
, 1 

-\ 

, . 

\ 

THE $ATIRE OF \crULES FElfFER: CHANGING 
• 

FORM AND IDEOLOGY 

by 

DebTa Claire Schwartz 

A Thesis Submitted To 

The Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research. 
". 

In Partial Fulfiiment 

of the ~equirements for the Degree of 

Master of Arts of English 

,. 

'. 

" (J 

1 
1 

}/ 
McGill Univers~~y' 

March 19"75 

. 
• 1 .... 

" 

® i 'Dèbra Clai re ;Schwartz 1976 

( 



1. ' 

Q 

v 

ABSTRACT 

Jules feiffer's satire is bot~ per~onal a~d ~ocJal~ 

In an extraordinary collection of cartoon anthologies and 

plays that range from 1959 to 1970 the transformation from ~ , 
what can be called "emotional" .... content to political content 

can' be ascertained. At first, primari~y concerned wlt&, 

Freudian inspired relationships, Feiffer ~hen moves into an 

area of anti~Amer~canism that represents a shift in his 

satirical ideology as weIl as a divergence in hi5 form from 

cartoon to play. 
. 

Significantly. one can sec a variety of influences 

on Feiffer~s satire, which makes for a tremendous wealth 

of theoretical approaches to his art. Among'l' them in this 

thesis are historical, behavioural, psychoanalytical and 

literary theories, aIl of which lead ta a definltive and 

evaluative assessment of J~les Feiffer as a satirist. 
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SOMMAIRE 

La satire de Jules Feiffer est à la fDis person-

~~ nelle et sociale. En étudiant s~ collection extraordinaire 

d'anthologies de dessins satiriques et de pièces de théât~e, 

/ 

, 
allant de 1959 à 1970, nous nous rendons co~pte de 

l'evolution de ce que nous pouvons appeler content! "émotif" 

au contenu politique. Feiffer s'intéressa tout d'abord 
t.J 

aux types de relations d'inspiration freudienne, puis se 

dirigea vers un secteur anti-américain, qui représente 
o 

autant un changement de son idéologie satirique qu'une 

divergence de forme allant du dessin satirique a la pi~c~ 

de théâtre. 

Nous pouvons Rercevoir d'une mani~re fort signifi­
\ 

cative de nombreuses influences dans l'évolution de l~ 

satire de Feiffer qui permettent une très grande richesse 

d'approches théo~iques menant à son art. Dans cette thèse 

nous analyserons certaines de ces approches, à savoir les' 

théories historiques, du comportement, psychoanalytiques 

~t littéraires qui m~nent toute~ à 'une estimation définitive 

et évaluable du satiriste Jules Feiffer. 
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INTRODUCTION 
, ,,,., 

<" Satire 

Satire, like irony, 1S one of the continually 

discussed literary genres that keeps scholars and critics 

as protean as they ate. It is a genre, or at least a 

literary device or element, that is hroached from every 

conceivablB literary angle making jt rich, if not uncom-

plicated, in definition and broad ln its application. As 

Robert Elliott in The Power of Satire: Mà~ic, Ritual, 

Art states: "We shy from using the category 'a satire' 

today at least when we are trying to speak ~~ecisêly,. 

because the term nas lost for us any sense of formaI speci­

fication."l To calI Jules F~iffer a satir~st, then, is not 

f 
.~ to ~igeonhol~ him ormally by any means; on the contrary, ". 

- < 

it is to allow for 

forrns of cartooning 

an'ec1ectic schema 

a~ playwr'ighting 

by which the artistic 

can <;;:e.. examined. 
1 

It would be he1pful firs~, however, to make sorne 
• 't' " { ~ 

qualitative and de:tïnitive conc1usicrns about' satire ,that 

.'~~re universally agreed '~pon before iS~,l,atin~ the unire 

definition of satire employed by ~Feiffi~. 
, 

Elliott tra~~e~ the inception 'of the, satiric form 
... ______ ~._~_. ___ ___t_ _______ __._.' _______________ _ 

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

,0 
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in Greek, Irish and Arab pcaples as an actua] curse cast 

in the form of a diatribe on one's encmy. The sheer power 
'\.~ 

of words, very much 1ike the power of witchcraft, was 

expected ta enfarce change. Consistent with this ancient 

aspect of satire~ is one of the concerns of satire that 

p:rs i s,t' through a Il litera ry h i5 to ry: "There i sone genera 1 

quality which, although it has been given variou5 names, 

seems most readily and widely recognized. This i5 the 
. 2 

quality which we shall describe as 'attack'." 

Admittedly, "attack" is one /~f the essential elements 

of satire, but this is tiot sufficient [or deciding if a work 

is satire. Immediate1y springing to mind are the muck-

racking ~ovels of the early Twenties in American 1iterature 

and the social realist plays of the Thirties in America 

called 'agit-prop' plays, (agitation-propaganda). By and 

large, both these literary modes made it cleur that something, 

usually government or social injustice, was under "attack". 

The "attackll of satire and social realism are both intended 

to make the reader aware of social, evils and to elici~ 

" change within the social structure. By examining method, 

the purpose of attack in satîre is made distinguishable from 

the purpose of attack in social realism or any other literary 

2Edward Roscnheim, "The Satiric Spectrum," in Satire: 
Modern Essay~ in Criticism, ed. R. Paulson (New Jersey: 
t> r c n t i ce Ha Il rn-c., 19 71), p. 306 . 

n 
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or dramatic mode. .,. 

Thc method of "attack" in satire is to employa 

humour that is ironie in structure and is at once recogoj-

zuble by the readcT. Trony is the clement of satire that 

allows the many levcls of satire to be crooated and inter-

pretcd. lrony is the most complex, albeit clearly and 

cautiously defined, tool of the satirist. There i5 a 

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

be satirE'. As Northr,op Frye states: "Satire is irony 

which is structurally close to the comic. The comic struggle 

of two societics, one normal and the other absurd, is 
- 3 

reflectcd in its double focu~ of morality and fanta~.rr 

Unique and compulsory to satire, ironie humoIlr i5 built on 

a logieal structure that substitut~s falsehood for truth; 

hO\'v'ever ,the audience must be tacitly ln "cahoots" with the 

satirist and recognize this as the form of humour. "In order 

to denigrate his object, the satirist concerns hirnse1f with 

falsehood rather th an truth, a concern that di~tinguishes 
\' , 

the satiric plresentation .. this paradox of literaI 

truth as the basis of the poet's falsehood is a sine qua non 
J 

of satire.,,4 In other words, the satirist lies rnethodica1ly 

3NorthrClp Fyye, Anatomy of Criticsrn: Four E4says 
(Princeton: Princeton UnIVersity Press, 1957), p. 22 . 

'4 , w. O. S. Sutherland The Art of the Satirist r~~~! 
Hurnanities Research Center, i9~5), p. 12. {~ 
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for.effect, not pathologically. It Is ostensibly pathological 

to eat babies to solve a famine in Irelhnd, but once the 
) 

reader understands the irony of the humour, which oftentimes 

requires a subtlc sophistication on the part ,of the audience, 

the nature of satire i5 understood. 1 

Attack, o_biect of- attack and methoùs of attack are 

three confirmed clements of a satire. T~e artist's motivation 

for attack is something else,and is subject to a wide variety 

of opinions. The chief enù of attack i5 ta denlgfate the 

values the satirist is E'xamining, but why the satirist 

chooses ta do this is a field of study that has lent itself 

to p.w(chological and behavioural as weIl 'as literary thcories. 

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 

pers?nal content of the type of satipe 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 a11 humor 

there ,is a 10S5 of dignity. 0 Somewhere virtue has gone out 

of somebody. For there is no inherent humor in things; 

whercvcr there is a joke it is man, the half-angel 4a~f-
' .... 

beast, who is somehow at the bottom of it." Th,e half-angel 
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half-benst qunlity of man that Knox rcfcrs to as the human 

sou~ce o[~umour taps the Inherent paradox of the satirist. 

Half-humanitaria?, half-misanthrope; half-presumptuous,\ 

half-pe~rified; half-dog-catcher, half-dog seem to be the 
l' . 

c~aracteristics of the satirist's nature. As satire is a 

ha]f-way sort of diatribe, a built-in protection provided 

by its humour, the satirist appears to be the artist whose 
o 

personality has captured the interest of theoreticians 
( 

who study the motivation of humour. 

The subjective themes of Feiffer's cartoons make 

the "formaI specification" of modern satire that F,lliott 

speaks of conceivable today only in the broadest sense of 

definition: satire is an attack with a clearly esta-

blished object of the attack, understood by both the satirist 

and audience and the method of attack is highly rhetorical 

and formuIaic in its use of literary tropeS such as irony 

and parody .. To "speak precisely" of satire today is conceivable 

also, but in a very special context: "In trying to Qefine 

the terms and to explain the special literary exp~rience that 

satire gives, it ?ay be best .to abandon the traditional 

methods of literary classifjcation and instead toocon~ider 

the satirist's attitude to life and the special strategies 
5 -- -l'l_ 

by ,which he communicates this attitude in 1iterary form. '.' 

SMatthe\~ Hoclgart, Sat!~ (TorontoJ
: World University 

Library, 1969), p. 13'. '0 
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Hencc, in this thesis Jul@s Peiffer, cartoonista 

and playwright, is examined as a satirjst with spcci~l 
1 

a t t en t ion d ire c t e d t 0 w a r ù h i s " a t Ct i tu d e toI i f e . Il Fr e u dia n 

ps ycholo g i ca l theory,' behavi ourai' theory and 'l i terary 

theory are used to root out the unique, personal motivation 

of Jules Feiffe'r as a satÎrist. This is done by close exami-
, , 
\. ' 1 

1 

(' nation of the themes ln Feiffer's cartoons from ~959 to 1966 
\ .- ~ , 
J \. ,: ~\ • 

, ' {approximately 300 cartoons), Thc themes in Feif[crr~ plays 
, ' 

are thcn examined to ~lOW the divergent nature of Feiffer, as 

',a satirist; that is,' hj5 ideology tends to sldft from 
"/ 

emotional to political conc~rns as he moves into playwriting . . . 
peiffe.:r's fDrm ca\-trê traced as a steady mixture" 

bf el~ments, wherein the ~r~ of ~he cartoon and the ~lay 
can be seen as interchangeable. Essentially, "Feiffer was 

writing play-cartoons and cartoon-play~. 

Given ,that ,~ersonal motivation ~f satire 'is the. 

optimum rationale for ~his thesis, Feiff own definition 
, 

of satire in literary and social context be used. 

Feiffer' 5 Sa'ti re 

~he persona! attit~de to life , 5 

satire in his cartoons and plays s 

the formaI propert,ies of Feiffer' S ingui's,h 

the formaI properties motivations 

of ,satire i,s to separa te the' cr'aft from the content. It is 
" ., 

\ 

,,/1~ . 

Q 

" 
1 , 
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perfectly real~stic to seuL up a FreucJian 'Jhodel of motivp tlon 
1 

to d('cipf;r the' content 
, 

and to set up. a rhetorical mod~l 

,of formal properties to 

Jules Fciffei's satire. 

decipher the craft in the case of 

Thore is an incredibly close connection between 

what Feiff~J" says in interviews and what appears in his 
1 

cartoons and his plays. 6 The basic issues he deals with 

ln art form are the same issues 
, 

that preoccupy him. He is 

profoundly and intclligently, one might say prophetically; 

awarc of the American political scene~ He is concerned 

witH scxual attitudes to a great degree. And, he Is alwsys 

trying to sssess the nature and importance pf his satire: 

Feiffcr's definition of satire is consistent with 

,1 

,- ' 

his employment of it as a socially minded political satirist. 

When he was what ~ill be called a Freudian-'sgtirist, m~ 

falls slightly short~ . evident in his cartoons, his work , 

his definitions. 

"" 
" 1 

"Satire is .creating ,a logical argumenF that, 
followed to i ts -end, is absurd. '1\11 humor is ' 
basical1y about one kind of outrage against 
logic, but satir~ copcerns itself with logically 
extending a p_psmi~e to its total1y insane 
conclusion, thus '·forcing onto an audience 
eertaiQ ,unwelcorne awareness. 1 If it's going to 
be t~u~:satire, it has to be subversive to 
the ~ t cm fIt 1 s 0 p,e rat i n ~ w i t fi in. ,1 t ca n't 

6A personal interview with Feiffer in June of 1974 
revealëd the first biographieal link betl/een the man and 
his art, which inspired the focus of this thesis. 

L ' 

l' 

Il 

" 
1 ( 

1 
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• r 1 1 
be what uscd to be ca]]ed ~atirè a fcw years 
ago, which was j okes 9n s-\Jburb'ia and crab 
grass and commuters. 1t 

, 

." 
In the pIay~ Iogicai argument stretched to insane 

and absurd conc 1 us ions is strie t 1 Y adhered to. The, degenera-

tion. in plot or dissimulation of character is created by 

starting with apparently convent'Ïonal stage comedies and 

transforming them into the absurdity of farce. In Little 
o 

Murders, a traditional boy-mects-girl, girl-brings-boy-home-

for approva~.themc, the plot is transformed into murder and thon 

the commercial en~crprisc of selling photogr<;lphs of the victim. 

In God Bless, an interview with a famous statesman by a 
~ - . ~ 

Catholic priest turns into a rounatable discussion with the 

President of the United States as to which American cities 
" ~ 

will be bombed b~ the radical insurrectionists who have just ,.1 ~" , 
abolished th~~Constitution and toppled the Wa~hington Monument. . " , 

In The Whi te'~Hçmse Mprder Case", an omergency presidential 

meeting with c~binet officiaIs over the pressing issue of 

a military dis~ster in Brazil (the wind changed direction 

<àfte.r the Arnerican Army releasèd nerve gas on i ts enemy) turns " 

into the rnysterious murder ~f the President's wife by one 

o~ th~ cab~net officiaIs. This changes the subject fr6rn how 
) 

to----tover-up the military mistake to hO\\[ to cover-up the 

dornestic murder. 

7Larry Duhois,. ItPlayboy Interview: Jules .Feiffer,'" 
~Jayboy Magazine, Sept. 1971, pp. 81-~6, 206~207. L Herein­
after quotes fiom the Playboy article will be footnoted 
immedia tel y following the quo t e by: (pb., p. _)_7 
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Rhetorically speaking, the plays readily fit 

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

in Up ~gainst The Fourth Wall: Essays on Modern Drama 

John Lahr says of Feiffer's satiré: 
1 

"Fciffer make5 his point with words, logic 
that spirals smoothly until, without knd~ing why~ 
the audience confronts something menacing and 
true . . . by turning the convent ional stage 

. environment into a surreal geography, Peiffer 
consciously betrays the lie of bourgeois natura­
li sm . . . he can deve lop phi 10sophical pos i t ions 
as logical and febrile.as Swift's Aeolists, who 
disdaining matter, walk with their eyes shut 
bounclng into objects whose existence they 
deny. ,,8 

The pl~ys arc overwhelming~. political in content 

and the iptention to make the American political ;;tructure 

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 

conclusion" is not as easily discernible as it is in the 

plays. The cartoons can be examined thr?ugh a logical 

structure, but the idea of extending logic beyond logic into 

"insane conclusion'" was something Feiffer discovered as he 

became mor'e i~terested in "Satire 1s th~ 

discovery of relationshi it's always society 

'you're looking at," John Lahr in Transatlantic 

8Joho Lahr, "Satire as Subversion," in Up Against The 
Fourth Wall: Essays on Modern Drama (New York: Grave Press, 
1968), p. S2. -

< ' 

J ' 



e, 

- 10 -

Such B statement is better suitcd 
"" .. r.- ,. 

, 
to the ~ca rtoons bec a use 0 f the s ubtl e, gradua land poignant 

development of the logic of peoples' psych?logy in contrast 

to the crude psychology of institutions that is presented 

in the plays. 
~ 

The formaI characteristics of the satire in the 

cartoons arc twofold: rhetorical and visual. The visual 

aspect of the cartoons create the tone much in the same way 

gesture creates character in drama. This is the first link 
\> 

in the chain that al10ws one ta examine the cartoons as plays 

and later to examine the :r;lays as cartoons'
r 

The visual 

aspect of the cartoons conccntrates 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 facc. The sympathy-ev~king prowess of Feiffer~5 

pen capt~res an utterly human aspect comparable to the L 
dramatic effect of charaeterization through gesture on the 

/ 
stage. "His drawings admirably serve his li terary, sardonic, 

and humanitarian purposes ... his drawings work quietly 

with his captions 50 unobtrusively in most cases that one i5 

scarccly aware of them. ,,9 Like a good aetor, the .expressions 

are there naturally. 

9Russel1 Lynes, "Jul es Fei ffer' s Wieked Bye and 
Ear," Horizon MagaZlne, November 1961, pp. 48, 57. 
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The cartoons range from six to tw'elve frames; their 

average is eigHt or nine frames. The drawings"tend to be 
J 

outlincd and expression is suggested "sketchilytl rather 

th a n h y de toa i l e d 1 in e . The facial expression i~ extrcmely 

important in tracing the development of the psychic grolV'th 

or disintegratlOn of the characters. There is /rarE'ly 

cxtraneous environment or ~araphenalia; sometime~ two 

characters sit at a table or on a couch, but the primary 

emph..asis is on the individual, hi.s bO,dy posture and facial 

expression. The animation tends to be static rather than 

k inet ic which focuses the reader' 5 a ttention on the reading". 

materi~l,instead of the pictorial element in the cartoons. 

Of course the visual element of the cartoons cannot be 
"-

iinore~, but the modern reader tends ta overlook the signi-

ficant meaning of the visual element. ,This, by comparison 

with the plasticity of dr~ma, is the major difference between 
o l -t 

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

drawings are intended to exp1ain a caption . . . his 

drawings help to establish and maintain the mood'he wants 
;. 

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

and character without having to define th~m furth'er. ,,10 

The wordless frame, often preçeeding t~e last frame, 

'i", 
is the tufning point of the "theme" ·in the caritoon. When 

10 r 
Lynes, "Jules Fciffer's Wicked Eye and Ear,''' p. 4&,~-' 

", 

1 • 

, l.' t , \ 
>; 

• t ~ 

, r J 

, . 
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, , 

Feifrer does extend his logic jnto insanity, or perhaps better 

ca Il ed the "unexpec t cd" in the cartoons, the ,wordles s frame 

serves as a preparatory frame for the, "punch-line',' or , 

"double take" (sec the f)rst cartoon included in text). 
l , 

Bold type is used for words Peiffer intends,to 

emphas ize v tona11y making the "script" in the ccyltoons high1y 

h . 1 Il t catrlca . When the visual aspect of the word moderates , 

the sentiment there js a joining of the rhetorical and the 

visual elements of the satire. "Fei ffe-r i's a cartoonist ... 
by profession ~nd a writer by temperameht~and talent. it 

is said that he draws easily and wiites painstakingly; in) 
z 

h d h h ff h .. l' ,,12 ot er wor s e puts tee ort w ere 1t 1S wortl It~ 

" 
~enneth Tynan ln ~n introduciion to Sick, Sick, Sick, Feiffer's 

first cartoon anthology, said Feiffer was one of the best 
,. ~ .. 13 cartoonlsts now wrltlng. 

The special effect of a F~iffer cartoon is that it 
~ 

~ 
is shor-t ,---entél tainin'g' anclcomplet-e:' 

J' r 

IlNote the excessive use 'oÏ" bold type in the cartoons 
representing the female castrator. The visual aspect of ward 
becomes an indication of strength or force in the charact~ 
The reader also can assume the words are ~poken at a deafening 
volume, making the visual experience also an auditory one. 
When' Feiffer creates visual inflection: he combines al'ti.stic 
form with the dramatic form. ' 

, 12 
Lynes, p. 57., , 

13 Jules Feiffer ,. Feiffe;' s Album (New York: Random 
House, 1963), inside jack~'rr~p~, 

,-
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"The effect of Feiffer's strips wHh 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 sa many 
cartoon strips do; he deals in vignettes or 

'- segments of l ife; suggest'ing wi th the economy 
of the short story writer what ,has come ' 
before and must inevitably come after.,,14 

Essentially, the art of' total vision in the cartoons' is the 

precursor to Feiffer's playwriting career. As it turned 

out, presenting a vignette of life in the cartoons was the 
o " 

mark of recognizable genius in Feiffer'~ visual art yet 

according to most cri tics this was the shortcoming of his drama~ic 

talent. Irony, parody and paradox~work in the cartoons to 
v 

create satire by presenting the mental pro,cesses of man, 
, \ 

not as insane or absurd, but as universal modes of behaviour 

that the àudience identifies with.' O~e major difference 
1 

between the a:mrtoons and plays is the personal and sympathetic 

respon~e evoked by the' cartoon compared with the objective 

response of condemnatron irr---the-'-p-lays.- - -

ffieiffer' 5 defJ.ni tian' of' satire in~cludes subv~ersion 
as a necessary attitude. In the Lahr interview in Transatlantic, - , 
Feiffer said: 

"Satire basically has to be antagonistic ta 
the system within which it opeTates. Otherwise 
it has nothing to satirize. l don't think of 
Noel Coward as satire, they're p.staches, parodies. 
l don't mean that pej"orativeJy .. It'5 just 
that they don't fit into the basic rneaning of 

14Lynes, p. 57. 

> ' 
1 
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s~ ti re whi ch is more subvcrs ive. . thi s 
"-1 d f subversion is simply. a by-pro uct 0 one's 

art.,,15 1 
1 

/ 

/ 
Here too, 5 .. hver5ion i5 re5CTved for the poiitiral plays 

, whcn Felffer 'expresses anti-American attitudes; but the 

cartoons primarily indu1ge in sentimental, albeit antago-

nistic, thCJl1cs. 
,~ 

Subversion for Feiffer is the art of audacity and 

is rnode!cd after his cs'teem for Lennf.-Bruce. 

"1 guess Lenny Bruce came closest to what 
l'm doing, althougH 1 want to do it theatrically. 
Bruce would cr.eate little situations. There 
would be marvels of d-tscovery. The audiencf 
would just hold i t 5" brea th and laugh in a tay 
which indicated that thcy were givjng_the -
selves away. That it had hi~ha . It W '5 
marvelous ta be there and be h' yourse1. , 
To'have the air clarified. nny would ay 
sornftthing,that no-one had 'ever said and 
suddenly the ghosts were laid and there was 
nothing to be afraid of. At least ut ~e 
moment. Tt was a ma1've;lous feeling. nl 

, 1 

Lenny Bruce was more brutal than 
1 

has been. 

to date, but the effect of "hitting hard with ma1'vels of 

) 

j 

discovery" that have alrfadY been known to sorne part of 

the consciousness is tht sort of antagoni~m towa1'ds or subversion 
~ 

to the system which bot~ Fei ffer and Bruce were afteor, be i t the 
, 

psychologieal or s~cial system. 

, ,The playS' ~re successful 
1 

at subvers~n and~are clear 
\' 

l~John,Lahr., "Interview with J'ules FÈdf"fer," 1'1'ans­
atl~ntic Review, 32, Winter 1969, p~, 44. 

16 La h rIt - 47 -'{ . ' , '. n ervlew; p. . .S' 

~ 
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atta~ks against cthc American social and po1itical sysuem. 

The cartoons tnat hav~ political themes are a1so s iversive 

and blatantly at that (see blanket statement cart ons, 

pp. 172-1.74, Appendix 4). Whcn the cartoons t at satirize 

the scntimen~al rclationship~-in. society 

it is becausc F~iffer dares mak~ privatc 

1. ~ 

arc su -v~rs ive,' " 
! 

neuro is a pub!ic 

phenornenon. "This nced to expose' and exploit ~he.private 
} ..... tI(~ \ ~ 

concerns of the indivfdual is the source for discussing the 

personal mottvation cif Feiffer as a satirist. 

There is an introduction in Feiffe~'s Album. (1963) 

in the form of a dialogue which adds significantly to a 

"":orking knowledge of Feiffer's definition of fatire. The L" 

dialogue js a1so an important touchstone in th~ transition 

of Feiffer's form from cartooning to playwriting. When 

Fciffer writes a dialogue there iS a movement away f·rom 
1 

the visti'al support of his cartoons and a movement towards ~ _~J 

devcfoprn-ent ofrhe J?lay forl1,l: -The- dialogue on satire-SUPPliè' 

both a formaI definition of and an attitude about satire which 
" , 

are two essential -elements for understanding th~:~de and 
~ 

~otivation of the satirist. 

/ 
! . 

" 

The dialogue takes place on a stage on which spot-
, .' \ 

1ights come up on five satiiists who are seated on stools 
" 

(except for the right wing satirist who has to be prepared 
..­

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

\ 
, 

) 

J. 

"" """'--'" 
" 
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instigator and ptovokes the others to define thcir art. 

The first satirist is a Lib~raI, the third is a Conservative, 
t 

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

Qny of Feiffer's cartoons or plays, has he sa clearly 

utilized his own objects of attack as in his selection of 

the "types" of satirists tha,!: ai'pear in this dialogue. 

The first definition, suggcstcd by the black satirist, 

agreed upon' by (111 the satirists is that satire is communi-
/ 

cation. The sleco'l1.d séltirist, as the instigato,r, denounces 
" . 

the idca of ,'ommunica tl on and repl aces it l'li th "ha te" as the 

major ~once!n of satire. They agr·~~'ttrat "hate is the 

satirist's!brid ta communication." Hate is probably the 
, , 

~rnos-t crue ial 
, 1 much of Feiffer's work; ~eiffer~admits 

ta hating his parents, women and the army (discussed in, 
1 

Chapter Ii)' After admitting that hate is a device of Ithe, 

~atit~st'~ art, there is a barrage of aggressive rema/~ks'by 
1 / 

the satiris,ts which clefines satire's vehemence: "satire" 

outrages, \atire strips bare, satire exposes our inner 

corruption, satire destroys. ,,17 They admi t thàJt the destructive 
~ 

nature of sa'tire is to be constructive Ùl the long run: 

"to build on the ashes. . . ,a better sQciety . . . a saner 

tomorrow . . . an improved image of man . . . (a happy 
''', - 18 

peop le wi th a na tural sense of rhythm") .. The moral and 

~-----------------------------------------------------------------
17Jules Feiffer, Feiffer's'Album (New York: Random 

Hous'e", 1963), p. 4. 
'-, 

--'lB 
" Al hum, p. 4. 

. /-
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, ' 

humanitarian nature of the satirist is apparently the 

motivating force, but ironicallY1 sadistically and theatri-

calIy, the satirists set the stage on fire $0 they can 
. 

h,lve "ashcs" on which ta bûild. , ' 

,c 

Allowing for a possible autobiographicgl fa11acy, 

th'tl f';u~·th satirist, the J.ew, is probably indicative of 

Feiffer's own attitude a~& approach to satire. 

"1 offend them. They love i t. l ma:k~· fun 
of th"eir wives. They love it. '1 tell them 1 
hate them. They love it. 1 use words like 
schmuc1{'. You should hea r them applaud. ,,19 

"Th~ kind of satire l prefer to do i5 the 
take-off on the little man, . his trouble) 
pet pc~ves ... the little unnoticed berlevilments 
~f life that ~ay not give the audience a belly 
laugh, mind you, but will give them a smile 

'-of recognition. 'Yes - l 'm like that,' they'll 
say. 'There 1 am. There you are. There we 
aIl are. Little Man. Peering off into the 
middle distance. ,,,20 

Psychologieal exposure is the "stuff" the cartoons 

are constructed fr~m: Z is in contrast to the plays 

which attack social insti utions in a more conventional 

sitiric mode. The inten 'ely pe~sonalized tendentious content 

of the cartoons leads ~o conclude that the formaI aspects 

of satire in the çartoons are at times just 'that: form: For 

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

19 Album, p. 4. 

20 Ai b um , p. 4, 

, , . 

" 
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of sentiment. The desire 'Lü satirizc the "little man", 

"pet pceves", "beclcvilments of life" in Feiffer's satire 

is posslbly equivalent tü selP·éxposure of Fé1ffer. The 
... 

personal and tcndentious quality of the cartoons ar, agB~e-, 

able t 0 the - aud ience because '-'-the au thor affords th~ 

• 1 

audience vi-car:i.ous s~tisfaction as he attacks . . • moment-

arily, perhaps unconsciously, we identify with him and sa 

gain r el'cas e of frustra ted agg~.ess ive feel ings l'li th which 
1 , 

wc arc charged. He represents bur own (and ~resumably ihe 

author' 5) sCupprcssed agg;es~ive impulses. "zi .. 
Statcments about audience affiliation with author, 

vicarious satisfaction and suppressed aggressive tendencies 

lend themselves, almost compul~i~~ly, ta the method 6f 
, 

connecting the satirist's personal impulses to his artistic 
~ ~ . ~ 

content. The ov"erwhelming preoccupa tion wi th n'~urasis in 

the cartoons makes Freud the autamatic starting plqce for 

exploring the cartoons. 
, 

Whi le the motiva tian 0 f thé' sa ti rist is of grea t . 

importance in examining Feiffer, the motivational aspect is 

more or less a syndrome, a persanal syndrome that can only 
, . 

be hypothesized about. A conclusion that Feiifer, the man, 

possibly has a castration complex is an assumption as ta 

why Feiffer satirizes a stereotyped version of the female 

2lEl1iott, Power ~~~atire, p. 140. 
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castrator. 
\ i 

But, such conclusions must be remembercd as being 

conclusions ba~ed on assumptions. The process of sifti~i .,~ . 

the work to make conclusions about the author, which in 

turn are ~hrust back onto the work has two ,shortcoffilngs. 

First) there is a de-emphasis of the work on a structural 

leve] and second) autobiographi cal assumptiolls can be 

fallacious; they are not bound to be, hut unlcss the author 

confirms the conclusions, one can never be certain !s ta' 

the va~idity of interpretations. The ,use of lnterviews 

. ~ 

which reveal the personal motiva tions and charact'er' of Peif~ 

doeshelp to validate assumptions. 
, ' 

The nceessity, consequence, ev en intercst in unders-

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

interest in the argument is directly linked with the form. 

,Satire is what might be callec! a "crueial' art" in that it is 

inhere,ntly propagandistic; it i'S built upon argument with 

the positive and'negative clea}1; in view. The virtue of 

its existence lies in its power ta present a realistic point 

of view in a fantastic, absurd and what·is, finally a • 

comie way. 
1. 

It is 'the comie element tha t o.bviates the necessi ty .,. , 
of knowing the 'artis.t. as part of the art; "but it is the 

,4 /' 
realistlc point of view that makes the artist ~he form 

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

contained; a pers?na must al ways be identified. The int ere~t 

" . , 1 

, " , 
\-

"\ 

" 
\. 1 

Q 
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in discovering the real biograPhj calf! 1 ink between Feiffer 
ù 

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

post-World War II cxistentia1 America in the"1960'5. The 

pcrson~ of Fciffer's satire is Feiffer. 

'r--'" 
,cra'tui tous Vi0l,c~cc .. 

r;, Gra tui tous violence i's t~e envi ronmental, 

motivation .from which Feiffcr-t"s s~rc develops. 

historical 

One can 

see a growth from the p,~rsonal content in the cartoonS 
-

motivated by a reaction to a Freud'ian permeated cul turc to 
" 

the political coriterlt in the plays motivated by a reaction 

to a 'violent env ironment (the only Freudian hangover from 

the cartoons found ln the plays is the female castrator, 

a type Feiffe~ ca~mot seE'm to get away from.) 

G~atuitou,s violence-"'is a condition of,paranoia that 

breeds random and unwarranted violence in a society. Feiffer had 
/' 

felt the paranoia of a catastrophic ,environmcnt since he 
l, l 

was;a youth. I~ speaking about theme hunting for his first 
i • ~ 

,pl~y Feiffer 'says: 
, \ , 

"Floundering helplessly for ._,a theme, 1 sought 
refuge" in the fi rst pi~ce of advice~.giyen to aIl 
young writers by aIl old writers: write about 
what you know. 1 chose random violence. Since 
l am city bred, it has always been an is~~~ with 
me, and 1 cannot Jemernbcr a time sipce c~ildhood, 
when l did not eocpect to be struck clown mornent­
arily by N'azis, Japs, bigger kids, srnal"ler kids, 
teachers or parents . what a relief, then, 
to se,e what l often suspected tO_,he private 

, . 
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paranoia has toda~2been institutionalized as 
public paranoia." .~ 

A fcatrof exploi.tation that breeds -distrust is ba'sic 

to gra tui tous vio lence; tne ""11 ttle man" abandons his ethies. 

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

Great Comie Book Heroes, an anthology that reprints aIl the 

original versions of the comic book heroes, compiled and 

introduced by Fe iffer, Fe i ffer revea1 s sorne autob~gTaphlcâ'l 

aversions to the world in w!1ich he was growing up: . ., 
"Villatns, whatever fate befell them in the 

obligatory'last pan~l were infinitely better 
equipped than those silly haplcss heroes. \ Not 
only comics, but life taught us that. Those of 
us raised in ghetto ~eighborhoods were being 
asked ta believe that crime didn't pay? Tell 
that to the butcher! 'NÎce' guys fini shed last; " 
landlords first. ,Villains, by their simp1e 
~ppointrnent to the role were miles ahead .. It 
was not ta be believed that any ordinary human ~ 
being could combat them. More was requir,ed1,.' 
Someone with a calI. When Supctman at last 
appeared, he brought with,him the deep satis~ 
faction of aIl underground truths: our 

( 
,~ reaction was less 'How original' than 'But, 

of course! "l3 

The paranoia and defensiveness that characterize the cartoons 

have their origin in the environment Feiff~r speaks of. A 

personal insecuri ty was' augmented by watching evil triumph, , 

... ', -- over good: "My own observa t ions léif me to be 1 i eve tha t the 

Q 

, 22James Ethriclge~ Barbara Kopala, Carol Riley (eds.), 
Contemporary Author~~es Peiffer (Detroit: Gale Research 
Co . l ' 1 970), p. 118. - ~ 

• 23Jules Peiffer, The Great Comic Book Herbes (New 
York: Ronanza Books, 1965~p. ]7. 

, , 

-' 
/ ,J 
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1 
1 --. 

/ i 

[ 

only triumph most peo~le eked out of adversity wa5 to manage 

. -. b - , 24 to st51Y· alive as It swept y.' 

_ The overly.pessirnistic tone of the previous statements 

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

deceit, failing relations~ip , withdrawal, and a despondent 

introversion pervades FeiFfer's cartoons. There i5 an overt 

concern wlth self-reflection and self-realization measured 
,.' 
.. 1 
against a h0stile society. After Felffer wdrks out the 

emotlonal inse,çuri ties tha tare bred -into him by such an 
, , 

environmcnt, tJ~ urge to retaliate as a satirist against the 

system that instilled this paranoia can be seen in the graduaI 

shift in the th6mes of the cartoons over the years. When 

Feiffer moves away from the per~onal conundrum of rela-
, ' 

tionships into the more socially stultifying themes about 

governmcnt ,he is rJ~acting to a form of gtatui tous violence 
J 

tha t w.a·s highlighted by the -iennedy assass ina tion: 

"After a nurnber of years, if the convictions 
of opinions you hold seem to be borne out by 
events, you simply trust them, and beginning with 
Joh~ Kennedy's a~sassination, Iohave developed 
the\~iew of society that's written into Little 
Mur<lers .. His assassination highlighted fOr-mé­
tlic-a-gë of gratuitous violence that'grew out 
of the frustrations of the American dream as 1 

measured ra.,sainst the American reality, out Of)' 
a previot}siiy isolationist nation having to go 
internatiohalist very suddenly in a big way. 
And de~pite, or as a consequence of, what it 

'~4Feiffer, Comic Book Heroes 1 p. 27 . 

• 
, .. 
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thought of'as its good works, feeljng increas­
ingly isolated~ unappreciated and finally 
unwanted. s6~ in ~eaction, it turns narcis­
sistically violent toward the outside world­
Cuba, Guatemala, the Dominican Republic, 
Viet~am- and paranoical1y violent toward its 
own internaI worId: race violence, random 
violence, motiveles5 mass murders (pb .• p.,94)." 

, 

.' 

The dream (as measured against the reality) in the 

Sixties was for g:r:,owth,- nat,ional purpose and a participat1ion 
, 

in national affal~s that would be in direct opposition to 

the dormant political administration of Eisenhower. The 

reality; h~wever, was the increasing rift in black-white 

relations and an involvement in war, a typical phenomenon 

25 of Democratie administrations of the Twcntieth century. 

The Sixties in America was characterized by growing 

paranoia and violence; whether or not this was a national 

reaction to rejection is debatablc. The artistic result 

was a preoccupation with violence in many art forms. As 

Laurence Kitchin comments ~n referring to the exhibition in 

1964 of "Violence in Society, Nature and Art" at the 

Institute of Contemporary Art, England): "The artist in 
\ 

any medium i5 u5ing 5ubject matter parallel with human 

ac tions, the i r causes and resu1·ts." 26 " Arti st icaIly, Feiffat 
o 

25Henry FariIie, The Kennedy Promise: The Politics 
of Expectation (New York: Doublcday and Company, Ine., 1973), 
p. la. / 

" 26Laurence Ki tchin, Drama in the Sixt ies:' Form and 
Interpretation (London: Faher and Faber Lta., 1966), p. 34. 

,_.c 
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uses violence in a relatjvely innocuous way in comparison 
" "-

to much of the -theatre iÎ'l"the Sixties, but that violence 

suddenly and finally obsesses him is ~een in his plays. 

His dramatic satire is more compassionat·e than brutal; 

perhaps this is a hangover from his Freudian struggles with 

love and hate in the cartoons. t~Feiffer is a compassionate 

satir~st and he uses his needle \.Jil.:th a bedsiùe manner 

(l'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. IIZ7 

But, deciùeùly, gratuitous violence, the label of 

society gone mad from internaI threat is, the historical 

environment which sparked Feiffer t s cri tic~ transformation 
\' , 

from an em?tionally, psychologically orierrted cartoonist 

to a politically indignant playwright. As Feiffer readily 
----, . 

- " 
admi t s, once rag~ bec'omes- pa rt of youT tool ki t, i t stays 

, 

with you for life. "llve discovéred -tha.t rage can't be 

bought off. If you llave it, you have it tor life (pb., p. 206)." 

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

" 



CHAPTER l 

CARTOON THEMES 

,Before a sens e of pub 1 ic rage, spa rked by the 
----~~------~~ 

- 1ncrease of gratuitous violence, motivated Feiffcr, one 

diseetnib~e motivat~on was Freudian psychology: 

"In the seg 
addresses his s 

,~"Frcud i s sort 0 
language of the 
s ions, gui! ts , 
other linguisti 
scape in which 
being."l 

~nt of sQciety"to which Feiffer 
btly wicked pen, the language of 
equivalent of the Victorian 

flowers. RepressIons. aggres­
edipal urges and a profusion of 
underbrush clutter the land-

is characters have their shadowed 

After examinirlg the cartoons, it becomes quite obvious that 
1 

for many years Feif er's sole preoccupation, with only 

occasional forays iJdicative of hi~ political awareness, 

was that of definin ,_ defending and diffusing types of real 

relat1onships; this"was cIearIy inspired by the sheer numbers 

of Frkudian psychdanalytic couches in America in the Fifties 
.f'b 1 _, C 

and th~ Sixties: The notion of humour at the ~xpens~ of the 
1 

individual and very often at Feiffer's persona! expense 
." 

(fllike most good satirists, and Feiffer is __ a gond satirist, 

Feiffer is sharpest, when he is dealing wi th his own sh~rt­

comings It) 2 i s the basis for the label "emot ional content." 
q 

lL~nesp Feiffer's Wicked Eye and Ea!. p.,~8. 
2 Ibid , 
--.--

.. .. 

.-
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The wit and sarcasm of the cartoons lS a veneeT of bitter 

commcntary bcneath which an ethos of disillusionrnent and 

disappointment oper~te. Satire in his cartoons is belied 
Cl 

by a sentimental edge: "Meaning wcll and putting their 

trust in Freud, Feiffer's cartoon charactcrs are forever 

_________ ~:[yin~-~fin.d- themselles -and- ai- -thc----c;ame--ti..me--hI"-€~G-Yg-R- -------­

to others.,,3 

Various levels of 'self-hood,' defin'ed through rela­

tionships, is the prlmary object bf attack in ~he cartoons. 

Honcsty is the key to interpreting the content as weIl as 

being one of the hidden ingredients of Feiffer's art. Very 

often in the cartoons, honesty 1.s- t~amount :0 confession, 

especially in the cartoons that interpret the relationship 

between men and women. 

The RelationshiP\f Man to Woman 

The relationship between· men and women is a major. 

theme in aIl of the cartoon antholoiies. In every anthology, 

at 'leqs t ten cartoons can be classified ca tegorically as 

representing the relationship between men and women. Percen­

tag~ wise, these cartoons con~t~tute approximately twenty-five 

percent" of the contents and, in The Unexpurgated Memoirs of 
-4 

Bernard ~~endeileT, approximately h~f (20) of the cartoons 

Women, 

"3/ .. 
7'Scek, Seek 1 Seek," TCV. qf "Harry 

Time'Magazine, June 28, 19&3, p. 66. 
the Ra t wi th 
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are concerned with men and women. Out of the 300 cartoons 

that have been examined, 65 belong to this category. 1t 

\ 
\ 
\ 

i5 in the cartoons that.~eiffer most readily satirizes himself. 

Feiffer stereotypes two'types of males and one type 

of female. Bernard and Huey are we11 cleveloped stereotypes. 

'-___ lhc ___ ~ter~ootyp~çlYOIll~ the ca S t ra to r, i S only oom-i-H-a-l.-l-\iy'-----------

developed. 

Bernard is a self-effacing ~o-goode~'who never has 

a lasting rclationship with a woman. His prototype, Huey, 

is a hroad, dark, handsome ,male egotfst who always "makes out" 

with women. 1nsecurity, intimidat!on and inadequacy are the 
, 

characteristic symptoms of Bernard's meck personality. 

Bernard is always rejected because he is too kind and too 

understanding. lIis ivomen get bored with him; he is a 
i 

"pushover ll
• Huey, on the 0 ther hand, is mean, fI ippant, 

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

a "hipster".4 

Bernard, because of his human sensibility and 

compassion is always rejected. Huey" because of his 
c, 

~ callousness and indifference, is always ~ccepted. 

, . 

, 4Feiffer!s dichotomy of,male stereotypes holds true 
in form even in Carnal Knowledgè, a movie script written in 
1971; in which two coilege-Wroomates center thei4 college 
careers around sexual exploits. One has the sentiment of 
Bernard, the otner the cynicism of Huey. 

\! ( 
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It 'is implicit thaJ: the women who make out with Huey feel 

, used, but the women,whorn Bernard honestly loves feel used too, 

according to Feiffer: hcncc, the impossibility of a good 

·relationship between men and women. 

Feiffer, in stereotyping males, establishes two 

mod'es of rclations}llps: the superficial and the ineffectual. 

T~e superficial rclatlon~hi~~is calculated; the ineffectual 
~~ r ~ 

is absolutely dernoralizing.:_ Apparently, Feiffcr oscillates 
, 1 

bctween the extrcmes of cynicism and sentimentalism in his 

depjction of male stereotypes. ,One he envIes, the other he 

.~ymp?thizes with. From several articles on Feiffer and 

intérviews with Feiffer, one can assume that Feiffer is the 

sentimental 'schnook,' Bernard, but would p~refer to be the 

cynical chauvinist, HMey. An hyp~thesis suggests that Feiffer 

is his character, Bernard Morgendeiler, and that Feiffer's 

satire of the re~ationship between men and women is often 
, '" 

built around the theme of failure because of Feiffer's desire 

to express a frus'rratiorÎ of his own 'persOnhopd.' 

"With Feiffer and Silverstein the humor i5 50 
often implacably cruel and pe5simistic that one 
must look outside of it to explain its popularity 
entirely. Both men seem to provide a masochistic -" 
~leasure that derives from seeing one', s private 
estimate of oncself and oners world printèd for 
aIl the rest",à-ttheworÏd to see., Thei.r audience' 
condltioncd by theffi-('tliods of psychoanalys is, does 
not miss the lack of personal compassion in 
Feiffer and Silverstein, _but finds the most dou~ 

----------------------;;--------'------;;------------

_~'01 __ 
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intcrpretation of personal and social behavior 
to be the most congenial,lIS 

Dav~d Segal's statcment ca-refully lays a solid basis 

for boih the essence and appeal of Feiffer's satirical form. 

The essence of Fclffcr's satire within the relationship of 

men and womcn is self-exposure; the appeal is through 
C 

recognition. That self-exposurc "provides a "masochistic 

pleasure" for the audience', as weIl as for Feiffer, is the 

h~, Imark of Twentieth century satiTe. 

t~c Swiftian definition of satire, an 
,,~----

becomes apparent: 

When contrasted to 

essential difference 

"Satyr /-sic 7 i5 like a glass, \'Jherein 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 
tha t 50 very few are offended wi th i t. ,,6 

In-the Eighteenth century the only commonly understood 

psychologieal phenomenon was Reason, a ~hristian Reason which 
, -

understood that depravity was a conditioR suffered Iby man. 

But, such depravity was recognized as sent by God not as a 

blessing but in man ways as a necessary incongr~ity of man's 

goodne s s: 

"Swift's Satire arises from a sense of sin, 
and from the pa inful awarencss of human existence. 

------------------------------------------------------------ .~ 

SDavid Segal, "Feiffer, Skinberg and Others," 
Comment~MagDzine, 32 (July_1961), p. 432. 

----6 Jonathan Swif~, A Sel~ion of His Works, ed. 
Philip Pinkus (British Columbia: Macmillan ot Canadp., 1965); 
p. 448. 

- ~---- r 
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J 
It does not cure man~ vices, or mend many 
worlds," but by presenting the image of man's 
depiavity it protest~ the ways of God t~ 
man with a-ll the passion of his faith." 

The possible distinotion between an Eighteenth 

century satire and a Twentieth century satire is not; the 

represen ta tion 0 f the dcpravi ty 0 f ni'an, 0ut the understanding 

of and reaction to this depravi ty. Feif fer brings two th incgs 

to satire that the Eighteenth century would find incompre- . 

hensible. The first is the metaphorical death of God and 

the second is the knowledgc of the Freudian divisiOns of 

the mind. 

The Twentieth century makcs doepravi ty absolutcly, 
" human and psychologically comprehensible. In one sense this 

-, 

makes the physical brutalities of Eighteenth century satire 

somewhat innocuous when measured against the mental destruc-. , 

tiveness of Twentieth century satire. 

Feiffer' 5 satire is'-t)'uil t upon psychologicat . self- " 

flagellation. This is recogni~able and comprehensib~e to 

the "Beholders" of the Swiftian satiric looking-glass because., 

the knowledge of the "working of the mind",is the Twentieth 

century mode of comprehensiqn. The "Beholders" look into 

the glass ahd see the image of themselves reflected. Now, 
\ 

according to Swift, this should evoke an unkind rec~pti6n, 

7phi1'ip 
Works, p. ~lxjv . 

.>' 

Pinkus, Jonathan Swift: A Selection of His 

.~-------

'<:< 
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'but it does not. The modern reader i5 not offended even 

when he s-ees hi1T("Self reflected because of what Segal labels..... 

the "masochistic pleastre" the",audience receives in the 

"mas t dour interp reta tian ?f persora1 and soc ial behavior." 

Satire has always made fu~" mocked, parodied man' s 
'1 

behaviouy. But, histo-fl calI y, the Laugh ter provoked was 

"a class-conscious laughter. Feiffer'rnpves the laughter 
~.~. " ...( 

from class-consciousness into sel'f-consclousness. 'The 'reaction 
~', 

'-
~, 

1 has shifted from an awa reness of the eXpIa i ta tion. of social 

role to \he awareness of the exploitation of self-image. 

The marvel of the Twentiet~ century response is the knowledg~ 

of 

of 

, of 

the exploitation of self\i~age coupled with th~ enjoyment 

i t.< Feiffer.' s cartoon s1ire thri ves on fh'" representa tion 

Esycholog!cal neurases, a unique elemen~ anly 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 mu's t be examined caut ious Iy. ' " 

One always has to be careful not to presume too much 

. ffbdut an authoy from his work, b~t understànding the personal 

~o~jvation of the satirist is a vehicle through which 

the art'of satire is understood. It makes sense that the 

satirist' s tempe~ament has been of int.erest l)ecause satire is 
, '" '" 

a public 'scteaming of disgu,st, a temper-tantrum at times', that 

\----
.\ 
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exposes the hostilities and antagpnisms of the satlrist, 

not just his anger at social evils. The int'erost that 

Fei ffer is Bernard, or a t ,the, very 1 eas t, tha t Bernard' s 

travails most resemble the actual life (sexual) experiences 

of Feiffer isimpOItant in a hroader ]iterary sens .... ec...----JTr-l-hl-l;e'-oLr--<;e;---

is a mini-genre of Jewish c3stration-complex_literature in 

America~ literature that Feiffer belon~s to aloni with writers . , ' 

like Saul Bellow and Philip Roth who use their personal 

biographies successfully i~ their art. 
, 

Throughout the cartoons and plays there exists a 

tension beiween men and.women that is never resolved; the 
1 / 

tension is made obvious and clearly re~resents the domination' 

of men by wome~en Feiffer reveals his personal sexual 

experiences in interviews the connection between the man and 

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

explanation for why he createg the stereotypes of men and 

women that he does. 

In three hundred cartoons'there is only one that is 

pictorially autobiographical and this cartoon is enormously . -

significant in aligning Feiffer in a real way with his projected 

image in his art. When Feiffe~ is willing.to lay his own 
1 

~i 

.image oh the confessionary line he combines his boyhood 
1 

fantasies with his delusions of marriage. The biographica! 

content of the cartoon on the next page is s,upported by 

statements made in~essays and interviews. 

( 
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Feiffer's chotce of super heroes is Captain Marvel, 

alias Billy Bateson. Feiffer says this of Captain Marvel: 

"The c~ptain 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 tha~ a hero, an overgrown 
boy who chased villains as if they were ~quirrels'8 
A perfect fantasy figure for, say, Charlie Brown.~\ 

There is an abso1ute honesty in this statement that absorbs 

the demeaning content. And this 1s the superhero Feiffer 

identifies with. In short, the honesty of self-effacement 

in this cartoon is the same hone'sty that is reprcsentative 

of Feiffer in aIl his 'ca-rtoons. The special 5 ignificance 

here is that the man i this cartoon is really Peiffer. 

As for the, not on of a transformation of the meek 

and inept Fei~fe~ into the strong and virile Feiffer by 
\ 

conjuring up the kagiea 1 Shazam' : 
<1 

and 

"Then too there as great disappointment in 
the word 1 shazam! ' i t turned out i t didn 1 t 
worl< for readers. Oth magic words "were tried. 
They didn't work either. There are just 50 many 
magic words unti! one fee hè's been made a 
fool of. How easy it becam . tb hate 'Shazam! 
Shazam! Shazam!' that taunti cry that worked 
fine for Captain Marvel bu~ did 't do a damn 
thing for the rest of us." 

A study of the satirist's 
• 1 

influ~nce by Leonard F~in~erg 
/ 

temper 

in a boo 

ett. motivation 
J 

called The 

~------------------------------------------------+--------~------~ \ 8peiffer, Comie Book Heroes, p. 24. 

9Feiffer, 
\ 

Çomie Book Heroes", p. 25. \ 
1 

\ 
\ 

---- - --\ 
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Satiri ts's Art clefines the leve~ of persûnal intrusions 

of the, satirist -on his art. According ta Feinberg, there are 

several categories of satirical motivation. Aesthetic drive 
J 

·a'nd moralit~y __ are two, a third 'is compensation. Compensation 

'breaks down into several subcategories: rage and rebellion, 

protective laughter, perverted "self-criticisJ11 and perve'rted 

frustration. Not to deny that aesthetic drive and morality 

are partial components in Feiffer's art, pervertcd frustration 

is the catcgory in which Feiffer's satire predomiQkntly falls. 
" 

A t'enet ,of the principle of compensation is that "aIl the 
" . ' 

varia ti s on this theory assume th~ the satirist is striking 

society because it has either neglected him for bei~g 

him fO r being obs treperous. ,,10 
( 

Feiffèr falls ,into the fo~mer part of the category~~f 
\, 

frustrated perverSrion which means society has neglected him 

for being inadequÇ!.J::_~_~~..Eeiffèro readily admi ts te social ,an'd 
, ---.~-,~-

sexual inadequacy. As a youth he was a misfit; he· could not 

play baIl. He pref~rred to stay in the house and read aIl 

day. 

'" 10 ' Leonard Feinberg, The Satirist: his Temeerament, 
Motiva t ion and Influence, (Iowa: Iowa State Uni verSl ty Press, 
1963), p. 43. 
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-"Echoe"'s of my childhood ke,eJ> creepin 
into my work. It m sneaky ~,J hide 
behind my pictures .,11 t" 

Time Magazine, February 9, 1959 
p. 5'2. 
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"1 guess i t was a formidable shyness .. The 
best kids are the biggest and moit athletic­
affable. Outgoing kids. And 1 was a shrimp 
1 l'las skinny: 1 didn't eat, which my mother 
never fot:.got to tell the neigl1'f)Qrs. 1 didn' t 
play ball~ 1 didn't even learn how to catch 
a bal'l"till 1 wa's fifteen, and ta this d,ay 1 
sti Il can' t throw 9he. The only person 1 was 
at aIl c~fible of falking to was myself and 
even there 1 ha~ severe lags in communication. 
1 understood with complete objectivity that 1 
was a total failure, so if 1 was going to make 
a comeback 1 know it had to be as a grownup. 
Grownups didn't have to take gym." (pb.;' p. 84) 

"Grownups wielded aIl the power, still" 
could not be talked back to, ~till were alwa~s 
right however many tim~s they cQntradicted 
themselves., By eight 1 had hecome a poli tician 
ofG the grownup, indexing his mysterious ways 

"and hiding underground my lust for getting even 
until 1 was old enough, big enough and important 
enough to ma\ke a bid for it. That bid was to" 
come my way of a career - (1 knew l' d never 
grow big eno~gh to beat up everybody; my hope 
was to, someh!,ow', get to own everything and fire 
everybody) . ,,1\1. ,; 

"'-
As a yo~th he felt an incredible"urgency to revenge 

anything that ,controlled him. His objects of reve"nge in his 

art mqve fro'm parents to women to government. The immen-
, 

sity of ,his need for revenge is ej'preSSed by his current 

d f h h . l' . "12 . nec to con ess t ese OStl ltles 

1lJuies Feiffer, Comie Book Heroes, p. 12. 

l2Admittedly, one has to be careful as to how seriously 
Feiffer makes th;ese statements. After aIl· he has a sharp wit 
and probably can~-t help his w,i tt,icisms which tend a bit··toward 
exaggeration. H~s statements seem like a flamboyant honesty 
tha t Fe i ffer is free' to exp"ress, having achieved tha t ucareer" 
he speaks of. T~e'grain of salt that might be necessary at 
times to 'decipher tact from exaggeration is ·more often included 
~recisely because of the added salin~ quality of hostility 
tha t overuns Feiffer' 5 .rema rks. 

i': . 
) 

/ 

1, 
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As ~n adolescent he was sexually unknowledgeable: 

"1 didn't even know about sex. When 1 was 
in hJgh school, 1 was much less interested in 
getting laid th en getting out. 1 had a 24-hour 
a day hard-o~, bût 1 never quite connected it 
with sexe 1 was terribly retarded-~n that area 
ano/never ever knew wha t to do ",i th' this thing 
y:< my:poçket and ,never dreamed i--t could be used 
with girls. Or howMyou were suppôsed to use 
it. K fascination with breasts was the closest 
1 came. To me sex was something you had with 
a woman's breast. 1 didn't know there was 
anything else. 1 was 50 unpracticed in the 
dark, scary world of carnality that 1 did not 
even know you could go bl.i.l}d, 1 didn' t know 
you could get warts and pimples or that it would 
fall off. 1 di~n't even know the folklore 
(pb., p. 84)." . 

" -

'As a bachelor: "Most-...... bachelors 1 suspect, aren' t the miserable 

failures a t bachelorhood 1 was (pb., p. 8.8)." As for 

something Feiffer finally did when he was thirty-two, 

marrying,,­

Feiffer \ 

has this to say: 
",- , --___ '1.. 

"Most of thi( married men l ,know get married 
because theit wVves made it impossible for them 
to stay unmarried. Not necessarily by ultimatum, 

, .. 

,but by making pres~ures and guilt 50 intense that 
i t ,simply became easier to get married th an stay 
shacked up .. /. 1 hated and feared marriage ..• 
i t meant "r -had to' be a gr0"iPup (pb., p. 96)." .. -9' 

That his in~dequàcies no longer sham~ him personally 

is made very clear from his boldness, but that his inadequacies 

are the very stuff his life i5 made up of i5 evident as ~ell. 

Bernard suffers from man y of the same inadequacfes Peiffer 

speaks of a~,hi~ own. David Sçgal ,say~! 

"UI timatel'y Fe'iffer may do more to popularize 
neurosis than Norman Vincent Peale has do ne to 
popularize tranquility. These and other facts~of 

/ " 

'\ 
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cont nporary life are seen under two great 
shadow: i~dividua1 anxiety caused by a sense 
of. deep:ty~f.e1 t inferiori ty and p\!JJ1ic ~nxiety 
caused by tlte bomb-. ,,13 

'-~ 
"-

From the abo~tes, one can see that Feiffer's 

wit during interviews is an aggressive one. Feinberg c1assi-

fies the type of wit used by the satirist who is motivated 

by perverted frust{a.tio~ in order to cbmpensate for inadequacy. 

Freud is his source: "Satirists motivated by tendency wit 

are' 'persons having a pO\'lerful sadistical component in their 

sexua1ity, which is more or 1ess inhibitëd in life, are most 

successfu1 with the' tendency-wit of aggression. ,,,14 

This is ~ot to irnply that the witt Y rernarks.frorn . . 
Bernard are going to express thi~ sadistic sentiment, but 

that the very creation of Bernard b.-y Feiffer was necessi tated 

by Feiffer's need to express his contempt for and apprehension 

of women. ,It <loes imp1y that Feiffer has a "powerfu1 sadis-

tica! component in his sexuality." 

In an article "Men real1y don 't like women" wri tten ." .~ 
,,~ 

by F~iffeT which appeated in Look Nagazitie in January of 1966, 

Feiffer admits that most of the statements he makes are in 

sorne way, an "emotional autobiography ... aIl that 1 am 

,réally Kiving away is sorne veiled secrets about myself." His 

13s-ega1, p. 432. 

14F . b 152 e1n erg, p. . 

r 
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most bl-atant admission is that men ,dislike women. 
, -

"Only in religion 5s i t °not a perversion ta 
love one's enemy. In the Teal wortd we hate and 
fear and despise and protect ourselvès from our 
enemies . . . man has always seen woman as his 
enemy. How in~ the ~orld can he be expe_,Ç-ted to 
love her? He ~annot ..• the term "relationship" ~ 
as we have come to know it, is the artIess blen~ 
ding of wh"at man needs wioth wha t he dis l ikes . Il 

- \~ 
This statement is ill found~d and lef~ ~ompletely uRsupportèd 

factually in the article. Such a statement i5 not intended 

to b~ sa~~rical though; a confessiOna~y tone is more ap~lic~~ 
"-t'We are aIl familiar wi th the [act that li ttIe 

boys do~-l-.j.ke li ttle girls. We pretend to think 
they outgrow 'it:--They-àQ not. They rnerely learn 
ta hide it~ What they really_fear for is their own 
potency (not always sexual, in fact in our times \ 
less and less 50) ," 

The combination of hate and fear expr~ssed by Feiffer 

in these statements invites a ~reudian analysis of the castra-

tion complex whiçk is also'constructed around hate stemming 

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

dislike for women is the source of his stereotype of the 
l ,_ 

female castrator. 

In explaining the original reaction of young boys to 

the absence 

antipathy t 

a penis in girls" Freud nO,tes tha,t a natural 
II 

women develops along with the fear of a 

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

,-

" 
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theoretical advance already makes use of 
~rsonn l ex..per,iences of a distres sing k'ind. .. 
The boy in the meantime has heard the threat 
tha t the organ which is 50 dear ta him will 
be taken away from hî~ if he shows his 
interest too plainly. Under the influence 
of this threat of castration he now sees ; 
tJènotion he has' gained of . the female 
g'eni taIs in a new light; hen'ceforth he will 
tremble for his ~asculinity, but at the same 
time despise the unhappy creatures on whom 
the cruel punishment has, as he supp~ses, 
al,ready fallen. ,,15 ' -

Despising women at an early age is Feiffer's adamant 

confess iori. l ' In fact, when he makes co~fess~onar~ statements 

'aboutJhating women, they are often expressed in such an 
, l' 

aggress ive way as to assume tha t Feiffer has a "power[ul, 
/ 

sadistical compone~t ,in h-is vSexuality." 0 When reiffer wrote 
,?-

Carnal Knowlcdge (screenscript 1971), he ori~inally had a 

s~eec~ in it th~t he cut out because '1 •.• it seemed too on . 
the nase (pb., p. 84)." The spee'ch epitomizes a b'asict 

contempt for women. ~ 

"Remember when you ,vere a kid and the' boys 
didn't like the girls? Only sissies liked girls? ~ 
What l'm trying to t~ll 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 fOT.liking girls. Believe me, one couldn't 
have less to do with the other'(pb., p. 84,)." 

~ssuming that a real castration complex is .~me of 

15Sigmund Freud,?~he com~lete Works of Sigmund Freud, 
trans. J. ,Strachey (tondon:H/t,art Press, 19'1&}Vol. xl, p. I9S. 

': 
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the roots of Feiffer's satire, the failing relationship 

betwcen men and women, and the development of the female_ 

castrator allows' Feiffer: to display this aggressive wit. 

Ultimately, the failure of relationships is the final 
~ 

satirical statement Feiffer makei about rclationships. 

Freud says: 

"Psychoanalys is be 1 i eves tha t i t has di s co- ) 
vered a large part of what undcrlies the narcissis­
tic rejection of \\'omen by men, which is- 50 inix-ed 
up with despising them 'in drawing attention t6 
the castration complex and i~s influence on the 
opinion in which 'vomen are held."16 .. 

In "Men really don't like \Vomen", 'Feiffer" claims that women 

are a "proje,cted narcisslsm of ,man' s psyche." By this Peiffer 

n'lea'ns men crea te , types of women. "When moral atti tudes 

inhibit his drives he invknts ,.,..omen, the most damnàbl;- cif 
1 ---::;.. 

/ ' 

~omen. The geductress, the shrew, the harlot, the nag, the 

ltease, the castrator. 'They are instruments by ~hich differen{~_ 
, 

men 'r.eap different (carefully containcd) s~tisfaction." 

To asscss the stereotype of the castrating female 
,1 _ , 

as presented by Feiffer, is to realize that the females, 
~ 

al thol:lgh loud, domineering, -emascula ting and apparen tly 
• 

eontrol1ing, are actually fulfilling the requirements of the 

relationship which are established by the male. Bernard wants/ 

needs/ loves ln a narcissistic way ta be castrated or rejected. 
~ 

\ 

.cJ-
16 Freud, Vol. xl, p. 199. 
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Anothcr conclusion is that masochism is thc source of he 

rel a ti onship be~tween' men and womcn. Feiffer, according to 

F€inberg's theory, in sorne perv~rted self-critical way 

wants t~ satirize his own irritation and disgust 
[1} 

inadequacy. 

Ronald A. Knox said: "It ,"is seldorn that the 

to write satire cornes to man except as the resuit of 
"'"' v ' 

petus 

,pointm~nt. Since disappojntment "so often springs :f;ro ,love, 

i t j s not to be lvondered that satirists have deal t ùn 

wi th women. ,,17 This /i~ "true to' a certain E'xtcnt for Feiffcr. 

He has created a loathesoCme, satirical ·female type: the 

trator. The theme of sexual failure and insecurity an 

the male d~~inates the cartoons through the 

.characterization of Bernard. Huey, on the other hand, is an 

absol~tely necessary creation by Feiffer to compensate for 

Berttard's ineffectuality. But fiuey's sexual prowess only-
// 

serves to denigratc Bernard. 

Establishing --a real psycho:-sexual link bètween Feiffer 
, 

and his satire of the relationship between men aqd women 

emphasizes tfte biographical natur~ of Satire. Ih the same 

mode, Swift's scatological references have been scruti~ized 

for l?,ersonal parallels. And th en conc1usions like this are 

17Ronald- A. 'Knox, "On 'Hulnour and Satire," in Satire: 
Modern ESSa!S in Criticism, ed. R. Paulson (New Jersey: 
Prenticc Ha 1 Inc., 1971), p. ~', 



- 55 -

reach~d: 

"According ta psychiatrists, Swift seerns 
ta have suffered from an impressive variety 
of neuroses broughf on, perhaps, by being 
deprived of rnother love at an early age, 
and giving rise tp symptorns of emoti~nal 8 
irnmaturity and psifchoscxual infantilism."l 

1 

It is not unreasonable to assume that Feiffer's $dmitted 

misogyny is the key ta' understanding his satiric s.tatemeil1$ 
} '. / 

about the relationship of men 'and 'iomeno. Basica'lly, hy 
. ~/ 

cen'tral motifs concerning the relationship of me'li=and 

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

Conclusion: Relationship of Man to Woman 
, ., 

Feiffer'has created-three stéreotypes of men and women 
1 

ln his cartoonS: Bernatd the sexual failure, Huey the sexual 

success and the female castrator. B~rnard and Huey ar~ 

carefully and fully developed characterizations of a type, 
- . 

while the female castrator is stereotyped only to the extent 

that she defines the stereotyp~ bf Berriard. Feiffer's limited 
'1 

development of the female as a type i5 carried over into his 

plays as. weIl. 

An- assümption has been made that Féiffer is his character 
à 

Bernard. The correlation has been based on two theorie5: 

(1) 1~anard !einberg's theory of motivation 

l8philip Pinkus, Jonathan Swift: A Select 
Works (Toronto: Macmillan Co. Ltd., 1965), p. 

'j 

- , 1 • ç 



.,..' 
" 

- S6 -

in which Peiffer belongs to the special category of perverted 

self-criticism which i5 a portion of the larger cl~ification 

of compensation. 7he use of a ~endency wi~ of aggression i5 

a result of the in5ecurity feit by,the satiriste (2) Freud's 

theory of the castration compIex, which identifies the origin 

of man's psychological hatr>ed and feàr of women . 
. 

~ 
The creation of ~hè Jemale ca5trator i5 the means 

by .\'Ihich Feiffer satiriz~s4~mself while sati5fying a maso­
~~ .. ( 

chi5tic tendency: the desire ta be rcjccted which, accordin~ 

to Freud and Feiffer, is r,eaIIy a r"narcissistic rej ection" 

of women. 
, ~ 

The major theme of the satire of tHe relationship 

between men and women is failure. This is due ta Feiffer'~ 

personal failure, perhaps.When the plays are examined, the . ~ 
conclusion that the rel~tion5hip of men to women ultimatelZJ 

fai 1 s is ·supported. From _the clear lack of,-aythentic female 

charactet' development iJthe plays and ,the p'Toimnsi ty toward 

the stereotype of the female castrator, Feiffer exhibits a 

limi ted ar.tistic conception of women in' the plays and the 

cartoons. 

1t i5 inter~sting to note that while the -Qf man to woman i5 of great importance 
l " 

(651350), in his plays Felffer only allo~s the 

man to woman to dominate in one; but even then 

the relationship is actually a disguise for a har5her , , 
of national,violence. 

, > 

1 
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Russelian paradox - when a messa~e 
in th message. 

/ 
/ 

about the message is cont'ained 
1 

"Gregory Bateson," Hum(}r in. Human Communication" in 
Motivation in Humor, ed. J. Levine, p. 163. 
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l "They are 50 self-absorbid that they are incapable of communication; they have parallel 
monologues, not convers.itions. Feiffer 1 s strength is tIra·t in these characters he has 
cau.ght qui te precisely:the distinctive verbal and physical gesture~ of their prototypes _ 
the people who of course compose his audience." 

Segal, F~iffery Steinberg and Others - Commentaty, July 1961, 32(1), p. 4~1. . .. 
\ 

e 
- -'l" . ~ e 

t; 

, 
" 

/' -

'? 



,e 

/ 
1 

- 60 -

------

Relationshjp of 'Mun to Himself 

Out of 300 cartoons, 51 ate cOQcerned with the rela-
, 1 

"~ tions'hip of I}lan to himself. 1t is difficul t to isolate the 

\, 

\ 

~ati;ic intention in these cartoons iri contrast to the ease 

in' lch the theme of failure 1s establish:~ in the relation­

shi~of ru to woman. More abstract and certainly' more 

ironie and absu ist, the cartoons representing the relationship 

of man to himself pre cnt a conglQmerate of themes: among 

thcm a rc the" d,is crepancy h~veen iJl1age and se 1 f- image, 
'------. . ',~.. 

isolation and the art of ratlonallzlng. 

Feiffe~ was influenced by Dostoevskyts Notes from 
. 

the UI]derground. He says of it that he "alway hoped to get 

in terms of humour sorne of the feelings that Do toevsky got 

about his man . . . to show within the spacc of how, 

man views himself and then show what the outsid sees him ~s. 

And the two have absolutely no connection.,,19 
". 

/ 

FeiEfer' 5 fascination wi th the "sick ma " of -li terature 

helps to define one of the structures presented in his 

cartoons. Feiffer has 6~ated that there is a schisrn between 

man and the social structure, the Qasic imPlicatiO~g ~ 
failure of society to truly know, the individu~l. This i5 

because society sets up a structure iri which "image" is the 

-
l~ , 

;J", tr.IJ)v-t., I::J .. J'c~ l'. I?f1<,/, ::::.ett../ CO~! .. , "fAf~ 
Il (mle~ç"",,: r;A'/~ I?e~;f é(~pII""t /~'1't)0J;::Z. 

b , 

/ 
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v~hicle for self-definition, while the individual sets up 

a structure wheteby "self-image" is the vehicle for self­
l, 

defini tian. î:, , 
,0> 

-_~According to The Art of the Satirist by W.O.S. Sutherland~ 
);;"1JI".~ .. ~ 

a satiric mode is cstablished when a moral discrepancy or 

contra~t of1values is.represented. The dichotomy of image 
.., 

and self-image can be classificd as satire according to this 

criteria. I~age and self-image can be seen as a contrast 
1 • 

of values', one. emphas i z ing t1]c indi vidual va lue- s truc ture, 
l ' c, 

l 
the other emph~~izing society's value structure. The dis-

crepancy between image and self-image is that im$ge is an 

imposition that forces man into an acceptable behaviour pattern 

that might not necessarily be compatible with his self-image, 

which functions independently of1socially acceptable behaviour 

pattern,s. The imposition of behaviour on man by society as 

the means by which image i s forced, makes- the na ture .of 

self-image a measurement of the variation from that norm of 

behaviour. Distinctly 'Feifferesque,' arkl> C'learly understandable 
L 

if Feiffer was truly influenced by Dostoevsky, self-image must 
, \ 

be mea5ured in terms of the sense of the inappropriateness of 

the self in the soci~l milieu. ~ 

Facade i 5 the compensa tory, 

trademark Qf the i$olated individual whose behaviour i5 prompted 

by self-image. 
. 4' • 

In the satlre .of the relationship of. man to bimself there is 

t . 
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l' 
1 
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tension that Northrt)p'Prye calls sophisticated PAthos: 

"A ~tudy of the" i~olated mind . . . hO\; someonc reeognizably 

"1 ike ourse! ves is broken by a conf 1 iet bet\vee~ the inncr 
• 

and outer world, betwcen imaginative ~eal~ty and the sort 

of rea 1 i ty wh ich i s cs ta b}j shed -by a soc ia~, cons ensus . ,,20 

The term sophisticated path6s is used by Frye in defining 

the mode of high and Ipw mimet ic tragedy, whieh essen,t ially , .. 
1 

is unrelated to th~ satirie'modc. But when one realizes 

tha t the charaetMs are mo t i va ted hy a ~'\\Tea kn';ss ,,,hi ch 

l' 

appeals to our ,sympathy bceause it is on o~r n level of 
21 J " 

expericnee" the cffeet of Feifferrs satire t kes on a more somber 

quality, bne tQat resembles the strugg]es of a tragic hero. 

Self-image becomes a w~akness in the Feiffer eharaeter 

beeause it 'makes for a hostile, aggressive social re~ponse, 

an indication that self-image cànnot cope with the image 

expeeted of it. It i5 interesting to note that those eharaeter5 
. 

who arc representative5 of the self-image, must be hostile 

and aggressive in their behaviour. This reinforces the , , 

assumption that ~eiffer is basieally'an angry man, who expresses 
, 

human confliet through an aggressive satir~. 
" 

It is assu~ed that Sutherland's latter reference1to 
------•. _------,--

20NoTthr:op Frye. Anat,y of Cri t icism: P"clr Essays 
- (Princeton: Princet~n Uni::ers y Press, 19S7), p. 39. 

. 21 
Frye, p. 38. 

. , 
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, 
1 

a contrast of values is more appropriate when considering 

Feiffcr's attitude toward the individual and the system 

than ~ moral discrepancy, because the dichotomy of image 

and self-image in the càTtoons is'depicted in a behavioural 

fashion. A distinction between values and morals is neces-

sitated here. MoraIs are a tradition of sentiment that 

'lffects the cônscience. ' MoraIs are' upheld throu·th beliefs 
< 

which 'then causeo behaviour. Nalnta ining a moral standard 

is maintaining a l:)Cl'havioural pattern, but the purpose of 
o 

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

e other hand, are personalized volitional choiccs which 

meet tdesired Jend5. The purpo5c i5 not 

to end up with a good ~scjence but to procure what one 

_./ desires. 
1 

~--- A contrast in morais then wouid be a contrast in the 

opinion of what is right and wrong ~hich imposes a judgemeni 

- on actions. A contTast in values simply adrnjts ta different 

means ta procure ends. In the ~se of image and self-image, 

the c(esi.ré for social approvd is the end in effect. How 
~ 

~ne acts, socially or anti-socially, not rightly or wrongly, 

is the distinction between rnorality and values in this case. 

O~e might say ~hat social or anti-social labels are judgements. 

,They are not; they arc rneasurcments of the need fo~ social 

approval. 

'-
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The gr1at ~isparity between self-image and image 
1 

can be measurcb in tcrms of the nee~ for social approval; 
1 l' 

/ Ayn Rand's' phJl~sophy in ~ Pountaiphead is applicable to 

Feiffer's chara~ters who must cope wfth the decision b~tween 

sel f - i m n g e and i ma g e 'a s the i r mot i v a ~ ion aIs our ce. - Wh a t 
\ 
1 • 

Rand calls the Altruists and the Ego'sts is essentially a 

measu~cment of the need for social ap roval. According to Rand~ 
\ 

the Altrujsts arc masochists~ motivat d by image (des~re for 
) 

social acceptance) ta give of themsel es completely, compul­

The Egoi.ts are sadist., mot~atcd ~y self-image Ca 

inappropriatenes,s about beIOnt~ing_ to society) to 

ignore t ,demands of social protocol~\ In Rand's terms the 

Egoists possess what she cal1s a virtuf of selflshness or ~ 

(dig~ity of the individual. It is inte esting that Feiffer'~ 
~{- - ! 

egoJ~tical characters who fnsist on br aking norms of behaviou"r 

patterns do 50 as misfits. Feiffer's contrast with 

Rand's on the basis of individual int Feiffer's have 

none, instead they ~re pathe~ic exampl s of lost causes. 

image appears self-defeating in-~he samL manner that most 

the cartoons about men and women are al~o destructive. 
" .-

Self-

of 

Ta compare Feiffer's vision of selflessness or self-

fishness with Ayn Rand's Altruisrn and Egoism is extremely 

pertinent when one re~lizes .!hat R~nd al10ws for integrity, but 
" 

1 

on 1 y through sadi sm. Soc ia 1 s~l\f~ al ignrnen t is unavo idably 

manifested through neurosis, This is t~e commonality of 

Feiffer and Rand. Cert~jnly there is no in~ention ta compare 

them artis~ically but the correlation has been made because , , ,----
Feiffer and Rand'share two components of Amerjcan modernism 

ç • 

in their mc~~age: they are concerned with image as 
, t-. 

\ 
1 
1 

~' 
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manifested behaviour (elther forced behaviour or 

independent behav our) and that image, no matter which 
, 

way you slice is an expression of neurosis. 

There still a need to Jetermine 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 J 
l,' 

display of a cOntrast of values is present. ~eiffer is 

contrasting obseqbious behaviour or image with netirotic 

defens~ve behaviour or self-image. Where Feiffer is aligned 

must be made clear to the reader'pr else the satire is not 

satisfactory. Feiffer apparently favours the weak, neurotic, 
, 

independent isolationist ~ which means the values of image 

are the object of attack. Through sophisticated pathos, a 

familiarity and identification with the weaknesses of the 
l 

individual who is confronted w~th an inner and outer conflict 

of identity is established. Therefore the components of 

tragedy are aI~~ cohsiderable. A satisf~~tory 'conclusion 
-

about the form of satire woufdrbe to calI it tragi-comic. 

The comic element is a parody of individual behaviour. The 
.... 

tragic element is the realisrn of neurosi~. The surn total 

is self-parody; an incredibly self-deprecating therne that 

makes one regard Feiffer as a terribly serious as weIl as 

hilariously funny satirist. 

.. 
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Isolation 

In the second ,cartoon anthology, .!:.ass;ionella and 

Other Short Storie~~ Feiffer uses an extended form of the 

cartoon ta create what could be callcd moder" fables. 

George's Moon is a perfect example of the tragîc-comic 

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

of George's Moon is included heye because it genuinely 

represents Feiffer's c10sest contact with the absurd while 

remaining within the mode of the relationship of man to 

himself. George's Moon is a~sq one of the first of Feiffer's 

. ca rtoons ta be drama ti z-ed: 1 t was perfo~med in Chicago 

at a ~laywrights cabaret theatre in 1961. 

Thep~ h~s never been any serious critica1 debate 
1 

about c1assifying Feiffer as an absuT<Jist, sudt as there 

has been about Albee, for example. In the reviews of Feiffer's 

plays, o~ly one critic mentions that Feiffer's styie is 

midway between absurdist farce and sotial satire. As a 

cartoonist writing during the decade when Absurdisrn was . 
at its peak (1955-19-65),' one wou1d expect that more absurd 

themes rnight be identifia~le in Feiffer' s work, yet the 

terrn absurd ~rare1y has be,:en appl ied.} . 

The term "sick", !originating Iwith 
1 

, 
the perverted 

explo1ts o'f Lenny Bruce,was s1apped ,onto the cartoons rnuch 
f 

more readily than "absurd". One possible di5tinct'ion b~tween 

.,.. 
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ab~urdism and sick humour might be the level of psycholo~ 
, 

gical ~ntention .. Sick humour is exploitative, simplistic, 

vulgar,~harsh, condemning and malicious. It is a psycho-

, 

patbological form of 'expression that realizes, through \ 

invective, a pernicious hostility of the jnd.-ividual towanl 

society.~ Its source is dceply psycho1ogical but its intentIon 
, 

~s not really to effect, to a high d~g~~e, any reai sympathy. 

Absurdism is rarely exploitative and neveT"~imple. It can 

be vulgar and deJ)lean ing, but i t does not emplby invective. 

l (s source, certa inly stems more .from a metaphys ical point of 

view than from<personal pathology. The psychological intention 

of absurdism is to instill in man a reasonable amount of 

doubt, about the nature of his very existence. Absurdism 

confronts man's systems of ·self-justification, while sick 

hl,UTIOUr onCly superficially condemns certain forms of behaviour~' 

. Often, a component vof absl,Irdism lS the environment 

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 Moo~ presents ~he void and the search for' 

self-knowledge, self-justification and self-gratification. 

'" It is Feiffcr's only cartoon story that builds themetically 

von man's relationship to himself within an absurdist environment. 

One Interpretation of absurdism implies that the , . 

\ 

\ 

~ . 
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'\ , 

normal desires of ma , such as self~knQ~ledge, knowledge 

of God, honest Telat~16nship, and rewa~di.ng vocation are 

frustrated and must be compensated for. Th~ compensation,\ 

~in order to be absurdist,must borde on the'~~dicUlous or ' 

h 1 . . 22 B k t th h . t e surrea 15 t lC • ec -et t co ens' es roug game, 

Genet throtigh ritual, Alb~e and ~onesco through pretense 

and cha rade and Fe i ffer, -~n George' 5 f\100n " through apotheo 5 i 5 • 

The apotheosis of the self i5 ridiculous and the apotheosi5 

of space i5 surreal. In George's Moon the combination of 

. . l' . . h h 1 f h (~. ~ . ex 1 5 t en t laIs 01 a t Ion lV1 t t e 5 e arc 1 0 r um,a n ln t 1 t Y 

prcscnts a basic incongruity or frustration that be 

compensa tcd for. 

George is the sole inhabitant of the moon. At first 
1 

,7 
he is puzzled as to how he got on the moon,so he search&s 

for a reason. His immediate desire to understand hi~ environ-
1 • 

men~'ls frustrated but hi? compensation is the knowledge 
, '---' 

of his name: "George". His name has no' real meaning, but 

~it temporarily serves his need to identify sorne ilement of 

his predicament. Trying to understand personal predicament 

through a confrontation with the envi~onment is an absurdist 

motit easily recognizable in Genet's D~athwatch, AFrabel's 

/' 

A~ They Put Handcuffs on the Flowers and Safre' 5 No Exi t. _ 

22Brian Robinson, "Thea tre of the Absürd," Gradua te 
Seminar, McGill Univers:l{y, Fall 196\ 

0, 
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Laurence Kitchin ~n Modern Drama: form and Interpretatjon 

speaks of two symbols of mod~rn Drama. They are the cage . 
and the scream. The cage implies environments that trap 

: 

people like Pinter room~ and jail cells. George is as 

metaphorically tra~p~d on his moon as any hero of modern 
~ 

drama is isolated in a limiting cnvironment. 

George's name serves as a beginning now that he 

knows himself wiihin the immediate con~ext of his'environ-
" 

ment, he extends his appetite for possession. Ile decides 

to own the ~oon; he cl~ims it and fe~ls quite smug about 

his possession., George's momentary exuberance is que11~d, 
,J 

however~ when he returns to'his first dilemma. Not knowing 

hm,>, he got on the moon, and feeling e1sentiall y IInon:'moon", 

he wonders about his r~ots and his vaiues. He becomes intros~ ~ 
.. 1-- ~ .J 

pective,' but 1" s forced to submit to the imposs'ibility of 

self-discover when int~ospection is of no avail. He needs 

diversions, c mpensationst At first he plays games: rock 

collecting and drop kickihg rocks into- craters. He deêides 

he hates rocks an~ he is bored .Wi~ rock ki~king. 
George becomes subdued aga1in wi th hi ~ bas ic ins t inc­

tuaI question about his origin~ He realizes he is passing 

time with no discovery of his true identity in sight. His 

search for self-awareness is more important than his initial 

compensation through hobbies. , 

--
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George dtcidcs t.hat in order ta have digni,ty he 

must have fajth-in something. He becomes dlSillusloned ta such 

an extcnt that he belleves that he hi11sClf can serve as his ins-
1 

plration of falth. Ile }\dOllZCS himse1lf ln a ridiculous, fashion: 
, 1 

Georl~e deé ides - t'ha t he \needs i'someth ing grea ter 

tha n hims e 1 f to ldo 1 i ze. He d~scove' s space. Space has 
r 

the perfect attributes for apotheos1 It is removed, 

unkno\</n and non-disillusioning. 

sy~boljzes man's identity with 

fecls that he has discovered a 

qpotheo si s of spac.e 
1 

.n'ess; George however 

As soon as George finds ~ sense of security thrQugh 

hi s rc la t ionship w i th spa ce , he {- confron ted by roc ket~'-
ï 

~ ~ 

His ident i f ica tion wi th hi s newli~ 'found,ed f ai th provider ,is 
1 

quickly forsaken. The idea of ~eing rescued by other p-~le 
L' , J ~ 

; / 
is a more tangible and desirab 'e hope to George. The 

absurdist notion that man can e saved from his isolation 

and his predicament, but that really does not want to 

be is on~ of the greatest ma ents in Waiil~g for Godot, 

'when Vladimir and Estragon ry to 
1/" 

Lutky attacks them. GeoTg~, in a 

'l 

"-

save Lucky, a slave, but 

way, is \,h§-..Ja~:e slave to ''1:1-

chi 5 predicament. His, ini tiÏ.~1 j oyat the prospec,ts of being 0 

'" , 

saved i~ turned ta mal icio~.,'; hostil i ty, but 8'dmittedly, 
f • • t;,: 

t 

for very di fferent reason§~, than Lucky' s whi ch are actually 
)' ,(,1 , fi. 

ncver revealcd. Except that bne might assurne~cky prefers 
,,", 

the protection of a repressive 'environment to the multiple 

1 
1 , , 
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and unkTwwn possibilities of a frcc environfficnt . 

. -:George suffers frorn a unique pa rano ia, po s s i b 1 Y too 
, 

human and too apparent to he called ahsurdist at this point. 

Upon the thought of Tescue, p~ranoia sets in. At first 
, 

George relies on his sclf-image as a paradigm of enviable 

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

of elation is transformcd into an overwhclming sense of , 
\ -

\ 

dread when he reaiizes he does not know a thing about the 

moon. He is a frau~; he panicks. He hides from the onslaught 

of his rescucrs. He is re;reating into an insccurity that 

is manifestcd by self-persecution of his inadequacies, a 

typical Feiffer theme. 

Abandorii~g his fears, he gathers aIl his courage and 

a lü-t of rocks and declarcs war. George feels confident 

that he will win because he knows the terrain. His isolated 

environment appeases him. 
, 

T~is cartoon expresses the nçed man has to be saved 
/ 

from isolation but at the same tirne expresses the fear of being 

exposed as a fiaud. The search for self-knowledge, justifica-

tion -and gratifica~ion is stultified b~noic reaction 

which does not allow for self-integrity. It is despairing 
1 , 

to realize thàt.George is defending his univer~e of solitude, 
\) --

a self-image built on an empty re1ationship with space. His 

desire for isolation i5 based on a-sense of a1ienation from 

the self. Such an expression of insecurity that metamorphosizes 

• 

o 

.~., " 

.. 
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in t 0 de f e;n s ve ho s t i 1 i t Y i s a t ra g i c par a d 0 x 0 f the hum a n 
, ~ , 

predjCnrncn!. George is a hero of the modern miSShap~n 

perSonali!Y. George is Fciffer's only true courageous 

hero, -pEepared to defend even his insccurity. 
1 

/~'Vhen absurùi ty can evoko sympa thy, when absurdi ty 

borderry/on personal tragedy, the basis of satire becomes 

more ~~riotls tha~ pretcntious. 
, f 

George' 5 Moon. i5 5atlre of 
, 

the i~agelsclf-image motif. George becomes ~ggressively 

hostIle to the environment that imposes certain hehavioural 

• expcctations upon him. Thcse cxpectations directly con front 

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

or fear of in~pprop~iateness at bc~ng able to cope with 

society's demands. ( 

Art of Rationalization 
-----------------------~ 

-
, "The people in Feiffer' 5 cartoons spend' thèir 

time èxplaining &nd justifying themsclves - not 
only to others but to themselves. One of their 
central princil~le~ - though they do not ofte~n 
recognize it - was articulated by Groucho Marx's 
famous line: '1 wouldn't join a club that would 
have me for a membcr. 1 Yet if these men and 
women are capable of being bugged Dy almQst 
anything, they,'still have an i1).exhaustible ability 
to ratl)'onalize today's defcat for tomorrow's 
disast. .,,23 , . _ 

j .! • 

1 
1 

! ~ 

Segal recognizes Feiffer's predisposition towatds defeat r but 

at the sa~e time Feiffer includes an antithetiéal smugness in his 

characters tha"t combines a sens.t;.~of helplessness w~ th complacency. 

1 .( 23David Segal,"FeLffcr, Steinberg and Others," p. 432. 

o 

'J 



ne' eœ~ t,C{IIJ6 RéRé 
J ,- A 'CNe? nKi3' TRt{IAlG 

.' fo fiGURé our tHe 
. RIGHf ANSW~Rt;, ; , 

i 

! 
1 . ' 

so "FféR 6lV,(~G If A 
u>r OF THD06Hr l 
COtJc/,Voeo rr~ ~e~'5 
IHRJ~fAl.)r fo KrJOW 
f~ RIGHf AIJ~lù~S 
IMN 10 Be Ae~é 10 
AfRN;6 {Mc RIGHf 
QQEsrIONt;,. <; 

./ ' 

~ r FIJJAC,(.."f ~AW "lM r nfe­
ROO'{' OF Hl.{ PROE3L6H /;Nf 
AlElfli€"R ItJ FII.lO! .... '6 !Hé (<iGHf 
A~WGR ~R ft..) P'r.RA~(N~ 
if{g RIGHI QU6Sf[orJS- -~-

/ 

f! . 

1 
/ 

/ 

1, 

1 

- 81 -
6u r r c ()IJf, o!!'r 
COHé UP W/rH 
A~Lf. ..... , 
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, 

6Vf 1ll~ O~L'{ ~ îSlletJ 
L COU/,O COHé Ull wm~ 
WA~ ·/{DU 8 H - WHI1 
~ I10U t,l{f G H6f?C?" 

/ 

j rH 
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" 

'. 

"Irony characterizes the attitu<;le of 
, one who, when confronted ~ith two 

things that are mutually exclusive 
chooses oth, which is but another,w 
of ,.;:he chooses neither."* 

n Chevalier in The Satir-J.st:' 
Motivation ahd 

*Which, if tak~n ohe s ep futther in 
Fe iffer' s cas.e is to ay, ~ chaos 
not to choose." "...,-

j} 
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The use of inveried logiç encapsulates the chàracters in 
'1 

a rhetoric~l d~bate that is essential in unders{anding :-
.;;' ,-

Feiffer,~fs S'tyle. A character poses a Iprob1.ematic que~ftion 
, 

to himself; h6.transforms the issue into a ~ialectic, and 

th~~ dissolves -th;\~jsue ~~I1~plet-eiy by the process of nn:iu­

nalization. To understand the connection betwecn the use of 

rationalization and the relationship of man"to himself is 
~ . ~, 

to ~nderstand Feiffer's '. . 
notion of self~deception, Feiffer is 

- ----- - 1r3.< - - l __ 

.- set\ing., up the stTongest 

audi~nce and his(subject 
'. "" 

relationship between his reading 

matter when he pic~ures man against 
.... 

hims'elf in an attelOpt to resolve a conflie}. /'This is beeause 
r 6 

th~ object of the satire is none other t~an·the individual 
( 

a~d his pur~tli~ of rationality, A polemieal self-exploration 

is the result. This pTocluces a pOlarity between intellect and 

emotions, bsth in the characters ,ancL in-f the rêaders. The 

sta:ndard {orm is a 10gico..1 . self-scrutiny; the debate always 

resembles, at" Ieas~ymbolicallY,. the Hamletian query of 

"To be or not to be." Being Post-Cartesian, Feiffer's 

questions sound more like "To do or not ta do," -or "To 
1 -, 

understand or~not to understand," or "To try or not to try." 

Thjs 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 Feiffe

J
'$ 

.; • 1 

forte as a cornic writcr. Mhat in fact is happening throug 

the art of rational-izatioIl--is t.Ilc-process-oL-the SUbv-erSi:r 

of order. ln a sense ~ the Logic ~5 _a dfU:llDgeme_TlUD_<:ontl~$_t __ _ 
~ _____________ -1 ___ _ 

1 

to an arrangement which ea5ily allows for 

eff~ct in chara~ter development. The art 

a dis'integratiqn- I 

of rati~naliza~ion 
is dccorn~osjtion through thi proces5 of composition. Nia tu r a Il y , 

,. 
1 

1 

aIl wri ting is c6mpo-sition- Til Lhe technicai s-cnse that it 
/ ~ / 

u .../ " 1 

is a graduaI developrnent of i~? or pure expression. / Th 
l"~ 

irony of rationa1ization is, however, that through yhe tee -

nicalities of writing, the opposite effect is aèhiJved. 

building of the "!ri ting 15 aIl thru5 t toward the fSinte 

/ of the subject. The age-oid controversy.over fOim andtcontent 

as eithcr inse~ay.able ~ separable appears to bd Te501ved . / , 
here. The form is separable, iU fact the opposite of the , 
conten.'t. A logi~al ~rm 'is the sour-ce~ of an illogical 

Herein 1 ies the key to t,he dynamism l'of Feiffer as a 
~.) - - , 

The nature of his charact!ers tenq, first of aIl, 

o ~~ representatives of the relationship of man to himself 

becaus~ technically when they are engaged in a d~~logue, the ~\ 

" 

A 

/1 

( 
effect appears to be, a mono 1 ogue. 1 t could be a tt;ibu:ted to 

- il 1 ; 

a simple matter of bad communication. but there is something J 

\,v, 
4 more subtle at hand: the implicit mes~age of ~on-comrnunicatiort. 

\ 

Secondly, each rat~onalizcs to sorne extent, in ablatant manner. 
/ 

\ 
\ 
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Thirdly, through rationalization, the characters are not 

formcd, but rather unformed. One.might say the characters 9 

arc mystified rather than dernystified. This serves Feiffcr's 
, 

ultimat,eJatirical purpose: mlockery._~n _i_llustl~_~~~n _______ _ 

of rationalizatfon a~th~ subversion of order can be seen 

in Little )Mur-dcTs, Feiffer's first full length play. Lieutenant 

Practice is trying to demystify the facts of a recent crime 

wave: 

"Every crime has its own pattern of logic. 
Everything has an order. If we can' t find that 
order it's not bccause it doesn't exist, but 
only because we've incorrectly observed sorne 
vi tal piece of evidence .. Let us examine the 
evidence. Number one. In the last six months 
three hundred and forty-five hom,'cides ha,ve 
been committed in this city. The victims have 
ranged variously in sax, age, social status 
and color. Number two. In none of the three 
hundred and forty-five hO~1 çides have we been 
able to establish motive. Number three. AlI 
three hûn~ed and forty-five hom~cides rcmain 
listed on o~r books as unsolved. So much for 
the evidence. 4- subtle pattern begins, to' 
emerge.'~· \\Ina"t is this' pattern? What is it that 
cach of these three hundred and forty-five 
homicides have in common? They have in common 
three things~ a) that they have nothing in 
common, b) that they have no motive, c) that r 
consequentJy, thc!4remain unsolved. The pa~tern 
becQmes clearer." , 

o 

.. 

Lieutenant Practice unravcls things quite methopically, then 

ravels them just as methodically, bringing things into disorder, 
~' , L 

Tather than order. The satire takes on a sp~cial 'irony. 

24Jules Feiffer, Little M!lrd~~. (Londo~: Jonathan 
Cape Ltd., 1968), p. 95 . 

\ 

\ 

. 
" 
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.,--
" 

Litcrally, Lieutenant Praetiee adrnits to the non-conclusions 

of his conclusion, 50 the irony is not within the subtletics 
\ 

-

of meaning: sornething rcally meaning somet'hing cIse. l'he 

~rony is in the honcsty of diSillUSiGn~_~ri~gi:_~ t~~ _ s\~~~~e __ rz{ 
_~n~t.he-r-caJ Hl of sel f -parody, as was seen ln S;corge' s :10?E-. ==\ 

,-
The drollcry is not ptojc~ted at something so much as it is 

p~ojc~tec1 towards the persan rnaking the remarks. Inevitably, 
, . 

what beeomes the most ironie 1s the as'sociation the reader 

makes with the character. The art of rationalization is, 

feiffcr's trapping of the rcader into the.proeess of identifi­

tation with the rationalization .. , Suth a proeess is quite 

different from the ~roeess Swift ~laimed as the sat~rist's~ 

holding 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 c;Îaracter~ who parody 

logic struc,tures tlf,rough rationalization is to make the 
-' . . 

object of his satire everyone who understands at least ~he . . 
basics of social psychology. We aIl rationalize. 

~ 

The art of rationalization is the me ans by which 

Feiffer establi'shcs a universal target for his satire. He 

does this by making the reader aware of the process of'self-
, . 

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

15 built on a logic structure that relegates ord0r to disorder, 

a rh~torical dévice that marks ofie ~f Fefffer's cornical 
. , 1 

<, "distinctions. Th~ reader 6ecomes not only aware of the process 

. , 

/ 
• , 

f 0 



-'~------

- 87 -

p tion on the part of the~ charac ter, ,butaI 50 

aware of the familiarity df the proccss, as ratipnalizatlon 

is a commonly understood 507ia1 psyeh010g-ical proeess .. The 

self-dcce'ptTon-of the eharaeter beeomes parody of the reader<-,_=-= __ =_cc __ _ 

------------~,,-------
---e-s-tcrblT51ling an ironie satiric structure based on, not a 

t \. 
of meaning, but on the level of personal confron-

e art with the audience. 

Con.c-1usion: Re1ationship of Man tà Himself 

Feiffer's satire of the relationship of man 'to himself 

i5 huilt arobnd three themes. They are the discrepancy between 
l 

image and self-image, the prcdicament of isolation and the 
,.. 

of rationalization. 

The discrepancy between self-image and image,inspiicd 
, A" 

by Feiffer's ho~es fo construet the same dilemma of Dostoevsky's 

hero in Notes From the Underground, basically employs the 

notion that man views himself in one way and society views 

man in another way and that the two have no connection. Sueh ~ 
i 

a polarity produces a discrepaney between self-expectation 

and societal expectations of the ,individual. 
, ' 

Feiffer's 

characters that represent the self-image/image theme do 50 

in a distinctIy behavioural fashion. The behavioural pattern 

of the-characters has been examined in light of Ayn Ra~d's ) 
philosophy found in The FDuntainhcad. The basic motivational 

,distinction in b~haviour i5 in the varying degrees of the necd ' 

" 

/ 

• 

1 

--1 
1 

, 1 

r ., 
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for social approval. The characters have been classed as 

AIt r u i s t s, th 0 s-e h a vin g a h i g h ne e cl for soc i a l a p pro val . 

who must integrate thcir;behaviour according to society's 

expectations, oF. they have becn clas~ed as Egoists, those 
-------_. 

having a low need for social approval, characters deliberately 

disoheying ~orms of behaviour. A label SUClt::l a~"behavioural 

satire" is hased'on a th~ry by lV.O.S. Suther nd \'Ihich' 

5 ta tes tha t an ~\ssen ti al element in sH; ti re - s the represen.,-

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

Deciding that a v~lue contrast was represented by unique 
" , " 

be~avi6ur patterns, in contrast to a moral discrepancy, a 

conclusion was maqer that satire of this type, distinctIy 

TwenJic!h century, îs~ased on neurosis.~ 
, • r 

TAc / 

is to e-~:kl 
effect o~ both types of satirical persohal~ 

pit y, an uhusual by-product of satire. Pit~ is ~ 
felt, perhaps, because the characters of such cartoons may 

be cl ass i fied a~~es in the i-Tonic mode acc9,rdi ng :to Fr'ye .,. , 

It is interesting~o note that Frye classifies heroe~ in 

- fiction spetifi~ally outside a moral context and within a , 
,1' 

behavioural contcxt. , . 
, 

" 

" ... not, mora1ly, but, by the heroes 'poweT of 
action . ~ . if inferior in powe r or in te Il igence 
tO,ouiselves, so that wc have the sense of loQking 
down on a scene of bondage, frustration or absur-
dit y, the hero helongs to thp ironic mode. This 
is still true when the reader fee]s that he is or 
might be in the samo situation, as the situation 25 . ~r----l ~~~Cing }udged by the notms of-Ja greate,r freedom. Il 

L ~25F 34 ... rye, p. . . 

1 
". 
t 

'. 

, , 
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Both types of behavioural patterns are sitfu~ions 

in Which the readcT can realize the frustration involved in 

the ·character anf-at the ~1me time 

in the sameA~ttdicament 
< 

and always 
1<..."~ 

rccognize that he is also 

of choosing his alignment 

with image or sclf-image as his m~ti.\faL~o_njlJ __ i}ill:Bllse for 
------- , 

behaviour. When satire causes a reaction of ~ity,a special 

bond is established between of sat~re and the 

reader. This special bond identification is 

most apparent when Feiffer depicts_ the rclat~onship of man 
~ 

,,-

to,'hirnsel f. '''Fei ffer knows tha t, he i s 'VI i t ing to an audi cne e 

" A· of Georges, what is more remarkable, each (jeJ)rge as he 

watchcs ~he fable, feels the futility of a crater counter, 

26 anrd i s hal f convinced he is a Il alone on t~ moon." 

Th~heme ~f -~o] ation a1so p-vokes. pi ty. One full 

length~cartoon, George's Moon, was examined to show Feiffer's 

aHUia u}n wi th the absurd. In the rel a tionshi p of man to '" 

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

s~arch for an identity with intcgrity ~hile confined to a 

- limited environmcnt. The 
-

compensation is required. 

search ii futile and therefore' 

d \.. t .. 
~eorge cornpensate ~1 rldlculo~s 

and surreal apotheosis of himself and of space. When absurdism 

is the vehicle of ~atire, there is a strong sense that tragedy 
o l . .;, 

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

26 -
Anonymous, 

196z.P. 34. 
"Pied Feiffer," Time Magazi_~" May 26, 

r'" C\~ 

1: 

~ 1 
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absurdism, satire and tragedy ta create Feiffer's on1y tru~ 

tragic hero.. 'fhe tranSi tion from a curious and, innocent 
f __ 

character toC a h0l'st,iJe and aggressive paranoid/ is an indicà-
~ f), ~ / ~ 

tian of Feiffer' s inccs'sant n~""~to evoke somè form of psy-, , ~ 

·'cho log i ca l mal a.dj us tmen t in many of hi s char ~cte'rs . 
" 1-

" ~ The- art Df ratiDba.\izatiDn ,as a mDtff fDr. the. relation-

sh'p o~, man to himself is the mode ln which' Feiffer's rhetorical 
~ 

o 

styl of. logic and irony is examined. There is an' artifuce 
\ /' 

of logic construcfed by a character that ~uilds into an 

~f iJ~ma tion of n011- conclus ion. Th~ rhct,oroic funçtions tJ~ 
, . 
" deceive the,character, but ironically él;t the saroe time it'rfunctions t 

aiouse the reader inio'a ~roccss of id~ntiti~~tion based on 

t~. sDcial)psycholDgical a~a~eness th~:~ationalizatiDn ~s 
universal. The 'characters are left :in a' state of either 

;. 

dumbfoundedness or ~omplacency while the readèr -realizës 
, " 

the self-deception ,. __ f '.. ' 

experie~he chara~er 

" ""'-" ' 

Cp. 
of the reader. 

Relatibnship af Man ta Sçciety 

is a, parody 
, 

9ighFY,cartoons of the three hundred e~amire the 

.< 

theme of the relatiollsh:j.p of man ta society .. The relatiOJ'lsl'iip 
- . 

. of man to society 'ca~ l)e' ~~o''ken dow"n into ~"(o categ~es: 

.. 1 

ta society by d~picting a, 

emo t i ve. e~p r E! 5 si j~ ca HDDn s.' J. b 1 a n~e t 5 ta tl'men,t ca ~ tDons . .,' 

Emqt i ve e:x:p~e,~ s ion cartoons rep'resen t th~e- re l~t ion;;hiP2!0{ an 
" , , • ,~ ! 'Q , " 

humar:k emotiQIlal 'r~sponse ta the s'oci . 

" 

" " 
rr ;1 

• ... , . .. . 
/ 

. " 
LI o , 
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Unli ke relationship of man ta woman and man to himself, 

the acter'~ emotionaJ response to societY,represents 

the not the rore of thç individuval. Although 

seeming to reprcsent a personal dilemma or 

private de, th~ cartoons have been classified as 

part 0 f thc rc la t i on'shi P o( man to soc ie ty becau s e the 

character is always responding to a situation defincd by 

socieiy, never by the charact~r. The character is calied 

"citizen" as opposed ta "individual" becausc the context of 

the cartoon is structured around the society and not the 

psyche. The thcmes of the emotive express i on cartoons are 

soc)al conscience and ,apathy, both important themes in 

, Feiffcr's, plays. 

Not too distinct from the theme of image and self-

,image, social consc}ence implies that behaviour patterns-are 

justified by a sense of obligation to society. Feiffer makes 

society's demands of social conscience on its eitizens irre-
1 

coneilable with a personal sense of righteousness. Society 

is made the bèast and man beastly because he must comply. 

Then, to compound man' s ,denigra tian, socie ty stigma ti ze s map' s 

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

confessi~n in his cartoons to satirize two things: t~e notion 

\ 

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

an imroster. The theme of social conscience is very ~trong in 

Feiffer's play Gad Bless. In God, Bless, Feiffer sets up a mock 

confession between a famous politieal statesman and a priest. 
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Apathy is the opposite of social ton~cicnce. Apathy 

allows the citizen ta withdraw from the irritations bf society. 
> ' 

" < -
"When therc is apa thy, there 1 s a legi timate .. 

reason for it, and the reason is that people have 
realistically looked at the world around thern and 
they find the alternatives sa unrewardJng that 
there' s nothing bet ter ta do than turn off . . ". l 
think it's more along the lines of an emotional 
and psychic process of naturaI selection. When iv 
gets tao d9J1gerous out there, you move inside until 
you feel atone wi th yourself (pb., p. 96). Il 

To become apathetic is the choice of the individual and 

Fciffer does say that an emotional and psychic process of 

,natural selection is the impetus. But ta be apathetic is 

the means by which the individual defines himself as a 

clti~en in regards to the society that he must relate to. 

Ta find faith through apathy is supported by Feiffer 

in the above quote, but ta calI apathy fa1th is ta satirize 

the idea that those who are not apathetic are acting-out 

exerçises in futility. Feiffer incorporates the two opposing 

modes pf behaviour, apathy and social conscience in Little 

Murders. Ironically, Patty, who symbolizes social conscience 

i5 murdered. 
\ ' 

The emotive expression cartoons make statements 

about~man's emotional relationship with society: the society 

i5 parent, man is the child. The society demands that man has 

a S9cia1 conscience and sense of obligation. As citizen man 

mus t aceept soè i al cons Cl ence, 'or el se wi thdraw and ignore i t. 

1 
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, . 
l"f he accepts .i t,he nec'ds 'ta jus ti[y i t because social 

conscience obliges him ta do things he cannot understand. 

He justifies his bchaviour by pleading for social acceptance 

from ,the very structure that defines his actions. The 

society as confessor is a paradox analogous ta the .criminal 

as j ùdge. 

The blanket statement cartoons are Feiffer's most 

blatant form of satire. Always directed spe~ifically at 

societal hypocris~) these cartoons represent the relation5hip 

of the satirist, Peiffer, ta society, In the introduction' to 

the feHrer Album; \\Thon the fourth satirist says "one shou1d 

be for something. Then he can attack those thing5 that ~re 

against \\That he 1S for. 27 That's the responsi,b1e appro,ach,1J 

- 'u \ 

, . 

Fei f fer i 5 S ta tin g the ne e d for a po in t 0 f vie ''lof the s a tir i s t 

and for a dedicated commitrnent by 'the satirist to expose 

the social maUgnancÇs that run contrary to the ~atirist's 
sense of what is right. 

It is from blanket statement cartoo~ the readel> 

gcts the greates t sense that Feiffer is spca'king personally 

and artistically,while always seriously. In aIl the other 

relationships depicted by Feiffer in his ç~toons, therù is 

always a sense of rai1e\y or jest that a110W5 the reader the 

option of denying the authe'nticity intended by Feiffer.' These 

27FciffcT, Album, p. 3. 

1J 
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,ca}' toons are apprec i a ted fj r st bec aus c t hey arc funny anù 

then because they strike a personal, but senli~uncomfortable 

note of truth. Fciffer is casting mild aspersions on the 

reader and the rcadcr rcsponds wi th a self-conscious nod of 

approval based on familiari ty. The reader responds to the 

car t 0 0 u b y s a y .i n g, "lOOK, th i sis wh a t 1 am", no t b Y say i n g , 

" 1 0'0 k, th i 5 i s wh a t Fei f fer th ln k 5 0 f m C''' • Til e c x a c top P 0 5 i te 
v"", 

response i 5 .t..c-5cper ienc ed when a bl anket s ta temen t car toon 
, 

is read.' The attacks against society arc Feiffer's attitudes 

about society projected at the reader in such a way that 

the rcader responds by saying, "thi5 i5 what Feiffer thinks". 

Proj eetIng the a t ti tude towa rds the rcader is achieved mûst 

often by p05ing a single character in a monologue 1 ike 50 

many of the cartaon-s that represent man with himself. But! 

unlike the cartoons that represent man wi th himself, where ~ 

charac ter expose s. his neuros i s, inadea:,uac ies and pers onal 
.: 

fears as though he were in a closet and the audience was a 

voyeur, the blanket statement sin'gle character is not lamenting 

to himself; he is speaking ta the silent audience, the reader. 

These are the cartoons that most resemble essays, the rnost 

viable .foTm of communicatio)1 today according to Feiffer. 

"1he most interesting form toùay is probably 
the essay. It '5 what Godard puts on film, and 
i t t 5 in many ways \Vh,at l try to do in the cartoon . 
it's what interests me in the theatre."Z8 

28John Lahr, Transatlantic Revit>w, p. 40. 
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'fhe importance of the bl~yket statemcnt cartoons 

cannot be ovcr$'tresseù. An examinntion of Feiffer's plays 

rcvcals a.strong critical anti-American attitude, the source 

ôof which can he found in the cartoons." In fact, the noble 
Q t# 

indIgnation oEten spokcn of as th~ valuablc ingredient of 
-1.-

d satjrist's art is most recognizable in theso cartoons~ 

In the cartoons the satire is of the most obvious type; a' 

common undcrstanding of satire as the form of art that 

ridIcules ~omething by representing lt in som~~absurd, 

fantastic or grot~SCfUe way so as to misrepresent i t in the 

actual sense, but by rcprcsclIting lt in the ironie sense, is 

the basis with which the cartoons are examined. The satire 
.' 

of the hlanket statement cartoon, t~~n, is not based"on any 

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 sorne way makes a direct statement about American , ~ 

society. It is interesting to note that only in the blanket" 
1 

staternent cartoons can the assumption be made that America 

1S the target of the satire. In aIl, the other cartoons, peoQl e 
, -

a~e the abject of'satire. The people can be anyonc and the 

fact that Feiffcr's cartoon anthologies have been t~anslaFed 
, 

into German, Italian, Dutch, French and Japanesc is an indica-

tion that the' characters arC' universal. Up until now no 

attempt has bcen made to reprcsent the satire ~s a reflection 

o 
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of spccific~lIy American values but, an examination of the 

blanket statement cartoons ailows for no other possible 

emphasis except on the American political structure. This 

is espccially important in maklng the transition from the 
1 

cartoons to the plays because the play~ are very definitely 

statemcnts about America, anti-America. The themcs of thn 
\ ~ ~ 

blankct statement çartoons are 'repeated not only in the 

plnys but àlso in interviews Feiff;er hàs given. There is 

at times no ~lstinction among the attitudes actually stated 

by Fei ffcr, thc cartoons and the plays. This makes the 

blankct statemcnt cartoons an extension of Feiffer's personal 

social commcntary. The thcmcs of the blanket statement 

cartoons arc 50 numerous that an appendix has been included 

w~lves :brief descriptions trying ta capture the content 

of each of the blanket statements. The cart'oons inciuded in 

the text have becn included beçause Feiffcr has either made 

public comment o~ the subject or included the subjèct 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 tremendaus implication 

in 'F e i f f cr' s art. It is only thè subJect of one cartoon, but 

an innumerablc amount of lip service is paid to Kennedy ~n 

Fciffer's interviews. Lit t 1 e Mu T der 5 i 5 a cl i Tee t T ~ 5 U 1 t 0 f 

the change in American life due to the 

to Feiffer. In the cartoon there is a 

a~~assination,according 

po i~~nt reali zatian 
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about the tnfluence· Kennedy had on the American nation: 

"he transfof''med a dormant sleeping ap,athy into a ~ri tical 

and active nationalism. The cartoon, hO\\1éVer, 'stops short 

of Fciffer's full understanding of the Kennedy assassination . 

" . . Beginning with John Kennedy's assassination l have 

dbveloped the view of ~ociety that's written into Little 
~ 

Murders. His assass ination highl ighted for me, the age 

of gratuitous violence we'd come into (pb., p. 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 disp1ay of this gratuitous violenc~ Feiffer 

speaks 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 1 5 cartoons. In the cartoons there 

is an attempt to win the Cold War through economic me~s 

QI', in another absurd context, ta use the threa t of the bomb-

and the arms race to arouse economic actjvity. Hypocritical 

methods suggest the government is a con artist. a 

Whell Feiffer calls the Cold War a "Church" in the Playboy , 

interview,he implies that there are preiepts,of permanency about 

the Cold war,~ like religious precepts of faith, that maintain 

the Cold War as a conviction in the American way of life . 

./ 
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"Wh~\ t,the tl)eologian5 (a smail band of 
governm('l1t officiaIs) pray for i5 a permanent 
state of stabilized hostility. That means 
you can enjoy the financial benefits of trade 

,whilç a150 enjoying the spiritual ând financial 
benefits of an ar,m5 race (pb., p. 88)." 

The Cold War and the arIDS race 'çân be s?na5 ~part of th: 
i ", 
gratuitous violence t~at shapes'Feiffe~s political p~int 

-
of view. There i5 an ironic paraI leI between Feiffer's 

satirè at times and gratuitous violence. When Feiffer 

satirizes the duplicity of the American people, he~ 

working on the notion that gratuitous violence is essentially 

unnoticed in American society, which means he caR g.et 

away wi th i t. "In a more organi ze'd society Feiffer WQuld 
• 

be prosecllted ,,29 In God B1es5 and The White House 

Murder C~se the posture of the government tri~s to conceal 

'violenèe or hypocrisy as the cartoons do by their 5ubtlety 

and rel~tive calmness. 

Jhe corruption of the American government is an . 

overwhelming theme in Feiffer.. 

the Ameijcan condition through 

Severa! cartoons imply that 
\ 

evolution ~d values is one 

f L. / o corruptIon. _~ 

Feiffer's I~UY theorYÎ 
'\ that American- Democra 

a theory which implies 

i5 a~' elitist clique of twelve 

important men who rnake Il the doctrines that govern America 

--------------------------+----~--------------------~----------------

29CIive Barne:zs Revision of Li ttle Murders Revival, 
New York Times, Januar 6, 1969, p. 38, ColumJ 1. 

~ 

([ 
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• is perhaps the 'rnost innocuous way Feiffer tan insinuate 

tha t the Amerj can governmen t engages in corruption. In 

The White Housc" Murder Case, Feiffcr goes 50 far as to 

ShO~ the Preside~t and fiS ministers devising a plan tQ 

conceal the truth about milit~ry mistakcs and the murder 

'of"the President\s wife, a ~ery prophecy of Watergate. 

The disgust Fciff~r as for the Army cannat be 

overstated. In fact his ~oiemPt for the impersonal , 

brutality of military life pr duced his first satire, 

which was. about a four year- Id boy who is drafted into 

Munro, 

the Army by mistake. Munro was made into an animated cartoon 

by Rembrandt films in 1965. It wall the O'scar ,for the b'est 

short subj~~on. That the' Army was intolerable was 

made very clear by Feiffer: 

"1 found rnyself, during basic training, shocked 
in a more profound way than 1 had ever been, at 
the brutality and irnpersonality that's built into 
the system . _ ~ It was the first time in my life 
1 had been exposed ta pure naKèd fascism. . . the 
raIe playing in 'the A~myowas one of Hitler. That's 
who they aIl wanted ta be when they grew up. So 
while 1 felt totally mis~rab1e, 1 felt more justi-

, fied and more in the right than 1 have ever fel t 
before. It was a period when 1 could really allow 
myself the luxury of hate--pure and blissfu1 hate. 
It helped me gr'Ow (pb., p. 206)." 

In an article in Life Magazine. in September 1965 

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

" The Whlte House Murder Case the Army as the subject of attack 
• 

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

1. 
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'\ 

'(but never~heless) an authJntiC 

satirical revenge.' ,) 

target for Feiffer's personal 

, 1 

The blanket statement cartoons are the clearest 

lead into the substance of the satire i~ the plays. The 
, 

basic move from an emational (including sexual) satire to . 
a political satire is the main distinction between the 

, 1 i 

1 

cartoons and the plays. Except for Little Murders the 
• 

.J 

~ 
plays tend ta avoid emotional relationships, concentrating 

instead on distinctly anti-American content. 

" " 

'r-----~ 

• > 
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CHAPTER II 

1"-

THE PLAYS 

Ar. anpcdote about Feiffer's conflicting ~alents as 

cartoonist and as playwright appears in every. interview with 

Feiffer: r~ 
"Wha t l find mos t arrrus ing about the ch'arge 

that my plays are really cartoons, is that fof 
the first si~ seven years of doing cartoons, 
people used to t~-ll me these weren' t cartoons' at 
aIl. To be recognize~ as a cartoonist l had to 
start writing p~ays." 

Unfortunately, the reputation of cartoonist stigmatized 

Fejffer's dramatic 'material from the start. Critics were 

excruciatlngly ruthless with Little Murders, his fir9{ 

attempt at a full length play and a Broa~ay production. 

There are two sides to the story however; cri tics adequately 

pjnpointed structural defects in thematic construction 

and character development, and rightly attribut~d the flaw 

to ~he cartoonist's pen, but at the same time they were 

sub je tive ly responding to the open and a,ggress ive attack ~ 

Feiffe leveled overtly on Broadway stage convention ~d 

covertly n American (speclfically New York) decay of hum an 

1 JOhl Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 38. 

/ 

\ 
\ 

\ .\ 
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".decC'llcy. "The Bos toii cr i tics who didn' t unders tand i t 

r~ understood it ~etter than the New York ciitics who totally 

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 ta an absolutely firm qnd outraged one 

in the plays. The tffemes in the cartoon anthologies, 

although they continue to concern Feiffer (this is readily 

discernible from interviews and letters), are no longer the 

substanLe of the artlstic material. The contrast is indis-

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

of the shift by examining aIl the anthQlogies. By 1965 

and 1966 Feiffer was more adamant and abundant in his use 

of anti-American cartoons. "Feiffer on Civil Rights," his 

19..66 anthology, is the key touchstone. After "Fei ffer on 
• 

Civil Rights" there are no more anthologies. ' b1::I t there is 

a play each year.from 1967 ta 1970. 

The movement from Sprtoon to drama is significant 

-. 

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

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

2Jules Feiffer, Little Murders (London: ~onathan 
Cape 1970), p. 101. Quotations from Little Murders will 
be indicated by (L.M., p. .). 

o 
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cartoon wa5 becoming 50 Wid~ccePted that 
1 figured 1 must be getting misunderstood, 50 

1 decided to move into forms in which ~ could 
be better understood (pb., p. 82)." 

Amiable 'acceptal'lce was disarming the power of social 

cri tic i sm in the car t 0 0 n s .' Th i s wa 5 par t i al] Y d II e t 0 

Feiffer's own transformation from cartoons centcred on personat 

relationships one week and the war in VietNam the next 

week in the Village Voice, the New York newspaper that 

carried his weekly cartoon (which was syndicated in,56 

newspapers 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 1 

went into theatre was that 1 felt the cartoon didn't give 

me enough room.,,3 An angry cartoon is easily forgotten; 

an angry pl~y is ~-onJ::I"oversial. "The cartoon-reading 

audience is passive and after the tact, the theatre audi~nce 

is active, aIl too present and collaboratively inclined to 
1 

interrupt. Another kind of hearing is invol ved," Wal ter', 

~err said in the New York Tim~s review of Little Murders 

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

so aptly distinguished between the cartoon and theatre 

audience is based on a primary distinction between the 
) 

3 John Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 36. 
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cartoon form aîld the drama tic form. The cartoon is a 
, - - t" 

static experience, while dra~a is kinetic. Inasmuch as 

the static nature of Feiffer's cartoons contain dramatic 

qua1i~y, this is recognizab1e in the fluidity and ~ialogue-

likeness' of t-he wording. The cartoons contain the cornple-
1 ~ 

teness of dramatic episode, beginning, middle, end, but 

finally, they succumb ta a momentary fragment of experience, 

thus, the static quality in regtrd to duration. This is 

not a defect or fJaw of the cartoon but is rather a 

distinguishing characteristic. of cartoons. The rapport 
1 • 

Feiffer was able to create,with h~s reading audience was 
, 

instantaneous, but nevertheless fleeting, while drarna has 

what Susanne Lang~r caiis "form in Suspense" because it 

mayes toward the future while one experiences it. Another 

distinguishing theory Langer .puts forth is the notion of 

literary experiences as the "mode of Memory" as opposed to 

the theatrical experience as 'th,~ ',rnode of De~tiny':. 4 A ... . . 
cartoon does not necessarily conform to the notion of a 

1 i terary experience, but certil~·ly the prospect of ei t;her 
\ . 

summoning memory or the e'xpectation 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 un'der 

4Susanne Langer, Feeling and Form (New York: Charles 
Scribners, 1953), p. 306\- 350. 

, . 
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special circumstances. The 

audience makes with the 

drama there is dec~ed1y a reaching ou 

~ 

er's cartoon 

In 

audience , 

and an invitation ta pursue, for more than a mocient, the 

artist's perception and projection of the worYd and its 

fate. In Feiffer's cartoons the a~dience receives a momen-

tary perception, more often of the self, nat the wor1d. 

When Feiffer said he felt he was becQming misunderstood 

becausc he was 50 readily accepted he sensed, more than 

1ikcly, that the audience was absorbing his social satire 
\ 

in the same manner they absorbed his persona! satire .. When 
, , 

he started to satirize government,the audience, so accustomed 

to seeing their persan!} lives satirized, still saw themselves 

in these poli tical cartoon's. Far Feiffer the theatre could 

do more than satirize those "pet peeves" of the "little 

man" that he, as a cartoonist-satidst, wanted to bambard." 

"When 1 go to the theatre 1 like ta be forced 
to think, ta be taken out of the po~ition l'm in 
and be moved, if ,need b~, invaluntaDily. ,This 
threatens me, yet if 1 follow through will lead 5 
to new perceptions ,and possibly even new truths." 

Feiffer's cartoans d~ just the ~pposite by reaffirming ~he 

position the audience is in by capturing a &amiliar moment 

most often automated by memory. Feiffer wanted to take 

the audience's reaction ln the theatre much further than 

5 John Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 45. 

, . 
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. 
,the personalized emotional mes~age of the cartoonS. He 

ft 

'wanted social ~.eha-nge: 

" \ 

-, 

j "There' s a hope in my plays . . . by showing 
certa 1. n things, you can ins t i tu te i ns igh'ts \~hich 

Ulater can Iead to action if you' re arg'uin,g 
or befudd1cd or an~ry in the theatre, it will go 
out~ide wIth you." 

oP 

While many" 'Of 'the cartoons over the years wel:e 

satirizing social institutions they were not satisfjing 
" Feiffer's personal integrity of the sa~iri~t's social 

\ 

.comm·i tmen t: 

"Fricnds warned that while l was skilled 
at my usual profession of writing'one anti­
American cartoowa week, if r ventured into 
the field of ànt'i-American plays, l 'd be in 

"danger of spreading myself thin. My reply . 
was that l'd be hardly an artist and less than 
a~man if 1 didn't say, in whatever form neces­
sary, what 1 fel t had to be said .1,7 

J ' 

é 
Practieally s~eaking, Feiffer's-friends were 

, ".; 
warning . 

him not to 'dive off ,the deep end' wi th hlS adamancy and, ( 

defill-Ï.tely, they were impliLiTly-warning hüri not to jeopar-
~ 

dize the success of his career as a çartoonist. l t was J 

1 
li) 

however, 
{ 

precisely this success. as a cartoonist , that gave 

t fei~fer the courage to explore othe~ forms: 
c 

1 

"1 'm not the least ambivalent abOlit it. 
Succe5S i5 good and fai~ure isn r t . . . you 

b spend sPo much time and energy at the business 

AuthQr~, 

6 Ibid .,p.4l. 
7 > a 

J. mthridge, 
p. i 13. 

1. B. Kopala, C. Ri.ky:" \ Contemporary -\, 

" 

1 
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of making it that th~re's very little time or 
energy left to pay attention to the craft 
i tself. Finally, wi th the questiqn of success 
taken care of, you can start paying attention 
to being an~Jytist, and it's a hel) of a lot 
more interes ing~ ,because unti! you' re sceure 
enough, an~ l don't mcan financially, to be 
wil!ing to isk failure, the hunger to make it 
keeps getting in the way (pb., p. 206)." j, 

/ 

,,_The cartoon antholog'y years (1959:1966') certainly 

paved the way for Peiffer to explore other forms: Writing 

plays was the next step anq a predietab1e one at that. 

FQr several years Feiffer had been lecturing at college 

eampus~s ~gainst the war in VietNam; he spoke at the 
of Democratie National Convention in Chicago in 1968; he was 

1eading peaee rallies in New York. AlI of these aetivities 

are inhercntly theatrical aeC'ording to Robert Brustein 

in his book Revolution as Theatre. Langer's theoretléal 

"mode of Destiny" is made viable in sueh hig)l1y charged' 

experiences where destiny is shaping itself literally. The 

re ... crea tion of th is form of aet i vi ty in art is best. done 
, 1 

on the stage. Feiffer's move into playwrighting then, is 

as biographieal a~ those cartoons that ref!ected the dis­

heartening themes between men and woriren. Now ("grownup"), 

Feiffer was a politieal activist, a dove, a ~~gene McGovern 

man. A political energy was imposed on his plays in the 

same way the cartoo.ns 'embraee{~he notion of unresolved 
/~~ • ? 

personal dilemma. That is, \d th an unprécedented honesty'. 
, ' 

" " 

Id) 

, ' 
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The effect of such honesty, t~e plays with a some-
/ 

what more controversial suhject matter, was met with critical 

scrutiny. The major emphasis of,the critlc's attacks was 

on Feiffer's poorly developed notions of the continuity 

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

@' 

as an ~pi thct. 'Feiffer' s breach wi th 'drama tic form was 

isolatcd as a major flaw. The cri tics could not label his 

-work J\bsurd because i t fell t~closely u~der the disguise 

of living T'Oom comedy,. but then dared to cleny this form . ., 
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 
, v 

. 
received by the ~qri·tics as representative of Broadway 

etiquette. Critics unanimously disclai~ed Peiffer's attempt 
-

at characterization, labelling hts cha~acters caricatures, 
'" 

in the same manner of hi~.cartoons. Feiffer claims it is 

impossible toomake such a mistake: 

, "They' re my people but the forms are very 
very different. In one case l'm dealing w+th 
stereotyping and in the other l 'm trying fo,r, 
people ... because of the,time that one is 
al10wed 'in the theatre - l'etch them"more deeply; 
in terms of detail, relationsh}ps, in expressing 8 
idea. They can't really be. slmilar approaches." 

however, the critics were correct and the 

stateme in' the introduction, that Fciffer was writing cartoon 

Lahr, Transatlanti~~vie~, p. 36 . 
• 
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plays, proves itself by accepting this parti~ular unanimous 

criticism of Feiffcr's plays. The critics charged Feiffcr, 

v with ~onologuint his charact~rs into confrontation. 

Basically non-theatrical, this was an artistic problem 

that had i ts roots0 in the cartoon,s which wère word-ladcn. 
< 

l n 5 um , Fei f fer' s rel a t ive ] a c k 0 f suc ces sin 
\ 

American Broadway theatre had two reasons: first, the 

shift in content from the cartoon anthologles which werc 

primarily Freudian to· an open subversiveness in the plays 

which was primarily anti-American. Second, the do~nance 
of Feiffer's skill as a cartoonist ultimately impcded his 

talent for creating a multi-dimensional dramatic character. 

Li ttle ~urdc~J God Bless :nd The Whi te Bouse 

Murder Ca~ are, to ~e, Feiffer's three major plays. 

Their case histories make ~ fascinating study of the transi­

tïon in and representation of Feiffer' s ideology al1d >form. 

Li tUe Murders 

ù 

The foreword to Little Murders reads: "Two four 

six eight who do we assassinate?," (New York Children's 

street chanat, circa ,1964.) Feiffer ~aboTately conceived 

an explanation of the political implic tion; of Little 

Murders which he caUed a poli ti'cal a legory of the Cold 

Wa,r and VietNam. ,Conceived as a "post assassination" play, 

.. 

.J 

, 
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,according to Fe i ffer, 0 t1}e _M~rder~ bears the sen t iIDent 

of gratuitous Violence that ~as highlighted by the Kennedy 

assassination in 196'. 

"The play is a post assassination play aIl 
of this .the her'itage of the Cold War that has taught 
us that power not only corrupt$, it a1so disab1es, 
and that one American 15 no longer worth ten of 
the enemy (the previously accepted ratio), but 
rather that in guerilla, war eight Americans are 

'worth one Viet Congo A trying time. flg 
1 

., 
In Li.ttle Murders the gu-erilla war-ground is the streets of 

New York and the Viet Cong and the Amerieans are indistin-

guishable in that everyone is potentially everyone else'5 1 

enemy. That violence is rampant and that life i5 reduced 

to self-pre'servation is a bold and terrifying sub-text to 
=' 

a play that i5 ostcn5ibly about ~iddle cla5s love and 

marri age. 
\ 

\ 
Patsy Newquist brings Alfred home to meet her fà\il~ 

and xe announce their engagement. Alfred is a professionkl 

photog~er' and the fami1y is representative o~ a Jewish \ 

household which automates stereotypieal characterizations \ 
of a domineering mothe~~ a useless ~ but alway~ trying 

9Jules Feiffer, Little Murders, letter to Chris 
Morahan, p. 104. Compare the statement Feiffer makes to 
Chris Morahan in his 1etter and the statement Braekman 
makes in God B1ess, Feiffer's next ~lay bne year 1ater. 
"In to this des ire for power, you' re bound ta be disappoi 
It doesn't: even.corrupt anymore, it disables (p. 39)." 
This is a sample of how closely interwoven Feiffer's life 
i5 with his art. This was made readily obvious in the 
cartoons and i~ Feconfirmed in the plays. Except now 
Feiffer is talking po1ities instead of defects. 

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

age son wasting his parent's money on graduate education 

.which gives him the unusual taste for reading paperback 

novels in the bathroom. AlI the trappings of Broadway 

comedy and Philistinian delight arc destroyed when a 

sniper'.s bullet kills Patsy immediately after s}~e and 

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

to be shot dawn-and the aftermath is in th~ spirit of 
lJl 

revenge when Alfred 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 spiri t of the' "frontier fai th". 

" ... 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 fai th. It doesn't mean the 'worid is 
ending; it means these particular people, while 
having gone Mad, have gone mad in a very traditio­
nal, very ~erican way. By their lights, they're 
protecting theit home. They're taking action 
after rernaining passive for too long. They're 
Tom Destry strapping' on his guns to the cheers 
of th~ audience. They're doing what they see as 
right, and with exactIy the self-justification 
as any B-S2 pilot dropping blockbusters over 
VietNam. If the ~nding 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? AlI l was trying to do was 
show what we've becorne by putting together ohe 
sensibility with another--random murder out 
of windows with the sort of random murder we're 
playing around wi th in Southeast Asia (pb., p. 94)." 

) Such a huge conceptual inter'pretation does nat apply ta 
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the' actual experience of Little Murders~ and the critics' 

immediate response was far from the vast intercontinental 
---

interpretation Feiffer had. Certainly, this was not 

Broadway material. 

Robert Brusteinr~ the dire'ctor 'of the Yale School 

of Drama in 1966, advisedFeiffer not to produce his play 

on Broadway. Little Nurders preview~d at Yale, but when 

the theatre school dlscovered that Feiffer was using Yale 

as a pre-Broadway stint, the school become indignant. 

Brustein was trying ta re-establish the reputation of Yale 

as experimental and avant-garde;lO Little ~urders was ~ 

Brustein's first choice and Feiffer was considerably blind 
\ 

not to rea1ize the nature of the material he had on his 

" hand~. I~ was subversive and completely unconventional. 

lOBrustein 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
wùrthy people whom he wanted to hire from Europe and inter~s­
tingly enough one of the reasons o'f this reluctance is 
attributed to what Feiffer caiis gratuitous violence: "My 
first responsibility at Yale was hiring new people ... Iran 
into troub~ getting people l wanted from Engla,nd. Although 
they were attracted to the~~dea of a.repertory company • 
connected,with a school the y were reluctant to pick up and 

'leave . . . ~fter aIl we are engaged in a war of which they 
disapprove; we are still trying to recover from an a~sassi­
nation wffich along with aIl 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. ' 

". 
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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 did not 

adequately prepare his audience for thi shift between acts 

One- and Two, from before to after P~~y----'-_s _dea~from the 

ideal, but ~ooky family, to the cynically violent wor1d. 

Although there were allusions "to the type of society Nfey---

"Were 1 i ving in, the audience confused these for purcly 
~ 

comical insinuations. Alfred's profes~ional career went 
. . 

from photographing models 1:'0 objec'ts to "shit". ,This \Vas' . , 

br6ught up at the family dinner table but not much more was '. , 
made of i t than the use of language that was, and was not, 

per,mitted in the Newquist home at the dinner table. Wa1ter 

Kerr in the New York Times (June 4, 1967) ma~e the connection 

between Alfred's career and the quality of New York life . . , 

but at the same tim~ found the style of acting incompatible 

with the breath of the image: 
-

"Naturaiistically speaking, no one does thri ve 
on selling the more glamorous magazines carefully 
backlighted studies of excrement. Formally speaking) 
imàgistically speaking, the notion is valid and . 
invites us aIl ta supply our own overtones. Rut a 
formaI conceit, an image that overleaps theoboundaries 
of the literaI needs a formalized stage shape, 
formaI i ze'd scenery~ formali zed behavior on the '\ 
part of the actors to go with it. We must know L 
what kind of world we have invaded ... Feiffer's 
director, actors, scene designer hadn't created -
an aIl 'of a piece Iand~cape in wh'ich cocktai 15 
and sudden death could,companionably share the 
same sofa." 



- 125 -

Anothe,r of the su rrea 1 quaI i t ies of Ameri can 1 i fe ,1 
covered up through _comic allusiop is Alfre'd' s bad fortune 

\. 

1 

of attratting muggers. He stands perfectIy ~till humming 

to himself whi1e he is mugged, daily. 

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

Alfred: l don'~ want to. 
Carol: Jesus Christ you're not a pacifist. 

, Pa tsy (warning): Daddy. 
, 

Alfred (slowly shakes' his head): An apathist. l 
wa!1! tQ __ sLQ __ w:hat_L-lYanL_io-rl.o, not ~----~ 
want me to do. (L.M., p. 23.) " 

The charged quality of wit makes jokes more i~portant 

than the meaningful content.~ &~ ,0 

"The single insight l hav; brought out of two 
months of production is tha if the actors play 
the jokes (as they were t07' inclined to do here) 
and hot the family re1atipnships with aIl thcir 
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. "Il 

Feiffer's insight of interpretation is shortsighted. 

It is not the unde~lying tensiorl of family relationships 
\ 

that makes such a difference between Act One ahd Act Two. 
, 

The characters have been too carefully stereotyped to dig , 

for the "tensi:-on of relationships". There are 'Oedipal 
1 

currents between mother and son, and father an~ daughter, 
1 

opeB ho~;i!ity between husband and wife and inc~stuous 
l' 

intimations between brother and sister, but this is exactly 

, Il 
Jules Feiffer, Letter to Chris Moraha~i p. 108. 

/ 

1 
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, 
\ 

what the audience xpects; it is obvious, not underlying. 

Mart1n Esslin in _T_h_e~r-__ _ Times (July 10, I9p7) said: 

"Little Murders is what strikes me as essen­
tially a three dimensional Feiff'er strip cartoon. 
The chara~ters are the traditional Feiffer types: 
the weak husband, the apathetic inte11ectua1, the 
mannish girl, the fairy." 

These stereotypes ring famiua--:F from the ~-an{l~s:+uH1mfTfmfttO'Hl'j-l---­.. 
criticism as a result. Clive Barnes in The New York Times 

J----------~--i.J-anuaTy S, 1969) sald "Mr. Felffer shows his imma:tur.tty by 

a wayward self-indulgence, a love "of the pro1onged sound 

/ 
1 

of his own ]okes and a certain fai1ure to balance form with 

content." 

The difference between Act One and ,Act Two was a 
.. 

matter of balancing form with content. Feiffe~ had potentiaJ­

ly a perfect piece of ab~urd drama, but the superimposition 

" of 7~dw.Ç-type naturalistic staging "obscured th~ pro~uction. 
J~n Simon in The Hudson Review (Summer 1967, p. 302) said: 

"'/ '~Feiffer elected to wrfte in a style midway , 
between absurdist farc~ and social satire. It may 

/ be that there was too much farce in the first act, 
// 50 that the shift, in the second ,was too sudden. 
~ It is certain that Feiffer is best at comic set 

pieces that sometimes fall fIat and usually run 
1. on too long, and that the play tended to break 

into a series of ~ignettes without a continuous 
line of plot, or character development. Li ttle 
Murders was a thoroughly uneven playr." 

" The 'stereotypes in Feiffer's cartoons are appreciate4~ 
J 

for their predictability. But the stereotype of the stage 

characters, seemingly predictable, but then no ~dnger 

, 
;, 

r 

l' 

, i 
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predictable ate foiled by their apparent predictability 

at the outset. Had Feiffer stylize~ the production in a 

more absurd context from the start so as not to mislead 

, 

his audience,he could have exploi ted his use of stereotypes. 

In a letter to Christopher Morahan, the~_ire<: . .-':t~o~r-_--_-_ 
----------

of the Royal Shakespeare Company, .Ill 1 es Fe iffer, \'JFote: 

"Absolutely right on the style being natura~ . 
listic wi th the mutualfy understood reservation _______________ _ 

~------ ---, that, -û1ice---havirrgrounatne-re-éiTi-ty Intheir--- ~ 
c' characters, the actors will be hilarious." 

Feiffer adds a critical footnote to this letter which appears 

in the printed edition of Lit~le 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 ha$ convinced me of nothing other 
than that the author, while always correct in 
his inten~ion, is sometimes mistaken about the 
means to fulfill them." ' 

o 

One-of the flaws in Little Murders is, in fact, 

the intentions of the author. One can easily see the' elabo­
\ 

ratelY,worke9 out political interpretations by Feiffer 

are inconsistent with the content of the play. L.ittle 

Murders is perhaps the bridge from the stereotypical emotion-

alism of the cartoons to the unique political burlesque of 
~ 

his next two plays. UnfortunateL.-y, the' shift is impossible -- / 
<,,.-<' 

to do between acts in a single play. 

When Feiffer insists on arguing the importance of 

r the family relationships, he is forgetting about three 
~. 

1 
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• 1 

significant roles in the play that make complete intrusions, 

not only in continuity, but in relevance to the family 1 

structure which Feiffcr is insisting is ultimately very 
" 

important. On béhalf of Patsy's father, an oid friend of 

the fami ly , s, a judge, is invi ted to the house to speak .. ,~---o-----

to Patsy and Alfred ahout their not wanting God mentiorre-cr---------

in the marriage ceremony. He gives a long-windcd speech 

on th~. importance of God -i1I Amerlc'a-,'s-tarring-From-liis-- --~--

family's immigration to the Land of the Free, embracing 

the years of his family's hardship and finally blessing 

his mothcr's retirement in Miami Beach. The judge amounts 

to a standup comedian ~onologuing 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 is a 'walk-on' with a fabu.,lous retinue 

of jokes about the "existential a1l-rightness tl of everything: 

~sturbation, divorce, homosexuality. Finally, there is c 

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 aIl over Am~rica to 

disrupt law and order. \ 

The saddest part of Li ttle Murders i5 that these three 

characters deliver the best jokes in the mast absurd context, 

wi th th~ mos t meaning, whi le the family deli vers ,mediocre 

---- ---
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jokes defined by their stereotype~ in a typical family 

dilemma. 

) Three separate speeches in a play that reveal the 

strongest sense of the play is a separation of form~m 

\ 

~ontent. The significance of a single character in a 
~_______________ 1 

cartoon is not the same in a play; but, Feiffer's most 

mean ing ful cartoons are us !lal ry __ -.9ues_that_ nav.e ___ as ingle 
---- ----- ---

cnaracter addressing the reading audience. The judge, the . 
priest and the lieutenant are tantarnount ta a single character 

<. 

in a cartopn strip, but in the plays Feiffer lost sorne of 

the kinaesthetic ~xperience of theatre when he wrote 

a long part to be delivered in a cornic-serrnonesque style , 
in the middle of a play. 

"Characters can stand on ~tage anq argue 
from various fixed points, none of which is abso­
lutely right., By ,lis tening, and you' re forced 
ta listen if the argument is interesting enough-­
we can get something out of it f2r ourselves . 
the action is in the language." 

Richard Gilman in Newsweek Magazine (May 8, 1967) 
"-

found that "points of view" was precisely the problern wi th 

Li t tle Murdérs: 

" ... The pla1~ disintegrates rapidly into 
a dozen warring motifs . . . and a nearly abso­
lute inability on Feiffer's part to get his main 
points across. Th'at they are "points" is in a 
sense just ''lhat is wrong; in Albee at his early 
best in fonesco and Pinter, aIl of whom are clear1y 
Feiffer's exemp1ars, the points of view are 

12}ohn Lahr, Transatlantic Review, p. 42. 



130 -

inseparab1e from the dramati~ structure and 
its details." 

Feiffer's specifie design to jQIt the audience is partly , 
\ 
\ 

respon5ible for the break of form with ~ontent: 

"Wha t l was trying to do in Li t t 1 e Murders 
was take familiar devices and s~t them 100se 

-- --in -t-Re- AmerÎ-€-fr---{7f-Vie-t-.!.-Nam-. -Set- them luose 
in a country that's been living for a long 
time in a Cold War morality. lt's fascinating 
because what you' re dealing wi th, is the 
a~dience. You're showing them something they 
know and they're familiar with and-immediArelY--­
relaxed with~ and then showing them how it 
really is .",'1.:> .. 

Feiffer, in aIl 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 i5 as horrifie as any devic~ of the Theatre of Cruelty. 

The vision of American society in the bloodstream of absurdism 

is meaningful but was never directIy created in the context 
~ 

of the production. The mQnologue-quality is in the tradition 

of the cartoons or a stand-up cpmedy noutine. In short, 

Feiffer's changing form and ideology is caught in Little 

Murders. 

That Little Murders ~hould close after seven ~erfor­

mances Ori-Broadway b~t tlien be 5elected the best foreign 

play of the ye~r in London where it opened only one month 
,1 

after closing in New York, is, besides being amazing, a statement 

-------------------------------------------------------~_1~~----

l3John Lahr, Inte~~iew, p. 43. 

-' 

'" 

" 
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about sa tire and its effec t on'\ the aud i ence . Little 
') 

Murders worked" in London. as a SwiftianJ'Satirc aya closed 

in New York bccau5e i t \Vas a modern sa tire. ~n London the 
/ 

d' 
"Beholder" \Vas not confronted w,i th his ewn image. 

Jls~l_i~ iu ,_The New Yor-k -Times- fJ~ 18-,----1-96-7-} ,sai-d: 

" "The principal reason for the difference in 

~lartin 

reactions of the New York anp London audience of 
Lj ttle Murders is 0 that in New York the, play, 1 wi th 
lts 5uggèstion that life in that coi ty i5 becoming 

(, cver more noisy, mad anâ violent, mus __ t have been 
pret t~ dis turbing . In London i t i s pos i t ive Iy 
reassuring ... this diagnosis of the sickness 
of America through 5i<;k humor i5 bound ta please 
an Engli5h. audience ... as sMire 15 50 total1y 
enjoyable when it i5 50 clearly directed against 
vices of which one knows oneself ta be totall}' 
free. !' -- , 

But if th~ satire of Feiffer '5 cartoons are 50 whOlly 
':> 

appreciàble because they expose man t,? himself,,J and th,is 

has been labelled the touchs~one of the modern response te 
l ' 

1 a 

satire, how can the rejection of Little Murders On-Broadway 

be accounted for? Tite answer is pri~~rilY a matter ?f 

distinguishing the sensibillties o~ different audiences. 

It 'also raises ,the\isspe' of private or public confrontation 

between If the a~r~c ma te ial and the audience. 

The London \Vas received more graciously 

beca!-ls e 0 Es s l,in, "the audience a t the Rpyal 

\ 

1 

home, the Aldwych, have beén condit~ 

by seven years of experiencc to demand more 'from a pl\ay 

,than merely entertainment. Hcnce, the serio~ls or distoÙrbing 

l~ 
J 

/ 
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plays have a'better chance of surviving here than on 

Broadway. " The same can be said of Broadway and (Hf-

Broadway in New York. The Off-Broadway audience is more 
./ 

prone to accept open confrontation than the Broadway 

audience. Two years later in 1969, Little M~rders was 
r 

revived off-Broadw<l:Y and had over two hundred perfôTmances. 

This successfui Off-Broadway tevival is linked to the 

le~el of defensiveness an audience brings to satiric art. 

The defensive refusaI 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 

Little Murders as an untruthful representation of the quality 

df .life in America ,but to admi t openly that life had deterio-
, 

rated was -as shameful as admittirig to sexual impotency , 

before Freudian notions of impotency made the ~ymptom a 

common one. By 1969 gratuitous violence was everywhere and 

many (admittedly not everyone and especially still, Broadway 

clientele) were willing to accept their conditidn as presented 

by Little Murders. There is a great iikelihood that had 

Little Murders originally been produced Off-Broadway, it 

w.ould ,have ,met with success. The Off -Broadway reputation 

(which was dying fast however by the late Sixties) was ' 
.1' 

noto~ious for plays that confronted the audience with a 
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~ 

vit~l, life-threatening or life-revealing expekience. 

Little Murders-w~s both, but On-Bro~dway it was an ana-

chronism to an auùience who defensively shied away from 

the mirror image of life that Peiffer was able, as a 

cartoonist, to hold up to everyone. Private affirmation 

of the cartoons became public disavowal when Peiffer dared 

denigrate man by showing him his depravity in public. 

The satire of ~elffer'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 eritieal response purely on an aesthetic , 

basis. But the rneaning of Little MurdeJs attacked New York 

on a class consciousness level a~d the public deniiration, 

the cattle-grouping, as it were, was not the mental or 
" , 

private experience of the cartoon. 

Feiffer had been caJled prophetic for seeing in 1967 

what the rest of America saw only in 1969, or \vas only 

willing ta ad~it to seeing in 1969. Gratuitous violence 

was everywhere in the later Sixties in America. Gad Bless 

in 1968 and The White House Murder Case in 1970 make this 
\ ----,.---

very clear. 

Gad Blcss 

Rx: Ha te Amer ica! See hmv fast i t frees you from analys i~s ! 14 
/ ---

Ma 
Wl 

14Julcs Feiffcr, "God jlless,-" J>l-a-rs...a-nd p~ers 
azine (London), October 1968. Quotatlons froTîlod Bless 

e ln Ica te late y a ter the. quote by -C- • ., --p.-_) . 
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The 1967 Broadway failure of Little Murders irritated 

Feiffer enough to do two things: to keep writi~g and to 

keep away from Broadway. The result was G~ Bless which 

previewed at Yale (where the cri tics were kept out) and then 

went, not unwisely, straight to London where the Royal 

Shakespeare Company performed, with pleasure, a perfectly 

nihilistic anti-American play. The unrecognizability of 

gratuitous violence in Little Murgers which needed Feiffer's 

explanations in order to surface, was made monstrously 

apparent in Gad Bless which Feiffer admitted was a political 

cartoon: "God Bless is, in a sense deliberately a politica,J. 

cartoon. So the people there are archtypical figures."IS 

Tne archtypes'are distinctly American however. 

William Bratkman, aged one hundred ~nd ten, is a statesman 

" and trusted confidant of every president from Cleveland to 

Kennedy. He is a pragmatic liberal who, over the years, 

adopted a policy of flexibili ty so'"as to maintain "effective­

ness". In short, he is perfectly corrupt. 

"Betrayal was often the only way liberals Ofd' 
my time were able to prove they were serious. It 
eventually became reCOgniZed~a tribal rite: no 
one resents it anymore (G.B., p. 42)." 

Brackman has a secretary/wife Eve, W 0 Feiffer decidcd was 
. Hl 

a "power fucker" after he wrotE' her role. She 'screws" 

lSJohn Lahr, Interview, p. 38. 

16John Lahr, Interview, p. 46. 

----------~ 
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ev~ryone in the play exeept the 
" 

There âre two one'white) who, 

undcr the tutelage of Harvard yeaIs, 
( 

have now decided that eir answer. They are fed 

up with the ~onservative ism' of the president and 

fed up wi th the barbarie imperi lism of the America engaged 

in wars ,with Southeast Asia, ~atin America and Africa. 

They lead the"--ATI\erican Liberat"on Front into a revolution 
~- --. 

i 
against the system. 1 1 

Father Whiting, a prie~t is a writer\for the American 
1 

Heretie: The Radical Catholic!WeeklY. He i& a mora~ist ~ho 
dies from "inflexibility". 

1 
Lawrence Sloane is the/president of the United States. 

He is noted for paradoxieal behaviour. He campaigned for peace 

in an armoured car. He ictualli hired the radicals to s~art 

the demonstration in Washington, where the 'play takes place, 

but is now helpless against their betrayal. 

IJ 1 

"In God Bless l was trying ,ta 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 choosçs to be affecti~e rathei than woo~ly 
minded, moralistic and idealistic. And where 
that affectiveness has brought us. Viet-Nam 
is one of its major betrayals.,,17 

" , 

l7John Lahr, Interview, p. 41. 

-------

r 
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The London performance of God Bless did not live up 

to the expeçtations Feiffcr had h~pcd for. Hc'certainly 

was moving toward cxpressing a point of view, but was gctting 

no closer to good playwrighting than he was with Little 

.Murders. Martin Esslin said in The New York Times (Novem~er 

3, 1968): 

"As a political tract, the piece is very 
interesting and contains many wise insights 
and witt y 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 ah"ays somehmv 
cornes ta terms with the powers that be and 
alway? consoles himself that even isolationism 
or the Cold War somehow contributed to 
-soc i a 1 progres s . Yes, the te:x.J is ,'wi t ty, but 
there is no play. As a topic Gf conversation 
developed by a witt y pundit after a good 
dinner, this would be 'spI endid, but. i t s impl y 
does not make a play ... In America sorne of 
the sharp things that~are b~ing said might 
strike home. But only a~ politieal aphorisms, 
not as theatre. Feiffer is a great ear~oonist; 
this, in a way, is a poli tieal cartodn s trip. ~ 
It just does not come to life." 

"Gad Bless _i 5 overt ly pol i t ieal. 1 wan ted to wri t~ 

a play clealing with id~as in the a~r today. ,,18 '- God Bless 

is extremely cynical and perhaps even eTude, but not 'in a 
, 

v1,llgar sense. Despi te the exaggerations, 'the 
! 

depth -of, 
, \ -

political insight'and shocking representation of the condition 

of America are, in the final analysis, authentically coneeived. 
\ 

The argumentative tone, the intell~ctual incongruities, 

18 John Lahr, InteIvie~, p. 43. 

d 
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the frightening decept~ons of cvery ,incident make God Bless 

Feiffer's most aistinctly subversive play. "It's a work of 

fairly total criticism: making a round tour of every 

19 fashionab le hope and att i tude èonce-rning America today." 

God Bless is a staged interview of William Brackman, 

America's greatest statesman, 'by a Catholic priest. During 

tne interview two rgdicals "show up at Brackman's home in 

Washington ta inform him that the rcvolution 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. ~~ 

The Revolution has become as grotesque as what it purports 

to averthrow. 

Norman: We're radical murders. You're liberal 
rnurders. The difference is we don't gd 
averseas ta-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 ta bomb one 
city a week for a year (G.B., p. 45)." 

This type of action is the stretching of logic to't~e 

insane conclusion that Feiffer defines as satire. If the 

radicals learned their tactics from Arnerican diplomacy, . 

they learned their philosophy from BrJackman, a noted intel­

lectual and two-tirne recipient of tH 'Nobel Peace Prize: 

19Ronald Bryden,. "America n the Rocks," The Observer 
Review, October 24, 1968, p. 60, cols. 1-2. Il 

1 
, 
1 .. 
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Ames (reads from book): Once we take up t,he fai th 
that a good society is not our inhèri~ance but 
a corrupt society is we see signs or that 
faith everywhere. We insist on seein~ them. 
We claim that Utopia at best would be corrupt 
(and there lies the American dream) anft 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 k~own as the system, and is 
regarded as permanent ana-llnchanging. The 
resultant despair is 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 
Holoiness (G.B., p. ~9)." 

Feiffer is imposing the form here as he did in 

Li t tle Murders, but 1, t ïs' in with the'Pfay this tirne. 
,,"'\1 

Unfortunately; it is 
.. ~ 

atrical play and long 

sp'eeches by Brackrnan are the device a'round which the play 

revolves. 

Brackman has the rnost extraordinary personal hi1tory. 

The interview with Father Whiting is broken by spells of 

senility, but Brackman manages to tell about his p'~_!sonal 

history and eXtensive political b~trayals before the play is 

through. He was raised in Indiana. His father used to hide 

slaves; his mother used to turn them in. His father believed 

in mo!ality, his mother law. His father published a news­

pap~r and wrote editorials in support of tne miner's strike, 

r 
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! 
but since he pfinted bath sides of the story the'mineTs 

1 

hated him .too. /. A lynch' mob, composed of "fricnds and 

ncighbors" broke into his office one night but he managcd 

to escape ta the mines, where the miners hanged hirn. The 

first three miners that were found weTe arrested on the spot, , 

a Negro, an Ita1ian and a Jew. Brackman's mother went to 

the jail and spoke out in favor of a fair trial for these 

miners, whereupon Brackman led a,lynch mob which trampled 

his rnothcr ta death and hanged the three miners. It 

was at this time ~hat he recognized his qualities of lcader-

ship and how to use them for the rest of his life. 

, The tone of God Bless is entirely different from 

Little Murders. There are no Freudian preocc~ ations and 
, 

the representation of American political and oral thought 
, v 

'" is not obscured. It is a straightforward ing thrust 

against America's archtypes to expose the maliciousness of 

hypocrisy. Feiffer remains consistent in the structure of 

plot throughout. The play is unifiecl conceptually around 

two themes: betrayal and power. Everyone is seen as capable 

of betrayal ,and the motivation for this is power: 

Presid,ent: l know the name of the game. It's 
pow&r. l ~ot it." They want it. There are 
not other lssues. Ther~_never, have been any 
oth&r issues. Powerris not to dd good with 
or ta do bad with. Power is'to keep (G.B., p. 45).". 

The play ends with the rad~cals negotiating with the preside~t 

1 
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about which American cities will be burned· When Feiffe~ 

has pushed the conservatism of logic bcyond 'insane conclusion' 

and conceived the most cutti,I).g satire on American political 

ethics. 

Ronald Bryden in The London Observer (October 24, 

1968) again suggcsted the pleasure of the satirical experi-

ence that does ~ot relegate oneself to a subhuman experience: 

"At the end it leaves America burning; the 
inevitable end, it implies, of a civilization built 
on the will ta win. It seems to be maT~ellous; as 
dazzling an extravaganza of pure ideas as any since 
Shaw's 'On the Rocks', which 1 takc to be its model, 

'and easily the funniest most literate and far 
sighted new play to reach London this year . / 
the distinction and delight of this play is the way 
it nets aIl the fluttering ideas of a moment,'pins 
them down and scrutinizes them with the cool 
critical intelligence' of a historian writing a 
decadec·from 'now. Few contemporary plays gi ve sa 
passionate a sense of commitment. Every line 
breathcs appalled love for the anguished nation 
it sacrifices." 

, 
Two things are put into perspective by this comment. That 

Feiffer éxpresses appalled love' for the nation he sac~ifices, 

is not a contradiction. For inexplicable reas·ons perhaps, 

an English critic i5 able to see this mo_re rea'dily than 

an American. The same sentimentality that lurks under the veneer 
1&liiJ1I 

of the cartoons is present in Feiffer's plays. Secondly, 

the prophetie oversight that Feiffer definitely had in 

Little Murders 15 ·also present in God Bless. Feiffer can . -\ 

extract from his immediate en~ironment and project, with 

--- ---
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1 1 

great insjght, into a situation whether-it be the psycho-

analytic insigh~ in the cartoons or the political predictions 

in the plays. The White House Murder Case is the most 
~ amazing evidence of t~~s cunning power. 

T~e White, House Murder Case 

.. 
"The government deserves credit for making a 

satirist's ljfe more challengiDg. This began for 
me sorne years ago when there was an Atomic Energy 
Commiss10n committee ~et up to investigate the 
effects of radioactive fallout, and they called 
it 'Operation Sunshine'. How do you compete with 
that? In my play Tl1e White HOLtse Murder Case, 
the name of the disàstrous military operatIon 
that back-fires and kills 750 GI 's was "Operation 
Total Win'. When Nixon went into Cambodia, 
three mooths later, they called it 'Operation 
Ultimate Victory'. A wcek after Cambodia, the 
play died. George S. Kaufmap once said', 'Satire 
is what closes Saturday Night.' It's not truc. 
It's reality that closes Saturday night (pb., p. 94)." 

Feiffer's subversive tendencies in his art were 

inspired by the incongruities he saw in American po1itîcs. 

His attitude that satire pushed logic to the brink unti1 

it became ~bsurd was born in his response' to the American 

government. The result ~as a satire that was the same as 
\ 

reality if the ~eaning was not mfsrepresented by the production. 

However, this was a recurring problem in Feiffer's plays. 

Clive Barnes in The New 

"The aUJ:ho r' s. ingenui ty 

York }~mes (February 19, 1970) said: 

has here outp~ced his comic material 

the ldea of the play is a graat deal more gripping than the 

play itse1f, and this is where it fa11s apart." The more 

CI 

/ 
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preoccupied Feiffer was with a vital political satire, the 

less conccrned he became with theatrical forme The White 

House Mu~der Case had a considerably good run Off-Broadway~ 

but still, the critics were depressingly frustrated by 

the relatively little growth of three years' wOTk of Feiffer's 
"'-

dramatic style. Marya Mannes in The New York Times (March 

l, 1970) \'/TO te: 

"The savage contempt of the ugliness and 
deception of our times has usually been coupled 
w~th a marvelous 1unacy both in his drawings and 

~ his words. But sqmehow th y don' t work here . .' 
~ funny lines are mostly unfunny because 

these are not people good 0 despieable. Anger 
at betrayal, hatred ontempt for 
this government: aIl thi share. But 
the targets are too impor for buckshot, tao 
tragic for,derision, too serious'for caricature." 

Clive Barnes said in d'he New York Times (February 19', 1970): 

"There i5 a load of s~ck fun in the play but: 
it never accounts up . the entire pattern of 
unfee1ing bureauc'racy-in- ai.ignmen·t with insensate 
masses is vividly pertinent. Yet Mr. Feiffer 
never brings his bird home to roost and ta breed -
in the imagination. He is. flippant where he 
should be flip, sloppy where he should be surgical. 
In short this 15 precisely the kind of' engaged 
play we should be writing. Mr. Feiffer - and' 1 
love him - hasn't written it." 

By 1970 the cri tics recognized the vali~ity, exactness 

and relevance in Feiffer's plays, but they a1s9 recogn±4ed 

the lack of growth in his talent for stage writing. Why 

50 many of the criti~s apparently wanted to praise Feiffer 

as a satirist and yet 'had to disclaim his dramatic form, 
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might be analyzed in regard to the extent of the subversive 

content of Fei(fer's message. Feiffer was going too far 

and something had' to curtail him. According to most cri tics 

Feiffer was still writing' cartoons, still perfecting the 
1 r , 

caricature arid getting nowhere in i~gard\o creating an 

authentic, psychologically justifiable, understandable, 

explorable character. Instead, situation predominated; this 

was the opposite extreme of the caitoons where no environment 

was ever necessitated and rarely created. The plays 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 pres~dent's 

council roorn in the White House. Like in God Bless, the 

president ?f the United States is one of the charaçters. 

In both plays, Feiffer is deliberately using political 

figureheads as symbols of betrayal.' UI tima tely, the message 

is stretch~d ta mean America is betraying aIl its people. 

America is involved in Brazil in a war that repli-

cates America' s involvement in VietNam. The Army, releases 

a n.erve gas on its enemy, but the wind shifts at precisely 

tWe wrong moment and 750 American soldiers are killed, 90 are 

paralyzed. In Washington the president is confronted with 

the pr~lem of explaining a miiitary catastrophe to the 

" , 
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American people. He caiis a meeting of his executive 

council; the Attorney General, th~ Postmaster~eral, 

the Secretary of Defense and the Director of Res~arch and 
t 

Development. They are confronted with two issues. The 

first is a moral issue concerning the deployment of nerve 

gas, a weapon that was outlaw~~ at the last Gen~va 

Convention. THere is also the issue of how ta tell the 

American public of the incident. In short, the inciden t, 

is "covered up" and packed w~th lies before the public is" 

told: 

Parson: In matters involving the national security 
1 

Cole: We have the right ta withold~cer~ain information 

Swceney: 

Stiles: 
CB97 is a comparatively humane -­

We could say they used the gas on us. 
o 

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 ~ time, Tim, please. 

Stiles: The Rus$ians will understarld. They know 
American pol i tics.' 

Cole: l don't see any way out of,conceding ?eployment. 

Parson: If we concede deployment, there goes your 
- baIl game. 

Cole: Not if intelligence 
the Brazilians were in 
with nerve gas. 

lJ 
1 

reports led us ta suspect 
the process of being supplied 

Stiles: Isn't that what l said? 

Cole: l'm not finished. We could not risk the safety 
of our command by overlooking these reports, sa 
strictly as a deterrent -- to keep them from using 
their gas a,n us -- deployment of CB97 was ordered. 
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Pratt: This could very weJl be the case. 
g \ 

Parson: l li:lce tha t . 1 n te 11 igence reports- - 4 

Cole: and capturcd enemy docvrnents. 

Stiles: But~hen what? Do they use ib·and we 
responded, or what? 

Pratt: Colone~~Dawn ordered it. 

St~les: He's dead~ isn't he? We can't blame it 
on anybody dead. 

Cole: 1 lean toward a mishap--an accident. 

Parson: Everytirne we report an accident the rnilitary 
1S made to look like fools. 

Cole: This won't be blarned on yo~. A gas le~k. 
-I:f 

Sweeney: Our gas doesn't leak! 

Cole: WeIl, it's got to be some-fhing like agas leak. 

Stiles: An act of God. 

Parson: 

Pratt: 
Maybe i~ \vas hi t by lightning ., .... ~ 

rhe rainy season is five rnonths away. ~ 
Par~on: Maybe one of the storage tanks gets hit by 

an enemy shell. 
, " Pratt: That could happen. 

Sweeney: ' Wh'at a,re CB97 _rage tanks ,doing wi thin 
thp range of enemy shells? 

Parson: AIl right" say a stray enerny shell. " 

Pratt: A guerilla patrol could h~ve gott~n behind 
our lines. That does happen. ~ 

Cole: That's very good, General Pratt. 
Parson: Excellent, General Pratt. A suicide patrol. 

We don't know if ~hey knew what those storage 
tanks contained and deliberately ?hel1ed thern 
or--

, 
acc idènt Cole: It could have been a.n or deliberate. 

Parson: We'll 
A 

Rnow. No one \~il1 "ever know. never 

Stiles: That's it! By Golly, that does it! 

Sweeney: It do es seem the simpl<est ,way. 

President: Now that we know what happened, how do 
we release it? (WHMC, p. 34-35). 
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The scenes shift between the president's office and 
4 

Brazil. The aftermath of ,the nerve gas is producing very 
.~ 

strange deco~position effects on the Arnerican soldiers: 

Weems: It sounds funny to say it--so.~ll together. 
My leg is corning 100se. 

Cutler: Throw it over with my leg.! 

W~ems: 1 can't see your leg. T cén't really see 
too weIl anymore. And l'm having trouble talking. 

Cutler: I~t have an, trouble understanding." 
Weems: Does my voice $ound funny to you? 

Cutl~r: "It sounds more'like, what you're really about. 

Weems: 'l'm getting down to roots. 

Cutler: That's what 1 mean. 

We~ms: Look what just came off. (Holds object over 
J,tis head.) , 

CutYer: 1 can't see too good either. 
"',, 

What is it? 
1Veerns: My pecker. I was scratching' i t and i t, came off, 

(WHMC., p. 82.) 

Oddly, the nerve gas is 

soldiers,one of whom is a CIA 

semi-euphoric and the-two 

reasons behind the release of the 

fQ~ a utopia where aIl men would 

these scenes with an immense compassion 

the real 

the' potential 

Feiffer tnfuses 

the sarne time 

makes them extraordinarily funny. They are, hO\';ever, static 

dialogues' and resemble the cartoons. 

Cutler: Next stage of what? 

Weems: Evolution. Everybody joined together. 
Maybe the way we've been aIl our lives isn't 
natural. The way we are now. You and me 
and whoever cornes along--a reseue squad-­
they ta ke o.Jt' 'hands and thei r hands get 
locked into our hands, and a squad of Chieos 
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cornes alon"g and they see this squad and guys , 
holding hands. You'think they'll shoot? They 
won't bé able to shoot. Because it's the wave 
of the future. They'll ta~e 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 rniddle of a waT 
zone. This beaut i fuI, peaee-1oving dai sy 
chain, and they'll drop their guns. It will 
sound like a very loud bomb, the sound of aIl 
those guns dropping at one time. And they'll 
j-oin hands wi th our hands sa that t,here' s no 
reason to f~ght anymore because we're aIl 
one body with these millions of held hands. 
No more out 5 iders . Jus t one enormous ins ider., 
(WHMC., p. 65.) 

In the meantime back at the White House the strangest 

rnurder has just taken place. The president's wife has been 

stabbed wi th a peace sîgn that says "Make Love Not War." 

The pre~ident's men despised the First Lady anyway as she 

was a leader of the peaee moverncnt. Their marriage reminds 

us of the relationships between the men and women in the 

cartoons. 

President: Vou always mock me. 

Mrs. Hale: ~ver listen .to m,e! 
President: Most of Washington thinks l listen too 

much to you. 

Mrs. Hale: Washington! 

President: Why do you hate Washingtol1? Because 
l'm it's first citizen? 

Mrs" Hale: ,1 hate it because i t' s unreal. Stop 
feeling sarry for y~urself. 

President: ' Am l unreal? 

Mrs. Hale: You don't exist. Nobody heye exists. 
That's what scares me mo~t about Washington. 
AlI th~se absent people ma~ing war. 

1 
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The Whi te House mu'rder must be covered up; elections 

are only six weeks away and this stran~e incident is to~ 

close to the Brazilian catas.trophe. The same 'shake-dowrt of 

ideas as ta how ta cover up the First Lady fiasco parallels 

the caver up of the Brazilian-fiasco: 

Col.e: Wh}' can' t wc make i t be_ Communists? Or a 
peace group? ~ 

Stiles: l don' t care who we have do i t. But one 
thing l'm strong on. We can't have her killed 
in the White Hou~e. 

" 

Parson: Why not? 

Stiles: Not six weeks beforc election. It makes 
us look ineffectual. 

Cole: Stiles is right. She's got ta be killed 
somewhere else. 

Sweeney: But where? 

Cole: Tlm, where are we most in, trouble? 

Stiles: In the ci ties, according to Gallup. 

Cole: Sa we're, n~t risking very mu~h i~ we' have 
~l her killed in New York? 
~, 

Stiles: New York, Chicago, pan Francisco. Doesn't 
matter. 

Co les: l'le may even pull a sympa thy vote. 
o 

S,îles: For a sympathy vote, l'd scratch New York. 
, Bet ter make i t Chicago. 

Parson: There are lots of Communists in Chicago. 
Can't we do something with that? 

StiJes: l'd like ta help you 0Ht on this morale 
business, Biff, but the more l ~oo~ at it, ~he 
les~ likely it seems. / 

Cole: Let' s not forget the pickef sign. 
, 

Sweeney: Make Love Not War. ft ,: 

Co 1 e: l favor a peace group'. 

Pratt: Or students. 

Parson: Why not make it the blacks? 

... 

", 
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Sti1cs: Chicago 15 fu Il of them. 

Sweeney: Why always look for left-wing villains?\' 
Why not pick on the 13.irch Society? 

Parson: tome off it, Sweeney. Th~ Birch Society? 
"Make Love Not War?" , 

Sweeney: l just don' t see why everyone- has to 
pick on,the left. Anybow, no one will believe 
they did i t. She was anti-war, pro-Negro,' 
and pro- s tudent. 

Stiles: No one will believe i t. 

Parson: I think they'lI' believe it. 

Pratt: , It could very easily be the 

Stiles: You're out of touch. It's 

Cole: So who did'it? 

Sw.eeney: Why do cs she have to have 

Stiles: Tha t 1 S very good, Sweeney. 

Cole: An accident? 

Parson: A plane crash? 

Sweeney: A car crash? 

Pratt: A hunting accident? 

Parson: A fatal illness? 

Pratt: Pneumonia? 

Cole: Takes too long. 

Pratt: Cancer. '._ , 

Sti les: Bad Image. 
, 

Cole: And i t tak,es too long. 

Parson: A heart attaçk! 

; 

Sweeney: I know, food pois oning! 

Cole: Food poisoning! 

Parson: Food poisoning! 

Stiles: 1 like it! 

Pratt: Food poisoning in ChiGago. 
happened. 

Negrocs. 

out of the question. 

been murdered? 

l' 

I t cou1d have 

Finally, the,Postmaster General takes the president 

/ 
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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.would 

be elected by a sympathy VQtc," because otherwise the incumbent 
" 

would lose~ Upon hearing aIl this the 'president decides 

that the guilty man is not going to be arrested, that the 

truth would be harmful ta the rest of the country: 

Stiles: You seemed pretty eager to spread the truth 
a little w~ile aga. 

1 1 

President: Among ourselves, yeso Of course! We're 
equipped to deal with it. But the public--it 
wouldn't do them any good ,to hcar this sort of 
thing. It would shake their faith~badly. We 
wouldn't be able to carry on. Werve made our 
share of mistakes, but good Lord, can you 
imagine those other fellows in power? No, 
it's vital that w~'carry on (WHMC., p. 104). 

The Postmaster General has the president lover a barrel' and' 

blackmails him into obtaining 

State or else he will confess 

the( instability of the Party. 

the position of Secretary of 

to the murde{, which would indica te 

The presiden\ has rationalized 

his way through two enormo~s and complex crimes that convey 

the corruption of the Mllitary and the Government. Henry 

Hewes in The Saturday Review (MarcW.7, 1970) said: 

"Feiffer's concern is not the murder of one 
character, but the murder of compassionate human 
response in/211 of us; murder that results from 

·the kind
f9f schizoid thinking that make~ it possible 

for man 0 rat ional i z~ any ac t. as 1,0ng as ft he Ips 
him do his job." . 

Feiffer for the first time manages a psychological compositon 
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in character: the ~resident lS a mock hero posing as a 
. 

martyr for the good of the c9untry. Blindness in the guise 

bf aItrulsrn is, however, a strongly deprecatory vicw of the 

leaders of America. Whi te Bouse had a successful run Off-

Broadway because the play was stagcd aS,a comedy, and the 

socially derneaning content was relegated by the extrernes 

of the zaniness and implausibility bf the characters. 

Review in the Nation (March 9, 19701
,' p. 285) stated: 

The 

"There 

is ahvays the danger in such high jinks that their very 

success dîminishes their satiric i 

In terms of form and conte House echoes ----
the mid-road of Little Murders and The president' s 

council are very like the family i Li t,tIe Murder~" but the 
1 

message is made more blatant than in Little Murders. The 

political overtones are those of God Bless. Formally~ the 

play i5 tl~ tly cons tructed and the shïft in geographical 

locations are constructed t1 play the ~arrnlessness of the 

, soldier5 off the harmful ;and powerful branêh of government 

that never suffers from their mistakes. 
i 

But as for reputati~m as alihaywright, Fei-f'fer was 
1 

instead becoming appreciate~ for his cartoon style of play-, 
i 

wrighting by som~ critics ~nd still condemned by others for 

the 5Jme reason. Walter Kerr said in The New York Times 

(March S, 1970): 
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"The new wool gathering cartoon that is 
spinning jts web aIl over th~opèn floor of 
Circle in the square 5eem5 to me to reprcsent 
a ~arked 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 ·Whi te House Murder Case and 

its performance dazzingly directed by Alan Arkin and acted 

·bya cast that must be a cartoonist's dteam ... " Paul 

D. Zimmerman in Newsweek (March 9, p. 78) said: 
~ ( 

"The cartoonist t s brill'iant talent for etching· 
character in a line or two deserts the playwright. 
His officiaIs, like the cartoons they are, do not 
develop . . . What Feiffer needs is not clarity of 

'vision or deftness of dialogue, bu,t f1esh and 
blood persona. Instead he has written a play ln 
search o.f SIX 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 th~ 
president's party, as if the role were not a 
comic strip character at a~l, as for Mr. 
Feiffer, he clearly knows what he is doing, 
but what he is doing is ju.st· not good enough. n 

Conclusions about Feiffer as a dramatist are ambiguous. 

Stylistically, the cri tics attacked him for poor characterization 

and a non-dramat.ic forme Sati rically, he was prophetie and this 

forced him to take sorne of his drama out of America, which 

was successful abroad. The pIays that 'made it' in America, 

did so because the satire was adumbrated by comedy. 

( 
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CONCLUSION 

Conclusions about Feiffer's movement fro~ cartoonist ' , 

to playwright are integrally related to the changing ideology 

of reiffer's satire. 

In studying the cartoons it was apparent that Feiffer's 

satire was self-reflexive, that it was rnotivated from Freudian 

inspired relatlonships, or in a more specifie context from 

Feiffer's personal confrontations with and observances of 

life. This is not t~ exclude the existential cartoons whose 

themes are at times metaphysïcal, but is to say that the 

Freudian anal ytical mentality was s ignj fican t ly more pcrva-

sive; Feiffer satirized personally everything he was as a 

man and everything he wa,s not, and hoped to be. , 

This, in essence, was the rationale for a thesis that 

linked an artist's personal history with his artistic material. 

In the Fr~udian cartoon years of Feiffer's sat~re, the emphasis 

was on a mental construction of cartoons that blatantly 

revealed psychological notions of inadequacy, persecution, 

apathy, rationalization and isolation. This allowed for a 

classif~cation of the ideology in the cartoons as a personal 

and cmotional one. Hence, the term 'emotion content.' ~ 

When Feiffer's satire shifted ideologically from 

Freud to anti-Ameiicanism, the base of motivation shifted 
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from the personal'internaljzation and expression of emotional 
, 

experiences to the impersonal externalization and expression 
, ' 

of political expericnces, Hence, the term 'gratûitous 
o 

violence' and the 'Cold War morphology Feiffero ' used to explain 

his plays. The transparent reason for shiftin~,ideolo~y 

was the Kennedy assassination. Feiffer responded to ihe 
o 

a5sassination by becoming politically active and a~ ~ result, 

disappoi~ted, disiIIusioned and angercd by America~ politics. 

'Feiffer explained the transformation in his art farm 
1 

as being consonant with his nccd for a larger audience to_ 
, 

partiiipate with a more vital message than was afforded 

the c~rtoons. As a playwright, howevcr, 'somethi'ng of the 
1 

artistic genius that was in the cartoons was qualitativeli 

lost an the plays. This was explained by the critics as a 

matte~ of non-dimensionality ~n Feiffer's characters, 
-. 

conveniently labelling them caricatures, and finally cartoons. 

However, there was something more. significant in the critiés' 

refusaI to appreciate the ~lays. The plays were overtly 
. \ 

anti-American and daringly subversive. This com~li~d with 

Feiffer's definition of a satire that wàs antagonistic to 

the system it satirized, but, unlike the cartoons, the satire 

in th~f~layS was publicly de~igrating an enarmous structure: 

A~eTican society and government, A defensive reactlon was 

the resul t ~ 

Abroad, Feiffer's plays had quite the opposite 
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reaction; the satirization of America satisfied an English 

audience. This -raised an interesting issue concerning the 

definition of Swiftian satire and -the modern definitiorl of 

satire prpposed in this thesis. It was suggested that the . ' 

difference between Swiftian and modern satire was-in the 

response to the representation of human de~ravity and that 

the modern response was to receive a 'masoc~istic pleasure ' 

In the eighteenth century the response to sa ire was on the 

level of class consciousness; not on the lev l aL the mental 

complexity that 'magochistic pleasurc' implie. It could: 
, , 

be exp~cted that Americans would revel in the asochistic: 

delight of Little Murders, vbut they did not; e English 

audience did not associate and identify with object of 

the satire, but viewed the satire as a statemen of class 

consciousness of Americans. Why Little Murders stand~ 1 
as an exception ta tfie expected modern reaction ta Feiffer's 

satire was related ta a defensiveness that springs fTom open 

confrontation in. the theatre when compared with the private 

confrontat ion of the cartoon. The silence of the cartoons 

was' non~threatening while the public 'screamipg' at America 

in the plays was intolerably antagonistic to the American ... 
audience. 

That the critics dared not accept the brutal vision 

;' 

j 

of America on such public terms was a dampening agent on the 

va1idity of their conclusions about the plays. It is suggested 

\ 
\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 

! , 
1 



here that the unanimous and collective disclaimings of Feiffer 

as a drama ti st by the American cri tics was more than an ) 

aesthetic and criticar appraisal of Feiffer's satire. ~~ 

in fact, the critics were responding in exactly the opposite 

ma~ner ta the cartoons specifically because they were suscep-

tible to public criticism if they dared align themselves 

openly with the anti~American senLiment of Feiffer's satire. 

1t is possible to stretch this point right into Feiffer's 

cartoon representaiion of the p~enomenology of behaviour; 

the critics were altruistically obsequious to societal . 
expectation. Where the cartoons tacitly and privately al10wed 

for audience roe;sponse, the plays demanded a social commi tment 

from the audience. 

Although the plays were decidedIy distinct in content 
, , 

frorn the cartoons~ the use'of stereotypes prevail~d. There 
1\ 

was a very'differ~pt.employmènt of a 'type' in the ~lays . 
in comparison to the cartoons. Feiffer' s charact"ers in the 

\ 

plays were functional only to the extent that they defined , ' 

a situation. The 'mental' construction' of the éartoon 

character was the contrapuntal to the environmental or situa-

tional employment of the characters in the plays. The 

stereotypes in the cartoons never explained an environment 

but inste~d cxplaine~ the psycholog1~ behaviour and reality 
Il, 

of the stereotype. While in the plays the stereotype was 

never explored mentaIJY but was used to construct something 

'. 
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altogether unrelated, a decaying American society .. feiffer's 

ideology changeà,~but not his employment of stereotyped 

characterization, Unfortunately the characterization in the 

cartoons appeared fuller and more developed than the charac­

terization in the plays. This was related to the difference 

in percejving the forrns. The immediate and fleeting experi-

ence of the cartoon summoned the readerts emotional identi-

fi~at~on with the cartoon character while the prolonged 

dramatiê experience summoned the expectation of growth, 

development, psychologieal complexity ~nd resolution which 

was definitely laeking in th~ plays. 

To define Peiffer as a satirist and ev-aluate hirn as 

a satirist is clearIy, after examining the cartoons and the 

plays, a mixad and "problematie appraisal. 
• 

The classie and then reworked definition of a sub-

..... . 

versive satire, by Feif~ was accessible in both the cartoo~_s 

and the plays. In fact, the broadest applicable spectrum 

of satire Vas exemplified by both these art forms. Satisfying 

a 'masocl1istic pleasure,' the personal post-Freudian inter­

nalization of the responsê to ~he satire in the cartoons was 
o 

a significant representation of a new satire Or a modern 

satire, .T~e plays were leveled in a more traditional mode 

'against the elass eonsciousness of America as citizensf\o~ 

a 'violent an~' hypoeritieal country. / 
<:-

An evaluation of Feiffer as a satirist demands an 

,1 
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awareness of the personal integrity of the artist. This,. 

in essence, has been the rationale behind the employmen~,/ 

of biograp~ical material. The substantiation of thé sh)ft 

ln Feiffey's ideology and form i5 discerned by conn 

',t~ese changys wi th a -chang ing pe rsana 1 i ty. Fei ffer 

from a 5pokesman of himself Jn the cartoons·to 
" . 

of Americans in his plays.~he cartoons spoke for themselves 

and spoke privately to a silertt 

the cont..;rary, spo"ke for 'America 

active audience. 

audience. 

a~~ spoke 

The pl ays) on 

publicly' ta an 

A benevolent appraisal would make allowances foy 

structural defects in the plays that the critics justifiably 

) candemned and classify Feiffer as a superior satirist of . . 

\' 
,- ' 

a truly prophetic and dedicated l'esprit d'invention. This, 

_hawe~~r, is based on a knawledge of the man behind the art; 
Q 

an argumentative position between theoris~s who deny the 

biagraphica~ implication behind any art form and those who 

account 'for the art through the life of\the artist. This 

thesis pr~sented the latter, making Feiffer's life integral 

with his art. 

,,~ 
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APPENDIX II 

CHRONOLOGY 

,Staged Cartoons Plays - Dialogues* Films 

, 
Ti t1e 

The Explain~r$ (a satiri­
cal· rcview bà'sed on 
cartoons) 

Munro (animated film) 

Crawl ing J\rnold 'play) 

Introductio~: Dialogue 
Superman: Dialogue 

Feiffer Film (film version 
of ëartoons) 

Year 

1961 

1961 

1961 

1963 

1965 

The Apple Trec (Passionel- 1966 
la) A fable. 

Harry the Rat with Women 
(Feiffer's only nove1: 
staged as a play) CH 

Li tt1 e Murders (pl uy) 

L-ittle Murclers 

Lit t 1 e Mu r der s 

~966 

1966 

1967 

1967 

() 

,Location 

Playwrights Cabaret 
Theatre, Chicago 

Rembrandt Fil~ 
Qscar for the bes t short 
subj ect car~toon). 

Gian Carlo Menotti' s 
Festival of Two Worlds, 
Italy 

Horizon Magazine, first 
Ametican printing. 

Feiffer' 5 Album 

Feiffer brought this film 
on tou r when he 1 eéililted 
at universities. 

New York 

Detroi tIns ti tute of the 
Arts 

Yale School of Drama 

Broadway 

London, Eng 1 and 

"'Dialogues appear rarely throughout the anthologies. 
They are included here to indicate the movement away from ..j 

cartoon rnto play- form. 
',/ 

/lY 
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, 
Title 

Gad B1ess 
{ 

Gad B1css 

Collision Course (Unex­
purgated MernQirs of 
Bernard Morgendei1er) 

Litt1c Murders 

Oh! Calcut ta! 
Jane)- -

(Dick and 

White House Murder Case 
(play) r 
Little~rders (scrcen 
sGript) 

Carnai Kno~Iedge* (sereen 
script)' . 

Feif~er skits (staged 
cartoons) 

Yeax 

1968· 

1968 .~ 

1968 , 

19-6-9 -

1969 

1970 

1970 

1971 

1974 

Location 

Yale School of Drama 

London, Eng1and 

New York, Off-Broadway 

New-~0r~~Brùadway 
Revival 

New York ~ Qff =B.ru.adlia}L-------

New York, Off-Broadway 

Hollywood 

~kGi11 University** 

*Carnai Knowledge was 'coneeived as a play but was 
produced as a movie because director Mike Nichols eonvineed 
Feiff~r of its merits as a screen script. Considering the 
relative 1ack of sueeess On Broadway of Feifferts plays (see 
Appendix II) Peiffcr was wise ta heed the advice. Interestingly 
enough the mov~e was eonsidered too controver~ial in its repre­
sentation of sexuai values and morais and was banned in several 
states in America, whi1e Oh! Calcutta! was flourishing in the 
nude in New York. 

**Undoubtedly, skits of Feiffer cartoons have beén 
performed a countless number of times in Universities and 
nightclubs aIl over North America,' 

" 
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Ctosing The RecoT(l Book on 1966-67 
Another theater season draws to an official 

close tbis Fnday, Juoe 30. That's the date ",hen, 
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t'l' 'r'\I""'f~O'" 4t'1:-i ,\,:""'"'_ "H'.choll' "''Ille 'ocr" ct'" VIe- fel' Â M'O!:.UMME~ NIGHT S 

t.~. al J'4.1'oul M ••• I., "'0" t~ ••• yu, Th.y , •• 1.,t.cI o~eAM 
~"rN .... d b1 II.· I,~ ,-rs ~I ~.Io .... I~ Ih. "u..,\". 01 p.. MUSIC..I.LS 
th: A1.y1u ... of C~d' ... t")" u,.· f~'",,4"U' t~,y w.1I h • .,~ ~I"r .. M._ w.' .• Lo.~ of 

4 THE FANTMlIrl(S 

'OSnCRIPTS 

." 1". O .... ',M 01 t"t M,,· llo,ou,\' F •• cln M.",~ • ., 2~O 

A v.,. F,"", t~r I .. d,. 
r~. M.d s~_ 
T~. P",\. l '" ,1,10 
H01." ~ G ... t ,. ••• O. S.d. 55 "'EL.LO POLLY! 1 .'1 

1 l'~ 
MISCULANEC4.! 

,. H.nd " 0" I~. G. '. 
l'te Apo!',·,.el"l rl,.,l cr of 
" "'';Iue 

FUNNY GIRL 
;:'OmER ON THE ROOF I,IH 

21 T>i; 000 <O'J~LE "~l 
11 MAN OF lA. M:J.NCHA 

CACTUS FlOWE~ 

YOU Ré A. GOOO MAN, 
CHARlI~ BROWN 

~ ... tJ",,"·' Hf'rt 
TI" H"Dl,j )o.I,ft Sonqbc>a\ 
T~. Gel<:/." S ..... 
Th, Po... F .. ,.d ,. 

T,. S,.,d"',,·,.., 1w'.··c.,t'·.C 
nt t4 t,., 01 F .... ·,,~'f' 1" r ... 
1). (rpc""'" O~f" 1 J CompU • .t by CLMA J'lOn1:l\ 

H .. r-", [nd'''f4 1It."d 
0 .. '1 f'I' A~{c",. 

rh. îr.1.hr. 
5,. ,') 4"' .. "t M.,\"I, ..... Il 04.,ce 
ni,. WOI'" of Ciu ... I,., Gu" 
IIft"I th. M ... I,y C ........ 
ço",," .. "ct '"r':ow"""'fltce 

,-

Note: Little Murders appearéd On Broadway and is H23 out of 27 plays 
wi th only seven performances", The Apple Tree was the bes1t mus ical for 
the season. Feiffer's Passionella is a fable about a plain chimney 
swecp who has her wish come true and is transfor'med into a big-bosomed 
movie star, only to find that fame does not bring love, 

1 

/' 
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'1968 

Closing The Record Book on 1967-68 
Inte-rrupted for three da)'s, June 17-19 bv the 

aClors' slnke on Broadway, thè 196;·68 th~ate~ se a-
~'ln dr.'ws II).n off.c al cl,>se loday. for theatl'rbuffs. 
h'~r.: an: Lhe sea,on's produclJons and thelc rutIS. 

BROADWAY 

PI_vs 
Mu .... Is 
RcyueJ 

1967. ,.. 
41 
Il 
4 

1961>-
61 

27 
12 
2 

l'm Solom .... 
Here', Wh.re 

S.Y.!, of t~. cu,,""t I,oedw.r 
.t!r.ct·o", h.w~ brl" 0,", ,,",ClOf for 
",ole tlt." • yc.,~ T"ey .r. I.,bd 

Loono,d S.lIm,n'. N .... F.cu bol~ ..... th Ih •• u"',., 0' pu. 

M:~.!:6~ •• tnch !i i::;':~th: 1\., h ... 9"·" l"o·Slo 

Edd •• F,.h.r.B.ddy Hee •• tt .. 2 HELl0. DOllY' l,as. 

REVUES 

41 J.d1 Gorl.nef li FIDOUiI. ON TH!: R~Or 1 ~72 

!\fPERTORY THEATER ~~è1u~;: Ft~::'l"C'1'" ::g:: 
5"0'" 1"lod ,n '.p,I.1 I.tt.,. LINCOLN CENTER MAME 111 

... ,1011 lunnong S.,",m.rtroc 127 CABAR E7 670 
ROSENCRANTZ AND GUILD. Ih. VnlnD"'" Scld"r .ra Ho; Y~U KNOW 1 CAN'T 

ENSTERN AA.t OEJ..D Hl W,I. 14 H~An -}'OU WI-'=~ THE 
THERE S A_GIRL IN MY Mo.fcttO\ieo,g.- Abbow \VATE't S RUNN NG 

-SOUP • lQO Thultr for 65 
Spof/o,d 202 Th. l,HI. Fo... 6~ OFF BROADWAY 
THE PRIME OF MISS JEAN Mo.cd to Etlotl a •• 'Y""o·. 

BRODI!: lU Th •• I .. for t,~ PLA YS. 
THE PRICE 162 (y,.no D. Berg.... ~~ . .n ...... t1,...,-..-n,,--- -_.---
Joe E9' ~~l1!t""1o-.n~- 40\"" ." uv." 300 

-PLAZA. SUITE 153 T.s~,.t th. G.tcs 4~ Iph'9cn,. 'n .Aul.. • 232 
More St.t.lf M." 0'" 141 W.II,", to W.ldh."" and !hc Ind',.n ~(.nt'. th. B,on. 111 
Th. Ihrthd.y ,.rly _ 126 H.pp,nen 43 'h. Tr .• ", 0' B"t, cr J.,o .nd 
1 N ... ., S,n9 For My f.I!,.. 124 • Tho S .,on, e-.ed 115 
Somd",., O,iI .. ont IC) NEW YORK STATE THEATER ~OM PAINE: ,JII 
E-.uyth,"g in 'h .. Gardtn 85 LINCOLN CENTER "c B .. ,d 100 
Aft., the R •• n '41 South Pu,f,c IDS TriE eCYS IN Th: SAND 19 
H.lr ..... y Up th. T,.. 64 WEST SIDi: STORY • Sdur~.y N,ght .. 
SI."e.... '" 41 CITY CENTER !~dE CCrOo~r~~dT Mu, .. I. U) 
Portr.,t of , Ou .. n • 60 • . ~~, • 
Wh.t D,ef W. D~ W,ong 1 48 Th. T.nlh M.n 23 COLLISION COU, SE 62 
Otp"r •• n CoU.S' D 41 8ns."'00n 21 S'.ph.n 0 56 
Iclo,. Yo. Go 19 Loi. W,lh F.th.r 22 !:l'ghth ... h .. , S~ 
Th. S •• on D-re-nt, of Myrtl. 2i1 n. K,ng .ncl , ~2 , •• Puidlcr •• d i". DOdO 
N'n.lr·D .... "'''1·... 24 MY F'IR LADY 22 G e.,d 2t 
The Pr""".. . 23 Ihe M,',co . • IO·M. . u 21 
W.d.nd , 22 HM S. P'n,fore • ...t. T,l;;n, to ... y 
l.oel .• 22 110. P".'u of Pe .. ,nc.. .• 7 _ Fntnel. 27 
Solel.... . 22 Th. Yeomen .f th. Guotd 3 ~ •• N·9'J .. le.... 2S 
Ho'" to Se & 1 ... "h Molh., 21 P.l'.n," :1 rr.gmenh .. 24 
A.onl·' 21 J:,.hl .,. '1' 21 
Th. O.I."G,,.~ ,n i~."n· ... : 16 APA PHOENIX ~JTZ~ b v ~. ~} 
., •• , \.J.u • 16 TIl. Sh .... Of( ., • Il wo "",Pl y .... uto!' .. 
Iy Georse ' .. Il P.nt.!I..,. .... .. ~9 n. Poker S ... 0' 16 
Th. Tn,1 or l •• Hot .... , O ...... ld 9 &,t th. Km! <l, S·""'''.L Statu. 16 
Dt Coo'" G.r,!,. ". ilt. (horry O,c".,d ..• 3a ,;." H,,,,. l' 15 
(.rry M. Bccl to Morn'n!l,.cre .', S.y You C.n SOI L: A. ,. 

H ,hb 7 THEATRE DE lA cln !'yond Oc .. '. •• 
K .. ;' It in the F.""lY ..•... S THE TH/tU MUSIi'ETW,S -4 : •• l'Itle P".II. Wor!d of 
Tl. G d S r:iEORGE DA~j)IH 2 Arlhur Mort •• Fer .. " •• ncl 
TL •

c 
<-u.'rc~c 5 t~" Elit • 

ft U • AnUE 212 Ct"g,,4.1 '" C ri y J,I • SU!I 0' th G.u,hopp.r 4 T "V lin 0.'9 .n 
M ID ft ~,jRA, THE TAI!.Cit .(·c ,ct, ... , 1 

, C OWI'I •• rt ". 'ONG UGU • l ••• I.t 1 . .J'.!.y t 
A M,no, Ac, •• lment l • -~ i W tA. 
John.y No-T,un-p ,. 1 THEJEWISH STATETHEATUl :.""Y ." 'n ·"W.r 
H.ppire.. 1. Ju.\'. Littl. OF 'OLAHD _ 'cre P.o~!. G.I"" 7 

TI,,", C.llrd • RoU. Royc. :' Four S...... 6 

MUSICALS 

Ho .. N""" Dow Jon.. 221 
THE HAFP/ TlME lez 
GOLDEN RAINBOW leS 

"\i:EOJtGE M! 90 
11,.,.,. 5 .. e.t Henry 10 
HAlll ilS 
Tho Gr.nd '" "'C H.11 ,,1 !s, .. 1 -4 
0.,I.n9 of the Il'1 J) 
n. Eauco\.on.1 H"Y.M"A·N 

, It°A"P"LO"'"N 

M".I. EI,o, "2 ,-: 8."ch 2 
Molh., (oulIge Il Rft. of e..<~.'9' 1 

t THEATER OF GEtiOA MUSICALS 
h. V.n.!.,. T_,n. :2 (. '~EY Mc01MP:E 256 
HE VIENHA BURG THEATER j', r: RCL<:'S 222 

P,ofcuor itNlI,:&fd, b Y:''III'cd ·0 Gram"·C:t Aftl a 
0 .. IConu,1 6 Y'::Ji!. OWN TH :,G 194 
Mo ... ,Io,rt • ~:,. 1\ \~. T ..... f., AI Good 
H. Wor" 10 H •• ê • Gao:/ J.o.,' 112 

T,m. '/.;)-' T .. -:'aWE .. ~RS M 

C:olDpil..t lIr, CLARA HOTTER 

WJ.o"a Who, "by7 .... , ." 
Lo •• 0 • .1 LM lc>.c. .' •. 14 
"". Jocqull ,. .. • 
H, •• 1 G~! Ou fot Y01I 1 

REVUn 
JACQUES BREL IS ... lIV~ 

AND WELL AND LIVING 
IN PARIS • l'0' 

F •• (,ty • ....... /1 
No.. II 
WALl( DOWN MAH 5TI<EET! l3 
T.k, IIJrom the Top Il 
Th. loi ""e.1 W.rld of Selto't 

'rech~ . - 2 

RlVIVALS 
Ho... of FI_~.. 57 _ 
A MOON fOlt THE MISBE-

GOTTEN.. •. • 1) 
WJ~tu....l.otuaq ~.~ - .. ~ _._-' - --
P".,.t. L'fil .. ..'. . 
J.nc",J,," Cro.. S 

LI TltETU.U Di PARIS 
Le T ort.H. • • • ,. 
E" AIt •• d.", Gc.cIo\ Il 

IlUCH-l". Thut., of 
uti" Am ... c. 

u ~cmoli .. do , 
Ituoh Anthalo" Z 

AM!IlICAN PUCE THUiElt 
C~,.",o.y .f 1" ....... c.. . . )6 
'ndecolt and th. I:.d Cro .... )6 
flther U.bti4,. W.n~ to 
M_~ •• • ••• 27 

Th., EIcctto"i~ N,uc' .. d 
OtIto,., •• •••• • .... 26 
M .. cd to Morti,,,,,uo (Of. 10 

TH! NEGRO 
IHSIM~I.! COMPANY 

TIIe Son. .f tll. Lu';Ia~i." 
Ioser ........... <la 

Sum .... ' of th. So .... nl •• nlh 
0011 .......... 40 

Kon,,'1 H .... ,' .. 39 
DADOY GOODNESS •• 11 

HEW YORK SHAKESPEARE 
F1STlVAL CEHTItAI. rA/:'1( 

n. (.",.dy ." En,,,. .. . .. 2Z 
K,", J.hn .. .• .. .. 19 
T.tu' And_'eui. " 17 
HHII\Y IV, PART 1. .. .... 
HENRY IV, PAI\T Il... • •.• 

NEW YORK SHAKES'I-U! 
FESTIVAl. 

PUILIC TH~TfIt 
HAIR •• •.•.• • ... U 

Mo<ccl to (htct.h '0'. . .4IS 
loi 0.04 to 1,lt ... or. .• 6S 

H • .,lct • • M 
Th. M~m.rl.d.... •. 6:4 
E'90 63 

LONG RUNS 
THE FANiASTICKS • 1.<1" 
YJ)U RE A Gao:> MAN, 

CHARliE BROWN 554 

1968 Je 30, Il,6 5 

Note: Off - B r03dwa y Co Il is ion Course. See Append ix III for a 
reprint of The Un~xpurgated Memoirs oF Bernard Morgendeiler. 
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Closing Tlz€ Record Book on 1968-69 

BROADWAY 

'~,I 
MUII"I, 
It.y .... 

1961-
69 

211 
Il 

l 

1967. 
61 

.. 1 
Il .. 

Th. cürtlm rl:lS' down on the 19€3-69 theater Iti~n tomo/'Y'OVOl. 
Her. Il .. lummary ot, the séason s producuon, and the Ir funs. 

OlCLAHOMAI ,. 

éIT'f"cunlk 

A'. PHOIHIX 
Tnt M".l\t~'o9. ~ 
H.",lct 

, Tu P.rty "nd TIt ..... _ .. t .176 
AO ... PTATIO'" .n" HEXT 1.0 1., Tim. 'wtÎ' WI"t. . .. Il' 

30 THE JoI ... N WITH ·THE 
FlOWE~ IN HIS MOUTH 10 

" S ... ct b ... "~ W,I .. ". 71 
<Ii T,n,. . ... , 75 
44 CERE':MONléS I~ DARI( 

The M.IlIO" • ."n ... ..... ... 
Th. F.tcbu,. , ••. 

LI nmAU DI PUIS 
r,qu •. N",,,. En C.mp.,,,, 

• nef Guc,,,w: • ...-...... .." 
Ouo.t·Ouo,' •. , 

17 

• 
, . 
1/ 

42 56 

Tite Coe\t'.1 P • ..ty 
Co<:\:·".Ooodl. 0."e!1 
Tit. Sh, .. ·O;r 

.0 OlD ME~ .-72 
19 Oé S ... O;; ILWSrUTED •..• S5 M.n ••• .,.. a.",ltel.. .• ... • 

. ., Sp,It, .. , Im,," ....... <l, O •• xhlo.. ..... . .... • 

'ROA,OWAY, 
PLAYS 1 

SlJow. I .. teel ,. ..p,I,1 I.lt,,, 
.'. IbU lun,uos 
TH~ GR~AT WHITë HOPE 310 
Th. MIO ln th. GIn. &ooth 2~~ 
FORTY CARATS. 214 
HADRI ... N VII 200 
PV.Y IT ... GAIN. SAM m 
Jimm, Sh,., , . ". . 1 54 
Lo •• ,. I~I 
W. 10mb. cl 'n Ne .. H.ve" . al> 
LI .. ,. .ncl Ot,., SirI.,." .• 9 
Mem,"" Noo. and N'ght 52 
My Olu,lrt ... ~ou, SM. 47 

. ___ =-Do=;:t'T-' • .I!~~or À-__ --- -
N.ck~,c7 lf 

(op.Out •• d Hl",. for.. 1 
fn. Goodb" ?'opl, 7 
TIt, Wro"" Vlly L'Shi Bull> 7 
fI .. 1 • 
\110""" h My d.. • 5 
Th. Sudde" a,d A<ceelcntel 

1t.·Eelucabon of H.", 
Jolo".o" . 5 

'"n,.,I., .. 
THEATE}t 1969 

10 •• nd Ouotobo •• l'Q,, 
Ch." .... " M •• T ... T.'9 

Th. 00011. of S ... ,. Sm,th 
•• d Th. "'mene.n 0'10'" 

Ktopp', L .. t Top. and 

Th. ileopl •••. ~."c"""" , .• , 41 
Sp,,. Wlt07 • 41 
S'op, Yo,l,. K,n,., M. .'. 3' 

Il i;" G ..... a., . . 31 
R,.t • . • li 

10 L.mo ... d. Ind Th. Auto-

T~. Z.o Sto,., ., " 6 
,reph Hou.. • •• li 

ln l'. Il' of • r .~. Hot,!., 2S 
An O,d,n.,., M.. .' .. .• 24 
Plulo,oplty '"_ t~Lr.u"O" .... 2+ 
! •• hl, . II 

HIppy O.y, • .' " ., 4 

THE MINNESOTA THEATEIt 
COMPANY TONIGHT IN LIVIHG COLO~ 21 

Op,,, 24 Hou,. -The R"',bbl. R, .. 01 
Artu,o U, 

n, H~u •• of Atreui 

THE NATIOHÂL 
THEJ.Ult OF THl OlAF 

5.1«I,on of W Ofh {'Olll .b 
R.:>.rt~ 

-THIÂTIU Dl LA CITE 
T~. Th, .. Mv".lo." 
T .'Iull, , 
G.o,,- Dan.", • 

15 onel S.",.I .. l>o. Gu., ... t .... 12 
Il Th. Po,;cet P.tt, .. ... .. 2l 

W.r G."".. .... . .. 27" 
TIME': FO\ .~o-

TAKE MI: TO SEO • 
" S.f ••• 1 W." .,. 

S'.o\ A"". s , .. il. H ... 

.. 21 
17 
17 Tn.l. Pli'" . \ .. 

12 Tht M CI • 17 
7 Fr.nk G.,:,.n.'. C,ty Sec... 14 
5 So"'.o ..... Co,",,,' H"n,.., 1. 

AnUI :11:<1 Of B1LGRADE 
Z.ld, , . . 
Th. G'n)h.... Do, 
Th. fl.p S,de 

5 Who'. A; .. ,d of VII".,. 

Th. Tnum"h of R.b.rt E",met 15 
P,ta. , .. '" IS 
U"'& G ... "/Kh.u Il... , Il 

7 T~c Ho",.t.t ... GocI Sen"o_'1 • 5 Wool,l 
, ... Hom ........ y f...... . .. • 

"'ftoth .. C,ty, .... olh .. uft4 .• • 
4 Ub. 11.0'. • •. 

1I0c~tl.II., ,n" th. R.eI 
Ind .. ", . 4 

Ivl. S."o .. ,ly 4 
Th, tloun. 4 
Th. Cubl" T~tr! 1 
TIl. Mothn Le.", • 1 
lh. W.,."", P.,,, . { 1 
A Toupa .. " E •• .., Fo"' Ho,",,, 1 

MUSICALS 

lh. P,o"o ... 1 lolO, 
- the r.IIOf'. • 
V,cl ... 0' Th. Clulcl,l" 

lit. O •• , . 

MI5CELLAHEOUS 

, M.le M. O".pp .. ' • 
lh. Wo.leI of 104" Solom.n • 

4 Amence,.. ',uhr,1 7 
A Co",,", 01 th. lee! 7 
God SI.u YOu, 

M.,lc •• C,elri.\' 61 H.,.leI N .. cl ... , 
G.lbert ••••• <1 S,"!' L... 21 T~. bnPII( 1.,lcI ... 

7 

• , The J,mmy R.,dr. Show 1] ~'\,b,tlon • 

TH! 'IRAIKOH THEATRO,.. 
Iph",.," ln A.I ......... ' , • 
ti.ppolyt". ....." ..... • • 

AMUie,," pu.e, THIATU 
l •• , .... '0 .. " L.ep"" 

Ind Compl"y ." .... , •• <l4 
i'.pp • ' ..... 
80' Oll,t!.e-St: .. ,M-Nck.-

Ch .. , ..... 41 
Th. C,.","". .. " lt 

NEGRO 
fNSEMIJU COMPANY 

C ••• moni •• 'n O.,~ Old M... .0 
Gad Il 1 (Gue .. vn..17) .. )2 
"'n e. •••• , of o •• Aob .• • 12 
lke Son, .f th. L.u"t.n ... ,,-

•• ,., , ............ /2. 
O.ddy Goocl...... .. .. • 14 

H!W YORK 
SHAI(!sP~.A.1U fESTIVAl. 

CENTRAL PAItI{ 

K,n, Henry IV. P.it O •• 
Ito"' .. , •• J Juroet- _ 1(,., H •• ,.., IV. hrt T-wo 

,u 
. 21 

.: " 
HëW YOit\t 

5HAKunAU FESTIVAL 
PUSLIC ïHEATlIt 

C,t," ,. B.",'f". .• . 67 
I • ...tel.e. b 1 a.he.d •• , " . U 
NO PLACE TO BE 
SO~mOOY. . .... " 

Hvu., H.u. . . . SI 

IlC\.UN'O,uOUT THIAT2il Th, WoM'1 • St." , l Ari end ne- G ... t 
ZOUA 259- REVIVAl.$, A,,,.lone S •• lch . S Ca"eI,cI. ..... " 

4 K'n, Lu. .. '" PROMISES, ,~OMISES 241 THé FRONT l'AGE S. F.,ewo,U .. . 2 Journ_y', e.d 12 
1 D ... MeE Of OEATH • .. U ~:;e%~dT.,.. :~i Ha",l.t ~07 ~f~ÛOO ., , 

117. 122 TNmpcts of the L ... " • Th. ;,oR'9.e" .. R.eI" A,OIft 1 LONG RVlfS 
Ccl.b,.bon 110 LONG RUNS O •• 't Shed M~.I. 
Th. Me,.110 .1 I\ .. ~ M.n,e, ,. H~LLO DOUY' ,2,141 Il', Y.u' Hu.b."d 

Itctu.ntd ,.. .' 12 F-IDDU~ ON THE ROOr 1.989 ?o."b,I.~,.. " 
M.",. FlyM •• U MAN OF LA ", ... NCHA l,SOI T •• O,.,d Show 
Il.d, White .n~ M.ddo. .1 .MAME l.2'U Yu Yu. 1'1,. No 
1-\., f;"t Ro"'o" 17 ,,,,SARH 1,017 Wo,leI W .. 2~'1 
C ..... S.",,,,lr 7 ,LA!A SUlU . 571 T.if, GLOltlOUS ~ULE~ • 
TIl. F" Lo .... A,. Fol"", 04 HAUt " 0455 MUSICAU 
IJI, . /. 1 ,6STSCRlpTS DAM ES AT SEA . 

RlVU! • '-~, P[ACE 
, ' C4d~. Flow.. 1,234 H S' 1 Ëli t 

NOR COWA'YS You I(no .. 1 C,,,'\ Hu, Y.u ... b ..... e ,on 
SWEET .OT'~,O" H.".",.n, '"" 'r r ~ on Wh.n th. W,tcr', ""'-n.n, lS6 PIIOI,IENAOE 

REPU.TORY TH€AT€R Goo,g_ /011 ., 415 Got T" •• to Ciol n,u"1 
L1NCOI.,... CEI~TEIt T~. PlO.. <Il' T~. H.PPJ H ,,,to 

IN THE loi'" nrt OF J -'o .... ,"nh .nd Gv,ld.n. Moftlh ot S d,y, 
ltoa~RT O;>P.NHEIMt~ ~o .1., ..... Cucl -421 VI>- fdcn 

• Go:"'" '.'nb.... lU "1 J f r 5 J K.n, L .. , 57 .' 'q 0' 1 "nn, qu ... 
A Ct y of PI,y',. 5 Th. l'n,,,. 01, ).,1 fo, L ••• 

Th. Mol., S~ Th~~'~ J:·~.t~'~.cI,~ 1 Soup 110 U'" UES 

~:;';:~cr JOU'"'y ~! T~. H.P'1 T.me ;;! :~;~uE~h ,~:~S ANO 
Th. y ... Bo.t., Voto. OFF BROADWAY T N PM-I A~L;Y 

\IJ. P.nnOllt lb PLA YS '::HI CAtCUTTAI 

217 
.176 

.. l~ 
3t 
JI 

. 10 
17 

• • _ 7 
/1 

141 

1. 
1. 

THE FANTASTlCl(S ••. 1.114 
YOU'itE A GOOO MA~. 

CHARLIE BROWN ., '17 
CURL~Y MeDIM;>L~ .... • no 
'fOUR OWN THING ~. 
JACqUes BRR IS ALlVi: 

...1'10 WELL AND LIVING 
IN PARIS 5"" 

THE BOYS IN T"'!: !AND SOl 

'OSTSCR'PTS 

SC~"" Oub .............. lM 
TD'1I POl"" ... 1'5 
Th •• ,10.,.,. .. . " 195 
futtl Z~ 
The Conccpt ., 21'S 
A Mo •• f •• th. M •• b.,.tt.~ 1 n -
Th. Ind,"" W .~h Th. 1, .. 0 

,"d,II'. Col:.d t'" 
Sv, •• P;v., 

W II~ 00". MIl, SII.,I! 
CollJ"o" (CUt,. 

," CliC'" 
SOLO SHOWS 

177 
ilS 
7' 
5 •. 

A. e."'"9 for Mttl •• F,neh JtlVP'ALS 
and A. G,..t C., .. , JS TO!E YOUNG, GIFlEO An e ••• ,., ""th Mu 

... NO 8LACK lOS UTTLE MUItO<JI$ :m Morel, 1\ II,.lutrl 01 
HIWYORI<STÂTETHEA7U GE~Së IfJ OfThu 1 S,., 11 th.C,.'u..,.... 140 

LINCOLN CHiTlll V,,,,. au" ... , . .. l<I 
\11.,1 S.d. Story ., CoJIIPu. .. Jry c:t,;U\l\ nOnT.l\ CIo.d M.telt.11 ...... •• Il 

-

" 

Note: Revues Oh! Calcutta! opens. Feiffer, along l96i.-I1s .• Lt}!{)nard Me1,fi'; 
John Lennon, Sam Sheppard and Samuel Beckett co-authored a sex-revu~ 
performcd in the nude. It was originated and coordinated by KenDeth 
Tynan, a long-time respected London critic. 

RevivaIs: Li ttlc Murders i5 the number one revival in 1969, '" 
after being choscn as the best foreign play of the yca~ (1968) in London. 
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Closireg The Rec~Jrd Book OR, 1969-70 

tROADWÂY 
191.9. 

70 

PI.ya '" .•.•. 20 
Mua."I, .•... Il 
R«yuc •••.•.• 1 

24 
PUYS 

191>3-
6t 

2t 
13 
1 

<f: 

sa.... MMJ i. ",1\61 ~ 
... 0\011 "'M"". 
,umRfll~S AltE HEE .. •. m 
UST 01' THr: ~ë;) HOT 

lOVEItS .•.•••.•••.••. 21% 
CHIu)'S l'lAY ........... lU 
IOlSJAl. 'OY .,. '" .... 105 
SIo .. , ... t"" Ruft_1' ....... le5 
hm 1. Olltl ••••. . •.•••.•• 104 ."" .......................... . 

" A '.lftot f .. M •.••.••••.•• 4' 
1"41-'.. . ....... %1 
Grin • .., .... III 1~" , ... """, .. .. .. ... . .,. " 
TIl .. o.; ......... .1 o.. 1' .. 1, •• • 15 
H_ .... h ll-.t y .... , ••••••• 1% 
le". 1 •• r"". el 0.1'....... • 
l1wI "'''''y W ............ ,. 5 
4ft,.I .................... 4 

~ no. Mu .... , Sc~. .... ..... 4 
TlIc Ea •• !.",."t c.lty ...... 4 
Ifi.Mow., . ............... 1 
11...1 t. ... l_ ............ 1 
A rs.e. "' '.Ily... ........ 1 

~USIC/.1S 
'COCO ................... U1 
'URlI~ ................... 112 
A"'LAUS~ ................ I~~ s;,.,,,,, .................. .. 
11( ... _' • ....,. ............. T" 
COM'ANY ................ 15 
~ to tt-. u ... . -......... 2. 
CIy .... U, Ali ............. t 
... cl- W1trtc ................ 7 
, ......................... 1 c;.""" .................... 4 
Gr."" •••• " •••• " ....... ". ~ " ... 
LAo Stt.cr .................. , 

lty(.CS 

TM C;Ul't4ÏII r.n,p doWII 0 .. the 1969·70 the.te~ suson Tue,s<!ay. 
'. Hue lJ. • Iwnmaty of the _ason's pmduet10ns &J'Id their l'UlIs. 

",~"", ............ " 
0..; 1 ..... ......... ~....... 1 
la. F. ... _. S.~a.l" .. •.•• , 

AHTÂ INVITATIQHAL 
Sll~tts 

H...., .................. ao 
0.., To .................... 16 
r"" AI"'.... . .......... 26 
A FIe. itt H .. Et, .......... 21 
The n.... S .. I.,. . .... .... 20 
~ V . . .6 
N. ~. t. le S-,b.<Iy .. 15 
Gl.no .~ ap«t."u .2 
1ft. tI.~1 n.ut., of th • 

D .. , .... • W;,..., 1ft th rn-,.. la~d. 7 
"'.tete •• •• d C .. ....c.-... s 
1ft. CM,.., 0rd,.1"f ........ 5 

S()U) SHOW 
C ............... vov ............ 23 

f.(VIVALS 
",.,." Lr.n, ...... .. .• , 239 
no. Ft-oftt "SI ............ sa 
n.,.,. Mu o •• H ........... 100 
THE lOt RIEN:> .,. ... 19 
C .... .d .................. . 

ICI SKOW$ 
lu c.,...I .. ...... ~ ..... 20 
H.loJ., _ Ic. .. ......... 19 
1 .. hI._ .f 1t70 .......... \1 
L. ........................ 1. 

LONG lUNS 
HEU.O. OOUYI .... ..2.639 
RDDtU 0/'1 THi' ~OOF •• 2,<105 
MAN OF LA #.(ANCf-:A ... 1,'" 
rLAZA ~vITE.... .. .... '" 
HAIR.. 90) 
"~OMISeS. 'ROMISES .... 660 
FOUy CARATS ......... '11 
ln'.... .. ..... ". .... l40 

l'OSTSC~lns 
M ..................... l,SOI 
c.b. ... ,.... . ..... 1.1" 
n.. Go .. t Wlut. Hope : ... -557 
r .. ., Il A, .... , Se... ....... 454 
H ... "." Vtt ........ ,.... •• l59 
twl>a ................... ~ 

"tl/HAT THE IUTlEIt SAW ... '5 
COlme ... ..... .. .... lA 
hu ... , n. .. v,k fto ... botte '1.... ." ........ : .. &li 
s. ••• Da,.. o. "'oum."' ..... n 
n.. T,... O.. SI •• 40<\, •• , il 
0 .. , Jo.ct R .... " .. ,. D .. , 

M,. k ......... , .••. ...... 4' 
H.llo •• d Good"". .. ...... ~ 
n., O/'Y Wotà.. .. ...... -40 
l1li00'0 Happy N_l •. ~ •••• 4() 

T ••• ~... ••. .. ......... 3' 
n.. 1oI .... 0IY "nk •• ,: •••• 25 
n.. MOOtI D,u,",,, ••• • ••• 24 
N.lur,' of th. C,,"'. ., • •• 74 
H_ M.d •• H_ Mvch7 •• '4 
n ... ,o 10 - ... ". 24 
n.. U ..... " Ha.cI .. d 

For •• ,,,, ... d tJ.~ No"".lo ... 21 
n.. P ..... n. . . . .. : ... 2\ 
n.. J.",p ... , Fool , • •••••• lb 
Con!nbt.t .. ,"1 .. .... ... 16 
Lt .. Oft' Sly ..... .. .... 16 
C.II, .. , .ft c.ory \5 
L.ttl. &O... .'.... .... 15 
n.. C,,,,,, •• I. 15 
THE CAGE.. 15 
$4., Shi" • ..... .') 
Arc •• Cont. Z .. ",b. • • • •• .] 
IOESMAN ANO m'A' •• .• 1'0 
CnIM, of Pu.,on . •.. ••• '1 
5<1110...... •• .......... . 
Th. Ho •• lc& Ho.t .••••• f.. • ,.- . 
·n. 1.0<:.1 St.!",.t,e • 
L ..... Yov, Crooi.d Nt'Sh!.",. V 
nt ....... st .... Ur!. . ...• T 
Iftrtn.C\.on, for th tiV"" ... , of 

T,., .. , ftc. On th. enl R,.)· 
"'r. to Go' ,,,10 ffftc:t J,,,. u.,., 1. 1142 • • 7 

N4loody H •• n • W." ON", ,; 
TIt. Nert ..... ,.... • 
.".. End .f Ali Th"l' N.!u .. 1 5 
Th. S1..,herd of A..... 1 

•• d Stul th. Ole! M.,,', 
I •• dl. 

Long runs: Oh! Calcutta! 

G..r 1. ,,,t-. ~d ."<1 Sitt •• 
;", G",po'. ........ 15 

lov •• "d M'Dl. Syn.p ...... 15 
Wh","" ... :tlt. W,04 ....... '9 M.h., .... ..., ",' . '" ...... • 
1 o...1ftt 1 Ow.lt III ~ ... t. 

cI.I.· •. ' • .' .............. , 
L.p. '" ............ ,. .. l 
bchlftS" .. '....... ....... 1 
'I\e Houl. ef L .. u.., .... ~ .. 1 

UYIVA.LS 

fe,t~ ....... , ~ ... '. Ey.. .• 23/ 
Sv""""rt, ................ "14 
Plrk .f 1ft. M_ ........... Ut 
H.dd. G.bl., -......... Il 
_00114 SEI('iICE. • ...... " 
..... ,ke .1Id S,.,. ...... ~ 
S'_ Duc ..... tM 
1C~1t"., Groulld . .. .. .... 14 

From tIt. Se-..l City ...... II 
MI .. I. il.... .. ... 15 
n. M.---. .. ef o..,lIet ... 7 
Lw'" .................... 1 

L! nrru.u DE 'UIS 
la~ Moot./Arcl"trvc •• , 10 
Olt la ... ·n ,_.. • '" •• 10 
la Gr .. d V=r/l.c ""'"_lite 

At"..1c ......... '" t 
u uc ..... /la Jou". Fill. A 

M.riot/la. c ... _ ... '" • 
DIE ·SCHA.USPIfI.UU,.'1 

%U~':H 

n.. M_! • .r Mf. 
M;"""pp, ........... , """'pp- Holz ..... TM F;o.;...... 6 

Ipki, ..... .{ T •• na ... , ... 1 
,.OUSH r.As: TH EJ. TCIt 

n.. c-.u ... Pn_ ........ ni 
Acrcrf>C'lrt ..... JI 
A..-""'. Cw", ~.",. 1... • 

CH1LSEA THu.in 
CINTU 

s ..... SIo'p ............. 41 
Tite ".u tvtt.riIy • 1 
n.. U_I N,uar . ..... • 

OPIH T"f.ATtIl 
T._ .... I ................... t W,._ .................. . 
no. Serpe .. , ............... J 

AMEIICAN pua: THt.t..TlI 
Fr.. ....... ""d. H.IN! $od. n 
M~ S~.t .............. S! 
n. ,.~ 'ait ...... , ........ 46 
r .. T"_ 0... ........... )7 

HI (OlO 11oISIJoot.. U (O. 

J-M!'-"'-' .. ri '04y ., 
A ... lICe ............. M 

n.c H.,u!ll'n ............ " 
A~"""'" ............... '" 
Moft k+Wo M.~ " ........ 12 

NJW YOU: SIU.C:::UPfAtI 
FCTIVAL 

PUlUC THU-n:: 

THE WAlS 0;: THE ItOSES, 
PART 1. . .... ,) 

ll-iE WAIlS OF lHé ~O$ES, 
.AU Il .............. 2 

lICHAItD.I:1 '.. ., ........ 1 

IOU"'DAII~ Tt'tATIIt 
o..ca of o..u. .. . ... .... Si 
O.d,........ .. .: ...... !2 
r""",..u ."d 1"",,.., .... •• 4-:) 
TM lady "- M.""". . .. . ~ 
M,c!.lIIh • • '. • .......... ~1 

AHTÂ MATIHEE S~fllts 
Drc.~ .f • l!acil .. ta4 kt... ) 
'" t ... ~ wnn Iûn, ......... l 
O~. ,_ •• ,. ,. ....,.. l 
c.v...~, SpHà .co "'PH ."d 

M ... s..- .............. 2 

$OC.() sttoW 
Go RrA Krt ................ 1 

LOttG lUNS ,. 
THE FA'NTA!;'ilC(S ..... 4.2~1 
YOU;RI: A GC-:'O MAN, 

CH""lI!: UC . .;;'" l.l" 
JACQUES BREL IS Alive 

AND WELt. -"NO lIVIHG 
IN PARIS. . .. ..1.001 

THE 10YS IN ThE lAND • °11 
ADAPTATION-t>4ElCT ..... Sft 
NO 'LACE TO té 

SOMUOOY ........ "" 
OHI CAlClJrAI ....... -02 

• pen seRIns 
t ... ,o;... n,,"'3 . '31 
c ..... ; McD-pl. .. ....... 931 
o.~ .t Su.. ..... .57; 
LttIt M-wl( ........... 400 
~. k y_-s. GoOt.d .1Id 

&.10, ...... :.. ........ :.;. 310 
G.CM .~.. • .. ... ]}/o 

C_'":l'0'H ;" o." Ok! ,",,,, lU 
" ....... "..... .. ...... l~i 
P,... .... .. ...... ,.1\'2 
c.. ~..;. 1lJ..nr ... cI.. •• .117 
II... G:..- l .. l., .......... t 

3rd 1970, Je 28, ".3.l 
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Closing Tlle Record Book on 1970-71 

The curtain rings down on the 1970-71 season Wedne5day. 
Mere is à summ~ry <Jf the seasotù productions and their rulU. 

BROADWAY 

PI;yl -=::::;7 

Musiuls 
Ileyues 

1970-

1.!..... 
.33 

.. 12 
o -4S 

,LAYS 

1969. 
70 

S2 
16 

1 

69 

SIl .... IÎ>hd in c.plt,1 Icite .. .r. sbl! .... o,,'s. 
SUUYH ....... 2~S 
PAUL SIUS' STCity 

THEATER • 14d 
Th. GinStt~ .. d Llc!Y. 193 
Job And Ray-Th. 

T .. o And O ... ty 158 
C .... dud Unbccbmins ....•. 144 
Hom. III 
And Mi .. R .. rclon Onn~, 

A tiltl. ,oa 
How Th. Oth .. H.lf Lo • ., 104 

n.. Ph".nthropi.~ 72 
Fo .. , On A G~,d.. S7 
Abalard Ant! H.IoIS. 53 
Ali 0... 42 
LENNY ,_...... .... 42 
Ln 81.ne. ... 4G 
METAMORPHOSES 13 
Not No,",. 0.,"n9 1 •• li 
Ser.tel. 04 

F.t.'.'·' D.y 
MUSICALS 

THE ROTHSCHILOS • 292 
TWO IY T'WO ., 2118 
FOUIES • 101 
li,,,\, Lsvtl, And YIddish ••. as 
r ... P,."don!'. O~u9I.to, 78 
70. Glfl" 70 .. ., 36 
Ari .............. .. .. 19 
Lo.e'" L.cli ... K,"d Gentl •• l't.,, 16 
E.rt of Ru,~.n •. .. 5 Fr... M,,,;wfll 1 

RlPERTOltY THEATEP. 
LINtOLH CENTER 

An Encmy 01 Tb. P. ~pl. ~4 
'110. "ayb01 Of The Wuto," 

World . .... .... 52 
'110. Gaod Wo",." Of S.hu.~ <46 
An\;30nt • ........ 46 
n.. &.rtlJd.y P"ly ., .• 3' 
PLAY 5TRINOBEilG 32 
Seenes Fr.m Amu .... " l,'. jO 
'.dure> ln Th. H.U ..... y 20 
L. .. d,Clp, & S,loncc • 

ItEVIVÀLS 
NO, NO. NANETIË 1.7 
A Mid'""'Mo, N ShI', 0".", 77 
Vou 'ra A Goud ~.I,IO 

Charlis B,own 32 
Ha., Fcvt' ••••• '4 
Oth.11e . 16 
o..rle,.·, Aunl .' 

PHOEH'X 
Th T, ... 1 0' t~. C.'on,.,n. 

'-I.na, .,. . r5? 
Th. 5 .. 11001 Fo, 'VI .• ~, 110 

ICI SHOWS 
MMC~W C"<v, 0 .. l,. ~9 
lu C.p.du ..•. . 20 

Note: Long runs: 

O •• ney On P .,.~.. • ..•• .. 20 ' 
Hol,d., 0" 1" Of 1971 9 

LONG RUHS 
flDDLU ON THé RO 
HA,R 
PROMIS,ES. PROMI" 
177/0 
OH! CAlCUTTAI 
BUTTERFllES 'RE REE 
LAST OF THE 0 HOT 

lOVERS •• , 
PUitLI!: . 
APPlAUSE ...... " .... 

630 
541 
525 

COM!'ANY 49 .. 
THE ME NOSOOY "NOWS m 

POSTSCRIPTS 
H.llo. Oolly! ... , ... 1.84>4 
Man Of la M,nch. • ... 2.328 
PI ... 5".1... ....... 1,098 
Fort, Ca,ot. •. ... • ... 781 
(1"ld', PI.i, . .. ., .. , 143 
Coeo ................ lB 
Borotol Soy. •• • '143 
Th. aoy F"c"d III 

OFF BROADWAY 
1970-

71 
1969. 
70 

Plays 
Mus.icals 
Revues .. 

.82 
16 

3 -101 
PUYS 

THE HOUSE Or BLUE 

10J, 
2~ 

1 

125 

lEAV~S 162 
Happy 8,"~d,y. W,"", Junt tH 
Al,ee ln Wo,d.,I,nd 122 
A Orcarn Out 01 Time 49 
Fa .. ~I,., 31 
Acrobah Ir t,,,t li 
A Pioc. W.\~t 000.. 10 
Bc~.ld' Ccmt!h Th. 

V.ncl.·I.I'.", 
Sea'. 

21 
23 

C."I,. 'III .. H.,t And No" 
Ht's Gon_ 

8LAC< GiRL 
17 
17 

,,, N.,. ,ns',ncl W.ntc' ... Il 
Th. ~",.,.id S"I)~'" 10 
Any R ... ",!:>!.ntc Ta l'enonl 

lI""g O' O .. à 
THE LAST ANAlfSIS 
Th,et ay Fothngh\\, 
n,. lu.hee Bo. 

IIhn".' Op •• ", 
Th. Cn!'. Co"ol .. 
0 .. N'9~t S'o.d .. Of A 

NOISY PMUI'":!,,r 
Tloe 01 ..... '!L'panlt 
T1"n9' Th.t A!.,o,t H.ppo. 
i~, Jr""Pl:.eu:4~c. 

MI\COnc.cp'tlon 
G,nOh. 0 

1'· r S)./I,,~i1g B"d. 
;:', C.r-cfy,ppfc 
My H.,," 1. You, H .. u.c 
Ch,ld • ., 'n T~. R.>o 
).h .. v J.hn,,," 
And '~" ... L,rtl. a.y 

,,,. v".7 

, 
9 

• • 1 
7 
7 

7 
6 
5 

2 
1 
1 

, 1 
1 
1 
1 

MUSICAL! 
TOUCH .. 30S 

/52 
19 

....... SI> 
50 

t u,." ... 1 Of St. Jo... .... 17 
S'''4\,.n, '6 
1"-. BaU.d OF Johnny Pot ., 14 
!:la tt A3 •• nl '" ....... 14 
S.. • • ...... • 
A Day 1ft The l,'. 01 Ju,t 

About Everyon. .••••.••• 7 
1(;" No ................. , 
$.:rO" 
Lcak Wn.,. l'm AU ..... 
Th. Red '1111-,1. An~ 81 •• k ... 

REVUtS 

, 

THE PROPOSITION ...... 117 
T" B. 0, Not To B.-

Wh,t K.ftd Of Quc.bo .. la 
TIr.I?, . . 

Co.i., 1'1 .. , Th. L,I. 

t* REVIVALS 

riO 
21 

C ,~" Al S.. no 
WAITING foa GODOT ... 170 
"',eb.th ......... 112 
A 0011', J-I, u.. . ... III 
CNE l'LEW OVER THE 

CUCKOO'S NEST .. ' 114 
I,ONG DAY'S JOURNEY 

INro NIGHT .......... " 
Hedd. G. \oler S6 
T·. H • .,«.",,, 9 14 
w~-r..:t .. . .... S 
tl.ne. OF O .... !h " • 

~LE TREl EAU DE PA!lIS 
• Aman!. Ang'.". •.•• III 

DI! BRUCKÈ 
l( tlnhu'gllnoclt ••• t & D •• 

Kurv. .. .......... 10 
"'Mph.tryo~ ••••..• ••• • • 

NEW YORK SHAKESPEARE 
fESTIVAl 

PUBLIC THEATER 
SJbj.et To ~I'. . 117 
T·e'.wnl' Of Tht W.II,' .•• 67 
t-J ore Ar. l.d·... 67 
l.à M.eGo ... "" ln Th. 

w~·1t 01 s"",,,·1 8«itH !4 
TH: 3 .. SIC nAINiNG OF 

PAVlO HUMMEL. 51 
r.c HIPP'"'' C.,e 0 
E '10.1 ' 40 
U,dCfg'O.,d .... ...... lS 
S'.. 32 
OANCE WJ' ME 11 
C."d,de . •• 19 
S ... d A." P. ~pct Th .. I". Il 

NEW YO~K SHAKESPEARE 
FHTIVAL 

CINiitÀL PARK 
).c~ •• d III " 20 
;-. w ... 01 The !tou" 

p.rt 1 Il 
Tlo. W ... Of Th. Il,,u,. 

'ort 1\ 11 
AMEItICAN PLA<:E THEAUR 
... .. e C .. ·"e""e', 
$ .. .,d.y C'Me, 

CDJIlpiled by CLJUU\ HOTTER 

Oh! Calcutta! 

l'in\..iJ'a .............. _ ••• 
Baek Bo, I .. ,t 8.lt .. ..., Jt 

NE"GRO l!HSIMILI CO. 
Oà"d... . .......... _. 4f 
Ro .. l .. Pnt~h-* a-

Pcrry', M,ulo" ..... ...... 41 
Th. O,u ... On M.nJ..y 

Mount ... t .................. _ 4. 
l.d. A Ill.c\ Ho_ ........ 24 

CtiElSU. TH!ATU CUiTER 
ACIDC •••••• ~ ......... _ 21 
S .... cI ........... "' .. _ :il 

Mo .... :! b1l .~""'" •• _ 7,' 
r .. ot .................... If 

Moy.cI Off 8 ........... 1 ..... li 
Self..Aeeu.wli~" " My fut My 

Tuto, .................. 1. 
ROUNDA30UT THUTll. 

H.mr.t ......... ~.......... lA 
Une!. V,1tya ..... ",. .............. 46 

Mo ... d 011 aro ....... ,... a 
Slt. St ....... T. C ..... IV"' _ ....... 
Ch ... Aliboit 1 S ..... _ .. J4 

est R!jlJRTOlY 
It.s."c,."~ & Gutld.,..h,.,. 

Ar. D •• cI .... _ ......... 4 
P.r:cln •. _ ........... ".-..... n 
H«m'd ....... __ .. la 
Tw.lftlt Night • •••• ........ .. 
U .. cl •. V.ny ...... _._ J; 
M ... · Ancl SupOJlna •• ., ..... 14 
Moloy Die\ .. • " • •• • .. •• , 

ANTAM TINIISliUU 
A " •• ug_ To . M. ~ _ 1 
The '.rf.et Ma eh " 

SI .. ,", )oIf"'O • • • • ..... 2 
'TIr. trç • .And T, .t 01 1. 

'" W .. lt., S"'lftlh. 1 • ....... t 
Hcnt.sc ............ _ 2 

LONO R Hl , 
THE FANTASTICKS.. .4;42 
JACQUES BREL IS AlIVE 

AND WELl AND I! 'IING 
IN l'loRIS ........ ... 1.423 

THë EFFi:CT OF GAM " 
RAYS ON MAN.IN TH& 

MOON MARI~OL S 455 
TNe DI~rrEsr SHOW IN 

TOWN .... 411 

l'OSTSCRI?TS 
YOI,',e ... Go.e! Min. C~.d· 

I,own .... .. .... 
Tke 8"". In TIr. I."d •• , 
Adll>tctl"~ & l'Iut . 
No Plac .. To 8. So .... body 
Tht l •• t S .. ut O.,.. 

Of ..... e 
W~.t Th. S.l'" S ... 
Jay 
•• um .... And Lt •• 
St .. ,.,.:. .. !" 
Colc\t., 
T~. C .. ge 
RD,'" Serv,co 

MISCELLAHY 
O.lono., C:U".I. .' 21 " 
hn,I:' .. n "":"" "' .... ,.t 1 
llte.!cr -0,. ih. S.lu.:r.:l. 

0' ;,Agut . 6 
E",lv~ W ,II •• ,.., A. Ch_ri" 

O .. ircn~ S 
N.~ 1(.'101'" • ) 
JUd,'h And" ••• , H,,"I.t 2 

1971. J, 27, Il.35 
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APPENDIX III 

Collision Course 

~ 
1 

The Unexpurga ted f\1.emo i rs of Bernard Morgende i 1 er 

The Unexpuriated Memoirs of Bernard Morgendeiler is 

a dialogue that appeared in 1965 in a cartoon anthology of 

the sarne name. It later appeared in 1968 as a skit in a 

play calle,d 'lCollision f:oute and then it appeared again as 

a written play in a~ anthology of plays compiled ~y Edward 

Parone. (1 have been told by Dr. Peter Ohlin, Chairman of 

the Graduate Department of English at McGiJl, that the same 

dialogue appeared in Playboy sorne years'earlier than 1965, 

and that it was in the f~rm of a cartoon.) The Unexpurgated 

Memoirs of Bernard Morgendeiler is a perfect exarnple of the 

progression of'Feiffer as a cart09nist to a playwright. That 

this brief play was se1ected 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 
() 

satire. 

The introduction to Col'lision Course includes the 

~amous question Thoreau asked of'Emerson when he was in jail: 

"Waldo why are you not here?" The implication, of course, 

1 

) 
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is that society's hypocrisy cannot be faced with complicity, 

but must be cha11dn~ed by sorne for~ of rebellion. Collision 

Course is composed 0 

the system: by disse 

sorne of the b~s~c h 

worklw~o have challenged , 

norms and exposlng 

realities in Ame~ica. Feiffer's 

piece ~n Collision Course 15 a sexual exploit. It epitomizes 

the absol~te and genuine ~tter confusion that surrounds sexual 
~ 

attitudes in Amer~a in the 1960'5. It exposes the hypo-

critital basis of sexuaJ behaviour adm{tting desire, trying 

to abnegate guilt but at the same time suff~ring from it. 
c 

The theme of castration is also included which is 50 often 
, 

important in understanding Feiffer's notion of the relation-

ship b~t~een m€n and wOillen. 
-« 

The purpose of Edward Parone!s anthology links him 

closely with Peiffer in an unca~ny way. Parone apparently 

had been effected by the Kennedy assassination and felt that 

publÎc art should no longer be a Philistinean experience. , 

" the arti stand the a.udience mus t""confron t each other. ,,1 

l am ç~rtain he felt the incoherence in the American 

(5pecifically New York) culture that Peiffer calls Gratuitous 

Violence, when he flings a remark like this to his readers: 

"Maybe they (the audience) are wai ting and hoping " 
for paradise ta be painted again; but maybe they are 
there to know the paradise thcy live in, Nothing,ij' 
sure. Yes, maybe one thing is sure: the news of -_ 
assassinations keelJs arriving - as sure as shit." 

Edward Parone. 
Introduction 
COllision Course, p. viii 

l ' 
Edward Parone, ed. Collision Cours~ (New York: Random 

House, 1968), p. v11. 



-: 

\ 

\ 

Fust Printing 
"~opyright, 1959,1961,1962, 1963,1964, 1965, by Jule! Feitfcr 

AU ngh~. rescrvcd under Internaflonal and Pan-Amencan Copyright 
• Convenuon,. Publlshed \0 New York by Rlndom House, Ine., and 

'lR1ult~neou.sly ln Toronto, Canada, by Random House cf Canada Llmited. 
Llbrary of Congres! Catalog Card Number: 65-21252 

nend.",,"T?c S!udent," "Tel~phone," "Homebody," "The Buncb," 
nVCf5atlon onglOutly appc~rcd \0 Piaybo1 Mag;u;ine 

Manufactured in the United St:1ta of America 

Pubhshcd 10 aSSOCiation with Hall EdltlOO!, Inc. 

The Unexpurgated'Memoirs of Bernard M orgendeiler. 

'1 

INTRODUCTION 

(The sune i~a b.edroom late lJ' night. BUNARD and 
NAo~n sil diseonsolately) 

NAOMI Dan't feel too bad. "-

BERNARD l'm sorry. You understand? 

NAO~1t What's there to be sorry abou~? 
.UNARD 1 had too much to drink, You understand? 1 mcan 

ordinpily 1 never have trouble like this. 
1 

NA0l'11 Will you pleâse behcve me? Y • .)u don't owe me any 
explanation. Ifs not as If it's a test or anything. 

BE.RNARD \Vell, ifs ",hen l have tOO much to drink you sec­

NAO!'>U (TryiTlg to plaeale) What do you think-l grade men? 

BERNARD (WiTlCt!s) Ifs the alcohol·-l just can't (GTOP~S fOT Tight 

word) function-

NAOl\1I Pleasc, yO\l ncedn't be so mllch on the deftruivt "'" 

BERNARD (Fruus) Who's on the defensive? .. 
NAOl\1I Ail l'Ill saying is it's not that much of a big-

----------~--,-
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BUN.1,.RD (Terscly) Don't tell me I"m on the defensivc: when J'm • 
not on the defensiv7. 

NAO~U Listen, 1 don'! waM to make a big thing out of­

aERNAJl.D(BICterly) Yeah? Yeah? Yeah, l' bet l'ou don't, don't you? 
Yeahl 

NAO~U What's the matter with you? 

.~RNARD Saying that, l'm on the defensivc: puts me on the de­
fensive. llefore'you said 1 was on the defeoslve do ~ou think 1 
was on the defCIISI\'C? 1 wasll't on the defensive. 

NAO!>II J'm SOITL().K.? l'm sorry. 
-----

- B~~~AAD (Coldly) That was a castratins...remark.. 

NAOMI (Ama1.ed) , Say mg l'm sorry" 

BER"'IARO (Nastll)') DO/l't take it out of CDntext. l'm an authority 
on castrating remarl..s 'Vornen a.lWf)'s try to get away with them 
on me, They m:ver do. 1 lan recogllizc a castrating remark a 
hundred miles away! ' 

(THEY stem: at each other glllmly) 

NAOr.tI (Softly) Can 1 say sdrnetlung? (HE tlods) Vou're not g?ing 
to believe this but ifs true. . " 

BERNARD (Impatie7ltly) Sure. Sure. 

NAo:o.lI 1-1 didn't nu:an to make a castrating remark. 

BER.NARD Sure. Sure. 

,,,AOMI Somc:times the y just cOflle out. 

BERNARD Y~ah. 

NAO!>11 It's, like sometimes evc:ry wod 1 say is exactly like my 

, , \ 
mother! 1 coulçl kill myself. Sorne lhings are a mistake, (SHE 

tO,uches him) Not iverything is deIiberate. (HE looks al her 
witlt warmth. THEY louch hands) 'Vant ta try agatn? 

BERNARD (Withdraws) The akohol-you kno\v- lt wouldn't. 1 
couldn't- The alcohol-{Pauses ta col/~ct himself) flaw about 
tomorrow? 

NAOMI If 1 ask a question will it offend you? 

BERNARD 1 don'tknow. Try. 

NAOMt- YOlLwant to go home no\v,- don't you? 

BERNARD Weil, 1 wouldn't say- WeIl, we are sort of tinished here, 
are.ùwe? 

NAO!\fl You're very uncomfortable. 

BERNARD (~V.eakly) WeIl, l'\'e got a lot on my mind lately. SouLlt­
east Asia and everything. (Pause as SUE stares al hlm uncon­
vltI,.!d) Nuclcar holocaust. (Pause) The depres:'lon. 

NAO~U 'Vhat depression' 

BERN/.RD Mme. " 

NAOMI l.t's hke you've already Idt. It's like you're out of the room 
rightnow. 

BERNARD (Giggles uncomforlnbly) 1 guess 1 am_ 1 often don't 
, Imow umil l'm told. 

NAO!\II Listen. This is a dlfficult question to a5k, Do you--do you 
enjoy making love? 

BERNARD (Leaps uP) Listen! 1 just had a little too much to drink! 

NAOI>t1 Look, 1 know it's hard to talk about. Will you please listen 

/ 

--, 
1 

~ 1 

., 
.' 
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'? me for.a minute. l'm a d,ffieult penon. aIl right? 

ISraRO Boy! , 
.. (HE sils doum) 

NAo~n But teH mC'"Twhen it's over-do )'OU fcel htJppy7 (No 
answer) Can't you t311" to me? Then answer this. Do you feel 
gooel! (No '-rlSwer) Llsten. Do me 3 favor?, lllis' one favor? Vou 
'don't ha\ c to tall.. about It, ail Tight' \Ve~1 do it 50 you don't have 
to taU .. abOlit Il J'U a~k the q\le~t!On-and yOIl blinI.. once for yes 
aod tWlce for no. (HE looks al her as If ~Ht:~ mad) \Vhen ifs over 
do you feel happy? (Loti/; pau.!/:) Olu:e for'yes-twice ~or no. 
(Long pause. liE blink! IWlce. ~m: "aels knowl1lg1y) Do }OU feel 
-gUllty? (HE bll1lks OllC~ H/J/llnl/)') Everybody 1 know feeb 
guilt)! \\'hy do )'011 Cee! glldty? (No aW!/Jer) ~s It becaùsc we 
don't n:ally I..now eath other? You feel we're not really having a 
relalionsf;ip? (No ausU'er) llIiIlI... 

ISERN"'RD (E..:plodes) l'm lIred of blinking' WeIl, is there are· 
lationshlp? h lhere? Is there? \Ve rneel at a party, we taIk rnaybe 

,l."wenty minutes in ail, we come up here and ~ can't do it. 1 ~d.mit 
il }'Ou",:c brol..en me down! 1 don't like betng lU_mIS pOSluon. 

~-I don't cnjoy it-you're right there-I don't-and you'Te nght 
. - again"::"I do fcel gutltv' And l ",am to thanl.. you. l've gotte~ 

more sexual grati/ication out oE thls speech 1 ~t made than If 

1 hl1d gone ta bed with YOll' 

NAOI\Il Don't you understand what the trouble is? 

aERNARO l'm tbat rare kllld of person who can't have sex out 
of context. 1 want a relationship! l'm a nul' 

NAo~n Crapl (m. tuwas) Why does every bourgeoIS male 1 meet 
b~ve to put a valüe judgment on sex? 

BERNARD (Frostily) Vou don't frighten me, f am not afraid of the 
term bou~geoisl ' 

NAOMI Everybody has to prove ifs not wrong! Why fOT Godsakes? 
'\Vhy? You don'c mind cheating on your incarne tax. and t"ars 
wrong, you don't mind Iymg to gIrls who you're cired of and 
that's wrong, but the one thing that's :Super.wrong }'ou can't 
admit 15 wrongl , 'l 

BERNARD Thcre is nothing ",rang with the sexuàl aet. Properly 
administered it can be bcauuful. Where are you from? Out of 
the dark ages? 

NAO!'>fI Don't believe it for 3 minute. 

BERNARD Psychologists tell us­

NAO:\II Don't believe lt. 

BERNARD 1 do believe h. I1's not wrongl 
> 

NAOMI Then it must be righl. 

B.E.RNARD (Uncerlam/y) \Vell, just because it may not be right 
dOe5n't mean ifs wrOIfg. Se" JS dean you' know. 

NAOMI Don't beheve itl 

BERNARD It isl Psychologists tell us-

NA.OMI They'te lyirigl Nobody TeaUy believes sex is ctean. 

BERNARD Psycrlogists tell us-

NAOr.U Nobody beheves it. Do l'ou ,be,lieve il? 

BERNARD Mine i) a untque case. 

NAOMI lhey're l}illgl That's what confuses everybody Vou can t 
tum &ex ioto something pure hke brushing your teethl Sex is 

, C'~actly whac you thought it WOlS when yO\l fir~t leamed about itl 

BERNARD (With growing exciteme1/t) You mean on the streets? 
It's dirty? 

NAOl\1l (Nods) Sex ispirty! 

BERNARD (Alarmed)l-lf'f.rHft'(yr-Àhoon as 1 said it 1 knew! 

NA.O~U Rightl '#, 
IERNARD It isl It isl It always has been! It always will b,el They 

were Iying to mel It's dirty! Ifs eVll! l1's blld' 

NAOl\1I Rightl ' ~~ ,."'''~ 

BERNAIU> (Delighted) 1 can e~loy it nowl 

NAO~U My ownl 

Ci 

(SHE opens ha 4rms, lIER:'ARD cm;/! an ugly laugh. THEY 

-embrace violclltly) 

Blacltout 
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APPENDIX IV 

Blanket 5tatements 

The following is a listing, by anthology, of the subject 

matter of the blanket statement ca~toons not incl~ded in 

the text. This appendix will give the reader a survey of 

every differen{ subj~ct Feiffer examines in a socio-polit~cal 
1 

~ay. 

Sick, Sick (1958) 

~ 
1 

1 

Fall-out, a push fpr a commercial campaign to..."popularize 
fallout. 

2. Eisenhower says the law is to be obeyed. White law and 
colored law, so th~ world can respect ~erica's moral stand. 

3. Fall-o~ bigger bomb~, but less fallout. 

4. 

s. 

nger, mak~ anger marketable, "loud but harmless, take 
hrea t out ~f angepr, make anger fr ienâly. " 

cdn be profitable. 

(19 ... 59) 

1. m! Ca fable) The government dupes the Americans to 
alI-out. Fall-o~t.is profitable .. ' _' 

2. Munro (~fable) The military inducts a four year-old. 

(1960) 

1. Corruption causes Juvenile deljnquency; legalize corruption 
to give -kids back their roots. 

" 
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2. Television is mediocre; infiltrate quality slowly to 
gct the pub~ic to think it is still mediocre. 

3. Humor is dead. 

4. America's stage of governmerttal development is labeled 
..... ' "free- form corrtrpt ion .41 

, 0 

• 

S. Writers sacrifice their intégrity for commercial success. 

6. Eisenhowe~ stands in the.middle of the road and endorses 
everything. 

Boy, Girl, Boy, Girl (1961 ) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8 . 
• 

9. 

" 

Cold War: In~till rniddle class values in ~nder-priviledged 
nations ta solve the Cold War. 

Middle incorne housing is ve~y expensive. 

lIigh-~is~ al~ienatiQn. 

The crime on telev4sion readies one for life. 

The wOTt-d is spli t into two classes: those afraid of cops 
and those'who don't realize the ;issue is at stake. 

Integrated cocktail part~es; th~ next one will have two 
black people. 

The family builds two fallout shelters: one for their 
"girl" and one for themselves. . ~ 

WWlll pre-centennial celebration as there won't be an 
opportunity afterwards . 

çommercia~ entertainments: blacklists on movies gives 
guilt to the movie nakers; this leads ta imptovement of 
quality. 0 

10., Conservatism in publishing. 
\ r 

Il. "Take away crimo, from the whi te caIlar worker and you will 0 

rob him ~'of his last ves'tige of job interest." 

12. Newspapcrs arc prejudice. 

13. Deception in ptiblishing; kno,v the market, not 'the content. 
1 \- ! 

"\ 
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"', . 

'14. ·"lI suppress\ioh cannat disarm criti-c:lsm, amiable, 
açceptance can." 

1 -

o' 

1. Youth ale afraid <of th,é responsibility of defex;ding 
their country. " 

1 • 

~. Gpvernment tries ta control anti~AmeTican sentiment. 

3. ~ilitary., is· tYrannical. . ~ 

4. ~ TCleVis ion cul ture teaches the youth, nof 
~ . 

s. 1 \ 

News personalities, not cQntept, control ~ur 
t'o the news. 

6 .. Architecture is destroyed in the name of progress. 

7. A ma~ migrati~ri to the suburbs after ~hc bomb drops. 
~ 

8. Black men incite integration ~y insrilling fear. 
< ( , 

9. Bring demo~racy to corruption!? 
a 

10. The Mi1itary's strategy is based on comie strips. 
0 

Il. Ra'è1 ieal Middl e: "Bold times calI for bold anslvers, " 
withih reason in a manner of speaking, 
more ~r less." 

t 
) 

~2. Neutron"bomb does not harrn machines; it only kil1s people. 
Then we're aIl safe. 1 

(\ 

FcJffer on Civj1 Rights (1966) 
~-

AlI cartoons express ~al tRemes concerhing racism. 
/ 

" .1" 

'. 
--
, .: 
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