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Résumé Les chaisesle Eugéne lonesco a été jouée pour la premiégeléo22 avril 1952 au Théatre Lancry a
Paris. La piece de jeunesse de la dramaturge tnigue Mary Melwood intitulé&he Tingalary Birda été
jouée par la compagnie Unicorn Theatre for Yourgle au Arts Theatre a Londres le 21 décembre .1064
article montre comment la farce devient souravaht-garde et crée un univers qui releve deHi&sgue
propre au théatre de I'absurde. La comparaison efe @eux pieces confirme que le théatre de I'absirdeve
une sorte de "rallonge" dans le théatre de jeuaestsparmi une nouvelle entité du public dansadesées
soixante. Néanmoins, l'utilisation de techniquesrées dans la méme tradition, celle de la farcénena une
interprétation différente par le public. Cet areick'attache donc a l'analyse de ces deux univessrdbs et
comment lonesco et Melwood adaptent la farce ehgamnovation thééatrale d'une part mais aussiam que
commentaire social d'autre part. L'étude des diaksyen particulier est I'objet de l'analyse dééallde ces
deux piéces qui font partie désormais intégraleéhertoire de cette école de l'absurde et de séépdors de
la scene francaise.
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In 1961, Martin Esslin in his most acclaimed studiyze Theater of the Absurd
examines the Theater of the Absurd; that pdearguFrench movements of the 1950s with
such playwrights like Samuel Beckett, Arthur AdambBugéne lonesco and Jean Genet. In a
chapter called "Parallels and Proselytes," Esstyjoes that the French Theater of the Absurd
has largely influenced a "growing number of youngnadatists on parallel lines" and proceeds
to provide the reader with a survey of the expentsdrom many contemporary playwrights
who developed "their own personal idiom in a simdanvention." [1] The language failure
lonesco presents in his plags chaiseshrough farce and language is not his alone. Samue
Beckett's playsin de partieandEn attendant GoddR], are symptomatic of many absurdist
playwrights' obsession to portray man trapped snolwn social and linguistic conventions.

Most farcical tragedies, typically acted out bylwet or a trio of actors aiming an
audience of adults, appealed to such children\gnypights like the British, Mary Melwood
and the German, Paul Maar with their playse Tingalary Bird3] and Noodle Doodle Box
[4]. These plays are two examples in drama forythwgth that critique society, and with the
use of farcical language, the arbitrariness of lagg. In this article, | show how both lonesco
and Melwood turn to dramatic techniques pertainmtghe mid-Nineteenth century farces to
create this innovation. InLes chaiseslonesco uses a stock farce set to foster a #tgle
escapes techniques praised in realistic plays. Alked Jarry who drew his techniques from
puppet theatre as foundation to create his half-tfimarionette actor, lonesco turns to
farce to create hianti theatre with living actors, inanimate objects anthrcical stage. A
careful examination of bothes chaiseand The Tingalary Birdis crucial to understanding
how the farce language is adapted by each playwiighesco'sinti farce operates a tragedy.
Melwood reverses the process: her play initiates state of loss (a tragic situation) but peaks
as a burlesque farce.

Theatre specialist Martin Esslin situates hisalycand aesthetically the Theater of
the Absurd. He asserts about this new trend that its rebellion against the naturalistic
convention, the Theatre of the Absurd entered trs@ousness of its audiences asaatr
theatre, a completely new beginning, a total breaith the conventions of the past.[5] In
parallel, theatre historian Jeffrey H. Hubermancdbss the evolution of farce in his seminal
studyLate Victorian Farceand rightly observes about farces that it willeakore than two
centuries before British playwrights recoveredditeof creating the full-length variety.
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The definition of this theatrical style (meaning 4tuff* in French ), refers to dramatic pieces
consisting of loosely connected episodes of buféoprand slapstick clowning, also referred
as "knockabout" by the British. These farces wargaily directed toward all audiences and
relegated to a child audience in the mid- nineteeettury. Huberman defines the farce set as
follows -- a set both lonesco and Melwood adapt their dramatic style respectively:

Thus, the general scenic effect reflected the dtimenilieu of the subject matter and
was rendered, not in the flat forestage conventans painted details of the previous
period, but in the new rubric of three-dimensiop@torial realism rendered in a box

set. (...) The windows and especially the dooraroenclosed set (in contrast to the
open pathways of flat wings) provided a physical andible mechanism for allowing

characters bearing complications to appear angokesa with a literal bang. [6]

The set is generally acknowledged as one key dgné in the development most
farces and therefore the stage must reflect acfraction in a tendentious "realism;" drawing
a world which seems real, but which ultimately ssrthe world on stage very closely. Both
Les chaiseandThe Tingalary Birdfulfill Huberman's definition of the farce and agsthetic
conventions. Both play display a three-dimensignetorial realism in their set.[7]

Stock language is also one major ingredient bmtesco and Melwood fuse into their
art; a language lonesco conveys in his Orator'sctpéor example. In addition, traditional
farces, abound in the use of puns, malapropisrmsyfeharacter names, speech defects and
dialectic humor. Authors Dina and Joel Sherzer pi®a very succinct definition of typical
farcical dialogues. According to them,

Farces (...) are always characterized by an exipbor of and indeed celebration of the
total gamut of forms of speech play and verbal hunibese include puns, riddles,
proverbs, nonsense, scatological language, endésitions, verbal repartee and
dueling, grammatical deviations, interactional npatations, breaking of social

norms, and satire. Playing with frames of intermiien and performance and trickster
behavior are always paramount. Every aspect of ulagg, from sounds to

sociolinguistic patterns, is affected. [8]

This definition of the farce language fits welkthrerbal qualities both lonesco and
Melwood confer onto their characters' speech. Thigue of character is central and the use
of stock farce, albeit for two distinct audiencessults in a new convention: what Esslin calls
"poetic” speech. This poetic speech is proper éoTtheatre of the Absurd which is further
characterized as

a radical devaluation of language, toward a potsiay is to emerge from the concrete
and objectified images of the stage itself. Thenelet of language still plays an

important, yet subordinate part in this conceptibnf what happens on the stage
transcends, and often contradicts, the words spbiehe characters.[9]

This "radical devaluation of language" is refégttin both lonesco's Orator and
Melwood's Old Woman with dialogues that are oveitllygical and senseless. Jeffrey H.
Huberman recalls in typical dramaturgical termst tine farce's socio-linguistic dimension
aims at presenting "a method of humorously disisigng classes of characters by their
usage of language, pronunciation, and vocabuld@} This ingredient of farces sets the basis
for the dramaturgy in both play8oth Eugéne lonesco and Mary Melwood take oves thi
reliance on farcical language to emphasize thesuwlist critique: one as an adaltti farce,
the other as a children's fantasy. Displaying mummcues about the characters' motivations
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and the situation, much like most farces, both\pteghts present language as arbitrary and
ineffective when uttered by any classes of characta fact, language is ultimately in both
plays the most powerful dramatic innovation and ¥key source of the avant-garde. The
breakdown of language is in each play quintesderidawever, lonesco'anti farce is
antithetical to Melwood's goals, since she, by oty language to riddles and puns,
celebrates instead language. On the other hanll,lenesco, powerful signification seems to
always refer to fascism or totalitarianism.

The Breakdown of Farce Language in Eugene lonescd'®s chaises

In Les chaisesthe farce language turns to tragedy: the tenbemveen the play-
within-the-play structure revealed at the end o tplay and repetitions of ritual,
representation and linguistic contingency confuse dudience. lonesco already praised the
joys of games with language in hichéatre de la dérisigncalling for nihilism and a
devaluation of language especially in the histraontext of World War Il. INotes and
Counter Noteshe sets forth his position on language about ingt play, La cantatrice
chauve(1950). This social comment is reflected in thieigue ofLes chaiseswhere, by the
end of the play, the Orator is reduced to speaksaries of disjointed vowels and consonants,
thereby exemplifying lonesco's desired disintegraif social language. In his own terms,
lonesco praises the disintegration of language:

The language had become disjointed, the charadiststed; words, now absurd, had
been emptied of their content and it all ended &itjuarrel the cause of which it was
impossible to discover, for my heroes and herometed into one another's faces not
lines of dialogue, not even scraps of sentencesywaals, but syllables or consonants
or vowels!...[11]

This statement about language epitomizes lonesim to present the absurdity of
human social conventions; namely man's inabilitfréamscend meaning, the futility of trying
to secure any meaning, and the fact that langulggeys collides with reality. Early in the
play, lonesco warns his audience about this breakdaf language which is reflected in the
finale of the play: namely in the proliferation afvisible guests and the increasingly
"distorted"” conversations between the old couplé grem. Soon the audience comes to
realize that the more the old couple introducesrimtent newcomers, the less likely they are
to be united with the outside world. The furnitisecreated only in their own minds. Their
disrupted dialogue is symptomatic of the old coggleability to reconcile with or to establish
true communication with reality. Ironically, theuple is both the agent of the farce and the
victims of thisanti farce. The materiality they create for their fatiaworld, their world of
ghosts, is ironically the very weapon that fordesn to ultimately commit suicide.

To understand the couple's downfall fully, onedseto examine how lonesco uses
speech as the principal medium in laisti farce. Perhaps the best example of his socio
linguistic critique is the first “guest,” the Ladylhe audience soon realizes that she represents
in some ways the Old Woman's idealization or whatmmight have liked to be when she was
younger. The pseudo dialogue occurring betweenottiecouple and the invisible Lady is
established from a system of antinomies based posions between what was and what
might have been. This system reveals the old ctsuplen decrepitude, and their failure to
communicate their social estrangement. For exantipéepld woman cannot help comparing
herself to the Lady when she says: "I'm so badbgskd ( ...) I'm wearing an old gown and it's
all rumpled" The Chairs,p.123), a statement to which she immediately greadity and
reinforcement by showing her admiration to the Ladgiming: "Oh! What a pretty suit...and
such darling colors in your blouse (... ) What arahing hat you have! My husband gave me

59



one very much like it, that must have been sevénige years ago... and | still have iThe
Chairs,p. 123-124).

This contrast is equally comical when one considéye social language the old
woman uses towards the Lady and the topic of heversation. Her dress, emblematic of the
obvious gap in social class between the old wonmanhar invisible guest, does not match the
Lady's. As one method to create histi farce, lonesco contrasts the couple and the Lady's
speeches. He only used stereotypical clichés amdses in what characterizes the Old
Woman's language. But mainly, lonesco uses fa@eglie to stress the void behind human
conventions; the lifelessness behind their purgottees. The ambivalence he suggests
between rhetoric and content stresses the couplgty crisis: their inability to express their
inner selves toward each other in a true dialogmeesco thus signals to his audience the
tragedy of language as foundation for social coetibn. Actually, it is only in the presence
of a third person like that of the Lady that eacle tearns something from the other and yet
excludes each other. Where traditional farces ticawdilly rely on the intrusion of a person to
develop the plot line, lonesco opts for a ghost ématomizes that rhetorical figure; that of a
life not lived and the plot ends in a deadlockewation. Each attempt at communicating
turns out to be totally ineffective: the more creddthe stage becomes, the more apart and
inert the couple is. Finally, the couple fallsanthe trap of their own fantasy, and the
invisible guests become true obstacles to the etsipbpe to unite.

Although the play opens with a fake gestured ubétween the couple (such as when
the old man sits on his wife's lap), the audieresizes soon the dangerous irony of their
fantasy and quickly anticipates the final doubleisie. As they hope to become closer in
sharing their game of fantasy, the couple's languagromes less effective and eventually
void. It is this gap which lonesco wished particlyldo present to his contemporaries. The
gulf between the old couple grows proportionallyderi as the conversations between the
guests become more intense. The more the chaivsnatate on stage and the more invisible
guests invade the old couple's space, the morecdbple is prevented from embracing;
robbed from their last bit of human contact. Assult, the break between the two becomes
irreversible: neither their minds nor their bodieen be reconciled, despite their apparent
physical closeness and their complicity in the mglof this fantasy: "The Old Couple should
be behind the chairs, very close to each othemstimouching but back to backTHe Chairs
p. 131). Thus the couple's dialogue becomes maleadited or, as lonesco himself states,
“disjointed.” This dislocation, mostly epitomized the Orator's speech, reveals the couple's
inability to reach a consensus in speech. Theiveation first consists of polite remarks
exchanged with the many guests, but soon it becorags and contradicts the couple's
attempt to communicate more authentically. In fewjr own speech is affected and begins to
consist of questions and reiterations rather thgerpersonal communication:

OLD WOMAN. [dislocated dialogue, exhaustion] Adl all.
OLD MAN. To ours and to theirs.

OLD WOMAN. So that.

OLD MAN. From me to him.

OLD WOMAN. Him or Her?

OLD MAN. Them.

OLD MAN. Curl-papers... After all.

OLD MAN. It's not that.

OLD WOMAN. Why?

OLD MAN. Yes

OLD WOMAN. |.

OLD MAN. All'in all.

OLD WOMAN All'in all. (The Chairs p.136)

60



Each one undergoes a metamorphosis which is exVveal their speech. This
"dialectic humor," typical of the farce language jntentionally twisted by lonesco to reflect
the couple's existential crisis. Althoudiles chaisestarts with a situation that is burlesque
and senseless, it is the tragedy around the ceufiteéll suicide that affects mostly the
audience, and signals lonesco's adaptation ofegheegnto a social critique.

One of the most striking examples of this appmtpn of the farce language occurs
when the old woman addresses the Photo-engraveasksd "So you think I'm too old for
that, do you?" and as stage directions indicate Yaises her many petticoats, ... exposes her
old breasts; (...) throws her head back, makds kitotic cries, projects her pelvis, her legs
spread apart; she laughs like an old prostitute’s (chaisesp. 132). Such dehumanization,
lonesco suggests to his audience, is centered @tanguage as social construction. lonesco,
like most postwar absurdist playwrights, uses #red as a pseudo-realist genre. Through the
familiar farce conventions, lonesco forces his ande to see the void behind all human
social conventions. Much like Alfred Jarry who imiged humans, lonesco sees them as
victims of their own language, devoid of criticisfBoth, however, clearly understand the
theatre of the absurd as social critique just as fbllowers in children's theatre would agree
although in a different style.

Farcical Dialogue in Mary Melwood's The Tingalary Bird

Although Melwood's use of the farce set is morplieit than lonesco's, nonetheless
she shares some of his goals; so, too, is hequetof language and its arbitrariness. lonesco
intended to reduce language to a never-ending gawigienced in the breakdown of language
in the Orator's speech, consisting of vowels amsopnants. Melwood chooses to celebrate
language mostly because, as Roger L. Bedard jaktigns: "This topsy-turvy world is best
perceived and understood by a child audience -- tva¢ is not yet constrained by
expectations of form and structure, and one thdlingly suspends disbelief to follow
Melwood through this fantasy.” [12] The farce laaga with Melwood becomes a source of
entertainment for children while presenting thenthva stylistic innovation derived from the
absurdists' experiments: a pseudo farce neithgictreor entirely comical; a genre close to the
pantomime with a transformation scene. She, indven style, offers a parody of human
conventions that criticizes routine to children.

In his Introduction to the play, Roger L. Bedamdises the issue of language. He
admits that Melwood rejects everyday logic so asetebrate language stylistically:

Language is not always used just to further tloeydine. It is characterized by non
sequiturs, long pauses, rambling discussions, ratetlactual decrees. The woman, for
example, babbles on the proper way of ironing @sthwhile at another point, she
deftly parries a request from her husband with emsegly meaningless reply that
very succinctly characterizes the whole world & piay.[12]

In The Tingalary Bird Melwood creates an absurdist, senseless sitsatozated
from various language games in which the old cowgplecessively engages. Nonetheless,
these games are not unintelligible (unlike thatasfesco’'s Orator), but rather highlight the
arbitrariness of language to children. Yet, whid@dsco critiques language as meaningless,
Melwood looks to that meaninglessness as hopehitairen’s ability to see the world anew.
Thus at the start of the play, the young audieegarésented with a couple who spends their
time together arguing. The first example of Melwsattitical celebration of language occurs
when the old woman reprimands her husband who cmtltight the fire:

OLD WOMAN. Look at the soot! Look at you. Oh, whatness.
OLD MAN. It's the wind... It keeps blowing...
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OLD WOMAN. Of course it keeps blowing...that's wiand is for. TB, p. 500)

Although the old woman's response is groundedemastic logic when she states
“that's what wind is for," it is intended to creat@rprise and laughter, two ingredients of the
farce. A conventional statement is suddenly revkeate have a unconventional meaning.
Melwood uses similar rhetorical repartees throughe play. Very interestingly, these
speech parodies have no effect on the plot othaer glesenting to children the absurdity of
the couple's world and their inability truly to comanicate in their daily environment. The old
couple points out the senseless situation of tlifeirin many ways, such as when the old
woman argues:

OLD WOMAN. That's a good fire. Look at all the wbm it.

OLD MAN. Yes, but it don't burn.

OLD WOMAN. It's a wood fire... but if the wood med there wouldn't be any wood
in it, would there? So -- it wouldn't be a woodkfir and it couldn't be a good fire...so
you'd still have something to grumble about, wolilgau? B Act I, p. 504)

If the prior example played on semantics, this woeks with homonyms and rhymes
- almost a jazz riff. If Melwood presents a topawly, linguistically senseless world to
children, unlike lonesco, she wants her audiencée&d what she means. The old man
suggests just this solution to the audience ppgitis when his wife asks him:

OLD WOMAN. Go on. Say what you mean -- if you knewat you mean ...which |
often doubt.

OLD MAN. I don't know what | mean.

OLD WOMAN. There you are!

OLD MAN. I just feel what | meanT@, p. 512)

The two-chambered meaningless world in which tldecouple seems to be confined
at the start of the play is often reflected in megless statements that engender a series of
senseless actions and humor, and that often seerbetarawn from two different
conversations. For example, in Act | the old wordacides to iron clothes with a cold iron
because "the kind of ironing I'm going to do candbee with a cold iron ...and anybody can
iron with a hot iron "B Act |, p. 504).

Melwood relies on other rhetorical figures toet®hte language, while revealing its
capacity for play, its status as artifact. Actwhich announces the arrival of the magical
Tingalary bird, introduces a new type of languagking the Old Man and the Old Woman
into a space of shared, playful language, a moviehwteflects Melwood's wish to praise
language poetically. She fuses new rhetoricalegjras like riddles:

OLD MAN. (As if playing a game). I'll say -it's &g as a - Battleship.
OLD WOMAN. I''ll say - it's as Big as - a Baboon.

OLD MAN. It's as Big as - a Barn.

OLD WOMAN. As Big as - a BandiflB, p. 515)

Here, the audience is supposed to be thinkingugirothis new language of the
Tingalary bird, to see how words work rather thagrety parroting them as the Old Man and
the Old Woman had done in Act I. Words unite: tldeynot only divide. Roger L. Bedard
explains that "Melwood, rather than underscoring thaditional elements of exposition,
complication, and denouement, presents the stome riike a collage of sound, sense, and
action given life through the combination of mangpérate elements,” a definition which can
be applied to any absurdist dranf@(ntroduction, p. 494). Indeed the idea of a g@ld®est
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explains the play's innovative qualities and clmagks the typical linear plot usually found in
more conventional children's plays. However, altffothe play begins in a state of discord
and chaos, unlike lonesco, Melwood prefers to eerdphay in a state of equilibrium, like
most farces, a dénouement children's theatre flpesciRoger L. Bedard again addresses the
issue of style acknowledging its shared chara¢tesisnvith absurdist plays of the adult
theater:

The TingalaryBird has often been compared with the absurdistspiar adult theatre

- an appropriate comparison considering Melwoagse of the many absurdist
techniques. The absurdists, however, attemptegottray man's entrapment in an
illogical, hostile, impersonal, and indifferentigence. There are no such pretensions
in The TingalaryBird; it is more fantastic than brooding, more huous than
menacing. [13]

Melwood intends to be critical but optimistic abdanguage. Unlike lonesco's pair,
who maintains an aesthetic distance between thenast stage and the audience, Melwood's
old couple directly addresses the young audiendeeaen encourages them to participate in
the orchestration of the plot, either directly aran aside, as when the old man says "the
bigger the spectacles the more you're s&B; . 506). Both protagonists while away time in
a succession of never-ending senseless speeches. Mégical bird enters the couple’s life in
Act I, a transformation occurs and their languatgo undergoes a radical shift. The play's
initial power hierarchy, like when the Mean Old Wamexplains to her husband the function
of each object as if addressing a child, is quigldglaced in Act Il by numerous games of
riddles between the couple. Throughout, the plagsusuns and other linguistic devices
typical of farces, so that the young audience duiokalizes that the alienated couple is able
to rejuvenate and reconcile in fantasy, off thaiihydlife.

The result is clear: the Old Man's verbal reparteecome more manipulative, and
soon the young audience witnesses his spirituahmetphosis. Whereas the Old Man was
initially presented as a child, in Act Il his velbapartees become more articulate, to the
point that he can initiate new riddles which engarmtiore laughter among the children.. In
fact, the Old Man is even able to change his wibessy attitude into a more likeable,
cooperative partner:

OLD MAN. Practice makes perfect. (She plays agafiou've gotquite a nice touch, |
do declare.

OLD WOMAN. (Flattered): Have | really? (She contas to play.) If this is all there
is to it, it's quite easy. All that fuss people mabout practice. (She strums away and
the music improves. The OLD MAN and the BIRD bawetch other. Then they try
the dance -- not without mistakesIB( p. 525)

From this transformation of the couple's relattopsnanifested through the language
of cooperation and creation (not division), the iande sees the plot. The play's pseudo-
realistic set, already materialized on stage bypitesence of oversized objects in Act I, also
change, to offer children a totally presentatiofman-realist) style that culminates in Act II.
Tingalary bird removes language from its socialnfesvork, and gives it new power.

First and foremost, language in Act Il becomess lékgical and more poetic.
Melwood reclaims a creative logic. In fact, Melvdoitentionally shifts from the farce
language as seen in Act | to a more poetic styldetscored also by the presence of songs in
Act 1l which climaxes in Act Illl. Songs like "EBiMay" emphasize the couple's
reconciliation, and stage directions indicate aegd unity between them:

63



OLD WOMAN. Spoiling things as usual! (She snatches doll, begins to rock it in
her arms, and waltzes around the room as she sings.

Rock-a-bye-Baby, dear Elsie-May,

Mother won't spoil you whatever folks say.

When evening comes, from tree at the top,

Right to the bottom, dear Baby can drop!

(She joins the OLD MAN front stage) B, p.537-538)

The revision of a song familiar to most childreffers a magical transformation of the
known into the original. Whereas lonesco devalwgliage through his characters' vain
attempts at communicating, Melwood celebrates lagguand creates new venues of
communication. The children's audience realizes tthe world of words is, indeed, absurd,
but that this very world can be rewritten, and ssms$formed. Like many other children's
playwrights, Melwood's innovation is well informég her knowledge of conventions proper
to children's theatre. [14] She hopes to changelitta of this philosophy to hold the tradition
open for a new generation of critiques, and for@awng entity in the audience. The change
in generation is clear.

In conclusion, if lonesco'anti farce interrogates the tragedy of language, Melwood
offers a much more optimistic dramatic vision taldiien by celebrating language. We have
two plays that clearly exploit the same dramatualieit for their different purposes. Both
plays critique the practice of bourgeois languaue theatre through techniques adapted from
the farce. This critique, which develops an aegthaif the avant-garde, is also directed by
the playwrights' views of the audience's role anelies on a very specific definition of the
playwright's appropriate social responsibility todeathat audience. The theatre of the absurd
may cross the boundary of adult drama and extertiitdren's theatre to present an alternate
kind of absurdism, here overturning the farce tradi That these two plays draw on the
farce, however, changes their critique. Their taig@ore individualized. In these two cases,
two couples are divided by language itself, notfaie or an outside world. Of course,
society's language controls our fate, as in the oA$onesco's couple, unless we learn to play
with it and fantasize about new lives as does Mel#® couple. This borrowing from the
farce tradition is thus based on self-image and-ksmlwledge, rather than upon a
consideration of social class. Both lonesco andwdel's plays address two alternatives in
the theater of the absurd: one that is highly paissic, the other highly optimistic.

Notes

[1] In Martin Esslin,The Theatre of the Absyrdnchor Books, Garden City, New York, 1961, p. 2€3slin further
advocates the full range of children's theaterccokding to him "theatre for young people must bée d@o confront its
audiences with the full range and vocabulary ofestyfromcommedia dell'art¢o classical verse drama, burlesque comedy,
Brechtian alienation, or grotesque expressionistiing... The young people's theatre may lay thendation for a more
comprehensive and artistically more varied aduatte in this country” in Helene S. Rosenberglheisine Prendergast,
Theatre for Young People: A Sense of Occasiait, Rinehart & Winston, New York: 1983, p. VIII

[2] In Samuel BeckettFin de partie, Les éditions de Minuit, Paris, 1957 dfd attendant GodotLes éditions de Minuit,
Paris, 1953.

[3] Mary Melwood, pseudonym for E. M. Lewis, was baonnQarlton-on-Lindwick, Nottinghamshire. Wh@&ie Tingalary
Bird was first published in the United States in 196, repertoire of children's theatre was becomimgeiasingly less
traditional and started to employ new techniques &scaped the well-made plays typical of the figdf of the twentieth
century inherited from the Victorian period. Melogb admits being rather pleased about the labelgygra absurdist
playwright. "I am fairly sure | had no awarenessiofluences" absurdist or any other. Though | mheste heard of lonesco
and the new trend of writing for Theater, | had eregeen, heard or read any of his works. After Caeyreis' first
production at Christmas 196#8he Timesthen a paper of much repute, gave a review wimehtionedThe Chairs much to
my curiosity. " Letter to me addressed on Decenilfer1997.

[4] This play has been translated in English if9@nd makes an important social critique to chiidwithout portraying
real-life situations, characters, or events in Caler. Jennings and Gretta Berghammer, €lzeatre for Youth: Twelve
Plays with MatureThemes, The University of Texas at Austin, AusliX, 1986, p. 123.

[5] In Martin Esslin,Reflections: Essays on Modern Dranixoubleday & Company, Inc., Garden City, New Yor69, p.
190.

[6] Jeffrey H. Hubermarl,ate Victorian Farce UMI Research Press, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1986 %.
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[7] WhenLes chaisespens, the audience is immediately immersed inherdamiliar farce set which lonesco conceived as
follows: " Circular walls with a recess upstage eenf large, very sparsely furnished room. To tightr going upstage
from the proscenium, three doors. then a window wistool in front of it; then another door. In ttenter of the back door
of the recess, a large double door, and two otbersdfacing each other and bracketing the main:dbese last two doors,
or at least one of them, are almost hidden fromatidience. To the left, going upstage from the ggomm, there are three
doors, a window with a stool in front of it, oppiesihe window on the right, then a blackboard addia. (...) Downstage are
two chairs, side by side. A gas lamp hangs from déiéing" in Eugeéne lonescdhe bald Soprano and Othglays,
translated by Donald M. Allen, Grove Press, Newkydmo858, p. 112.

[8] Dina and Joel Sherzer, "Verbal Humor in The patpTheater," editors Dina Sherzer and Joel Shekhemor and
Comedy in Puppetry: Celebration in Popular CultuBawling Green State University Popular Press, Bow{Brgen, Ohio,
1987, p. 53.

[9] Martin Esslin,The Theatre of the Absurdinchor books, Garden City, New York, 1961, pp. xi

[10] Roger L. BedardDramatic Literature for Children A Century in ReviewAnchorage Press, New Orleans, 1984, p. 9.
Furthermore, it is crucial to draw these connedisimce many children's theater historians, likeedRdg Bedard (in his
introduction toThe Tingalary Bird, acknowledge the difficulties to fit this play the history of children's theater. He
observes that Melwood's play is "a totally bizaptey that uses few of the elements of the pas} énd represents a
significant step in the development of the fieldt la step that seems to have been made indepeofiéme traditional
influences" in Roger L. Bedardramatic Literature for ChildrenA Century in ReviewAnchorage Press, New Orleans,
1984, p. 493.

[11] Eugéne lonesco, "The Bald Soprano: The Tragefdizanguage,"Notes and Counter Notesranslated by Donald
Watson , Grove Press, Inc., New York, 1964, p.179

[12] In Mary Melwood,The Tingalary Birdn Roger L. Bedard, edQramatic Literature for Children: A Century in Review
Selective and Evaluative EssdysRoger L. Bedard , Anchorage Press, New Orled84},1p. 495

[13] In Roger L. BedardDramatic Literature for Children A Century in ReviewAnchorage Press, New Orleans, 1984, p.
495.

[14] British children's playwright and director K&ampbell continued in the vein of Mary Melwood's Atafist plays and
produced a play for audiences for 7-13 year oldstled SkungpoomeryPremiered by the Nottingham Playhouse
Roundabout Company on 24 June 1975, this play demades qualities of the Absurdist theater whileddticing children
with an idiotic fantasy acted out by Faz and Two&éen CampbellSkungpoomenMethuen Young Drama, London, 1980.
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