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When Horton the elephant, in Doctor Seuss's Horton Hearsa Who (1954), listens
to the “very faint yelp” of a microscopic civilization living on a dust speck and
tries to rally his neighbors to protect the endangered Who village, he gets caught
between two different democratic communities (3). On the one hand, there is
the conformist world of his own friends and neighbors, “the Wickersham Broth-
ers and dozens/ Of Wickersham Uncles and Wickersham Cousins/ And
Wickersham In-laws,” who use chains and cages to crush individualistic tenden-
cies: “For almost two days you've run wild and insisted/ On chatting with per-
sons who've never existed./ Such carryings-on in our peaceable jungle!/ We've
had quite enough of your bellowing bungle!” On the other hand, there is the
civic-minded community of Whoville, “a town that is friendly and clean.” Faced
by a crisis that threatens their survival, the Who rally together to insure that
their voices are heard: “This is your town’s darkest hour!/ The time for all Whos
who have blood that is red/ To come to the aid of their country!”

Horton’s situation encapsulates the dilemmas that many liberals faced in post-
war America — torn between the conflicting values of community and individu-
alism, frightened by mob rule and, yet, dedicated to democracy. Horton expresses i
a nostalgia for the Whoville-like America of the war years, when political differ-
ences were forgotten in the name of a common cause and fear over the rigid
Wickersham-like conformity of the 1950s. On the eve of the Second World War,
many liberals and radicals had joined forces to confront the threat of fascism
overseas and to defend the New Deal at home. Under the banner of the “Popular ;

Front,” they had sought to contain their differences and broaden their base of
support, employing “democracy” as a code word for social transformation (in-
cluding the resolution of economic inequalities) and “fascism” as a general term
for oppression and concéntrated power (including the entrenched authority of
union-busting corporations). Such rhetorical ploys linked many on the Left toa
common vision of what the war was about and what the ideal post-war society
would look like. While internal tensions (especially centering around Stalinism)
shook the stability of this alliance, the war years allowed many Leftists to rally
behind broadly perceived national interests. As the war ended, however, the rise

of anti-communist hysteria led many liberal “fellow-travelers” to repudiate their ;

earlier ideological partnerships; others expressed their concern over the cotlapse

of individual liberties and the pressure towards uniformity in American culture.
Having worked together across a broad political spectrum to win the war, the

Left now found its voice excluded from the process of building the post-war era..

Seuss’s outrage over the community’s pillaring of the non-conformist Hortoa
(a liberal out of sync with his community) contrasts sharply with his disgus!ed
response to Jo-Jo the “very small, very small shirker” (who places personal intesy
ests ahead of the larger cause). The heroic Horton challenges his community 9,
show greater concern for the weak and the powerless. The contemptible Jo-
endangers his community by withholding his small voice from their noise-
ing efforts. Only when Jo-Jo contributes his voice, “the Smallest of All,” do®
Wickershams and the other animals hear the Who and commit themselves
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when it invites children to claim a secret (and unpoliced) space for their imagina-
tive play. Seuss saw himself as continuing the “nonsense” tradition of Jonathan
Swift, Lewis Carroll, Hilaire Belloc, and Edward Lear, employing whimsy to
communicate controversial ideas to a resistant audience (10). The power of such
fantasy lay in its indirectness. As he explained, “when we have a moral, we try to
tell it sideways.” (11).

This “sideways” pedagogy reflected some of the core assumptions behind “per-
missiveness,” then the preferred mode of parenting among middle-class mothers
and fathers (12). Permissive child-rearing saw the explicit display of parental
authority as thwarting their offsprings’ independence and free-will. [nstead, Ben-
jamin Spock and his allies hoped to motivate learning and domestic responsibil-
ity “sideways,” transforming household chores into play and redirecting nega-
tive impulses to more constructive ends. Horton’s insistence that “a person’s a
person, no matter how small” perfectly summarizes the permissive paradigm.
The ideals of democracy were to be embedded into the micro-practices of every-
day life. At the heart of permissiveness was a discourse about power — about the
power relations between children and adults — and how that power might best
be exercised within a democratic society. Permissiveness, as its name suggests,
was defined more through what it permitted — the behavior of children it both
tolerated and accommodated — rather than what it prohibited. Contrary to con-

servative critics, permissiveness did not represent total anarchic “license.” In-

stead, it balanced individualism against community standards. Permissive think- .

ers struggled with the distinction between “license” and “freedom,” seeing the *

need to “set limits” while calling for implicit, rather than explicit, controls. Spock '

proposed a model of parental “leadership,” rather than patriarchal authority, see- 3
ing the parent as soliciting voluntary cooperation, instead of imposing sanctions, |
and children as socially directed and eager to fit within the domestic “commu- !
nity.” (13).

Permissive writers looked with horror at the way that adult problems — the }
Depression, the Second World War — had introduced desperation and brutality x
into the lives of America’s children; they looked upon the children who would be 4
born into the post-war world as holding a fresh chance for social transformation. ;
Born free of prejudice, repression, and authoritarianism, one writer argued, d’na
“Baby Boom” child “comes into the world with a clean slate, needing only to be °
guided aright to grow into an adult with the highest ideals to which man has ;
attained.” (14). Childhood was imagined as a utopian space through which America

might re-invent itself. .
Children’s fiction, in this context, became a vehicle for teaching both children P

and adults this new mode of democratic thinking. As child-rearing expert Maures
Applegate explained: “If the democratic process is to improve or even continués
the skills of living together must be taught children with their pablum.” (15)- i

As McCarthyism foreclosed the prospect of meaningful political change wi
the public sphere, many Leftists turned towards the family as a site where
culture could be shifted from below. In doing so, they retained the “P
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such a negative charge that we have often been unwilling to re-examine its core

assumptions and find anything valuable there.

The task of re-examining the legacy of the Popular Front gains new urgency

as questions about the nature and function of “democracy” have resurfaced, is-
sues hotly debated within the Left. The emergence of cyberspace has raised new
prospects for participatory democracy (certainly on the local and possibly on the
national scale) (1) at the same moment that the global collapse of socialism and
communism has forced the Left to rethink some of its core ideological commit-
ments (20). Calls for “radical democracy” — that is, for a coalition of grassroots
movements working together for mutual empowerment and enfranchisement —
force us to reconsider the cultural factors shaping American citizenship.

Like the Popular Front, the movement for “Radical Democracy” embraces
western political traditions as the conceptual basis for radical critiques of Ameri-
can society, seeking a new alliance of left-of-center groups behind the goal of
combating economic and social inequalities and questioning entrenched power.
Radical democracy, Chantal Mouffe argues, recognizes that “modern democratic
ideals of liberty and equality ... have provided the political language with which
many struggles against subordination have been articulated and won and with
which many others can still be fought.” (21). Like the Popular Front, Radical
democracy is situational and contingent, recognizing the need for constant struggle
towards social transformation and constant negotiation and conversation between

social groups, who are sometimes aligned and sometimes opposed in their struggles
for recognition and empowerment. For the Popular Front, such affiliations and
alliances emerged around issues of class, linking intellectuals with labor union
activists, immigrants, the unemployed, the migrant worker and other proletar-
ian groups, constituting what Michael Denning calls the “laboring” of American
culture. More recent efforts towards Radical democracy emerge from contempo-
rary identity politics, with its focus on racial, cultural, gender, and sexuality-
based groups. Like the Popular Front, Radical democracy holds the west account-
able for its failures to live up to its own core principles and beliefs: “Such an
interpretation emphasizes the numerous social relations where subordination
exists and must be challenged if the principles of equality and liberty are to ap~
ply.” (22).

Grounded in the belief that the “personal is political,” many advocates of
radical democracy insist that its goals cannot be achieved exclusively in the pub-
lic sphere through electoral action, but require a reconceptualization of private
life and its role in shaping political culture. The power of grassroots movements, ;
Richard Flacks argues, rests “on their capacity to disrupt the routine instit\l‘j
tional processes of society, to renegotiate the rules and terms by which peol"‘_:J
live, and to reorganize the cognitive structures that shape meanings and identi”
ties.” (23). Otherwise, David Trend contends, the danger is that political cule
becomes increasingly “distanced” from everyday life and popular participat
in elections declines. What is needed, these critics argue, is the *democra i
tion” of the family, the school, the work place, and the community, as the loci
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what our fathers and mothers hoped to accomplish and how they faired. What |
propose we draw from this earlier progressive movement is not so much its spe-
cific solutions as the questions it posed and the goals it set for itself.

Seuss as propagandist

In 1947, The New Republic published one of the last known editorial cartoons by
Dr. Seuss — who, the magazine reported, “came out of retirement, looked at the
current American scene, and temporarily retired again.” (27). In the cartoon,
Uncle Sam peers down in horror at a community reduced through its mutual
suspicions to chaos. Babies name their mothers as communists. A little bird de-
nounces a run-down horse pulling a wagon. Another man suspects a passing bird
of leftist sympathies. Fingers point in all directions and wild accusations are
flying. The cartoon draws heavily upon images found in Seuss’s first children’s
book, To Think That I Saw it on Mulberry Street (1938). This time, however, adults,
not children, had “eyesight’s much too keen” and needed to “Stop turning min-
nows into whales.” The cartoon suggests Seuss’s growing pessimism about adult :
politics as he returned to civilian life. This image of a community, unable to
trust any of its members, represented the antithesis of the national unity Seuss %
had hoped to build through his involvement with the Popular Front. Reviewing )
his earlier political work will help us to understand the ideological contexts out
of which emerged the themes and situations found in Seuss’s childrens books. 1
In 1940, Seuss, who was previously knownas a light-hearted “nonsense” writer, |
took up his pen as an editorial cartoonist for the newly created tabloid, PM, an
important organ of the Popular Front movement. PM’s publisher was Ralph:
Ingersoll, who had quit his lucrative job as publisher of Time to create what h‘é
claimed would be a new kind of newspaper (28). PM operated without advertis-
ing, in order to be free of obligations to special interests, and it provided regular
sections devoted to labor, civil rights, and women’s issues (29). Ingersoll’s politi- 4
cal philosophy was stated directly and succinctly in PM’s 1940 prospectus: “We
are against people who push other people around, in this country or abroad. We
propose to crusade for those who seek constructively to improve the way mﬂﬁ'
live together (30).” In their account of political activism in Hollywood, [Aﬂ",
Ceplair and Steven Englund identify four dominant strands in Popular Front
ideology: a) opposition to the rise of fascism in Europe and Asia; b) support f“é
“defenders of democracy and the victims of fascist aggression” around the work® :

¢) resistance to the rise of “domestic fascism” and isolationism; and d) criticilﬂ.qi
of big business’s role in busting unions and opposing New Deal social reforms
(31). PM’s editorial policy embraced all four strands, despite other internal di
ences amongst its contributors. Max Lerner would write years later, “the
mon ground we had was Adolf Hitler and Franklin Roosevelt, one the serpent|

be slain, the other the hero to slay him.” (32).
Many of Seuss’s earliest cartoons lampooned isolationists and fascists, as
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The Utah Lectures: Seuss and the post-war era

InJuly 1947, Seuss gave a series of lectures and writing workshops at the Univer-
sity of Utah (37). His previously unpublished notes for those lectures give us
insights into his thoughts about children’s literature as he entered the post-war
era. Seuss took as the theme of his main lecture the need to “wipe out Mrs.
Mulvaney-ism” — the rejection of banal and sugar-coated children’s books, in
favor of works possessing the “vigor” of popular culture, striving for a middle
ground between the high and the low, between “Mt. Namby-Pamby” and “Bun-
kum Hill.” (38). In displacing “Mrs. Mulvayney-ism,” Seuss urged would-be

children’s writers to examine the popularity of comics and other forms of mass

|

culture:

«“Over here. we put our readers to sleep. Over there, they wake ‘em up with
) P P , they P
action....Over here, we bore them with grandpa’s dull reminiscences of the

past. Over there, they offer them glimpses of the future.”

Seuss was searching for a hybrid form that combined popular entertainment and
social uplift. Stressing the centrality of entertainment values in motivating young 1§
readers, he warned his students against being “torch-bearers” more interested in 4
message than story: “The Japanese indoctrinated their kids with Shinto legends.
Dictators, Hitler, Musso. indoctrinated kid’s minds politically. (A job the U.S.
Army is trying to undo now.)” (39). At the same time, he distrusted comics as
. having no core social or moral values and no educational content (40). The ideal
children’s book, it seemed, would make reading “fun” and meaningful.
Throughout his wartime work, Seuss had showna particular concern for chil-
dren and their education. He expressed repeated outrage at people who mislead §
or manipulate the “small.” In one of his PM cartoons, an America First mom '.
reads her children the story of Adolf the Wolf: “And the wolf chewed up the §
children and spit out their bones — but those were foreign children and it really §
didn’t matter” (Oct. 1, 1942). Another cartoon, seemingly looking forward to A
How the Grinch Stole Christmas, depicts Hitler and Maussolini unconvincingly 3
disguising themselves as Santa Clauses, arriving with empty bags and with “Benito .
Claus” declaring, “This year I'm afraid my kiddies suspect who I really am!” §
(1942). .
What horrified Seuss about fascism was what he saw as its exploitation of
children’s minds and bodies, its transformation of education into indoctrinatiofh f'v
Seuss’s script for the military propaganda film, Your Job in Germany warns that 8
the most “dangerous” Germans the Americans would encounter in occupied lﬂ"
ritory were those who had been children when the Nazi party rose to powert
“They were brought up on straight propaganda, products of the worst eductg
tional crime in the entire history of the world.” (41). In another such film, Knok
Your Enemy— Japan (upon which Seuss, among many, collaborated) a meme
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traditions out of which modern children’s fiction emerged. However, Seuss takes
particular pleasure in ridiculing the pretensions of King Derwin, the pomposity
of his court, the arbitrariness of his rules, and the brattishness of his son — all
foils for the disruptions caused by Cubbins’s uncontrollable proliferation of hats.
When the king orders Cubbins to remove his hat, another appears, and then
another, “Flupp Flupp Flupp.” The king's efforts to control and discipline the child
are absurdly misdirected, since the boy has no sa
“duction. As Bartholomew reasons to himself, «

ful to punish me, because I really haven’t done anything wrong.” Seuss seems to
be getting at the absurdity of adult demands which run counter to children’s
natures, parental expectations which transform innocent behavior into miscon-
duct.  Seuss also points towards the limits of adult knowledge: “But neither
Bartholomew Cubbins, nor King Derwin himself, nor anyone else in the King-
dom of Didd could ever explain how the strange thing had happened.”
cal disruption opens a space for the child to have an impact on the ad
turn the kingdom upside down and, then, set it right again,

500 Hats set the model for several of Seuss’s subsequent stories, such as The
King’s Stilts (1939) and Bartholomew and the Oobleck (1949). In these stories, Seuss
provides rationales for children to challenge adult’s often fickle and irrational
behavior. In The King’s Stilts, Lord Droon is a heartless puritan,
king ends his hard work days by “having a bit of fun” with stilts: “Laughing
spoils the shape of the face. The lines at the corner of the mouth should go down.”

(59). Droon steals and hides the stilts, reducing the king to an apathe
Only the page boy,

y over the hats’ magical repro-
-.the King can do nothing dread-

This magi_
ult order, to

outraged that his

tic stupor.
Eric, can outsmart Droon and restore the monarch’s missing
stilts, allowing him to save the kingdom from an approaching flood.

Here, Seuss introduces two models of adult authority —
Droon, who uses his power to constrain the boy, and the good-natured King
Birtram, whose own playful instincts make him an ideal companion for the boy.
The king and his page boy bond through play. In the end, the rule
Eric a pair of stilts, his reward for unmasking Droon’s treachery: “From then on,
every day at five, they always raced on stilts together. And when they played
they really PLAYED. And when they worked they really WORKED.”

As Robert L. Griswold has documented, permissive writers reconceptualized
fatherhood, shifting attention from his traditional functions as breadwinner and
disciplinarian towards new roles as active playmates (60). Experts argued that
coming home from work and playing with the children rejuvenated world-weary
fathers, while exposing growing boys to the masculine realm. Play was under-
stood as an escape from social control and regulation, as a space of the free imagi-
nation. At the same time, one can’t help but note how this cultural re-valuing of
play paved the way for the leisure- and consumption-oriented culture demanded
by the post-war economy. In Seuss’s modern-day fairy tale, the boy must pave

the way for the post-war consumer lifestyle by overpowering Lord Droon’s pre-
occupation with a culture of production.

the repressive Lord

r bestows upon

In Bartholomew and the Oobleck, a megalomaniac monarch, King Didd, brings
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destruction down upon his kingdom when he seeks not only to master his sub-

jects, but also to rule over the weather (61). Bored with snow, rain, fog, and

sunshine, the ill-tempered King demands that his court magicians make “some-

thing new to come down” from the sky. The result is a sticky green substance

called “Oobleck,” which falls in blobs and gums up the whole city. The

commonsensical Bartholomew Cubbins warns the adults about the dangers of

the Oobleck, but the adults are so sure of their grasp of the situation that they do
nothing until it is too late. In the end, Bartholomew disciplines the king, forcing

him to apologize for his error:

“You may be a mighty king. But you're sitting in oobleck up to your chin.
And so is everyone else in your land. And if you won’t even say you're sorry,

ou're no sort of a king at all!”
y g

Permissive writers urged parents to admit their mistakes when they are wrong.

In the democratic family, parental rule was neither absolute nor infallible, and
children were to learn to take responsibility for their mistakes, observing how

their parents have dealt with their own mishaps and misjudgements. As Dor-
othy Baruch counciled, “When our children begin to protest that which they see
as oppression in our dealings with them, we need to stop and think. We need to

take stock.” (62). When King Didd “takes stock,” he finds a way not only to

. make his own rule more reasonable, but also to heal the harms caused by his past

actions.
&
3

Adult’s dictatorial behavior, Baruch argued, was often rooted in their own
childhood, when they had felt belittled by more authoritarian parents:
were once small and helpless, may still need ascendancy to make us feel adequate
to cope with life’s demands.” (63). For these reasons, she warned, adults who

boss and bully children were passing these traits onto the next generation. Seuss’s i

stories often depicted tyrants as infantilized, as spoiled brats pitching tantrums, ;

ildish impulses. In one PM cartoon, a baby Adolph .
Istein

as never having mastered ch
Hitler (“Adolphkins”) rejects, from his crib, in infancy, the milk from Ho

cows as “non-Aryan.” Inone Seuss poem,
that the whole world will hear,” but discovers that he has nothing to say (64).

Yertle the Turtle wants to be “ruler of all that I see,” stacking up his subjects so
that he can see more and more. In the end, his rule is challenged by the

most turtle, Mack:

«,.Idon’t like to complain,/ But down here below, we are feeling great pain-./ .
om We, :

[ know, up on top you are seeing great sights,/ but down at the bott

too, should have rights. (65).

When Mack rises up, he sends Yertle tumbling face down into the mud: “all che

»

turtles are free/ As turtles and, maybe, all creatures should be.
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“plastered with posters, showing Dr. Terwilliger in a
" His soldiers wear medals that “resemble an iron cross,
only it is engraved with a likeness of Dr. Terwilliger in the center.” The mother
has a “devotion to the man...bordering on the fanatical,” a “gauleiter-like alle-
giance” which blinds her to her son’s agonies. When he is challenged, Dr. T
“flies into a Hitlerian rage.” He sees the “piano racket” as a scheme for global
domination, and his study is decorated with an enormous world map captioned
“The Terwilliger Empire of Tomorrow.” He has built a massive piano, designed
aved fingers of soo little boys, upon which he will perform his musi-

describes his kingdom as
Hitler-like dictator’s pose.

for the ensl

cal compositions (69).
Many traces of this Hitler analogy find their way into the final film. The sets

are hyperbolic versions of monumental Bauhaus architecture, and the grand pro-
cession borrows freely from Leni Riefrenstahl’s Triumph of the Will, with his
blue-helmeted henchmen goose stepping and holding aloft giant versions of his
“Happy Fingers” logo. Terwilliger’s elaborate conductor’s uniform, one reviewer
noted, was “a combination of a circus band drum major, Carmen Miranda, and
Herman Goering.” (70). Most of the Henchmen bear Germanic names. Hans
Conried’s long thin body and his floppy black hair closely resemble Seuss’'s PM
caricatures of Hitler (minus the mustache). The fact that Conreid had provided
some of the narration for Design for Death, performing the voices of the fascist
leaders, could only have strengthened the association for contemporary viewers.
Even the film’s musical score bore strong Germanic associations; its composer,
Eugene Hollander, had studied under Richard Strauss, done music for Max

. Reinhardt in Berlin before the war, and was the musical director for The Blue
Angel. (71).

Some of the film’s more disturbing images drew on popular memories of the
Nazi concentration camps. Arriving by yellow school buses, rather than railway
cars, the unfortunate boys are herded through gates, where their comic books, -
balls, slingshots, and pet frogs are confiscated. Then, they are marched off to 3
their “lock-me-tights” in the dungeon. There, Dr. T dreams up fiendish (and
Dante-esque) tortures for all those who refuse to play his beloved keyboard. The ®
captive musicians have sullen eyes and sunken cheeks, lean and gaunt in their ;

5
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prison uniforms.
In constructing the more sympathetic plumber, Zlabadowski, Seuss drew upon

other associations with the war. In the first draft of the seript, Zlabadowski is »
described in terms that strongly link him to Eastern Europe. “Shaking his head
sadly in deep Slavic gloom,” Zlabadowski is “a big shaggy edition of Molotov,a
kindly Molotov with the cosmic unhappiness of Albert Einstein.” As the script :
progresses, Zlabadowski abandons all of his Slavic associations, except for his ;
rather distinctive name, becoming a more all-American type, a reluctant patriot ‘5
who must first shed his isolationist impulses before he can be enlisted as Bart's
ally in the struggle to stop Terwilliger. In one of his notes about the script, Seuss,
summarizes the character: “Z’s conflict: Desire to help people. Desire to keep
out of trouble. An old soldier trying to be a pacifist. He's tired of war. It’s f\“ik'_
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Conclusion

In the final analysis, Seuss’s children’s books were as political as any of his war-
related work. They helped American parents to imagine how domestic life could
be restructured along more democratic principles. They participated in a larger
movement to help children overcome the prejudices and the divisiveness that
had “poisoned” America’s wartime effort. Seuss offered fantasies where power-
ful rulers are infantile and foolish and destined to end face down in the mud. His
stories depicted worlds where children gain control over basic social institutions
and remake them according to their own innovative ideas, where children chal-
lenge kings and force them to apologize to their subjects, or where kids lead a
schoolhouse revolt against unreasonable teachers.

Conservative critics, such as Spiro Agnew and Norman Vincent Peale, blamed
Spock and “permissiveness” for the counter-culture, suggesting that the anti-
war movement reflected the antics of “spoiled” children who needed to be
“spanked.” To accept such an explanation would be to ignore the real political
disagreements that fueled the student revolts of the 1960s. At the same time, one
can’t help but wonder if the questioning of domestic power, which permissive
child-rearing represented, helped to foster a mode of thinking which saw “the
personal as political.” One can’t help but ask whether a mode of childrearing
which empowered children to challenge adult institutions had an impact on how
the post-war generation thought about themselves and about their place in the
world (73).

Renewed interest in the project of “radical democracy” forces us to think about
how an empowered citizenship might be fostered on the most local levels — not
only by changing politics within our communities or our work places, but also

by rethinking the politics of the family. We must recognize that this project has ;

a history, even if we do not want, in any simple fashion, to embrace permissive-
ness. There is much about permissiveness we might well want to reject. Femi-

nist critics note that permissive approaches often disempowered women even as ‘

they sought to empower children, that permissiveness was linked to the domes-

tic containment of women and that writers like Spock helped to “naturalize”
dominant conceptions of gender roles and normative sexual identities. Permis-
siveness often mystified the power relations between children and adults, mak-
ing authority seem to disappear when its mechanisms had only been masked.
Permissiveness placed impossible expectations on parents, which are still being ¢

felt as we confront an economic reality that makes post-war models imposSibh

to maintain. Permissiveness romanticizes the child as a Rousseauian ideal. No, M

permissiveness won't do at all!

Yet, there is something else we can learn from permissive writers like Df:

Spock and Dr. Seuss — the process of rethinking the family, of re—imagining@

power relations within the home, and of seeing childhood as vitally linked to
political transformation of American culture. The utopian futures envisio
permissive writers were never fully achieved. Social institutions and atti
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32.
33.

34.

35.

Meany, 1. F. Stone, Hodding Carter, Erskine Caldwell, and Albert Deutsch. Dr.
Benjamin Spock offered a regular column of advice for new parents, writings that
would provide the basis for his best-selling Baby and Child Care. Stone’s role in the
publication is discussed in detail in Andrew Patner, I. F. Stone: A Portrait (New
York: Pantheon, 1988) and in Robert C. Cottrell, Izzy: A Biography of I. F. Stone
(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1992).

-Ralph Ingersoll, as quoted in Patner, p.73.

Larry Ceplair and Steven Englund, The Inquisition in Hollywood: Politics in the Film
Community, 1930-1960(Garden City: Anchor, 1980).

Max Lerner, “Preface,” in Roy Hoopes, op. cit., p. viii.

Edward Connery Lathem, Interview with Dr. Seuss, Undated Transcript, Seuss
Papers, Box 8, File 14, p. 141. The complete transcript of this interview is held in the
Baker Library Collection at Dartmouth. All PM cartoons cited are included in Seuss
Papers, Box 18, Files 11-19. Where information abour their dates is provided, [ have
included it parenthetically in the text. In other cases, the clippings are currently
undated.

“When I joined up I told them I didn’t care for a lot of their economic policies and a
lot of their political policies.” Lathem transcript, Seuss Papers, Box 18, File 14, p. 128.
Many participants in Popular Front organizations distanced themselves from their
political commitments in the wake of the rise of McCarthyism. Seuss, as a children’s
writer, had added concern in preserving the “innocence” of his audience from adult
political concerns, and indeed, most of the publicity and writing about Seuss has
tended to ignore his earlier adult writings and political activities. We will probably
never know how deeply committed Seuss was to PM's politics, though his continued
participation in progressive contexts throughout the 1940s and early 1950s suggests
that he was minimally a “fellow traveler.” At the same time, we must not duplicate a
MecCarthyist logic of “guilt by association” in our attempts to claim Seuss for the Left.
Michael Denning, op. cit., cautions us against placing too much stress on party
membership or seeing the Popular Front as a cohesive political strategy or
organization. Rather, Denning argues, the Popular Front represented a “structure of
feeling,” a way of understanding contemporary social experience, which shaped the
political and cultural activities of many artists and intellectuals, who would not have
viewed themselves as radicals. Seuss’s participation within a succession of groups
which writers like Denning associate with the Popular Front (PM, the Capra unit,
UPA, Stanley Kramer’s production group, etc.) suggests that his thinking bore some
“affiliation” with its culrural politics, even if we can not place a label on his actual
political beliefs. This re-reading of the Popular Front as a “historical bloc,” rather than ‘
as a organized political movement, may help to explain why many of Seuss’s 5
associates, who read this manuscript, felt uncomfortable with the term, “Popular g
Front” or its application to one or another of the contexts discussed here. Participants j
in such groups might or might not have seen themselves as contributing to the g
Popular Front, a political term in circulation during the period but only retrospectively &
ascribed to this “historical bloc” as a whole. For a contemporary account of his
involvement with PM, see "Malace in Wonderland,” Newsweek, February 9 1942, o
pp-58-59. Largely forgotten today, Seuss’s cartoons enjoyed broad circulation. They +
were republished in national news magazines, distributed by Nelson Rockefeller’s
Inter-American Affairs operation at the State Department, as well as employed by
Treasury Department in its Defense Bond campaign. 3
After the war, Seuss worried that their address to the enlisted men had been too
<hildish and simple-minded: “Being remote from the soldier, we tend to talk down
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s3. See, for example, Detroit Public Schools, Democratic Citizenship and Development
State University Press, 1949).

of Children (Detroit: Wayne
s4. Mary Elizabeth Byrne Ferm,
ss. Howard A. Lane, Shall Children, Too,
of the B’nai B'rith, 1949), p. 11
$6. Goddard, op. cit., p. 135
s7. Baruch (1949), op. cit., p. 72.

8. Boettinger, op. cit., p- 9-
s9. Dr. Seuss, The King's Stilts (New York: Random House, 1939).
60.Robert L. Griswold, Fatherhood in America: A History (New York: Basic, 1993).

61. Dr. Seuss, Bartholomew and the Oobleck (New York: Random House, 1949).

Freedom in Education (New York: Lear, 1949), p.13.
Be Free? (New York: Anti-Defamation League

62.Baruch (1944), op. cit., p. 115.
63. Baruch (1944), op. cit., p.123.

64.Dr. Seuss, , The Ruckus,* Redbook, July 1954, p. 84.

65.Dr. Seuss, Yertle the Turtle and Other Stories (New York: Random House, 1950).

66.Dr. Seuss, “The Zaks,” Redbook, March 1954, p-84.
67.T.S. Geisel, “Some Notes By The Professor,” Undated, Seuss Papers, Box 7, File 13.

68.Unless specifically cited, all subsequent references will be to T. S. Geisel, First Draft

Script, 5000 Fingers of Dr. T, Seuss Papers, Box 7, Folder 13.

69.Conried’s campy performance often transcends any rigid parallels between Dr. T and
the Fuhrer, making his monomaniacal musician the comic centerpiece of the film. He
rolls his villainous lines with relish, offering Zlabadowski a toast with his “best

Juice, before ordering the hapless plumber to be disintegrated

ss several musical numbers, T seems more

vintage” of Pickle
” demanding

slowly — “atom by atom — at dawn!” Acro
like a child at play, enjoying “glorious weather for zipping and zooming,
that his men “dress me up” in more and more extravagant duds, including such

effeminate clothing as “pink brocaded bodices”, “Peek-a-boo blouses,” and “chiffon
Mother Hubbards.” Dr. T fits alongside Yertle the Turtle and young “Adolphkins”

within the long tradition of infantile and impulse-driven tyrants that run through

Seuss’s work.

70.Dick Williams, “Roaming the Sound Stages,” Los Angeles Mirror, March 7 1952, 5000
Fingers of Dr. T clipping file, Margaret Herrick Library.

7t. Mildred Norton, “Just What Music Has Always Needed,” L.A. Daily News, August
10 1952, 5000 Fingers of Dr. T clipping file, Margaret Herrick Library, Academy of

Motion Picture Arts and Sciences, Los Angeles, CA.
72.T. S. Geisel, Loose Notes, s000 Fingers of Dr. T script files, Seuss Papers, Box 7, File

13.

73. Ironically, when the student protestors accused their parents of being “fascists,” they
chose the one word most likely to sting them. Permissiveness’s wide-spread adoption
reflected post-war anxieties parents felt about their own exercise of power and an
attempt to police the American family of its remaining vestiges of authoritarianism.
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