stereotype of the castrating female

as preseﬁ%ed by/Feiffer;'is to realize that the females,

althéugh loud, domineering, emasculating and apparentlyc

cohtrolling, are actually fulfilling the requirements of the

relationship which are established by the male. Bernard wants/

needs/ loves in a narcissistic way to be castrated or rejected.
P -

IO ' B

165 eud, Vol. x1i, p. 199. ﬂ
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Another conclusion is that masochism is the source of the
relationship between men and women. Feiffer, according| to
Feinberg's theory, in some perverted self-critical way

wants to satirize his ownhirritation and _disgust at hi

9

) inadequacy.
Ronald A. Knox said: "Iﬁwis seldom that the impetus
to write §atire comes to man excégt as the result of disap-
\pointmé;t. Since disappointment*;o often springs from .love,

it is not to be wondered that satirists have dealt unkindly
with women.”17 This,ié true to'a certain extent for Feiffer.
He has created a loathesome, satirical -female type: the
cagtrator. The theme of sexual failure and insecurity on

e part of the male dofminates the cartoons through the
.characterization of Bernard. Huey, on the other hand, is an
absolutely necessary creation by Feiffer to compensate’for

,  Bermard's ineffectuality. But Huey's sexual prowess only. -

-

/’ . -
serves to denigrate Bernard. .

3

Establishing-a real psycho;sexual link bétween_Feiffer

a

and his satire of the relationship between men and women
emphasizes tBe biographical nature of Satire. 1In the same
mode, Swift's scatological references have been scrutinized

for personal parallels. And then conclusions like this are

Al

17R6na1d~-A.'Knox, "On Huhour and Satire,' in Satire:
Modern Essays in Criticism, ed. R. Paulson (New Jersey:
Prentice Hall Inc., 1971}, p./E}.

o




reached: 1

"According to psychiatrists, Swift seems
to have suffered from an impressive variety
of neuroses brought on, perhaps, by being
deprived of mother love at an early age,
and giving rise tp symptoms of emotional 18
immaturity and psgchosexual infantilism."

|

t

|

|
It is not unreasonable to assume that Feiffer's admitted A
misogyny is the key to understanding his satiric &tatemeﬁ?ﬁ

“ ? .
about the relationship of men and wOmenz Basically, h;s//

o

;%
, . . R . f =
central motifs concerning the relationship of meni and ¢

women are failure, mistrust, hate, insecurity and deception.

v

Conclusion: Relationship of Man to Woman

4 ,
Feiffer has created- three stereotypes of men and women

in his cartoons$: Bernafd the sexual failure, Huey the sexual
guccess andnthe female castrator. Bernard and Huey aré
carefully and fully developgd charaéterizations of a type,
while the female castrator is siereotyped‘only to the extent
that sﬁe defines the stereotype'bf\Berﬂard. Feiffer's limited
development of the female as a type is ca}ried over into his
plays as. well. |

An- assumption has been made that Féiffer is his character
] i ) ’
Bernard. The correlation has been based on two theories:

(1) leonard Feinberg's theory of motivation of the satirist

18Philip Pinkus, Jonathan Swift: A Selecérvn\gf,hgs

Works (Toronto: Macmillan Co. Ltd., 1965), p. viii.
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in which Feiffer belongs to the special category of perverted

self-criticism which is a portion of the larger cl¥ssification
of compensation. ‘The use of a 'tendency wit' of aggression is
a result of the insecurity felt by‘thé satirist. (2) Freud's
theory of fhe castration complex, which identifies the origin
of man's psychologicai hatred and fear of women.

. The creation of the female castrator is the means
by which Feiffer satirizés/ﬁimself while satisfying a maso-
chistic tendency: the de;ire to be rejected which, according
to Freud and Feiffer, is really'a “narcissistic rejection”
of women. B Lo -

The major theme of the satire of the relationshig
between men and women is failure. This is due to Feiffer's
personal failgzgl perhaps.When the plays are examined, theé
conclLsién that the relationship of men to women ultimatel{3
fails 1is supported F}om the clear lack of~;a:hentic female
character development 1njthe plays and the propensity toward
the stereotype of the female castrator,‘Felffer exhibits a

limited artistic conception of women in’ the plays and the

1

cartoons. \ s

It is interesting to note that while the felhtionship

- e

of man to woman is of great importance in the cartoon

hat 0

(657350), in his plays Feiffer only allows the relationship of .

man to woman to dominate in one; but even then (Little \Murders)
the relationship is actually a disguise for a harsher tfeatment

.
of national.violence.

.
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Russelian paradox - when a message about the message is contained
in the message. ’

"Gregory Bateson,'" Humor in Human Communicatien'" in
Motivation in Humor, ed. J. Levine, p. 163, ¢




L8

.59 -

| - AYS 115 You LvE 1N
IM STAONG 1ot - Avway

. N Hour own
vou se€ M7 ({ & ) HAFE RIGHTS! (¢ L orupl AR
\ \ (& AT \ . JMA PeRoon! }\\' o’ GU.T'
) HeaH ! \ ook At
Hoee! ' N/ ME! Lok
\ ' @ AT ME!

A
0 LIE! o B AR - WKATS - THE USE 7 Moy ARIENT
gmu%» it QLWAIIGE erf‘é . . HEARD A SINGLE a{oeo IVE SR
\TE —— o : - ) ‘ ]
(L)gartxflr%r R~ ([&%, Y9\ - 175 ME | . - _ ;;\ é“s
. ‘ ) (
Tt Lok 3 W Riits! | 7
! AT ME! LOOK 4| persont , : ;
[ AT ME] : \ \ ( |
i ‘[, , /
‘ SK\ \ ‘
i -
M STAUOING ;. . ) s
ﬁéﬁﬁlﬁéf —_ RIGHT (0 FRONT . ' WAT? P
CAUT GET = JWN\ - oF You-Do W . . N
HveH ( GEE He? K I
AUMORE | . B .

-

’ E | |
fk -
- ~
- ~". n

s

| "They are so self-absorbed that they are incapable of communication; they have parallel
monologues, not conversdtions. Feiffer's strength is that in these characters he has
caught quite precisely.the disti

nctive verbal and physical gesture® of their prototypes -
the people who of course compose his audience."

Segal, Feiffer, Steinberg and Others - Commentaty, July 1961, 32(1), p. 432,
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] Relationship of Man to Himself

/' Out of 300 cartoons, 51 ate concerned with the rela-
tionship of man to himself. It is difficult to isolate the
! .

4
satiric intention in these cartoons in contrast to the ease

ship of m to woman. More abstract and certainly more

ironic and absurdist, the cartoons representing the relationship

0f man to himself preésent a conglaomerate of themes: among

them are the® discrepancy between image and self-image,
gy .

&

isolation and the art of rationéiizing.

Feiffer was influenced by Dostoeﬁéky‘s Notes from

A

the Underground. He says of it that he “alway\ hoped to get

in terms of humour some of the feelings that Do toeﬁsky got //

Q /

about his man . . . to show within the space of |a strip how.
man views himself and then show what the outside sees him 4s.
And the two have absolutely no connection."19

Feiffer's fascination with the "sick man" of literature

AN

helps to define one of the structures presented) in his
cartoons. Feiffer has stated that there is a schism between
man and the social structure, the basic implicatio eing a

failure of society to truly know. the individual. This is

because society sets up a structure in which "image'" is the

19 / .
T ETMRID6E ., T3, ko paed, & ArKy, >eds, COMBN WG mlacC,
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vghicle for self-definition, while the individual sets up

B

a structure wheteby "self-image'" is the vehicle for self-
. .
definition. A

<

o
e
e b

a satiric mode is established when a moral discrepancy or

“According to The Art of the Satirist by W.0.S. Sutherland”

contra$t of:values is.represented. The dichotomy of image
and self-image can be classified as satire according to this
criteria. Image and self-image can be seen as a contrast

of values) oné:emphasizing t?e individual value-structure;'

the other emph;%izing society's value structure. The dis-
crepancy between image and self-image is that image is an
imposition that forces man into an acceptable behaviour pattern
that might not necessarily be compatible with his self-image,
which functions indepenaently of lsocially acceptable behaviour
patterns. The imposition of behaviou;kon man by society as

the means by which image is forced, makes the nature of
self-image a measurement of the variation from that norm of
behaviour. Distinctlf'Feifferesquef arkd clearly understandable
if Feiffer was truly influenced by Dostoevsky, self:image mustl
be measured in terms of the sense of the inappropriateness of
the self in the social milieu. Facade is the co%pensatorx

r

trademark of the isolated individual whose behaviour is prompted

by self-image.

. - s ‘. . N
In the satire of the relationship of man to himself there is
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tension that Nortﬁrbp'Fryc calls sophisticated pathos:
"A study of the isolated mind . . . how someone recognizably o
"like ourselves is broken by a conflict betwéen the inner

-
and outecr world, between imaginative reality and the sort
of reality which is cstablished by a social consensus . "0
The term sophisticated pathés is used by Frye in defining
the mody of high and {?ﬁ mimetic tragedy, which essentially

1 } R " .
is unrelated to the satiric 'mode. But when one realizes

_that the charact&s are motivated by a "weakness which

1

appeals to our .sympathy beccause it is on gnga?n level of

. 2
experience" 1

the cffect of Feiffer's satire thkes on a more somber

quality, one tha£ resembles the struggles of a tragic hero.
Self-image becomes a wcakness in the Feiffer character

because it makes for a hostile, aggressive social regponse, '

an indication that self-image cannot‘cope with the image

expected of it. It is interesting to note that those characters

Who are repyeseﬂtatives of the self-image, must be hostile

and aggressive in their behaviour. This reinforces the

assumption that Feiffer is Sasically:an angry man, who expresses

human conflict through an aggressive satire.

It is assumed that Sutherland's latter reference‘to

ZONorthrmp’Frye. Anatomy of Criticism: Fogr Essays
(Princeton: Princeton Univers?fy Press, 1957), p. 39.

21

Frye, p. 38,
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a contrast of values is more appropriate when considering
Feiffer's attitude toward the individual and the system

‘ than B moral discrepancy, because the dichotomy of image
‘{» IS

and self-image in the cartoons is depicted in a behavioural

S~

fashion. A distinction between values and morals is neces-
sitated here. Morals are a tradition of sentiment that
affects the cénscience, . Morals are upheld thiou%h beliefs
which then cause., behaviour. Maintaining a mor;1 standard
is maintaining 4 behavioural pattern, but the‘purpose of

the maintenance is 'to procure a good conscience. Values,

4

?éq behaviour to meet jdesired ends. The purpose i; not
to énd uplwith a good ?ﬁnscfence but to procure what one
~desires.
' — A contrast in morals theﬁ would be a contrast in the
opinion of what is right and wroﬁg which imposes a judgement
- on actioné. A contrast in values simply admits to different
- means to procure ends. In the se of image and self-image,
the désiré for social approvaf/jj the end in effect. How

one aEts, socially or anti-socially, not rightly or wrongly,

| is the distinction between morality and values in this case.
B .
\
|

o0 One might say -that social or anti-social labels are judgements.

1

. They are not; they are measurcments of the need for social

approval.



. The gré¢at disparity between self-image and image
| ) . .
can be measurep in terms of the need for social approval,

: L. ¥
" Ayn Rand's phﬂlosophy in The Fountainhead is applicable to

TN

Feiffer's characters who must cope with the decision between
sclf-image and image'as their motiva\ional source. - What
Rand calls the Altruists and the Ego "strs is ess%ntially a
measurement of the need for social approval, According to Rand,
the Altruists are masochists;, motivated by image (desire for

! ]

social acceptance) to give of themselves completely, compul-

sifely. The Egoists are sadists, motivated by self-image (a

' sensenof inappropriateness about belonFing to society) to

: ignore the-demands of social protocol, In Rand's terms the

.+ Egoists possess what she calls a virtug of selfishness or '
faiénity of the individual. It is inte%esting that Feiffer"s
eé&j&tical characters who in$ist on bréaking norms of behaviour
patterng do so as misfits.‘ Feiffer's Hgoists contrast with
Rand's on the basis of individual integrity. Fe?ffer's have

none, instead they @are pathetic examples of lost causes. Self-

image appears self-defeating in the samt manner that most of
1

the cartoons about men and women are alko destructive.
. 3

To compare Feiffer's vision of selflessness or self-
fishness with Ayn Rand's Altruism and Egoism is extremely
pertinent when one realizes .that Rand allows for integrity, but
only through sadism, Social séf&—alignment is unavoidably
manifested through neurosis, This is the commonality of

. Feiffer and Rand. Certainly there is no intention to compare

!

them artistically but the correlation has been made because

Cal

Feiffer and Rand 'share two components of American modernism
\

¢

|
i
}

in their message: they are concerned with image as y

1 P




manifested through/ behaviour (either forced behaviour or

independent behaviour) and that image, no matter which
way you slice it, is an expression of neurosis.

There is/still a need to determine why the repre-
senation of image and self-image is a form of satire within
the greater,context of Feiffer's satire. According to _
Sutherland, a basic satiric requirement is met when a Y
display of a contrast of values is present. feiffé} is
contrasting obsequious behaviour or image with neufdtic
defensive behaviour\or self-image. Where Feiffer is aligned.
must be made cléar to the reader or else the satire is not
satisfactory. Feiffer apparently favours the weak, neurotic,
independeﬁt isolationist » which meanéathe values of image
are the object of attack. Through sophisticated pathos, a
familiarity and identification with the weaknesses of the
individual who is confronted wdéh an inner and outer conflict
of identity is established. Therefore the components of
tragedy are also cohsiderable. A satisfattory ‘conclusion
about the form of satire Qbuld;be to call it tragi-comic.

¥

The comic element iIs a parody of individual behaviour. The

4

tragic element is the realism of neurosis. The sum total
1s self-parody; an incredibly self-deprecating theme that
makes one regard Feiffer as a terribly serious as well as

%

hilariously funny satirist. =



MTRASYT ALwags
BOESH EASY Xz
[ Wis ROTTEN.

AT F\leT 1T WAS PCRE
AFEECTATICN CUTSI0E
I 010 FAVORS, LERT
MeEU, SHILED A

LOT. BuT INGIVE,
Srpury ROTYEN

- 66 -
1 LOOKED ROTTEN
T THOUGAT KefTeN
1 ComD TELL BY
TES (AU PECRLE -
SURED AL g
FROM ME TilAT U‘
THEY wWERE ‘
THINKINGS - ° TEERE (

Gogs AREN Y -
K- L\'LJ
~ \z /7
N\
s ’ "
BUT GIVE MICENESS
AN IRCH AT,
' TAKES A HILE.
NICELESS RAN
PHOR ISIE OF
ME. T pecaMe
A CeHpuse
poLL )
4
AN EVED N (T
’aﬁ ORONT RECESSARY \
1 186 NICE. &UlS AN
OULON'T CURSKE i
"= /J\ 2 1N MY COMPAY | ‘
O GrLs BEGRY t\ﬁ"\
\: A AN
HE AS A % :\)
“4\ W FRED 1 "
\ ¢he MY :
AN
VRN
£ AR
: I
.. r' ,m«ﬂ‘-———n""\-z\
]
|
O 2
QQ iTs” e o
TOA QFI\VS R /}
Rl ey
[‘l 3 | "/ FOUND (E‘ A
! MoNeY {‘. 1 J‘
\ i / cN o b /
LB 4oy y
'-}"_\I- fdl~, / C.\(lf' k‘_}/ ’
%A-_ ’ b r 4 f” ‘§ )
4 ,'/ 5 / ﬂ}

4f\§ﬁ:

70 G —N
T e T =y
{ eti 7~ LC:_/)
70 LU kL6 A
.
|
\', o Lot

)

1 10€0 T T
DOON BUT T
KO LOST THE
sk oF
Ceolce. |

L 10972D
f ,.74..,', .

TR B PRIy
e

NOT THAT

cor nicez
A0 i CER

LH CoMPLAINING,

s MO Yev

s d
Loy




]

THE COMPANUS
BEEN VERY
Geop 1o ME
4INCcE I

60T OUT OF - -
CHOOL

i

~TUEN THEY HELPED

EVELUN AND ME

. EIND A HOUSE
CONVENIENTLY

I LOCATED IN A

e~ GECTION WHERE.

© OTHER YOUNG

1 EXECOTIVES:
LIVE~

¢

b

3

=

mNO
A

\_ \N-

FIRST THEY ENROLLED -5
ME IN THEIR EXECUTWE

TRAINING SQUAL
LEARNING ALL PA

OF "THE FIELD ANP
GETTING PAID FOR
T AS WELL

AND WHEN EVELHN
BECAME ILL SMALK
DAB IN THE MIDDLE
OF HER TWENTY FIRsT
BIRTHDAU PARTY THEY

ALLOWED V% FULL
BENEFIT OF THe
COMPANUS HO5P-
ITALIZATION PLAN
EVEN THOUGH I
WAS A MONTH
SHORT ON
ELIGIBILITY —

i

5

—~

,,,Q\: d

=

50

-

-AND ) 5PITE )N TREN WHEN, BECAUSE

7, Q“
OF MU LOW SCORE I eveLuns prINKING
ON THE MONTHLY

PROBLEM, IT LDOKED
LIkE T MIGHT BE
A e Oer)

GENCY AID COMMITTZE
OF THE CoMPANY'S
FAMILU COUNSELING

PROMOTIONAL
EMOTIONAL QUiZ™
AND 5085EQUENT
OAILY MAKE-UP
SESSIONS WITH

THE MORALE PLAN PLUS THE LOIVES
DEPARTMENTS AUXILIARY'S “BE A
PSUCHOANALYST PAL® SERVICE HELPED

PULL U5 “THROUGH.

NOW THE LITTLE . =

. WOMAD AND 1 ARE [ Squ
BACK [N STEL HERE ﬂm_mm R
I AM ONLY TWENTY- A

FOUR AND ALREADY

A GECONT CONGULT-

. ATION ASSISTANT

AND qcmﬁmmﬁmm»
DAY EVEL

ENROLLED OUR THREE" .
UEAR-OLD 1N THE
EXECUTIVE JUNIORS /
TRAINING G8VAD.

3

}wr'

wrd



1% ALWAYS BEEN A N

- STRUGELE FOR ME .../.\
10 FIND MU pLACE -~
D S0CIETU. THATS

WHY I HAVE. TO /M
READ BOOKS.

AFTER COLLEGE T
WERNT (INTO INOUSTRY
AND THOUGHT I WAS
POING FINE OTIL [

READTHAT [ WAS
_ REALDY A CONFORM-
1367 ORGANIZATICN

woiAAN 50 1 WENT

oQUT AND
 CONFORMED
AND
BLLINGED

FOR INSTALCE, IN L)
COLLEGE 1 THOUGHT  I'\°
T WAS BETTING OO
FINE UNTIL 1 READ
THAT MINE WAS A~
SILENT GENER-
ATION 50 1

GHUT VP -

WELL, T BEOA MAKIG 220,
» [}

T A LOT OF MONEY

AND FELT THAT I /_.\\

s>m§cmn2m.
e%:mm%ﬂmh\ar/
W TRUTH, I WAs A =22

MEMBER OF AN )

- ACQUISITIVE

S0CIETY. s50¢

" BOUGHT THINGS.

|

|

e

OF COURSE, [ N
HAD A LOT OF TIME
ON MY HANDS BuT
1 FaT FINE ONTIL
1 READ THAT MY
INCOME GROUP
HAD.A LEISURE
PROBLEM $01
LEARNED HOBBIES.

WELL, IO BETWEEN
BENG SULENT,
CONFORMING,
BELOMGING,
ACQUR NG AND™
TAKING CARE
OF MU LEIGURE
PROBLEM [
RAVENT UYET HAD
A CHARNCE 10
SEEK STATYS.

Now FoR A WHRE
THERE [ FOLT
FINE INTIL ¢
READ THAT THE
ROOT FROBLEM

OF MY AFFLUENT
C SOZIETY WAS
STATUS SEEK-
ING.

)

3 suess Lt
FIT 1T
S0MEHOW.

fase=



- 69 -

OV NKBUT- AT A PARTY -
T WAS I AN ARSUMENT
WHEN SUDDENLY TusT
WeEw [ Was ABUT ©

APALY THE CRUSHER - ﬁ
AND QUOTE STATISTICS

FROM THE WALL STREET \
JCURMAL - | REALIZED

1 DIONT BELIEVE A

4INGLE WORD [
MBS SAUING

AJD THER IT CAME
T ME THAT £
HAONT BeLievep
AV THING ANMBON
O Too Me 1N -
YEARS. THAT peep
INSIOE THE oLy
TG 1 REALLY
FELIEVED WiAG THAT
EVERYBODY WhAS
Lyine!

-MEL

MO I DIDVT BELIEVE
A SIVGLE WORD Uy
OPPDVENT RIAS SAUING.
A0 T THOUGHT FURTHER
AVD § REALIZED THAT
1 Diow'T BELIEE A
SINGLE ARGUMENT |
~ HAD HEARD ALL EVEN!
OR A SWBLE NEWSPAPER
EOITORIAL 1 HAD READ

v MONTHS

I3

AT IT WAS
AL sPEcin
PLEADIG..
w%&\ !

851
GOVERAMENEY

EVERY.
THING!

-

—— - . =

o —

2

A0 601 gor
VERY PEPRESSED.
BECAUSE ¥ LIES
WERE THE Oy
THING ANYOUE
COLD BELIEVE

1N How Oogs

ONE 60 ABOUT {
GELELTIVG THE
Brat LIE. Tve
OLZ THAT MAKES
You EEEL BETTERY,

& e

©

AP WASUT MU BeLies
THAT EVERYTHING LuUS A
ot ot

T RERRZG THS T
BeECAME HyMBLE. 1
CAME T0 A New
BeLEr..

$r

>

BUT THEW ANOTHER TIOWHT NE 0,
MIND- 1¥s 1 50 WELL INFORMED .
THAT I COULD AFFORD 0 MAKE
SUCH STATEMENTS P RERENT
THERE OTHERS IN PoSIMONS OF
AUTHORITY FAR BETTER TRAINED
0 THE COMPLEXITY OF QUR TIVES
(WHOSE BUIDAMCE 1 SHOULD Acceer-
ESPECIALLY WHEN HY DWN
CONCLUSIONS WERE 0 BADLY
CONFUSED? -

GUIDANCE. WHAT £
0 Hve HAver
TRUST I ALY
SEUSE OF = °
THE GIPERTS. BeLewe
iﬁ\:‘
witg - 1 .
<1 Re#r
@ g ]
WRowS.



e —

\\\\\\\\\\l . ——
. /) ‘

| FEEL FoR ISTANCE

RESPONSIBLE IF THE WoRLP

FOR BlLEwW LP

EVERUTHING. I\ TOMORROW
A I

LV SURVIVR-

. Hou Ko
How 10
FEEL?

MIEIT
WERE MY
IDER N THE
FIRST PLACE.
BuT THEN
1 T

THATS mwmezm 1A N ’
woaLp,
CRAZY! 15 THINKING

A CRIME 7
_




COMPAVIONS SHDN UE Lse. |
I%ALA-EECAU% Whee |
THEYRE JEALOVS T

C LA LA LA- BECAUSE
o V4 IM

STUFLD 1
' 7 /% 4 LA LA //,//
- ?ﬁéﬂuﬁ&’ 77
' New
BoT 1 DONT Ng€D Teu || \{Z_ 1

LA LA LA THEYRE ALL

5TEViE
S ) ?’ur oN
* YOUR
COAT

, THATS RIEH "

THEY RE NOT WoRTH

HATING. THEYRE ! GWEETHEAR”
DISGUSTING . NOW THE -
1 nge NS | OTHER ARM
Ri&H ~

THEM \Vd

L414 )

g

* m———— e s

ot

STEVIE - 1T5 THREE, -

1T 15
‘a“n‘fo’g‘ I8 THE MORNING. | ‘
LA [4 PLEASE LETS
iy 60 HOME. \
A
s, |
{ . . J
w fé(
N .
/ : o
\\ }/ U M \\
# VD TONGUE 15, STEVIE-THE
g}:ﬁm? M4 BITE  BOOZE 15
G takies T Mo Hhies
v
n 2 LA N ONE LEFT
Fol Ly o T0 -

// H\/
}/ Q)LQZ
-5 'p
R
" FOR- é\?}% .
5 d{@r» VJ*. 2@\? BACK
i &J AN W _hR

!

6 |~

4

) 7,

A

1y, F
(]

~THE WORLD 15 5iLLY,
I THINK| T8l ysE 1T
IH OUTRAGEOUS. 4

TAXI!
!




Isolation .

DY -

In the second cartoon anthology, Passjonella and

Other Short Stories, Feiffer uses an extended form of the

cartoon to create what could be called modery fables.

George's Moon is a perfect example of the tragic-comic
g P P ,

mode of image and self-image described above. An analysis

of George's Moon is included here because it genuinely

represents Feiffer's closest contact with the absurd while

l

remaining within the mode of the relationship of man to

Laks

himself. George's Moon is also one of the first of Feiffer's

A

-cartoons to be dramatized. It was performed in Chicago
at a playwrights cabaret theatre in 1961.

Therme has never been any serious critical debate
)

“

about classifying Feiffer as an absurdist, such as there
has been about Albee, for example. 1In the reviews of Feiffer's
plays, only one critic mentions that Feiffer's style is

midway between absurdist farce and sotcial satire. As a

B i

cartoonist writing during the decade when Absurdism was

at its peak (1955-1965), one would expect that more absurd

themes might be identifiable in Feiffer's work, yet the

term absurd-rarely has bq%n applied.l ' %

The term "sick",/originating‘with the perverted -

exploits of Lenny Bruce,was slapped onto the cartoons much

4

more readily than "absurd". One possible distinction between
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absurdism and sick hﬁmour might be the level of psycholo-~

gical intention.  Sick humour is exploitative, simplistic,
vulgar, harsh, condemning and malicious, It is ; psycho-
pathological form of 'expression that realizes, thyough
invective, a pernicious hostility of the individual toward
society.— Its source is deeply psychelogical but its intention
is not really to effect, to a high dégrge, any real sympathy.
Absurdism is rarely exploitative and nevé¥“§imple. It can

be vulgar and demeaning. but it does not emplby invective.

1{2 source, certainly stems more .from a metaphysical point of

view than from.personal pathology. The psychological intention

of absurdism is to instill in man a reasonable amount of

dsubt,about the nature of his very existence. Absurdism

confronts man's systems of self-justification, w@ile siék

humour only superficially condemns certain forms of behaviour:
" Often, a component of ﬁbsurdism fs the environment

\d

within which man's systems of self-justification are confronted.
The environments are often sterile, depleted, even void ; there
is a sense of omnipresent nullity, that nothing and no one

is anywhere. Sick humour never creates such a universe.

George's Moon presents the void and the search for-
self-knowledge, self;justification ana self—grétification.
It is Feiffer'!s only cartoon ;tory that builds themeiically
on man's relationship to himself within an absurdist environment.

One interpretation of absurdism'implies that the
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normal desires of may, such as self-knowledge, knowledge
of God, honest relationship, and rewarding vocation are
frustrated and must be compensated for. The compenSationﬁ
in order to be absurdist,must borded on the’ridiculous or
the surrealistic.22 Beckett compensites thré&gh game,

Genet through ritual, Albee and gonesco through pretense

and charade and Feiffer, fn Ceorge's Moon; through apotheosis.

The apotheosis of the self is ridiculous and the apotheosis

of space is surreal. In George's Moon the combination of
{
existential isolation with the search for hufian int

presents a basic incongruity or frustration that
compensated for.

George is the sole inhabitant of the moon.~ At first

[}

{l
he is puzzled as to how he got on the moon,so he searches
for a reason. His immediate desire to understand his environ-

menﬁ\is frustrated but his compensation is the knowledge .
A
of his name: "George". His name has no real meaning, but

it temporarily serves his need to identify some €lement of

his predicament. Trying to understand personal predicament
through a confrontation with the environment is an absurdist
motlf easily recognlzable in Genet's Deathwatcb Arrabel's

X%% They Put Handcuffs on the Flowers and Satre's No Exit.

-

, 22Brian Robinson, "Theatre of the Abstird,'" Graduate
Seminar, McGill University, Fall IQGX

/
!

)




Laurence Kitchin in Modern Drama: Form and Interpretation

speaks of two symbeols of modern Drama. They are the cage
and the scream. The cage implies environments that trap
¢

people like Pinter rooms and jail cells. George is as
metaphorically trapped on his moon as any hero of modern
drama is igolated in a limiting environment.

George's name serves as a beginning now that he
knows himself within the immediate ggntext of his‘env{;on~
ment, he extends his appeti%e for possession. lHe decides
to own the moon;Ahe claims it and fegls quite smug about
his possession. George's momentary exuberance is queil?d,
however, when he returns to' his first dilemma. Not knowing
how he got on the moon, and feeling esgsentially "non*moon",
he wonders about his roots and his‘va?
pective, but is forced to submit to the impossibility of "
self-discovery when introspection is of no avail. He needs
diversions, c mpensationsi At first he plays games: rock
collecting and drop kickiﬁg rocks into craters. He dq&idesﬂ

§

he hates rocks and he is boredwwiéh rock kicking.

. George beéomes subdued aga‘in with h&g basic instinc-
tual question about his oriéin% He realizes he is passing
time with no discovery of his true identity in sight. His
search for self-awareness is ﬁore important than his initial

]

compensation through hobbies. -

-y,

o«

ues. He becomes intros-

7
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George d}cides that in order to have dignity he
must have faith in something. He becomes disillusioned to such
an extent that he believes that he hi%sc]f can serve as his ins-

o piration of faith. He ildolizes himself in a ridiculous fashion:

k4

- J | i
George decides that he\ncedsISomcthlng greater

than himself to 1dolize. He discovefs space. Space has

-

the perfect attributes for apotheosis. It is removed, ,
" t

unknown and non-disillusioning. Thg apothcosis of space
o LY
symbolizes man's identity with emptiness; George however o

feecls that he has discovered a matudre belief,

4

As soon as George finds a sonse‘of security through
his relationship with space, he i; confronted by rockets.
Hfz identification with his newlf founded fgith provider .1is
quickly forsaken. The ideaﬂdf ﬁging rescued by other Qignlg

is a more tangible and desirable hope to George. The

absurdist notion that man can /be saved from his isolation

and his predicament, but that/ he really does not want to -

be is one of the greatest moments in Waiting for Godot,

‘when Vladimir and Estragon try to save\Lucky, a slave, but

& .
Lucky attacks them. George, in a way, is\thg\§aﬁe slave to .o

) ( his predicament, His initifl joy at the prospects of being °
saved 1% turned to malic%g%f hosfility, but admittedly,
for very different reason§§%han Lucky's which are actually
| . 1
S o never revealed. Except th&g bng}might’assume‘bUCky prefers «

‘ the protection of a repressive ‘environment to the multiple
’ e . ‘ “

hEy
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and unknewn possibilities of a frce environment,
ICeorge suffers from a unique paranoia, possibly téo
human and too apparént to be called absurdist at thi§ point. 4
Upon the thought of rescue, paranoia sets in. At first
.~ George relies on his self—imag; as a paradigm of enviable
"

knowledge: he is the only expert oen the moon. This feeling

. i S .
of elation is transformed into an overwhelming sense of o
A v ¢ -
A

dread when he realizes he does not know a thing about the
moon. He is a fraud; he panicks.a He hides from the onslaught
of his rescuers. He is regreating into an insecurity that
is manifested by self-persecution of his inadequacies, a
typical Feiffer theme.
Abandoriing his féars, he gathers all his courage and
a 1ot of rocks and declares war. George feel® confident
that he will win because he knows the terrain. His isolated
environment appeases him.
This cartoon expresses the nged man has to be saved ,
- from isolation but at the same time expresses the fear of being
exposed as a fraud. The search for self;knowledge, justifica- .
tion "and gratifica%ion is stultified bz\i_3i£§n01C reaction
which does not allow for sclf-integrity. It is despairing

4

to realize that.George is defending his universe of solitude,
i -

a self-image built on an empty relationship with space. His

desire for isolation is based on a-sense of alienation from

} the self. Such an expression of insecurity that metamorphosizes

- %
0 .




into defensive hostility is a tragic paradox of the human
( el

predicament, Georgc is a hero of the modern misshapen
personality. George is Feiffer's only true courageous ;

hero,*pu?pared to defend even his insecurity,

[

,@hen absurdity can evoke sympathy, when absurdity

borders’ on personal tragedy, the basis of satire becomes

. " . . C &
more serious than pretentious. George's Moon is satire of

<

the iﬁage/self-imagc motif. George becomes aggressively

hostile to the environment that imposes certain behavioural
* expectations upon him. These expectations directly'confront

his self-image which is composed of a sehse of inadequacy

or fear of inappropriateness at being able to cope with

societ}'s demands. "

Art of Rationalizatiqg' . )

.~ "The people in Feiffer's cartoons spend their
time explaining and justifying themsclves - not
only to others but to themselves. One of their
central principles - though they do not often
recognize it - was articulated by Groucho Marx's
famous line: 'l wouldn't join a club that would
have me for a member.' Yet if these men and
women are capable of being bugged by almpst
anything, they-still have an inexhaustible ability
to ratjonalize today's defeat for tomorrow's
disasté§§"23

\
3

Segal recognizes Feiffer's predisposition towards defeat, but

at the sage time Feiffer includes an antithetical smugness in his

characters that combines a sensg,of helplessness wjith complacency.

L 23havia Segal,"FeLffer,,Steinberg and Others," p. 432.

b
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CONCLUDED ITS LESS
[MAORTANT TO KNOW
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THAN TO BE ABLE TO
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{

80 [ FINALLY SALY THAT THE
ROOT OF MY PROBLEM LAY
NEITHER 1N FINDING THE RIGHT
ANGWER NOR IN PrRASING
THE RIGHT QUESTIONS .~

1

NOul KNOWNG  THS Ao

ALLOWED ME 0 TRANSCEND
THE SHALLOW! piLEMMA OF

PHRASING BUESTIONS IN)
CROER 0 ASSUAGE MY
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BUT T COULONYT
COME U, iTH

ANY. '

>

THE ROOT OF MY PROBLEM

LAY I TE AWARENESG
THAT (F THE RiGHT QUESTIN o

'CODLD BE PHRASED THEN , o

| A RIGHT ANSWER UNDOUBTERH - .
MIGHT BE FOUND. g ‘ .

- u-'\ .
Al — ‘
Co ot
b "Irony characterizes the attitude of
4 - ,one who, when confronted with two
things that are mutually exclusive

chooses both, which is but another.w

M of sayinfg_.he chooses neither."*

GROWIG. *
, . Haak¢n Chevalier in The Satirist:

His Temperament, Motivation ahd
Infllhence, by L. Feinberg, p. 8.

oY

*Which, if taken one step further in
Feiffer's case is to kay,

choos
not to choose.”

3
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The use of invertgg logic encapsulates the characters in

a rhctorlcal debate that is essentlal in understanding
FelfferQs style A character poses a prochmat1c queg§tion
to h1msclf hé - transforms the issue into a dlalect1c, and

then dissolves thex\ssue completely by the proaess of ratio-

nalization, To understand the connection between the use of
-

rationalization and the relationship of man_to himself is

L’
to understand Feiffer's notion of self-deception, Feiffer is

- - &7, \ — - — —

* settlng up the strongest relat10nsh1p between hlS reading

audlence and his;subject matter when he pictures man against
. himse;f in an attempt to resolve a conflig;:l;This is because
the object of the satire is none other tﬁ;n‘thg individual

‘

and his pursuit of rationality, A polemical self-exploration
is the result, AT%is produces a polarity between intellect and
emotions, beth in the characters and. in/ the rceéaders. The
standard form is a logical . se1f~strutiny; the debate always
" resembles, ag least\symbolically% the Hamletian duery of
"To be or not to be.'" Being Post-Cartesian, Feiffer's
questions sound more like "To do or not to do,'" .or "To /
understand or .not to understand," or "To try or not to tty."

This is satire(composed of controlled, rational self-deception;

in short, a parody on man as thé thinking animal.
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" Persiflage built by an artifice of logic is Feiffej’? 4
L

forte as a comic writer. MWhat in fact is happening throug

the art of rationalization-is the process of the subversio .

of order. In a sense, .the logic is aoderangemenluinggont ast . o

/

to an arrangement which easily allows for a disintegratign- !

effect in charac¢ter development. The art of rationalization /
is decomposition through the process of composition. Nhturally,
all writing is compo$ition in the technical sense tha; it

v - & /
is a gradual development of 13@3 OT pure expression. / Th

irony of rationalization is, however, that throughd7he teck-
nicalities of writing, the obposite effect is achieved. Th “
building of the writing 1s all thrust toward the ?151nte ration
of the subject. The age-old Controversy over foym and! content

-

as either inseparable ot separable appears to bé resolved =

here. The form is separable, in fact the opposite of th% »
content. A logioaf/ﬁorm is the source’ of an illogical
L content. ~Herein LlC? the key to the dynamism:of Feiffer as a_
playyright. The nature of his characters tenq, first of all,

o ke representatives of the relationship of man to himself
beoause technically when thoy are engaged in a dialogue, the //,\
effecr appears to be a monologue. It could be att;ibuied to ,

}

B - 4
, a simple matter of bad communication, but there is soﬁething C
Y B .

“ more subtle at hand: the implicit message of non-communicatiom.

Secondly, each rat}onalizes to some extent, in a blatant manner.

éu . "
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Thirdly, through rationalization the characters are not
formed, but rather unformed. One. might séy the characters 3
are mystified rather than demystified. This serves Feiffer's

ultimate_%atirical purpose: mPckery. An illustration

of rationalization as the subversion of order can be seen

in Little Muvders, Feiffer's first full length play. Lieutenant

Practice is trying to demystify the facts of a recent crime

wave: B B e
"Every crime has its own pattern of logic.
Everything has an order. If we can't find that ¢
order it's not because it doesn't exist, but ,

only because we've incorrectly observed some
vital piece of evidence. - Let ys examine the
evidence. Number one. In the last six months

© ¢hree hundred and forty-five homrcides have
been committed in this city. The victims have
ranged variously in sex, age, social status -
and color. Number two. In none of the three
hundred and forty-~-five hom: cides have we been
able to establish motive. Number three. All
three hundred and forty-five homascides remain
listed on our books as unsolved. So much for
the evidence. A subtle pattern begins to’ .
emerge.* What is this' pattern? What is it that *
each of these three hundred and forty-five g
homicides have in common? They have in common
three things; a) that they have nothing in 2
common, b) that they have no motive, c) that,
consequently, theg remain unsolved. The pattern
becomes clearer.

Lieutenant Practice unravels things quite methodically, then

ravels them just as methodically, bringing things }ntohdiSOrder;

°

rather than order. The satire takes on a qucial“irony.\ v

a

4

24 Jutes Feiffer, L}ttie Murders (London: Jonathan
Cape Ltd., 1968), p. 95.
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. Literally, Lieutenant Practice admits to the non-conclusions

so the irony is not within the subtleties
\
something really meaning something else. The

of his conclusion,
of meaning:

irony jis in the honesty of disillusien, bringing the satire

v

into the realm of seli-parody, as was éégﬁ’ingﬁgb¥§é;giMdon.
o~ :
The drollery is not projected at something so much as it is

" projccted towards the person making the remarks. Inevitably,

what becomes the most ironic is the association the reader

makcs with the character. The art of rationalization is,
Fciffer's trapping of the reader into the process of identifi-

3

cation with the rationalization.. Su¢h a process is quite
different from the process Swift &laimed as the satirist's?
hoiding a glass that reflects every one else's face except
the, observer's. What Feiffer is doing by aligning the reader
; into an identification process with ehgracter§ wﬁo parody

is to make the

-

-

logic structures through rationalization

object of his satire everyone who understands at least the.

basics of social psychology. We all rationalize. y

. The art of rationalization is the means by which

hvd

Feiffer establishes a universal target for his satire. He

°

L docs this by making the reader aware of the process of self-

deception on the part of his character. The self-deception

is built on a logic structure that relegates order to disorder,

- N

a rhetorical deévice that marks one of Feiffer's comical
e 1

; - ‘‘distinctions. The reader becomes not only aware of the process

u

t

«
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?

1

of self- ption on the part of thejcharacter, but also

aware of the familiarity of the process, as rationalization

. ~d. .
is a commonly understood social psychological process.. The

s

self-dcception of the character becomes pa}ody of the reader,

O

... - —establishing an ironic satiric structure based on, not a

4
deception of meaning, but on the level of personal confron-

h.of e art with the audience.

|
' —
Conclusion: Relationship of Man td Himself |

Feiffer's satire of the relationship of man ‘to himself
, .

is built around three themes. They are the discrepancy between

image and self-image, the predicament of isolation and the art

r

of rationalization.

The discrepancy between self-image and image,inspifed
. ‘ "\- v
by Feiffer's hopes to construct the same dilemma of Dostoecvsky's

-

“

- hero in Notes From the Underground, basically employs the

notion that man views himself in one way and soclety views
. >
man in another way and th?t the two have no connection. Such -~
a polarity produces a discrepancy between self-expectation
and societallexpe;tations of the individual. Feiffer's .

characters that represent the self-image/image theme do so

in a distinctly behavioural fashion. The behavioural pattern

I N

of the-characters has been examined in light of Ayn Rand's )

philosophy found in The Fountainhecad. The basic motivational

.distinction in bthaviour is in the varying degrees of the need

-

*

: , | 4
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social approval. The characters have been Classed as

uists, those having a high need for social approval

who must integrate thcir§behaviour according to society's

expe

ctations, oy, they have been classed as Egoists,

those

f‘.',r

. Yo

disobeying norms of behaviour.

sati
Stat

tati

having a low need for social approval

2

re'" is based on a th%pry by W.0.S. Suther)and which’

es that an essential element in satire

on of either a value -contrast or a moral discrepancy.

Deciding that a value contrast was represented by unique

behavidur patterns,

conc

Twen

I

(

felt,

be c
It 1

- fict

-4

3n contrast to a moral discrepéncy, a

lusion was mades that satire of this type, distinctly

>

tiecth century, is-based on neurosis.-

1%0 effect of, both types of satirical persona11

perhaps,
lassified as™geroes in the ironic mod€ according to F
s interesting to note that Frye classifies heroes in

ion specifically outside a moral context and within a

behavioural context.

%

"o not‘morally, but, by the heroes power of

action . . if inferior in power or intelligence

to ourselves, so that we have the Sense of logking
down on a scene of bondagec, frustration or absur-
dity, the hero belongs to the ironic mode. This

is still true when the reader feels that he is or
might be in the samo situation, as the situation 25
is being judged by the norms of ja greater freedom."

characters deliberately

A label such ass'"behavioural

i/s the represen-

9

is to evok pity, an ufusual by- product of satire. P1ty is
becau;e the characters of such cartoons may

rye.

-y a

5Frye, p. 34.-

[ S
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Both types of behavioural patterns are situa¥ions

D

in which the reader can realize the frustration involved in

the .character and-at the i?me time rccognize that he is also

and always in the same gfﬁdicament of choosing his alignment
L v

i

with image or self-image as his mgtiwvational impulse for

behaviour. When satire causes a reaction of pity,a special

bond is established between ?ﬁi\iﬁiii;jOf satire and the
reader. This special bond of emotion identification 1is

most apparent when Feciffer depicts the rclationship of man

to himself. "Feiffer knows that he is writing to an audience
of Georges, what is more remarkable, eacﬁzéqprge as he *
watches the fable; feels the futility of a crater counger,
and is half convinced he is all alone on the moon.”26

Tﬁg\Theme of %;o]ation also gvokes pity. One full

length«cartoon, George's Moon, was cxamincd to show Feiffer's

affiliatipn with the absurd. 1In the relationship of man to

himself, isolation, within the absurdist context,shows man's

-

search for an identity with integrity while confined to a

’

“limited environment. The scarch is futile and therefore’

compensation is reQﬁired. George compensated Qy ridiculoys

and surreal apotheosis of himself and of space. When absurdism

is the vehicle of satire, there is a strong sense that tragedy

( o«

is not too far afield. George's Moon combines all three:

-

26Anonymoué, "Pied Feiffer,'" Time Magazihe, May 26,

196\kp. 34, R

a .
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absurdism, satire

tragic hero

and tragedy

7

to create Feiffer's only true

The transition from a curious and innocent

&

character to a hostile and aggressive parano1d is an indica-

t10n of Feiffer' s incessant n to evoke some form of Sy~
P Y

]

~chological maladjustment in many of his characters

v

The:art of ratlogallzatlon as a motlf for. the relatlon—

shi)p of man to himself is the mode in which Feiffezé; rhetorical

style’ of, logic and irony is examined.

. . .
§£flxmat10n of non-conclusion.
deceive the character,
arouse the reader into a progess of identification based on

t&e socialjpsychological awareness thht Tationalization ‘is

of logic constructed by a character that builds into an

s . ' ’ . N .
but ironically at the safe time it ’functions t

There %s 3n’artifdce

The rhetoric functions t?

-

+

e

universal. The cﬁatacters are left in a state of either "1

of the reader.

S 0

theme of the relatlonshlp of man to society.

dumbfoundedness or COmplﬁcency while the read®r realizés

the self-deception experién&q&\ﬁz;:hé charagﬁér is a parody

L.

1

Lo A N

i W s v
AL . "

Relatidnship of Man to Society

.e

Elghty cartoons of the three hundred examlre the

i o
» of man to society can be roken down into tyo categqxleS' .

emotive expré551o§ caftoons an blanket statgment cartoons. o

' ?

. The relatigpship

e

N

Emotlve expression cartoons represent the relatlonship of man

3 )!O’

to society by deplctlng a human emotlanal response to the soci .
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Unlike he relationship of man to woman and man to himself,
the chajacter's emotional response to society represents

the role|of citizen, not the role of the individuﬁ}. Although
gccasiona\ly seemihg to represent a personal dilemma or
private attitude, theet cartoons have been classified as
part of the relationship of man to society because the
character is always responding to a situation defined by
socie%y, never by the character. The character is calied

""citizen" as opposed to "individual' becausc the context of

<)

the cartoon is structured around the society and not the
psyche. The themes of the cemotive expression cartoons are
social conscience and ,apathy, both important themes in
Feiffer's plays. «

Not too distinct from the theme of image and self-
,imaée, social consc®ence implies that behaviour patterns -are
justified by a sense of obligation to society. Feiffer makes
society's demands of sogial conscience on its citizens irre-
concilable with a personal sense of righteousness. Society
is made the beast and man beastly because he must comply.
Then, to compound man's denigration, society stigmatizes map's

behaviour, making him feel the need to confess. Feiffer uses

confession in his cartoons to satirize two things: the notion

that society can pose as priest .and that man willingly confesses to

an imposter. The theme of social conscience is‘very gtrong in
Feiffer's play God Bless. In God Bless, Feiffer sets up a mock

confession between a famous political statesman and a priest.
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Apathy is the opposite of social conscience. Apéthy

allows the citizen to withdraw from the irritations of society.
. ] P

"When there is apathy, there's a legitimate ™

reason for it, and the recason is that people have

realistically looked at the world around them and

they find the alternatives so unrewarding that

there's nothing better to do than turn off . . -. I

think it's more along the lines of an emotional

and psychic process of natural selection. When it

gets too dapgerous out there, you move inside until

you feel at one with yourself (pb., p. 96)."

To become apathetic is the choite of the individual and

i

Feiffer does say that an emotional and psychic process of

natural selection is the impetus. But to be apathetic is

the means by which the indivjdual defines himself as a
citizen in regardé to the society that he must relate to.

To find faith through apathy is supported by Feiffer
in the above quote, but to call apathy faith is to satirize
the idea that those who are not apathetic are acting-out
exercises in futility. Feiffer incorporates the two opposing
modes of behaviour, apathy and social conscience in Little
Murders. Ironically, Patty, who symbolizes social conscience ’
is ﬁurdergd. The emotive expression cartoons make statements
about man's emotional relationship with society: the society
is parent, man is the child. The society demands that man has

a spcial conscience and sense of obligation. As citizen man

must accept social conscience, 'or else withdraw and ignore it.
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Ff he accepts it he nceds %o‘justify it because social
conscience obliges him to do things he cannot understand.

He justifies his behaviour by pleading for social acceptance

4

from the very structure that defines his actions. The

socicty as confessor 1is a paradox analogous to the.criminal
as jUdgei
The blanket statement cartoons are Feiffer's most

blatant form of satire. Always directed specifically at

societal hypbcrisx, these cartoons represent the relationship

of the satirist, Feiffer, to society. 1In the introduction to

the Feiffer Album, when the fourth satirist says '"one should

be for something. Then he can attack those things that are
against what he is for. That's the responsible approach,"27
Feiffer is stating the neced for a point of view of the satirist
and for a dedicated_commitment by the satirist to expose
the social malignanc{g; that run contrary to the satirist's
sense of what is right.

It is from blanket statement cartoo?z/zzgl the reader-
gets the grcatest sense that Feiffer is speaking personally

and artistically,while always seriously. In all the other

refationships depicted by Feiffer in his qﬁﬁfoons, there is

“always a sense of railery or jest that allows the reader the

option of denying the authenticity intended by Feiffer." These

*TEciffer, Album, p. 3.
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.cartoons are appreciated first because they are funny and

then because they strike a pergonal, but semi-uncomfortable
note of.truth. Feiffer 1s casting mild aspersions on the
reader and the rcader responds with a self-conscious nod of
approval based on familiarity. The reader responds to the
cartoon by saying, "look, this is what I am", not by saying,
"look, this is what Feiffer thinks of me". The cxact oppasite
response is{;§perienced when a blanket statement cartoon

is féad! The attacks against society are Feiffer's attitudes
ébout society projected at the reader in such a way that
Projecting the attitude towards the recader is achieved most
often by posing a single character in a monologue 1like so
many of the cartoons that represent man with himself. But
unlike the cartoons that represent man with himself, where a
character exposes. his neurosis, inadeﬁyacies and personal
fears as though he were in a closet and the audience was a
voyeu%, the blanket statement single character is not lamenting
to himself; he is speaking to the silent audience, the reader.
These are fhe cartoons that mosf reseﬁble essays, the most
viable form of communicatiop today according to Feiffer.

"The most interesting form today is probably
. the essay. It's what Godard puts on film, and

it's in many ways what I try to do in the cartoon .
it's what interests me in the theatre.'?28® -

28John Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 40.
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|
| . The importance of the blapket statement cartoons
| .
cannot bc oversStressed. An examination of Feiffer's plays

reveals a-strong critical anti-American attitude, the source

o

‘of which can be found in the cartoons. In fact, the noble

indignation often spoken of as the valuable ingredient of

o
4

4 satirist's art is most recognizable~in these cartoons:
In the cartoons the satire is of the most obvious type; a:
common understanding of satire as the form of art that
ridicules something by representing it in soméwabsurd,
fantastic or grotésque way so as to misrepresent it in the
actual sense, but by representing 1t in the ironic sense, is
¢ the basis with which the cartoons ére examined. The satire
of the blanket statement cartoon, thén, is not based"onwany'
of the psychological or motivational theories of satire as
the other cartoons were.

A cartoon has been classified as a blanket statement

if it in some wag makes a direct statement about American

[AY

. society. It is interesting to note that only in the blanket:

{
statement cartoons can the assumption be made that America

¢

is the target of the satire. In all the other cartoons, people

are the object of'satire. The people can be anyone and the ’
fact that Feiffer's cartoon anthologies have been translated
into German, Italian, Dutch, French and Japanesc is an indica-

tion that the characters are universal. Up until now no

o

attempt has been made to represent the satire .as a reflection

| !

fe




of specifically Amecrican values but, an examination of the

blanket statement cartoons allows for no other possible
emphasis except on the American political structure. This
is especially important in maklng.the transition from the |
cartoons ta the plays because the playsfare very definitely
statements about Amcrica, anti-America. The themes of the
bianketfs%atcment cartoons are repeated not only in the
plays but also in interviews Feiffer has given. There is

at times noJ@1stinction among the attitudes actually stated
by Feiffer, the cartoons and the plays. This makes the
blanket statemcnt cartoons an extension of Feiffer's personal
social commentary. The themes of the blanket statement
cartoons arc so numerous that an appendix has been included
w;;;;\%ives'£rief descriptions trying to capture the content
of each of the blanket statements. Thc_cartoons‘included in
the text have been included because Feiffcr has either made

public comment on the subject or included the subjéect in the

1
|

plays, in many cases both. The themes are the Kennedy assassi-
nation, the Cold War, the bomb, corruption, and the Army.

The Kennedy assassination has a tremendous implication
in Feiffor's art. It is only the subject of one cartoon, but

an innumerablc amount of lip service is paid to Kennedy in

Feiffer's interviews, Little Murders is a direct result of
the change in American life due to the assassination,according

to Feiffer. 1In the cartoon there is a poigkgﬁt realization

\
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about the influence. Kennedy had on the American nation:

:he transfo¥med a dormant sleeping apathy into a critical

and active nationalism. The cartoon, however, stops short

of Feiffer's full understanding of the Kennedy assassination.
". . . Beginning with John‘Kenneay's ?ssassination I have
developed the view of society that's written into Littie
Murders. His assassination highlighted for me, the agz

of gratuitous violence we'd come into (pb.,lp. 94)." It

is the postulation of gratuitous violence that bears the

full thrust of Feiffer's reaction to the Kennedy assassination.

In the three plays that are examined in Chapter II, “there

is an obvious display of this gratuitous violencg Feiffer

&

-~ S
T e P
priait [}

épeaks of . .
Hand and hand with the political turmoil of the '
Kennedy assassination is the threat of the Cold War, and the

#*
bomb seen in Feiffer’'s cartoons. In the cartoons there

is an attempt to win the Cold War through economic meapns ,
ar,in another absurd context, to use the threat of the bomb-
and the arms race to arouse economic activity. Hypocritical
methods suggest the government is a con artist. a

Whgq Feiffer calls the Cold War@a "Church" in the Playboy
interview,he implies that there are predepts‘of permanency about |

the Cold Wargslike religious precepts of faith, that maintain

the Cold War as a conviction in the American way of 1life.
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"What .the theologians (a small band of
government officials) pray for is a permanent
statc of stabilized hostility. That means
you can enjoy the financial benefits of trade
while also enjoying the spiritual 4nd financial
benefits of an arms race (pb., p. 88)."
: ) i k.
The Cold War and the arms race '¢an be sé?gfés part of the

{ L4 2.
gratuitous violence that shapes Feiffer's political point

of view. There is an ironic parallel between Feiffer's

satire at times and gratuitous violence. Wwhen Feiffer

Q

satirizes the duplicity of the American people, he~is

working on the notion that gratuitous violence is essentially

»

unnoticed in American society, which means he can get

away with it. "In a more organized society Feiffer would
< » ,
be prosecyted .”29 In God Bless and The White House

Murder Case the posture of the government tries to conceal

‘violence or hypocrisy as the cartoons do by their subtlety

and relative calmness.

"The corruption of the American government is an

overwhelming theme in Feiffer. Several cartoons imply that
d a ' AY 4

the American condition threugh evolution and values is one

rd .
of Ctorruption. /// g

Feiffer's 1 VGuy theory} a theory which implies
N, )
that American- Democraxy is ap elitist clique of twelve

important men who make Y11 the doctrines that govern America

<

ngIive Barnesl, Revision of Little Mupgers Revival,
New York Times, January 6, 1969, p. 38, Column' 1,

v
(3

N
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is perhaps the most innocuous way Feiffer can insinuate
that the American government engages in corruption. In

The White HoustMurder Casc, Feiffer goes so far as to

show the President andjhls ministers devising a plan to.

conceal the truth about military mistakes and the murder

"of the President's wife, a very prophecy of Watergate.

The disgust Feiffér has for the Army cannot be

overstated. In fact his contempt for the impersonal .
brutality of military life prgduced his first satire, Munro,
which was about a four year-61d boy who 1is drafted into

the Army by mistaké: Munro was made into an animated cartoon

by Rembrandt films in 1965. It won the Oscar for the best

¢

short subject c on. That the Army was intolerable was
J\/‘\}-nLQ y . )

¢

made very clear by Feiffer:

"I found myself, during basic training, shocked

in a more profound way than I had ever been, at

the brutality and impersonality that's built into
the system . . -+ It was the first time in my life

I had been exposed to pure naked fascism. . . The
role playing in ‘the Army .was one of Hitler. That's
who they all wanted to be when they grew up. So
while I felt totally miserable, I felt more justi-
- fied and more in the right than I have ever felt
before. It was a period when I could really allow
myself the luxury of hate--pure and blissful hate.
It helped me grow (pb., p. 206)."

R .
In an article in Life Magazine. in September 1965

1§

[

Feiffer says, '""The Army taught me the value of hate.'é In
\ ]

The White House Murder Case the Army as the subject of attack

is made out to be more stupid and burlesque than tyrannical,

¢ s
!




»

but nevertheless, an authentic target for Feiffer's personal

satirical revenge.:

[N

The blanket statement cartoons are the clearest
lead into the substance of the satire in the plays. The
basic move from an em&tional (including sexual) satire to
a political satire is the main distinction between the

: , . &
cartoons and the plays. Except for Little Murders the s

plays tend to avoid emotional relationships, concentrating

instead on distinctly anti-American content. e
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CHAPTER 11 | ,

- ™~
THE PLAYS

Ar anecdote about Feiffer's conflicting talents as
cartoonist and as playwright appears in every interview with

Feiffer: I
"What I find most anmusing about the charge
that my plays are really cartoons, is that for
the first si r seven years of doing cartoons,
- people used to t¥1l1 me these weren't cartoons  at |
all. To be recognize? as a cartoonist I had to |
start writing plays.” |

Unfortunately, the reputation of cartoonist stigmatized
Feiffer's dramatic material from the start. Critics were

excrﬁciatingly ruthless with Little Murders, his first -

attempt at a full‘length'play and a Broadway production.
There are two sides to the story however; critics adequately
pinpointed structural defects in thematic construction

and character development, and rightly attributed the flaw
to ‘the cartoonist's pen, but at the same time they were
sﬁbje tively responding to the open and aggressive attack.

Feiffer\ leveled overtly on Broadway stage convention afd

covertly On American'(specifically New York) decay of human

s 1

John Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 38.

~




"decency. '"The Bostoii critics who didn't understand it

unders tood itoEetter than the New York critics who fotally
withdrew from it, followed immediately by the audience."2
While Feiffer transformed his cartoon world into a
theatrical world he also transformed the intensity of his
subversive attitude from a relatively firm and despondent

one in the cartoons to an absolutely firm agnd outraged one

in the plays. The tHemes in the cartoon anthologies,

~

although they continue to concern Feiffer (this is readily

discernible from interviews and letters), are no longer the

\

substance of the artistic material. The contrast is indis-

putable, but did not come overnight. One can see the birth-

of the shift by examining all the anthgologies. By 1965

and 1966 Feiffer was more adamant and abundant in his use

of ;nti—Ame;icaﬂ cartoons. "Feiffer on Civil Rights," his

1966 antholoé&, is the key touchstone. After "Feiffer on

‘Civi& Rights” there are no more anthologies, but there is

a play each year.from 1967 to 1970. .
The movement from cartoon to drama is significant

in exﬁloring Feiffer's artistic form and his social intention.

-

"The two conscious reasons I had for branching
out from the cartoon were that, first, the audience
for the cartoon wasn't big enough and,. second, the

)

. 2Ju1es Feiffer, Little Murders (London: Jonathan
Cape 1970), p. 107. Quotations ftrom Little Murders will
be indicated by (L.M., p. _ .).

/
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cartoon was becoming so widg;;);ccepted that

I figured T must be getting misunderstood, so

I decided to move into forms in which I could

be better understood (pb., p. 82)."
Amiable ‘acceptance was disarming the power of social
criticism in the cartoons.' This was bartial]y due to

Feiffer's own transformation from cartoons centcred on persona?

relationships one_week and the war in VietNam the next

week in the Village Voicg, the New York newspape£ that
carried his %eekiy cartoon (which was syndicated in 56
n;wspapers in America and England). The cartoon had won
him an international reputation but Feiffer needed even
more space to express the anger that grew from the frustra-
tion that can be seen .in the cartoons. "The reason I

went into theatre was that I felt the cartoon didn't give .
me enough room.”3 An angry cartoon is easily forgotten;

an angry play is controversial. ’VThe cartoon-reading
audience is passive and after %he fact, the theatre audignce
is active, all too present and collaboratively inclined to
interrupt. Another kind of hearing is involved,'" Walter:

Kerr said in the New York Timés review of Little Murders

in 1967 (June 3). That "other kind of hearing" which Kerr

so aptly distinguished between the cartoon and theatre

audience is based on a primary distinction between the

3John Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 36.
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cartoon forﬁ and the dramatic form. The cartoon is a
static experience, while drama is kinetic. Inasmuch as
the static nature of Feiffer's cartoons contain dramatic
duality, this 1is recogniiable in the fluidity and dialogue-
likenesst of the wording. The cartoon§ contain the comple-
teness of dramatic episode, beginning, middle, end, but
finally, tpey succumb to a momentary fragment of experience,
thus, the static quality in reghrd to duration. This is
not a defect or flaw of the cartoon but is rather a
dist%nguishing characteristic. of cartoons. The rapport
Feiffer was able to create with his reading audience was
instantaneous, but ﬁéverthele§§ fleeting, while drama has
what Susanne Langer calls "form in Suspense' because it
moves toward the futuré while one experiences it. Another
distinguishing theory Langer .puts forth is the Rotion of
literary experiences as the ”que of Memory" as opposed'to
the theatrical experience as’t?@.%mode of De$tinyﬂ.4“ A
cartoon does not necessarily conform to the notion of a
literary experience, but cer}d&hly the prospect of either
summoning memory or the expectation of destiny is a valid
distinction between a static art such as the cartoon and

a kinetic art such as drama or dance or perhaps music under

o

fSusanne Langer, Feeling and Form (New York: Charles
Scribners, 1953), p. 306+ 350.
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er's cartoon

special circumstances. The connection Fei
audience makes with the cartoon is\one offmemory. - In
drama there 1is dedﬁgedly a reaching 6u toward the gudience(
and an invitation to pursue, for more than a mément, the
artist's perception and projection of the wor¥d and its
fate. 1In Feiffer's cartoons the audience receives a momen-
tary perception, morc often of the self, not the world.
When Feiffer said he felt he was becoming misunderstood
because he was so Teadily accepted he sensed, more than -
likely, that the audience was absorbing his social satire
in the same manner they absorbed his personal satire. ~ When
he started to satirize government, the audience, so accustomed
to seeing their personal lives satirized, still saw themselves
in these political cartoons. For Feiffefr the theatre could
do more than satirize those ''pet peeves' of the "little
man'" that he, as a cartoonist-satirist, wanted to bombard."
"When I go to the theatre I like to be forced

to think, to be taken out of the position I'm in

and be moved, if need be, involuntarily. B This

threatens me, yet if I follow through will lead 5

to new perceptions and possibly even new truths."
Feiffer's cartoons do just the Bpposite by reaffirming the
position the audienée is in by capturing a familiar moment )
most often automated by memory. Feiffer wanted to take

¢

the audience's reaction in the theatre much further than

o

5

o

John Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 45.
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- the personalized emotional message Qf the cartoons. He
‘wanted social ~ehange:

I "There's a hope in my plays . . ..by showing
certain things, you can Z*nstitute 1n51ghts %hlch
‘later can lead to action . . . if you're arguing
or befuddled or angry in the theatre, it will go
outside with you." : 0

“ . ‘6’
' While many’ of the cartoons over the years were
satirizing social institutions they were not satisfying

[ l,

Feiffer's personal integrity of the satiris&'s social
commitment:

"Friends warned that while I was skilled
at my usual profession of writing:-one anti-
American cartoon a week, if I ventured into

} the field of anti-American plays, I'd be in
‘danger of spreading myself thin. My reply |,
was that I'd be hardly an artist and less than
ayman if I didn't say, in whatever_form neces-
sary, what I felt had to be said."/ <il

Practitally speaking, Feiffer’s-friendijgere warning

him not to 'dive off the deep end with his adamancy and, -

definitely, they were implicitly warning him not to jeopar-

. . 0 . .
dize the success of his career as a c¢artoonist. It was,
~ ’ﬂ 1

howqyer, precisely this success.as a cartoonist that gave
& Feiffer the courage to explore other forms:

"I'm not the least ambivalent about it.
Success is good and failure isn’'t . . . you

. spend so much time and energy at the business

®1bid., p. 41.

e
o @ ’

J, fthridge, I. B, Kopala, C. Riky. ' Contemporary
Authors, p. 113. .

1
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l

of making it that there's very little time or
| ’ ) energy left to pay attention to the craft
| itself. Finally, with the question of success
} taken care of, you can start paying attention
| to being an tist, and it's a hell of a lot
| ; more interesting, because until you're secure
enough, and/I don't mean financially, to be
willing to risk failure, the hunger to make it
kers getting in the way (pb., p. 206)."

i ..The cartoon anthology years (1959-1966) certainly
paved—the way for Feiffer to explore other forms. Writing

plays was the next step and a predictable one at that.

Faor several years Feiffer had been lecturing at college

Campusés against the war in VietNam; he spoke at the

Democratic National Convention in Chicago in 1968; he was

leading peace rallies in New York. All of these activities

are inherently theatrical according to Robert Brustein

in his book Revolution as Theatre. Langer's theoretical

"mode of Destiny' is made viable in such highly charged:
experiences where destiny is‘shaping itself literally. The

re~-creation of this form of activity in art is best. done

M

on the stage. Feiffer's move into playwrighting then, 1is
as biographical as. those cartoons that reflected the dis-
’ . heartening themes between men and women. Now ("grownup"),
Feiffer was a political activist, a dove, a.ﬁggene McGovern
man. A political energy was imposed on his plays in the
same way the cartoonj/gmpiaced fh? notion of unresq}ved

—

personal dilemma.  That is, with an unprecedented honesty.
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The effect of such honesty, the plays with a some-
\ what more controversial subject matter, was met with critical
' ‘ scrutlny. The major emphasis of.the critic's attacks was

B

¢ demanded in a play. The word "vignettes" was used frequently

~

on Feiffer's poorly developed notions of the continuity

| as an epithet. ‘Feiffer's breach with 'dramatic form was

- -work Absurd because it fell t8o closely under the disguise
of living rOOmM Comedy, but then dared to deny this form.

; isolated as a major flaw. The critics could not label his
| The artistic innovation of presenting something under the
|
\

guise of conventional comedy and then transforming the piece
’ ) *  with a touch of the Theatre-of Cruelty was simply not
‘ received by the cyitics as representative of Brbadway
| . etiquette. Critics unanimously disclaimed Feiffer's attempt

at characterization, labelling his characters caricatures,

o

in the same manner of his.cartoons. Feiffer claims it is

impossible to-make such a mistake: .
"They're my people but the forms are very
very different. In one case I'm dealing with ~
stereotyping and in the other I'm trying for
people . . . because of the time that one is
allowed 'in the theatre - I etch them*more deeply;
( in terms of detail, relationsh%ps, in expressing
i - ideag. They can't really be similar approaches.”

Unfortunaltely, however, the critics were correct and the

stateme made in' the introduction, that Feiffer was writing cartoon

hn Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 36.
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plays, proves itself by accepting this parti&ular unanimous
criticism of Feiffer's plays. The‘critics charged Feiffer
with 'monologuing' his characters into conf{ontation.
Basically non-theatrical, this was an artistic problem
that had its roots in the cartoons which were word-laden.
In sum, Feiffer's relative lack of success in
American Broadway theatre had two reasons: first, the
shift in content from the cartoon anthologies which were
primarily Freudian to- an open subversiveness in the plays
which was primarily anti-American. Second, the dominance
of Feiffer's skill as a cartoonist ultimately impeded his
talent for creating a multi-dimensional dramatic character.

Little Murders, God Bless and The White House

-,
Murder Case are, to dAe, Feiffer's three major plays.

Their case histories make a fascinating study of the transi- @

tion in and representation of Feiffer's ideology and ‘form.

Little Murders

9

The foreworduto Little Murders reads: "Two four
six eight who do we assassinate?" (New York Children's
street chaq}, circa 1964.) Feiffer'¥Qaborate1y conceived
an explanation of the political impl?c tion§ of Little
Murders which he called a political allegory of the Cold

War and VietNam. .Conceived as a "postlassassination" play,

o




according to Feiffer, Little Murders bears the sentiment

of gratuitous Vviolence that was highlighted by the Kennedy

assassination in 196%. e
"The play is a post assassination play . . . all

of this the heritage of the Cold War that has taught
us that power not only corrupts, it also disables,
and that one American is no longer worth ten of
the enemy (the previously accepted ratio}, but
rather that in guerilla war eight Americans are

) “worth one Viet Cong. A trying time."9

!
tf

In Little Murders the guerilla war-ground 1is the streets of

New York and the Viet Cong and thé’Americans are indistin-
guishable in that everyone is potentially everyone else's'
enemy . That violence is rampant and that life is reduced
to self-preservation is a bold and terrifying sub-text to
a play that is ostcnsiﬁly about middle class love and

marriage. \\

N

\

Patsy Newquist brings Alfred home to meet her féwily
and Qg\iigounce their engagement. Alfred is a professioﬂ&l
photograplRer and the family is representative of a Jewish \

household which automates stereotypical characterizations \

!

. . >~ . ‘
of a domineering mother, a useless, but always trying to .

i
e

| 9

Morahan, p. 104. Compare the statement Feiffer makes to
Chris Morahan in his letter and the statement Brackman
makes in God Bless, Feiffer's next play one year later.
"Into this desire for power, you're bound to be disappoiy
It doesn't even, corrupt anymore, it disables (p. 39)." -
This is a sample of how closely interwoven Feiffer's 1if
is with his art. This was made readily obvious in the
cartoons and is reconfirmed in the plays. Except now
Feiffer is talking politics instead of defects.

\
Jules Feiffer, Little Murders, letter to Chris \\\\J\

\
\
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be useful, balding, paunchy husband and a misfit college-

age son wasting his parent's money on graduate education

S

.which gives him the unusual taste for reading paperback

novels in the bathroom. All the trappings of Broadway
comedy and Philistinian delight are destroyed when a
sniper{s bullet kills Patsy immediately after she and

Alfred arc married. Patsy is the Newquist's seccond child

&

to be shot down-and the aftermath is in the spirit of
revenge whenQAlfred and the rest of the family take to
shooting at passersby from their window. Feiffer has
stretched the limits of interpretation when he calls this
madness the spirit of the  "frontier faith'.

". . . The family is shooting out of their
windows at strangers in the street . . . this has
nothing to do with apocalypse. It has to do with
the frontier faith. It doesn't mean the 'world is
ending; it means these particular people, while
having gone mad, have gone mad in a very traditio-
nal, very American way. By their lights, they're
protecting theit home. They're taking action
after remaining passive for too long. They're
Tom Destry strapping on his guns to the cheers
of the audience. They're doing what they see as
right, and with exactly the self-justification
as any B-52 pilot dropping blockbusters over
VietNam. If the ending of Little Murders is
apocalyptic, then what sort of vision do we get
every day on NBC when they blandly give us the
latest body count? All I was trying to do was
show what we've become by putting together ohe
sensibility with another--random murder out
of windows with the sort of random murder we're
playing around with in Southeast Asia (pb., p. 94)."

Such a huge conceptual interpretation does not apply to
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the actual experience of Little Murders, and the critics’

immediate response was far from the vast intercontinental

e —

interpretation Feiffer had. Certainly, this was not
Broad;ay material. “

Robert Brusteing the direhtor’of the Yale School
of Drama in 1966, adviséﬁﬂFeiffer not to produce his play

on Broadway. Little Murders previewed at Yale, but when

the theatre school discovered that Feiffer was using Yale
as a pre-Broadway stint, the school become indignant,

Brustein was trying to re-establish the reputation of Yale

10

as experimental and avant-garde; Little Murders was —

Brustein's first choice and Feiffer was considerably blind

not to realize the nature of the material he had on his

hands. It was subversive and completely unconventional.

10Brusteln gives an interesting account of establishing
the new image of the drama school at Yale in his book called
The Third Theatre. He met with reluctance from many note-
worthy people whom he wanted to hire from Europe and interes-
tingly enough one of the reasons of this reluctance is
attributed to what Feiffer calls gratuitous violence: "My
first responsibility at Yale was hiring new people . . . I ran
into troub)e getting people 1 wanted from England. Although
they were attracted to the-:didea of a repertory company .
connected, with a school they were reluctant to pick up and

‘leave . . . After all we are engaged in a war of which they

dlsapprove, we are still trying to recover from an assassi-
nation wHich along with all the other violance in this
country, has scared the life out of this world."

Robert Brustein, The Third Theatre (New York: Alfred Knopf,
1969), p. 282. ’

o~
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Perfect for Off-Broadway, Feiffer insisted On-Broadway
and he got exactly seven days of it.
The unanimous criticism was that Feiffer d%d not

adequately prepare his audience for the shift between acts

* One and Two, from before to after R?Eéylﬁﬁdﬁélﬁiifrom the
ideal, but &ooky family, to the cynically violent world.
Although there were allusions ‘to the type of society they
were living in, the audience‘confused these for purely
comical insinuations. Alfred's professional career went {;
from photographing modgls to objects to "sﬁ}t". 'This was’
bréughﬁ up at the family dinner table but not muéh more was
made of it than the use of 1anguage’thatwas, and was not, |

permitted in the Newquist home at the dinner table. Walter

Kerr in the New York Times (June 4, 1967) made the connection
between Alfred's career and the quality of New York life
but at the same time found the style of acting incompatible

with the breath of the image:

"Naturalistically speaking, no one does thrive
on selling the more glamorous magazines carefully
backlighted studies of excrement. Formally speaking,
1mag15t1ca11y speaking, the notion is valid and -
¥fvites us all to supply our own overtones. But a
formal conceit, an image that overleaps the boundaries
of the literal needs a formalized stage shape,
formalized scenery, formalized behavior on the -
part of the actors to go with it. We must know >
what kind of world we have invaded . . . Feiffer's
director, actors, scene designer hadn't created ~
an all of a plece landscape in which cocktails
and sudden death could .companionably share the

- same sofa."

.
. )
.

4@’
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. Another of the surreal qualities of American life
\l
covered up through comic allusiop is Alfred's bad fortune

of httratting muggers. He stands perfectly $till humming L
to himself while he is mugged, daily.

Carol (Mr. Newquist): But why don't you fight back?

Alfred: I don',t want to. <
Carol: Jesus Christ you're not a pacifist.

. Patsy (warning): Daddy.

Alfred (slowly shakes his‘head): An apathist. I
want to do what I waanLQ,daf_noi_ﬁﬁaL_they
want me to do. (L.M., p. 23.) /

The charged quality of wit makes jokes more important
than the meaningful content. ’ .

"The single insight I havé brought out of two
months of production is that/ if the actors play
the jokes (as they were to®" inclined to do here)
and not the family relatiﬁgships with all their
underlying tensions, we have an audience so very
happy at the end of Act One they are_thrown into
confusion by the rest of the play.'ll

Feiffer's insight of interpretation is shortsighted.

It is not the underlying tensiorn of family relationships
> \\ 3

that makes such a difference between Act One ahd Act Two.
-~ The characters have been too carefully stereotyped to dig
for the '"tens%on of relationships". There are Oedipal

currents between mother and son, and father ani daughter,
i

open hostility between husband and wife and incestuous
‘ v
intimations between brother and sister, but this is exactly

] Y
T

. xllJules Feiffer, Letter to Chris Morahan, p. 108.

L ‘A—l‘————#
o
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what the audience &xpects; it is obvious, not underlying.

Martin Esslin in The Wew York Times (July 10, 19§7) said: 3

“"Little Murders\is what strikes me as essen-
tially a three dimensional Feiffer strip cartoon.
The characters are the traditional Feiffer types:
the weak husband, the apathetic intellectual, the
mannish girl the falry "

e

These steregkxpﬁﬁﬁLlng_ﬁam444a;-é%emw£he¢eaf%eens~aﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁmmﬁr———*—‘“—

i

criticism as a result. Clive Barnes in The New York Times

\

——(January 5; 1969) said "Mr. Feiffer shows his immaturjty by
a wayward self-indulgence, a love of the prolonged sound
of his own jokes and a certain failure to balance form with
content." : . /
The difference between Act One and Act Two was a
mattef of balancing form with content. Feiffet had poteﬁkial—
ly a perfect piece of absurd drama, but the super@mposition‘ .

of Br §dwé§~type naturalistic staging -ebscured the production.

Jokn Simon in The Hudson Review (Summer 1967, p. 302) said:

<
"Feiffer elected to write in a style midway ~
between absurdist farce and social satire. It may

/ be that there was too much farce in the first act,

so that the shift.in the second was too sudden.
It is certain that Feiffer is best at comic set
pieces that sometimes fall flat and usually run
on too long, and that the play tended to break

into a series of Vlgnettes without a continuous
line of plot, or character development. Little

Murders was a thoroughly uneven play."

The stereotypes in Feiffer's cartoons are appreciated-
P |
for their predictability. But the stereotype of the stage = '
characters, seemingly predictable, but then no longer

v
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predictable ate foiled by their apparent predictability

at the outset. Had Feiffer stylized the production in a

more absurd context from the start so as not to mislead

his audience,he could have exploited his use of stereotypes.

In a letter to Christopher Morahan, the director

of the Royal Shakespeare Company, .lules Feiffer wrote:

""Absolutely right on the style béing natura- .
listic with the mutually understood reservation S ——

———thatyonce having found the reality in their
characters, the actors will be hilarious."

Feiffer adds a critical footnote to this letter which appears

in the printed edition of Little Murders:

""Absolute nonsense. The play was given a
considerably more stylized production in London,
and played remarkably better than it did in
New York. This has convinced me of nothing other
than that the author, while always correct in
his intention, is sometimes mistaken about the
means to fulfill them."

One-of the flaws in Little Murders is, in fact,

the intentions of the author. One can easily see the elabo-

N
rately worked out political interpretations by Feiffer

_are inconsistent with the content of the play. Little

Murders is perhaps the bridge from the stereotypical emotion-
alism of the cartoons to¢£be unfque political burlesque of
his next two plays. Unfq;tunatq}y, the shift is impossible
to do between acts in a singlelblay.

When Feiffer insists on arguing the importance of

the family relationships, he is forgetting about three

- ;
'
3
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——onthe_importance—of God—inAmerica,starting from his
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/
significant roles in the play that make complete intrusions,
not only in continuity, but in relevance to the family'
structure which Feiffer is insisting is ultimately very

important. On béhalf of Patsy's father, an old friend of

the family's, a judge, is invited to the house to speak..

to Patsy and Alfred about their not wanting God mentiomed ~—

in the marriage ceremony. He gives a long-winded speech

family's immigration to the Land of the Free, embracing
the years of his family's hardship and finally blessing
his mother's retirement in Miami Beach. The judge amounts
to a standup comedian'monologuing his way through an
absurdity that adds nothing truly relevant to the

play. The same is true of Reverend Dupas, who marries

Patsy and Alfred. He 1is a 'walk-on with a fabu@ousirefinue

of jokes about the "existential all-rightness" of everything:

mdsturbation, divorce, homosexuality. Finally, thefe is .

Lieutenant Practice,in the last scene,who tells the family,

with the same undue amount of time allotted him as the judge

and the minister, about the conspiracy all over America to

disrupt law and order. N

The saddest part of Little Murders is that these three

characters deliver the best jokes in the most absurd context,

with the most meaning, while the family delivers mediocre

o
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jokeé defined by their stereotypég in a typical family

dilemma.

;, Three separate speeches in a play that reveal the

strongest sense of the play is a separation of form\;fém

“content. The significance of a single character ina _ _ I

_ character addressing the reading audience. The judge, the

° ’

cartoon 1s not the same in a play; but, Feiffer's most

meaning ful cartoons are usually ones that have a _single i
priest and the lieutenant are tantamount to a single character

in a cartoon strip, but in the plays Feiffer lost some of <@

the kinaesthetic experience of theatre when he wrote

e
a long part to be delivered in a comic-sermonesque style
- \
in the middle of a play.
“"Characters can stand on stage and argue °

from various fixed points, none of which is abso-
lutely right.. By listening, and you're forced

to listen if the argument is interesting enough--
we can get something out of it er ourselves

the action is in the language."

Richard Gilman in Newsweek Magazine (May 8, 1967)
found that "points of view'" was pfécisely the problem with ¢

Little Murdérs:

". . . The play disintegrates rapidly into
a dozen warring motifs . . . and a nearly abso-
lute inability on Feiffer's part to get his main
points across. That they are '"points" is in a
sense just what is wrong; in Albee at his early
best in fonesco dand Pinter, all of whom are clearly
Feiffer's exemplars, the points of view are

[ 1%John Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 42.

5

4
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inseparable from the dramatic structure and
its details.”

Feiffer's specific design to jolt the audience is partly

responsible for the break of form with content: N

""What I was trying to do in Little Murders

was take familiar dev1ces and set them loose

—— -in-the America-of Viet-Nam. Set them loose
in a country that's been living for a long
time in a Cold War morality. It's fascinating
because what you re dealing with. is the
aydience. You're showing them something they

s know and they're familiar with and -immediately —

relaxed with, and then showing them how it
really isﬁ'lg v

2

Feiffer, in all his idealism to impress a vivid
and horrifying truth on the audience, combined too many

styles and came out with no style. The shot, that kills .

‘Patsy is as horrific as any device of the Theatre of Cruelty.

The vision of American sociéty in the bloodstream of absurdism
is meaningful but was never directly created in the context

of the production. The monologué—quality is in the tradition
of the cartoons or a stand-up comedy noutine. In short,
ﬁéiffer's changing form and ideology is caught in Little
Murders.

That Little Murders should close after seven perfor-

mances On-Broadway but tHen be selected the best foreign
play of the yedr in London where it opened only one month

after closing in New York, is, besides being amazing, a statement
® .
N

13John Lahr, Intégliew, p. 43. .

L
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’ " e about satire and its effect on*the audience. Little
¥

. . . . /,
Murders worked in London as a Swiftian.satire apd closed

in New York bechuse it was a modern satire.//;; London the
1 4 ‘

~

A

. . a .
"Beholder'" was not confronted with his ewn image. Martin

. .. Esslin in The New York Times (July, 18,-1967) said:

&

0 "The principal reason for the difference in
reactions of the New York and London audience of
- Little Murders is® that in New York the play,,with
) ) its suggestion that life in that city is becoming
( ever more noisy, mad and violent, must have been
pretty disturbing. In London it is positively
reassuring . . . this diagnosis of the sickness
of Americd through sick humor is bound to please
an English.audience . . . as satire 1S so totally
enjoyable when it is so clearly directed against
vices of which one knows oneself to be totally
free.l

But if thé& satire of Eeiffer‘s cartoons are so wholly
appreciable because they expose man to himself, and this
| has been labelled the touchstone of the modern response to

satire, how can the f%jection of Little Murders On-Broadway

| 1

be accounted for? The answer is primarily a matter of

4 distinguishing the sensibilaties of different audiences.

L

It ‘also raises .the)isspe of private or public confrontation
o & ,
between the drt#Stic material and the audience.

The London oduction was received more graciously

because agccording fo Esslin, "the audience at the Rpyal

1

Shakespeafé's Lpndon home, the Aldwych, have beén conditgg%ii\J .

by seven years of experience to demand more “from a play

than merely entertainment. Hence, the serious or disturbing

>

.
/ —
. ° I
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plays have a'better chance of surviving here than on

Broadway." The same can be said of Broadway and Off-

Broadway in New York. The Off-Broadway audience 1is more
-

prone to accept open confrontation than the Broadway

audience. Two years later in 1969, Little Murders was

revivea 0ff-Broadway and had over two hundred performances.
This successful Off-Broadway tevival is linked to the

level of defensiveness an audience brings to satiric art.
The defensive refusal to "Behold" oneself in the 1967
Broadway production was mainly due to the lack of willing-
ness to recognize gratuitous violence in America in 1967.
The”audience could not actually deny the cxperience in

Q

Little Murders as an untruthful representation of the quality

of life in America but to admit openly that 1ife had deterio-

rated was -as shameful as admitting to sexual impotency

before Freudian notions of impotency made the symptom a

common one. By~1969 gratuitous violence was everywhere and
many (admittedly not everyone and especially still, Broadway
clientele) were willing to accept their condition as presented

by Little Murders. There i$ a great likelihood that had

Little Murders originally been produced Off-Broadway, it

would have met with success. The Off-Broadway reputation

(which was dying fast however by the late Sixties) was .
¢ . .
notorious for plays that confronted the audiernce with a




vital, life-threatening or life-revealing experience.

Little Murders was both, but On-Broadway it was an ana-
chronism to an audience who defensively ;hied away from

the mirror image of life that Feiffer was able, as a
cartoonist, to hold up to everyone. Private affirmation

of the cartoons became public disavowal when Feiffer dared
denigrate man by showing him his depravity in public.

The satire of Feiffer's cartoon and the satire of Feiffer's
theatre were met with distinctly different responses.
Admittedly, the lack of artistic proficiency of Little
Murders evoked a cyitical response purely on an aesthetic

basis. But the meaning of Little Murders attacked New York

on a class consciousness level and the public denigration,
the cattle-grouping, as it were, was not the mental or
private experience of the cartoon. : |

Feiffer had been called prophetic for seeing in 1967
what the rest of America saw only in 1969, or Wwas only
willing to admit to seeing in 1969. Gratuitous violence

was everywhere in the ldter Sixties in America. God Bless

in 1968 and The White House Murdeg_pase in 1970 make tﬁis

b

very clear.
God Bless

Rx: Hate America! See how fast it frees you from analysis!14
/ -

PR

M 5utes Feiffer, "God Bless,'" Plays—and Players
Magazine (London), October 1968. Quotations from God Bless

will be indicated immediately after the, quote by -(G.B., p. ).

-
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The 1967 Broadway failure of Little Murders irritated

Feiffer enough to do two things: to keep writing and to
keep away from Broadway. The result was §§§_§1352 which
previewed at Yale (where the cfitics Qére kept out) and then
went, not unwisely, straight to Londoh where the Royal |
Shakespeare Company performed, with pleasure, a perfectly

nihilistic anti-American play. The unrecognizability of

gratuitous violence in Little Murders which needed Feiffer's

explanations in order to surface, was made monstrously

apparent in God Bless which Teiffer admitted was a political

cartoon: "God Bless is, in a sense deliberately a political’
cartoon. So the people there are archtypical figures."15
The archtypes‘are distinctly American however.

William Braf&man, aged one hundred and ten, is a statesman
and trusted confidant of everf president from Cleveland to
Kennedy. He 1is a pragmatic liberal who, over the years,
adopted a policy of flexibility so-as to maintain "effective-
ness'". In short, he is perfectly corrupt.

] "Betrayal was often the only way liberals of.

my time were able to prove they were serious. It

eventually became recognized a3 a tribal rite: no

one resents it anymore (G.B7, p} 42)."

Brackman has a secretary/wife Eve, who Feiffer decided was

. 6 ) ,
a '""power fucker"1 after he wrote her role. She 'screws"

»

15John Lahr, Interview, p. 38.

16John Lahr, Interview, p. 46.




1

everyone in the play except the ptiest

There are two radicals, black, one white) who,
under the tutelage of Brgckman during their Harvard yeais,
have now,decided that_gower is [éir answer. They are fed
up with the conservative liberalism of thc president and
fed up with the barbaric imperiplism of the America engaged
in wars with Southeast Asia, jatin America and Africa.
They lead the-Amgrican Liberation Front into a revolution

{
against the system. i

L 4. o .
Father Whiting, a pr1e§t is a writer for the American

i

Heretic: The Radical CatholiciWeekly. He is a moralist who

dies from "inflexibility".

Lawrence Sloane is the|president of the United States.

He is noted for paradoxical behaviour. He campaigned for peace

in an armoured car. He éctually hired the radicals to start
the demonstration in Washington, where the '‘play takes place,

but is now helpless against their betrayal.

@ I

"In God Bless I was trying .to show what our
heritage of pragmatic liberalism has brought us
in the last 20 years, using the framework of
this century and before. The liberal mentality
that chooses to be affective rather than woolly
minded, moralistic and idealistic. And where
that affectiveness has brought us. Viet-Nam
is one of its major betrayals."17

17John Lahr, Interview, p. 41.
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The London performance of God Bless did not live up
to the expectations Feiffer had hoped for. He certainly
was moving toward expressing a point of view, but was getting

no closer to good playwrighting than he was with Little

Murders. Martin Esslin said in The New York Times (November

3, 1968):

""As a political tract, the piece is very
interesting and contains many wise insights
and witty remarks. As a piece of drama it
is the deadest of dead ducks . . . It is the
story of the continuous sellouts and betrayals
of the American liberal who always somehow
comes to terms with the powers that be and
always consoles himself that even isolationism
or the Cold War somehow contributed to
social progress. Yes, the text is.witty, but
there is no play. As a topic ef conversation
developed by a witty pundit after a good
dinner, this would be splendid, but, it simply
does not make a play. . . In America some of
the sharp things that-are bging said might ‘
strike home. But only as political aphorisms,
not as theatre. Feiffer is a great cartoonist;

this, in a way, is a political cartoon strip. E
It just does not come to life.,”
.
"God Bless .is overtly political. I wanted to write
a play dealing with ideas in the air today.”18

"God Bless

is extremely cynical and perhaps even crude, but not'in a
vulgar sense. Despite the exaggeratiqns,hthe debth 6ﬁ
political insight‘and\shocking representation of the condition
of Americ? are, in the final analysis, authentically conceived.

The argumentative tone, the inteilectual incongruities,

18John Lahr, Interview, p. 43.

<
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the frightening deceptions of every .incident make God Bless
Feiffer's most distinctly subversive play. "It's a work of

_

fairly total criticism:’ making a round tour of every
fashionable hope and attitude concerning America today."19

God Bless is a staged interview of William Brackman,
America's greatest statesman, by a Catholic priest. During
tHe interview two radicals -show up at Brackman's home in
Washington to inform him that the revolution has arrived.
They intend to assassinate the president when he arrives at
Brackman's for advice. The time is somewhere in the future
and the Revolution looks despairingly grim for Americans. P
The Revolution has become as grotesque as what it purports
to overthrow.

Norman: We're radical murders. You're liberal
. murders. The difference is we don't g¢

overseas to-do our killing . . . we plan to -

murder the eldest male white child in every

family in America. We have extensive muti-

lation plans. Mutilation- temples! Mutila-

tion festivals! . . . We plan to bomb one

city a week for a year (G.B., p. 45)."

This type of action is the stretching of logic to - tHe
insane conclusion that Feiffer defines as satire. If the
radicals learned their tactics from American diplomacy,

they learned their philosophy from Brackman, a noted intel-

lectual and two-time recipient of thg Nobel Peace Prize:

d.

19ponaid Bryden,-"Americi/égrthe Rocks," The Observer
Review, October 24, 1968, p. 60, Lols. 1-2. ¢ q
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Ames (reads from book): Once we take up the faith

that a good society is not our inhéritance but
' a corrupt society is we see signs of that

faith everywhere. We insist on seeing them.
We claim that Utopia at best would be corrupt
(and fhere lies the American dream) and at
worst would be totalitarian (and there lies
the Communist dream). Any system men use to
organise society must, in the end, be a bad
system because men are bad. The best to be
done is to choose the least bad men to govern
the least bad system. Once chosen that system
is forevermore known as the system, and is .
regarded as permanent and unchanging. The -
resultant despair 1s viewed with equanimity. -
Despair ceases to wound once it achieves tenure.
We see that sin lies not in the system, but
in man. Not in free enterprise, but in you and
me. Change us, but, for heaven's sake, leave ¢
the system alone! Conc One of the New ’
Holiness (G.B., p. 39)."

Feiffer is imposing the essay-sermop form here as he did in

with the'ﬁ}ay this time. .

g
-

atrical play and long

Little Murders, but it is in

Unfortunately, it is still not\a th
speeches by Brackman are the device around which the play
revolves.

Brackman has the most extraordinary personal higtory.
The interview with Father Whiting is broken by spells of
senility, but Brackman manages to tell ab;ut his gg;Qonal
history and extensive political betrayals before the play is
through. He was raised in Indiana. His father used to hiQe '
élaves; his mother used to turn them in. His father believed

a ;

in morality, his mother law. His father published a news- -

paper and wrote editorials in support of the miner's strike,

w - =
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but since he pfinted both sides of the story the miners
hated him.too. /A 1ynch'mob, composed of "friends and 1
neighbors'" broke into his office one night but he managed
to escape to the mines, where the miners hanged him. The
first three miners that were found were arrested on the spot,

a Negro, an Italian and a Jew. Brackman's mother went to

the jail and spoke out in favor of a fair trial for these
miners, whercecupon Brackman led a lynch mob which trampled
his mother to death and hanged the three min;rs. It

was at this time that he recognized his qualities of lcader-
shibland how to uge them for the rest of his life.

The tone of God Bless is entirely different from

Little Murders. There are no Freudian preoccupations and

the representation of American political and moral thought

[N -

is not obscured. It is a straightforward cutting thrust

against America's archtypes to expose the maliciousness of
hypocrisy. Feiffer remains consistent in the structure of
plot throughout. The play is unified conceptually around
two themes: betrayal and power. Everyone is seen as capable

of betrayal and the motivation for this is power:
President: I know the name of the game. It's
power. I got it. They want it. There are
not other issues. There never have been any
othér issues. Power,is not to do good with
or to do bad with. Power is to keep (G.B., p. 45)." .

The play ends with the radicals negotiating with the president

T
£
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about which American cities will be burned . When Feiffer
has pushed the conservatism of logic beyond 'insane conclusion’
and conceived the most cutting satire on American political

ethics.

Ronald Bryden in The London Observer (October 24,

1968) again suggested the pleasure of the satirical experi-
ence that does not relegate oneself to a subhuman experlence

"At the end it leaves America burning; the
inevitable end, it implies, of a civilization built
on the will to win. It seems to be marvellous; as
dazzling an extravaganza of pure ideas as any since
Shaw's 'On the Rocks', which I take to be its model,
"and easily the funniest most literate and far .
sighted new play to reach London this year .o
the distinction and delight of this play is the way
it nets all the fluttering ideas of a moment, - pins
them down and scrutinizes them with the cool
critical intelligence of a historian writing a
decade>~from now. Few contemporary plays give so
passionate a sense of commitment. Every line .
breathes appalled love for the anguished nation
it sacrifices."

Two things are put int6 perspecfive’by this comment. That
Feiffer expresses appalled love for the nation he sacfificés,

is not a cqntradiction._ For inexplicable reasons perhaps,

an English critic is able to see this more readily than

an American. The same sentimentalitylthaf lurks under the veneef
of the cartoons is present in Feiffer's plays. Seg?ﬁdly,

the prophetic oversight that Feiffer definitely had in

Little Murders is -also pregent in God Bless. Feiffer can

A
extract from his immediate environment and project, with
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great insight, into a situation whether-it be the psycho-

analytic insight” in the cartoons or the political predictions

in the plays. The White House Murder Case is the most

. . i .
amazing evidence of thils cunning power.

The White House Murder Casec

*

"The government deserves credit for making a
satirist's life more challenging. This began for
me some years ago when there was an Atomic Energy
Commission committee set up to investigate the
effects of radioactive fallout, and they called b,
it 'Operation Sunshine'. How do you compete with
that? In my play The White House Murder Case,
the name of the disastrous military operation
that back-fires and kills 750 GI's was "'Operation
Total Win'. When Nixon went into Cambodia,
three months later, they called it 'Operation
Ultimate Victory'. A week after Cambodia, the
play died. George S. Kaufmap once said, 'Satire
is what closes Saturday Night.' It's not true.

It's reality that closes Saturday night (pb., p. 94)."

SigeREe R

Feiffer's subvérsivé tendencies in his art were
inspired by the incongruities he saw in American politics.
His attitude that satire pushed logic to the brink until
it became absurd was born in his response: to the Americaﬁ
government. fhe result was a safire that was the same as

reality if the ﬁeaning was not mi'srepresented by the production.

However, this was a recurring problem in Feiffer's plays.

| Clive Barnes in The New York Tdimes (Februar& 19, 1970) said:

"The author's. ingenuity has here outpaced his comic material . . .
the idea of the play is a great deal more gripping than the

play itself, and this is where it falls apart."” The more
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preoccupied Feiffer was with a vital political satire, the

less concerned he became with theatrical form. The White

‘ House Murder Case had a considerably good run Off-Broadway}
| but still, the critics were depressingly frustrated by

the relatively 1little growth of three years' wop¥ of Feiffer's

dramatic style. Marya Mannes in The New York Times (March

1, 1970) wrote:

"The savage contempt of the ugliness and
deception of our times has usually been coupled
with a marvelous lunacy both in his drawings and

“\\géz words. But somehow thky don't work here )
funny lines are mostlylunfunny because
these are not people
at betrayal, hatred
this government: all thi
) the targets are too impor for buckshot, too
tragic for.derision, too serious for caricature."

despicable. Anger

Clive Barnes said in The New York Times (February 19, 1970):

. . "There is a load of sick fun in the play but
it never accounts up . . . the entire pattern of
unfeeling bureaucracy-in alignment with insensate
masses #s vividly pertinent. Yet Mr. Feiffer .
never brings his bird home to roost and to breed -
in the imagination. He is flippant where he
should be flip, sloppy where he should be surgical.
In short this ‘is precisely the kind of engaged
play we should be writing. Mr. Feiffer - and' I
love him - hasn’'t written it."

By 1970 the critics recognized the validity, exactness
and relevance in Feiffer's plays, but they also recognized
the lack of growth in his talent for stage writing. Why

so many of the critics apparently wanted to praise Feiffer

as a satirist and yet 'had to disclaim his dramatic form,

e e N \ N

\\\ - ' r . )



might be analyzed in regard to the extent of the subversive

.

content of Feiffer's message. Feiffer was going too far

and something had to curtail him. According to most critics
Feiffer was still writing cartoons, still perfecting the
égricature and gettingknowhere in fégard\Eo creating an
authentic, psychologically justifiable, undergtandable,
explorable character. Instead, situation predominated; thii
was the opposite extreme of the cartoons where no environment
was ever necessitated and rarely created. The élays tended
to create more environment and none of the omnipotent analy-

tical interest so vital in the cartoons.
~

In White House, the environment is divided between

a Brazilian jungle and the inner office of the president's

council room in the White House. Like in God Bless, the

president of the United States is one of the characters.

In both plays, Feiffer is deliberatelyﬁusing political

figureheads as symbols bof betra&als Ultimately, the message

is étretched to mean America is betraying all its people.
‘America is involved in Brazil in‘a war that repli-

cates America'g involvement in VietNam. The Army releases

a nerve gas on it§ enemy, but the wind shifts at precisely

te wrong moment and 750 American soldiers are killed, 90 are

paralyzed. In Washington the president is confronted with

the prgt}em of explaining a military catastrophe to the
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American people. He calls a meeting of his executive

council; the Attorney General, the Postmaster General,
!

the Secretary of Defense and the Director of Reséarch and

{

Development. They are confronted with two issues. The
first is a moral issue concerning the deployment of nerve
gas, a weapon that was outlawed at Ehe last Gencva
Convention. There is also the issue of how to tell the
American pdblic of the incident. In short, the incident

is '"covered up" and packed with lies before the public is

z

told:

Parson: In matters involving the national security ---
Cole: We have the right to withold *certain information ---
Sweeney: CB97 is a comparatively humane -- .
Stiles: We could say they used the gas on us.
Cole: The Brazilians? We couldn't make it stick.
Stiles: Why not? The Russians supplied them.

Cole shakes his head. ;

The Chinese? :
President: One foreign crisis at a time, Tim, please.

Stiles: The Russians will understand. They know
American politicsy

Cole: I don't see any way out of conceding deployment.

* Parson: If we concede deployment, there goes your
ball game. ‘ J

Cole: Not if intelligence report§ led us to suspect
the Brazilians were in the process of being supplied
with nerve gas.

Stiles: Isn't that what I said?

Cole: I'm not finished. We could not risk the safety
of our command by overlooking these reports, so
strictly as a deterrent -~ to keep them from using
their gas on us -- deployment of CB97 was ordered.




Pratt: This could very well be the case.
Parson: I like that. Intelligence reports-- -

!

Cole: and captured enemy docpments.

Stiles: But «then what? Do they use it-and we
responded, or what?

Pratt: Colone}.Dawn ordered it. g lﬁf

Stiles: He's dead, isn't he? We can't blame it
on anybody dead.

Cole: I lean toward a mishap-~-an accident.

Parson: Everytime we report an accident the military
is made to look like fools.

Cole: This won't be blamed on yoy. A gas leak.
Sweeney: Our gas doesn't leak! N ‘

Cole: Well, it's got to be something like a gas leak.
Stiles: An act of God.

Parson: Maybe i§ was hit by lightning.

Pratt: The rainy season is five months away.

Parson: Maybe one of the storage tanks gets hit by /
an enemy shell. .

Pratt:' That could happen.

Sweeney: What are CB97 lerage tanks doing within
the range of enemy shells?

Parson: All right, say a stray enemy shell. -

Pratt: A guerilla patrol could have gotten behind

our lines. That does happen. s

Cole: That's very good, General Pratt.

Parson: Excellent, General Pratt. A suicide patxol.
We don't know if they knew what those storage
tanks contained and deliberately shelled them
or-- '

Cole: It could have been an accident or deliberate.
Parson: We'll never know. No one will ‘ever know.
Stiles:‘ That's it! By Golly, that does it!
Sweeney: It does seem the simplest way.

President: Now that we know what happened, how do
we release it? (WHMC, p. 34-35).

~
az

~
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The scenes shift between the president's office and
&

Brazil. The aftermath of the nerve gas is producing very
s

strange decomposition effects on the American soldiers:
Weems: It sounds funny to say it--so_all together.
My leg is coming loose.
Cutler: Throw it over with my leg.]

Weems: 1T can't see your leg. T cén't really see
too well anymore. And I'm having trouble talking.

Cutler: I dop?t have any trouble understanding. , .
Weems: Doés my voice sound funny to yoi? '
Cutler: .It sounds more-'like what you're really about.
Weems: 'I'm getting down to roots. )

Cutler: .That's what I mean.

Weems: Look what just came off. (Holds object over
his head.) .

Cupl%r: I can't see too good either. What is it?
Weems : My pecker. I was scratching it and it came off.
(WHMC., p. 82.)
Oddly, the nerve gas is semi-euphoric and the two

soldiers,one of whom is a CIA agent looking~for the real

reasons behind the release of the gas, explork the potential

5

for a utopia where all men would-be bro Ts.

Feiffer infuses

these scenes with an immense compassion and at the same time

!
makes them extraordinarily funny. They are, however, static

=<y

dialogues’ and resemble the cartoons.

Cutler: Next stage of what?

Weems: Evolution. Everybody joined together.
- Maybe the way we've been all our lives isn't
‘ natural. The way we are now. You and me
and whoever comes along--a rescue squad--
they take o #A& hands and their hands get
locked into our hands, and a squad of Chicos



comes along and they see this squad and guys
s holding hands. You think they'll shoot? They
won't be able to shoot. Because it's the wave
of the future. They'll take our hands. And
’ more and more guys come along--their side
and our side--gooks and colored guys--they'll
see¢ this daisy chain--in the middle of a war
zone. This beautiful, peace-loving daisy
chain, and they'll drop their guns. It will
sound like a very loud bomb, the sound of all
those guns dropping at one time. And they'll
join hands with our hands so that there's no
reason to fight anymore because we're all
one body with these millions of held hands.
No more outsiders. Just one enormous insider., /
(WHMC., p. 65.)

In the meantime back at the White House the strangest
murder has just taken place. The president's wife has been
stabbed with a peace sign that says ""Make Love Not War."

The president's men despised Ehe First Lady anyway as she
was a leader of the peace movement. Their marriage reminds
us of the relationships between the men and women in the
cartoons.

President: You always mock me.
Mrs. Hale: never listen to me!

President: Most of Washington thinks I listen too
much to you.

Mrs. Hale: Washington!

President: Why do you hate Wash1ngton7 Because
I'mit's first citizen?

|
|
|
4
|
|

Mrs. Hale: .I hate it because it's unreal. Stop

feeling sorry for yourself. )

President: ' Am I unreal?

Mrs. Hale: You don't exist. Nobody here exists.
That's what scares me most about Washington.
A1l these absent people making war.



The White House murder must be covered up; elections

are only six weeks away and this strange incident is too
close to the Brazilian catastrophe. The same'shake-dowd of
ideas as to how to cover up the First Lady fiasco parallels
the cover up of the Brazilian fiasco:

. Cole: Why can't we make it be Communists? Or a
peace group? -

Stiles: I don't care who we have do it. But one
thing I'm strong on. We can't have her killed
in the White House. i A

Parson: Why not?

Stiles: Not six weeks before election. It makes
us look ineffectual.

Cole: Stiles is right. She's got to be killed
somewhere else.

Sweeney: But where?
Cole: Tim, where are we most in. trouble?
Stiles: In the cities, according to Gallup.

Cole: So we're not risking very much if we’ have
her killed in New York?

Stiles: New York, Chicago, San Francisco. Doesn't
matter.

Coles: We may even pull a sympathy vote.

éyiles: For a sympathy vote, I'd scratch New York.
Better make it Chicago.

Parson: There are lots of Communists in Chicago.
Can't we do something with that?

Stiles: I'd like to help you oyt on this morale
business, Biff, but the more I Look at it, the
less 11ke1y it seems.

Cole: Let's not forget the plckei sign.
Sweeney: Make Love Not War. ; -
Cole: 1 favor a peace group.

Pratt: Or students.

Parson: Why not make it the blacks?
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Stiles: Chicago's full of them. °

Sweeney: Why alwdys look for left-wing villains?.-
Why not pick on the Birch Society?

Parson: tome off it, Sweeney. The Birch Society?
""Make Love Not War?"

Sweeney: I just don't see why everyone has to
pick on.the left. Anyhow, no one will believe
they did it. She was anti-war, pro-Negro'
and pro-student. '

Stiles: No one will believe it.

Parson: I think they'1l believe it. -

Pratt: ' It could very easily be the Negrocs.

Stiles: You're out of touch. 1It's out of the question.
Cole: So who did it?

Sweeney: Why doecs she have to have been murdered?
Stiles: That's very good, Sweeney.

Cole: An accident? h

Parson: A plane craéh?d

Sweeney: A car crash?

Pratt: A hunting accident? \ -

Parson: A fatal illness? : -, R
Pratt: Pneumonia? I '
Cole: Takes too long.
Pratt: Canqe{. "o

- !

Stiles: Bad‘Iméée. 5

Cole: And it’takps too long. |

Parsén: ‘A heart attack!

Sweeney: I know, food poisoning!

Cole: Food poisoning!

‘Parson: Food poisoning!

Stiles: I like 1it!

Pratt: Food poisoning in Chicago. It coﬁld have
happened. ) )

Finally, the Postmaster General takes the president




aside and confesses that it was he who killed the First Lady,
thinking she was the president. He was hoping that if the
president was assassinated the present vice—president_wouid

be elected by a sympathy vaete, because otherwise the incumbent

would lose. Upon hearing all this the-president decides -

" that the guilty man is not going to be arrested, that the

truth would be harmful to the rest of the country:

Stiles: You seemed pretty eager to spread the truth
a little while dgo.

President: Among ourselves, yes. Of course! We're

equipped to deal with it. But the public--it

wouldn't do them any good to hear this sort of

thing. It would shake their faith badly. We

wouldn't be able to carry on. We've made our

share of mistakes, but good Lord, can you

imagine those other fellows in power? No,

it's vital that weé carry on (WHMC., p. 104).
The Postmaster General has the president 'over a barrel’ and
blackmails him into obtaining the position of Secretary of
State or else he will confess to the murdey, which would indicate
the  instability of the Party. The presideny has rationalized
his way through two enormous and complex crimes that convey
the corruption of the Military and the Government. Henry

Hewes in The Saturday Review (March' 7, 1970) said:

"Feiffer's concern is not the murder of one
character, but the murder of compassionate human
response in _all of us; murder that results from

-the kind pf'sch1z01d thinking that makes it possible
for man £o rationalize any act.as long as it helps
him do his job."

A}

Feiffer for the first time manages a psychological compositon
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in character: the president is a mock hero posing as a
martyr for the éood of the country. Blindness in the guise |,
of altruism is, however, a strongly deprecatory view of the

leaders of America. White House had a successful run Off-

Broadway because the play was staged as,a comedy, and the
socially demeaning tontent was relegated by the extremes
of the zaniness and implausibility of the characters. The

Review in the Nation (March 9, 1970,“p. 285) stated: "There

is always the danger in such high jinks that their very
success diminishes their satiric impact."

In terms of form and content, Whgke House echoes

the mid-road of Little Murders and God Bless. The president's

council are very like the family in Little Murders, buf the

message is made more blatant than in Little Murders. The
political overtones are those of God Bless. Formally., the
play is tigﬁtly constructed and the shift in geographical

locations are constructed t? play the harmlessness of the

soldiers off the harmful 'and powerful branch of government

* that never suffers from their mistakes.

But as for reputatibn as a/Playwright, Feiffer was
( - ‘
instead becoming appreciated for his cartoon style of play-
wrighting by some critics #nd still condemned by others for

the same reason. Walter Kerr said in The New York Times

(March 5, 1970):



‘ )

"The new wool gathering cartoon that is
spinning its web all over the open floor of
Circle in the Square seems to me to represent
a marked advance, theatrically speaking, for
the always outraged and occasionally outrageous
Mr. Feiffer."

Clive Barnes sums it up in The New York Times (February 19,

1970) when he remarks that "The White House Murder Case and

its performance dazzingly directed by Alan Arkin and acted

by a cast that must be a cartoonist's dream. . . ." Paul

/D. Zimmerman in Newsweek (March 9, p. 78) said:
— 2

"The cartoonist's brilliant talent for etching-
character in a line or two deserts the playwright.
His officials, like the cartoons they are, do not
develop . . . What Feiffer needs is not clarity of
‘vision or deftness of dialogue, but flesh and
blood persona. Instead he has written a play in
search of si/x characters."

Edith Oliver in The New Yorker (March 9, 1970, p. 200) concludes:

"The best of them, Paul Benedict, plays the
Postmaster General, political manager of the
president's party, as if the role were not a .
comic strip character at all, as for Mr.

Feiffer, he clearly knows what he is doing,
but what he is doing is just-not good enough.”

Conclusions about Feiffer as a dramatist are ambiguous.
Stylistically, the critics attacked him for poor characterization
and a non-dramatic form. Satirically, he was prophetic and this
forced him to take some of his drama out of America, which
was successful abroad. The plays that 'made it' in America,

did so because the satire was adumbrated by comedy.



CONCLUSION /
/

Conclusions about Feiffer's movement from, cartoonist
to playwright are integrally related to the changing ideology
of Feiffer's satire, o

In studying the cartoons it was apparent that Feiffer's
satire was self:reflexive, that it was motivated from Freudian
inspired relationships, or in a more specific context from
Feiffer's personal confrontations with and observances of
1life. This is not to exclude the existential cartoons whose
themes are at times metaphysical, but is to say that the
Freudian analytical mentality was significantly more perva-
sive; Feiffer satirized persoﬂally everythiné he was as a
man and everything he was not, and hoped to be.

This, in essence, was the rationale for a thesis that

linked an artist's persénal history with his artistic material.
In the Freudian cartoon years of Feiffer's satire, the emphasis
was on a mental construction of cartoons that blatantly
revealed psychological notioﬁs of inadequaey, persécution,
apathy, rationalization and isolation. This allowed for a
classification of the ideology in the cartoons\as a personal
and emotional one, Hence, the term 'emotion content.'

When Feiffer's satire shifted ideologically from

Freud to anti-Américanism, the base of motivation shifted



from the personal internalization and expression of emotional

experiences to the impersonal externalization and expression
of political experiences, Hence, the term 'gratuitous
violence' and the Cold War morphology Feiffer ' used to éxplain
his plays., The transparent reason for shiftinglideology
was the Kennedy assassination. Feiffer responded to {he
agsassination by becoming politically active and a$ % result, .
disappointed, disillusioned and angered by American politics.

Feiffer explained the tfan§formation in his art form
as beiné consonant with his neced for a larger audience to.
pértiéipate with a\more vital messége than was affofded
the cértoons. As a playwright, however, 'something of the

l

artistic genius that was in the cartoons was qualitatively
lost ﬁn the plays. This was explained by fhe critics as a
matter of non-dimensionality ‘in Feiffer's Eharacters,
convéniently labelling themwcaricatures, and finally caftoons.
However, there was somethiﬁg more. significant in the critics’
refusal to appreciate the plays. The plays were overtly
anti-American and daringly subversive. This complied with
Feiffer's definition of a satire that was aﬁtagonistic to
the system it satirized, but, unlike the cartoons, the satire
in th¢r lays was publicly dehigrating an enormous structure:
American society and government, A defensive reactionlwas

the result, . .

Abroad, Feiffer's plays had quite the opposite




/
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| o J
reaction; the satirizatién of America satisfied an English
audience, This -raised an interesting issue concerning the
definition of Swiftian satire and the modern definition of
satire proposed in this thesis. It was sugge;ted that the
difference betweeﬁ Swiftian and modern satire %as-in the |

¢ \

response to the representation of human dep&avity and that \

the modern response was to receive a 'masochistic pleasure,’ \

In the eighteenth century the response to satire was on the \\

level of class consciousness; not on the levell of the mental

/

complexity that 'masochistic pleasure! implie It could. L

be expected that Americans would revel in the masochistic

delight of Little Murders, -but they did not; the English
audience did not associate and identify with the object of

the satire, but viewed the satire as a statement of class

consciousness of Americans. Why Little Murders stand§ i
as an exception to the expected modern reaction to Feiffer's
satire was related to a defensiveness that springs from open
confrontation in.the theatre when compared Qith the private
confrontation of the cartoon. The silence of the cartoons
was non-threatening while the public 'screamipg' at America
in the plays was intolefably antagonistic to the American
audience, “

That the critics dared not accept the brutal vision
of America on such public terms was a dampening agent on the

validity of their conclusions about the plays. It is suggested



.

here that the unanimous and collective disclaimings of Feiffer
as a dramatist by the American critics was more than an )
aesthetic and critical appraisal of Feiffer's satire. Tha;z
in fact, the critics were responding in exactly the opposite
manner to the cartoons specifically because they were suscep-
tible to ﬁublic criticism if fhey dared a}ign themselves
openly with the anti-American sentiment of Feiffer's satire.
It is possible to stretch this point right into Feiffer's
cartoon representation of the phendmenology of Behaviour;

the critics were altruistically obsequious to societal
expectation. Where the cartoons tacitly and privately allowed
for audience response, the plays demanded a social commitment
from the audience. ‘ ‘ ‘ d ‘

Although the plays were decidedly distinct in content
\ {

from the cartoons, the use of stereotypes pfevailed. There
was a very‘differeptqupIBymént of a 'type' in the plays
in compa{ison to the cartoons. Feiffer's characters in the
plays were functional only‘to the extent that they defined
a situation. The 'mental construction' of the cartoon
character was the contraﬁuntal to the environmental or situa-
tional employment of the characters in the plays, The
stereotypes in the cartoons never explained an environment
but insfeéd cxplgined‘the psychologﬁ, behaviour and reality

b,
of the stereotype. While in the plays the stereotype was

never explored mentaléy but was used to construct something




altogether unrelated, a decaying American society, .Feiffer's

]

ideology changed,>but not his eﬁbloyment of stereotyped

characterization, Unfortunately the characterization in the
cartoons apbeared fuller and more developed than the charac-
terization in the plays, This was related to the difference
in perceiving the forms., The immediate and fleeting experi-
ence of the cartoon summoned the reader's emotional identi-
fication with the cartoon character while the prolbnged
dramati¢ experience summoned the expectation of growth,
development, psychological complexity and resolution which
was definitely lacking in the plays. b
To define Feiffer as a satirist and &valuate him as
a satirist is clearly, after examining the cartoons and the
plays, a mixed and;problematiclappraisal. -
The classic and then reworked definition of a sub-
versﬁve satire, by Feiffn{;_was accessible in both the cartoons
and the plays. In fact, the broadest applicable spectrum
of satire ‘was exemplified by both these art forms. Satisfying
a 'masocHistic pleashre,’ the personal post-Freudian inter-
nalization of the response to ‘the satire in the cartoons wag
a significanp representation of a new satire or a modern

LY

satire, .The plays were leveled in a more traditional mode

‘against the class consciousness of America as citiij:j/pf

a ‘violent anfr hypocritical country. ¢

An evaluation of Feiffer as a satirist demands an
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".these changes with a -changing personality. Feiffer\moved

A

awareness of the personal integrity of the artist, This,,

2

in essence, has been the rationale behind the employmengff’
of biographical material. The substantiation of thé sh&ft

in Feiffer's ideology and form is discerned by conngtcting

from a spokesman of himself in the cartoons-to a spoke flan
of Americans in his élays%;fThe cartoons spoke for themselves
and spoke privately to a silent agdéénce. The plays, on
the contrary, spoke for 'America ané\spoke publiciy‘to an
active audience, {

- A benevolent appraisal would make allowances for

structural defects in the plays that the critics justifiably

condemned and classify Feiffer as a superior satirist of

a truly’prophetic and dedicated 1'esprit d'invention. This,

’howeqﬂr, is based on a knowledge of %he man behind the art;

an argumentative position between theorists who deny the
Eiographical implication behind any art form and those who b
account for the art through the life of: the artist. This

thesis presented the latter, making Feiffer's life integral

with his art. ‘ ‘ :
r




' . APPENDIX'I

CHRONOLOGY

/

Staged Cartoons - Plays - Dialogues™* - Films

Titie

The Explainerg (a satiri-
cal. review based on
cartoons)

Munro (animated film)

4

Crawling Arnold (play)

oy v

Introduction: Dialogue
Superman: Dialogue

Feiffer Film (film version
of cartoons)

N 2

The Apple Tree (Passionel-
la) A fable.

Harry the Rat with Women
(Feiffer's only novel:
staged as a play)

Little Murders (play)
Little Murders

Little Murders

Year

1961
1961

1961

1963
1965

1966

1966

1966
1967
1967

Location

~

Playwrights Cabaret
Theatre, Chicago

/~\ .
Rembrandt Fil

Qscar for the best short
subject carrtoon)‘

Gian Carlo Menotti's
Festival of Two Worlds,
Italy

Horizon Magazine, first
American printing
Feiffer's Album

Feiffer brought this film
on tour when he 1ecflﬁed

at universities.

New York

" Detroit Institute of the

Arts

Yale School of Drama
Broadway

London, England

*Dialogues appear

cartoon into play £orm

Ve
.
.
,

rarely throughout the anthologies.
They are included here to indicate the movement away from

AS
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Title 4 Year . Location
god Bless 1968 - Yale School of Drama
God Bless 1968 . London, England
Collision Course (Unex- 1968 New York, Off-Broadway

purgated Memqirs of
Bernard Morgendeiler)

©

Little Murders _ _  _ . 1969 - - New—York, Off-Broadway —

Revival
Oh! Calcutta! (Dick and 1969  New York, Off-Broadway .
Jane - -~ - 7T 0T - j
White House Murder Case 1970 New York, Off-Broadway
(play) .
Little-Mﬁrders (screen 1970 Hollywood
sGeript) .
Carnal Knoyledge* (screen 1971 Hoilywopd
script) ;
Feiffer skits (staged 1974 © McGill University**
cartoons) . ,

*Carnal Knowledge was 'conceived as a play but was
produced as a movie because director Mike Nichols convinced
Feiffer of its merits as a screen script. Considering the
relative lack of success On Broadway of Feiffer's plays (see
Appendix II) Feiffer was wise to heed the advice. Interestingly
enough the movie was considered too controversial in its repre-
sentation of sexual values and morals and was banned in several
states in America, while Oh! Calcutta! was flourishing in the
nude in New York.

**Undoubtedly, skits of Feiffer cartoons have been
performed a countless number of times in Universities and
nightclubs all over North America.-
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Another theater season draws to an official
close this Friday, June 30. That's the date when,
according to Actors Equity, run-of-the-play

Closing The Record Book on 1966-67

contracts expire. So, for theater buffs with a
penchant for titles—and figures—here’s a tally
of the season's productions and their runs

. BROADWAY n:&ag:&r gz«uru SWEET CHARITY e ... 590 My Wifs and 1 .. ;
NTEX . MAME ., . . ... 452 Bhtotem? ..
Galilen . .. . 7s Sheemalen” Moldey [
"‘67& "::- Yerma .. 80 . .mmllm Junebug Gradustes Tomghtl &
The boiloving preductions, hold.
Plava 27 33 The East Wind | . 0
Mol . 4 B The Alchemat 52 " fom previovs searons, com- RIVUES
l:w:‘ 2 2 : plated thew 3cordway runs durng  po e 1y the Thing Thet the
Revevals T2 4+ NEW YORK STATE THEATER he teesen junt snding- Werld 15 Fullest of e
“Muscollansous 3 2 LINCOLN CENTER Barefoot 1 the Part lio!; ABSOLULTELY FREEEE );:
! — — Show Boet 83 ¥° PR Davy Joners locker
: The Imposubls Yeons 872 in tha Nick of Time 22
4 54 Anpea Get Vour Gun 4T Hub e Saoencar. . L SID SLEO Fantes 17
Subsequemt engagament at Yokt o Mot "y \ The T
PLAYS 8oadwey Theater 74 W:l Jnhl B:?i . " Ans Eva:mq Wit s Times
’ Juar -3
aus"s:l\'l‘n}::nd " ‘:"‘h' letten  SOUTH PACIFIC e Philadeiphes, Here | Comet 323 ?
- - DONT DRINK THE WATER 251 o, — 017 CENTER a e e e by Revivals - .,
~ s Ccrsuscl .24 Its a Bed, 13 & Plame By Juorte 1"
N THE STAR.SPANGLED GIRL 220
F vens Rambow 23 1t Svpcmu 129 THE COACH WITH THE SIX
. The Kilung of Sister Geolgl 225 3y Tsound of M 23 INSIDES 5y
~ ‘HE “o)‘r.‘cQMING 203 € Qund 4§ MUC. s hea v
AR SR OFF BROADWAY Dt e st . 3
__A Debeate Balance” ___ 113 e Sountry ol v s ynamite Tomte
YOU KNOW § CANT HEAR The Ko Tallss L3 PLAYY The Diary of o Modman . . &
AN YOU WHEN THE Moved to Bily Rosa yt AMERICA HURRAH 28 Antigons 3
AN Theater for . . Eh? . , 232
\ The tvirbgston NG - - 127 Elzabeth the Queen 14 MACBIRDS W :‘“5‘:::‘-‘“5"”‘ o
R ' FORTUNE AND MEN S srach Mime Theater
Hcy::?lh. W}nld T!tum! o APA-PHOENIX EYES .. 126 The World of My Amencs 1
War and Peace Sb  Sometime Jam Tcdnv 513
My Sweet Charle 3% The School for Scandal 42 The Dew Pork . 128 AMERICAN SAVOYARDS
» Stamp Out Mamaqe! 20 The Wiid Duck ° 45 Hamp 101 The Mitades 36 .
¢\ Thelaves of Cass MeGuir 29 Right You Are 42 The Oz Cart 91 The Prates of Pentance 29
; -n,: A !,"“‘m C‘:u! clauwre 20 You Can't Toke 1t With You 15 Tiwea Hand Rsel 12 Puncess lda - §
. Und “: Weather iZ ¢ Comredas Three . L b A Wiktman Portrat T Taal By Jury end
Tht SummereThat Fall 12 Gorlls Qu- en b3 HMS. Pinelors LA
\ The Pantew Comvertble .~ "' NATIONAL REPERTORY Vit Rock 02 i
OF Love Remembered - 9 THEATER Theton Woder Teols Bl S&  LE TRETEAU DE PARIS ¢
We Have Always Lived i The Imaginary invahd R 3 2“&“3"”" "'g MIGHT . :z Les Femmey Sevantes un !
H ght the Dunce
AL Mottt S TV Rimen of Eldntch 32 AMERICAN PLACE THEATER
: e ) To Clothe the Nated 0 La Torsts . 9
e Murden @ e You 1 IRISTOL OLD VIC Kicking the Castle Down . 21 pavsenty for Sale O
n.’m That Play the Clawns T4 Hamlet ¢ Comctaebouns c ve U Whos Got Hy Own 19 &
Come Live With Me 4 Rameo ond Juhet L] }:‘ NE""h'b"'“ dTh " 2 The Duploced Person H ]
The Gul 1 the Freudian Sha 4 Measure far Measure 7 :hv:\, on and The mao 17 NEW YORK SMAXISPEARE
The patural Look | WEST BIRLIN ENSIMBLE  The Wicked Coohs’ 16 FESTIVAL CENTRAL PARR
A Warm B> ys CALS THEATER The Expenment . 16 Mcasure for Mrasure 17
MUSICAL Javeln 14 Kinz Richard 1) - 47
THE APPLE TRES 2794 ;‘:,';,',"S?f.',x”' 3 A Tome for the Geolla Pao-  ANs Well That Ends Well 18
(AﬂA’RET 255 Ke~ne S0 Die Mischstrasie? 2 v',:" B.d You Last § DM ”’ THE COMEDY OF ERRORS e
+ " 3] (1} e
Ui Bromse 1% D'OYLY CARTE OPERA g Ye " MONOLOGISTS
Let's Sing Y ddi h a7 ™ X &COMPANY . AEMS AND THE MAN A F..:»B Kind of E:;rm‘ ;
.LYA DARLING b 2] e Middo Choeolatey ] with David Ko-se
:—lkaEEUJAH, Badri 75 HMS Pinafare 8 The Infenty 8 An Alter Dinner Evevine
Sherry! 7t The Pustes of Pearance 7 This Hure Nice Place ] with Ottar Wernre t
Sing lsrae! Sing broad f: :J:’J'SO" o : Th; Dasth of the Well-Loved . ANTA MATINEE SERLES
Ci'bet Bocaid on Broadway aticace . oy Come Slowly Edrn 2 i
A Joyful Nowse 12 ICE SHOWS MatchPlay and A Pacty for The Viewirq ard Conditionced .
REVULS Holiday On fee 1 e 1 Sandre ' Renee Ny 2
At the D/ § Another Hat 108 lece Fallies of 1947 3 Y Wy Doean’t Live Hem
Mello, Sollyt b lze Capades B T buy on Groonech Mg :
REVIVALS LONG RUNS Avesve > 7 Srven Aser el Shas
Cinarr ot EI‘!H ' 127 Einht of o!heazwun! Boadway To 3|er . c"""; OHT S S LONG RUNS
Tar Perrerdon and Asigruing. atiractians have been on view fov A ";’EDSUMME NG . THE FANTASTICXKS 19717
tinn of Jran Paul Maret &y mare than 8 year They are listed DREAM POSTSCRIPTS
Preformed by the lamytes al prlow with the sumbzr of pe - MUSICALS AV ¢ he B 720
:h :\y‘ouﬂ of ()u'uhnMU'- {armances :;Uy will have qivey  Mgn Wi o Load of tha ";":d'g':”: e Srdae 780
et the Durction of the Mar. treough Frday Mischief 2% A © a3
auis De Sade $3 nELLO pouy! L, 140 yo-:(g: A agggo MAN, Lh;::::\ G.n\:: ch :67 .
M FUNNY GIRL 134y CHARLIE N [RY4 X in
MISCELLANECYS #'DOLER ON THE ROOF 1,133 Autsma’s Here 1 Hopey fndng dnd s04
A Hand 1y on tha Gare 2 THZ 00D COUPLE 933 Thy Haroid Arlen Songbaoh 4 The Kitchrn V37
- y I~;-Ap"” a0 Thester of b MAN OF LA MANCHA se2 The Gelden Serew 4 Seracant Mysqrave s Dance 136 ‘
’ Tre ';:‘::“a'ﬂ Mingactte CACTUS FLOWER 652 The Penay Fuend - . n Thr World of Guater Gran 30 :
: £ Theater of Fa~taiy 1 Toe Until the Manley Comes . 54
: ‘ Th cepenny Ont.n 13 Comp'ﬂul by CLAAR ROTTLIR Command Pedimance 12
’ c

Note:

| Little Murders appeareéd On Broadway and is #23 out, of 27 plays

with only seven performances,.

the season.

sweep who has her wish Come true and is transformed into a big-bosomed
movie star,

1

only to flnd that fame does not bring love.

The Apple Tree was the best musical for
Feiffer's Passionella is a fable about a plain chimney
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1968

»
‘

® Closing The Record Book on 1967-68

Interrupted for three days, June 17-19, by the
actors’ stnke on Broadway, the 1967-68 theater sea-

-

s drews to an off.c al close today. For theater buffs,
here are the sezson’s productions and their runs.

BROADWAY  I'm Solomen .1 LONG RUNS
Here's Where | ad"s Sevep of the current Broadway
1957 1986 REVUES aliractsans have been on view for
__‘;[ _6?_ Leonsrd Sulman’s New Faces ;‘:;':,,ﬁ‘:':h. ‘yhc:r"::.;: ..’:'h::i
Pays 41 27 of 1968 52 foimances they have gwen trrough
Musicels 1 12 Marlens Dietnch 48 last might
Revues 4 2 Eddwe Fisher-Buddy Haeseett o2 HELLO, DOLLY: 1658
;; ;'l' Judy Garland 27 FIODLER ON THE RDOF 1872
“ . MAD v .
\ REPERTORY THEATER  cacTue Fiower o 1ob
Shows luted in capital lettees LINCOLN CENTER MAME . '577
are atll wnning Summertree 127 CABARET ’ 470
ROSENCRANTZ AND GUILD. The Unknown Soidier arg His YOU KNOW | CANT
") ENSTERN ARE DEAD 93 Wife 2 HEAR _YOU WHEN THE
~_ THERES A GIRL IN MY Moved to George Abbo“ WATER S RUNN NG 540
— s SgU: . 250 Theater for
poffor ' 202 The Little Foues 69
THE PRIME OF MISS JEAN Moved to Ethel Barrymo OFF BROADWAY
IHBER?RD'gE 1.1 Theater for PLAYS
] 162 Cyrano De Beegerae jl T
. Jee Esg s Symtdan 44 SCUSADUZA 300
————————""""" "PLAZA SUITE 153 Tisér at the Gates “ phgena A e 12
More Stetely Marsons . 141 Walling to Waldhesm and ,hg Tﬂ an ,;n“ t c} tons 174
4 .I“':l lnﬂ;doy ::d'y* Fath 122 Happiness 43 ;h.r;"‘vo:g :::d' bk ."d“s
ever t i2
&m,;m;"g,,,e;mv T 163 NEW YORK STATE THEATER IOM PAINE an
. Everything in the Gerden 85 LINCQLN CENTER e Brard - 100
After the Ran 64 Sauth Pacdic 105 ;ﬂe :CYS‘ IN Thz BAND o4
Halfway Up the Tree &4 WEST SIDE STORY Ly ey Night . 8
Starcate . ) oY '; vourond Museela 19
Portrast of & Queen 80 CENTER THE CONCEPT s
What Did We Do Wiong? 48 The Tenth Man . 23 COLLISION cou. s& &
‘ Dephre in Cotlese D 41 Bngadoon 23 'SJ"M" ? - B4
B Before You Go 29 Life With Father 22 -ng’uw 3 .- 52
' The Seven Drscents of Myrtle 28 The King and 1 . .22 Tne Peddler ."d The Dodo
| Ninety-Dav Mutess .... 24 MY FalR LADY . S22 b e
The Prermise . . .23 The Mikedo , . 8 I”M " n
Weekend . .. 22 HMS, Pinefore 8 ¢ vit Be T "m’ to Hy
Loct .. . v e ee .o 22 The Pirates of Pertance . .. 7 . "::dl ! 7
. Soldiers . 22 The Yeomen of the Guerd 3 't Nwggeroven 25
. o How to Be & Jewsh Mother 21 Patience R ;:‘!:"ﬂ“ SRR
Avant:t L2 akt ..., . } . n
The Only Game i Yown .... 16 APA PHOENIX :JTZ' - n
'mr Lives .o t8 The Show.Off . wp o Comps by Kowtogbas 17
George - 13 Pantogleize .. . .. k9 Ct Poter Serson - e
WeSenrss LnH.w:yOsnld 9 Ent the King .4y Gevme e Statue - 18
Dr Cook’s Garden 8 The Chery Orchard R § | }:' ’;'";, 15
Cerry Me Beck to Mornmgx-de 4, Say You Can See L. A 14
Heights ] ’ THEATRE DE LA CITE 2-yond Desire ]
Keep 1 in the Famiy ....".. S THE THRSE MUSKETGzas 4 ) Litle Prwate Warld ﬁ
The Gude .. 5 GEORGE DANDIN 2 frhur Moen Ferwice and
The Exercise 5 $ ! N
Song of the Gusshopper 4 JRATEUE 212' {aelgrade) TA- C.vdnn Yourg Man :
Mite Downstann 4, "ORA, THE TAILCR 4 ‘y m(m:sh
A Minor Adustment . 3 KINGuEU ., .- 3 ‘::__7‘ \l,;":t v As :
Johnny No-Trumo . | TREJEWISH srunusum o Bty Gt 7
Heppiress 15 Just "o Little Of PO "eﬂF‘ow‘;;:mm‘ « 6
Thing Called & Rolls Royce ! Maele Efror 42 T-: Berch R
MUSICALS Mother Courage 11 Rite of Exchangs .
. How Now, Dow Jones Lo THEATER OF GENOA - MUSICALS
“ THE HAEP/ TIME i 182 he Venctian Twint >2 CoTEY McDIMPLE 258
GOLDEN RAINIOW . 1e5 HE VIENNA BURG THEATER o, r pCLTS 22
, “HEORGE M! 0  Professar Beemhardy [ “aved ‘o Gramreey Adts 3
Henry, Sweet Henry 80 Das Konrest 6 YIJUR OWN TH NG 194
HAIR 8 Mane styart } Maw Iy the Tare fer Al Cood
Bht|Gun;! h:ug Hall of harael ;; He Warts to Have 2 Good W oal X}
sthing of the Doy T TS 2ELIEVERS o4
The Educetion of H'Y‘M'A‘N me et s Bl
Y ORTACPOLT AN I

Note:

Compiled by CLARA ROTTER

Off-Broadway Collision Course.

Who's Who, Baby?.. ... . 1&
Love and Let love . ., ... 14

Frere Jacques |, ., .2
Haeve | Get One for You .8
REVULS

JACQUES BREL 15 ALIVE
AND WELL AND LIVING

IN PARIS - . 130
Fun City e eeeeees 1}
Now

23

WALK DOWN MAH STREET! 23

Take ltdfrom the Top 3

The Musical Woﬁd cf kdoﬂ
Rrecht . —

REVIVALS

House of Flowern

57 _
A MOON FOR THE MISRE-

GOTTEN .. . . 23

Winter_lourney v —x — - .__44“ e e e

Private Lives .

Jenco-dim Crow . S
LE TRETEAU DK PARIS
Le TartuHe . . .23
£n Attendent Godot . 12

ITUCH~—~The Theater of
Latin Amerca

La Remoliends PO
ttuch Anthology ... 2
‘:M!llCAN PLACE THEATER
Ceremony of lanocence. .. 18
Endecott and the Red Crass, .35
Fother Usbridge Wands to
Mgy . . . .2
The, Erctronic Nigger and
L O 3
Moved to Mertimgue far. 70
THE NEGRO
EMSEMBLE COMPANY
The Song of the Lluiitanian
Sogey

Summer of the Seventcenth
Doy L. eees O

Kongr's Harvest . 39

DADDY GOODNESS 32

NEW YORK SHAKESPEARE
FESTIVAL CENTRAL PARXK

The Comedy of Emm I » 4

King John .. .. .. .. . 1®
Trtus Andromicus . . . .. 17
HENRY IV, PART } . .. .. ?

HEKNRY IV, PART 11, ... 8
NEW YORKTSHAKESP!AR..

PUBLIC TNEATER

HAIR cee. 88
Moved 1o Chuetah for . . .45
Moved to Biltmore ., . 48

Ha~let . . 4
The Memerandum .. 64
Ergo [}}
LONG RUNS
THE FANTASTICKS . 1414
YOURE A GOGCD MAN,
CHARLIE BROWN 8§54

1968 Je 30,116 S

See Appendix III for a
reprint of The Uncxpurgated Memoirs of Bernard Morgendeiler.

<
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Closing The Record Book on 1968-69

g

. Tha curtain rings down on the 1963-69 theater season tomorrow.
v Hers Is & summary of, the séasons productions and thewr runs.
OMAL .. . % Tes Porty and The Bosement 176  The My -cnocnl; e aw ese .
BROADWAY OXLAH T Ml 1
mT\‘V(C!NT!l’ ADAPTATION and NEXT 150 The Firebuss .. . . ]
1968- 1947. Comeal . " B 30 Gy Time Butk White e 129 LE TRETIAU DS PAI‘S
o APA PHOINIX THF%@ENR NS MOUTH 30 PraveNrgue En Campagns
¥
mm TR Dol g smed Wi b grGmens
vsicals 13 ] Hamlet . 45 Tengo e s - s meenet ot
Revues 1 4‘; The c'“h;.l Party 44 CEREHDN‘ES N DARK DIE BRUCKE ‘
. -— — Cock-A.Docdle Dandy 4 OLD MEN -T2 N -
42 19 The Show-Oif 19 DE SADE ILLUSTRATED ... 55  Muisne von Bamhelm .. ... ]
- Pontaglenns ... . 9 Sotting llm.,.?. Ry :7 Das Schloss . .... v eees 'y c:
- PRLAAE 2]
BROADWAY, THEATER 1969 e bt T T Ll THI PIRAIKON THIATRON
. Y5 Bor and Quototions from Siop, You're Killing Me . < . 39  Tphgema In Auln ....... .. 8
Sho;n hsted in copital lettens hCha-mm Mao TseTung 12 The Grod B2y . . . .3 Hppolytus ... ol aieaes 3
are still runming The Desth of Beans Smith Riot . S 1
THE GREAT WHITE HOPE 310 and The Amencan Dream 10 Lemonade and The Auto- AMIRITAN PLACE THEATEIR
The Man in the Glass Booth 259  Krepp's Lest Taps and graph Hound 28 Trainer, Dean Lizpolt
FORTY CARATS | 204 TheZooStory .. . . . & IhitteBsrefa ToEyc Hotal . and Company ... .......
HADRIAN VI} . 200 Happy Days . .~ .. 4 An Ordinaey Man . . Pepp . ..M
PLAY IT AGAIN, SAM 159 THE MINNESOTA TH!ATER Philosophy . the B’oudov . Z& Boy on the Strarghi-Back- . -
dimmy Shine <o 154 COMPANY Lecleh Chaw | eoee e u
N 4 ve er eveunms
\';Io: Bombed in New Haven .'!: 'Th;'}“}“&(' Rus of I8 TOCZTJGZ?LLNW'UWNG coLox 23 The Canmbs 'NEGRO
uro ]
:.‘.;;?“.’n;lqo?.:ﬂ:v“dStrﬁ:!;hctn . ;: The Houre of Atreus - n n:n:uS{:::l;::;n Guaun!n.i. g ENSEMBLE COMPANTY
‘ My Daughter, Your Son 47 THE NATIONAL Wor Games .. we vr « XT Ceremonies 1n Dark Old Men 40
- D°§‘ ‘J’S;‘—WA"" A T THEATER OF THE DEAF TL}A: FE-OA}E':g—!ED 2' Ged Is (G‘;eu What?} .. ;;
eckiie ? AKX . .. An Evening of Ons Acts .. .
Cop-Out and H)mc‘ Fires M SC}S;‘::“;‘ Works from ats 1% !zfonrl Waks e e :; The Song :f the Lwhmau 128
Ths Goodbye Prople 7 N St Tnola Pi PR B eee maanes
The Wrong oy Light Bulb 7 ~THEATREDELACITE  Snoot A:E..., wih Hew Dadd) Goodnens .1 24
Firel & The Three Musieieen | 12 That M .7 YORK
Woman I3 My dea 5 Tartule ‘o 7 Frank Gagirane’s City Suu 16 by ‘: IOFRE TIVAL
The Sudden avd Acadental Georga Dandin . S  Someone’s Comin’ Houngry 1% SHAKESPEAR s
C Re-Education of Hona The Tnumph of Robert Emmet 15 CENTRAL PARX
. {ehmon . . . 3 ATELJI 212 OF BELGRADE tch ¢ . JKhabs W veeen :; King Henry 1V, Pait Ons .13
Zelde 5 Who's Afrad of Yirgna me Greanf/Khab Blue . Juliet . S
The Gmg‘um Dog H \Vboolﬂ ) .. . . . 7 The Honest-to-God Schneusle § :::;!;‘::: wu'up.,‘ Two .. 13
The Flip Side 4 Ube Roi . & AHoms Awsy Fom . . .. =W YORK _
Rockefeller and the Red ‘ The Progress of Bors, ﬁno;hc&(crs. Another Land . : SHAKE,;"EARIOFESTWAL T
Indians . - - th lor . . ) ake Me Disapptar . . R X y
But, Senously 4 Victer ‘:.'n. Children The World of Mrs Solomen B PUBLIC THEATER .
_ The Dorers 4 Toks Over . ... . 4 Americons "aghul . ; Cities 1n Be.lqu; Nord :; :
?ﬁ: cMut::uhL':v’u . II MISCELLAREOUS eo§°;l‘::s oYo:.‘ 3 ,P:"Oﬁ’;l'.oAnCiE’T.O ;E S
The Watenng Puace . f 1t Mardens Dietrieh . 83 Haerold Finebers R | SOMEIQDY . MY * 1
A Teaspoon Every Four Hayes | Gilbert Becaud Sings Love . 21 The Empue Budden .. . & Huw, Huw . . 51
p "
- MUSICALS e dmmy Rorcliorew 1) Ehbwon Y moUNDAsOUT THIATZR :
¢ World's & Stags | - Arf an e Grea
ZOR3A 259 Awrplane Snetch . .8 Candda ... Ll "o
S PROMISES, PAOMISES . 241 REVIVALS. Focorks oo - T % King e ... s
Dear World 132 THE FRONT PAGE . 5 Papens . e . .v .. 2 Journey's End PR 32
Contarbury Tales 177 Hamlet < .5 equop L. | DAMCE OF DEATH . .. .. 2b
~— 1778 .o 122 Trumpets of U"‘ Lod T The .ul;ugu;:ubldn Agun | LONG RUNS
: Celebration 110 LONG RUNS Don't Shect Mable
7||: hll.eg-“o of itk Mnngu 78 HELLO DO?.LY' 2,243 1t's Your Husband . 1 THE';EANTEgggSMAN. .4
Returned for -1 pDDLER ON TME ROOF 1989 Fowbibbies . YO A SO g
Maggie Fiyan . [ MAN 6F LA MANCHA 1,534 The Dovid Show | CPI:;‘L;AE e N
. Red, White an3 Maddor N AME f298 YaYea, NaNe . .. . | CURLE 0': MoLE e - AR
Her Fitst Roman . 17 CAmARET Y Vosr Weld War 34y i YOURU_S\»;:"_?‘*S e 5
Come Summer T pLAZA SUITE © s7r THE GLORIOUS RULER . . I Mfao‘wsc.i btvinG
The Fig Leaves Are Falling 4 HAIR N . o438 MUSICALS N PARIS T
By . 2 L PpESTSCRIPTS DAMES AT SEA . . m THE BOYS IN THE BAND 501 . f
+ '(£VUE ‘; i Cactus Flower 1,234 PEACE " 3 T POSTSCRIPTS v
- . &4 Haw ta Steal an Sldetion .. 30
NOEL COWAPDY'S . You Xnow | Can’t Hear You Horsemen, Pass Sy 3% Gouba Dub 704
SWEET POTATO “ When the Water's Reamng 756 9oy ENADE 3N r::’ .Pamu: @ iiniiaen vanes T
REPERTORY THEATER George M1 © 435 6ot Thee to Canarbury . 10 The Beherers .. . T 798
LINCOLN CENTER ;L" P“"‘ 4 Guiden 426 The H.PF'YSH crita 17 gyl “‘: .. ) 2
IN THE MATTT OF J - Month of Syfdays 8 The Concept 2
ROIERT OPP&NHnMH ) G,"J:: A :«"E::a ;:; ﬁ Eﬁ" frang Sauad ! ﬁ ,4‘,:,, ,,\,’/,h,‘ ,Y,;,b;,.m,, 199 -
Lear 87 ' ! : 4ileg for & Fnn va - ¢ Indian Wants The brome
A Ely of Play-ns 58 Th;:"";:::f Beodie 180 Jast for Leve . s and Jt's Calied the ~
The Muer 81 g My S 122 REVUES Sugar Pium 177
4 cre s 4 g My Joup Wa'lk Down Mah Steett - i3S
Sananas The Hepay Time 285 The Fourth Wil 141 -
The Inner Journey 3% WHORES ‘WARS AND Co"ma;l Counse 5'
The Yeor Boston Wan OFF BROADWAY TN PAN ALLEY 15 ta Cucles 6.
A“'Ev'"“": e Fimch 3k PLAYS CHI CALCUTTA! 18 SOLO SHOWS -
[ 1) nc
nand 2&3‘.:2“‘:: n 3§ TO BE YOUNG, GIFTED REVIVALS An Evening with Max
; AND BLACK 205 UTTLE MURDERS .. 23 Month ot the Tum of
| . NIW YORK STATE THEATIR /.o (93 OF Thee & Sivs . 2t the Contury ... . .. .. 140
i - LINCOLN CENTER N ' Vime Burrows . .. 24
1 Wart Side Story » Complied by CLARR ROTTER Chad Michell ..oovn oo oow 1T
N L]
Note: Revues: Oh! Calcutta! opens. Feiffer, alongieeiak. lhezonard Melfi?
John Lennon, Sanm Sheppard and Samuel Beckett co-authored a sex-revue )

performed in the nude. It was originated and coordinated by Kenneth
Tynan, a long-time respected London critic.
Revivals: Little Murders is the number one revival in 1969,

after being chosen as the best foreign play of the year (1968) in London.,

[
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Closing The Recurd Book: on 1959-70

3

ERCADWAY
1969.  1943-
70 &
Plays .—;0_. 'y

Muticals ., ...13 13

Revue ....... | !
24 42
PLAYS

Shews lnted in cpal W
ors stll vnamg.
SUTTERFLIES ARE FREE,. .
LAST OF THE RED HOT

LOVERS . _.......... 212
CHILD'S LAY . _......... 113
BORSTAL 30OY ... ... ....108
Shasp en the Runwey .......1CH
Paris Is Ouwtl (..., .oceeonl 100
Indisns . ......... teerenens L13
A Patnot for e .....cu.... 4P
Inquast .. A {
Gein and Bere 111 an Perts

cards .. .. . e §6

Thé Chinse and Dv Fnh 113
Norman, Is That You?....... 12
Love Is @ Time of Day....... 8
The Penny Wenn _o.evivne,. §
Angala . .....0 ceiinenn.. 4
The Mundy Schemse ......... 4
The Emgagement baby ...... 4
Srightowar | 3

]

t

ciessstterneun

Blood ked Rones ..oveneenas
A Ploce for Yolly. .. coveanes
MUSICMS

APMLAUSE ..:
bimmy ...

R R

Minnea's Boys L..ieenen.. L THT

COMPANY ... ....iiveeee. T8
(ly for Us All L. ..iaiiaanee
ck Wh

8 ievosaiarenies

[T
Geersy co.viuinminrirninns

*

?

'arﬁ T |

4

4

Lo Strada .eovievivinennens &
REVUZ

The New Minia Hall of henel, 62
REIPECTORY THUTATIR
OF LINCOLN CEIRTIR

In the Metter of J. KQM

Segger on Moneback . . .
Opsration Sudewinder ....... 82
Camine Real .. ..........
The Time of Your Lde ...
The tncresnid Ditficulty «f
Corgentrabion ....... canee 28
The Duartegratron of Jimes
Cherry .iviveinne.. .. 28
Amphitryon . . ..., .
NEW YORK SYATE THEATIR
Ollahemat ... e B
CITY CIXTER
Morcel Marcsaw  .......... 1
The Grand Kabubh . PO | |

Rabelan ... . 1
LOMIOIT ’MNCI\M
Le Malade lmognaice ..., &

.‘ Troups Du Ret and

Note:

Off-Broadway:

The curtaln rings down o the 1969-70 thexter season Tuesday.

_Here is & summary of tha season'’s productions and their runs.

Anplwhpn ee cvesveisani. &
Dealduen ....o.oininnea. B

Les Femmas Savantes ., ..., §
ANTA IRVITATIONAL

steies
Hervey .. ..., caeieee 88
Owr Town ,.......... « ane 36
Tomy Aber ... .......... . 26
A Fao in Her Eor ..., veras 23
Yhe Thees Suters ..... ... 20
Hevy V 1%

No Ploce to B Somcbody .. 15
Glena and Eipeana . . 12
The Natenal Thaater of the

Deal . [
Wilson m Hn Protmn hnd 7
Wetereolor and Crus-Cromamng S
The Cherry Orchard ...... .. &

- SOLD SHOW

Cherles Amnevour ........... 23
REVIVALS .

Prevete Liver. ...... canes 239

The Front Page . ..... 158
Thees Man on s Horse . ... 100
THE BOY FRIEND ... ... &
Corada ...

cemcsrransice 8

ICE SHOWS
ice Copedas  .oeivinen. L 0
Helday v lee  ....o.ooiin te
foe Foluen of ($70 ....... e I8
EMtonus ...cufrree cacsoees 30
LONG RUKS
HEHLO, OOLLY! ... ..243%

RDDLER ON THE ROOF. 2,405
MAN OF LA MANCHA .. 1918

PLAZA SUITE | PR )
HAIR . cee 903
PROMISES, YROKISES . peen 660
FORTY CARATS ... .... i
P76 ... .ov .. Seeea. B0
POSTICRIPTS
Mome ....cocneenn on.. 1508
Coberet ... .. ...... 1,168
The Gract %rh Hepe ... 457

Fiey It Again, Sam . ...... €54
Hadran Vil o vooi a0 .. 359
20 VI -

OFF CROADWAY

1969-  1958-
10 &9

—— |, —

Plags .. .... 55 &5
Musicals .,.. 22 i

77 (1.3
PLAYS

The Conzept ... . . . 43
And Puppy Dog Tais 141
The Whie House Murder

Cars . RN 11 ]
A Back Ourtrt cew auHA
A Whnne i the Derk ..100

THE BFFECT OF GAMMA
¥YS ON MAN-IN.THE-
OQN MARIGOLDS ... $6
Keekormrg ... ...

A Sceat of Rewsr, ...

WHA‘I THE BUTLER SA\V... CS
COLETTE ... ..
Pastieg Throvgh from Bohe

Places ... Cenee ouas
Seven Deys of Mwmmg P 35
The Trees Dis Standng ., 83
" Duar Janct Rosvnbarg, Dear

Mr. Kooming . . ........ 48
Hello and Goodbye ........ M
The Ofsy Watcher
Waa's Happy New? ..
Tansfen ... ...
The Memory Bank
The Moon Dreamen
Noture of the Cume |
How Much, How Much?
Chicago 70 T e 24
The Unseen Mand and

Forennc and the Ncmga!on 21
The Peruuns . veseees B
The Jumping Fool
Contnbutions
Lemon™Sky .. .
Calling wn Crazy
Little Roans [N
The Cremnele . L. L., L.
THE CAGE .. coun
Slave Ship
Areng Conts Zumby
SOESMAN AND LENA',
Chmes of Pawsion |

Sihoustes ..  .......
The Hauated Hott ......,.. 8
Pose ... eieaes 3
The Local Shgmn-c [ ]
Love Your Crooted Ncnghb« ]
The bownstons Uge . ... 7
tastn for the & of
Traim, £tc, on the Ene Raid-
woy, to Go"lnlo EHect Jon-
vary I, (862 . 7
Nebody Hears o Bnhn Dnml Iy
Yhe Nest |, . 3
The End of All Thmu Nu'unl [
The Shepherd of Avenue 8
and Stedl the Old Man's
Sundle .- 5
Cendaules, Cmmnmnu e B
THE DIRTIEST SHOW IN
TOWN | .. ... ......
And | Meta Man ..., N\ 4
Sourball | Tes P |
The Amencan Hmbwgu . !
R ¥ U7 1" SR |
The Motks }
The Nuas |, * . ]
STEAMBOAT ..... . !
MUSICALS
Salvation .9
THE LAST SWEET DA‘IS of
1ISAAC .. L.
oY ... .
Thn Wet lur(uqu:
The Hoofen

Unfair to Goluth ., .. .. IS
Whetett, War and Tin Pan

Alley .. 87
THE ME NOBOuY lNOVS 2
Bty Noneme [ .. .. ... 4%
The Drunterd .. ... ... &
Gertrude Sten's et Kndu 43
Show Me Where the Good -

Tumes Are (...l . .29
From leael with Lou!'vhl oo 20
Rondlhy v ivevcvsemeiee w2 I8

Cemplled by, CLEXE ROTTIR

God Is Back, Black and Sing-

ng Gotpel . [ 1
Love and Maple Synp ...... IS
Whispers en*the Wind.,,.00. "®
Mahagonny ... . .. ... 8
1 Draamt | Dwelt " Beomng-

dale's L iiiiiiiiieiiee &
Lpe ... ciivaiiel veupes 3
Eulungl .............. .. 3
The Houis of l.ndw cevaves |

REVIVALS

Fortuna and, Ren's Eys ., 22!
Summertres .. . ..iiaee... 184
Dark of the Moen ........., 85

Hedds Gebler ~_.. ... ... 81
ROOM SERVICE , ., ,,.... §b
Awpts ond Sing . veain. 40
Slow Dance on the

Kdiing Ground cierennae 38
From the Second City ,..... 3¢
Mirels Bires . 15
The Modwoman of Chxllo(... 7
Lale ..... ]

LE TllTEAU DE PA!!!
Lattrs Morte /Archdrue , . , 10
Oh Les Boox Jours ., ... .. 10
Le Grand Vaxr/le Cmmmuh

Agneols
(s Lacene/La Joune Fille A

Moriar/les Charses ... ... 8

DIE SCHAUSPIELTRUPPR

ZURICH
The Mun-g- of Mr.

Musssppr ........ [}
Philippr ch and The thun [
lphisens of Tavns . ... . 1

POLISH LAS THEAT!R
The Comtant Prnce ........ IS
Acropols .. veeea N
Apecalypen Cum Fcum [T |

CHELSEA THEATIR

ceesent taeaes

CEINTER
Slave Ship ... ... ...... ¥
The Beass Butterfly . . ..... 7
The Unwenal Ngger . ..... &
OPIN THEATIR
Terminal ... .. reecmsamans e @
Erdgoms ..iiiiaiiiaiiins @

tierevenerseses 3

The Sepeat
AMERICAN PLACE THCATIR
Free on the Blask Hend Side 43
Morcy Steet . ..c.oninen.. B2
The Pig Pen . oicnccncina 4
Two Tamet One ... ..... ... 37
NEGRO ENSEMEBLE CO,
Brotherhosd snd Day of

Awsance ...
The MHorsngtes
Alokewe

REW YORK SHAKESPEARL
FELTIVAL
PURLIC THEATER
I § £ ]
ceemveonny “
NEW YORK SHAXES!
FESTIVAL v
CENTEAL PARK
Teckfth Nll;ﬁ .........‘a;.. 0
Peer Gywk PR 1

« braa

CER TR

The White House Murder Case is the 3rd

longest run of the season.

Long runs:

Oh!

Calcutta!

THE WARS OF THE ROSES, ~
PART { . .3

THE WARS OF THE KOSES,
PART It .. 2

RICHARD @7, o100 2
ROUNDABUUT THEATER
Dence of Death ...... .... 2]
Oedipus ... .. .l...... 52

Tampets ond Truems ... .. &2
The Lady Frem Maoms . ..
Wecbeth . . . ,..... veees 37

ANTA MATINEE SZRIES

Dream of & Foctluted Actor 3
A Round wrth KGng ......... 2
Oh. Pionsers .. 2
Crvung Spred 00 MPH “and
Mo Srow oLoiiiill ceee 2
$OL0 SHOwW
GeHyA!dc resariesnnacas s
LOﬂu RUNS
"HE FANTASTICKS ..., 4233
YOURE A GCTD RAN,
CHARUE BRC.SPN 138
JACQUES BREL 1S ALIVE
AND WELL ARD LI¥IRG
IN PARIS . . .. ..L008
THE BOYS IN THE SAND . °23
ADAPTATION~NEXT ..... 1144
NO PLACE TO tE
SOMELDDY cereness WY
OHI CALCUT AL, ...... 432
* POTISCRIPTS
Four, Ovn Thingy ve s 933
Curicy McDwnpis ......... 124
Damis at See .. .. . .. .573
Lﬁﬁc Murders . ...l 400
To 8¢ Young, Guied and
Black ......*..........:. N
Geese .. 136

Cmmgmﬁ- n D;fi o’ ktn 173

Prowensds ... ..... oo 158
Pesct . ... ... . sl 182
O Sede lihswednd ., |, , 117

The Glorvows Ruler .......... t

1870, Je 28, 11,33



BROADWAY

1970- 1949-

Ji 10
Playjs —. .33 52
Musicals . .12 16
Revues ... _Q 1
45 &9

PLAYS

Shows Iisted in capital letten
sre 1ol runming.

SLEUTH . . ... 245
PAUL SILLS STCRY (. .
THEATER . .. 2408

The Gingerbread Lady. ... 193
Bab And Ray—The

Tws And Only , 158
Conduct Unhecoming ... ... 144
Home .., .o
And Miss Rurdon Dnnh

A litte . ... 108
How The Other Half lous 104
The Philanthropist . 72
Four On A Garden . 7
Abslard And Helous 53
All Over . . . . ... &2
LENNY . ...... .... e 42
Les Blanes . .. .. . 40
METAMORPHOSES . .. 13
Mot Now, Oaing » . .. 2}
Scratch Cee e . 4
Fatha's Day . .. .. . :

MUSICALS
THE ROTHSCHILOS . 292

™O BY TWO .. ... 268
FOLLIES
Light, Lively And Yiddish ., 88

The Presdent’s Daughter . 78
70, Gel, 70 .. .. . ... 38
A . o 19
Lavely lelu, Kmd Gcnlic-

men A . 18
Eard of ﬂusl‘un e ws L
Frank Mermiwell . . I

REPERTORY THEATEP

LINEOLN CENTER -

An Enemy Of The People . 54
The Playboy Of The Westemn

World . 52
The Gaed Woman "OF Sehuan 46
Antigone . R b
The Berthday Pav!y P |
PLAY STRINDBERG . 32
Scenes From Amencan Life 30
Pictures In The Hallway 20
Landscaps & Siderce . . s

REVIVALS
NO, NO, NANETTE © 187

A Midsummer N ght's Dream 77
You'‘re A Goud Man

Charlia Brown .. 32
Hay Foever ... vee eae 14
Othelle . PN 1]
Charley’s Aunt . B |

PHOENIX
Tre Trial of the Catomville

Nine . i aee e 57

The School For Weves 120
ICE SHOWS
Moscrw Lieyy On lee 1%

fes Capades .. ... .. 20

Note:

Long runs:

- 1667971
Closing The Record Book on 1970-71

The curtain rings down on the 1970.71 season Wednesday.
Here is a summary of the season’s productions and their runs,

Disney On Parade . .. . [.)

Holiday On lce OF wn’
LONG RUNS

FIDDLER ON THE RO

HAR

PROMISES, PROMI

1774 -

oMt CALCUTTA!

LAST OF THE D HOT
LOVERS .. .§... . . 80
PURLIE .. ... cee 540
APPLAUSE ... .... .. 528
COMPANY .. 494
THE ME NO3ODY KNOWS 431
POSTSCRIPTS
Mello, Dollyt ... ... 2,844
Man Of La Mancha . ... 2328
Plaza Saite veseess 1,098
Foky Carats o, .... ... 784
Chid's Play, ... .. ... 343
Coco Caveiasasasiiaes m
Bonstal Boy . . .. ..... 143
The Boy Frend . ... HI
OFF BROADWAY
1970- 1969-
71 70
Plays . .B2
Musicals 16 22
Revues .. 3 1
g ——
103 125
PLAYS
THE HOUSE OF BLUE
LEAVES 162
Happy Birthday, Wanda June 143
Alice In Woaderdand 122
A Dream Out Of Time . 49
Fareplay . .. 13
Acrobats & Lise k1]

A Place Without Doors .10
Behold! Cometh The
Vanderkellans P & |
Scare 23
Chathe Was Here Ahd Now
He's Gone ! 17
BLACK GIRL 7
In New England \anzr PP & |
The Emzu'd Shpaers 10
Any Resemblance To Persom
Living Q- Dead
THE LAST ANALYSIS
Three By Fethaghetts
The Justicz Box
fstanbd . L L, ...
Opwm ‘ ..
The Cavtro Comolex .
Qne Night Stands Of A
Noisy Passenger .
The Olathe Respoms
Things That Al=ost Happen
The Immacuiate
Mviumup'.non
G-ndhn ..
The Shinking Bnde
The Cardyapple o
My House 1s Your Hause
Childrgn In The Ram .
Joha4y Jahnson
And Wnase Little Bay
Are Youl .|

— v P " O~ -~ e 09

~—

MUSICALS
TOUCH . ... . 308
Golden Bat RO 1 7]
Siay Mowie R |
T 1)
.. 50
¢ Jurvivel Of St !oan veea VT
Seniations . i&

Te Ballad OF Johnny Fat 14
Ja & Agaml ... ,...... |4
Sa ... oo 8
A Day In The Ll‘! of Juni

About Everyons |,

Kas Now .. sevrnerenes . 3

Saon veen veen 3

Look Where I'm Atl ..., 1

The Red White And Black...
REVUES

THE PROPQSITION .. .... 127
T> Be Or Not To Be—
What Kind OF Question ls

That?y, - . ...l . 40
Coabler Nur Thc Lake ..., 22
REVIVALS
Dartes At Sra 17
WAITING FOR GODOT i70
Macheth SR, 132
A Doll'y H’utt Lev MB

CNE FLEW OVER THE
CUCKOO'S NEST L. N4
LONG DAY'S JOURNEY
INTO NIGHT ......... R 1
Heads Gabler . ........ Sb
T~t Homesoming ceee, 34
Waytesk v esa. B

Danee Of Death UL 4

/lE TRETEAU DE PARIS
TAmante Angfaue N [

DIE BRUCKE
K emburgethochiet & Dis
Kurve fe e evee aaann 19
Arphitryen . ..... R
NEW YORK SHAXESPEARE
FESTIVAL
PUBLIC THEATER
Sibject To Frha 127
Tre'awny Of The Welly ... 67
Fere Are Ladres &7

Jock MacGowran InThe ...
Warks OF Samucl Beckett  E4
THE 3ASIC TRAINING OF

PAVLO MUMMEL | (..., 51
Tre Happicess Cage ces.. 40
E ood 40
Uadergrourd Cereeien 33
S'ag .. 22
DANCE wir ME . .. 3
Candide 19

Bread Ard Puppet Thuhr 1
NEW YURK SHAKESPEARE

FESTIVAL
CENTRAL PARK
Qchard HI . 20

T~e Wars Of The ‘io:u, .

Part | 1]
Tae Wen Of The Roms,

Part It 17
AMERICAN PLACE THEATER
g Carpenters . L
Sunday Ciuaner ... 42

Compiled by CLARR ROTTER

Oh!

Calcutta!

‘The Lifs And Tu

" Jay

Pinkvilla _ .. . veerraieavees &8
Back Bog Beast B2t .. ..., 3?
NEGRO INSEMRLY CO.
Odedo . . ...iiiiereeme 4B

Rasales Prtchett &

Perry's Munsion ... .ccevee 48
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APPENDIX III

Collision Course

)
The Unexpurgated Memoirs of Bernard Morgendeiler

The Unexpurgated Memoirs of Bernard Morgendeiler is

a dialoguc that appeared in 1965 in a cartoon anthology of

the same name. It later appeared in 1968 as a skit in a

play called Collision Gou# e and then it appeared again as

a written play in an anthology of plays compiled By Edward

Parone. (I have been told by Dr. Peter Ohlin, Chairman of
the Graduate Debartment of English at McGill, that the same
dialogue appcared in Playboy some years-earlier than 1965,

and that it was in the form of a cartoon.) The Unexpurgated

Memoirs of Bernard Morgendeiler is a perfect example of the

progression of Feiffer as a cartoonist to a playwright. That

’

this brief play was selected for the-Collision Course anthology

is a clear indication of the type of satire Feiffer, was

writing in the 60's and what Feiffer hoped to do with his

1%
t

satire.

The introduction to Collision Course includes the
famous question Thoreau asked of Emerson when he was in jail:

""Waldo why are you not here?'" The implication, of course,



T —

is that society's hypocrisy cannot be faced with complicity,

but must be challénéed by some form of rebellion. Collision

Course is composed of artists' work!yho have challenged

the system by dissenting from aesthetic norms and exposing

some of the basic hjpocritical realities in America. Feiffer's

piece jin Collision Course 'is a sexual exploit. It epitomizes
the absolyte and genuine utter confusion that surrounds sexual
attitudes in Amér%§a in the 1960's. It exposes the hypo-
critical basis of sexual behaviour admitting desire, trying
to abnegate guilt but at the same time suffering from it.
The theme{of castration is also included which is so often
important in understanding Feiffer's notién of the relation-
ship between men and women. | '
The pgrpose of Edward Parone!'s anthology 1links him
closeiy with Feiffer in an uncanny way. Parone apparently
had been effected by the Kennedy assassiﬁation and felt that
public art should no longer be a PHiligtinean experience.
", . . the artist and the audience must confront each other."1
I am certain he felt the incoherence in the American
(specifically New York) culture that Feiffer call§ Gratuitous

Violence, when he flings a remark like this to his readers:

""Maybe they (the audience) are waiting and hoping
for paradise to be painted again; but maybe they are
there to know the paradise they live in, Nothing. is
sure. Yes, maybe one thing is sure: the news of i>k

assassinations keeps arriving - as sure as shit."

Edward Parone. o

Introduction
Collision Course, p. viii

1Edward Parone, ed. Collision Course (New York: Random
House, 1968), p. vil.
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INTRODUCTION

u (The scene isa bedroom late a* night. BERNARD and
NaoMi sit disconsolately)

S

-

naomr  Don’t feel too bad. > .
¥
BERNARD I'm sorry. You understand? .
naonMt What's there to be sorry about? "%
pERNARD 1 had too much to drink. You understand? I mean
- ordingrily 1 never have trouble like this.
naomt Will you please believe me? You don't owe me any
explanation. It's not as 1f it's a test or anything.
pERNARD Well, it's when [ have too much to drink you see —
naox (Trying to placate) What do you think—]1 grade men? .
N pERNARD (Winces) It's the alcohol-—1 just can’t (Groges for right
word) function— ' o

NAOM1 Please, you needn’t be so much on the defensive o
BERNARD (Freezes) Who's on the defensive?
&

naomi AN I'm saying is it's not that much of a big—

et




.

BERNARD (Terscly) Don't tell me I'm on the defensive when I'm .
not on the defensive.

Naostt  Listen, I don't want to make a big thing out of-—

BERNARD (B:lterlyj Yeah? Yeah? Yeah, I bet you don't, don’t you?
Yeah!

naoM1  What's the matter with you?
i

BERNARD Saying that, I'm on the defensive puts me on the de-
fensive. Before'you said I was on the defensive do you think I
was on the defensive? I wasn’t on the defensive.

NaoMi  I'm sorry. O.K.? I'm sorry.

31;1;\1;10 (Coldly) That was a castrating remark.
NAOMI (Amazed) Saying I'm sorry?

BERNARD (Nastily) Don’t take it out of context. I'm an authority
on castrating remarhs Women alwgys try to get away with them
on me, They never do. 1 an recognize a castrating remark a

hundred miles away!
(THEY stare at each vther glumly)

naomi (Softly) Can I say somethung? (HE nods) You're not gomg
to believe this but it's true. * .

BERNARD (Impatiently) Sure. Sure,
naoMt  I—I didn’t mean to make a castrating remark. L
BERNARD Sure. Sure,

. waoMi  Sometimes they just come out.
BERNARD  Yeah. : .
NaoMmi  It's like sometimes every word I say is exactly like my

*
a

mother! 1 could kill myself. Some things are a mistake. (SHE
touches him) Not cverything is deliberate. (HE looks at her
with warmth. THEY touch hands) Want to try again?

BERNARD (Withdraws) The alcohol—you know~— It wouldn't. 1
couldn’t— The alcohol—(Pauses to collect }umsel[) How about
tomorrow?

naoMmt  If I ask a question will it offend you?
BERNARD ldon’tknow. Try.

NaoMP™ You want to go home now, don't you?

BERNARD  Well, I wouldn't say— Well, we are sort of finished here,
area’t we?

Naomi  You're very uncomfortable.

BERNARD (Weakly) Well, I've got a lot on my mind lately. South-
east Asia and everything. {Pause as sHE stares at him uncon-
vin.ed) Nuclear holocaust. (Pause) The depression.

NAoMI  What depression?
BERNARD  Mine. .

NaoMi  Jt's like you've already lefe. It's like you're out of the room
right now.

BERNARD (Giggles uncomfortably) 1 guess 1 am. 1 often don't
> know until I'm told.

NaoMr  Listen. This is a difficult question to ask. Do you—do you
enjoy making love?

BERNARD (Leaps up) Listen! I just had a little too much to drink!

Naomi  Look, I know ir's haid to talk about. Will you please listen




to me for a2 minute. I'm 2 difficult person, all right?

L ro  Boy!
{HE sits down)

nAOM1  But tell me—~when it's over—do you feel happy? (No
answer) Can’t you talk to me? Then answer this. Do you feel
good? (No apswer) Listen. Do me a favor?‘This’onc favor? You
'don’t have to talk about st, all right? Wedl do it so you don’t have
to talk about i Il ask the question—and you blink once for yes
and twice for no. (HE looks at her asif sue's mad) When it's over
do you feel happy? (Long punse) Once for yes—twice for no.
(Long pause. ue blinks twice. sHE nods knowingly) Do you feel
—gwlty? (HE blinks once nstantly) Everybody I know feels
guilty! Why do you feel gulty? (No answer) Is 1t because we
don’t really hnow each other? You feel we're not really having a
relationship? (No answer) Blink.

BERNARD (Explodes) 1'm tired of blinking' Well, is there a re-
lationship? Is there? Is there? We meet at a party, we talk mayb.e
twenty minutes in all, we come up here and I can'tdo it. I a.d_mu
it—you've broken me down! I don’t like being mn_this paosition,
" 1don’t enjoy it—you're right there—I don't—and you're night
again:-l do feel gutlty! And [ want to thank you. I've gotten
more sexual gratilication out of this speech 1 st made than if

I had gone to bed with you!

naoat Don't you understand what the trouble is?

sernarp  I'm that rare kind of person who can’t have sex out
of context. I want a relationship! I'm a nut! -

NaoMt  Crap! (1e winces) Why does every bourgeos male [ meet
have to put a valie judgment on sex?

]
(

Kl

BERNARD (Frostily) You don’t frighten me. J am not afraid of the
term boukgeais! ‘

.
naomt  Everybody has to prove it's not wrong! Why for Godsakes?
Why? You don’t mind cheating on your incame tax and that’s
wrong, you don’t mind lymg to girls who you're tired of and
that’s wrong, but the one thing that‘s:‘supcr.wrong you can't
admit s wrong! ) .
BERNARD There is nothing wrong with the sexual act. Properly
administered it can be beautiful. Where are you from? Out of
the dark ages?
naomt  Don't believe it for a minute. -
BERNARD Psychologists tell us—
NaoMt  Don't believet. T3
BERNARD I do believe it. It's not wrong! |
5 |
~aomi Then it must be right. b 1
BERNARD (Uncertainly) Well, just because it may not be right
doesn’'t mean it's wroiig. Sex s clean you know.
Naomi  Don't believe itl *

BERNARD It is! Psychologists tell us—

Naomt  They'te lyirigl Nobody really believes sex is clean.
BERNARD Psyc!)o!ogists tell us—

Naomt  Nobody believes it. Do you believe it?

BERNARD Mine is a umque case.

NAoMi They're lying! That's what confuses everybody You cant
turn sex into something pure hike brushing your teeth! Sex is

) - *
. }cx‘actly what you thought it was when you first learned about it!

BERNARD (Hith growing excitement) You mean on the streets?
Is dirty?

NAaomi (Nods) Sex i7dirty!

BERNARD (AIarmcd}? UG T Al soon as I said it I knew!

naoar  Rightl '

B8ERNARD [t is! It is! It always has been! It always will bel They
were lying to mel It's dirty! It's evil! It's bad’

NaonM1  Righte!

BERNARD (Delighted) 1 can cnjoy it now! ’

NaoMr My own! '
(sHE opens her arms, BERNARD emits an ugly laugh. THEY
“embrace violently)

Blackout

1wt
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APPENDIX IV

Blanket Statements

The following is a 1listing, by anthology, of the subject

" matter of the blanket statement cavtoons not included in

the text. This appendix will give the reader a survey of

every different subject Feiffer examines in a socio~political

b
H
!

L)

Passiopella  (1459)

Fall-out, a push for a commercial campaign to. popularize
fallout.

Eisenhower says the law is to be obeyed. White law and
colored law, so the world can respect &merica'’s moral stand.

Fall-out, bigger bombs, but less fallout. ’

nger, mak§ anger marketable, "loud but harmless, take the
hreat out Sf anger, make anger friendly."

Rebellion cdn be profitable.

‘/r

1. Bodm! (a fable) The government dupes the Americans to .
u all-out. Fall-out is profitable.

2. Munro (a fable) The military inducts a four year-old.

The Explainers  (1960) -

1. Corruption causes juvenile delinquency; legalize corruption

to give kids back their roots.

1



2. Television is mediocre; infiltrate quality slowly to
get the public to think it is still mediocre.

3., Humor is dead.

4. America's stage of governmental development is labeled
"free-form corruption.” «

5. Writers sacriﬁice their intégrity for commercial success.

6. Eisenhower stands in the. middle of the road and endorses
everything.

K

Boy, Girl, Boy, Girl (1961)

1. Cold War: InStill middle class values in under-priviledged
nations to solve the Cold War.

2. Middle income housing is very expensive.
3. High-rise alienation.
4, The crime on televésion readies one for life.

5. The world is split into two classes: those afraid of cops
and those-who don't realize the issue 1is at stake.

6. Integrated cocktail parties; thé next one will have two
black people.

’

7. The family builds two fallout shelters: one for their
"girl" and one for themselves.

-4

8. WW11ll pre-centennial celebration as there won't be an
opportunity afterwards.

9. (Commercial entertainments: blacklists on movies gives
guilt to the movie makers; this leads to improvement of -
quality. °

10. Conservétisp in publishing.
\

11. '"Take away crime from the white collar worker and you’will
rob him ‘of his last vestige of job interest.”

2

12. Newspapers arc prejudice. ‘ /

13. Deception in publishing; know ;he market, not the content.
. ! \ ]



" "14. °""If suppressioh cannot disarm criticism, amiable

Hold Me ( 3 . .

1.

[ 4
=) w

. their country.

. ilitary, is tyrannical. ; .{
dw Q Yn’ yrann , Ny |
, Television culture teachesythe youth, not schooll) n;) ‘

"Architecture is~destroyed in the name of progress.

al12.

L

acceptance can,'
/ 5

Youth are afraid ,of the responsibility ofqdefeqding

o ) i
Government tries to control anti-~American sentiment.

News personalities, not content, control our reacti
to the news. ' ' . .

A mass migration to the suburbs after the bomb drops.

Black men incite integration By instilling fear.
Bring democracy to cerruption!?
The Military's strategy is based on.comiE strips.

Radical Middle: "Bold times call for bold answers, ~
- within reason in a manner of speaking,
more &r less."

<

Neutron "bomb does not harm machines; it only kills people.

Then we're all safe. _
6

Feiffer on Civil Rights (1966)

All cartoons express égﬁﬂal tRemes concerning racism.
/

/
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