Brecht's Broadway Debut:
The Faithful Failure of 3-Penny Opera (1933)

Garrett Eisler

In April 1933, at the nadir of the Great Depressipthe first American
production of Brecht and Weill’'sThreepenny Operawas a Broadway
flop. Many have attributed the failure to a poor peesentation of the
work. But closer examination reveals a concertedoef to faithfully
reproduce the original 1928 Berlin staging and a anced critical recep-
tion that included many political objections. Brethand Weill's
“Beggar’'s Opera” was a box office failure but itaibversive essence still
reverberated all too well in Depression-era New Kor

The standing of Bertolt Brecht and Kurt Weill's mead The Threepenny
Operain the American theatre rests largely on the langring success of
Marc Blitzstein’'s 1954 adaptation at the TheatrelLge in Greenwich
Village ! But this was not the work’s US premiere. In thergpof 1933,
nearly five years after its German premiere, aanapt was made to import
this recent European success to New York at awhen the play and its
authors were almost completely unknown there. Adtierief Philadelphia
“tryout,” The 3-Penny Operéas it was billed) opened at Broadway's
Empire Theatre on 13 April 1933 but closed ninesdiager, after only
twelve performances, leaving it to the next genenabf Americans to
“rediscover” what is now Brecht and Weill's mostpotar work. When
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Brooks Atkinson, the long-servindew York Timesritic, reviewed the
revival in 1956, he referenced the earlier incaomé failure as instructive
to the new version’s success. “If ‘The Threepenpg@’ failed on Broad-
way in 1933,” he wrote, “it was not because the dwas uncongenial. It
failed because a stylized theatre work was not tedapnd produced
brilliantly enough” (Atkinson).

Atkinson’s assessment echoes most other explasadfavhy the 1933
3-Penny Operavas a Broadway flop—a failure of execution, notazm
tion2 Contemporary reviews do complain of weaknessesadting,
direction, and English translation. But, as hisakievidence, such
inherently subjective (and second-hand) judgmergsoélimited value,
especially in the case of a script of which no cepyives. While we may
choose to rely on these accounts to determine3aBenny Operéared as
entertainment, a closer inspection of the surviveagdence of the
production and its reception reveals other, moeelimgical responses as
well, responses that strongly suggest Atkinsonudiged how “congenial”
of the “mood” of that historical moment was.

Closer examination of the production itself indesad striking commit-
ment by its producers to replicate the origibedigroschenopegproduction
in all of Brecht and Weill's “stylized” idiosyncrés in a manner more
faithful, at least on the surface, than the 1989%/al* And a full survey
of the reviews reveals just as many objectioneéabntent of the work as
to its style of presentation. In fact, “uncongehiskxactly the “mood” that
comes across in many reviews to a theatrical watdirazenly challenged
so much about Broadway's bourgeois values, botthets and political.

Such resistance and distaste T¢tnreepenny more confrontational
subjects (poverty, corruption, crime) also app¢atsave been grounded
in the specific timing of this unusual Broadwayrprere. April 1933 was,
by many measures, one of the economically lowesttp@f the Great
Depression. Although Depression-era New York, wheeadlines were
still a common sight, might strike us today asd®al setting for a modern
“Beggar’s Opera,” such resonance only worsenedotAg's American
reception at a moment of peak-level anxiety admeconomy—including
the Broadway economy3{Penny Operavas hardly the only flop of the
1932-1933 season.) Could such a work ever havedx@ected to succeed
commercially in such an environment? Or should ¢egs” be defined
differently when looking back at such a case, pestyy the work’s ability
to disturb and discomfort an audience during diffi¢imes, rather than
serve as an escapist entertainment? On those tdrend9333-Penny
Operamay have succeeded after all.
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Preparations

Unlike more outwardly avant-garde projects Brectut Weill were collab-
orating on in the late 1920s (like thlahagonny-Songspiahd the “teach-
ing play” Der Jasage), Die Dreigroschenopewas conceived of from the
beginning as a work for the commercial theatrecBrevas asked in 1928
to submit a script for the re-opening of an oldiBeylayhouse, the Theater
am Schiffbauerdamm. He proposed one project hecwasntly working
on—an adaptation ofhe Beggar's OperaJohn Gay's 1728 English
comedy, which his frequent collaborator Elizabetuptmann had just
translated into German. Rather than use the otigimasic and songs, he
enlisted Weill to write a new score that would heipdernize this two
hundred-year old British text for their Berlin aedce. Brecht ended up
retaining just the skeletal outline of Gay’s plbbat London’s criminal
underworld while retaining its major characters thime boss Peachum;
his daughter Polly; his rival, the “highwayman” Maath (whom Polly
marries); and an ensemble of petty thieves andipres. By the time the
Brecht-Weill-Hauptmann adaptation opened on 31 Auf)B28, Gay'’s title
had been changed Die Dreigroschenope(literally, “the three-cent
opera”), his time period updated about a hundredsy® the early Victor-
ian era, and the eighteenth-century folk songs lzaithds replaced by
Weill's accessible yet distinctly modernist scdeehigh-low stylistic mix
drawing on baroque idioms, traditional and popwdang, opera and
operetta, even (at the end) Lutheran chorale, alotex] throughout by the
sonorities and idioms of the modern dance banditgi,Weill’s Musical
Theaterl13).

Even the originaDreigroschenoperreceived mixed reviews in the
Berlin press, but audiences flocked to the TheaterSchiffbauerdamm
based on word of mouth of its musical and dramatalgriginality. It was
at once classical and modernist, entertaining atehmcal. While Gay’s
comedy was seen by his London contemporaries azisaf the current
parliament by representing its leaders as crimjratecht stressed the
parallels between crime and business and travesiedanctimonious
bourgeois morality that condemns the criminal,(peorer) classes. Weill's
music likewise mocked the sentimentality of formcieommercial genres
like Viennese operetta. This double appeal to beniggaudiences, who
consumed the play’s gestures at entertainment ticadly, and young
modernists, who relished its multiple levels ofnyp enabledDrei-
groschenopeto find success in many of the theatre capitalEwbpe,
leading to what some even calleddeeigroschenfiebe—"Threepenny
Fever.”

But even at the time, this “fever” concerned sonmiegha work’s
admirers as a betrayal of its inherent subverss®&rEheodor Adorno led
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the charge of positing a “misunderstanding” by mtstfans, who he
argued mistook Brecht and Weill's parody of middt®i entertainment for
the “real thing” rather than hearing the faux-ntzgtaparody in Weill’s
score; the fact that “opera and operetta appeaniién, as it were, a fixed
grin,” Adorno wrote, “should make one wary of tlettiitous popularity”
(130). Another “defender” of Brecht and Weill's woftagainst its own
success” (as Adorno put it) was Marxist critic Erfakch, who regretted
that “the unforgettablBreigroschenopemusic . . . succumbs to the danger
of being applauded by a public for which it was mgttten” (gtd. in
Hinton, “Misunderstanding” 183). Brecht also cameré¢gret how his
intended “critique of society” was overshadoweddwerything that didn’t
matter to me: the romantic plot, the love storg,iusic” (qtd. in Kowalke
78). These are the qualities of bourgeois entertairt he dismissed as
“culinary"—superficial pleasures to be passivelynsomed rather than
problems to be actively argued with. Performidrgigroschenopeon the
commercial stage, then, whether in Berlin or NewkYmherently invited
such confusion over how to receive and “understand”

For all the play’s instant success across Europejnterest was
expressed in bringing it to New York until a pafry@ung, novice pro-
ducers requested the rights in late 1932. Johnddyrand Gifford Cochran
—twenty-seven and twenty-six years old, respegtiveliere indepen-
dently wealthy, lvy League-educated friends whoarkéd on a short-lived
enterprise to import some of the more controverara challenging
modernist dramas to the American stage and sc/deife abroad in 1932,
they were so captivated by a new German ffadchen in Uniformthat
they formed a production company to acquire thedig8ibution rights’
Their release dfiadcher—a film written and directed by women, depict-
ing sexual attraction between a female teachersaudent in an all-girls
school—to elite markets in selective cities prosarprisingly successful,
leading them to believe they had found “an Amerigadience for unusual
works” (“Importers”). Emboldened by this respontbey chose two simi-
larly daunting projects to present the followingasen: one was a film
version of Eugene O’Neil'§he Emperor Jonestarring Paul Robesdn.
The other wa®ie Dreigroschenopemwhich Cochran said he had wanted
to bring to Broadway ever since attending its opgmight in Berlin. (He
also claimed to have “probably seen it more thtp fimes since then in
its various showings in continental cities” [“Impers” 24])8

There were few other American fans at the timeudho of a work so
obscure on these shores. A rarefied circle of Ehitepand émigrés heard
the 1930 phonograph recordings by the originaliBedst’ Otherwise the
work’s main exposure had been G.W. Pabst’'s 193in&effilm adapta-
tion, which was retitled (by Warner Brothers) fasubtitled US release as
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The Beggar's Operareferencing the better-known John Gay source
material’® But not only is Pabst’s film vastly different frotine play—so
much so that Brecht and Weill sued over it—it wisrad even further in
this country by pre-Hays Code censtrBabst’'s own cuts retained less
than thirty minutes of Weill's music, with many gmnplayed instrument-
ally as background instead of sung. The fact thatfiim barely rated a
mention in reviews of the Broadw&yPenny Operawo years later indi-
cates that it did little to increase the work’s Aroan exposure beyond
foreign film enthusiasts.

Brecht and Weill themselves were also unknown qtiesitin the
American cultural landscape of the time. Outsidéhef coverage of the
Pabst film, pre-1933 critical references to Bresptays are rare, and aside
from the inclusion of an agitprop song (“Red Frgmt’a December 1932
Communist Party publication, no writings of his gahatic, poetic, or
theoretical) had yet been published in English éaball 70-71). Some of
Weill's early compositions—written when he was ameeging modernist
composer in the shadow of Arnold Schoenberg—redeseattered atten-
tion from American music critics and a few (inclndithe Brecht-Weill
Lindberghflug cantata) were given performances by major orcagstr
outside of New YorR? (Coincidentally, two other Brecht works had their
American premieres in April 1933, just after the8dway3-PennyOpera
closed: his experimental fillduhle Wampeavas screened at an 23 April
labor event—under the titMhither Germany2-and, on 25 April, Brecht
and Weill'sJasagerbegan a run of four performances at the downtown
Henry Street Settlement, another venue for New Yalkor activism.}?
Effectively, the Broadways-Pennywas the Broadway (and American
theatrical) debut for both Brecht and Weill; whileey would become
iconic just a generation later, the horizon of extpgons greeting their
work then could not have been more different froday’s.

As they secured the performance rights BEreigroschenoperin
December 1932, Krimsky and Cochran’s plans forrangd 933 opening
turned out to be unfortunate in two ways, the tising the rise to power
of Adolf Hitler and the Nazi party in January 1988echt and Weill both
left Germany soon after the takeover (Brecht tdctuin February, Weill
to Paris in March) but, ironically, the dire circstances made the United
States a less likely place for them to travel tmtbefore, when transport
was less risky and did not entail permanent efiieill did implore his
music publishers, Universal Edition in Vienna, pmssor a trip for the
3-Pennyopening, but they declined)As much as a Broadway premiere
might normally be a priority for playwrights andmoposers, these were no
ordinary times, and both men were negotiating sg\astacles to their
continued work and survival.
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The second historical factor working against Krignakd Cochran was
the ongoing struggles of the American economy é@neat Depression,
which, by many measures, reached its worst lewetlsa early months of
1933. Unemployment rose to 25% and banking par@carne so frequent
thatimmediately upon inauguration as presidesinkin D. Roosevelt had
to mandate the nationwide closure all banks foe filays (the famous
“Bank Holiday”). Roosevelt did not even take offigetil 4 March—the
date originally stipulated by the Constitution—désjoeing elected the
previous November, so the reforms of his New Degiklation would still
not take effect for months. For much of the yeacoading to historian
David Kennedy, the United States remained “a wastklof economic
devastation” (Kennedy 133).

Like most businesses, Broadway suffered alongthétortunes of the
nation, the stock market, and the bank accounts afidience. In his intro-
duction toBest Plays of 1932-193Burns Mantle wrote, “This theatre
season survived on half rations. No more than thalftheatres in New
York were in use, something less than half therast@re employed, and
virtually all bankrolls were in hiding” (Mantle)Theatre Artsmagazine
declared the New York theatre “in a temporary sthteoma, brought on
by the sluggishness of its economic readjustmerttset facts of the defla-
tion” (Denison).Variety summed up the season more bluntly as “Legit’s
Worst Year.” Describing 1932—-1933 as the industfigg/est point since
the war,” the trade journal reported only nine geathits” and seventeen
“moderate successes” out of 117 total openingsdafwvas down from the
recent average of 15@B-Penny Operanay have flopped but so did ninety-
one other shows (“Legit's Worst?j.

Most conventional Broadway producers presentingénown musical
(especially under such bleak business conditiomsjldvhave sought out
star actors or enlisted a director with a provetkrrecord? Instead,
Krimsky and Cochran cast an ensemble of relatik@mowns and tried to
import as much of the original staging and desigmfthe Berlin premiere
as possible. Their chief link to the 192&igroschenopewas their chosen
director, Francesco von Mendelssohn, a friend dah b&eill's and
Cochran’s who had served as an assistant to tgaalidirector, Erich
Engel’ In hiring Mendelssohn, Krimsky and Cochran preshisnamtended
him to remount (as assistant directors often de)ottiginal staging. This
led them to also retain Caspar Neher’'s set, whely hired American
designer Cleon Throckmorton to “adagtProduction photos @&-Penny
Operaindeed confirm a striking similarity to Neher’'s 2 designs,
especially in their deployment of what would lateecome familiar
“Brechtian” tropes—including a drawstring “half-¢cam” actors pull
across the stage, exposed electric “work lightsignag from the flies,
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screens for projected text and titles, and visilolstage musicians accom-
panying the songs. Reproducing Neher’s set notmamlycated the visual
style of the 192®reigroschenoperencoded in it was the key to much of
the staging as well. “Just as Weill and Brecht eitbieir portions of the
work in close consultation,” writes Stephen Hintéso director Erich
Engel drew his production ideas from Caspar Neldrasvings, and vice
versa” (“The Premiére” 52). While today it is Bréaho is most common-
ly (if misleadingly) associated with the “epic” g&craft emerging from
1920s German theatre, Engel and Neher arguably dml@l claim as
pioneers of the form, being among Brecht’'s mosgdent collaborators
when he was developing the aesthetic that woudd tzar his namé.In

a later essay, Brecht even paid tribute to Enged28 staging oDrei-
groschenopeto be “the most successful example of epic theatfefiat
time (Giles 2535° Therefore, unlike the PalStesigroschenopéiilim—
which forced the story into the visual terms ofaunalistic cinematic
narrative—the Krimsky-Cochr&iPennyretained more of the epic theatre
gualities of the work that we today consider didliyn“Brechtian.”

Importing staging and scenic ideas from Berlin BNy ork was rela-
tively easy compared to turning Brecht's dialogne kyrics into speakable
and singable English. Whether out of convenienqeuoe ego, the young
American producers decided to expedite the prdogssking it on them-
selves; Cochran (who, lived in Munich many yeard presumably knew
German) collaborated with Krimsky’s brother Jerraddbudding play-
wright. Neither man had had any professional wgitaxperience or pub-
lished any work in either English or German, andhwehearsals starting
in March, they had only two months to completetthaslatior’* Without
an extant script, judgements as to the literaryitnodrtheir work rests
mostly with the contemporary reviews, which caltédwkward” (Brown),
“heavy-handed” (Garland), and “clumsy and jarrirfStage”). But in a
season dominated by glamorous and “classy” hits Noel Coward’s
Design for Livingand Cole Porter'she Gay Divorcgthese complaints, in
context, might say more about Broadway preferefmehigh diction in
dialogue and lyrics than what would have best skithe language of
Brecht's Soho slum denizens.

One significant aspect of the Krimsky-Cochran dcttiyat is evident
even without an extant text is its close adhereadbe version oDrei-
groschenopepublished immediately after its premiere, not Bitesc1931
revised edition—in which, as if to rectify his caemns about the play’s
initial “misunderstanding,” he interpolated morgkeitly Marxist argu-
ments and language into the dialogue of certaimeseWhile it was
theoretically possible for Krimsky and Cochran tdaon a copy of this
very limited edition while in Germany, it would niohve been very useful
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for performance since it did not correlate with Wescore. (Brecht had
undertaken the revision without consulting Weilhhi) It was also not the
version officially licensed for performance at timae by the joint pub-
lishers Universal Edition (music) and Felix BlochbEn (libretto) and
which was being performed throughout Europe. Wédlme have argued
the revised text better reflects Brecht’s authandnt, the 1928 edition—
with far more extensive stage directions—more tyaapresents the way
Dreigroschenopewas originally performed. According to Steve Giléise
1931 version is designed to be read” while “the8l&@Xt bears the imprint
of its theatrical realization” (253§.Aided, then, by Mendelssohn’s direc-
tion (borrowed from Engel), Neher’s designs, asdrgpt that documented
so many aspects of the first performance, Krimksy@ochran were now
prepared to faithfully “import” what they trumpetedadvertisements as
“The Continental Success” (“Display Ad”).

Reactions

One major alteration to the origifateigroschenoperowever, came
later, after a week of previews in Philadelphiagfbhaing on 1 April) at a
moment when the producers finally appear to haverginto commercial
pressures. The Philadelphia notices (granted, &@maller press corps)
were on balance more positive than they would bblew York. The
Public Ledgecritic called it “a rich and racy diversion, pléatly supplied
with good music and people who could sing it, gayg aolorful in its
settings and costumes and quaint and provocatives istory. . . . [A]
superior and exciting novelty” (Waters). But, ae tend of the week,
Variety reported that its nine scheduled performances énestained
figures expected,” rendering it an official “disapptment” (“Cohan Show
Builds”). Krimsky and Cochran then delayed New Yogening from 10
April to 13 April, by which time two consequentidécisions appear to
have been made: one was to cut the first sceeqfiay, the other was to
hire a new director—Zeke Colvan, whose name appeexs to Men-
delssohn’s in th&lew York Timé< 4 April review, but not in the official
program (Nichols¥?

Colvan’s hiring signals a notable shift away frdme project’s origins
as an independent, avant-garde, and “Continengdture since his main
notoriety on Broadway at the time was as Florenegféld’s chief
“dialogue director,” in which capacity he was resgible for the dramatic
staging of non-dancing scenes (i.e., rehearsingrgcin all the major
Ziegfeld productions of the late twenties and etnifties, includingsShow
Boat and manyZiegfeld Folliesrevues* As a consummate Broadway
insider, he would have been a natural candidatedbjust restaging the
musical, but to serve as overall “play doctor” fox™ a show that is in
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trouble? While no documentation directly links Colvan’sihg to the
cutting of scene 1, it is the kind of choice a pummmercially-minded
play doctor would conceivably make to improve avglseen as unenter-
taining: first, it was the only scene that had oiogs (after those written for
it had already been cut earliét)second, its main character, Peachum, is,
in conventional terms, the play’s villain, an unattive elderly Pantalone-
type foil; and, third, it was delaying the entraficescene 2) of the show's
two real “leads” (in Broadway terms), the youngaattive singers playing
the “lovers” Macheath and Polly. In short, cuttihg scene would have had
the effect of favoring the production’s “culinargppeals over its ideologi-
cal provocations.

While the actual content of scene 1 may be expdadaterms of expo-
sition (the main plot point is the Peachums heatirag their daughter
eloped with Macheath, but the next scene showaéuleling party itself),
it is crucial thematically in establishing Brechtigerplay of poverty,
morality, and capitalism. And this may have beeotlaer incentive to cut
it. Its setting is Peachum’s “Outfitting Shop foe@®ars,” where he and
Mrs. Peachum ply their trade of equipping men ¥aite begging costumes
to collect money that they will take a healthy @ertage of. In his opening
lines about his business, Peachum says some pariycconfrontational
things to the audience about the quintessentiaigemis virtue of charity,
a touchy subject at a time of great economic hapdsh

Something must be done. My business is too hardnjobusiness
is arousing human sympathy. There are a few thimgsstir men’s
souls, just a few, but the trouble is that afteresged use they lose
their effect. Because man has the abominable fjifeimg able to
deaden his feelings at will, so to speak. Supdos@stance, a man
sees another man standing on the corner with gdiuman arm; the
first time he may be shocked enough to give himpéage, but the
second time it will only be fivepence, and if hes&im a third time
he’ll hand him over to the police without battingeyelash. (Brecht
149-50%

As David Kennedy writes, “Mute shoals of joblessdefted through the
streets of every American city in 1933” (163). Wathe in four of all adult
American males potentially a beggar, Peachum niigiae been no easy
figure to laugh either with or at. Philadelphia eumtes may have taken
Peachum’s speech as a sick joke on the sanctitgdigure Roosevelt had
already dubbed “the forgotten man.” Or perhaps thestled more at
Brecht’s intended joke at the expense of thoseaiugh t@ivecharity.
As Peachum goes on to say in the scene, afternguibte proverb “It is
more blessed to give than to receive”: “What goadthe most beautiful,
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the most poignant sayings . . . when they get edgaso quickly?” (Brecht
150).

Further complicating responses to Peachum wasattteng of the role
with vaudeville comedian Rex Weber, who, just thaseon before, had
debuted the song, “Brother, Can You Spare a Dima'Broadway revu®.
That song—especially in Weber’s highly praised reoi—became an
instant popular anthem of the Depression, focysirmdic sympathy on the
plight of America’s millions of new beggars, espdgithose who fell from
respectable prosperity in the twenties. (The héthesong once “built a
railroad,” as one famous verse reminds us, but “itewdone.”) For many
New York critics, the memory of Weber’s last ratevitably hovered over
this very different one. As critic Robert Garlanfdtlee New York World
Telegrammoted, “you constantly expect him to burst intodBrer, can you
spare a nickel of that dime | spared for you?"” (@ad, 14 April 1933).
Brecht might have approved of this built-in distizugc effect Weber
brought to the role, bringing attention to himsa#f an actor, not the
character, and that he sang a very different tonatgpoverty the previous
seasorf’?

The effort to diminish Peachum’s role could veryleave been a last-
minute attempt by the producers (and their new gtagtor) to downplay
the aspect oDreigroschenopemost pertinent to its new Depression-era
context: the subject of poverty. Becht's play igusbly more about
“begging” than even the originBeggar’'s Opera(Gay's title refers to one
specific “Beggar” character who introduces and etothe play.) In Gay,
Peachum is the “boss” of all the criminals, inchgliMacheath; Brecht
gives his “Mack the Knife” a gang of his own andents a new “racket”
for Peachum: exploiting the sentimental appealhairity to the modern
bourgeoisie, as a safeguard against more drastifaameaching political
solutions.

If cutting scene 1 was meant to defang the playigapitalist critique,
then it was not successful. Even critics most festi the play’s political
implications were able to clearly identify themeagason for their dislike
of 3-Penny Operaattesting to the production’s effectiveness dtimgg
Brecht's voice across. Many especially resented dbepting of The
Beggar’'s Operaan English classic that they nostalgically saadias a
piece of Anglophile high culture, not the contrasial and bawdy work it
was historically received asimemagazine expressed dismay that Gay’s
“spirit of cutpurse abandon has been supersededi lBymosphere which
is often sullen, often merely dirtily proletaria(fNew Plays in Manhat-
tan”). Gilbert Gabriel of thé&ew York Americafan outlet of the right-
wing publishing empire of William Randolph Hears8ferences Brecht's
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reputation in Germany as “a well known socialistit’ while disapproving
of this “much continentalized version” of John Gay:

Here are your old friends . . . Polly Peachum, @ap#Macheath,

Lucy, and the rest . . . all turned rather grim aocowly, commun-

istic. . . . This Teuto-universal version dressesrt in frank, harshly
foul tatters, in the gritty sarcastic drabnesshefrtags of the under-
dogs of all the world. (Gabriel)

Gabriel also finds more social valueBeggatrs “caricature of wicked old
[eighteenth-century Prime Minister] Robert Walpol#ian Brecht's
“embittered stumping on behalf of the lower andanimial classes” of the
present. John Mason Brown of tNew York Evening Postmilarly con-
demned this “retelling of the famous Macheath-P&Bachum story in
terms of irrelevant social preachments . . . wittiresome topical refer-
ences to income taxes and capitalists” (Brown). Mbe York Evening
Journals John Andersowent further in decrying Brecht's “dismembering
of the old opera to stuff it with propaganda” (Anstmn).

The sometimes excited hostility toward any hintraélicalism in
3-Penny(theSuris Richard Lockridge considered it “oddly festoonéth
propaganda” preaching “sugar-coated communism”jreoms of the high-
stakes ideological debates at a time when the iranidnilure of capital-
ism in America was routinely being predicted and-eemmunism’s pre-
“Popular Front” phase—the Soviet Union was stifi@élly preaching
“world revolution.” (The “Red Scare” and anti-radid®almer Raids of the
early 1920s were also within recent memory.) Andiersf theEvening
Journal,another Hearst paper, voices this anxiety mosttiyver

For some reason . . . John Gay's enchanting ‘Bég@qrera’ has
been hacked into a heavy piece of Teutonic Communis. [I]tis
interesting to wonder what possible connectior@aeman adapters
of the story between the dashing adventures afaliantly criminal
Captain Macheath and the inept political mouthiofiggheir present
hero. Their point seems to be that wealth makesnypand poverty
causes crime, a convenient theory which overlob&ddcts of the
criminologists and the not very recent news thatdhare a hearty
number of rich crooks both in and out of jail, bubstly out.
(Anderson)

At a time of 25% unemployment, sympathy for therf'eenient theory”
Anderson mocks about poverty causing crime mustlgurave been
growing.

Other reviewers, however, detected Brecht's deditedy irreverent
appropriation of Gay. The academic cultural cdtiseph Wood Krutch at
The Nationinsisted “this deliberately perverted version ofiéTBeggar’s
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Opera’ . .. was not intended to be very much Gleg’s opus. That is per-
vaded by a jolly sort of roast-beef and heartsak-orutality, while ‘The
Three-Penny Opera’ is unmistakably a product oin@ery’s despairing
morbidity” (Krutch 540). Garland of th&/orld Telegram—one of the
play’s most eloquent defenders in the daily pressaBow “upon the
frank and rowdy humor of the old English originaktheen superimposed
the mordant revolutionary spirit of a depressedioent given in lugu-
brious, but musically appealing ballads.” Garlatsbadad the insight to
critically examine the reactions of the Broadwagiance around him to
a play that, as they could apparently tell, wasmeant to please them:

There at the Empire Theatre, an unmistakably fiight audience
seemed determined not to like it. Not to like itigreat, big way, |
mean. . . . Ignoring the new deal and the prospttt remains stub-
bornly around the corner, “The Three Penny Opdrariibs its nose
at everything an unmistakably first-night audiehoéds most dear.
. .. Nothing, I'm here to tell you, is its sacremw. Nothing is too
right and righteous for its Rabelaisian razzbekiyrebel of an
operetta, it walks boldly and bitterly through gveumn in which we
all reside, kicking up the leaves and applyingtéghmatches where
lighted matches are sure to do the greatest h&anlgnd, “Heart of
Gold")

“A rebel of an operetta” recalls almost exactly whAdorno had said of
Weill's subversive musical score five years easlieist as Garland’'s
depiction of an audience feeling threatened andaanddy out of place
complements Ernst Bloch’'s worry th@reigroschenoperwould be

“applauded by a public for which it was not writt& It is not difficult to

imagine Adorno and Bloch, in fact, being more péebby the New York
bourgeoisie’s negative reaction to the play tharnhyr Berlin counter-
part's embrace of it. Rather than “misunderstaridiDeigroschenoper

they may have concluded that Broadway understoaidi tibo well.

That some of the more positive reviews made a mdigquoting (or at
least paraphrasing) specific lines from the plajcispoke to the current
historical moment demonstrates the Krimsky-Coclrarslation’s success
at communicating Brecht's meaning in his more patampassages.
Krutch, for instance, cites a blistering speecRedichum’s from act 3, one
that apparently survived despite the cutting ohsck effectively muffled
the character:

[3-Pennys] cynicism of hopelessness . . . got under thie. £<kon-
sider, for example, the wandering soliloquy of ¢tzar of the beg-
ging racket upon the essentials of his professibime rulers of the
world can create misery but they can’t bear to labik. A man who
has always had plenty to eat and always will hdeetp, simply
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cannot endure to see another man faint of hungeatighof course,
if he does it on his doorstep.” If that, in its tgeque setting, is not
a telling speech then | have lost my judgementO)Y54

Another moment in the play singled out by a criiche play’s defense
was the “Second Threepenny Finale” (or, “What Kedpakind Alive?”),
in which the actors (led by Macheath) are instrdittethe libretto to step
in front of the curtain, out of character, to suligectly to the audience
about the hypocrisy of bourgeois values in the fafaextreme poverty:

MACHEATH. You gentlemen who think you have a mission
To purge us of the seven deadly sins
Should first sort out the basic food position
Then start your preaching: that's where it begins.
You lot, who preach restraint and watch your wasstvell
Should learn for all time how the world is run:
However much you twist, whatever lies you tell
Food is the first thing. Morals follow on. (Brec2@1)

The New York Sus Stephen Rathbun was struck by the risk of such a
confrontational gesture and references the lastdixplicitly: “When a
player sings a song about how beefsteak comesebiferGolden Rule it
arouses no pleasant feelings in theatergoers whwt&now what the
future has in store for them” (RathbuhBurely those paying the top price
of $3.30 in the orchestra were a little more seautie future than those

in the advertised “Pop.[ular] Price Balcony Seaifsfifty cents (“Display
Ad").*? But Rathbun is also alluding to the kind of Depies-related
anxiety prevalent among those who had more to ldsethe forlorn hero

of “Brother, Can You Spare a Dime.”

Rathbun was another rare critic who was acutelggpive of how
Brecht and Weill's iconoclastic musical was revedbag in its new
Depression-shocked environment. In a piece puldishéew days after
3-Pennys closing, he offered a critical postmortem ondisappointing
reception:

The fact that Bert Brecht's modernization of ‘Theggar’s Opera’
is somber and depressing is, no doubt, the realgiitwas unsuc-
cessful on Broadway. In these days, if people wabe depressed,
they can stay at home! Why should they pay moné&gtdepressed
in the theater? . . 3fPenny Operphas style and distinction and
was, for the most part, well sung and well actad, its gloom
received no welcoming response from New York autienWhen
gloom on the stage meets gloom in the audienceethét is failure
for any play. At least that is what happens in Aioger
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As the last sentence implies, Rathbun was comigaitie chilly reception
to the work in New York to its embrace by BerlindBgfore the Depres-
sion became worldwide, the Weimar Republic hadaalyéeen through a
decade of comparable economic hardship wbexigroschenopefirst
opened, and that did not impede its success tBeteRathbun turns this
seeming contradiction into a critique of his felloauntrymen’s compla-
cency: “The people of Germany have been long intwdtard times, but
depression is a new and bitter experience for Agricans.” No wonder
the “ermine audience at the First Night performghas another critic
observed, “sat on its hands” (Bolton).

That even this abridge&tPenny Opera-ased on the purportedly less
“political” 1928 text—was considered by many critio be so (for better
or worse) provocative confirms how much @feigroschenopés true
voice survived the Krimsky-Cochran production, vevatr its flaws. Not
only had a key scene been lost, but some song$otheat are considered
essential to the work (including the “Solomon Soagd “Ballad of Sexual
Dependency”) were absent from the outset—as they agening night in
Berlin® And yet even Robert Benchley of that bastion dbane
liberalism, theNew Yorkercarped that “Herr Bert Brecht . . . has thrown
in a great deal of sociological and political sativhich may have been
delicious stuff in the original German of the ‘Dyedschenoper’ but in its
English adaptation is only mildly important” (Ge&thl53). In retrospect,
the issue8-Penny Operavas confronting the Broadway audience with in
the spring of 1933 seem anything but “mild.” Noéea Ziegfeld showman
like Zeke Colvan could de-politicize it enough.

Conclusion: “A Contemporary Note”

In a June 1933 issue documenting the recently eseasbonTheatre
Arts magazine published a production still fr@&Penny Opers “brief
visit” to New York. The photo shows Peachum’s shbiie opening of act
3 (the same scene quoted in Krutch'’s review). Imatety apparent are the
signature elements of Caspar Neher’s 1D&Sigroschenopeset: screen
projections off to the sides featuring Neher’'s axpressionist drawings
of locales; one end of a drawn half-curtain stafe & large “fairground
organ” covering the upstage wall, with an elevatthd for the onstage
band; and what Brecht called “song lights"—eleckaimps with exposed
bulbs that descended to separate (not integratB)masical number from
the narrative. While the “new stagecraft” of Eurapeexpressionist and
symbolist drama had been making waves in the mgredrt enclaves of
New York theatre since the twenties, this was quiteodernist look for a
Broadway musical.
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But beyond its aesthetic idiosyncrasies, the immgeost arresting
feature is the striking tableau of beggars filling stage. Preparing for their
“work,” they are writing signs to announce theak@) infirmities—"“Sole
Support for an Extensive Family,” “Victim of Militg Dictatorship,”
“Product of Industrial Civilization.” As the maga® caption comments:
“The conclave of beggars struck a contemporary’r{t&eene”). Indeed,
even a detractor like tHeuris Lockridge recognized that “several of the
[pickets] might be carried in Union Square.” A ttrehistorian happening
on the photo without context could easily mistdiedcene for something
from one of the “workers’ theatre” companies thegibning to flourish
downtown

Broadway, however, had only barely addressed tleatdepression
from the stage by 1933. The fiery classics of iggripolitical theatre we
now associate with what Harold Clurman later farhousibbed “The
Fervent Years"—OdetsWaiting for Lefty(1935), Blitzstein’sThe Cradle
Will Rock(1937), and Harold RomeRins and Needlg4937)—were still
a few years off. (Clurman considered the JanuaBp I#emiere of efty
“the birth cry of the thirties,” even though thecdede was half over
[Clurman,Fervent Year448].) The one Broadway hit from the 1932-1933
season that did focus on the current economic downwas George S.
Kaufman and Edna Ferbeiinner at Eight but its narrative told of the
fears and misfortunes of the wealthy New York elil®re instructive is
the fate of a Kaufman title from later that fallsaquel to his popular
musicalOf Thee | Sing1931) called_et ‘em Eat Cakein which the US
government is overthrown by radical revolutionafiesn Union Squaré?
Of Thee | Singan over a year and was still touring in 1988t ‘em Eat
Cakeclosed after ninety performances.

A major reason for the greater receptiveness titigadly challenging
content later in the decade was the growing aléanfdiberals and radical
leftists known as the Popular Front—a movementiailiy decreed by the
Russian-based Communist International in the suroifE335, encourag-
ing communist parties around the world to join &xavith less revolution-
ary progressives for the sake of fighting fascignthe United States, this
ideological shift fostered what Michael Denning soiers a broader
“laboring of American culture.” By 1935 these spdizied political objec-
tives had already begun to surface in the New Ywektre. While workers’
theatres had been active downtown since the |atatigs, the Theatre
Union gained new visibility with the Broadway tréesof their production
of George Sklar and Albert MaltzPReace on Eartln the spring of 1934.
In 1931 the newly formed Group Theatre failed ondglway with docu-
mentary play about the Depression (call®@1-), but four years later it
had two simultaneous commercial hits withaiting for LeftyandAwake
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and Sing(The founding of the New Deal’'s Federal Theatrgdatan 1935
was also a boon to radical political theatre.) Nender that the Theatre
Union and the Group provided Brecht and Weill vithir next New York
productions; Theatre Union presenidae Mothel(Brecht’'s adaptation of
Gorky) in 1935, and the Group commissioned a newerecan musical
from Weill, Johnny Johnsofin collaboration with Paul Green). Ironically,
the labor-affiliated Theatre Union had a hardertimplicating Brecht's
epic stagecraft than did Krimsky and Cochran; ti&tanislavsky-based
acting training and Ibsenite dramaturgy ended upkiwg against the
play3* And Weill's formal experimentation witbohnny Johnsqrereating
a true “play with music” instead of conforming wntemporary Broadway
expectations of “musical comedy” or “operetta,” eddip garnering more
critical admiration than box office saleStill, compared to their earlier
outing, these artists were less aberrant in a @lltandscape defined by
Odets, Blitzstein, and the FTP’s “Living Newspapetisan the late
twenties-early thirties pantheon of Porter, Cowardi Kern and Hammer-
stein.

Then again, in retrospe@riegroschenopehnas not enjoyed much more
success on Broadway since 1933 either, even asiéansi knowledge of
Brecht and Weill increased. The Blitzstein adaptatof the 1950s
remained Off Broadway (a brand new phenomenon taeti)e 299-seat
Theatre de Lys for the entirety of its six-year.rdn1989 revival, con-
ceived of as a vehicle for the rock star Stingsetbafter sixty-five perfor-
mances. The 1976 New York Shakespeare Festivaliptiot has been the
longest running so far, at 307 performances, ber évough it was official-
ly designated a “Broadway”-level (and Tony awaidible) production, it
was produced by a nonprofit, subscription-basedpamy and presented
a mile north of the Times Square theatre distridtiacoln Center. The
reception greeting another nonprofit institutioateempt, the Roundabout
Theatre’s 2006 revival, was more typical; afterg@@views, 77 perfor-
mances and largely negative reviews, it closed awithextending its
announced limited run. The dissatisfiédriety critic in 1933 may have
stumbled onto the truth when he speculated 3HRaenny Opergwould
have been more appropriate to one of those cutheadres in the Village,”
as opposed to the opulent, thousand-seat EmpiratiEhm the heart of
Broadway (lbeej®

Staged in the heart of the bohemian and beatnikesoEChristopher
Street at the birth of Off Broadway two decadesrlathis “rebel of an
operetta” finally found that necessary “congenaltience that Krimsky
and Cochran could not. But Blitzstein’s productionnany ways, signifi-
cantly adapted and reframed the origiBa¢igroschenopeto appeal to
what was most sellable in its time. Presented ala®a memorial tribute
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to Weill (who by the time of his death in 1950 waslonger a “Teutonic”

modernist, but a successful composer of more cowiallgr amenable

Broadway musicals), it featured his widow, Lotteniza as Jenny—a role
originally conceived of as secondary but substiptmhanced by Blitz-

stein’s reassignment of songs. (Unlike in 1933 Thireepennyad a real

“star.”) The show’s success also led, as an unéggddayproduct, to the
surprise popularization and commodification of Brteaind Weill's opening

“Moritat” song—extracted from its original dramatic contexds a chart-

topping hit “single” sung to swing-orchestra accampent by the likes
of Louis Armstrong and Bobby Darin as a tributegingster swagger.
Adorno and Bloch’s worst nightmare come true.

The profoundly different postwar (and post-Deprasksicultural
moment of the mid-1950s offered a new context o§perity, not poverty,
a climate in which Americans could learn to lovedidk the Knife.” But as
Harold Clurman would reflect in his review of thétBstein revival,

The epoch [ofThe Threepenny Opdrés not just the Berlin of
1919-1928; it is any epoch in which . . . fiercatcasts of prosper-
ity and poverty shapes the dominant tone of sociEtg state of
mind is one of social impotence so close to deshatrit expresses
itself through a kind of jaded mockery which mirgyke snarl with

tears . . . . We [in the 1950s] do not live in sactime—though

people who remember the depression days betwedhataB1935

will appreciate the mood dfhe Threepenny Operaost readily.

(Clurman,Collected Work293)

Many in the 1933 audience did at least perceive‘thaod,” whether or
not they “appreciated” it. If anything, it may habeen too painfully
familiar. 3

Notes

1The Threepenny Operaanslated and adapted by Marc Blitzstein, ithtia
played a limited run at the Theatre de Lys fromMidr. 1954 to 30 May 1954. It
then returned for an open-ended engagement onf201%&5 and continued until
17 Dec. 1961.

2 Various aspects of the 1933Penny Operdroadway production have
been documented in previous scholarship. The nmosbtigh account remains
Kowalke. More recently, Mark Grant's essay “Befd@htzstein” (2014) sum-
marizes the basic extant evidence. Notable eaatieounts include Himelstein
(1966) and Weisstein (1963). Parker’s recent Brbygraphy briefly references
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the production with startling inaccuracy, sayingttit starred Lotte Lenya and
Louis Armstrong—a claim easily disproven (248).

%1t is not even clear that Atkinson saw the 193&dpiction. Although he
was already the lead drama critic at ew York Timeghe paper’s review &-
Penny Operavas written by Lewis Nichols.

* Unlike the 1933 production, which remounted mutlthe staging and
scenery from the 1928 Berlin premiere, the Thedgreys revival featured original
staging by Carmen Capalbo and scene design byavwilRitkin.

®The originaDreigroschenopeproduction ran over two years in Berlin and
“saw an amazing 130 productions on the Contineet the next four years” (“The
Threepenny Opera in Europe”).

® According to Krimsky, Cochran provided most of fimancial support for
their enterprise: “My partner Gifford Cochran wadépendently wealthy. An heir
to the Alexander Smith Carpet Company, probabljdhgest in the world at that
time, he was willing to gamble some of his own mpone . [O]n an investment of
$22,000 Méadchen had grossed close to a million. So our small canyphad a
good reputation and ample funds” (96).

"The Emperor Jongd933) would be the team’s only original filmwent
into production only weeks aft&Penny Operaclosed on Broadway and was
released later that fall. Krimsky and Cochran pomdlit independently at New
York’s Astoria studios, with a screenplay®grgyauthor DuBose Heyward (later
co-author ofPorgy and Begsand directed by avant-garde filmmaker Dudley
Murphy. The African-American subject matter and ¢hsting of a black actor in
the starring role made the project unattractivenégor studios.

8 Exaggeration aside, Cochran did have the oppayttosee at least some
European productions Bfeigroschenopesince he was living in Munich, studying
painting, during the late 1920s and early 1930s.

® Harold Clurman, who produced Weill’'s first Amenicavork, Johnny
Johnsonfor the Group Theatre in 1936, recalled that dwethat time “he was
little known except by musicians who had been tdiBand by adventurous spirits
who enjoyed picking up exotic flowers in odd bywajthe entertainment world
or on imported records'Collected Work226).

19 The title page of the Warner Theatre’s printechpam for the New York
release of the film reads: “The Beggar's Oper®i¢ 3 Groschen Oper’s[d] /
All-Talking / German Musical Drama!” (“Warner”).

1 Brecht wrote at length about his battle with Palst the filmin his essay
“Der Dreigroschenprozegsknown in English as “The Threepenny Lawsuit.” A
1960 article about a restored re-release of Pdilst'slaimed that, until that point,
“The German version of the film has never been shiovthe United States in its
original form” (Showbil).
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12 |n 1930 the Cincinnati Symphony Orchestra prograchieill's violin
concerto, and, in 1931, Leopold Stokowski condutiedPhiladelphia Orchestra
in Der Lindberghflug“Lindbergh’s Flight")—the first documented publierfor-
mance of any Brecht work in America. Also workimggaast both Weill and Brecht
was a lingering anti-German prejudice from WorldriWa\ccording to Geoffrey
Cahn, “German literature, theater, film, and artengenerally poorly received by
American critics and audiences during the 1920sanlg¢ 1930s,” and “the Broad-
way stage was closed to German drama not onlyéodration of the war but into
the 1919-1920 season” (Cahn 186-87).

13 The Henry Street Settlemeddsagerstands out as particularly notable
today for the significance of its two co-directastor Sanford Meisner, then of the
progressive Group Theatre and later a famous at¢@agher, and conductor
Lehman Engel, who went to be a prominent composeért@acher of Broadway
musical theatre.

14 Weill's correspondence with his music publishadsjversal Edition
between January and March of 1933 documents ausorde of crises, both
professional and personal, as he negotiates haaritinue working—preferably
outside of Germany—under the threat of Nazism.épeatedly expresses interest
in traveling to New York for the Broadwe8+Penny but between the lack of
financial support and his own film commitments ariB, plans did not materialize
by the time the production closed on 22 April. &zesch.

> The nine plays that Variety determined were unifjedl “hits” were:
Rachel CrotherdVhen Ladies MegBeorge S. Kaufman and Edna FerbBifmer
at Eight Sidney Howard'sThe Late Christopher Beaderome Kern and Oscar
Hammerstein II'sMusic in the Air the musical comedyake a ChanceS. N.
Behrman’sBiography Ben Hecht and Charles MacArthuifsventieth Century
Noel Coward’sDesign for Living andStrike Me Pinka revue starring Jimmy
Durante. Of their “moderate successes” notablestithat stand out are Cole
Porter'sThe Gay Divorcand Maxwell Anderson’s Pulitzer-winning Washington
satireBoth Your Houseg'Legit's Worst”).

% The cast was led by two European-style operettfaymeers (Australian
baritone Robert Chisholm as Macheath and Hungag&ess-dancer Steffi Duna
as Polly) signaling Krimsky and Cochran’s conceaptad their production as a
European import. But alongside them was a comlainati young Broadway actors
(Marjorie Dille as Jenny Diver, Josephine HustorLasy Brown) and popular
entertainers (vaudevillian Rex Weber as PeachuthLandon music-hall singer
Rex Evans as Tiger Brown). While many critics fadlat least some of the acting
in 3-Penny Operathey differed on who was at fault. Each of thedi@ctors had
their share of detractors and champions. Lewis®g&in theTimesactually offered
blanket praise for the entire ensemble: “The casthas been chosen excellently
and Francesco von Mendelssohn has directed théyi'gai

17 A Brooklyn Eaglearticle promoting3-Penny Operatresses Cochran’s
pre-existing friendship with Mendelssohn as pivtaiis inside knowledge of the
play, even that he “consoled” his “good friend” icigrthe legendary chaotic dress



20 New England Theatre Journal

rehearsals leading Rreigroschenopés premiere (“Importers” 25). The anecdote
strengthens Cochran’s claim of being at the presva@d suggests Mendelssohn'’s
own role in bringing the play to Broadway may hbeen significant. Mendelssohn
(a great-nephew of the famous composer) had begnabmusician and theatre
director in Berlin and returned there after thesitig of the Broadwa$-PennyHe
soon thereafter fled Germany and returned to thsnd837 as an assistant director
to Max Reinhardt on the New York opening of WeiltiseraThe Eternal Road

8 Throckmorton, a resident designer for the Provimea Players, was
instrumental (along with Provincetown colleague &bbEdmond Jones) in
popularizing “the new stagecraft” (i.e., Europenfiienced modernism) in
American stage design. His signature productionthaighly expressionist sets
and lighting he created for O’Neill'Bhe Emperor Jongd.920).

1 John Fuegi, who has courted controversy by acguSirecht of
parasitically taking credit for his collaboratocgintributions, nevertheless makes
a compelling claim for attributing most Bfeigroschenopés “epic” qualities to
Neher: “[T]he brilliant stage designer Caspar Nehas the main force in staging
Threepennyn a manner so innovational, with the signaturd-battain and with
the musicians on stage, that the production idfetheatre historians to this day
to have radically changed the practice of stag€qffafiegi xxv).

2 The essay cited is “New Perspectives on the Uskwimlental Music”
(“Verwendung von Buhnenmusik nach neueren Gesichtepi)rirom 1935. Giles
guotes the original German: “die erfolgreichste Dastration des epischen
Theaters.”

2L Although3-Penny Operavas his first produced script, Jerrold Krimsky
did go on to enjoy some small success as a plaltyrigorking again for his
brother in the late 1930s when they together op&hlee American Music Hall,”
a “new theatre fashioned from a dilapidated buddivhich had originally been a
church before being converted into a movie theatrdt was decorated in the style
of a Gay Nineties’ beer hall and for a few yeasedes of old-fashioned musical
melodramas were produced there” (Dietz 302). Jé#oimsky wrote many of the
scripts (usually under the pseudonym “John Van Anpd) including The
Fireman’s Flamg1937),Naughty-Naught ‘001937), and he Girl from Wyoming
(1938). During World War Il he served in the ArmZamera Combat Unit and the
Office of War Information, where he produced He&Pairtier-Bresson’s 1946 docu-
mentaryLe Retour(Reunior) about the liberation of Dachau and other coneentr
tion camps. He died in 1948 at the age of 38. @iffdochran did not write any
original plays or translations aftd8rPenny Opera

2 Giles also argues that “although the 1931 edisomore ideologically
explicit, it adds nothing of moment to the earirersion’s exploration of the rela-
tionship between work and begging” (264).

% Above the cast list at the top of NicholEmesreview reads the line:
“Staged by Francesco von Mendlelssohn and Zekea@dlv
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%“The confusing near-interchangeability of direcod stage managers in
early twentieth-century musical theatre is poighaitiustrated by the forgotten
career of Ezekiel Bredin ‘Zeke’ Colvan (1880-1943)iginally an actor, Colvan
stage-managed maijegfeld Follies Ziegfeld-produced book shows, and shows
produced by the Shubert Brothers, the Theatre Gaild others. . . . When the
Depression hit Broadway, Colvan found steadier esnpent as a general stage
manager of several municipal opera companies” ((@2425). Colvan also went
on to write a popular mid-century acting textboblce the Footlights

% The fact that the New York production photos réveadeparture from
the basic epic staging principles determined byefEsgemplate and Neher’s
scenery suggests that Colvan did not change amyrragpects of Mendelssohn’s
blocking.

% For reasons remaining unclear, the two songsenrittr scene one that
were part of the 1928 premiere (PeachurMefgenchoral hymn and ‘Anstatt-
Dass duet with Mrs. Peachum) do not appear in thed®iglphie3-Pennyprogram,
even though the scene itself does. They would baes included in the official
score and libretto obtained by Krimsky and Cochsarthey were either cut during
rehearsals or dropped from their translation eamly

27 All quotations fronThreepenny Opeiia English are from the 1976 trans-
lation by Ralph Manheim and John Willet (Bredbullected Plays

% The song was featured in the 1932 edition of theb®rt Organization’s
annual reviewAmericana opening 5 October 1932.

ZWeber’s performance was also praised by Lewis dlgohf theTimeswho
(inadvertently, it seems) makes the acutely Brachtomment that “He can be
Peachum when necessary, and Brecht when necestbarnghout the flickering of
an eye.”

%0 Even critic Gabriel of HearstNew York Americarwho hated the show,
recognized Weill's unique achievement: “In the moddiom Mr. Weill has com-
posed a collection of ballads, duets and finaleghlvhare stormily insinuating,
mocking, stinging, memorable for their curiouslyljomacabre tunefulness”
(Gabriel).

%1 This was also probably one of the soBgtboard magazine's Eugene
Burr had in mind when he prais@dPennys “tremendously effective tunes. . .
rang[ing] from a pirate ditty [i.e., “Pirate Jenhyto appallingly effective
indictments of the human race. . . . The lightreas$ charm of [Gay’s] original
tinkling ditties has, of course, been lost, butditeand Weill . . . have been little
interested in lightness and charm. They go in flaceand they get it” (Burr 18,
53).

%2 According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, thutiv of $3 in 1933 was
the equivalent of $55 in 2016 dollars (“CPI Inftati Calculator”). After many
shows with such high ticket prices flopped durihg 1932—-1933 season, Burns
Mantle predicted, “The day of the $3, $4, $5, $&atre is about over” (Mantle 3).
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% Three songs were cut at the last minute before Badin Drei-
groschenopepremiere: “Solomon Song,” because the play wasingntoo long;
“The Ballad of Sexual Dependency,” because theeastplaying Mrs. Peachum
considered it too obscene; and “Lucy’s Aria,” besathe actress playing Lucy
Brown was not musically skilled enough to sing hat the Broadwa$-Pennyalso
omitted these songs (despite the appearancefoftiene in the published libretto)
indicates how closely director Mendelssohn wa®fithg not just the written text
but his memory of the Berlin performance. Thisls®aeflected in the reassigning
of the “Barbara Song” (originally written for PoJlyo Lucy and retitling it “Lucy
Song” (thereby replacing “Lucy’s Aria”) as was ddneBerlin.

3 Kaufman wrote both musicals with the team of twditist Morrie
Ryskind and George and Ira Gershviti.Thee | Singvas the first musical to win
the Pulitzer Prize for drama and was universalliebdor its political satire. But
its target was the farce of presidential electamdWashington partisanship and—
unlike its darker sequel—barely touched on the idiate realities of the Depres-
sion at all.

% See Baxandall, Saal, and Westgate for more off Heatre Union’s
staging of Brecht'The Mother Saal and Westgate apply the term “Broadway” to
the production very loosely, using it to refer igpaofessional theatre in New York
—even though the Theatre Union was not a commegnt#tly andThe Mothedid
not perform in the recognized Broadway theatreridist(The “Off Broadway”
classification had not been introduced yet.) Ia tuintext, the 1933-Penny Opera
is additionally significant as Brecht’s true Broadwdebut, as well as the only
Broadway production of a Brecht play before the(6

% Also instructive is the cold reception on Broadw@gll Brecht plays. The
1976 Threepenny Opereemains the longest Broadway run for any Bredld, ti
followed only by three-to-four month runs in the608 and 1970s dflother
Courage The Good Woman of SetzyamdThe Caucasian Chalk Circle
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