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In 1967 and 1968, members of the Youth International Party, also known as 

Yippies, created several mass street demonstrations to protest President Lyndon Baines 

Johnson’s handling of the United States’ military involvement in the war in Vietnam. The 

Yippies were a loose network of hippies, anti-war activists, and left-wing radicals 

committed to cultural and political change. This dissertation investigates how the Yippies 

used avant-garde theories of theatre and performance in their year of demonstrating 

against the Johnson administration. The Yippies receive little attention in most histories 

of American performance, and theatre remains on the margins of political and social 

histories of the 1960s; therefore this dissertation places performance and political 

archives side by side to create a new historical narrative of the Yippies and performance.  

The Yippies created their own networked participatory street performance form 

by drawing on the political philosophy of the New Left student movement, the 
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organizational strategies of the anti-war movement, and the countercultural values of the 

hippies. They modified this performance form, which they termed “revolutionary action-

theater,” with performance theories drawn from New York’s avant-garde art world, the 

concept of guerrilla theatre outlined by R. G. Davis of the San Francisco Mime Troupe, 

and the notion of Theater of Cruelty created by Antonin Artaud. Using performance 

theory and cultural history as primary methodologies, this project traces the Yippies’ 

adoption of revolutionary action-theater with three examples: the 1967 “March on the 

Pentagon” where future Yippie leaders performed an exorcism ritual at the Pentagon; the 

1968 “Grand Central Station Yip-In” event that advertised for the Yippie movement; and 

the 1968 “Festival of Life” at the National Democratic Convention in Chicago where the 

Yippies nominated a pig as presidential candidate. The final chapter on the recent 

phenomenon of flash mobs argues that the Yippies’ legacy lives on in this participatory 

street performance form, and suggests that revolutionary action-theater can still serve as a 

model for political action. 
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Introduction 

The Chicago Poster: 

Contextualizing the Youth International Party in the Historical Archive 

 

At the heart of this project is a single sheet of paper. At first glance, it looks like a 

piece of blue-ruled writing paper, with exuberant red letters proclaiming “Yippie!” 

printed across the middle of the page. Below, more red letters read “Chicago. Aug 25-

30.”1 But a closer look reveals that this is not ruled writing paper. The dozens of orderly 

blue lines marching down the page are not solid, but instead consist of hundreds of tiny 

words. In a small font and all in capital letters, these words create the blue-ruled 

background of the poster. They begin at the top left corner proclaiming “SPREE—

WOWEE—ARLO GUTHRIE,” and end at the very bottom of the page with “YOUTH 

INTERNATIONAL PARTY—32 UNION SQUARE, ROOM 607, NEW YORK, N. Y. 

10003—(212) 982-5090.” In between are dozens of rows of small words separated with 

dashes: a riot of names, nouns, verbs, and sounds. One line reads, “INNER SPACE — 

HELL NO WE WON’T GO — LIPS — CHERRY PIE — LIBERTY — LSD — 

STREAMERS — MACBIRD — VOTE,” referencing psychedelic experiences, an anti-

war chant, traditional American family values and ideals, the upcoming political 

conventions of the 1968 election year, and Barbara Garson’s 1966 play MacBird! that 

satirizes President Lyndon Baines Johnson as a modern-day Macbeth. It is near 

                                                 
1 See image at the end of this chapter on page 47. This image can also be found online at the University of 
Virginia Library Special Collections Department at < http://www.lib.virginia.edu/cgi-in/imgload.cgi/155>, 
and printed in black and white on page 164 of Abbie Hoffman’s Revolution for the Hell of It. 
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impossible to read every single little blue word in order from top left to bottom right as if 

reading a book; the jaunty large-font letters of “Yippie!” continually command the eyes’ 

attention. The play of large font against the background of miniscule words disrupts a 

linear reading of the page, offering instead a chaotic pastiche of words.  

 This piece of paper is a poster advertising demonstrations organized by the 

Yippies at the Democratic National Convention held in Chicago in August, 1968. Yippie, 

also sometimes Yippie!, was the common moniker for the Youth International Party, a 

loose collection of political workers, hippies, activists, and counterculture revolutionaries 

who in the late 1960s sought to mix the urgency of political action with the pleasurable 

exuberance of hippie culture. The poster urges all Yippies to converge upon the city of 

Chicago over five days in late August for the Festival of Life, a political demonstration 

against the Democratic Convention meant to comment on the 1968 election and the 

United States’ involvement in the war in Vietnam. Although the poster does not 

specifically cite the Democratic Convention of 1968, nor Yippie plans for the Festival, 

the mention of the city of Chicago and August dates of the convention was a sufficient 

call to arms for Yippies and contemporary activists familiar with their organization.  

 For anyone unfamiliar with the Youth International Party and their Chicago plans, 

however, the myriad of small words making up the background of the poster offers a 

glimpse into the Yippie phenomenon. These words reveal the Yippies’ philosophy, 

network of contacts, experiences, and inspirations. An eclectic group of names appears 

on the background rows. They are literary, musical, and political: Paul Krassner the 

satirist, Ed Sanders of the folk-rock band The Fugs, folk-singer Janis Ian, East Village 
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Other journalist Walter Bowart, and LSD guru Timothy Leary. In between references to 

favorite films like Bonnie and Clyde (1967), and albums like Arlo Guthrie’s Alice’s 

Restaurant (1967), are religious inspirations: “WITCHES,” “GODS,” “OM,” and 

“SHALOM.” The small blue words also point to politics, with the phrase “HEART 

TRANSPLANT FOR LBJ.”2 Phrases like “DO YOUR OWN THING” reference the 

hippie counterculture. Sprinkled throughout are commands and exclamations like “YES,” 

“JOY,” and “FLOAT.” The entire background of the poster reflects the nature of the 

Yippie movement: eclectic, political, and most of all, fun.  

 In addition to revealing the Yippies’ political and popular influences, the 

background of small words also demonstrates their love of theatre. The background 

references Garson’s play MacBird!, as well as theatre makers like director Richard 

Schechner and New York Public Theater founder Joseph Papp, theatre companies like 

Peter Schumann’s Bread and Puppet Theatre, and new concepts in performance like 

guerrilla theatre and the Happening. It is in this jumble of words, deep inside the small 

print, that this project begins. For here I find another side of the Yippies, the political 

movement known best for shocking violence at the 1968 Democratic National 

Convention. Here there is a fresh face for the whimsical radicals who nominated a pig for 

President. Among the names of writers and musicians, the nods to religion, and the 

references to popular culture, there is also theatre. This small piece of paper is the 

beginning of my argument that the Yippies were more than the political provocateurs, 

                                                 
2 LBJ is President Lyndon Baines Johnson. Please refer to the list of abbreviations on page 225. 
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radical hipsters, or counterculture revolutionaries remembered by history. The Yippies 

were also theatre-makers. 

 

 This dissertation investigates how the Youth International Party used theories of 

theatre and performance in their mass street demonstrations in 1967 and 1968. Inspired 

by the Yippies’ Chicago poster, my research question is twofold. First, I ask what the 

Yippies knew of contemporary theatre theories, forms, and practitioners. Second, I ask 

how the Yippies used elements of performance in their year of demonstrating against the 

Johnson administration. The names on the Chicago poster suggest connections between 

the Yippies and theatre practitioners working in New York in the late 1960s. But the 

Yippies are scarce mentioned in most histories of American performance, while theatre 

sadly remains on the margins of political and social historical narratives of the 1960s.3 

My project places these two historical archives—the performance and the political—side 

by side in an effort to create a new historical narrative of the Yippies and performance. I 

argue that the Yippies applied performance techniques from New York’s avant-garde art 

world and contemporary theatre practice to their political demonstrations, ultimately 

creating their own form of political street performance. 

 The Yippies called their performance form “revolutionary action-theater,” a 

hybrid of performance and politics (Hoffman, Revolution 102). Alongside contemporary 

theatre theories, the Yippies also used political theory inspired by the student New Left 

movement and cultural theory drawn from the hippie counterculture to create their 

                                                 
3 In this document “America” and “American” refer to the United States of America, rather than the larger 
American continent. 
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participatory street performance form. The result was a protest with characters, a rally 

with a script—half political rhetoric, half exuberant theatricality. With the public street as 

their stage, they performed a variety of political actions for a wide audience of their 

fellow citizens, continually adding new theatrical elements to their performance 

repertoire. The goal of this hybrid form was to inspire individual Americans to take 

political action. The Yippies were radical activists, revolutionaries who wanted to change 

the political and social status quo of the United States. They were also radical in the sense 

that they believed that political change came not from political parties, but from the most 

basic, grassroots level of politically-motivated individuals. To encourage this kind of 

individual radical activism, they used their performances to model different ways of 

taking action.  

 This project traces the Yippies’ adoption of their revolutionary action-theater 

form through 1967 and 1968 with three examples: the 21 October, 1967, March on the 

Pentagon where future Yippie leaders performed an exorcism ritual at the Pentagon; the 

22 March, 1968, Grand Central Station Yip-In event that was both a celebration of spring 

and an advertisement for the Yippie movement; and the August, 1968, Festival of Life at 

the National Democratic Convention in Chicago where the Yippies nominated a pig as 

presidential candidate. The following three chapters each take up one of these case 

studies. In each chapter I explore the political and cultural context of one example of 

revolutionary action-theater, using materials from both the political and performance 

archives of America in the 1960s: articles from underground newspapers and the popular 

press, Yippie memoirs, Johnson White House documents, theatre reviews, performance 
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theory, and artists’ manifestos. I then examine how the Yippies put performance and 

theatre theory into action with dramaturgical analysis of these three different performance 

moments.  

Finally, I assess the legacy of the Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater. The 

Yippie movement splintered at the end of the decade and eventually disintegrated, but did 

their radical street performances have any lasting effect? The question of legacy haunts 

history, perhaps because history, like performance, is ephemeral, as the editors of 

Restaging the Sixties: Radical Theaters and their Legacies (2006) suggest (13). The 

fleeting moment of a past performance may have disappeared, but it leaves ripples of its 

presence behind in the archive, in other productions, and in distant political waves. That 

past is also ephemeral, but it too threads its influence through the present. James M. 

Harding and Cindy Rosenthal argue: “As theater historians, we are all involved in the 

production of legacy, at least insofar as we assume the critical function of sifting through 

the traces of past performances and of deciphering from among them a path to the 

present” (14). Legacy links the historian to the archive, the present to the past. The 

question of legacy directs my final chapter on the phenomenon of flash mobs, a recent 

participatory street performance form that uses many of the elements of revolutionary 

action-theater. The Yippies created their participatory street performance form in 

response to the specific political situation in the United States in 1967 and 1968, yet my 

final chapter asks how their dramaturgical elements still haunt the streets today. This 

project ends with a reflection on the legacy of revolutionary action-theater as a model for 

contemporary political action. 
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The 1960s Archive: History and Performance 

The 1960s was a decade of social upheaval and political unrest that still looms 

large in the popular imagination of the United States. To research the 1960s is to confront 

a burgeoning information age characterized by the new media of television, the growth of 

alternative newspapers, and the explosion of popular music. Many of the sounds and 

images of the decade still stand today as iconic reminders of the turmoil of those times. 

The face of Che Guevara, the Marxist revolutionary admired by America’s Left in the 

1960s, adorns t-shirts and dorm-room posters. Still instantly recognizable are Abraham 

Zapruder’s grainy home movie of the assassination of President John F. Kennedy in 

Dallas, or the audio recording of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.’s famous “I Have a Dream” 

speech at the 1963 March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom. Movies like Across the 

Universe (2007) and the 1994 blockbuster Forrest Gump follow young idealists 

negotiating a confusing world accompanied by the popular music of The Beatles, Bob 

Dylan, and Motown rhythm and blues. Today the 1960s are familiar to those who never 

experienced the decade: children still dress as hippies on Halloween, and the model 

Twiggy, whose wide eyes peered from the covers of fashion magazines mid-decade, 

recently starred as a judge on several seasons of the hit television reality competition 

America’s Next Top Model. Iconic images, familiar faces, and popular tunes survive 

alongside a wealth of photographic and written documentation of the turbulent decade: 

the earnest manifestos of anti-Vietnam War groups wired over the Liberation News 

Service; scores of newspaper reports filed on the antics of these war protesters; hundreds 

of telegrams sent to President Johnson, now carefully preserved in his extensive White 
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House archive; and images of the near-naked cast of the Living Theatre’s Paradise Now 

cavorting with marijuana-smoking audience members. 

Because the decade of the 1960s marks the coming-of-age of the Baby Boom 

generation, that vast demographic born into post-World War II prosperity and Cold War 

anxiety, the archive of the 1960s abounds in nostalgia and memoir. Many authors writing 

about the 1960s in general, and 1960s activism specifically, remember their own personal 

experiences of the decade. Marty Jezer, whose pieces on the Yippies in the alternative 

newspaper WIN: Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent Action and the Liberation News 

Seivice are the earliest Yippie histories, writes fondly of his fellow activists in Abbie 

Hoffman: American Rebel (1992).4 Abbie Hoffman’s own Soon to be a Major Motion 

Picture (1980), or Tom Hayden’s Reunion: A Memoir (1988), reminisce about the heady 

days of the hippie counterculture, the excitement of protests against the Vietnam War, 

and the passionate politics of student groups. 

One such group was the radical Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), part of 

the New Left movement that advocated for participatory democracy and student power in 

place of the labor Left’s socialism. Todd Gitlin, now a professor of journalism and 

sociology at Columbia University, and author of the monumental and detailed The 

Sixties: Years of Hope, Days of Rage (1987), was active in the anti-war movement during 

the 1960s and also served as SDS President (1963-1964). Historian Maurice Isserman, 

co-author with Michael Kazin of the more accessible America Divided: The Civil War of 

the 1960s (2000), also worked for SDS (1968-70). Poet and historian Jonah Raskin, 

                                                 
4 Marty Jezer is also known as Martin Jezer, especially in early works. He appears as “Martin Jezer” on the 
Yippies’ Chicago poster. 
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author of For the Hell of It: The Life and Times of Abbie Hoffman (1996), was a member 

of both SDS and the more violently radical Weather Underground. As these former 

radical students labor to understand the nation’s experiences during their own coming-of-

age, they often highlight the issues that were most important to them at the time: Gitlin in 

particular features the role of SDS and the student New Left in his political analysis. The 

New Left therefore figures prominently in 1960s histories because of its national reach 

and decade-long struggle to wrest political control from the power elites into the hands of 

students and intellectuals. 

Unlike the New Left, the Yippies appear only in the margins of the immense 

archive of 1960s history. The Yippies were but a small node in the complex historical 

network of the decade’s political and social upheaval: the struggles over civil rights and 

the Vietnam War, the formation of hippie counterculture and the rise of the Women’s 

Liberation movement, the Cold War anxieties over communism and the dream of the 

Great Society, the assassination of President John F. Kennedy and the election of 

President Richard Nixon. The Yippie movement was short-lived, flaring briefly from late 

1967 through 1968. The Yippies’ love of iconoclastic comedy, such as nominating a pig 

as presidential candidate, marked them as jokers rather than serious political activists. In 

part, chronology is to blame: the Yippies and their ludic public displays came at the tail 

end of the decade, Johnnies-come-lately to the 1960s. The Yippies’ for-the-hell-of-it 

attitude toward political demonstration also seems out of place in serious discussions of 

voting rights, the draft, or participatory democracy. In this project, however, I hope to 

demonstrate that the Yippies were deeply embedded in the New Left movement and 
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hippie counterculture, and shared their vision of creating a new and better society for all 

Americans. 

This project relies heavily on the material archive of the 1960s: faded posters and 

leaflets advertising Yippie events, earnest newspaper accounts of their activities, 

manifestos circulated in the underground media, court records of arrests and wild 

testimony on the stand, photographs of the Chicago demonstrations, social histories of the 

1960s, and the always tongue-in-cheek memoirs of Yippie leaders like Abbie Hoffman 

and Jerry Rubin. It is, in fact, a very similar archive to those used by other 1960s 

historians like Gitlin, Isserman and Kazin, Jezer, and Raskin. But the archive is a mutable 

thing, whose meaning and value change over time and upon interpretation, as 

performance scholar Diana Taylor argues in 2003’s The Archive and the Repertoire: 

Performing Cultural Memory in the Americas (19). Historiographical process continually 

renews the archive. Every scholar of the 1960s acts as a mediator between the materials 

of the archive and his or her own particular historical moment, cultural knowledge, and 

point of view. Historians therefore create multiple narratives from the same materials.  

In a sense, the archive is like a performance: although its basic script of materials 

may remain the same, it appears different to each new spectator depending on what the 

spectator brings to it. For example, David Farber’s Chicago ‘68 (1988), or Mark 

Kurlansky’s 1968: The Year that Rocked the World (2004), use similar archival materials. 

But Farber looks at the Yippies in concert with the larger civil rights and anti-war groups 

that also demonstrated in Chicago, while Kurlansky engages these American movements 
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with European developments like the Prague Spring.5 In contrast, my historiographical 

project reinterprets the existing Yippie archive by placing it side by side with another 

archive, the archive of American theatre history of the 1960s. This allows me to write a 

history of the Yippies and performance. Inspired by the references to theatre on the 

Yippies’ Chicago poster, my narrative of the Yippies offers a new way of looking at the 

Youth International Party—as performers and as theatre-makers in addition to political 

activists. 

Because of its mutable nature, the archive can be said to perform a multiplicity of 

histories. The archive performs, not just by existing as a collection of material objects 

gathered by historical forces and open to interpretation, but by doing historiographical 

work as it engages with the individual researcher. The link between the concept of doing 

and the act of performing is a basic principle of the field of performance studies. Linguist 

J. L. Austin articulates this link in How to Do Things with Words (1962), one of the 

discipline’s foundational texts. Discussing types of statements, Austin argues that a 

“performative utterance” is a statement that “is, or is part of, the doing of an action” (4-

5). He famously uses the “I do” of a Christian wedding ceremony as an example of a 

linguistic statement that performs an action even as it is uttered. While the archive is not 

a verbal utterance of the sort described by Austin, a broader application of his theory 

allows for the archive to be a type of performative, as it does in fact perform 

historiographical action as it is interpreted by the researcher. Thanks in part to Austin’s 

                                                 
5 The “Prague Spring” refers to the attempts to democratize the socialist nation of Czechoslovakia under 
reformist President Dubcek, beginning in early 1968. The reforms were halted by a Soviet-led occupation 
21 August, 1968—just days before the Democratic Convention in Chicago.  
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linguistic theory, the field of performance studies embraces the idea of performance as an 

action, a doing of something. 

Performance studies emerged as an interdisciplinary field in the 1960s, drawing 

on the theories and practices of sociology, anthropology, theatre, literature, philosophy, 

and oral interpretation. At its most basic, performance studies suggests that “any event, 

action, item, or behavior may be examined ‘as’ performance” (Schechner, “What” 361). 

The concept of performance allows for the analysis of events as changeable and in 

process rather than as fixed phenomena. It also offers ways to discuss how humans 

construct identities and situations for the benefit of observers. For example, sociologist 

Erving Goffman analyzes the different personae humans perform in different social 

situations in The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959). Anthropologist Victor 

Turner uses concepts drawn from the classical Western agonistic dramatic structure to 

explore the initiation rites of the Ndembu of northwestern Zambia in From Ritual to 

Theatre: The Human Seriousness of Play (1982). Theatre scholar Baz Kersaw 

investigates a 1968 anti-war march on London’s Grosvenor Square in an attempt to create 

a “dramaturgy of protest as performance” in The Radical in Performance: Between 

Brecht and Baudrillard (1999). Social masks, rites of passage, public demonstrations—

all can be considered types of performance. 

The field of performance studies defines performance broadly as human actions 

produced to influence other humans in some way. To influence might mean to entertain 

an audience in the theatre, or to form communitas with other participants in a ritual, or to 

communicate a gender identity to one’s peers. Goffman argues that performance 
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constitutes “all the activity of a given participant on a given occasion which serves to 

influence in any way any of the other participants” (15). In a 1966 essay, Richard 

Schechner, the theatre director, theorist, and professor whose name appears on the 

Yippies’ Chicago poster, defines performance as “the doing of an activity by an 

individual or group largely for the pleasure of another individual or group” 

(“Approaches” 27).6 Schechner lists theatre, ritual, games, and sports as examples of 

activities that all have elements of performance (26-27). What Goffman and Schechner’s 

definitions have in common are actors and audiences. Sometimes the audience remains 

distant from the actors, as in traditional theatre or professional sporting events; and 

sometimes they too participate, as in a religious ritual or children’s game where there is 

not always a clear line between audience and actors. Actors, audience, and an action 

intended to influence: these are the basic elements of performance. 7 

Scholars of politically-motivated performance have expanded Schechner’s list of 

performance activities to include political activities such as rallies, speeches, and 

demonstrations. In Radical Street Performance: An International Anthology (1998), 

editor Jan Cohen-Cruz includes activities like the 1989 democracy demonstrations in 

China’s Tiananmen Square, contemporary pro-choice protests, and the 1934 Nuremberg 

Party rally as performances. The actors in these events are Chinese students, pro-choice 

                                                 
6 Schechner’s 1966 essay “Approaches to Theory/Criticism” serves as the foundation of Chapter One in his 
well-known collection of essays on performance studies, Performance Theory (1977, 1988).   
7 In a performance, the actors may even be objects ascribed some significance by human interpreters. The 
archive acts on its audience of the historian who interprets it. In turn, the historian creates from the archive 
a narrative for her audience of readers, seeking to persuade them of the worth of her argument. Using 
Goffman’s definition of performance as something which serves to influence others, contemplating history 
as a performance helps to highlight the constructedness of historical narrative. As Michel de Certeau 
argues, historians “do not make history, they can only engage in the making of histories” (8). Historical 
narrative is subject to the argument of the interpreter. Historiography is a performance too. 
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activists, and members of the Nazi party. In Electoral Guerrilla Theatre: Radical 

Ridicule and Social Movements (2005), L. M. Bogad describes how mock candidates use 

aesthetics of satire and parody to undermine the electoral process. The audience for such 

political demonstrations is multiple: the politicians in power, the media, the nation as a 

whole, and even the participants themselves. The goal of these performances was to 

communicate political philosophies, and persuade the audience to the actors’ point of 

view. 

Like the democracy demonstrations in Tiananmen Square or the Nazi’s 

Nuremberg rally, the Yippies’ public political actions can be considered performances. 

Thousands of Yippies and other activists participated in events like the March on the 

Pentagon, the Grand Central Station Yip-In, and the Festival of Life in Chicago. And the 

audiences for these demonstrations were as numerous as the actors. By using as their 

stages public spaces like the Washington Mall, New York’s Grand Central Terminal, or 

Chicago’s Grant Park, the Yippies accessed both local and national audiences. On the 

local level, each event was witnessed by passers-by and police. On the national level, 

each event was covered by both the mainstream press and the so-called underground 

media of small Left-wing publications. Images of these Yippie demonstrations were 

wired around the nation to thousands of press outlets, or broadcast on national television. 

Persuasion was the ultimate goal for these Yippie performances: the demonstrations 

protested Johnson’s Vietnam policy, argued for an end to the draft, and made the case for 

a different kind of American society, one based not on capitalism but cooperation.  
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 The language of performance thus allows for discussion of the elements of a 

political protest such as audience, actors, and objective. But this dissertation project also 

uses the language of theatre to discuss the Yippies’ public demonstrations. Kershaw 

argues that “protest is a type of cultural performance that has little or nothing to do with 

the theatre estate and its disciplines” (91). The example of the Yippies, however, counters 

this assertion. The Yippies did not produce theatre in a strict sense—on a stage, with a 

script, using characters, for the benefit of a distinct audience. Instead their performances 

rely on loose scenarios, and are performed for a changeable audience. Yet the Yippies 

and their demonstrations have much to do with theatre. Not only do they list theatrical 

influences on their Chicago poster, but the Yippies made many references to theatre in 

their manifestos and public statements. Indeed, the Yippie archive discusses the concept 

of guerrilla theatre developed by R. G. Davis and the San Francisco Mime Troupe, the 

notion of Theater of Cruelty outlined by French theatre theorist Antonin Artaud, and 

theories of everyday life performance drawn from the avant-garde art world.  

 Performance studies draws a distinction between performance—persuasive 

activities like rituals or demonstrations whose constructed natures allow analysis using 

the language of theatrical performance—and theatre proper, the literary and artistic 

dramatic tradition from which performance studies steals its idiom. Yet as Stephen J. 

Bottoms explains in “The Efficacy/Effeminacy Braid: Unpicking the Performance 

Studies/Theatre Studies Dichotomy,” the field follows Schechner’s conceptualization of 

performance and theatre not as two contrary phenomena, but rather as two poles on a 

continuum (174). This project moves about that continuum: sometimes addressing Yippie 
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demonstrations as performances, and other times investigating the influence of theatrical 

tradition on these demonstrations.  

 While I strive to maintain the distinction between performance and theatre 

throughout this dissertation, my practice is complicated by the language the Yippies 

themselves used to describe their activities. Like today’s performance scholars, the 

Yippies in 1968 viewed a wide array of activity as performance, including New York 

Shakespeare Festival productions in Central Park, street-corner theatre on the Lower East 

Side, diplomatic wrangling at the United Nations, and even the capitalist flurry of traders 

at the Stock Exchange (Hoffman, “Fuck” 236-237). In their manifestos they write about 

many different persuasive activities using the language of performance. For example, 

Yippie Jerry Rubin proclaims that “the theatrical geniuses of today are creating the drama 

of Vietnam in occupied school administration buildings” when he discusses anti-war 

activists leading student takeovers of college campuses (Do It! 132). The Yippies would 

be the first to agree that their mass demonstrations against the Johnson administration 

were performances. In their published works, however, the Yippies consistently use the 

word “theatre,” rather than “performance,” to describe these activities. For the 

performance scholar, not all performance is theatre: activities such as demonstrations or 

rituals lie elsewhere along the continuum. For the Yippies, however, there is no 

continuum: all performance activity is “theatre.” 

 Using the performance studies understanding of theatre as one pole on the 

continuum, Kershaw thinks of the traditional dramaturgical considerations of script, 

action, and character based on an Aristotelean theatrical rubric as he distances political 
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protest from theatre.8 Mass demonstrations challenge the modern Western dramatic 

model—a beginning that establishes a conflict, a middle of rising action, and a 

denouement—because of their unpredictable nature and reliance on improvisation. There 

is not always a clear beginning or end when thousands gather for a demonstration. 

Kershaw posits a “dramaturgy of protest” instead, one based on “multiplicity, 

discontinuity, abrupt eruptions of dramatic intensity, sudden shifts and changes in 

direction, tempo, or focus” (99). The Yippies’ mass protests demonstrate these elements 

of Kershaw’s dramaturgy of protest: the sudden shift of the Grand Central Station Yip-In 

from spring carnival to riot is one example of an unexpected shift in focus; their Pentagon 

exorcism ceremony was just one of multiple actions taking place at the same time at the 

March on the Pentagon. 

 Like many political demonstrations, the goal of the Yippies’ street performance 

form was to effect change. Although persuasion is the objective of most performances, 

the question of efficacy vexes many a theatre scholar. The inherently ephemeral nature of 

live performance makes judging real effects difficult. A post-performance audience 

survey can help determine whether a performance changed hearts and minds, but none 

exist for the Yippies’ exuberant public displays. However letters and telegrams sent to 

President Johnson’s White House in response to the Yippie demonstrations do exist, and 

in Chapters One and Three I use these to explore the persuasive effects of the March on 

the Pentagon and the Festival of Life. David A. Schlossman, author of Actors and 

Activists: Politics, Performance, and Exchange Among Social Worlds (2002), argues that 

                                                 
8 Kershaw does concede that political demonstrations can be considered somewhat Aristotelean because of 
their cathartic work as a vent for social pressures (107). 
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no one should expect “a specific, and usually vast, change in the social order” from a 

single performance moment because “cultural practice is so diffuse and is composed of 

so many interdependent elements that the immediate impact of actions . . . are difficult to 

ascertain” (30). While of course I don’t expect the Yippies’ specific performance 

moments to effect widespread social change, the telegrams and letters do offer clues 

about individual Americans’ responses to the performances, and through them, it is 

possible to argue that the Yippies did manage to change minds.  

 One way a performance can be efficacious is by creating communitas, a feeling of 

group togetherness. Turner defines communitas as an experience of unity in a social 

situation that nevertheless “preserves individual distinctiveness” (45). Actors on stage 

working together to entertain the audience can feel communitas. A live performance can 

also create the feeling of communitas between actors and audience, as they share the 

performance experience together. The affect of that shared feeling has the potential to 

produce effects after the performance has finished. In Utopia in Performance: Finding 

Hope at the Theater (2005), theatre scholar Jill Dolan describes the feeling of 

communitas as a “cohesive if fleeting feeling of belonging” (11). She builds on the notion 

of communitas to argue for the utopian performative, “small but profound moments in 

which performance calls the attention of the audience in a way that lifts everyone slightly 

above the present, into a hopeful feeling of what the world might be like if every moment 

of our lives were as emotionally voluminous, generous, aesthetically striking, and 

intersubjectively intense” (5). If a performance creates this powerful affect, then both 

actors and audience might experience the hope of a utopian performative. The utopian 
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performative has the potential to effect change, on a small scale, if actors and audience 

carry that hope away from the performance moment and put it into play in the larger 

political and social world. This is what the Yippies hoped, for their audience and fellow 

participants to leave the performance ready to write letters to politicians, join a protest 

march, or allow themselves to dream of different cultural and political possibilities. 

The potential for creating communitas through performance was of vital 

significance for the Yippies, because they had few other means of organizing their actors 

and audience into political action. The Youth International Party was not an organized 

political party consisting of a hierarchical structure of leaders, steering committees, and 

grassroots faithful. The Youth International Party was instead a loose network of activists 

with a variety of agendas. Some Yippies were anti-war protesters, others supported Black 

Nationalism, and still more campaigned for civil rights or student power. There were 

anarchist Yippies, socialist Yippies, and hippie Yippies. The background of the Chicago 

poster, listing a wide range of people and experiences, demonstrates the extent of the 

Yippie network. The name Yippie was the banner under which this large network of 

activists organized, and the performance of revolutionary action-theater their rallying-

point.  

The concept of the network has emerged as a new site of sociological and 

philosophical inquiry, due to the explosion of digitalized information technology in the 

past few decades. Leading the field is sociologist Manuel Castells, who in The Rise of the 

Network Society (1996) recognizes the network as a basic organizational structure in 

society that modifies social behaviors and processes (469). A network is essentially a 



 20 
 

number of interconnected nodes, or points. Each node is connected to at least one other 

by ties, or connections. For example, a node could be a computer, a person, or a firm. The 

ties that connect the nodes could be a communications protocol, a family relationship, or 

a business partnership. “Flow” is what passes between the nodes along the connections: 

information, love, gossip, or money (Barney 26). Following Castells’s premise, this 

project uses the concept of network organization to analyze the activities and 

performance choices of the Yippies as they created revolutionary action-theater. The 

Yippie network is built of nodes of individual activists (a hippie, Black Panther, or anti-

war campaigner) and audience members (a passer-by, or President Johnson). The 

Yippies’ playful public performances act as connections between these nodes. The 

potential for communitas is the flow that moves, by means of the performance, between 

the nodes of the Yippie network.  

The network also has potential as a scholarly methodology, as French 

philosophers Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guttari demonstrate in A Thousand Plateaus: 

Capitalism and Schizophrenia (1980). Deleuze and Guttari take the concept of the 

rhizome from biology and use it as a metaphor for their non-hierarchical organizational 

structure—essentially a network of multiple connections between different topics (7). 

Their nodes include texts, modes of investigation like semiotics, concepts like power, and 

specific social materialities. The rhizome or network structure can seem chaotic because 

it is not unified and can extend in multiple directions (8). But its strength lies in the 

ability of the network to continually find new connections between nodes. With the 

rhizome as their organizational structure, Deleuze and Guttari investigate the concept of 
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revolution using methodological and conceptual entry points as varied as Marxism, 

psychoanalysis, drug use, the 1968 student and workers’ uprising in France, 

totalitarianism, desire, and music. The notion of the rhizome, or network, thus allows for 

many different points of entry into a philosophical question or object of investigation. 

This in turn opens up the exploration of marginal or previously silenced narratives 

(Barney 17). 

This project uses a modest network methodology to reclaim the marginalized 

narrative of the Yippies and performance. While there are many cultural histories of the 

Yippies and the political fervent of late 1960s America, there is no cultural history of the 

Yippies and performance. This project aims to fill that lacuna by connecting three 

archives in a conversational network: the political and social histories of the decade that 

tend to relegate the Yippies to the margins of political activism; the history of theatre in 

the 1960s, including the practices and practitioners who inspired the Yippies; and finally 

the more recent archive of flash mob performance.9 Other points of entry into this 

historiographical network are close readings of texts and performances and Kershaw’s 

dramaturgy of protest, which echoes a network model by embracing multiplicity. 

Ultimately my project adds to scholarship on the 1960s and the Yippies by offering 

considerations of performance, and supplements scholarship on the politics and practices 

of performance with the new historical example of the Yippies. In the end, I argue that 

the Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater models a performance form highly adaptable to 

our contemporary era and electronic age.  

                                                 
9 As an additional layer of historiographical networking, extracts from these three archives serve as ties 
between sections of argument in the following chapters. 
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The Yippie Archive: Creating a “Potlitical” Movement 

Who were the Yippies? The Yippies were anti-Vietnam War activists who 

resisted the draft and called for the end of the United States’ military actions in Vietnam. 

The Yippies were also left-wing radicals who rejected the dominant capitalist system in 

America in favor of cooperative and communal living. The Yippies scorned the pervasive 

power of the political establishment, advocating instead grassroots community 

organizing. The Yippies were also counterculture provocateurs who distinguished 

themselves from the mainstream by growing their hair long, using illegal drugs, and 

taking enormous pleasure in ridiculing authority. In the 1960s, the Yippies inspired 

thousands of young activists to travel to Chicago to protest the political status quo. They 

described themselves as a national mass movement. Yet the historical record primarily 

identifies them with their main spokesmen, Abbie Hoffman and Jerry Rubin, and a small 

group of activists living in downtown Manhattan in the late 1960s. 

It was this core group who created the idea of Yippie on New Year’s Eve, 1967, 

at the St. Mark’s Place home of Anita and Abbie Hoffman.10 The revelers were smoking 

marijuana and tossing around ideas in anticipation of mass demonstrations at the 

upcoming Democratic Convention. The governing Democratic Party was a particular 

target for activists in late 1967 because of its continuing support for the war in Vietnam. 

The Hoffmans and their guests, Jerry Rubin, Nancy Kurshan, and Paul Krassner, like 

other activists at the time, used the V-shaped peace sign to signal their politics publicly. 

As the group practiced their peace signs Krassner, editor of the satirical magazine The 

                                                 
10 Abbie Hoffman and Anita Hoffman are referred to by their full names throughout this document to avoid 
confusion. 
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Realist, suddenly noticed that when he made the V of the peace sign with his fingers, his 

entire arm formed a Y shape (Jack Hoffman 89). From this “dope joke” of turning a V 

into a Y, Krassner came up with the idea of “Yippie” (David Farber, Chicago 3; Rubin, 

Growing 82). “Yippie” played on the word “hippie,” the slang term for members of the 

pacifist counterculture, and also “yippee,” an exclamation of joy. The word “Yippie” in 

turn lead to the idea of political movement named the YIP: the Youth International Party. 

An alternative narrative of the genesis of Yippie places the core group on vacation 

in Florida in December, 1967, where they enjoyed the sights of the Seaquarium while 

under the influence of the drug LSD, and were inspired to form the Youth International 

Party by a “smirking dolphin” (Krassner, “Morning” 37; “Anita” 45). They then returned 

to New York for the New Year’s Eve party. The two different narratives of how Yippie 

began demonstrate the fluid nature of Yippie history. The tendency of the Yippies to 

contradict and embellish their own history stems from their mind-altering drug use, 

competing memories of the same event, and a general Yippie preference for good stories 

over bare facts. It seems likely that the origins of Yippie lie in both narratives, and that 

the concept of Yippie formed over several days in late December, 1967.  

The differing origin narratives for the Yippie movement serve as a useful 

reminder of the constructed nature of history. My narrative of the Yippies can never truly 

know the exactness of Yippie events, not only because historical moments and 

performance are ephemeral, but because the Yippies were a tongue-in-cheek movement. 

Yippie documentation is suspect because the Yippies delighted in confusing the media. 

Even in books published for an audience of their own followers, Rubin and Abbie 
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Hoffman denied the very existence of the Yippie movement. “There never were any 

Yippies and there never will be,” writes Abbie Hoffman in Revolution for the Hell of It 

(1968), “it was the biggest put-on of all time” (121). In Do It! Scenarios of the Revolution 

(1970), Rubin argues that “the secret to the yippie myth is that it’s nonsense [sic]” (83).11 

Much of what they wrote was a joke, in keeping with the exuberant and nonsensical spirit 

of YIP. The Yippies infused a sense of joy and light-heartedness into the serious politics 

of 1968, but their flippancy leaves them as untrustworthy narrators of their own story and 

the historical moment.  

Both Hoffman’s Revolution for the Hell of It and Rubin’s Do It! Scenarios of the 

Revolution are a mix of memoir and political philosophy, iconoclastic ramblings, and 

urgent calls to action. Writing for an audience of activists already disenchanted with the 

political system of the United States, Rubin and Hoffman describe their activist histories, 

rail against the Establishment, and offer advice for future protesters. Both authors use a 

conversational style and contemporary activist slang to build rapport with their readers: 

there is plenty of “shit” and “fuck,” the police are called “pigs,” and the United States is 

referred to as “Amerika,” signifying a Leftist skepticism of the political establishment 

and also marking the contradiction between the traditional American rhetoric of 

prosperity and the material reality of many of the nation’s underprivileged. Rubin’s Do 

It! is a collage of a book: a hodgepodge of memoir, free-form poetry, photographs and 

cartoons, accentuated with bold fonts, capital letters, and exclamation points. Hoffman’s 

                                                 
11 Rubin writes “yippie,” while Abbie Hoffman uses “Yippie.” Both spellings are common. The word also 
appears as “yippee” in some articles in the underground press. In the popular press “yippie” sometimes 
appears interchangeable with “hippie” to mean a non-conformist. I use “Yippie” throughout this document 
to signify persons associated with the Youth International Party. 
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Revolution for the Hell of It is a similar pastiche of memoir, photographs, mock 

interviews with himself, and reproductions of Yippie posters and newspaper articles 

about demonstrations. Together these two books form the basis of the Yippie archive, and 

are key sources in my investigation of the Yippies. 

 Revolution for the Hell of It and Do It! also demonstrate the flippancy that 

characterized the Yippie movement. Hoffman mocks earnest media interviewers by 

explaining that the Yippie “movement” is called “dancing” (56). To ridicule the 

government’s Cold War hysteria, Rubin argues that Santa Claus is a Communist: he 

wears red and his “ho ho ho” might reference North Vietnamese leader Ho Chi Minh 

(207). This tongue-in-cheek attitude towards politics and their own movement guards the 

Yippies against attack by outside forces: anyone taking these jokesters seriously seems 

ridiculous by association. The levity also sets up an insider/outsider dynamic that works 

towards creating a feeling of Yippie community. Those who get the references on the 

Chicago poster understand Yippie: eclectic, contemporary, Leftist, anti-war, pro-drug, 

countercultural, and fun. Insiders don’t need newspaper interviews with Abbie Hoffman 

to learn about the Yippie ideology; they already know what Yippie stands for. To puzzle 

over the poster references or Yippie humor is to be an outsider—“straight,” or just not 

cool.  

Springing from a drug-addled brain at a New Year’s Eve party, Yippie was a joke 

from the beginning. Yippie was a nonsense word, an onomatopoeic exclamation of 

excitement and joy. It described perfectly the mood of the party participants: young, 

looking for a good time, and politically motivated. Yippie punned on the word hippie, 
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signaling its distance from the outcasts who dropped out of society to form their own 

culture. Unlike the hippies who eschewed organized politics, the Yippies were serious 

about politics. They wanted to effect political change by disrupting and challenging the 

mainstream. But unlike other radical groups of the 1960s like SDS which organized itself 

into campus chapters, or the Mobilization Committee to End the War in Viet Nam 

(Mobe), which used a national steering committee, the Yippies were wary of hierarchy 

and order. They wanted both politics and pleasure, without the conventions of Robert’s 

Rules of Order. The Yippies had no formal leadership or hierarchy; they emphasized 

individual action instead. Thus they invented the Youth International Party: a movement 

without leaders, an organization without hierarchy, a party . . . both political and 

pleasurable. 

 The dual goals of politics and pleasure guided the key objectives of the Youth 

International Party. Abbie Hoffman outlines the “four main objectives” of the Yippie 

movement as: 

1. The blending of pot and politics into a potlitical [sic] grass leaves 

movement–a cross fertilization of the hippie and New Left philosophies. 

2. A connecting link that would tie together as much of the underground as 

was willing into some gigantic national get-together. 

3. The development of a model for an alternative society. 

4. The need to make some statement, especially in revolutionary action-

theater terms, about LBJ, the Democratic Party, electoral politics, and the 

state of the nation. (Revolution 102) 
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The Yippies’ politics are clear in these objectives: they are angry at the political status 

quo of the Democratic Party and President Johnson and want to create some kind of 

revolutionary political and social change. Their allies are the student movement of the 

New Left and the counterculture of the hippies. They want to link these very different 

groups into some kind of “get-together,” most likely mediated by the pleasurable 

communitas of smoking marijuana together. The fourth objective looks to performance as 

a method of negotiating a link between the political activists and the anti-political 

hippies. For the Yippies, “theatre” is a tool for establishing community across the loose 

network of the Left. 

 The Yippies were eager to join together the hippie counterculture and New Left 

because these two movements, although culturally and politically distant, nevertheless 

attracted large numbers of young people like the Yippies themselves. The counterculture 

traced its beginnings to the Beats, a group of American writers and artists who viewed 

themselves as exiles from a hostile culture. Fueled by post-War existentialism, the Beats 

felt frustrated with the American Establishment—the political and financial power elites. 

The first line of Beat poet Allen Ginsberg’s epic poem Howl (1956) describes this 

frustration in powerful personal terms: “I saw the best minds of my generation destroyed 

by madness, starving hysterical naked [sic]” (49). To cope with this frustration, the Beats 

dropped out of mainstream society, living lives as nomadic loners. The Beat persona was 

the “hipster,” a new kind of subversive. First described by Norman Mailer in his 

controversial 1957 essay “The White Negro,” the hipster persona was a version of a 
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problematic romantic stereotype of an angry and self-loathing African-American male.12 

The hipster was urban, streetwise, anti-consumerist, and eschewed book-learning for self-

discovery through psychology and drug experience (Tytell, Naked 18-22). The Beat 

writers—including Ginsberg and Gregory Corso, William S. Burroughs, and Jack 

Kerouac—indeed lived a lifestyle as far removed from the Establishment’s moral norms 

as possible: they embraced their sexuality, dabbled in drugs, and experimented with 

Eastern religions.13 

For the younger generation, these hipsters represented an attractive independence 

from their parents’ social mores. The youth who admired the Beat poets and wanted to 

emulate their urban, drug-fueled culture became known as “hippies,” a derisive 

diminutive of “hipster.”14 They ran away from the comfort of suburbia and flocked to 

urban areas where rent was cheap. The hippies believed that the “lost, desolate part of 

America” that was the inner city represented some kind of authentic America untainted 

by consumerism (Perry 27). Mostly white, and mostly from the middle-class, these 

“children of privilege” glorified poverty as a way to mimic the anti-consumerism of Beat 

culture (Timothy Miller 15). In the Lower East Side and the East Village they squatted in 

condemned buildings, a source of confusion and resentment for the real urban poor 

(Yablonsky 98-100). Like the Beats, the hippies considered themselves “internal émigrés, 

seeking total withdrawal from the economy and the quest for individual identity” (Brown 

                                                 
12 In Revolution for the Hell of It Hoffman follows in Mailer’s footsteps by comparing “longhairs,” or 
hippies, to African-Americans. He argues that hippies are the “new minority” suffering police brutality, and 
names them “the white niggers” (71). Both Mailer and Hoffman paint the African-American experience in 
broad and uncritical strokes in order to establish sympathy for their main foci: the hipsters and hippies. 
13 Ginsberg and Corso’s names appear among the background words in the Yippies’ Chicago poster. 
14 Because “hippie” is a slang word and does not refer to an organized movement, I choose not to capitalize 
the term. 



 29 
 

2). They embraced a romantic notion of Native American culture in which individuals 

cooperated and shared food and housing, while still honoring the search for self-identity. 

The hippies followed the Beats by grounding that search for self in Eastern religions. 

(“Om,” the sacred syllable of Hinduism, “Nirvana,” the Buddhist state of enlightenment, 

and “Hari Krishna,” a holy Hindu mantra, appear on the Yippies’ Chicago poster.) Soon a 

mass movement that inspired thousands of young people to leave their homes, the hippies 

rejected what they called the Establishment: the conventional expectations put on them 

by traditional family and religious values, and the capitalist individualism of American 

history.  

 From the large urban centers of New York and San Francisco, the hippie 

phenomenon spread. The counterculture appeared all over the country in smaller urban 

centers and university towns where hippies gathered. It developed quickly into a “way of 

life, a community, an infrastructure, and even an economy” (David Farber, Age 169). 

Stores selling drug paraphernalia, beads, moccasins, and the accoutrements of the hippie 

style advertised in alternative newspapers like New York’s East Village Other and 

Westside News. Hippie style was so popular that Simplicity advertised sewing patterns 

for “non-conformists” wanting to create their own hippie clothes (Heimann 724). Tens of 

thousands participated in the hippie “Human Be-In” event at San Francisco’s Golden 

Gate Park in January, 1967. (Playing off the anti-war movement’s “teach-in,” a forum for 

open discussion about the Vietnam War, the “Be-In” was simply a gathering of hippies in 
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the park, with poetry, music, and picnics.)15 Indeed the hippies became such a 

phenomenon that bus tours sprang up in San Francisco to take curious tourists through 

the hippie haven of the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood to gawk at the hippies (Perry 55). 

The hippies were political to a point—they rejected the Establishment—but spent 

little time organizing for political change in the manner of the civil rights or student 

movements of the 1960s. Their efforts were concentrated on the formation of their own 

counterculture. New York’s East Village, especially the area around Tompkins Square 

Park, became an east coast hippie Mecca. There hippies could find free stores with 

clothing for the taking, other hippies with whom to “rap,” or converse, and street drugs 

aplenty. They established cooperative “crash pads,” rooms where fellow hippies could 

spend the night or experience drugs in a relatively safe environment. As part of their 

pacifist agenda, however, the hippies did take up the anti-Vietnam War cause. Many 

hippies fought the draft. The hippies followed the philosophy of “do-your-own-thing,” 

which did not include being forced to fight a war in which one didn’t believe. But their 

“do-your-own-thing” philosophy also meant that the hippies rarely participated in 

organized political action. 

 1960s nostalgia often places the hippie counterculture at the centre of the anti-

Vietnam War movement, perhaps because the vast numbers of hippies made them the 

most visible of anti-war protesters. Yet the anti-war movement in the United States was 

                                                 
15 The “teach-in” was a forum for lectures and open discussions about the war on college campuses, 
sponsored by faculty or student groups. Started at the University of Michigan in March, 1965, the “teach-
in” movement brought students, faculty, and outside speakers together outside of class (“Professors” 9). In 
the weeks after the University of Michigan’s first 12-hour teach-in, many other campuses followed suit. 
While the “teach-in” name echoed the “sit-ins” of the civil rights movement, the appellation “-in” was soon 
appropriated by anti-war and countercultural groups: for example, “Human Be-In” and “Yip-In.”  
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made up of many separate organizations with sometimes conflicting ideologies. The 

United States’ involvement in the Vietnam conflict was part of the nation’s larger Cold 

War struggle against communism: beginning in the 1950s, enormous American military 

power was sent to prop up the South Vietnamese regime in its conflict with Communist 

North Vietnam and its revolutionary guerrilla force in the South, eventually known as the 

National Liberation Front (NLF). Thus some American political organizations were 

active in the anti-war movement because they supported the Communist revolutionaries, 

for example the Socialist Workers Party, the Communist Party, and the Young Socialist 

Alliance. Other groups participating in the anti-war movement were concerned about the 

Cold War in general and its frightening nuclear arms race, such as the Committee for a 

SANE Nuclear Policy (SANE) and Women Strike for Peace (WSP).  

In 1965 the United States committed its first combat troops and by the year’s end 

had sent 184,000 troops to Vietnam (Gitlin, Sixties 242). The anti-war movement 

exploded. On 17 April, an anti-war march in Washington, D. C. attracted over 15,000 

demonstrators (“15,000” 1). In May Jerry Rubin led over 10,000 people in the 33-hour 

Vietnam War teach-in at the University of California, Berkeley campus (Bart 26). The 

pacifist Catholic Worker Movement and the War Resisters League signed “declarations 

of conscience” against the war. They were joined in the anti-war fight by the Women’s 

International League for Peace and Freedom, religiously affiliated groups such as the 

Episcopal Peace Fellowship and the Quaker American Friends Service Committee, and 

civil rights organizations like the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) and 

the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC). 
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Umbrella organizations, like the National Mobilization Committee to End the 

War in Viet Nam (Mobe), were created to coordinate communications between the many 

separate groups involved in anti-war activities. In 1967, with 448,800 troops deployed in 

Vietnam, and at least 12, 269 killed and 74, 818 wounded, Resist was created to fight the 

draft, and the Vietnam Veterans Against the War formed to voice opposition to the war 

by returning servicemen and servicewomen (Apple 1; Gitlin Sixties 220).16 Just before 

the October, 1967, March on the Pentagon drew a crowd of over 50,000 demonstrators, 

President Johnson’s polled approval rating for his handling of the war dropped to a record 

low 28% (“Johnson” 50). Inspired by the increasing number of anti-war activities and 

organizations, motivated by the vast reach of the hippie phenomenon, and encouraged by 

Johnson’s dismal poll numbers, a small group of activists decided to form a national 

movement that could encompass both pot and politics: the “potlitical” Youth 

International Party. 

 The core of the Yippie movement was a circle of New York-based radicals who 

loved to thumb their noses at the establishment through public displays of protest. The 

most recognizable and often quoted Yippies were Abbie Hoffman and Jerry Rubin. 

Hoffman (1936-1989) grew up in a middle-class Jewish household in Worcester, MA. He 

studied psychology at Brandeis University and the University of California, Berkeley. 

After college he worked on the Senate campaign of Stuart Hughes, and for civil rights 

campaigns with SNCC and the Congress for Racial Equality (CORE) in Mississippi and 

New England. In 1966 he moved to New York where he organized cooperative housing 

                                                 
16 Casualty numbers come from early August, and troop levels number are from June, 1967. 
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and a free store on the Lower East Side (David Farber, Chicago 6; Hoffman, Woodstock 

151-153). Hoffman became famous for the chaos he caused on the floor of the New York 

Stock Exchange in August, 1967, when he and some of his friends threw one-dollar bills 

from the public gallery down to the traders below.  

Like Hoffman, Jerry Rubin (1938-1994), came from a middle-class Jewish 

background and was adept at creating eye-catching demonstrations. He grew up in 

Cincinnati and attended Oberlin College and the University of Cincinnati before working 

as a reporter. In 1964 he dropped out of the University of California, Berkeley, sociology 

graduate program and instead threw himself into the Free Speech Movement. In 1965 he 

participated in the Vietnam War teach-in at Berkeley, helped to found the activist 

organization the Vietnam Day Committee, and entered the Berkeley mayoral race on a 

Black Power and anti-war platform (Viorst 424-428; David Farber, Chicago 8-12). Rubin 

met Hoffman when David Dellinger, chairman of Mobe, invited him to help organize the 

October, 1967, March on the Pentagon.  

Both Abbie Hoffman and Rubin were charismatic, articulate, and media-savvy. 

They were eager to speak to journalists about their politics and often inserted themselves 

at the front line of confrontations. Both gave speeches, wrote prolifically for the 

alternative media, and published books on the Yippie phenomenon. Because of their high 

profile Abbie Hoffman and Rubin overshadow the other Yippies in the historical record. 

But in addition to these two radicals, there were about a dozen dedicated Yippies who 

helped in the founding and early success of the movement.  
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 Many of this group were well-educated, middle-class drop-outs who had fled their 

comfortable backgrounds for cheap living on the Lower East Side and careers in political 

activism. There was Anita Kushner (1942-1999), who became Anita Hoffman in the 

summer of 1967 after an outdoor marriage ceremony to Abbie in Central Park. Like her 

husband, she had also studied psychology. Another member of the group was Rubin’s 

crony from Vietnam Day activities on the West Coast, Stew Albert (1939-2006).17 Albert 

earned a degree in philosophy and politics from Pace University, and had also 

participated in the Berkeley Free Speech movement of 1964. Krassner (b.1932), the 

editor of The Realist, had met Rubin in 1965 at the Berkeley Vietnam teach-in. Nancy 

Kurshan (b.1944), had participated in SNCC and CORE, and also studied psychology at 

Berkeley. Folk and rock music played an integral part of 1960s activist culture, and 

therefore some of the core Yippies were activist musicians: Ed Sanders (b. 1939), the 

poet, and owner of the East Village’s Peace Eye alternative bookstore, headed the band 

The Fugs along with Tuli Kupferberg (b. 1923), like Sanders a college graduate. Another 

Yippie was Phil Ochs (1940-1976), a folk singer of protest songs. Other activists 

embraced Yippies as part of their larger activist agendas: poet Keith Lampe and his wife 

Judy participated in Yippie before focusing on environmental causes, and East Village 

community activist and Yippie Jim Fouratt later became known as a leader in the Gay 

Liberation movement and Stonewall protests of 1969.18 

                                                 
17 Sometimes referred to as Stu Albert. 
18 Dates unknown. With typical mischievous Yippie hyperbole, Fouratt’s My Space page lists his age as an 
impossible 97 in 2008. 
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 When they formed the Youth International Party in late 1967, the core Yippies 

were therefore already seasoned activists with a range of experiences working for a 

variety of New Left and student movement organizations. SNCC was a multi-racial 

student organization inspired by student protest actions like the anti-segregation sit-ins in 

Greensboro, North Carolina in early 1960. Students from all over the nation participated 

in SNCC-organized civil rights and voting rights campaigns in the South, and helped to 

organize the 1963 March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom. SDS, another key student 

activist organization, also had wide reach, with over 300 national chapters in 1968 

(Isserman 202). As the main campus radical group, SDS followed the New Left theory 

that liberation from the United States’ capitalist ideology could come about by means of 

critical thinking by students and other persons outside of the political system.19 But by 

1967, the core Yippies were no longer students. They had grown tired of the procedures, 

committee, meetings, and arguments over policy that characterized SNCC and SDS, and 

which the Yippies felt drained the excitement out of political action. The Youth 

International Party provided them with a way to continue their activism, but without the 

stifling structures of the student organizations.  

 Each member of this group contributed to Yippie in their own way. Krassner, who 

had a regular job and income, helped to pay the rent on the Yippies’ Union Square office. 

Kurshan contributed her business and office skills (David Farber, Chicago 26-27). 

Veteran organizer Fouratt set up the Yippies’ communication center and mimeograph 

                                                 
19 This New Left concept follows the theories of Frankfurt School philosopher Herbert Marcuse, whose 
influence on SDS and the Yippies will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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machine for printing leaflets (Krassner, Confessions 96). Judy Lampe designed the jaunty 

Yippie logo (157).  

Others used their contacts for networking with other activist communities. For 

example, Albert and Rubin were friends with Black Panther Party co-founder Bobby 

Seale and activist Eldridge Cleaver. Rubin knew activist Beat poet Ginsberg from 1965’s 

anti-war marches in Berkeley as well as the San Francisco Human Be-In of 1967 (Staub 

222). The Yippies also often worked with anti-war organizer David Dellinger, the co-

founder of Liberation Magazine and Mobe leader who planned the March on the 

Pentagon. He also coordinated with the Yippies on preparations for the Chicago 

demonstrations. As one of the “Chicago Eight” he stood accused of conspiracy to incite a 

riot at the demonstrations along with Rubin and Abbie Hoffman, Seale, and student 

activists Tom Hayden, Rennie Davis, John Froines and Lee Weiner.20 The Yippies also 

networked with other Lower East Side radicals, like Ben Morea, leader of the anarchist 

art collective Up Against the Wall, Motherfucker (UATW/MF).21 The Yippies also 

included in their network the local hippies and artists of downtown New York, like 

director Schechner, or the hippie organizer known as Galahad, who ran a crash-pad for 

young hippie runaways in need of a place to stay.  

                                                 
20 During the trial Judge Julius Hoffman severed Seale from the case, citing contempt of court, and so the 
“Chicago Eight” became the “Chicago Seven,” which is the more commonly-used label for the defendants. 
Director Brett Morgen of the 2007 film Chicago 10 adds two more: defense attorneys William Kunstler and 
Leonard Weinglass. 
21 Morea’s anarchist art group was known as Black Mask before they became Up Against the Wall, 
Motherfucker in 1968. The name comes from the LeRoi Jones (Amiri Baraka) poem “Black People,” which 
advocates violence in the struggle for racial equality, and was published in the collection Black Magic: 
Collected Poetry 1961-1967 in 1969. 
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 Most of the dozen core Yippies were men; histories of the Yippies include only 

three women in this group: Anita Hoffman, Nancy Kurshan, and Judy Lampe.22 

Nevertheless the women were as actively involved in the movement as the men. For 

example, at the March, 1968, Grand Central Station Yip-In, Anita Hoffman spoke to 

reporters about Yippie plans for the Festival of Life in Chicago (Michael Stern 72). She 

also skirmished with nightstick-wielding policemen, putting herself into physical danger. 

Village Voice photographer Fred W. McDarrah captured her reaching across a police line 

toward Abbie as the police attempt to chase the demonstrators away (McDarrah 124). As 

well, Anita Hoffman and Kurshan were present at the New Year’s Eve party that created 

Yippie. With Judy Lampe, they worked hard to turn the idea of Yippie into reality, even 

to the point of putting their bodies on the line. 

 Despite their commitment to the movement, these women did not enjoy the same 

privilege within the Yippie movement as their male counterparts. The Yippies were 

focused on political issues like the Vietnam War and did not stop to consider feminism or 

gender roles, even though the late 1960s saw a flourishing of feminist activism in the 

United States. This was typical for activist organizations at the time: the anarchist art 

                                                 
22 There are no histories of the Yippie movement as a whole. Histories of the Yippies include memoirs by 
Yippies themselves, biographies, and histories of the Chicago convention. In the first category are 
Krassner’s How a Satirical Editor Became a Yippie Conspirator in Ten Easy Years (1971), written during 
the passion of the Yippie movement, Rubin’s earnest Growing (Up) at Thirty-Seven (1976), Hoffman’s 
more distanced and meditative Soon to be a Major Motion Picture (1980), and Krassner’s second, more 
nostalgic, memoir Confessions of a Raving, Unconfined Nut: Misadventures in the Counter-Culture (1993). 
In the second category are three fairly genial Abbie Hoffman biographies: Yippie historian Marty Jezer’s 
Abbie Hoffman: American Rebel (1992), Jack Hoffman and Daniel Simon’s Run Run Run: The Lives of 
Abbie Hoffman (1994), and Jonah Raskin’s For the Hell of It: The Life and Times of Abbie Hoffman (1996), 
as well as Larry Sloman’s compilation of memoirs and interviews, Steal this Dream: Abbie Hoffman and 
the Countercultural Revolution in America (1998). Finally, Milton Viorst dedicates a chapter to the radical 
actions of Jerry Rubin and the Yippies in Fire in the Streets: America in the 1960s (1979), and David 
Farber also addresses their more violent and radical nature in Chicago ‘68 (1988).   
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collective UATW/MF, for example, included a number of women activists, but as former 

member Osha Neumann remembers, “women played an ancillary role in all matters. 

Their most acceptable role was to be someone’s girlfriend or ‘old lady’” (553). Often this 

meant typing, or making coffee, or being sexually available to the male activists. In a 

1965 memo circulated to SDS, the National Students Association, the Northern Student 

Movement, the Student Peace Union and SNCC, activists Mary King and Casey Hayden 

positioned women in the New Left as a “caste” used for clerical work and cleaning 

offices (Rosen 113).23 In a 1969 New York Times Magazine article about new feminist 

activism, Kurshan’s friend Robin Morgan complains about the lack of gender equality in 

the New Left movement as a whole: “here was a group of young people with a new 

politics, a new life style, a new sexual honesty and freedom. And still, the notion of a 

liberated woman was someone who is indiscriminate about whom she sleeps with, not a 

realization that women don’t want to be objects” (Babcox 87).24 The Yippies, just like the 

New Left movement and UATW/MF, mimicked the gender oppression of the very 

establishment they were trying to change.25  

Unfortunately, this assumption that women are men’s objects is reiterated in 

Yippie histories. Kurshan is invariably referred to as Krassner’s “girlfriend,” with little 

                                                 
23 Casey Hayden (neé Sandra Cason) was a University of Texas at Austin student active in civil rights 
campaigns, the National Student Association, SDS, and SNCC. She married future SDS President Tom 
Hayden in 1961 (Rossinow 103). SNCC activist Mary King worked as a “communications assistant” to 
movement leader Julian Bond in the early 1960s (Rosen 100). 
24 Morgan participated in Yippie activities in 1968 before helping to found feminist groups New York 
Radical Women and the Women’s International Terrorist Conspiracy from Hell (W.I.T.C.H.). 
25 In Steal this Book Hoffman does advocate for free birth control and free abortions as a fundamental right 
of all people (60-63), but it is not clear whether this is due to a particular concern for women’s issues or 
part of an argument for greater sexual freedom for men and women alike. 
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acknowledgment that her business skills helped to run the Yippie office, or that she had 

been working on a doctorate in psychology at Berkeley before joining Mobe and the 

Yippies (Jack Hoffman 89; David Farber, Chicago 3; Jezer, Abbie 127; Viorst 431). Of 

the Yippie historians only Krassner mentions Judy Lampe’s contribution as designer of 

the Yippie logo (Confessions 157). Jezer falls into the same trap when he describes the 

women’s influence within the Yippie core in terms of their power over their romantic 

partners. “Anita Hoffman also had influence through Abbie,” he writes in Abbie 

Hoffman: American Rebel, “as did Jerry’s girlfriend, Nancy Kurshan, who had been a 

political activist before she met Jerry” (127). There is little consideration of the women’s 

own merits apart from their relationship with the Yippie men. Krassner does concede that 

while the “Yippie leadership had a male image in the media, in reality much of the hard-

core organizing was done by women—Nancy Kurshan, Anita Hoffman, Walli Leff, Judy 

Clavir, Ellen Maslow, Anne Ockene, and Robin Morgan” (164). Yet he leaves it at that, 

and never goes on to describe who these women were or just what they did. Thus his 

acknowledgement of their contribution falls flat. In Yippie histories, a “Yippie” means a 

man. 

Yet both men and women participated in Yippie. But Yippie, like other activist 

groups at the time, and much of America in 1967, did not consider gender an issue. So it 

was the men like Abbie Hoffman, Lampe, and Sanders who were interviewed as “Yippie 

leaders” by the media (“Politics” par. 3, 6). It was the men who were the public face of 

Yippie and the men who published in alternative newspapers like the East Village Other 

and WIN: Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent Action; therefore it is not surprising 
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that the published Yippie archive is male-centered. Because Abbie Hoffman and Rubin 

authored most of the Yippie manifestos, as well as Revolution for the Hell of It and Do 

It!, the Yippie archive represents strongly their points of view.  

Despite my reliance on Hoffman and Rubin’s work in this dissertation project, I 

nevertheless argue that it is possible to define the term “Yippie” without re-inscribing 

their lack of awareness of women’s contributions to the movement, and without 

privileging the gender, class, race, and geography of the male Yippie leaders. I do so by 

looking beyond the Yippie core and considering the anonymous Yippies who participated 

in the movement yet remain unnamed in the historical archive. It may never be possible 

to determine how many people across the country considered themselves Yippies. The 

numbers given by the Yippies smack of their typical hyperbole: in March, 1968, Sanders 

claimed there were 250,000 Yippies (“Politics” par. 5), while Rubin in Do It! declares 

over 850 million people are Yippies (4). Yet at least several thousand participated in the 

Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater in person. Over 3,000 Yippies attended the March, 

1968, Yippie event at New York’s Grand Central Station.26 Later that year, thousands 

more participated in the Festival of Life in Chicago, where crowds at rallies in Grant Park 

ranged from 5,000 up to 15, 000 (“800” A1; Lukas, “Hundreds” 23). Images from the 

Grant Park demonstrations show a diverse crowd of both men and women, white and 

black, some clean-cut dressed in suits and ties, and others in peasant blouses or with 

shaggy hair and beards (McDarrah 27). These are the Yippies: a diverse network of 

hippies and “straight” political activists, demonstrating together in hopeful conviction.  

                                                 
26 Estimates of the crowd range from 3,000 (Michael Stern 1), to 6,000 (Hoffman, Soon 142; Raskin 134).  
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The claim of millions of Yippies was part of the “Yippie myth,” a calculated 

manipulation of the media enacted by the core Yippies. The Yippie myth was created as 

part of the Yippie goal of creating a national political movement. Abbie Hoffman writes 

in Revolution for the Hell of It that the goal of Yippie was to get “large numbers of 

people . . . turned on” (102).27 Hoffman stole this, and many other ideas about the media, 

from communications theorist Marshall McLuhan. With works like Understanding 

Media: The Dimensions of Man (1964) and The Medium is the Massage (1967) that 

explored how the media reified Establishment values, McLuhan was a favorite theorist of 

countercultural revolutionaries. What Hoffman and the Yippies wanted was for their 

fellow citizens to form opinions about political and social issues facing the nation, and 

get involved in the political process in some way. They hoped that their vision of 

Yippie—a political party that embraced the both counterculture of the hippies and also 

political activism—would inspire thousands to travel to the Chicago demonstrations.  

To turn people on the Yippies created an inspiring vision of activism, a political 

narrative so persuasive that thousands would be compelled to participate in the political 

process. Gitlin argues that because they “couldn’t count enough real allies for a 

revolution, they conjured up images—images that permitted them to elude, for a while, 

the difficulties of practical politics” (Sixties 235). These images included their 

extravagant claims about the size of the Yippie population, threats to lace the drinking 

                                                 
27 In hippie slang to “turn on” meant various things. It might to become aware of something, or to alter 
one’s perception of something, or to become interested in something. In specific reference to the hippie 
drug culture, to “turn on” meant to introduce someone to drugs, or to intoxicate. For example, LSD 
advocate Timothy Leary in Start Your Own Religion (1967) advises readers to “turn on” by getting high 
(3). In more general usage, “turn on” referred to getting excited about something (sexually, intellectually, 
or emotionally). Hoffman and the Yippies wanted to make people aware of, and excited about, politics. 



 42 
 

water of Chicago with LSD and to burn the city to the ground, and promises to “fuck on 

the beaches!” (Hoffman, Revolution 102). While the Yippies never did any of these 

things, their public statements conjured up a vision of a vast movement working for 

revolution. The myth was that this tsunami of radicalism was already in motion, 

sweeping up participants across the nation as it moved toward Chicago. History shows 

that this myth did its work: thousands attended the Grand Central Station Yip-In, tens of 

thousands more demonstrated in Chicago. It is evident that people did get swept up by the 

idea of tongue-in-cheek radicalism. In fact, the power of the Yippie myth is at work even 

now, motivating me to explore the actions of the Yippie movement and investigate their 

legacy for activists today. 

 

Chapter Outline 

 Building on my brief contextualization of the Yippies and performance in this 

chapter, my next chapter more fully situates the Yippies within the political context of the 

late 1960s, focusing especially on their relationship to the student New Left movement 

and the anti-Vietnam war movement. Using the 21 October, 1967, March on the 

Pentagon as my main example, I argue that the Yippies married the peace movement’s 

notion of network organizing, the New Left’s concept of participatory democracy, and 

the hippie’s philosophy of “do-your-own-thing” with their own version of madcap 

theatricality to create a new kind of political activism—revolutionary action-theater. I 

rely on contemporary social histories of the hippies to explore hippie cultural philosophy, 

use SDS’s “Port Huron Statement” and philosopher Herbert Marcuse’s One-Dimensional 
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Man to tease out the New Left’s notion of participatory democracy, and employ Yippie 

manifestos to discuss how the Yippie philosophy worked in concert with both the hippie 

and the anti-war movements. I explore the Yippies’ Pentagon exorcism with the aid of 

newspaper reports, Yippie memoirs, and Department of Justice memoranda from the 

Johnson Presidential Library. Although the Yippie movement had not yet formally begun 

in October, 1967, the Pentagon March brought together the key players who initiated the 

Yippie movement, and the exorcism they performed at the demonstration suggests the 

beginnings of revolutionary action-theater practice.  

The second part of the chapter addresses issues of theatricality as I analyze the 

dramaturgy of the Pentagon exorcism using both Kershaw’s notion of the dramaturgy of 

protest and Russian theorist Mikhail Bakhtin’s concept of the carnivalesque—temporary 

comic and theatrical suspensions of hierarchy that allow for the ridicule of authority—as 

outlined in his 1964 work Rabelais and His World. I demonstrate how the exorcism of 

the Pentagon worked as a performance that both celebrated the zany energy of the hippie 

movement and attempted to argue the need for political and cultural change. Finally, I 

question the efficacy of the Pentagon exorcism performance with a close reading of 

letters sent to President Johnson by the American public in response to media coverage of 

the March. These letters act as an informal audience survey, and help me to argue for the 

efficacy of this first attempt at revolutionary action-theater.  

 The next chapter, “The Grand Central Station Yip-In: Form into Practice,” 

focuses on the case-study of the Grand Central Station Yip-In, a Yippie performance held 

in March, 1968. This chapter argues that at the root of the Yippies revolutionary action-
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theater are the theatrical notions of improvisation and active spectatorship, modeled after 

the avant-garde art world’s concept of the Happening. The Happening was an abstract 

performance art form that emphasized process over product, and explored the relationship 

between artist and audience. Using definitions of the Happening drawn from 

contemporary critiques such as artist Allan Kaprow’s Assemblage, Environments & 

Happenings (1966) and performance scholar Michael Kirby’s Happenings: An Illustrated 

Anthology (1965), I argue that because Happenings focused on the aesthetics of 

environment and artistic consideration of everyday actions, they also serve as a useful 

illustration of the Yippies’ own performative lifestyle. This chapter also investigates the 

challenges of writing a history of the Yippies, a movement whose leaders denied its very 

existence, and who took delight in releasing contradictory information to the media. With 

many different accounts of the Yip-In performance, I reconstruct the events at the Yip-In 

by comparing Yippie memoirs, Hoffman’s Revolution for the Hell of It, and reports of the 

event from papers like the New York Times and East Village Other. As the first official 

Yippie mass demonstration, I analyze the Yip-In performance as a rehearsal for the 

Chicago demonstrations.  

 The next chapter, “The Festival of Life: Form Made into Chaos,” uses the 

demonstrations of the Festival of Life in Chicago as its main example. Much more 

material is available on the Yippies’ Chicago actions than on the Yip-In, in part because 

the Yippies combined their efforts with other groups like SDS, Mobe, and the Black 

Panthers in a large-scale demonstration stretching over several days, and in part because 

the Chicago protests resulted in horrifying violence that captivated the media. Using 
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reports from the popular press, testimony from the Yippies’ Chicago conspiracy trial, 

Yippie memoirs and manifestos, I argue that the Festival of Life combined the ideas of 

Antonin Artaud’s Theater of Cruelty, outlined in The Theater and its Double, and R. G. 

Davis’s concept of “guerrilla theatre,” made famous by his work with the San Francisco 

Mime Troupe, to perfect revolutionary action-theater as a street performance that both 

challenged authority and attempted to persuade the American public into political action.  

 The second part of Chapter Three again takes up the issue of efficacy. Using as 

my evidence the dozens of letters and telegrams sent to President Johnson by citizens 

outraged and fascinated by the Festival of Life, and now archived at his Presidential 

Library, I determine that the Yippies inspired the American public to action. The Festival 

of Life performances best demonstrate how the Yippies used revolutionary action-theater 

to achieve their goal of persuading, by means of radical street action, the American public 

into political action. 

 Finally “Flash Mobs: The Yippie Legacy?” addresses the question of the Yippie 

tradition. I shift historical perspective from the late 1960s to recent years, from the 

Yippies themselves to the contemporary phenomenon of radical street performance 

known as flash-mobs. Flash mobs are groups of people organized by means of electronic 

networks, who perform a short, simple action at a given time in a given public location, 

and then quickly disperse. I argue that the flash mob street performances, which involve 

ludic behavior in public places, and rely on the electronic network, owe a debt to the 

improvisational and whimsical public performances of the Yippies. My focus here is not 

just on the carnivalesque nature of flash mobs, but also on their network-style 
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organization. Using social network-organization theory outlined by Howard Rheingold in 

Smart Mobs: The Next Social Revolution (2002) and Manuel Castells’s The Rise of the 

Network Society (1996), I argue that traces of post-modern network organizing are found 

in the Yippies’ organization of their own revolutionary action-theater. Finally, I address 

the implications network theory has for political activism today, and what lessons today’s 

activists can learn from their unpredictable and theatrical precursors, the Yippies.  
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Image of Yippie Chicago poster.  
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Chapter One 

The March on the Pentagon:  

Elements of a Networked Participatory Street Performance Form 

 

No more marches. No more rallies. No more speeches. The dialogue is over, baby. 

 Tolerance of rational dissent has become an insidious form of repression. 

 The goal now is to disrupt an insane society. We’ve already applied for the permit. 

—Paul Krassner (How 306)  

 

In the clear autumn sun, the white stone buildings shine against the green 

parkland of the Mall in Washington, D. C. From the towering obelisk of the Washington 

Monument to the many columns of the Lincoln Memorial and the still waters of the 

reflecting pool, the public parks west of the Capitol building gracefully evoke the 

institutional history of the United States. Just across the Potomac River, the rows of white 

stone grave markers at Arlington National Cemetery solemnly honor veterans and the war 

dead. The Cemetery keeps watch over the nerve center of the Department of Defense just 

to the south, a monstrous five-sided concrete structure named the Pentagon. Here 27,000 

people direct the Cold War, planning and implementing the containment policy that seeks 

to prevent the further expansion of communism across the globe. Here at the Pentagon 

military commanders organize the far-off war in South East Asia, pitting the might of one 

of the world’s most powerful and technologically-advanced capitalist nations against a 

determined communist foe. The civic monuments and carefully groomed parkland that 
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surround the Pentagon are a long way away from the tropical jungle, and yet, for this one 

day—21 October, 1967—the war in Vietnam comes home to the walls of the Pentagon. 

Tens of thousands of demonstrators swarm the Pentagon’s north parking lot. They 

wave signs and banners that call for an end to the draft, and they chant for an end to the 

war. The flag of the National Liberation Front of South Vietnam (NLF) flies above the 

crowd. Shouting “make peace, not war,” thousands of hippies clutch the limp flowers 

they have liberated from Washington’s public parks. More militant protesters look for 

gaps in the formidable lines of military police with bayoneted rifles. They are desperate 

to find a break in the Pentagon’s defenses, determined to shut down the building. One by 

one, activists step a little too close to the mighty edifice, are summarily arrested, and 

carried off to the waiting police vans. And in one corner of the parking lot, a motley 

cluster of hippies and radicals dressed as gypsies, witches, and patriotic “Uncle Sam” 

types, begin to chant. “Out demons out!” they cry. Their flamboyant leader invokes a 

pantheon of global deities as the chanting grows louder. Drums throb and cymbals clash. 

Disregarding the curious reporters and gawkers swarming around them, the resolute 

group focuses all its energy on the exorcism at hand. “Out demons out!” they continue, 

undeterred that the demons of war have yet to release the Pentagon from their grip, or 

that the building refuses to levitate as expected. It is a stalemate: on the one hand, a 

ragged bunch of hippies armed with flowers, musical instruments, and hope; on the other 

hand, disciplined lines of gun-toting soldiers keeping them at bay. Yet still the exorcists 

shout with glee: “Out demons out!” 
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This chapter investigates how the Yippies created the concept of revolutionary 

action-theater. I argue that the idea for this networked participatory street performance 

form emerged alongside the notion of Yippie itself as the community of activists who 

formed the Youth International Party came together at the anti-war March on the 

Pentagon. For this street performance form aimed at changing the political and cultural 

landscape of the United States in the 1968 election year, the Yippies drew on ideas from 

several different radical communities: the peace movement, the New Left, and the hippie 

counterculture. From the large umbrella groups of the peace movement, the Yippies stole 

the notion of network organization. From the student activists of the New Left, the 

Yippies took the concept of participatory democracy that stressed the importance of 

individuals participating in politics by taking direct action. And from the flower children 

of the hippie counterculture, the Yippies embraced the free-spirited philosophy of do-

your-own-thing. By marrying these ideas to an in-your-face theatricality, the Yippies 

hoped to realize a new kind of anti-war and anti-Establishment activism, one that 

eschewed “rational dissent” for madcap and carnivalesque disruption (Krassner, How 

306). 

 In the first part of this chapter, I use the March on the Pentagon as an example of 

the kind of revolutionary activism advocated by the Yippies. Although the concept of 

“Yippie” had yet to be formed by 21 October, 1967, the March nevertheless involved 

many future Yippie participants and informed Yippie practice. In addition, the 

participation in the March by numerous activist groups organized under a larger umbrella 

organization served as a model for later Yippie network organization. Using as examples 
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the Conference for New Politics in the summer of 1967, and the organization of the 

Pentagon March by the coalition Mobilization Committee to End the War in Viet Nam, I 

demonstrate how the Yippies conceived of their own network organization in response to 

the networking and cooperative challenges faced by various peace movement groups in 

the late 1960s. Because the quick arrest of Pentagon March leaders and subsequent do-

your-own-thing actions of the other protesters foreshadowed the Yippie vision of a 

participatory mass movement without leadership, I then explore the New Left concept of 

participatory democracy within a history of the New Left and an exploration of its 

philosophy, including its influential “Port Huron Statement” manifesto. Following with a 

brief investigation of the hippie counterculture, I demonstrate how the Yippies adapted 

the do-your-own-thing individualist philosophy of the counterculture to fit their own 

hippie-like desire to create an alternative society within the United States.  

 The second part of this chapter explores the theatricality in the Yippie movement. 

Using Mikhail Bakhtin’s literary theory of the carnivalesque, I demonstrate how the 

exorcism of the Pentagon worked as a performance that both celebrated the zany energy 

of the hippie movement and attempted to argue for the need for political and cultural 

change. I argue that the Yippies relied on the carnivalesque tool of theatricality to 

highlight contradictions in the capitalist system and American Establishment. Finally, I 

also analyze audience responses to the Pentagon March, using as my archive letters sent 

to the White House from ordinary citizens moved to express their outrage at or support 

for the activists waging war on the Johnson administration. I ask how audiences 

responded to these performances, and if the Yippies were able to successfully convey 
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their message to the American public by means of revolutionary action-theater. I argue 

that this performance form, the core of the Yippie movement, ushered in a new era of 

theatrical and revolutionary activism.  

 

Ring around the Pentagon, a pocket full of pot 

Four and twenty generals all begin to rot. 

All the evil spirits start to tumble out 

Now the war is over, we all begin to shout. 

      —Abbie Hoffman (Revolution 45) 

 

The goal of the March on the Pentagon was to communicate resistance to the 

Vietnam War directly to those who were executing it: the Department of Defense. 

Whereas previous mass marches against the war targeted the White House in Washington 

or the United Nations complex in New York City, the October, 1967, March was aimed 

squarely at the everyday operations of the American war machine housed within the 

Pentagon, the military’s mighty concrete complex in Arlington, Virginia. Organized by 

the Mobilization Committee to End the War in Viet Nam, also known as Mobe, the 

March aimed to shut down regular Pentagon operations by blocking access to the 

building and surrounding it with anti-war demonstrators.28 It was a daring idea, and 

signaled a transition to active resistance from the mostly passive protests against the war 

that Mobe had previously organized.  

                                                 
28 Mobe is also referred to as the Mobe, MOBE, Mob, and the Mob. I use Mobe throughout this document. 
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 Washington was no stranger to mass demonstrations, for Mobe had organized a 

large anti-war protest there two years before. On 17 April, 1965, Mobe co-sponsored 

along with Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) and Women Strike for Peace (WSP) 

the March to End the War in Vietnam. Attracting almost 25,000 demonstrators, it was the 

largest peace march in American history to that date.29 Two years later hundreds of 

thousands participated in Mobe’s coordinated national day of mass demonstration against 

the Vietnam War. On 15 April, 1967, over 100,000 marched in New York from Central 

Park’s Sheep Meadow to the United Nations plaza, taking more than four hours to 

complete the route (Robinson, “100,000” 1). As the New Yorkers listened to Dr. Martin 

Luther King, Jr. speak, at least half that number again heard his wife, Coretta Scott King, 

speak in San Francisco (Paul Hoffman 3). It wasn’t just the size of the crowds that 

marked the national day of anti-war resistance as exceptional, it was the great variety of 

demonstrators, from “housewives from Westchester, students and poets from the Lower 

East Side, priests and nuns, doctors, businessman and teachers” (Robinson, “100,000” 1). 

A coalition of over 150 activist groups, Mobe had both the connections to attract a large 

and diverse array of participants, and a solid history of producing well-organized 

demonstrations. 

The Mobilization Committee was the third incarnation of an anti-war umbrella 

organization that first formed in 1966 to coordinate the numerous activist groups 

demonstrating against the Vietnam War. The brainchild of sociologist Sidney Peck of 

                                                 
29 For sheer numbers, however, it was dwarfed by the 28 August, 1963, March on Washington for Jobs and 
Freedom, which drew about 250,000 people to the nation's capital to demonstrate for civil rights and fair 
labor practices, and to hear Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.'s now-famous "I have a dream" speech. 
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Case Western Reserve University, economist Doug Dowd of Cornell University, and 

mathematician Robert Greenblatt, also from Cornell, the first iteration of the 

Mobilization Committee was a small ad-hoc effort to organize mass protests in the fall of 

1966 (Hunt 150-151). With its ambitious nation-wide peace protests of 15 April, 1967, 

the group switched its named to the Spring Mobilization to End the War in Viet Nam. 

These demonstrations included hundreds of separate organizations, from the 23,000-

member strong National Committee for a SANE Nuclear Policy (SANE) to the several 

hundred constituents of the War Resisters League, from the civil rights organization the 

Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) to the militant Youth Against War 

and Fascism, and the labor union of Retail, Wholesale, and Department Store Workers. 

Reverend James Bevel of SCLC led the Spring Mobilization, with assistance from co-

chairs Peck, Greenblatt, Edward M. Keating of Ramparts magazine, and David Dellinger 

of Liberation magazine (Robinson, “Scattered” 3). Inspired by the enormous success of 

the April demonstrations, the Spring Mobilization became a permanent organization and 

changed its name once again. The new National Mobilization Committee to End the War 

in Viet Nam debuted in June, 1967, with Dellinger as chairman. 

Dellinger was a member of the editorial board of Liberation, a serious magazine 

with a progressive agenda. He was a pacifist who was imprisoned during World War II 

for refusing to register for the draft. In 1964 he signed a “declaration of conscience” 

against the war in Vietnam (Hunt 115). Before his tenure with Mobe he participated in 

several anti-war efforts, such as the August, 1965, Assembly of Unrepresented People’s 

March on the Capitol during which demonstrators attempted to gain access to the 
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building in acts of civil disobedience (Hunt 142-143). He spent several months observing 

the war in Vietnam before returning to the United States to lead the Spring Mobilization’s 

committee meetings. As chairman of Mobe, Dellinger asked Jerry Rubin to help plan 

protest actions at the March on Pentagon. 

Because Mobe was an umbrella organization consisting of largely moderate 

activist organizations, “a loose confederation of Left wing, pacifist and moderate antiwar 

groups,” it was known for passive protest (Robinson, “100,000” 2). The plan to shut 

down the Pentagon, however, demonstrated a new willingness to engage in active 

resistance. Rubin was responsible for this new tactic in Mobe’s activist repertoire. While 

the Mobe committee was expert in planning marches, selecting speakers, applying for 

permits, and negotiating with local authorities, Rubin’s presence on the 87-member 

March committee added a sense of danger and theatricality to the plans. Rubin was the 

radical who had organized Vietnam Day activities at the University of California, 

Berkeley, which included the immolation of an effigy of President Johnson, and a march 

aimed at preventing troop trains from reaching the Oakland Army Terminal. As the 

“acknowledged master of the theatrics of dissent,” Rubin wanted to ensure that the 

Pentagon demonstration was both memorable and different from Mobe’s previous 

protests (Viorst 429). Why gather a large group of people in Washington if they didn’t do 

anything but listen to speeches? If they were going to march against the war, why not 

attack the beating heart of the war machine?  

As Rubin planned for a sit-in at the steps of the Pentagon, the Mobe committee 

furiously negotiated with authorities over their permit to protest and planned route up 
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until the last minute (Kenworthy 1). Finally both committee and authorities agreed on the 

plan: a rally at the Mall in the morning with speakers such as pediatrician Dr. Benjamin 

Spock and Dagmar Wilson of WSP, an afternoon march to Pentagon along the approved 

route, and a two-hour sit-in in the Pentagon’s north parking lot and grassy area in front of 

its “Mall entrance.”30 After the sit-in, there was a two-hour time period allotted for acts of 

civil disobedience such as burning draft cards. The committee agreed not to cross police 

lines into approved areas under the threat of arrest (Kenworthy 1). 

Even with these rules and regulations, the Department of Justice nevertheless 

expected a “bloody weekend” of protest, according to a memo circulated the day before 

the March (Maguire memo, EX HU4, WHCF, Box 60, LBJ Library).31 It wasn’t just that 

anonymous activists had been calling White House staffers and taunting them with dire 

warnings of radical actions the coming weekend. For several weeks Washington had 

prepared for violence and civil disobedience. At the beginning of the month, a memo 

circulated by Assistant Attorney General J. Walter Yeagley warned the White House to 

expect civil disobedience on the March weekend with actions like the “throwing of rocks 

and eggs at the windows of the Pentagon” and protesters “trying to enter the Pentagon 

through basement windows” (HU4, WHCF, Box 57). It is no wonder that authorities 

were nervous: the Mobe coalition had the power to call up tens of thousands of 

demonstrators; Rubin was an acknowledged Leftist who had visited Cuba in 1964 and 

                                                 
30 A popular figure in the anti-war movement, Spock often spoke at rallies, including the 15 April, 1967, 
march in New York and the 1965 Berkeley Vietnam teach-in (Robinson, “100,000” 1; Bart 26). 
31 All the White House memos discussed here are found at the Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library. 
File and box numbers vary. 
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had a history of civil disobedience; and no one had dared attack the Pentagon this way 

before.  

In addition to the threats of civil disobedience, authorities were also dealing with 

an increasingly frustrated anti-war movement. At the beginning of the year, President 

Johnson was listed first in a poll of “most admired man,” ahead of former Presidents and 

religious leaders (Gallup 2043).32 In February, 67% of those polled supported the 

bombing of North Vietnam (Gallup 2052). But with rising draft quotas in the United 

States, continued bombing in Vietnam, and an escalating casualty count, the tide of 

public opinion turned against the war, and against President Johnson in particular. In 

August, with over 12,000 troops already killed, the President pledged 50,000 more to 

bring the total in Vietnam up over 500,000. By then the war was costing over $2 billion a 

month (Apple 1). About one third of all troops fighting were draftees (David Farber, Age 

148). Soon 46% of those polled thought the war was a “mistake” (Gitlin, Sixties 293). By 

October, only 21% of respondents thought that a Democratic President would be the best 

leader to end the war, while 31% favored a Republican President (Gallup 2085). Even as 

Johnson’s poll numbers dropped, returning troops started speaking out in favor of the 

anti-war movement with the help of groups like Vietnam Veterans Against the War. 

There were plenty of Americans who objected to the nation’s participation in the war, 

and they were angry that the conflict continued. 

 Because authorities in Washington were nervous, they made extensive 

preparations to combat the expected civil disobedience that a Rubin-organized 

                                                 
32 Johnson was the most admired man, followed by former President Dwight D. Eisenhower, Senator 
Robert Kennedy, Billy Graham, and Pope Paul VI. 
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demonstration might bring. At strategic locations around the Capitol area they positioned 

Metropolitan, Park, and United States Capitol police, as well as United States marshals 

and National Guard troops (Johnson memo, HU4, WHCF, Box 60). Many of the more 

than 3,000 military and civil security personnel remained hidden from sight, so as not to 

inflame the demonstrators. The cost for keeping this security detail on high alert that 

weekend reached over $1 million (Califano memo, HU4, WHCF, Box 60). Authorities 

also issued strict instructions that while the Department of Defense would tolerate 

protesters in front of the Pentagon during the weekend, the business of the Pentagon was 

not to be disturbed on Monday. The March permit therefore expired at midnight on 

Sunday (Wilson, “Pentagon” A6). Yet on weekends, only three of the 27,000 thousand 

who worked in the building were present (Kenworthy 1). Despite the demonstrators’ 

desire to shut down Pentagon operations and thus thwart, however briefly, the war itself, 

they had little hope of stopping vital operations even if they did somehow manage to gain 

access to the building. Nevertheless, the crowd was undaunted and enthusiastically 

gathered in the morning sun prepared to do battle.   

Over 50,000 people came to participate in the rally, march, and sit-in at the doors 

of Pentagon. They came on trains and riding buses, or hitching their way from the hippie 

slums of New York’s East Village and the gracious campuses of the nation’s universities. 

Some paid $8.50 and rode the Mobe-organized charter buses from New York (“Banners” 

par. 32). They carried banners urging the government to bring the troops home and end 

the war. “Che Guevara Lives!” some signs proclaimed, signaling the crowd’s Leftist 

inclination. Others advised “Dump Johnson” (“Banners” par. 3). Mobe helped to separate 
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the crowd into affinity groups by means of large alphabetized letters posted around the 

reflecting pool at the Lincoln Memorial (Herbers 58). There were activists from WSP, 

SDS, Veterans’ groups, religious organizations, and even self-identified hippie “flower 

children.” Organized under the letter “F,” these young hippies picked flowers from the 

public gardens, slept during the speeches, and discussed the “uptight” people at the 

Pentagon they would convert to peace by shouting “love” at the Pentagon windows 

(Wilson, “Pentagon” A1; Kenworthy 1).  

Although the mass of participants was larger than Mobe’s 1965 march, it was a 

smaller crowd than the recent 16 April, 1967, demonstration in New York City, and it 

was also less diverse. The “outpouring of the New Left and a wide array of college 

students” was fairly young and fairly white (Herbers 58; Loftus 58). It is likely that the 

threats of civil disobedience kept many older activists away. And only about 35,000 of 

the original 55,000 stayed after the rally to march on the Pentagon (Franklin 1). Rubin’s 

idea of shutting down Pentagon activities, while appealing to the young and the most 

radical, perhaps alienated the more moderate in the peace movement. Nevertheless, a 

genial “picnic” atmosphere prevailed (Loftus 58). Despite a brief skirmish when several 

dozen members of the American Nazi Party tried to attack the lecterns and microphones, 

the rally progressed peacefully.33 The demonstrators didn’t seem to mind too much that 

the speeches ran 45 minutes longer than anticipated, and that, due to the size of the 

crowd, it took over three hours for the entire March to make it to the Pentagon parking 

lot.  

                                                 
33 They were quickly arrested and removed from the scene (Loftus 58). 
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When the crowd reached the Pentagon, the first thing it encountered was not the 

grim ranks of military and police determined to keep them from their five-sided target, 

but instead, music. Ed Sanders and Tuli Kupferberg’s folk-rock band The Fugs played 

atop a truck in the north parking lot. Dozens of hippies stood nearby. Photographers and 

reporters milled about, eagerly waiting for the next planned part of the demonstration: the 

exorcism of the Pentagon. 

Planned as a counterpoint to the main demonstration organized by Mobe, the 

Pentagon exorcism was devised by Abbie Hoffman and his hippie cronies. Fearful that 

the media would treat the March on the Pentagon as just one more anti-war 

demonstration, indistinguishable from the many others that had taken place during the 

spring and summer of 1967, Rubin asked Hoffman to participate in the March, because 

Hoffman was guaranteed to do something outrageous to capture the media’s attention 

(Morrison 285). In June, 1967, reporters and photographers were on hand to record 

Abbie’s public wedding to Anita Hoffman in Central Park. Fred W. McDarrah of The 

Village Voice photographed the bride, groom, and officiant all wearing daisies in their 

hair, surrounded by a circle of hippies and curious onlookers (122). Two months later 

Abbie Hoffman, Rubin, Fouratt, and other hippie friends invited the press along on a 

public tour of the New York Stock Exchange. Several reporters and photographers 

eagerly recorded the chaos as they dropped $1 bills down on the trading floor, 

announcing the “death of money” (Kifner 23). Each event created free advertising for the 

New York hippie counterculture’s anti-capitalist and pacifist ideals.   
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Like Abbie Hoffman, Rubin was aware that embodied performance could claim 

media interest in a way that speeches and written rhetoric could not. At the advice of 

Berkeley “theater people,” Rubin wore a Revolutionary War uniform to testify before a 

1966 House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) investigation into his activities 

with the Vietnam Day committee (Morrison 281; Rubin, Do It! 59).34 To the delight of 

the media, his costume visually connected his radical behavior to the Founding Fathers’ 

revolutionary civil disobedience against the oppressive British regime. “Media is free. 

Use it,” Hoffman advises in Revolution for the Hell of It. “Don’t pay for it. Don’t buy 

ads. Make news” (44). For both Abbie Hoffman and Rubin, one way of “making news” 

was to embody radical ideas: throwing away money or dressing like George Washington 

quickly and succinctly communicated their revolutionary views. Inviting the media to 

witness ensured publicity for these embodied performances. 

Abbie Hoffman approached the Pentagon exorcism with the media foremost in 

mind. First he decided on an outrageous course of action: exorcising and levitating the 

five-sided building to rid it of evil and war-mongering. The exorcism was a joke, but 

pointed nonetheless. A small group of hippies pitted against the large concrete edifice 

would mirror the struggle of the guerrilla soldiers of the NLF against the mighty 

American war machine. The futility of the exorcism would remind witnesses of the vast 

resources that the American government was pouring into a seemingly un-winnable war. 

He informed the media of every step in the planning process: Hoffman and friend Martin 

                                                 
34 In Do It! Rubin claims it was the San Francisco Mime Troupe’s Ronnie Davis (also known as R. G. 
Davis) who suggested he wear the uniform; elsewhere he more generally refers to “theater people” as his 
inspiration. 
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Carey measured the Pentagon to determine that 1,200 hippies would be needed to 

encircle the building; passed out flyers advertising the exorcism; and then applied for a 

permit to surround the Pentagon, raise the building 300 feet in the air, and make it “turn 

orange, and vibrate until all evil emissions” left it (“Banners” par. 34).35 At the Village 

Theater on 13 October, 1967, Hoffman and his pals rehearsed the exorcism ceremony for 

an assembled press corps. Their mock Pentagon model levitated in the air as the exorcists 

chanted “Out, demons, out!” and “Higher! Higher! Higher!” (Hoffman, Revolution 44). 

One week before the Pentagon March, this rehearsal/press conference generated 

excitement for the larger performance yet to come, and guaranteed attendance from the 

curious media. 

Hoffman promised that the Pentagon exorcism would include “sorcerers, swamis, 

priests, warlocks, rabbis, gurus, witches, alchemists, speed freaks and other holy men” 

(“Banners” par. 35). And true to his word, a variety of religious worshippers turned up to 

participate—although they were hippies in costume. Some sported witches’ hats. Others 

wore prayer beads. Abbie Hoffman wore his favorite Native American beads with an 

Uncle Sam hat (Hoffman, Soon 134; Revolution 137). Other performers carried 

noisemakers, drums, and bells. With the crowd watching, Sanders and Hoffman launched 

into a long and rambling incantation that called up a wide variety of deities to aid in their 

effort to rid the Pentagon of its evil spirits. Accompanied by a musical crescendo of 

“cymbals, triangles, drums, leather bells, the sour anguish of a trumpet reaching for evil,” 

the chanting began (Mailer 124). “Out demons out!” Then the exorcists added “Hare 

                                                 
35 The General Services Administrator who heard their case only gave permission for them to levitate the 
building, and only up to 10 feet in the air (“Banners” 34). 
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Krishna” and “Om” to their repetitious recitation, drawing on the Eastern religious 

inspirations of the hippies. They called for the demons to leave the Pentagon. They 

demanded that the building rise in the air. The Pentagon remained stubbornly earth-

bound, but nevertheless, the band played on. It was ridiculous, it was fun, and it added a 

welcome carnival atmosphere to the March after the sober speechifying of the Mall rally.  

 At the doors of the Pentagon, lines of police, marshals, and military personnel 

kept the crowd from going any further. But still the thousands of March participants 

pushed closer. If they stepped too near the building, they were arrested: there went 

Wilson, Dellinger, novelist Norman Mailer, and hundreds of others. One small group of 

radicals, led by anarchist artist Ben Morea of the Lower East Side art gang know as Black 

Mask, saw a crack in the army lines, and sprinted through the opening, only to be driven 

back and beaten with rifle butts (McMillian 540; Loftus 58).36 The marshals clubbed one 

young man so hard that “the force knocked his black loafers from his feet. Blood ran 

from his long hair and onto the cement steps” (Breslin A1). In response, the enraged 

crowd threw eggs, tomatoes, and dead fish at the building and its protectors (Franklin 

32). They threw bottles left over from their picnic lunch (Loftus 1). A hail of other 

missiles followed: their picket signs, magazines, leaflets, sticks, and rocks (Chapman, 

“55,000” A1). Some of the demonstrators even improvised missiles of mud-balls 

(Laurence Stern A10). The peaceful march and joyful exorcism disintegrated into civil 

disobedience. 

                                                 
36 Black Mask later became known as Up Against the Wall, Motherfucker (UATW/MF).  
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The demonstrators carried banners and signs that expressed a deep hatred of 

President Johnson and his war policy, even to the point of threatening his life: “LBJ, how 

many kids did you kill today?” and “Where is Oswald when we need him?” and “LBJ the 

Butcher” (Herbers 58; Reston 1).37 Some shouted obscenities at the security personnel, 

while others tried to convince them to drop their weapons and join the crowd of 

demonstrators. The flower children placed their stolen flowers into the ends of the 

guards’ rifles, in a futile effort to sway the young soldiers to their side. But it was a 

stalemate. Once the army closed off the gap in its defenses, none of the protesters went 

anywhere except into the waiting police vans, or, defeated, to make their way home. 

President Johnson, the target of so much of the protesters’ hate, spent most of the 

weekend working in his White House office, oblivious to the invectives hurled at him 

(Maffre A2).  

 Several thousand determined protesters spent the night at the steps of the 

Pentagon, although the official march and rally was to end by 7 that night. Without food, 

water, or toilet facilities, they spent the night trying “doggedly to talk to the soldiers” and 

lecture them about the evils of the war (Bernstein A14). To keep up their spirits, they 

chanted “Hell no we won’t go” and “We love you, come join us” to the watching police. 

They painted graffiti on the Pentagon steps: “LSD for LBJ” and “Make Peace not War” 

(Chapman, “Arrests” A16). They built bonfires from the remains of their picket signs. 

They stayed defiant until finally arrested late Sunday night. Monday morning came, the 

                                                 
37 Lee Harvey Oswald was accused of assassinating Johnson’s predecessor, President John F. Kennedy, in 
1963. 
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Pentagon began its work for the week, undeterred by the thousands who had come to 

march and shout and argue at its steps.  

The demonstration at the steps of the Pentagon made headlines in newspapers 

across the nation, but the protesters’ goal of stopping Pentagon operations remained 

unfulfilled. Nevertheless the message was clear that there were those within the peace 

movement who were tired of passive resistance to the war and were willing to step up 

their radicalism and use civil disobedience. Although America did not yet know it, the 

March on the Pentagon augured a new enthusiasm among activists to use violence against 

the Johnson administration and its war policy. This willing belligerence was to have 

devastating consequences less than a year later at the Yippie-organized mass 

demonstrations at the National Democratic Convention in Chicago. The March on the 

Pentagon thus ushered in a new era in activist history: the Yippie years. 

 

Who represents my body in Pentagon? Who spends 

my spirit’s billions for war manufacture? Who 

levies the majority to exult unwilling in 

Bomb roar? Brainwash! Mind-fear! Governor’s language! 

—Allen Ginsberg (“Pentagon” 7)  

 

 Although the Youth International Party did not form for another two months, key 

Yippie players were involved in the Pentagon March, either as planners or participants: 

Abbie and Anita Hoffman, radical organizer Jerry Rubin, activists Keith and Judy 
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Lampe, Rubin’s Vietnam Day colleague Stew Albert, satirist Paul Krassner, and Fugs 

musicians Tuli Kupferberg and Ed Sanders. Other activists present at the March who 

were later involved in the Yippie network include Mobe chairman Dellinger, who worked 

with them on plans for the Chicago demonstrations of August, 1968, and Morea, whose 

UATW/MF members participated at the Grand Central Station Yip-In in March, 1968. 

Many student activists from SDS, and several thousand hippie flower children—both 

groups who also participated in Yippie activities in Chicago and New York—

demonstrated at the March. The diversity of these demonstrators and their activist 

agendas reflect the range and strength of Mobe’s network, which connected the serious 

and organized nature of SDS to the radical anarchism of UATW/MF, the do-your-own-

thing spirit of the hippies, and the theatrical antics of the soon-to-be Yippies. In fact, 

Mobe’s network served as a model for the kind of networking that the Yippies would 

later champion. 

 As an umbrella group, Mobe networked with a wide range of anti-war 

organizations. For example, there was Resist, a national organization of activists who 

believed it was their “moral duty” to oppose the war and support draft resisters by raising 

money for bail funds and legal defense (Resist 163-164). The Mobe network also 

included other conscientious objectors, such as the Catholic Worker, the Committee for 

Nonviolent Action, the Student Peace Union, and the War Resisters League (Catholic 

Worker et al 160). In his historical novel about the Pentagon March, The Armies of the 

Night, Mailer describes the variety of protesters and protest groups at the rally: 
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A respectable horde of respectable professionals, lawyers, accountants, 

men in hats wearing eyeglasses, were evident. Reform Democrats some of 

them, members of SANE, or Women Strike for Peace—looking about, 

there were signs enough: American Friends Service Committee, CORE, 

W. E. B. DuBois Clubs, Inter-University Christian Movement, Catholic 

Peace Fellowship, Jewish Peace Fellowship, Southern Christian 

Leadership Conference, Students for a Democratic Society, SNCC, 

National Lawyers’ Guild, The Resistance, National Conference for a New 

Politics. (Mailer 94) 

The Mobe network included the young and the old, professional men and female 

homemakers, white and black Americans, earnest clean-cut students and scruffy hippies 

all at the same time. With such a large and varied network, Mobe could produce 

thousands of participants for a mass demonstration. 

 Although an excellent tool for providing the numbers needed for large public 

protests, Mobe’s diverse network nevertheless suffered from a lack of unity about protest 

tactics. This diversity created the potential for disagreement and challenge among the 

different anti-war groups, or “nodes” of the network. With so many different members 

who had such distinctive agendas and opinions about the appropriateness of civil 

disobedience or violence as a protest tactic, it is no wonder that not everyone who 

participated in the morning rally at the Mall wanted to continue with the March on the 

Pentagon. According to a letter to the White House from FBI director J. Edgar Hoover, 

those who left early included “the greater percentage of the Negroes, the older people, the 
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spectators, and the clean-cut type of youth” (31 Oct. 1967, Stegall Files, Box 64C). 

Although the drop in numbers can be attributed in part to a separate rally for African-

Americans organized at Howard University, it does seem that many of the less radical 

participants wanted no part in storming the Pentagon. In fact, Hoover notes in a letter 

dated 26 October, 1967, that his agents observed that: 

the antiwar protesters did not represent any responsible segment of this 

Nation’s [sic] student youth or conscientiously passive element, religious 

or otherwise, what it did represent most was that segment of our society 

comprised by the subversive-criminal-hoodlum element of the ‘New Left’ 

supported by the communists. (Stegall Files, Box 64C) 

At the walls of the Pentagon, it was the militant radicals like Morea who tried to force 

their way inside the building and fight with the troops there; moderate leaders like 

Dellinger and Wilson calmly stepped into the restricted zone to await arrest. Although 

everyone participating in the events in Washington that day supported the anti-war effort, 

they clearly disagreed on how best to demonstrate their dissent.  

This kind of dissent characterized attempts to form coalitions across the American 

Left in the late 1960s. Just several weeks prior to the Pentagon March over 2,000 activists 

met in Chicago at the Palmer House hotel to plan strategy for the upcoming election year. 

The National Conference for New Politics joined anti-war, civil rights, and student 

groups together in the hopes that working together might increase the visibility and 

efficacy of their demonstrations against the war and against President Johnson, who at 
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that time was still expected to seek a second term in office.38 The conference opened on a 

wave of optimism: Dr. King gave the keynote speech, and a debate was planned to 

discuss a possible third party ticket option. But because of the conference’s non-

hierarchical network organization, it had no programming structure. Much of the time 

was spent discussing how to run open meetings, and how to determine the order of 

speakers. Tired of feeling under-represented on organizing committees, the Black Caucus 

of African-American delegates met behind closed doors, threatened a walkout, and forced 

the convention to adopt a thirteen-point ultimatum which included support for national 

liberation movements in Africa, Asia, and South America, and a condemnation of the 

“imperialistic Zionist war” in Israel (Henry 685; Weaver 1). Because the many different 

activist organizations could not even manage to talk to one another, the conference 

adjourned without having conferred on most of the issues it had hoped to thrash out. 

Although the many activist organizations seeking a change in the political and social 

status quo were willing to participate in events like conferences and mass demonstrations, 

their fundamental tactical and philosophical differences challenged attempts to network 

and work together. 

Despite the failures of the Conference for New Politics, the Yippies nevertheless 

decided on a network organization for their “potlitical” movement several months later. 

The network was a difficult model to follow, but one of their objectives was to form a 

“connecting link” between the various elements of the anti-war movement (Hoffman, 

Revolution 102). The Yippies were optimistic about networking, because they themselves 

                                                 
38 Johnson announced his decision not to seek re-election on 31 March, 1968. 
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were successful networkers: they knew many of the East coast hippie and anti-war 

activists, they helped to negotiate between police and the hippie youth in their Lower 

East Side neighborhood, and they held public Youth International Party meetings in New 

York’s Union Square at which anyone could speak.  

The Yippies also rejected the kind of organizational structures that could lead to 

anger from different nodes in their network. Instead of hierarchies and committees that 

might create resentment from those not involved, the Yippie philosophy was that 

everyone could be a Yippie leader, no hierarchy required. The openness of the Yippie 

network was essential. “There is no such thing as a YIPPIE FOLLOWER,” writes Rubin 

in Do It! “There are 646 ½ million different kinds of yippies, and the definition of a 

yippie is that he is a LEADER [sic]” (84). Furthermore, the Yippies wanted people to 

take political action, although they didn’t care too much what tactics they used. “Write 

your own slogan. Protest your own issues. Each man his own yippie,” Rubin advises (Do 

It! 84). Without leaders, followers, or a clear hierarchy, and even without a specific 

overall mandate, the Yippie network was a mass of individual nodes, each node a person 

with his/her own power to communicate with others and take action as desired. 

 The Yippie network therefore included many of the same Leftists and anti-war 

activists as those in Mobe’s network: students, hippies, writers, artists, musicians, 

veterans, and radicals. But the Yippie network differed from Mobe’s organized structures 

of committee and chairmen because it rejected hierarchy altogether. Instead of hundreds 

of different activist organizations and their leaders, the Yippie network would be made of 

thousands or even millions of individuals inspired to take political action as they saw fit. 
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It didn’t matter if there was dissent about tactics within the network, because the ability 

to disagree and do one’s own thing was one of the hallmarks of the Yippie idea: at the 

Pentagon March many of the future Yippies were involved in the theatrical exorcism in 

the parking lot, but Rubin instead spent most of his time at the Mall entrance sit-in, 

watching the action from the fourth row of demonstrators (Hoagland A17). The Yippie 

network was made of individuals with the same basic desire to change the political and 

cultural status quo, but not dependent on leadership to tell them how to do it. It was up to 

every individual in the vast Yippie network to decide what action to take. This emphasis 

on individual responsibility owed a great debt to the student activists of the New Left.  

 

We are the people of this generation, bred in at least modest comfort, 

housed now in universities, looking uncomfortably to the world we inherit. 

—first line of the “Port Huron Statement” (SDS 329) 

 

 Although leaders like Dellinger, Wilson, and Rubin organized the 21 October, 

1967, rally against the war and led the thousands of participants on the march to the 

Pentagon, the actual sit-in at the steps of the Pentagon was characterized by a lack of 

traditional leadership. Leaders at the vanguard of the march, like Dellinger, Wilson, and 

Mailer, were quickly arrested for crossing into restricted territory and missed most of the 

sit-in. Other organizers were too involved in logistical issues to lend much support to the 

demonstrators facing off against the rifle-toting soldiers. In his spatial analysis of the 

Pentagon March, cultural geographer Clark Akatiff notes that “by the time the lines of 
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confrontation had become fixed the constituted leadership of the mobilization [sic] had 

disintegrated—many had been arrested, and others remained in the rear attending to the 

problems of bail, supply, and information. In their place arose a spontaneous leadership” 

(32). The vanguard was composed of the committed radical activists who were 

determined, if not to break into the Pentagon, then at least to demonstrate to the media 

and the authorities their determination to end the war. These individuals decided on their 

own what to do: some tried to storm the building, with bloody results, others attempted to 

talk to the soldiers, still more decided to stay overnight for a vigil on the Pentagon steps. 

Leaderless, the choice of how to participate was theirs and theirs alone.  

 The future Yippies who participated in the Pentagon March and exorcism 

watched this spontaneous leadership emerge at the steps of the Pentagon. As political 

activists who believed in the power of individuals taking direct action as a way to wrest 

back the American political system from party elites, the Yippies supported this kind of 

individual political participation, an idea they borrow from the New Left’s student 

activists. It was the concept of participatory democracy. 

 The New Left emerged in the post-war United States as a movement distinct from 

the old “red” left of the Communist party. Although many members of the Communist 

and Socialist Workers Parties participated in the New Left, the New Left did not focus on 

the proletariat as the solution to America’s woes. Rather they looked to students and 

intellectuals as the vanguard of a new social and political movement. Many of the New 

Left began their activist careers in the civil rights movement, and shared “some 

commitment to the realization of civil rights, peace, and some sort of radically 
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democratic political-economic and cultural transformation” (Gitlin, Whole 293). The 

New Left emphasized the grassroots ideals of community organization and participatory 

democracy as the keys to a better future (Sargent 97). Also sometimes referred to as The 

Movement, the New Left worked for personal rights: civil rights, voting rights, and the 

right to participate in the political system by direct action. 

 Unlike the Left of the labor movement, the New Left consisted primarily of 

students. The major organizations involved in the New Left were SDS and SNCC. At the 

center of the movement were the young radicals who had whet their teeth on the civil 

rights struggles. Like the Yippies, they were often from middle-class families and had 

enrolled in elite colleges. Perhaps because students were such a large part of the New 

Left constituency, and because the student population is by nature transitory and fluid, 

the movement thought of itself as a concept larger than the whole of its organizational 

parts. It was a network of student groups and individual radicals, without a clear 

hierarchy or single party line. The New Left was a “complicated, many-sided, partly 

coherent, partly shapeless phenomenon” (Dodd 1), but one with a “fraternity of spirit” 

that reached from college campus to college campus across the nation (Brownfeld 23). 

This network of students emerged as a nation-wide force of young intellectuals wanting 

to put into action the philosophy they discussed in class.  

 The post-war students who comprised the New Left read existentialist, Marxist, 

and post-colonial theory. In addition to Albert Camus and Jean-Paul Sartre, they read the 

Frankfurt School philosophers Herbert Marcuse and Eric Fromm, the works of Frantz 

Fanon, and the sociological theories of C. Wright Mills and Paul Goodman (Young 43). 
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The New Left listened to Mills’s advice in his “Letter to the New Left” that advocated the 

need for politics to be grounded solidly in philosophy, and that the students and young 

intellectuals should be the vanguard for change (21-23). They read Marcuse’s One-

Dimensional Man (1964), which argued that modern industrial society, while meeting the 

material needs of individuals, nevertheless thwarts the realization of human needs like 

self-fulfillment and the ability to think critically. Marcuse wrote that individuals can 

liberate themselves from this oppression by means of the critical thinking of dialectics. 

Those most open to critical thinking were those who could see that their needs were not 

being met by the Establishment: the “substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the 

exploited and persecuted of other races and other colors, the unemployed and the 

unemployable [who] exist outside the democratic process” (256). The students of the 

New Left embraced Marcuse, seeing themselves as America’s “outcasts and outsiders.” 

Although it may seem strange that well-educated middle-class youth considered 

themselves outcasts, the students who comprised the New Left felt alienated from 

mainstream American values. Without needing to struggle for material possessions, they 

felt they had no purpose in life. Yet Marcuse and Mills offered a purpose, a search for 

meaning and fulfillment through critical thinking and social activism. 

 The September, 1965, Esquire Magazine cover exemplifies the ideals of the New 

Left. A men’s magazine known for its cutting-edge literary journalism style, Esquire was 

fascinated by the cultural changes facing America in the 1960s. The image on this “back 

to college issue” is titled “4 of the 28 who count the most with the college rebels” (Lois 

19-20). The four heroes pictured are folk singer Bob Dylan, the assassinated political and 
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social activist Malcolm X, Communist Cuban revolutionary Fidel Castro, and former 

President John F. Kennedy, whose vision of a “Great Society” inspired thousands of 

young people to join the Peace Corps and volunteer abroad, or to work for social justice 

in civil rights campaigns at home. These four men were all considered “outsiders” at 

some point in their lives, for their religious or political beliefs. And all four represent 

idealism and action, social activism grounded in political philosophy, and revolutionary 

hope for a better world. With these figures as their inspiration, the students of the New 

Left identified themselves as similar outsiders, and followed their activist lead. 

 The student activists of SDS outlined their own philosophy of social activism in 

the “Port Huron Statement,” a document widely-circulated throughout the New Left. SDS 

in the early 1960s felt the need to articulate values that set them apart from the old Left, 

and so at a summer retreat in 1962 produced the “Port Huron Statement” (PHS). Written 

mostly by Tom Hayden, a former SNCC worker turned SDS leader, the PHS outlined the 

contradictions in American society that troubled the activist student population, such as 

racial and class inequality and nuclear armament in the name of peace (330). In an 

argument similar to Marcuse, the PHS notes that “we ourselves are imbued with urgency, 

yet the message of our society is that there is no viable alternative to the present” (330). 

Living in a culture that offered little hope for change, yet conscious of the contradictions 

that surrounded them, the student authors of the PHS believed that students and 

intellectuals could form the vanguard of change by advocating for increased independent 

decision-making by ordinary Americans, which in turn would foster communities of like-

minded activists. They write:  
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As a social system we seek the establishment of a democracy of individual 

participation, governed by two central aims: that the individual share in 

those social decisions determining the quality and direction of his life; that 

society be organized to encourage independence in men and provide the 

media for their common participation. (333) 

Through the “democracy of individual participation,” and ensuing political and social 

community, individuals would find meaning and purpose in life. 20,000 copies of the 

PHS were printed, and sold at college campuses around the nation for thirty-five cents 

(Tom Hayden 102). The ideas in this widely-circulated document inspired a generation of 

student activists, especially the concept of participatory democracy: individuals 

participating directly in their own political and social decision-making at a grassroots 

level. 

 According to the New Left, participatory democracy reclaims political power for 

the people, and wrests it away from the rarified political class, the “power elites” 

described by Mills. SDS worker Casey Hayden argues that “electoral and party politics 

can’t give much real power at this point; so few people are ready to entertain ideas for 

needed changes that radicals can’t get elected” (10). Instead of participating in the 

political system solely through elections, participatory democracy encourages grassroots 

organizing, and the personal freedom and responsibility that comes with political and 

social consciousness. At the same time, participatory democracy marks a refusal to play 

by the rules of the Establishment. In The Armies of the Night Mailer notes that: 
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The aesthetic of the New Left now therefore began with the notion that the 

authority could not comprehend nor contain nor finally manage to control 

any political action whose end was unknown. They could attack it, beat it, 

jail it, misrepresent it, and finally abuse it, but they could not feel a sense 

of victory because they could not understand a movement which inspired 

thousands and hundreds of thousands to march without a coordinated plan. 

(88) 

While the Establishment discourages critical thinking by offering political choices only in 

the structured and limited venue of the election, it does not react well to creative thinking 

outside of those structures. As action outside of the traditional political realm, the 

grassroots-based and action-oriented participatory democracy offered a way to confront 

the system. Thus even though the philosophy of the New Left emerged from the debates 

of students and intellectuals, action was central to the movement. 

 The concept of participatory democracy is of course not a new one: the Athenian 

democracy of ancient Greece called upon male citizens to participate in decision-making; 

and community members in New England towns still actively participate in local political 

institutions like town meetings. But the participatory democracy of the New Left 

emphasized small, local political acts: a demonstration, a sit-in, a letter-writing campaign, 

or the creation of an underground newspaper. As the Youth International Party formed its 

own political philosophy in early 1968, it echoed this emphasis on grassroots action and 

individual participation. Yippie manifestos urge local, rather than institutional, political 

action: the 1968 Yippie Election Day manifesto proclaims “Every man a revolution! 
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Every small group a revolutionary center!” and also offers suggestions of the wide 

variety of direct action that individual Yippies might take, such as “Wear costumes,” or 

even “Release hundreds of greased pigs in pig uniforms downtown” (Albert et al. 364-

365). In the manifesto “Notes from a Yippizolean Era,” published in the alternative 

newspaper the East Village Other, the anonymous Yippie authors remind the reader that 

“You name it. You do it. Everyone participates—every man is a creator” (8).39 The 

Yippies adapted the New Left’s vision of participatory democracy to urge a wide variety 

of action, from letter-writing to exuberant, theatrical action.  

 For the Yippies, participation was paramount. They believed that only through 

grassroots action will participatory democracy succeed in challenging the political status 

quo. “[Yippie] must be a bottom-up revolution to succeed,” the “Notes from a 

Yippizolean Era” argues. “You are needed to work on it to make it happen. It will not be 

done for you” (8). Unlike the institution of the political party system that required little 

action from many ordinary citizens except on election day, the Yippie movement 

demanded continual action from its participants. “Yippies are a participatory movement,” 

Rubin writes in Do It!, underscoring his point with the adage: “Each man his own yippie 

[sic]” (84). Thus with the goal of wresting power away from the ruling elites and the 

organized political machines of the Republican and Democratic Parties, the Yippies used 

the New Left philosophy of participatory democracy to advocate political intervention by 

means of individual participation and action. But in contrast to the New Left’s more 

                                                 
39 This manifesto was published in February, 1968. Although never fully explained, the “Yippizolean Era” 
appears to be a vision of the months leading up to the Chicago Convention, during which the Yippie 
movement would spread across the nation.  
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straight-laced emphasis on community organizing, letter-writing, and participation in 

public demonstrations, the Yippies encouraged a wide variety of different kinds of 

actions, which also reflected their endorsement of the hippie philosophy of do-your-own-

thing. 

 

You are the Revolution. 

Do your thing. 

Do your thing. 

—Abbie Hoffman (Revolution 10) 

 

 Three distinct elements of Yippie movement philosophy emerged at the Pentagon 

March. First, there was Mobe’s network organization of a wide range of Leftist groups, 

which the Yippies appropriated for their own non-hierarchical network. Second, there 

was the New Left’s concept of participatory democracy that advocated for individual 

responsibility and direct action, which the Yippies used to encourage active individual 

participation in the struggle against the political status quo. And finally, there was the 

philosophy of do-your-own-thing, an idea that emerged from the hippie counterculture 

and was put to use by the Yippie movement to spur their members to a wide and 

wonderful variety of possible public political actions. With the addition of the Yippies’ 

particular love of theatricality, which will be discussed in the next section, these elements 

are central to revolutionary action-theater, the Yippies’ networked participatory street 

performance form. 
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 The wide variety of protest actions at the Pentagon March exemplifies the idea of 

do-your-own-thing. In addition to the speakers, leaders, and exorcists, some participants 

chose to work as March marshals, using loudspeakers to encourage the crowd toward the 

Pentagon along the permitted route. Many others participated without carrying a sign or 

throwing objects at the guards. With different ways to participate in the Pentagon March, 

it was up to each demonstrator to choose what way best suited them. While Mobe 

brought them together to march against the war, the sit-in and exorcism also provided 

opportunities for different kinds of political action, civil disobedience, and public 

performance. 

 Even though it came to be widely used by political demonstrators at the Pentagon 

March and at Yippie performances in Chicago in the summer of 1968, the philosophy of 

do-your-own-thing came out of the hippie counterculture, characterized by its rejection of 

both mainstream society and political activism. A Time Magazine research project on the 

hippies argued that the hippies had “no desire to control the machinery of society or 

redirect it toward new goals” (Brown 13). A young hippie interviewed by sociologist 

Lewis Yablonsky explained that the hippies regarded the dominant culture in the United 

States as: 

just a large machine and you don’t know who runs the machine or what. 

It’s just there. It is just cutting out more people from the same machine. 

Even the cream of society, they become machines, you know. The way I 

look at it is that they treat human beings as puppets. They are not on their 

own. (106) 
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Unlike the young student politicians of the New Left who learned their craft in voting and 

civil rights campaigns, and published earnest statements of political philosophy like the 

“Port Huron Statement,” hippie youth dismissed political activism as hopeless. They felt 

that the society into which they were born could not be changed, and in the face of that 

impotence, dropped out and created their own communal yet surprisingly individualistic 

counterculture.  

The hippie culture that emerged in 1967 and 1968 was an anti-capitalist 

counterculture. It had a radical political and social philosophy: “communal life, drastic 

restriction of private property . . . freedom before authority, de-emphasis of government 

and traditional forms of leadership” (Hinckle 208-209). The hippie vision of an 

alternative society was based on the idea of living “free.” For example, hippies set up 

“free stores” carrying food and household items that were available for free. The items 

were either scrounged or donated by other hippies who no longer had use for them. The 

hippie influence is evident in some of Hoffman’s works: he often went by the pseudonym 

“Free,” and his 1970 work Steal this Book described how readers could live for free, for 

example, by lying, shoplifting, theft, and scams, as well as by setting up a food co-

operative with other Yippies (4, 13). Because Hoffman considers that ideas should be 

free, he repeatedly encourages Yippies to sit-in on university lectures, to pose as 

professors to obtain free review copies of textbooks from publishers, and never to pay for 

his own publications or any other book. Without the daily grind of employment, the 

hippies had much more leisure time than ordinary Americans, which they used to 

contemplate hippie identity and explore their own “thing.” 
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“Thing” was a hippie word with shades of meaning. Thing could mean actions 

like panhandling or playing the flute or organizing rallies to protest police brutality 

against hippie street kids. Thing also meant ideas, referring to hippie notions of free love 

or free living, or philosophical movements like existentialism. In The Electric Kool-Aid 

Acid Test (1968), his exploration of the hippie culture in San Francisco, novelist Tom 

Wolfe explains that “Thing was the major abstract word in Haight-Ashbury. It could 

mean anything, isms, life styles, habits, leanings, causes, sexual organs . . .” (13). In 

hippie culture, to do one’s own thing meant to live freely without regard for the dominant 

capitalist system, and explore one’s individual desires. It might mean disregarding local 

panhandling ordinances to beg for food from passing tourists, or it might mean ignoring 

drug laws by growing marijuana, or selling LSD to the local street kids. Living free 

didn’t just refer to breaking out of capitalism, it also meant living free of mainstream 

laws and expectations. 

The Yippies took up the hippie idea of do-your-own-thing, using it to great effect 

in their public demonstrations. In Do It! Rubin explains that Yippie demonstrations do 

not require every participant to do the same thing. Rather, participants are able to choose 

what action best suits their own personal philosophy, and what action best responds to 

their own particular political or social issue, also known as one’s “creeping meatball.” 

Rubin writes: “Everybody has his own creeping meatball—grades, debts, pimples. 

Yippies are a participatory movement. There are no ideological requirements to be a 

yippie” (84). By marrying the hippie concept of do-your-own-thing with the notion of 

participatory democracy, the Yippies were able to create mass demonstrations that relied 
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on the improvised actions of various demonstrators. There are hints of this in the 

Pentagon exorcism, for although Hoffman and Sanders provided the exorcism scenario 

and led the crowd in chanting, the other March participants could choose to play musical 

instruments, chant whatever they wanted, choose just to observe rather than participate, 

or wander away from the exorcism to other locations, such as the sit-in in the parking lot 

or the nose-to-nose confrontation with security forces. Yippie demonstrations allowed 

participants to “live free” by taking responsibility for their actions, and this in turn 

resulted in somewhat chaotic kaleidoscopes of political performance.  

 With both the do-your-own-thing philosophy of the hippies and the notion of 

participatory democracy from the New Left, the Yippie movement straddled a range of 

traditional political positions. The Yippies supported a return to direct democracy that 

placed political power back in the hands of the people, rather than political parties. In this 

they echoed the turn-of-the-century American Progressive movement. Yet unlike the 

Progressives, the Yippies were distinctly anti-capitalist, emphasizing instead socialist 

concepts like cooperative living. At the same time, the adoption of the hippies’ do-your-

own-thing attitude conflicts with the socialist notion of community control of assets. The 

Yippies’ belief that an individual’s will is paramount instead reflects the views of 

liberalism. As a network of activists with diverse backgrounds and ideologies, it is no 

wonder that the Yippies and their political philosophies were sometimes contradictory. 

 The do-your-own-thing concept allowed the Yippies to reject the kind of 

hierarchy used by SDS and Mobe organizers, and instead embrace a leaderless collective 

movement. Yippie Keith Lampe explains that prior to the Yippie combination of hippie 
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and New Left activist tactics, radicals “were talking about ‘hippies’ or ‘the psychedelic 

movement’ on the one hand, and ‘straight peace activists’ or ‘resisters’ as something 

quite distinct. Now the two are tightly communal aspects of the same thing—and who 

can hang a name on it? It’s like the wind, or water. Superbly leaderless” (375). Without 

leaders, or hierarchy, the Yippie movement was a network of politically minded 

individuals, each responsible for their own ideas about action and for their own 

willingness to act. The result was a wide-ranging and loose coalition of activists like 

Mobe, relying not on movement leaders but on themselves to protest whatever issues 

excited them, whether the issue was the war in Vietnam, laws against psychedelic drugs, 

the dominant capitalist system, taxes, the draft, police brutality, or the myriad of cultural 

norms that permeated mainstream American culture.  

 Thus by adapting the network organization of Mobe, the New Left philosophy of 

participatory democracy, and the hippie notion of do-your-own-thing—all characteristics 

of the Pentagon March—the Yippies created a networked participatory movement that 

fulfilled their founding objectives. To create a “potlitical movement” the Yippies 

acknowledged the do-your-own-thing desire of the hippies, but still encouraged them to 

political action through the New Left’s emphasis on individual political responsibility. To 

link the underground into “some gigantic national get-together” the Yippies developed a 

network of activists. Because this network made up the “underground,” it represented 

Marcuse’s “outcasts and outsiders” who had the power to change the system: the hippies, 

the students, and the New Left intellectuals. They modified the hippie notion of dropping 

out of the mainstream, arguing instead for developing their “model for an alternative 
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society” by changing, not ignoring, dominant culture. The Yippies’ fourth objective 

addressed the specific tactic they wanted their networked participatory movement to use: 

theatricality. In addition to everything they adapted from the hippies and the New Left, 

they added something that marked the Yippie movement as distinct: revolutionary action-

theater. 

 

Theater has no rules, forms, structures, standards, traditions— 

it is pure, natural energy, impulse, anarchy. 

—Jerry Rubin (Do It! 132) 

 

 The Pentagon exorcism demonstrates exactly the kind of revolutionary action-

theater that the Yippies later advocated. By setting up the David and Goliath scenario of a 

small group of hippies against the vast building, the performance commented on the 

incredible firepower of the American military and its campaign of bombing and 

defoliation against Vietnamese villages. As expressive public behavior intended for an 

audience, the exorcism performance contained a clear anti-war message. The actors at 

this performance included Abbie and Anita Hoffman, Sanders, Kupferberg, The Fugs, 

and other volunteer exorcists. Their audience was not only the media, but also onlookers 

like novelist Mailer and poet Robert Lowell, other demonstrators, and the Pentagon 

security forces. Abbie Hoffman and his fellow performers hoped that their exorcism 

performance would be so compelling that the media would report on it, and therefore 

spread word of the anti-war movement to the American public. Indeed, the exorcism was 
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widely reported on, and Mailer even included a lengthy description of it in his novel The 

Armies of the Night. The exorcism successfully reached its target audience. 

 In addition to the scenario of the exorcism, the performance also relied on the 

traditional theatrical elements of scenery and costume to capture the audience’s attention. 

The stage was the Pentagon north parking lot, conveniently emptied of vehicles for the 

marchers, and thus providing a wide open space for performance. For scenery, the 

exorcists had the truck on which The Fugs played. But their backdrop was the mighty 

wall of the Pentagon, an overwhelming visual metaphor of the government’s 

determination to stand its ground and keep fighting in Vietnam. The exorcists wore 

costumes: Uncle Sam hats signaling their patriotism, and the hippie costume of Native 

American beads, headbands, and long unkempt hair. Their sartorial choices demonstrated 

their difference from their audience of neatly-dressed writers and reporters, SDS workers 

and Mobe organizers, and the lines of police and military personnel. Their costumes 

marked the performers as somehow different, more expressive, than other 

demonstrators—conscious performers for a specific audience. With the costumes and 

music, the scenario and the chanting, the exorcism was a theatrical demonstration against 

the Pentagon that was distinct from the sober speeches and orderly march earlier that day.  

 Why did the Yippies choose theatricality as the device to which they turned again 

and again when demonstrating against the Johnson administration and the Vietnam War? 

Theatricality was a way to oppose the system without relying on the system’s own tools. 

Whereas Mobe and SDS used carefully choreographed events, speeches, and hierarchical 

organization as tools to help them express dissent, the Yippies rejected those tools as too 



 87 
 

similar to the very same ones used by the system’s approved political parties. After all, 

what were the political conventions of the Democratic or Republican parties except 

carefully planned events with speeches, nominations, delegate voting, and organized 

hierarchies of committees and chairmen? Even though these too can be considered 

performances according to a performance studies definition of performance as actions 

intended to influence others, the Yippies embraced specifically a kind of performance 

that that depended on an improvised and open-ended theatricality. Whereas the political 

performances at conventions are carefully choreographed to communicate a very specific 

message, the Yippies rejected these kinds of structured performances. Rather than play by 

the rules of the system, the Yippies used an improvised and largely unpredictable 

theatricality. 

 This kind of improvised theatricality later used by the Yippies was also part of the 

Pentagon exorcism. Although at its center the exorcism relied on the small group of 

hippie exorcists who had rehearsed the chanting for an audience of media just the week 

before in New York, the performance was open to participation and adaptation by others. 

As the thousands of demonstrators marched past the north parking lot toward the sit-in 

location, they had the option of stopping to participate in the exorcism themselves. And 

although the exorcism began with The Fugs playing music, it had no clear end point. It 

ended when the observing crowd, media, and even the exorcists drifted away to witness 

other parts of the demonstration, such as the showdown between protesters and the 

military police guarding the Pentagon steps.  
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 Open to improvisation and without a clear end-point, the exorcism exemplifies 

Kershaw’s dramaturgy of protest. It was receptive to “abrupt eruptions of dramatic 

intensity, sudden shifts and changes in direction, tempo, or focus,” for even as it relied on 

the crowd as audience, it was vulnerable to the crowd’s fickle attention (Kershaw 99). 

The drama peaked in waves of enthusiastic chanting of “Out demons out!” Yet there were 

also moments of boring repetition: Mailer records Lowell complaining that the exorcism 

chanting “was all right for a while . . . but it’s so damn repetitious” (124). The exorcism 

also demonstrated the multiplicity and discontinuity that marks the dramaturgy of protest. 

As just one of multiple protest actions occurring at the same time, it worked hand in hand 

with other demonstrators establishing the sit-in, crossing police lines to get arrested, or 

attempting to storm the Pentagon building. The exorcism performance itself had multiple 

entry points for audience and actors: through music, chanting, the use of noisemakers, or 

witnessing the event.  

 Live performance is inherently unpredictable. Anything might happen when 

performers present a scenario to a live audience. Someone might forget their lines. An 

audience member might heckle the performers. The music might not play. The energy of 

the crowd might inspire the performers to greater emotional heights. Anyone who has 

ever performed live knows the visceral thrill of the uncertainty that live performance 

brings. Will any audience come? Will they like it? How will they respond? And anyone 

who has ever been an audience member for live performance also knows the 

unpredictability of live performance, from the simple uncertainty about how the scenario 

will end, to the collective shock if a performer obviously makes a mistake, or a piece of 
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scenery falls. The Yippies loved this unpredictability of theatre, its potential for 

disruptive energy. When Rubin argues in Do It! that “theater has no rules, forms, 

structures, standards, traditions—it is pure natural energy, impulse, anarchy,” he notes 

that it is the potential for anarchy and disruption that make theatre a useful tool for 

attacking the predictable dominant system (132). 

  The unpredictable energy of theatre can combat dominant political and cultural 

forces because it doesn’t play by the rules of the system. Instead of producing something 

planned or expected, anarchic theatricality can create the unexpected. That forces a 

reconsideration of expectations, and possibly, a reconsideration of the system itself. By 

revealing the contradiction between the anarchic energy of theatre and the structured 

organization of the system, activists hope to expose the system’s repressive nature. Left-

wing writer Philip Abbott Luce in his analysis of the New Left argues that “a political 

crazy . . . may be utilizing the political theatre of the absurd in order to attempt to drive 

you into new arenas of thought in order to make you see reality from a different 

perspective” (122). The political crazy, Marcusean outcast, or Yippie “is an elementary 

force which violates the rules of the game and, in doing so, reveals it as a rigged game,” 

Marcuse similarly argues (257). As political crazies who looked beyond the system for 

activist tools and tactics, the Yippies used their improvised and flexible theatricality to 

reveal the inflexibility of the system. Using different terms but making the same point, 

Hoffman argues for the chaotic energy of live performance in Revolution for the Hell of 

It. He terms the anarchic energy of theatre a “Perfect Mess,” and notes that “in a Perfect 

Mess only the System suffers” (122). Hoping to demonstrate how the system is “a rigged 
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game” by exposing its contradictions, the Yippies turned to the unpredictable nature of 

live performance, creating demonstrations like the Pentagon exorcism that playfully 

poked fun at the Establishment. 

  Even as Marcuse was investigating how the “elementary” forces of system 

outsiders and outcasts could be harnessed to reveal the inflexibility of the contemporary 

political system’s “rigged game” in 1964’s One-Dimensional Man, literary theorist 

Mikhail Bakhtin was exploring how the anarchic theatrical energy of medieval carnival 

did the same for the political and religious hierarchies of the early modern world in 

Rabelais and His World (1965). Bakhtin’s theory of carnivalesque performance offers 

another way to understand Yippie performances. In his analysis of the works of Rabelais, 

the Renaissance humanist and writer of hedonistic fantasy and ribald verse, Bakhtin 

theorizes how the carnival performances described by Rabelais attempted to undermine 

the bourgeois culture and religious hierarchy of medieval Europe. The costumes, music, 

and songs of carnival time were anti-Establishment. Choir boys mocked the clergy; 

peasants joked about the lord of the manor. Bakhtin writes of medieval carnival as a 

“temporary liberation from the prevailing truth and from the established order” that 

“marked the suspension of all hierarchical rank, privileges, norms, and prohibitions” (10). 

The performance of carnival by the citizens of a medieval town resulted in a momentary 

overthrow of traditional power hierarchies based on wealth or position in the medieval 

Church. Instead of order, there was chaos brought about by performance. 

 The frame of carnival time allowed for the overthrow of order. This frame 

encouraged performances of anarchy and chaos, and provided an outlet to ease any social 
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unrest by the lower ranks of society. It temporarily liberated the carnival-goers of 

medieval Europe from established norms. Bakhtin notes that “this temporary suspension, 

both ideal and real, of hierarchical rank created during carnival time a special type of 

communication impossible in everyday life” (10). Although temporary, carnival 

performances offered alternative visions of possible social organization, visions that 

while normally repressed, could be expressed within the hedonistic and celebratory chaos 

of carnival time. When carnival ended, often with the coming of the Lenten season, the 

frame that allowed for dissent disappeared, and the older order re-established itself.  

 At the Pentagon exorcism, the Yippies created carnivalesque performances that 

used humor to comment on the flaws of the dominant system. Within the framework of 

the anti-war March, the future Yippies created a performance that thumbed its nose at the 

system with the sheer silliness of trying to exorcise the Pentagon in hopes that it would 

levitate. Of course the Pentagon did not levitate. In the battle between the mighty edifice 

and a rag-tag band of chanting hippies, the building was destined to come out on top. Yet 

that was the very point Hoffman, Sanders, and their colleagues were making. Their 

performance was a futile attack on the military might of the United States. But this 

futility highlighted the ordinary citizen’s frustration with the war policy. It also 

underscored how many anti-war demonstrators feared their protests were in vain. The 

Pentagon wasn’t listening to them, neither was the Johnson administration. They felt that, 

although ostensibly a government of the people, for the people, and by the people, the 

democratically-elected Johnson administration wasn’t representing their views about the 
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war. The exorcists demonstrated a flaw in the system: just as the Pentagon refused to 

levitate, the government wasn’t doing what they as citizens wanted. 

 Despite the humorous theatricality of the Pentagon exorcism that revealed the 

undemocratic nature of the system, the performance was nevertheless bound by the 

system’s own rules. Just as the medieval carnival-goers were framed by the religious 

calendar that limited their riotous behavior as only acceptable during pre-Lenten times, 

the Pentagon exorcists were limited by the frame of the March permit. Washington 

authorities allowed the exorcism as part of the anti-war demonstration, but only on a 

weekend, and only in the approved north parking lot area. The Pentagon exorcists 

demonstrated a hippie-like rejection of the Establishment, but yet were still forced to 

follow the Establishment’s ruling on when, and where, they could protest their dissent. 

 Because it was difficult to escape from authorized frames that allowed for dissent 

only in limited measures, the Yippies encouraged constant theatrical intervention against 

the system every day if possible. They wanted to continue the spirit of the carnivalesque 

into everyday life, in the hopes that they could continue to reveal flaws in the system 

while also escaping the frames of permits. They continually urged all Yippies to treat 

every day as an opportunity for action. “Life is theater and we are the guerrillas attacking 

the shrines of authority,” Rubin argued at a meeting of the Socialist Workers Party 

(“Walrus!” 6). As guerrillas, the Yippies did not need to wait for approved confrontations 

on battlefields chosen by the Establishment like weekend rallies in assigned parking lots. 

Instead, they confronted the system in sneak attacks. Hoffman advises his troops: 
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Don’t rely on words. Words are the absolute in horseshit. Rely on doing—

go all the way every time. Move fast. If you spend too long on one play, it 

becomes boring to you and the audience. When they get bored, they are 

turned off. They are not receiving information. Get their attention, leave a 

few clues and vanish. Change your costume, use the props around you. 

(Revolution 29-30) 

By moving fast like guerrilla fighters, and continually changing their theatrical tactics, 

the Yippies hoped to avoid the limitations of permits. To do this, they relied heavily on 

improvisation: their ability to strike fast, adapt tactics, and continually keep authorities 

guessing. Using improvisation and every day attacks on the Establishment, the Yippies’ 

performance form was fluid and highly adaptable.  

 To summarize, the Yippies created a fluid, networked, participatory performance 

form by drawing on ideas from the contemporary left and the counterculture. The 

network organization of their performance form reflected their original objectives to join 

forces across the anti-war movement and hippie underground to create a “potlitical” 

movement. The participatory nature of Yippie performance emerged from the philosophy 

of the New Left, and the concept that Yippies didn’t need hierarchical organization. The 

emphasis on fluidity and improvisation in Yippie performance stems from both the hippie 

culture’s notion of do-your-own-thing and the need to avoid Establishment limitations. 

They choose performance because it offered them the “natural energy” they liked, 

without the rules and limitations of either the Establishment or more traditionally-

structured hierarchical organizations like Mobe or SDS. And armed with this fluid, 
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networked, participatory performance form, the Yippies set out to change the political 

and cultural landscape of the United States in 1968.  

 But the Yippies had an uphill battle ahead of them. The American public was a 

difficult audience for the Yippies’ kind of in-your-face zany antics. While the Yippies 

might convince hippies and young radicals to partake in theatrical dissent to fight the 

Establishment, the Establishment itself was another matter, as an archive of letters sent 

by American citizens to President Johnson in response to the Pentagon March attest. 

Received by the White House during the autumn months of 1967, and now housed in the 

Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library, these letters demonstrate the public’s 

frustration with anti-war demonstrators and scorn for the hippie counterculture. For 

example, Alfred Q. Jarrette expresses his disdain for the “Communist directed ralley 

[sic]” of the Pentagon March by describing the participants as “off-beats,” “crack-pots,” 

and “drug-addicts” (HU4, WHCF, Box 61).40 Representative Maston O’Neal from 

Georgia writes to the President to communicate his concern that demonstrators plans to 

blockade the Pentagon, an “unpatriotic action” that “presents a clear and present danger 

to the defense of our Country [sic].” E. Marshall Grinder of Arlington, VA, also agrees 

that the Pentagon protesters are unpatriotic, a minority “whose only appeal to reason is to 

throw a tantrum in front of some TV and news cameras with some once proud U. S. 

symbol in the background . . .” While Jarrette conceives of the demonstrators as “crack-

pots,” and O’Neal and Grinder think of them as an unpatriotic minority, Mrs. John R. 

Hayden of Delaware calls them “educated fools.” Army Specialist Beverly Wayne Akers, 

                                                 
40 All letters described in this and the two following paragraphs are from HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 
Library. 
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writing to President Johnson from Vietnam, also agrees that the demonstrators at the 

Pentagon are an ignorant fringe element. Akers writes, “I cant see how any one can 

protest something when they don’t know what is really happening [sic].”  

 The letters in the Johnson Library archives therefore demonstrate that the 

Pentagon March and exorcism performance had limited efficacy. The media did report on 

the exorcism performance, as the future Yippies had hoped. They did reach a wide 

audience of Americans. But convincing this audience of their viewpoint was another 

matter entirely. From Members of Congress like O’Neal, to professionals like Jarrette, 

housewives like Mrs. Hayden, or military personnel like Akers, a wide swath of the 

American public did not support Rubin’s theatrical anti-war effort of blockading the 

Pentagon. Responding to Paul J. Bleiler of California, the President’s assistant Whitney 

Shoemaker soothes the anger of the anti-demonstrator faction with the reminder that “the 

vast majority of your fellow Americans feels as you do and solidly supports our men and 

our purposes in Viet-Nam[sic].” 

 Thus the Johnson Library archives reveal frustration with and disdain for the 

Pentagon protesters from the majority of Americans who supported the war. But perhaps 

surprisingly, it also displays a tolerant acceptance of the demonstrations by the White 

House. Shoemaker patiently responds to the angry letters against the demonstrators with 

gentle reminders that dissent is a right in a democratic society.41 “We can never expect 

unanimity in a democratic society,” he admonishes Seaman Burck C. Saxton. To Robert 

Johnson of Tuscon, Shoemaker notes that “responsible dissent is always welcome in a 

                                                 
41 Shoemaker’s responses are typed form letters. 
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democracy, but there is a distinction between criticism and rowdyism.” To Joseph Noll of 

New Jersey, Shoemaker writes that “in a democratic society, dissent is inevitable at a 

time like this.” And finally the White House reminds Susan Mondok of Ohio that no 

matter what the demonstrators’ political affiliations, “the President welcomes responsible 

and constructive criticism.” Even as Johnson worked diligently in the Oval Office, 

ignoring the Pentagon protesters as they marched through Washington, his White House 

nevertheless supported the demonstrators’ right to march. 

Despite the limited efficacy of the March on the Pentagon and the exorcism 

performance, the 21 October, 1967, Mobe-sponsored activities nevertheless inspired 

Hoffman, Rubin, and their hippie friends to create the “potlitical” movement of the Yippies 

that would permanently link together the New Left, the hippies, and the peace movement. 

Through Mobe, the concept of a coalition between these groups was already in progress. 

Krassner argues that the Youth International Party gave a name to “a phenomenon that 

already existed.” He notes that during the summer and fall of 1967, the hippies, politicos, 

and pacifists “realized more and more that they were on the same side” (Kupfer 31). Politics 

and pot already blended that October day.   

What also happened at the Pentagon March was the creation of communitas 

between these disparate groups. Rubin recalls the spirit of community uniting the 

demonstrators who stayed through the night on the Pentagon steps. “We were scared but we 

had each other,” he reminisces in Do It! (80). After his arrest, he finds that same 

communitas among the jailed activists, “talking and singing and having conversations with 

each other and strategy meetings” as they waited for their bail hearings (Morrison 287). It 
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wasn’t just their situation that had brought them together, it also was the feeling that they 

had done something worthwhile. “We really felt at that time we were making history,” 

Rubin explains. “We were at the center of action. Our lives were relevant [sic]. . . We 

hadn’t physically levitated the Pentagon, but we had spiritually levitated it” (287). The 

Yippie movement wanted to extend those feelings of communitas and relevance that 

emerged at the March on the Pentagon, to offer opportunities to continue it for months to 

come leading up to the Chicago convention. Although the exorcism and March may not 

have been efficacious in the sense that it turned its target audience to the anti-war 

movement point of view, it did achieve a spirit of togetherness that inspired the anti-war 

movement. Hoffman recalls leaving jail in Washington, surrounded by other released 

demonstrators: “Everybody’s making the sign of the V. The battle is over. The question 

everyone’s asking is when’s the next happening?” (Revolution 47). The next step was the 

formation of the Youth International Party, and its first implementation of its networked 

participatory street performance form at the Grand Central Station Yip-In of March, 1968. 
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Chapter Two 

The Grand Central Station Yip-In: Form into Practice 

 

Anyway, a revolutionary artist, which is shorthand for either Revolutionist or Artist, just 

does it. Life-actors, all play their roles according to their backgrounds, talents, costumes, 

and props. 

—Abbie Hoffman (Revolution 91) 

 

The stately Beaux-Arts façade of Grand Central Terminal ushers travelers back in 

time to the glory days of opulent rail travel. The marble arches of the terminal’s Grand 

Concourse soar high to the vaulted ceiling, where starry images from the zodiac twinkle 

in the light of gilt chandeliers. Late at night, the painted constellations look down on the 

last few commuters scurrying to catch the final trains of the day. Their footsteps echo 

through the cavernous concourse, keeping time with the steady forward motion of the 

hands of the brass clock perched atop the information booth at the very center of the great 

hall. Here the wild beat of the city is tamed and organized: the shiny clock below and the 

shimmering zodiac high above keep track of the days and hours, while the posted 

schedules and the maze of tunnels to various platforms impose order in the heart of 

midtown Manhattan. 

 Yet late one March night in 1968, something decidedly disorderly happens to the 

terminal. First in trickles, then in droves, a crowd enters the concourse and swarms 

around the central information booth. These aren’t the typical late-night commuters—
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freshly-shorn young men in army uniforms or suburban matrons returning home after a 

day of shopping and theatre—but instead an eclectic crowd of long-haired youths. They 

carry small radios, drums, and flutes, and bring jellybeans and popcorn. They sing and 

dance, their voices and music echoing through the marble hall. Colored balloons, confetti, 

and marijuana smoke rise in the air to cloud the painted zodiac above. Every now and 

then an anti-war placard waves above the crowd. A phalanx of New York City Police 

observes nervously from the perimeter of the main hall, unsure of what to do. Confused 

commuters stumble into the fray, and are offered popcorn, or a hug, or a toke. Some get 

swallowed up by the party; others edge to the side to watch the wild bacchanal. Is it a 

festival, a demonstration, or a performance? The crowd doesn’t seem to care. Celebratory 

cries of “Yippie!” float above the revelry. A firecracker explodes. Chaos reigns. 

 

This chapter investigates how the Yippies put their participatory performance 

form into practice at the Grand Central Station Yip-In performance of March, 1968.42 

Specifically, I address how the Yippies used concepts of the Happening and everyday life 

performance to create a mass performance at New York’s Grand Central Terminal. For 

this performance meant to publicize the Yippie movement and expand the Yippie 

network beyond the founding Yippies’ Lower East Side world, the Yippies drew on a 

concept popular in the avant-garde art and performance world at the time: the Happening, 

an abstract performance art form that emphasized process over product and explored the 

relationship between artist and audience. Because Happenings focused on the aesthetics 

                                                 
42 The station is officially named Grand Central Terminal, however, since the Yippies favored the 
commonly-used term Grand Central Station, I will follow their lead as I discuss the Yip-In. 
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of environment and artistic consideration of everyday actions, they also serve as a useful 

illustration of the Yippies’ own performative lifestyle. And because Happenings 

promoted audience participation, they were the ideal means for the Yippies to encourage 

their own brand of direct action and participatory democracy.43 

 Using the Grand Central Station Yip-In performance as the basis for this chapter, 

I demonstrate how the Yippies adapted the concept of the Happening for their own 

Yippie-style performance practice. After a detailed description of the Yip-In, I establish 

the theatrical context of New York in 1967. Then I trace a brief history of the Happening, 

from its emergence in the experimental art and music scene to its adoption by New 

York’s 1960s avant-garde performance circles, using definitions from visual artists like 

Alan Kaprow and Al Hansen, and discussions from theatre critics and practitioners like 

Michael Kirby and Richard Schechner. Then I explore the intersections between these 

artistic communities and the Yippies, and outline the Yippies’ own understanding of the 

Happening by drawing on documented interactions between Yippies, activists, and artists 

in New York’s downtown art scene in the late 1960s. I argue that by offering a 

compartmentalized structure, exploring process over product, encouraging improvised 

audience participation, and blurring the boundaries between art and life, the Yippies 

created a Happening at Grand Central Terminal with their Yip-In performance. The result 

was an invigorating and slightly chaotic event that fueled excitement for the Yippie cause 

and spread the Yippie word across the nation.  

                                                 
43 The term “happening” is only sometimes capitalized. In this document I capitalize Happening to 
distinguish it as a specific performance form and to avoid confusion with the noun “happening,” used to 
mean an event.  
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I also argue that blurring of life and art boundaries at the Yip-In illustrates the 

New York Yippie community’s everyday life performance. Drawing inspiration from 

Abbie Hoffman and Rubin’s own claims in Soon to be a Motion Picture and Do It! 

Scenarios of the Revolution that their everyday experience was inherently theatrical, 

using examples from sociological explorations of the hippie phenomenon, and relying on 

Erving Goffman’s theory of performance from The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, 

I hope to demonstrate how the Yippie counterculture that thrived in New York’s East 

Village in the late 1960s was performative. I argue that with this lived theatricality the 

Yippies embodied their radical philosophies.  

The Grand Central Station Yip-In performance demonstrates how the Yippies 

used the avant-garde art techniques of Happenings and everyday life performance to both 

publicize the Yippie movement and persuade their local countercultural community into 

direct action. Yet the audience freedom that came with the participatory performance not 

only led to a joyous celebration in the terminal, but also to vandalism of the information 

booth clock and terminal walls. In the end, the Yip-In resulted in arrests, violent rioting, 

and physical injury to several Yippies. The Yip-In thus serves as a reminder of the 

potential dangers inherent in the Yippies’ participatory performance form, and the 

unpredictable nature of an open-ended performance scenario that encourages both 

audience participation and cultural revolution. 

 

It’s a spring mating service celebrating the equinox, a back-scratching party, 

 a roller-skating rink, a theatre . . . 
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—Yip-In invitation (Jezer, “YIP” 8) 

 

The invitation appeared on a simple mimeographed flyer scattered throughout the 

hippie haunts of New York’s East Village, the downtown Manhattan parks like Union 

Square and Tompkins Square, the hippie crash pads and free stores, and the art galleries 

and cafes of the Bowery and St. Mark’s Place. It was a call for a “be-in,” a peaceful 

gathering to celebrate the spring equinox. At midnight on 22 March, 1968, participants 

were to gather in the cavernous main hall of Grand Central Terminal to greet the new 

season, then march north together through midtown Manhattan to the Sheep Meadow of 

Central Park, there to meet the rising sun of a new day. The spring equinox was as good a 

reason as any for a party, and the Yippies hoped the event would shake the gloom of 

winter from the downtown hippie community, which had suffered the deaths of popular 

activists and some head-cracking skirmishes with the police in previous months. At the 

same time, they hoped to encourage attendance by all their friends and acquaintances, 

from both the downtown hippie and radical activist communities. This event was to 

jump-start their new “potlitical grass leaves movement” by bringing hippie and radical 

together. For the hippies, the Yip-In was modeled after the “Human Be-In” that took 

place in San Francisco’s Golden Gate Park in January, 1967: a peaceful mass gathering to 

celebrate the hippie spirit with music, poetry, and self-expression that in turn inspired 

other be-ins all around the country in the following months. For the activists, it was a 

chance to see what the Yippies were all about, in anticipation of a summer of protest 

leading up to the Chicago Democratic Convention.  
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Armed with a budget of just $15.00 for advertising and props (Hoffman, 

“Freedom” 48), the Yippies planned an event that would brings thousands together in a 

public space. In addition to linking hippie and activist communities, they hoped that the 

size of the gathering would attract media attention, which would in turn further advertise 

the Yippie movement. It was to be a model for Yippie revolutionary action-theater: big 

crowds, lots of fun, plenty of participation, a loose scenario that offered room for do-

your-own thing, and the communitas of a “potlitical” convergence of the New Left and 

hippies. From a performance studies perspective, the Yip-In event was a performance: 

behavior intended to influence the audience of media into spreading news of the Youth 

International Party and its anti-war and anti-Johnson stance. 

The cavernous main concourse of Grand Central Station was a grand and glorious 

space for a party, especially one celebrating the equinox, because of the tall vaulted 

ceiling painted with images from the zodiac. Hundreds of feet long, the central hall was 

massive enough to hold over 10,000 people. The Yippies planned for a big crowd: this 

public space in central Manhattan was easily accessible by public transportation, and the 

midnight time ensured that any one who had a day job, or made a living panhandling 

from tourists and commuters, could attend. Standing at the center of the hall, the circular 

information booth, topped with a four-sided brass clock, was a natural meeting place. 

And so in the darkness of the spring evening, the Yippies entered the terminal in small 

groups, mingling with the few late-night commuters. Slowly a crowd formed, until by 

midnight several thousand revelers packed the space, an invasion of youth and energy in 

the sleepy terminal. The mainstream press reported that several thousand Yippies 
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attended (Michael Stern 1), while the alternative media guessed the number at 7,000 

(Jezer et al 1). Ever the masters of hyperbole, the Yippies themselves claimed that 8,000 

hippies and activists flooded the station (Hoffman, Revolution 91). In any case, it was an 

excellent turn out for an event advertised by paper flyers and word-of-mouth networking 

around New York’s East Village and Lower East Side. 

The size of the crowd proved that the Yippies’ communication network worked. 

The East Village hippies came: the youths who shared packed crash pads, dozens to a 

room, and endured constant police raids in search of runaways and drugs, the “armies of 

spring . . . armed with bells, flowers, beads, kazoos, music, FM radios, pillows, eats, love, 

peace” (Lennox 2). The radicals were there as well, like the anarchist artists of Up 

Against the Wall, Motherfucker (UATW/MF) who felt that that art should be 

revolutionary, and that a good way to be radicalized was to suffer police brutality. They 

came armed with firecrackers and cherry bombs, and a grudge against authority. In 

addition to the flocks of hippies and radicals, the actors in this performance, both the 

mainstream and alternative media were there as audience to witness the event: 

photographer Fred W. McDarrah from the Village Voice, reporters Michael Stern of the 

New York Times, Raphael Lennox of the East Village Other, and Martin Jezer of the 

Liberation News Service.  

The “armies of spring” came prepared to party and participate. They took the 

invitation literally, and brought roller-skates and balloons, food and music. The 

alternative media outlet the Liberation News Service reported that “people came to the 

station armed with jelly beans, songs, and popcorn” (Jezer et al 1). Colored balloons 
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bounced through the air above the crowd. The revelers passed around food, even offering 

it to passers-by (Jezer, “YIP!” 8). Journalist Jezer noted that “within ten minutes after my 

arrival at Grand Central I knew everything would be all right, like the be-ins of the 

previous spring. The police made no attempt to keep us out” (“YIP!” 8). Dozens of police 

officers stood back and observed the revelry without interference. The media snapped 

photos, and scribbled in their notebooks. The Yip-In fulfilled the promise of a party, but 

also the pledge of a do-your-own-thing participatory performance event.  

For Jezer and Lennox, the Yip-in started as playful be-in and a general good time 

for all. Lennox fondly describes the scene: “Thousands upon thousands, from all over 

they come to christen spring, the carnival is beautiful, fantastic . . . people having a good 

time” (2). Yet as the hippies celebrated, the anti-war activists began to chant, and the 

more militant radicals in the crowd eyed the watching police with animosity. They 

shouted slogans like “We want power” and “peace now,” and the UATW/MF members 

chanted their namesake rallying cry (Lennox 2). Others practiced the snake dance, a 

favorite tactic of protesters trying to break police lines. Participants braced against each 

other’s hips and shoulders, rhythmically moving forward in unison. The mood of the 

crowd changed.  

 But because the Yip-In was a do-your-own-thing event, the Yippie leaders had 

little control over how the performance would play out. The invitation provided 

suggestions for madcap behavior and the briefest of scenarios—the equinox celebration 

at midnight and subsequent march to Central Park’s Sheep Meadow at dawn—but 

outlined no limits on behavior. Abbie Hoffman argues in Revolution for the Hell of It that 
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the Yippies organized this instance of revolutionary action-theater with the aim of 

creating “a liberated area.” In this area, he explains, “people can do whatever they want. 

They can begin to live the revolution even if only within a confined area. We will learn 

how to govern ourselves” (69). But that revolutionary idealism came in conflict with the 

other Yippie goal of melding activists and hippies into one giant movement network. For 

some of the more pacifist-minded participants, claiming the public space of the terminal 

for their own wild party was liberation enough. They didn’t need to break the law to 

insert a sense of wild abandon and giddy celebration into their staid and formal 

surroundings. But others wanted to push the concept of liberation further. Provocateurs 

from UATW/MF shouted insults at the cops. Around twelve-thirty in the morning, 

someone set off the first of several firecrackers and cherry bombs, throwing the crowd 

into confusion. In an effort to liberate the hands of the information booth clock, anarchist 

revelers then climbed onto the roof of the booth, painted some anti-war slogans on the 

clock face, and tried to pry off the clock hands. While the police had been willing let the 

party run its course, they objected to the vandalism. They charged the crowd, looking to 

arrest the delinquents. In that moment, they changed the Yip-In performance from a 

celebratory revel to a bloody riot.  

Of course, participants in Yippie demonstrations were never truly “free,” because 

the Yippies held their protests in public spaces. Even though they declared it “liberated,” 

the space of Grand Central Terminal was very much bound by Establishment laws and 

regulations, including strictures against vandalism. The rules of the mainstream society 

prevented the Yippies from modeling their alternative society at the Yip-In, a difficulty 
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they ran into again in Chicago when trying to claim the public parks as their own space 

despite city curfews that demanded they leave at night. The Yippies never had the 

opportunity to learn how to govern themselves, because the Establishment, in the form of 

the military or the police, stepped in first. Thus they never learned to control the actions 

of all the diverse elements of their network. At the same time, even wanting to govern or 

manage all the participants in this new alternative society seems like a denial of the basic 

Yippie tenet of “do-your-own-thing.” This kind of contradiction frequently occurs in 

Yippie manifestos, a product of their networked structure that ambitiously tried to 

encompass a wide variety of viewpoints under the Yippie rubric. The Yippie political 

philosophy was at times inconsistent, and as a result, their revolutionary action-theater 

performances, which heavily relied on participant improvisation, were highly 

unpredictable. 

It is clear that the Yippies did not very carefully consider the potential difficulties 

of holding their do-your-own-thing performance in the public space of the terminal. They 

expected passers-by to watch or even be persuaded to join the party; for example, Jezer 

shared his popcorn with a young ROTC cadet (“YIP!” 8). The invitation deliberately 

abstained from aggressive language, yet Jezer argues that it was naïve of the Yippies not 

to anticipate trouble with the police. “None of us considered the cavernous but enclosed 

terminal a claustrophobic trap,” he writes. “It seemed, instead, a grand place to hold a 

party” (“YIP!” 8). And the event went ahead as scheduled, despite tension between 

hippies and police: just the day before at a local precinct house egg-throwing hippies 

protested a police crackdown on hippie crash pads.  
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 Accounts differ as to what happened next. Some say that the Yippies were 

taunting the police; others claim that police charged the crowd with no provocation. 

Abbie Hoffman remembers two hundred policemen swinging nightsticks at the crowd 

without warning (Revolution 69), while Jezer reported that that fifty tactical officers 

attacked in a “flying wedge” (“YIP!” 8; Jezer et al 1). The police tried to control the 

crowd by swinging nightsticks, making arrests, and blocking off entrances to the station, 

effectively trapping the revelers inside a cavernous cage. In response, the Yippies fought 

back. There were more firecrackers, and shouts of “Hell no, we won’t go,” “Fascist 

Cops,” and “Overreaction!” (Lennox 3; Jezer et al 2). The police beat Abbie Hoffman, 

damaging his back. When Baltimore Yippie Ron Shea tried to come to Hoffman’s 

defense, he was thrown through a glass door, his hands and wrists ripped open in bloody 

carnage. Even “a 60-year-old suburban matron, returning from the opera, was threatened 

with arrest” when she tried to prevent several policemen from kicking a Yippie (Jezer, 

“YIP!” 8). Under the horrified gaze of reporters and onlookers, the Yippies fled the 

terminal. When it was over, two Yippies were in hospital and at least 57 arrested 

(Michael Stern 72). About 1,000 continued with the march to the Sheep Meadow to 

watch the sunrise, followed by determined officers ready to arrest anyone who stepped 

out of line. Finally, the participants left to return to their Lower East Side haunts, or 

perhaps to bail a friend out of jail, or to visit a hospitalized acquaintance. 

The Yip-In had progressed from a peaceful celebratory revel at the beginning of 

the night to an all-out riot for several hours in the early morning, and finally to an 

exhausted sunrise observance. Once the police moved in to arrest the clock vandals, the 
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Yip-In moved into an unexpected second act, what the Yippies later referred to as the 

“Grand Central Station Massacre,” the brawl with dozens of nightstick-swinging police 

officers as horrified commuters looked on or tried to intercede. And while the Yippies did 

not plan on the second half of the event, this second act was the feature that garnered 

them the most press attention and free advertising in the days after the Yip-In and leading 

up to Chicago. 

 Abbie Hoffman argues that the “Grand Central Massacre” put the Yippie 

movement “on the map” (Revolution 91). Reports on the Yip-In and the ensuing violence 

appeared not only in the alternative, pro-hippie and pro-New Left media, but also in the 

New York Times, Washington Post, and Time magazine, and on Associated Press wires. 

This was the free publicity that the Yippies sought, yet it was not quite the message they 

wanted represented. Only Time mentioned the Youth International Party and its political 

philosophy (“Politics” par. 2-3). Other reports focused more on the Yip-In violence than 

the Yippie message of a new national “potlitical” movement. In fact, the popular press 

seemed to have some trouble distinguishing the difference between hippies—

countercultural adventurers trying to create their own separate society—and the 

Yippies—countercultural provocateurs trying to change society by harnessing the hippie 

masses to New Left politics. The anonymous article in the Washington Post identifies the 

Grand Central revelers as hippies, not Yippies. Michael Stern in the New York Times 
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refers to the crowd generally as hippies, although he does note that politicized hippies 

called Yippies were planning a festival of life in Chicago.44  

 By focusing more on the violence of the Yip-In, rather than the overall Yippie 

message, Stern’s New York Times article and the anonymous Time piece lent notoriety to 

the Yippie movement, and ultimately helped to fuel fears of street violence at the 

National Democratic Convention in Chicago. Abbie Hoffman explains in Revolution for 

the Hell of It: 

The Grand Central Station Massacre knocked out the hippie image of 

Chicago and let the whole world know there would be blood on the streets 

of Chicago. It didn’t matter what we predicted, what story we made up, 

how much we talked of fun and games. The rumor of Grand Central 

Station . . . [was] powerful enough magic to separate the hippies from the 

Yippies. (91) 

According to Hoffman, the mainstream media realized that the potential for violence 

separated the peaceful hippies from the activist Yippies. However, the emphasis on 

potential violence shut down conversation about the broad Yippie message of grassroots 

networking, direct action, and creating an alternative society. While news of the Yip-In 

advertised Yippie to the general public beyond the confines of New York’s Lower East 

Side, it did so with limited efficacy. 

 Unlike the mainstream press, the alternative media exhibited greater awareness of 

the Yippie movement and its goals in reporting on the Yip-In. Perhaps because the 

                                                 
44 Michael Stern’s 24 March, 1968, New York Times piece is the first appearance of “Yippie” in the 
mainstream media, followed shortly after by the Time article of 5 April, 1968. 
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Yippies had been publishing manifestos in the alternative press for several months, the 

underground media consistently used the term “Yippie” when describing the actions at 

the Yip-In. These smaller newspapers had emerged out of the counterculture’s disdain for 

the assumed objectivity of the mainstream press, which they felt was in fact biased and 

swayed by business interests. The more than 1,000 alternate newspapers published across 

the nation tended instead toward partisan opinions, first-person narrations, and 

confessional stories about the war and student movement (Morgan 204-206).45 They 

realized that the Yippie message was a new concept for the Left and the hippie 

populations. Writing a “Yippee History” that appeared in the Liberation News Service 

just three weeks after the Yip-In, Jezer notes that the Yippies offer an exciting new 

message for the underground. “In its spirit, its theatre, its antics and its dress,” he writes 

of Yippie, “is the new potential for an alternative—the possibility of a new and more 

human life-style” (3). Just a few months into the new movement, and, thanks to the Yip-

In performance event, already Yippie was being historicized as something radically 

different from the hippie and New Left movements: a new mass movement that aimed to 

use theatre and humor to argue for a new kind of lifestyle, and a new kind of society.  

With the Yip-In performance, the Yippie concept of revolutionary action-theater 

made its formal debut. The event successfully spread the word of revolution across the 

pages of the alternative press, and launched the idea of Yippie-style direct action into the 

national consciousness. The Yippie manifesto “Notes from a Yippiezolean Era” argues 

that Yippie cultural revolution will seduce the youth of America “with happenings, 

                                                 
45 See also Abe Peck’s Uncovering the Sixties: The Life and Times of the Underground Press (1985) for 
more on the alternative newspaper movement in the 1960s. 
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community, youth power, dignity, underground media, music, legends, marijuana, action, 

myth, excitement, a new style” (8). The Yip-In was this new style in all its exciting 

power: a public performance full of creativity, direct action and energy.  

 

Constant agitation / Has been assigned as our historic task. 
 

—witch, dressed as an Old Left worker, in Garson’s play MacBird! (8) 

 

The Yippies had plenty of performance models from which to draw inspiration for 

their revolutionary action-theater. In New York in 1967 and 1968 both traditional drama 

and wildly experimental productions flourished. An audience member had many options 

from which to choose: musical extravaganzas and star-studded dramas playing under the 

brightly-lit marquees of the big Broadway houses; new American plays exploring 

formerly taboo subjects at the smaller Off-Broadway theatres; and strange experimental 

pieces mounted in the cramped quarters of converted coffeehouses and church meeting 

rooms of the Off-Off-Broadway scene downtown. Broadway boomed in the 1967-1968 

season, taking in a record gross of near 59 million dollars, while Off-Broadway also had 

a strong year, with just over 70 productions (Guernsey, 67-68 5, 34).46 At the coffee 

shops, converted churches, warehouses, art galleries, and other small performances 

venues of Off-Off-Broadway, the year was also a busy one with hundreds of new and 

                                                 
46 In 1968 Broadway was defined as theatres with more than 300 seats located in the “theatre district” 
bordered by Fifth and Ninth Avenues, and 34th Street to 56th Street—the Times Square and 42nd Street 
area—and Fifth Avenue to the Hudson River, and 56th Street to 72 Street, which includes the Lincoln 
Center. The term Off-Broadway referred to smaller theatres of under 300 seats outside of the theatre district 
that used a union cast, held regularly scheduled performances, and invited critical review (Donald Farber 
3). Off-Off-Broadway productions did not follow union regulations or follow the standard model of seven 
or eight performances a week. 
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experimental works. Like other New York residents, who made up the majority of 

theatre-goers in 1967, the Yippies had a wide variety of theatrical entertainment available 

to them (Moore 71). 

There were plenty of new plays and musicals to entertain those who could afford 

prime seating at the high cost of $9.90 to $12 for a hit Broadway show, and even for 

those who scraped together $2 for seats at the rear of the mezzanine (Guernsey, 67-68 6; 

66-67 16). With Plaza Suite (1968), Neil Simon, the darling of American comic 

playwriting, added to his string of Broadway hits: The Star-Spangled Girl (1966), The 

Odd Couple (1965), Barefoot in the Park (1963), and the musical hit Sweet Charity 

(1966), for which he wrote the book. Broadway saw a British invasion in 1967: Harold 

Pinter won the 1967 Tony award for best play with The Homecoming (which opened in 

January, 1967), and a young Tom Stoppard won the 1968 Tony for Rosencrantz and 

Guildenstern are Dead (which opened in October, 1967). Comedy, not tragedy, ruled the 

stage, with Simon's light comedy of manners, Pinter's dark comedy of menace, and 

Stoppard's literary comedy of the absurd.  

This trend for comedy seems incongruous from a historical perspective, because 

1967 was a year of violent social upheaval across the United States. In addition to 

growing opposition to the Vietnam War, a summer of urban rebellions protesting poverty 

and racial inequality left dozens dead and thousands arrested. While the predominately 

white hippies celebrated the “Summer of Love,” their African-American peers in cities 

like Detroit and Newark witnessed a summer of violence and rage. After October’s 
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nationwide “Stop the Draft Week,” which included the March on the Pentagon, frustrated 

student activists vowed to increase militant tactics in a desperate bid to end the draft.   

Yet despite a violent summer of race riots in urban centers across the nation, and 

the increase of incidents of civil disobedience in anti-war protests, Broadway in 1967 and 

1968 did not take up the most current and pressing issues of the time. Instead, Broadway 

turned inwards to investigate the savage inner world of family dynamics, as in Pinter's 

The Homecoming, or to examine the confusion and helplessness of individuals caught up 

in world-changing events they do not understand, as in Stoppard's Rosencrantz and 

Guildenstern are Dead. Critic Otis L. Guernsey, Jr. wrote that in a year when “the city, 

the state, the nation, and the world were in an acute phase of sociological and political 

distress, dramatists were peering almost myopically at the intimate stresses of human 

psyche” in the 1967-68 Broadway season (67-68 3). Current issues were deemed too 

risky subject matter by Broadway producers spending up to $250,000 for a new 

production.47  

Theatrical investigations of current issues were more likely to appear on the 

stages of Off-Broadway theatres, where experimentation was encouraged. Nudity, 

profanity, and taboo subject matter flourished on the Off-Broadway stage, as did topical 

political discussions. In fact the smash hit musical Hair, which followed a tribe of hippies 

dealing with issues of draft resistance and included a nude scene, first appeared Off-

Broadway before its commercial success resulted in a Broadway debut.48 Off-Broadway, 

                                                 
47 In contrast, Off-Broadway productions usually cost between $12,000 and $40,000 to mount (Donald 
Farber 60). 
48  Hair debuted as a production of the New York Shakespeare Festival’s Public Theatre, directed by 
Joseph Papp at the Florence Sutro Anspacher Theater, with an eight-week run beginning 17 October, 1967. 
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not Broadway, was the venue for playwrights to take up questions of draft resistance, as 

in Hair, or political issues, as in Garson’s MacBird.49  

Garson’s play parodies Shakespeare's tragedy Macbeth at it follows a folksy 

Texan politician named MacBird (a thinly-disguised Lyndon Baines Johnson) on his 

ambitious quest to wrest power away from the ruling Kennedy family. By positioning 

Johnson in the role of Macbeth and John F. Kennedy in the role of Duncan, Garson 

implicates Johnson in Kennedy's assassination. This was the view widely held by 

political activists who distrusted the government and scorned the speed at which the 

President's Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy investigated the 

assassination. The Commission (known as the Warren Commission because it was 

headed by Chief Justice Earl Warren) released its report within a year of the 

assassination, stating that “[t]he Commission has found no evidence that either Lee 

Harvey Oswald or Jack Ruby was part of any conspiracy, domestic or foreign, to 

assassinate President Kennedy” (21).50 Scholar Tom Blackburn argues that Garson is not 

so much accusing Johnson of conspiracy but rather offering a general critique of 

“American domestic and foreign policy carried out in ad hominem terms, and a 

commentary on the duplicity and self-interest of all politicians” (140). Either way, 

President Johnson in MacBird! appears as an ignorant, violent, and crafty megalomaniac. 

His rival, Robert Kennedy, is portrayed as an educated, effete, and heartless demagogue 

                                                                                                                                                
The production then moved to the Cheetah nightclub for a few weeks (22 December, 1967 to 28 January, 
1968). It was then revised by Ragni, Rado, and MacDermot and restaged by Tom O’Horgan for its 
Broadway opening at the Biltmore Theatre on 29 April, 1968. 
49 MacBird! opened in February of 1967 at the Village Gate Theatre, with Stacy Keach and Rue 
McClanahan in the leading roles.  
50 Jack Ruby shot and killed Oswald in November, 1963, shortly after Oswald was arrested for 
assassinating Kennedy. 
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whose future reign will continue a cycle of self-serving political maneuvering (Garson 

107). MacBird! is a fiercely satiric attack on all mainstream politicians. It demonstrates 

the rage and hopelessness of activists like Garson, and also the Yippies, who hated 

Johnson as a representation of the political elite and also yearned for a viable political 

alternative.  

The most politically radical theatrical work often appeared as part of the Off-Off-

Broadway theatre movement. It was here that hippies, student activists, and Yippies 

could see performances that aligned with their politics. Off-Off-Broadway productions 

offered playwrights and other artists an opportunity to collaborate in a non-commercial 

environment: it was a place for playwrights to workshop new scripts, and a venue for 

interdisciplinary explorations. Dancers, poets, visual artists, and filmmakers 

experimented with improvised scripts, live action and video integration, experiential art 

installations, and audience interaction. At downtown dives like Caffe Cino or La Mama 

ETC, patrons could see a show for a dollar or a donation.51 At La Mama in 1965 

experimental playwright Jean-Claude van Itallie workshopped America Hurrah (later 

called Motel as part of a trilogy titled America Hurrah presented Off-Broadway in 1966). 

In this piece, actors dressed as paper dolls destroy the motel-room stage set in an anti-

consumer frenzy, accompanied by rock music and blinding lights (Bottoms, Playing 98). 

In 1967 the performance space mounted Rochelle Owens’s controversial play Futz, 

which portrays a farmer’s sexual love for his pig (Bottoms, Playing 201). The political 

                                                 
51 Ellen Stewart of La Mama charged one dollar a week in “membership fees” and encouraged theatre 
patrons to purchase food and drinks from the snack bar (Bottoms, Playing 95). The “ETC” of La Mama 
ETC stood for both “experimental theatre club” and “etcetera,” meaning Ellen Stewart and friends (91). 
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radicalism of Off-Off-Broadway contested sexual taboos and attacked American 

consumerism even as it challenged conventional playwriting and disciplinary boundaries. 

For a hippie or a Yippie who wanted to live “free” without paying for 

performance, New York in 1967 still offered many opportunities to experience theatre. 

The alternative newspaper East Village Other published regular theatre reviews. Many 

performances took place in the public spaces of streets, parks, and train stations. The San 

Francisco Mime Troupe, whose work informed the Yippies’ Chicago performances, 

toured to New York in November of 1967, and demonstrated their concept of guerrilla 

theatre in performances at Central Park’s Sheep Meadow (Hurwitt 9). Peter Schumann’s 

left-wing Bread and Puppet Theatre, based in downtown Manhattan, performed in 

parades and demonstrations throughout the city. Artist Allan Kaprow set Happenings, a 

new kind of performance that mixed visual art and theatre, on street corners and at Grand 

Central Terminal (Kaprow, “Calling” 203). In this vibrant theatrical crucible, the Yippies 

adapted what was around them—comedy, politics, collaboration, the use of public 

space—into their own performance form. 

 

The line between art and life should be kept as fluid, and perhaps indistinct, as possible. 

—Allan Kaprow (Assemblage 188) 

 

Yet of all the various performance techniques, styles, and forms appropriated by 

the Yippies in the creation of their own brand of participatory performance, the concept 

of the Happening was most important for the Yip-In. Although the Yippies adapted 
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formal understandings of the Happening for their own ends, this popular art-world 

performance form nevertheless informed the basic structures of the Yip-In: a focus on 

process over product, an active and participatory relationship between performer and 

audience, and an interest in the aesthetics of everyday life. The following section 

explores the concept of the Happening and how the Yippies understood the term, then 

analyses the Yip-In performance as a Happening. Understanding the Yip-In as a 

Happening not only helps to situate the Yippies as artists in their own right interacting 

with their neighbors in the art and performance world of 1960s New York, but also 

reveals their keen awareness of the performative nature of their own countercultural 

lifestyle.  

Popular in the late 1950s and early 1960s in New York’s visual art world, the 

Happening was a live art event that combined concepts from both visual art and 

performance, drew attention to the artistic process, and aestheticized everyday actions 

and objects. As the idea of the Happening caught fire among visual artists, musicians, and 

performers, the very word “happening” became a fashionable description of any avant-

garde art event. By the mid 1960s, it was being used in the mainstream media to define 

any kind of counterculture event, so artists, scholars, and theatre practitioners attempted 

to define the term with an explosion of publications: books, interviews, and even a 

special issue of TDR: Tulane Drama Review.52 The Yippies, of course, had their own 

idea of what constituted a Happening, using the term to refer to their own form of street 
                                                 
52 Richard Schechner and the other editors of TDR: Tulane Drama Review, which changed its name to 
TDR: The Drama Review with its Fall 1967 issue (Volume 12), were especially interested in experimental 
performance work in the late 1960s. The performance and theatre journal published early reflections on 
Happenings, guerrilla theatre, the San Francisco Mime Troupe, and performance theory, as well as excerpts 
from a speech Abbie Hoffman gave at the Festival of Life in Chicago.  
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theater, and including it on their 1968 Chicago poster. The following brief history of the 

term reveals its contested nature, and outlines the Yippies’ own understanding of the 

Happening as a participatory public event. 

The earliest use of the term “happening” to refer to an art or performance event 

appears in 1958 in the Rutgers University literary magazine Anthologist as a description 

of a scenario devised by students of collage artist Allan Kaprow (Higgins 268). Just one 

year later Kaprow presented his now-famous performance art event titled “18 

Happenings in 6 Parts” at the Reuben Gallery in New York. During “18 Happenings,” 

performers intoned short words, pointed at the floor, and painted on canvas walls, while 

spectators to the exhibit were asked to follow instructions that directed them to move 

about different spaces in the gallery, and not applaud until the end. New York-based 

Kaprow and some of his fellow artists at the cooperative Reuben Gallery had been 

encouraged to create Happenings after studying experimental composition under 

musician John Cage at the New School for Social Research in the late 1950s. At summer 

schools at Black Mountain College, North Carolina, and classes at the New School in 

New York, Cage inspired a generation of artists in interdisciplinary and avant-garde art. 

Cage was an experimental musician who was interested in using environmental sounds 

and noises from everyday life in his compositions. His composition “4' 33'',” in which a 

pianist sits at a piano for four minutes and thirty-three seconds producing no intentional 

sounds, emphasized the noises that occur in a hall full of expectant audience members. 

Happenings grew out of this experimentation with everyday sounds and the question of 
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what an audience brings to the observation of a work of art. Kaprow reminisces that the 

term was: 

merely a neutral word that was part of a title of one of my projected ideas 

in 1958-59. It was the word which I thought would get me out of the 

trouble of calling it a ‘theatre piece,’ a ‘performance,’ a ‘game,’ a ‘total 

art,’ or whatever, that would evoke associations with known sports, 

theatre, and so on. But then it was taken up by other artists and the press to 

the point where now all over the world it is used in conversation by people 

unaware of me, and who do not know what a Happening is. (Kirby, 

Happenings 47) 

Despite the implied neutrality in the word “happening,” a Happening was originally not 

unplanned or undirected, but rather a carefully planned art event. 

 Because by the mid 1960s “happening” was being used by others in the art world 

to mean a variety of performance art events, and used fairly indiscriminately outside the 

art world to mean any kind of event with avant-garde cachet, Kaprow set out to define the 

term in detail with his 1966 book Assemblage, Environments and Happenings. In it he 

proscribes rules for Happenings, such as keeping the line between art and life fluid (188), 

and performing a Happening only once (193). Kaprow imagines Happenings as 

extensions of assemblages, three-dimensional art works that viewers can handle or walk 

around, and environments, art works that the viewer can walk into or through. By 

extending the art work into three dimensions, emphasizing process, and including the 

viewer as part of the experience of the art, Kaprow developed the Happening as an art 
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environment that pays special attention to time, sounds, and the presence of people (184). 

Because Happenings add the element of time and audience, Kaprow warns that audience 

members may bring with them theatrical conventions, such as an expectation to sit still 

and watch quietly (187-188). Kaprow’s rules are therefore meant to disrupt the 

conventional expectations audiences bring with them to the Happening from their prior 

experience with theatrical performance. For Kaprow, Happenings were an extension of 

his art collages, and although audience members were present, the event itself was not 

meant to be a performance in the traditional sense.  

 The neutrality of the word “happening,” as well as its use of an audience of 

spectators, however, allowed the term to be co-opted by performers. Some Off-Off-

Broadway performances used the term “happening” to appeal to avant-garde audiences 

because the term was in vogue (Higgins 269). The addition of an audience to an art work 

also captured the attention of theatre scholars. In Happenings: An Illustrated Anthology 

(1965), playwright, actor, director, visual artist, novelist and performance scholar 

Michael Kirby conceives of Happenings as a new kind of theatre, one with “diverse 

alogical elements” that are “organized in a compartmented structure” (21). In Happenings 

information is produced in discrete components, rather than with many elements of 

information giving and receiving meaning, as in the character-driven or action-driven 

play texts of traditional theatre. Because a Happening focuses its energy on structure, 

rather than content, it tends to be non-narrative and apolitical. Kirby also notes that 

Happenings are “non-matrixed,” that is, the time and place of characters or actors are the 

same here and now as the audience, rather than an imagined other (“New Theatre” 29). 
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Performance and audience share time and space, and are not distanced by an imagined 

historical or fantasized setting.  

Following Kirby, literature and art critic Richard Kostelanetz was inspired to 

consider Happenings as a new kind of theatre. He calls this “the theatre of mixed means” 

to distinguish it from traditional literary performances that do not use film, dance, 

readings, or improvisation the way Happenings do. Darko Suvin in the TDR: The Drama 

Review (1970) even attempted a typology of Happening-like activities, distinguishing 

Happenings from regular drama by their lack of narrative, matrix, and their “absence of a 

coherent diegetic universe,” and from fairs and other spectacles by their “unified themes” 

(134). Clearly the Happening was a kind of performance, but still different from regular 

drama by its use of a variety of performance forms, its lack of a dramatic action, the 

absence of an imagined time/place separate from the audience, and its emphasis on 

structure over content. 

 The emphasis on audience experience was the same, however, in both visual art 

and performance Happenings. Happenings in both art forms worked to disrupt and 

challenge the audience’s perceptions of the world around them. They did this by using a 

non-matrixed structure that interrupted symbolic content. Happenings do not offer clear 

symbols to be interpreted, like the symbolic narrative action of a matrixed script. Instead, 

receivers of the work can choose to find meaning in the work, or reject meaning 

altogether. This is complicated by Happenings’ reliance on everyday actions for content. 

Director and performance theorist Richard Schechner noticed that Happenings “choose 

everyday objects and people for material” (“Happenings” 232). The impetus to find 
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meaning or appreciate the aesthetics of non-symbolic actions and ordinary objects fuels 

the audience to alter their perceptions of the world around them. Kostelanetz notes that 

Happenings teach the audience “to awaken and jostle the perceptive capacities of our 

eyes, ears, nose, and skin, both to fuse and separate this sensory information. It preaches 

at us to be fully aware as we, for example, cross the street, not only of the cars speeding 

from the right but also of the kinetic patterns and transforming images that natural 

activity continually shapes” (41). Thus Happenings encourage a fascination with 

everyday life as it is lived and the surrounding world.  

Like performance, Happenings include an audience gathered to appreciate an 

artwork at a certain time. But the very nature of the art event is changed by the presence 

of an audience: some Happenings relied on theatrical conventions of a passively 

observing audience, others included the audience as participants in the art. Because 

Happenings so often used everyday actions and objects as their non-symbolic art 

subjects, the line between art and life, and subsequently actor and audience, blurred.   

 Some Happenings kept their actor/audience relationship classically theatrical, 

with an admission fee and no expectations of audience participation, and the artist 

therefore firmly in control of the outcome of the art event. But others invited audience 

participation in the hopes of exploring the fluidity between life and art, and infusing 

aesthetic consideration into abstract actions or everyday life moments. The question of 

audience participation was a contentious one. Artist Al Hansen, who worked with 

Kaprow at the Reuben Gallery and also studied with Cage at the New School, warns in 

his Primer of Happenings and Time/Space Art (1965) that “open-ended” Happenings that 
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invite audience participation rarely add any artistic value to the event (49). He does 

concede that if given certain specific instructions, a participating audience can lend the 

“spirit of a party” to a Happening (50). On the other hand, theatre practitioners like 

Schechner liked the idea of participant observers: Schechner in particular began 

experimenting with a mobile audience in the late 1960s in works like Dionysus in 69, 

which invited audience members to move around the performance space (Environmental 

Theater 5-6).  

The Yippies had no qualms about encouraging audience participation: they 

thrived on the spirit of do-your-own-thing. Thus their revolutionary-action theater 

creations resembled not the classical art Happenings in the Kaprow tradition that included 

an audience but kept them carefully controlled, but instead an open-ended and 

participatory non-matrixed performance event. The Yippie Happenings also differed from 

classical art Happenings because of their narrative scenario and obvious political slant. 

Despite adopting the form and structure of the Happening, at the Yip-In the Yippies still 

focused on content: they used the brief scenario of the spring festival, and hoped that the 

Happening would convey their political message to the watching media.  

 

Fabulous happening. Hippies! Glorious hippies, I address my final appeal to you: 

children, flower child in any country, in order to fuck all the old bastards, who are giving 

you a hard time, unite, go underground if necessary in order to join the burned children 

of Vietnam. 

—Jean Genet on the Yippies (89) 
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 Since Happenings emerged from New York’s art world in the late 1950s, and 

thrived there in the 1960s, the Yippies would probably have been aware of various 

manifestations of the concept of the Happening. The Yippie headquarters were in Union 

Square in downtown New York, where the art world overlapped with the performance 

world and the counterculture. This was a time and place for vibrant exchange between 

visual artists, theatre artists, and activists. Art historian Judith Rodenbeck argues that 

Reuben Gallery artists like Kaprow attended the same lectures and performances in the 

downtown art and Off-Off-Broadway scene as theatre practitioners like Judith Malina 

and Julian Beck of the Living Theatre (56). They too used the language of Happenings: 

for example, in a 1968 interview with the East Village Other, Malina argues that 

“revolution is a personal happening, a non-violent one, a change in each person’s modes 

of perception” (4). Beck and Malina were also friends with Ben Morea, the anarchist, 

artist, activist, founder of the revolutionary art magazine Black Mask, and leader of 

UATW/MF (McMillian 536). During the spring of 1968, Hoffman and Rubin held 

meetings with Schechner about possible street theatre protests they could create together 

at the Chicago National Democratic Convention (Schechner, “Speculations” 8-9). Art and 

activism intertwined in the downtown community. 

Reports of Happenings also appeared in the same alternative media used by the 

Yippies to publicize their manifestos. New York’s activist community was continually 

holding events that they called Happenings that winter to protest the war. For example, 

on 23 December, 1968, hippies and other peace activists created the Christmas “Mill-In” 
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on 5th Avenue.53 With some dressed up as Santa Claus, others in their standard hippie 

uniform, and more still waving signs and chanting slogans, the demonstrators marched 

along 5th Avenue shouting things like “Merry Christmas,” “Peace in Vietnam,” and “Ho 

ho ho, we won’t go.” The group then proceeded to Times Square, where they released 

doves from their shopping bags (“Great” 10). The “Mill-In” was reported in the 

alternative media as a Happening. Living so close to the arts community in New York, 

talking with theatre practitioners like Schechner about theatrical protest, and reading 

about activist Happenings in the underground media—all this would have familiarized 

the Yippies with different manifestations of the Happening. It is likely that their Yip-In 

was a response to contemporaneous activities in downtown New York. 

 The idea of putting on a Happening in Grand Central Terminal was not even an 

original Yippie concept. The station had been used as a Happening site several times 

previously. Kaprow himself set his 1965 Happening titled Calling there. Calling involved 

participants lingering on street corners, waiting for a car to arrive and someone to call 

their name. Once inside the car, they were wrapped in aluminum foil and left alone in the 

parked car. After that, they were removed from the foil, tied into a laundry bag, dumped 

at a public garage for some time, picked up again, and this time taken to the information 

booth in the station’s central concourse. There the performers worked themselves loose 

from their wrappings to end the Happening. Also, on 19 December, 1967, just three 

months before the Yip-In, peace demonstrators performed a Happening in the terminal 

                                                 
53 Naming the action the “Mill-In” recalled other pacifist demonstrations, like the Vietnam “teach-ins” on 
college campuses that educated students and encouraged public debate about the war, and the peaceful 
“Human Be-In” in San Francisco in January, 1967. 
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that contrasted visual peaceful protest with violent aural protest. They set loose large 

helium balloons with banners calling for peace attached in the cavernous main hall. Then 

a tape recorder, hidden somewhere nearby, began a raucous screeching, representing the 

“sounds of death.” The demonstrators fled, leaving behind them the gently floating 

balloons and the terrible noise (Jezer, “A Happening” 10).  

In both these Happenings spectators are incidental to the action, but become a part 

of the event by witnessing it, reporting it, and even recording it. Jezer reported on the 

peace event for the alternative newspaper WIN: Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent 

Action. Photographic documentation from Calling reveals a crowd of curious spectators 

surrounding the information booth and watching the wrapped performers. One passer-by 

even takes a photo (Kaprow, “Calling” 205). Because these events took place in the very 

public space of the train station, an audience was inevitable. And by setting the Yip-In at 

the terminal, the Yippies not only guaranteed themselves an audience, but also followed 

in the footsteps of other Happenings and performance events that had taken place in the 

cavernous main hall. 

 Setting the Yip-In in the main concourse of Grand Central Terminal, where 

previous Happenings had occurred, legitimized the event as a Happening (rather than 

another kind of performance) for participants and audience members who might have 

remembered previous Happenings in the space. In The Haunted Stage: The Theatre as 

Memory Machine (2001) performance theorist and historian Marvin Carlson calls this 

process of memory “ghosting.” Ghosting refers to the inherent citations in performances: 

whether it be the body of a well-known actor, or the presentation of a familiar narrative, 
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the audience’s cultural memory cannot help but infuse the performance with “ghosts” of 

the actor’s other performances and characters, or other versions of the narrative. The 

Yippies may have chosen Grand Central’s main concourse for the Yip-In because it was a 

large empty space perfect for a large gathering, but according to Carlson, such a space is 

never truly empty. Instead of emptiness, the space’s other uses, both contemporary and 

historical, will permeate the performance. Carlson explains that “the ‘something else’ that 

this space was before, like the body of the actor that exists before it is interpellated into a 

character, has the potential, often realized, of ‘bleeding through’ the process of reception” 

(133). Thus the Yip-In may have been received as a Happening by its participants and its 

observers because they remembered previous artistic and activist Happenings in that 

space, and their memory, whether conscious or not, informed the way that they perceived 

the Yip-In event.  

In a sense, this is what a Happening is about: changing audience’s perceptions. 

The process of spatial ghosting reminded the crowd of other Happenings, and helped to 

change the terminal from a train station to a performance space in their minds. This in 

turn may have altered their perceptions about the function of public space. Although the 

Yip-In invitation did not use the term “happening,” but instead called the event a “party” 

and “theatre,” the choice of Grand Central Station as the location nevertheless ghosted 

the event with the memories of past Happenings, and lent the spirit of the Happening to 

the Yip-In. 

 But the Grand Central Station Yip-In also made use of specific elements of the 

Happening form: non-matrixed organization, emphasis of process over product, and the 
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prominence of ordinary actions and everyday life performance. In terms of performance 

structure, the Yip-In resembled the classical Happening such as those devised by Kaprow 

by its use of a scenario, rather than a script, to create a non-matrixed performance without 

a planned central conflict, characters, rising action, and denouement. As in Kaprow’s “18 

Happenings,” in which spectators and performers experienced the artistic event together, 

there was no temporal separation between observers and performers at the Yip-In. The 

Yip-In audience and participants were in the same temporal space as everyone else in 

New York that night, rather than some imagined historical or future time. This allowed 

for the accentuation of process over product, experience of the event over narrative 

catharsis. Just as Cage’s “4' 33''” performance explored the audience’s own contribution 

to the creation of a work of art, the Yippies too were focused on what the participants 

would bring to the do-your-own-thing Yip-In: the performance was modeled after the Be-

In, which also had no end product but was simply an experiential gathering.  

 Yet the Yippies’ desire for publicity and their hope to use the Yip-In as 

advertising for their movement demonstrates an interest in final product. This delicious 

contradiction highlights the frequent incongruity of the Yippie message that resulted from 

the group’s networked nature. Publicity for their Chicago plans was the ultimate goal of 

the Yip-In: after all, they invited the press. But at the same time, the Yip-in was meant to 

unite hippie and activists communities in a feeling of togetherness, the experience of 

communitas that arises during an event. 

Abbie Hoffman reminisces that the Yip-In brought “all these people, playing with 

balloons and everything, singing on corners and other people pouring in” (“Freedom” 



 130 
 

48). In one sense, the community of revelers—both hippie and activist—at the Yip-In 

was the performance, whether the participants chose to sing, dance, shout, eat popcorn, 

snake dance, or just watch the action. The crowd performed for the media, the police, and 

also for themselves the full extent of the New York hippie and activist network. And even 

the police became part of this network when they moved to break up the crowd after 

watching the Yip-In from the sidelines for several hours. Their intervention was not 

planned as part of the performance, but the Yip-In’s open-ended scenario that 

emphasized the chaotic energy of the crowd also allowed for any spectator to participate. 

In the hubbub of the crowd, the line between who was a performer and who was an 

observer blurred. 

The police were trying to prevent further vandalism of the terminal, yet by 

entering the open framework of the Yip-In Happening structure, their action became part 

of the performance, and they unwittingly became participants in the Happening. In setting 

out the rules for Happenings, Kaprow contends that “the line between art and life should 

be kept as fluid, and perhaps indistinct, as possible” (Assemblage 188). The Yip-In 

accomplished this by organizing itself like a party or celebration with an emphasis on do-

your-own-thing. Eating popcorn, bouncing balloons, throwing confetti, or even doing the 

snake dance were all everyday actions in hippie and activist culture. These actions might 

happen at real-life hippie parties, cinema showings, be-ins in the park, or demonstrations. 

Responding to vandalism and trying to clear a rowdy crowd were typical police actions. 

Like a classical Happening, the Yip-In therefore emphasized the aesthetics of ordinary 

actions and everyday life performance. 
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The costumes of the Yip-In participants were also quite ordinary, although they 

became aestheticized within the framework of the Happening. The hippies came dressed 

in their usual winter wear: “bits of cast off military uniforms, beaded headbands and bell 

necklaces . . . and long skirts, leather jackets and winter-stained boots” (Michael Stern 

72). This long hair, gypsy clothing, and mock military apparel was everyday costume for 

the hippies, and they used it to signify their difference from the mainstream, especially 

the closely-cropped hair and pressed military uniforms of the young men heading off to 

fight in Vietnam. In a sense, hippie clothing was already performative, signaling the 

countercultural preferences of the crowd, especially in the public space of the terminal 

where it clashed with the dress of the casual commuter, the train conductors, and the lines 

of police officers. So as new members of the Yippie movement, were the hippies at the 

Yip-In just performing their everyday life in the terminal, partying like they would at any 

hippie crash pad or underground bar, or were they specifically performing their hippie-

ness for an audience of police and commuters at Grand Central? It was not immediately 

clear where the Yip-In performance began or ended. Did it begin with the Yippies’ 

clothing, the crowd’s influx into the station, or with the singing, dancing, and chanting? 

Life and art merged, creating theatrical cacophony. 

 

A longhaired, bearded, hairy, crazy motherfucker whose life is theater, 

 every moment creating the new society as he destroys the old. 

—Jerry Rubin, description of a Yippie (Do It! 82) 
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The Grand Central Station Yip-In was a performance kaleidoscope, turning public 

space into theatrical space, changing from moment to moment due to improvised actions, 

blurring the boundary between life and art, and between performer and audience. With 

the solid base of the Yippies’ networked participatory street performance form, and the 

addition of elements of the Happening, the Yip-In represented a dizzying artistic and 

political borrowing from avant-garde art, experimental theatre, hippie street style, and the 

New Left philosophy of participatory democracy. The concept of everyday life 

performance, however, was not consciously borrowed, for the Yippies already believed 

that their lifestyle was performative. They lived a dedicated counterculture lifestyle that 

was already on display and also highly symbolic. This section examines the performative 

nature of the Yippie lifestyle, beginning with a discussion of the costume that 

immediately identified their counterculture membership, and ending with an exploration 

of their constant public performance of Yippie philosophy and ideals. They didn’t just 

talk political philosophy, but lived it proudly and publicly for all the squares of the 

Establishment to see. Ultimately this lived performance worked both to advertise the 

Yippie movement, and also set the stage for the revolutionary practice they envisioned. 

In The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959) Goffman argues that 

individuals perform their persona by means of a range of symbols and actions that 

communicate social information to an audience of other individuals. These symbols 

might include “setting,” such as the furniture choices in a home, or the geographical 

location of that home (22). The Yippies, for example, rented an office for the Youth 

International Party on Union Square, close to the activists and hippies they were trying to 
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recruit, several blocks from the hippie neighborhood of the East Village, the artistic scene 

of Greenwich Village, and the Hoffmans’ St. Mark’s Place apartment. With its desks, 

phones, and printed leaflets, the Yippie headquarters looked like the office of a political 

party, but the “groovy posters” on the walls communicated a sense of youth and 

countercultural spirit (Babcox 87).54 Goffman also notes that an individual’s “personal 

front” of appearance, manner, speech patterns, and gestures work together in the 

everyday performance of persona (23-24). Day after day, the Yippies performed their 

countercultural personae with the liberal use of hippie slang: they said “groovy” to mean 

good or pleasurable, “pigs” to mean the police, and “longhair” to mean a hippie. They 

also carefully constructed their appearance to mimic their hippie friends and signal their 

participation in the counterculture. 

As part of a vibrant art and activist scene in downtown Manhattan, including Beat 

poets, avant-garde artists, anti-war activists and the hippies of Tompkins Square Park, the 

Yippies shared with these groups a dedication to social and cultural change. This 

commitment was most obviously reflected in their unconventional hairstyles and dress. 

The Yippies in particular followed the sartorial styling of the hippies, who used hair and 

clothing to embody their rejection of mainstream culture and Establishment values. 

Hippies and Yippies were immediately identifiable by their long hair, so different from 

the crew-cuts of the young military recruits shipped overseas to fight the war in Vietnam, 

or the popular Vidal Sassoon geometric bobs worn by fashionable women. A hippie’s 

long hair not only demonstrated his or her rejection of mainstream values, but also let 

                                                 
54 Robin Morgan’s description of the posters as “groovy” is left unexplained in Babcox’s article. Most 
likely they were either posters of psychedelic art or posters with Leftist political content. 
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other hippies see their commitment to the hippie cause. Abbie Hoffman explains in his 

autobiography: 

Long hair wasn’t that superficial. It causes hassles with family, school 

officials, the police. There was no way of hiding that your hair was getting 

long. You could hide in the closet if you were gay, a Communist, smoking 

dope, anti-war, or hated your boss. You could listen to the Beatles quietly 

in your room. But you just couldn’t hide all that hair, and growing it was 

the coming out of the closet for the counterculture. (Soon 94) 

So-called “weekend hippies,” who worked regular jobs and only participated in hippie 

culture in their spare time, were forced to keep their hair short to appease mainstream 

expectations and retain their jobs, whereas hippies who fully committed to the 

counterculture dedicated themselves with long hair because a “good, shaggy crop” of hair 

took at least six months to grow (Hoffman, Soon 93). The importance of hair for the 

hippie identity cannot be overstated. Hair was such a central part of the hippie identity 

that it was the first thing to go when a hippie was jailed. When Rubin’s hair was shorn in 

prison, he “felt sick at this destruction of [his] identity” (We are Everywhere 41). He 

compares the humiliation of his prison haircut to the Nazis shaving the heads of 

concentration camp inmates (41). While rather extreme, this analogy nevertheless 

underscores the significance of hair in hippie culture. 

 Long hair also worked as a sign of countercultural fellowship. Mobile and free-

wheeling, hippies often traveled around the country. They knew that they could always 

trust someone with long hair to tell them about local hippie activities like be-ins, parties, 



 135 
 

free stores, or crash pads. In 1969 Abbie Hoffmann claimed that he could enter any 

American city and only have to find a “long hair” and ask “what’s happening” to insert 

himself into the local counterculture without delay. “I’m one of the thousands and 

everybody knows this who’s got long hair,” he brags. “When they go to a city they 

immediately know—it’s a symbol, it’s a symbol of living in an alternative society and it’s 

highly visible” (“Freedom” 53). In fact, long hair was such an obvious hippie identifier 

that Jerome Ragni and James Rado used it as the title and central metaphor of their 1967 

rock musical Hair, an exploration of the counterculture with an ensemble cast of hippies. 

The title song celebrates the beauty of hippie hair: 

Give me a head with hair 

Long beautiful hair 

Shining gleaming streaming 

Flaxen waxen 

Give me down-to-there hair 

Shoulder-length or longer 

As long as God can grow it 

Flow it 

Show it (419) 

Hair’s stage directions even specify that male members of the cast “have very long hair” 

(389). With both the song and follicular attributes of the cast, the audience of Hair 

immediately knows exactly who these characters are: a tribe of dedicated hippies living 
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the alternative lifestyle.55 Just as the cast of Hair wore long tresses to perform hippie-

ness, the hippies who embraced the lifestyle and grew their hair performed hippie-ness 

everyday on the streets of American cities. 

The hippies and Yippies did not rely on long hair alone as an identifier of their 

cultural and political commitment to building an alternative society; they also dressed 

themselves in clothes that expressed the hippie message. Because they were trying to 

form a culture that was different from the mainstream, they appropriated sartorial 

elements from other cultures they admired. They wore ponchos, fringed pants, and 

moccasins taken from the socially cooperative tribal cultures of Native Americans, and 

prayer beads from the religions of Asia that emphasize personal enlightenment. In his 

novel about the west coast psychedelic lifestyle, The Electric Kool-Aid Acid Test, Tom 

Wolfe describes the hippie wardrobe as a mix of “jesuschrist strung-out hair [sic], Indian 

beads, Indian headbands, donkey beads, temple bells, amulets, mandalas, god’s-eyes, 

fluorescent vests, unicorn horns, Errol Flynn dueling shirts” (5). Photographs show Abbie 

Hoffman wearing his favorite Native American poncho to both the Pentagon March and 

the Yip-In (Hoffman, Revolution 139; McDarrah 124).  

                                                 
55 According to New York Times drama critic Clive Barnes, Hair felt “authentic,” with its topical issues 
and presentation of hippie characters likely to be found in Tompkins Square Park or the slum areas of the 
Lower East Side (40). Yet it exploited the mainstream’s fascination with the hippies by turning them into 
entertainment. Just as the tourists in San Francisco gawked at the Haight-Ashbury hippies from the safety 
of their tour buses, Hair allowed Broadway audiences to experience the hippie culture at the theatre without 
the trouble of traveling downtown to the hippie slums. Hair packaged and commodified the anti-
consumerist hippie culture. East Village Other drama critic Lita Eliscu excoriated Hair as phony, out of 
touch with the real emotions of hippies on the street. Eliscu even wrote: “Hair makes me sick” (7). Eliscu 
was particularly upset that a scene in which characters strip naked ended in darkness, thus negating its 
supposedly taboo-breaking daring. While the uptown Broadway critic Barnes enjoyed Hair’s freshness and 
topicality, the downtown critic Eliscu thought the production had sold-out its authentic hippie values.  
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The hippies and Yippies also used mock military costumes to communicate their 

distain for the pervading military-industrial complex of Western capitalist culture. To 

emphasize the Establishment’s fear of further Yippie-related violence, Rubin appeared in 

military fancy dress at an October, 1968, House Un-American Activities Committee 

hearing on the Chicago demonstrations. He was costumed in a “national guerrilla 

mosaic” of “Black Panther beret, Mexican bandoleer, Egyptian earrings, Vietcong 

pajamas, hippie beads, and pirate-style headband,” complete with a large toy gun 

machine-gun (Braunstein 269). Although arrested when it was discovered that his 

ammunition was real, Rubin and other “garishly garbed Yippies” were a welcome 

distraction for a media bored by the “dull show” of the hearings (Hunter E7).56 Artist 

Peter Blake included characters in military-style marching band uniforms on the cover of 

the Beatles’ 1967 album Sergeant Pepper’s Lonely Hearts Club Band, a favorite hippie 

album; Anita Hoffman wore a marching band-style jacket at the Pentagon March 

(Hoffman, Revolution 139). Norman Mailer’s description of the crowd at the March on 

the Pentagon in his novel The Armies of the Night notes the hippie’s many cast-off 

military uniforms and Native American styles: 

The hippies were there in great number, perambulating down the hill, 

many dressed like the legions of Sgt. Pepper’s Band . . . others like Rogers 

and Clark of the West, Wyatt Earp, Kit Carson, Daniel Boone in buckskin 

. . . wild Indians with feathers . . . There were to be seen a hundred 

                                                 
56 At the same HUAC hearing Abbie Hoffman wore a shirt made from an American flag, and was arrested 
for desecrating the flag. Unidentified Yippie women dressed as witches and burned incense in the 
Committee chambers (Hunter E7). 



 138 
 

soldiers in Confederate gray, and maybe there were two or three hundred 

hippies in officer’s coats of union dark-blue. (91-92) 

Dressed in inexpensive army surplus clothing, Sergeant Pepper coats, and homemade 

Native American costume, the hippies ironically costumed themselves as warriors for 

peace. 

 The Yippie costume of Native beads, army surplus, and long hair was more than 

just an inexpensive alternative to mainstream fashion or a symbolic celebration of 

alternative cultures. Worn habitually, day in and day out, the Yippie costume performed a 

counterculture identity for a wide audience of both other activists and the Establishment 

as a whole. Performance theorists like Goffman and Judith Butler have argued that 

identity is a performance, built upon repetitions of behaviors for a social audience. In 

works such as her seminal Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity 

(1990), Butler argues that gender identity is not natural, but a temporal social illusion 

constituted through a “stylized repetition of acts” such as gestures and physical 

movements [emphasis original] (“Performative” 270-271). The feminist Butler’s focus is 

on the formation of gender identities, but her thesis that identity is constructed through 

repeated acts for a social audience is a useful description of the creation and performance 

of hippie and Yippie identities through repeated behaviors. 

Every day dedicated hippies dressed themselves in beads and cast-off military 

garb, draped themselves with mandalas and amulets, and refused to cut their hair as a 

way of building their hippie identity. While the “hidden hippies” or “weekend hippies” 

used garments to construct a hippie identity for themselves on the weekends, far away 
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from their weekday Establishment responsibilities, the committed hippies constructed 

their hippie identities through the iterated behavior of daily, repeated hippie dressing, and 

their long hair. The construction of hippie-ness through hair and clothes was such a 

successful performance of countercultural identity that this iconic hippie image survives 

decades later. In his 1986 novel Forrest Gump, Winston Groom’s eponymous hero 

innocently wears his army uniform to a hippie club, and is complimented on his “far-out” 

costume (88). Female hippie characters in Julie Taymor’s 2007 film Across the Universe 

wear long, unkempt hair, flowing gypsy skirts and East Indian print blouses. Hippie hair 

and clothing are still being used to perform hippie identity, instantly recognizable even 

today. 

 The hippies knew that their clothing and long hair intrigued the rest of society, 

and were often the subject of blatant gawking by tourists in urban hippie enclaves. When 

the hippie phenomenon exploded in San Francisco in the late 1960s, tourists and bus 

tours drove through the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood where the hippies hung out to 

gaze at the representatives of this strange new culture (Perry 55).57 Even though they 

chose to dress differently from the rest of society to mark their distain for mainstream 

values, some hippies objected to being on display and stared at like circus freaks. In 

response, they would walk alongside the tour buses holding up mirrors to the windows so 

that the tourists saw their own faces instead of the hippies they had come to observe like 

animals in the zoo (Perry 55). The hippies may have been performing their identity 

                                                 
57  The Gray Line bus company ran a tour named the “hippie hop” and charged $6 for a 2-hour tour around 
the Haight district (McWilliams 70; Morgan 183). In comparison, Mobe charged activists $8.50 for a 
round-trip from New York to the Pentagon March in Washington (“Banners” par. 32). 
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through iterated actions and clothing, but they knew that the tourists were also, 

performing their mainstream identity, for example, with their neatly trimmed hair. The 

San Francisco Diggers, a group of theatrical West Coast hippies, even tried to radicalize 

the tourists by holding up a large “frame of reference” to the world (Doyle 80). The 

Diggers encouraged them to walk through this tall yellow picture frame as a symbolic 

gesture of radicalization. With this symbolic performance, tourists who had passed 

through the “frame of reference” began their process of adopting the hippie identity. The 

Diggers’ “frame of reference” and the mirrors held up to the tour-bus windows attempted 

to disrupt and challenge the Establishment’s fascination with the hippies and their 

performative lifestyle, and also made the point that everyone’s life is performative.  

 Like the hippies of San Francisco, the Yippies of New York were very conscious 

of how their daily costume created a performance of countercultural lifestyle. In his 

memoir Soon to be a Motion Picture, Hoffman explains that when the Yippies, hippies, 

anarchists, and street kids of the East Village left their New York neighborhood, their 

appearance immediately signaled their difference from the mainstream culture of the 

time. “We are already in costume,” he writes. “If we went above Fourteenth Street we 

were suddenly semi-Indians in a semi-alien culture. Our whole experience was theater—

playing the flute on the street corner, panhandling, walking, living protest signs” (Soon 

102). As living protest signs, they performed their political and cultural philosophy 

wherever they went. Thus at the Grand Central Station Yip-In, the Yippies, hippies, and 

anarchists stood out against the usual crowd of soberly dressed commuters, young men in 

military attire, and uniformed police. Just as the police wore uniforms and nightsticks to 
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perform the power of authority and promise of hostility, and just as the suburban matron 

dressed for the opera to perform a sense of respectability, the Yip-In revelers dressed to 

perform their alternative cultural leanings. With so much symbolism contained in their 

hair and dress, it is no wonder that the hippies were “living protest signs.” Rubin also 

knew this, and in a speech to local activists, reminded them that “the street is the stage. 

You are the star of the show” (“Walrus” 6). The Yippies knew that the eyes of the 

Establishment were on them because of their alternative dress. They therefore exploited 

this attention with public actions—like their revolutionary action-theater or free form 

public Yippie meetings—meant to advertise their movement and communicate their 

ideals.  

 The Yippies also performed their political and cultural philosophy by repeating 

specific embodied actions that exemplified the Yippie ideal of do-your-own-thing. One is 

their revolutionary action-theater form; another their public, free-form, open-air 

meetings. They held these every Saturday afternoon in Union Square outside their New 

York headquarters. For these meetings about Yippie philosophy and tactics, the Yippies 

invited their network to attend: their New York neighbors, the hippies, the Beats, the 

activists and the radical artists. Yet because the meetings were held in the public space of 

the park, anyone could attend, whether as a speaker or just as an observer of the often 

theatrical and always anarchic proceedings. The Yippies modeled their meetings on 

Digger meetings, which were moderated by a flexible and fluid leadership (Perry 140). 

Abbie Hoffman describes the Digger meeting credo: 

Meetings are 
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information 

meditation 

experience 

fun 

trust 

rehearsals 

drama  

horseshit 

Meetings are not 

putting people down. (Revolution 16) 

Frustrated with the orderly proceedings of New Left assemblies, the Yippies embraced 

this free-form model. At typical Yippies meetings, however, chaos was the most common 

result: “there were no motions, no votes, only discussions, arguments” (David Farber, 

Chicago 28). The Yippies didn’t mind; they regarded anarchy as good theatrical energy, 

which, when released in public spaces, revolutionized and radicalized people. The 

Yippies’ core value of do-your-own-thing exemplifies this anarchic theatrical energy. 

Time and time again, they set this energy loose on the streets of New York, at the Yip-In, 

and at their public meetings in Union Square. With these repeated anarchic and theatrical 

gatherings, they performed their do-your-own-thing philosophy for an audience of 

passers-by, and their fellow hippies and activists. 

 The Grand Central Station Yip-In therefore was just another in a series of 

everyday life performances by the Yippies. It showcased for the media, police, and 
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commuters the actions and dress that made up the highly symbolic hippie and Yippie 

lifestyle. And because the Yip-in ghosted the concept of the Happening by means of its 

setting in Grand Central Terminal, the frame of the Happening further aestheticized the 

everyday life performance of the Yippies. Like the hippies who daily presented “living 

theater” to the tourists in San Francisco just by committing themselves to long hair, 

eclectic dress, and peaceful gatherings, the Yippies too were “living protest signs.” Their 

“whole experience was theater” due to their costume and public gatherings like the Yip-

In or their open-air meetings that modeled Yippie philosophy for all the world to see. 

“We are theater in the streets: total and committed,” brags Hoffman in Revolution for the 

Hell of It (27). With the dress that immediately identified their counterculture 

membership and the public performances of political philosophy, the Yippies’ lived 

performance illustrated their revolutionary practice.  

 

everybody getting so excited about having this tremendous sense of community. Wow!  

—Abbie Hoffman on the Yip-In (“Freedom” 48) 

 

In addition to embodying the Yippies’ revolutionary ideas through everyday life 

performance, and creating publicity for the Yippies’ upcoming Chicago actions, what 

else did the revolutionary action-theater of the Yip-In achieve? As it brought together 

hippie, activist, and Yippie, it injected a spirit of communitas across the spectrum of 

radical politics. Prior to the Yip-In, each group had felt a sense of community, but within 

its own movement. Rubin at the Pentagon March felt a close connection to his fellow 
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jailed activists (Morrison 287).Yippie Robin Morgan remembers walking into the Youth 

International Party offices for the first time: “it seemed like affirming, myth-making, just 

beautiful!” she says. “It was . . . a real feeling of communitas” (Babcox 87). And the 

hippies had previously sought communitas at be-ins, peaceful gatherings of hippie 

communities in places like public parks. In The Human Be-In (1970), sociologist Helen 

Swick Perry recalls the “Human Be-In” of 14 January, 1967, at Golden Gate Park in San 

Francisco, as a religious experience of human connection. She writes that “it was difficult 

to sort out what happened. It was a religious rite in which nothing particular happened. 

And yet it was a day that marked for me at least the end of something and the beginning 

of something else. There was clearly a renewal of the spirit of man, unplanned, non-

political” (88).58 Even though she was a “weekend hippie,” and spent much of her time 

observing, rather than participating in, hippie culture, nevertheless Perry was moved by 

the hippie community experience.  

 The Yip-In performance event built on these separate experiences and created 

communitas among its disparate participants. Those who partook in the celebration felt a 

comparable “renewal of spirit” that Perry experienced at the “Human Be-In.” Abbie 

Hoffman remembers the sense of community the carnival atmosphere produced with a 

“Wow!” of excitement (“Freedom” 48). Even as observers to the action, reporters Jezer 

and Lennox felt similarly intense emotions: Jezer reported a feeling of peace (“YIP” 8), 

while Lennox recalls the sensation as “beautiful, fantastic” (2). These moments of 

                                                 
58 The Human Be-In was a do-your-own-thing event at which hippies gathered to picnic, hear poetry by 
Allen Ginsberg, drink wine, consume drugs, listen to Jefferson Airplane and the Grateful Dead, and buy 
refreshments from the Hells Angels mobile food stand (Perry 85-87; McWilliams 72). The Hells Angels 
motorcycle gang was involved in the West coast hippie and psychedelic drug cultures. 
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emotion and hope, like the “utopian performatives” Dolan describes in Utopia in 

Performance: Finding Hope at the Theater, point to the sharing of communitas between 

participants and audience members at the Yip-In.  

A feeling of communitas among the Yippie participants specifically also emerged 

at the Yip-In from the insider/outsider dynamic produced. Unlike the unwitting audience 

of commuters who happened upon the Yip-In by accident, the thousands of participants 

who came specifically to celebrate the spring equinox were “in the know.” Only artists, 

activists, and hippies who lived or spent time on the Lower East Side would have seen 

the flyers advertising the Yip-In. Only those with connections to those communities 

would have known what was going on that night in March. At the same time, the Yip-In’s 

setting of the public space of the terminal contributed to this insider/outsider dynamic. 

Using a theatrical metaphor, novelist D. Keith Mano argues that the Yippies’ 

countercultural improvisations in public spaces like the train station placed the audience 

of onlookers in the role of the straight man to the comic Yippie (1293). The train station, 

with its very ordered space organized by clock and schedules, represented all the tradition 

and inflexibility of the Establishment. On the other hand, the Yippies and their madcap 

revelry represented the radical participatory experience of their movement. It was 

“improvisation, naturalness v. dull and predictable line-study [sic],” Mano writes, 

comparing the unexpected theatrical creativity of the Yippies to the uninspired 

Establishment (1293). As Yip-In insiders, participants could differentiate themselves 

against their “straight” audience of police, commuters, and transportation workers, and 

feel a sense of insider togetherness. Furthermore, as they attacked the crowd, the police 
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re-enforced this dynamic. Their actions compelled participants and spectators to choose 

sides: either support the revelers or condone the violence. Just as the Chicago Poster 

interpellated readers who understood all the background references as Yippies “in the 

know,” the Yip-In too established the participating activists, hippies, and artists as part of 

a community of radicals. 

 Once the Yip-In proved that revolutionary action-theater could build community 

across the counterculture and the Left, the Yippies began planning their next move: 

demonstrations against the Johnson administration and Democratic Party at the National 

Democratic Convention in Chicago in August. The day after the Yip-In, Abbie Hoffman 

flew to a Mobe-sponsored conference in Lake Villa, Illinois, to meet with Mobe and SDS 

leaders to discuss plans for protests. Buoyed by the hope of the utopian performative, and 

their new publicity and notoriety, the Yippies were determined to bring thousands of 

activists to Chicago to experience the biggest performance of revolutionary action-theater 

yet. 
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Chapter Three 

The Festival of Life: Form Made into Chaos 

 

Abandon the Creeping Meatball! 

—Yippie Chicago slogan (Hoffman, Revolution 102) 

 

With an expression of permanent surprise, the large steel sculpture looks down on 

Chicago’s Civic Center Plaza. Although its fifty feet of steel tower above the scurrying 

pedestrians rushing to appointments at the Cook County courts, Picasso’s abstract 

creation is itself dwarfed by the gleaming steel-and-glass Civic Center, the tallest 

building in the city of Chicago. Across the street the classical columns of the stately old 

City Hall offer incongruous juxtaposition. Here at the center of Chicago civic life, 

tradition meets innovation: architecture and art combine to form a welcoming public 

space for the citizens of Chicago.  

 This warm August day in 1968, the plaza buzzes with a tense anticipation. Several 

hundred people swarm beneath Picasso’s sculpture: there are uniformed police and plain-

clothes officers, journalists with notepads and cameras at the ready, curious passers-by 

wondering what all the fuss is about, and several dozen scraggly Yippies—long haired 

youths carrying mock campaign signs and electoral pamphlets. The journalists are 

expecting a news conference, the police are waiting for trouble to erupt, the Yippies are 

anticipating a good time poking fun at the Establishment, and the inquisitive onlookers do 

not know what to think. It appears to be a political rally: there are waving signs and 
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campaign literature and a nominating speaker, but where is the candidate who the Youth 

International Party wants for President? Suddenly a battered old station wagon 

approaches the plaza. One Yippie starts to shout a nominating speech, extolling the 

virtues of candidate Pigasus the Pig. As the media rushes towards the car, a door opens, 

and an unhappy 150-pound porker makes his dash for freedom. The Yippies cheer and 

wave their signs in support. The police dart after the pig. The media scribble in their 

notebooks. Within minutes, it is all over: the pig is caught and carted off to the Humane 

Society, seven Yippies are arrested, the reporters depart to file their stories, and the 

crowd disperses. The plaza empties, with only Picasso’s surprised Cubist sculpture left to 

watch the ebb and flow of city life continue at its feet.  

  

 This chapter investigates how the Yippies used and adapted the performance 

theories of guerrilla theatre and Theater of Cruelty for their Festival of Life street 

performances at the August, 1968, National Democratic Convention in Chicago. I argue 

that the Yippies’ Chicago Festival of Life was the ultimate Yippie performance of 

revolutionary action theater—participatory street action that both challenged authority 

and captivated the national media. With a performance meant to clearly communicate the 

central Yippie position of dissatisfaction with the state of the country and the Democratic 

Party, the Yippies drew on two different performance practices: guerrilla theatre 

techniques and concepts outlined by R. G. Davis, the founder of the San Francisco Mime 

Troupe, and Theater of Cruelty ideas theorized by Antonin Artaud in The Theater and its 
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Double (1938). The Yippies used these techniques to create street performances aimed at 

persuading the American public into political action.  

Focusing on specific moments from the Convention week, I demonstrate how the 

Yippies conceived of and put into action their adaptations of guerrilla theatre and Theater 

of Cruelty techniques. For guerrilla theatre, I explore the mock press conference for 

Pigasus and then compare this performance to both Davis’s original “Guerrilla Theatre” 

manifesto as well as Yippie manifestos on public action. I demonstrate that the Yippies’ 

conscious theatricality owes a debt to Davis and the San Francisco Mime Troupe, 

although their philosophy of the meaning of action and revolution is radically different, 

and therefore resulted in Yippie-specific theatricality. 

 I then demonstrate how the street actions of the so-called “Battle of Michigan 

Avenue,” which included a variety of soundscapes, a fluidity between actor and audience, 

and emotional as well as physical violence, reflect the Yippies’ understanding of 

Artaud’s Theater of Cruelty. I rely heavily on Abbie Hoffman’s critique of Artaud in 

Revolution for the Hell of It and compare it to Artaud’s own The Theatre and its Double. 

I argue that the Yippies adapted Artaud’s vision to create a mass spectacle, not within the 

bounds of a performance space, but in the parks and on the streets of Chicago. And 

because they created a compelling spectacle that fascinated the media, the Yippies and 

their version of Theater of Cruelty reached a national audience. 

 Finally, I analyze audience responses to the Festival of Life performances, using 

as my archive the many letters and telegrams sent to President Johnson during 

Convention week. I argue that the Festival of Life performances successfully shocked the 
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public into expressing outrage and disappointment with the ruling Democratic Party and 

President Johnson himself, and even persuaded some citizens to consider taking up 

protest action themselves. I argue that the Yippie performances in Chicago were 

efficacious based on their original goals and audience responses to their actions. The 

Festival of Life performances demonstrate how the Yippies achieved the original Yippie 

goal of persuading, by means of a radical street theatre, the American public into political 

action.  

 

A yippee is a stoned-idealist, moved by a vision of a future utopia.  

He is a romantic. It is not fear which moves the yippee; it is faith and hope. 

—“Notes from a Yippizolean Era” (8) 

 

 Just after the Grand Central Station Yip-In, Abbie Hoffman flew to Chicago for a 

meeting with other activists to plan demonstrations around the 1968 Democratic National 

Convention. At the Mobe-sponsored meeting at the Lake Villa YMCA camp, about 200 

activist leaders tried to coordinate a mass response to Johnson’s anticipated nomination 

as Democratic presidential candidate in Chicago. Whereas Mobe Chicago coordinators 

Tom Hayden and Rennie Davis wanted organized, non-violent protest that followed legal 

permit procedures, more radical factions called for aggressive street action and civil 

disobedience in the manner of the Pentagon March. Mobe wanted a peaceful, orderly 

demonstration in the model of the April, 1967, peace marches in New York and San 

Francisco: protesters would give out leaflets to convention delegates explaining their 
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anti-war views, and movement leaders such as David Dellinger would give speeches. 

They were nervous about groups willing to engage in violence, such as the notoriously 

aggressive UATW/MF and the Black Panther Party, whose members had brought rifles to 

a May, 1967, protest against a weapons law in California (Gitlin, Sixties 348). With the 

eyes of America on the political conventions during election year, Mobe imagined the 

Chicago convention as an excellent opportunity for rational dissent, a time to take 

advantage of the inevitable media presence to protest the Johnson administration’s 

handling of the war. 

 At the same time, Mobe began to wonder if the Yippies might distract from their 

pacifist and anti-war platform. Mobe represented older, established peace groups who 

were skeptical about the newly-formed Yippie movement. At the Pentagon March, these 

more serious activists were frustrated that their message was obscured by the tongue-in-

cheek, headline-grabbing Yippie exorcism. Yippie actions at Lake Villa increased the 

divide between the Yippies and other activists: Rubin declared he was preparing for street 

violence, and Hoffman, ever the joker, announced that “critical to the Yippie 

revolutionary program was the abolition of pay toilets” (Viorst 447). The Yippies 

stormed a vote on mass action, tossing Yippie posters in the air, and shouting their 

slogan: “Abandon the Creeping Meatball, Come to Chicago!”59 Despite their attendance 

at the Lake Villa conference, it was clear that the Yippies were going to do their own 

thing in Chicago, heedless of Mobe’s plans for ordered protest. 

                                                 
59 A “creeping meatball” was a Yippie term for an oppressive political or social phenomenon: the 
Establishment, the military, the draft, parents, schools, social norms. 
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Preparations for some kind of giant Yippie street action in Chicago met with 

several set-backs that spring. The first was the surprise announcement by President 

Johnson on 31 March, 1968, that he would not seek a second term in office. Citing a need 

for “national unity” in the face of increasing partisanship in the United States 

government, Johnson bowed out of the 1968 Presidential race at a time when his overall 

approval rating was a dismal 36%, and only 26% of those polled supported his handling 

of the war (Wicker 1, 27). Johnson’s presidency and Vietnam policy was the raison 

d’etre of the Yippies. After all, one of their founding objectives was “to make some 

statement, especially in revolutionary action-theater terms, about LBJ, the Democratic 

Party, electoral politics” (Hoffman, Revolution 102). What were the Yippies to do? 

Should they instead focus on their community work in the Lower East Side, providing a 

bail fund for local activists and negotiating police-hippie relations? In a “state of critical 

shock” after Johnson’s pull-out from the 1968 campaign, the Yippies contemplated 

disbanding the entire movement altogether (Hoffman, Revolution 104-105).  

The problem was that the Yippie movement seemed more and more irrelevant 

without its Establishment villain. The only remaining Democratic candidates in the 

Presidential race at the time of Johnson’s withdrawal were Senators Robert Kennedy of 

New York and Eugene McCarthy of Minnesota, both doves who rejected any escalation 

of the war. Abbie Hoffman and his fellow Yippies did not believe that the underdog 

McCarthy could win, and the charismatic Kennedy was a favorite among hippies and the 

New Left. The Yippies had no Democratic war-hawk nemesis to rally against. Their 

constituency of Leftist activists was just not as interested in demonstrating against 
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Republican candidate Richard Nixon; their focus was on the Democratic contest. This 

was because they held the Democratic Party responsible for the intensification of the 

United States’ military involvement in Vietnam into an expensive and devastating war. 

After all, the Democratic Party had held majority power in Washington for over a decade: 

there had been Democratic majorities in both the House of Representatives and Senate 

since 1955, and a Democratic President ever since John F. Kennedy’s inauguration in 

January, 1960. When Vice-President Hubert Humphrey entered the race in May, stealing 

Yippie thunder by proclaiming a new “politics of joy” to inspire the war-weary nation, 

Abbie Hoffman gloomily felt that any national Yippie political action “seemed 

meaningless” (Revolution 104).  

 As the Yippies despaired that spring, the horrified nation watched violence 

intensify in Vietnam and at home. On 31 January, communist NLF forces began the Tet 

offensive on Saigon and other South Vietnam territory controlled by the United States 

military.60 This bloody weeks-long assault resulted in the deaths of thousands of civilians 

branded as collaborators by both sides. Network television coverage of the violence 

“jumped almost fivefold,” while reports on American casualties rose “almost threefold” 

(Gitlin, Sixties 300). With more than 500,000 troops in Vietnam and almost 23,000 

deaths by April, 1968, the nation began to fear that, contrary to what they had been told 

by the Johnson administration, the war was not winnable (McWilliams 49). Also that 

spring, the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. on 4 April set off violent rioting 

in more than 120 cities across the nation. At the end of the month, militant student 

                                                 
60 The Tet offensive is named after the Vietnamese New Year holiday on which it began. 
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protesters at Columbia University seized control of campus buildings as they argued for 

the right for student protest and condemned the university’s military research 

connections. Other radical students followed suit in a wave of campus occupations and 

student rebellions. With the escalation of the war, the increase of violent footage on 

television, and rioting both in urban centers and on college campuses, “rage was 

becoming the common coin of American culture” (Gitlin, Sixties 317). 

 The violence that spring made the Yippies feel that America “was falling apart at 

the seams,” and the nation gone mad (Hoffman, Revolution 105). When Kennedy was 

assassinated just after winning the California primary on 5 June, the Yippies saw carnage 

even in the midst of traditional party politics. There was no more complacency, even in 

the Establishment; everyone was on edge. There seemed no place for tongue-in-cheek 

Yippie antics in a nation so emotionally wounded. “How could we pull our pants down?” 

Abbie Hoffman asked. “America was already naked” (Revolution 105).   

 But slowly the tide turned. Across the Atlantic in May, striking French students 

were joined by millions of workers in a Leftist revolutionary movement against the 

government of President Charles de Gaulle. The “May 1968” uprising gave hope to 

activists in the United States that a mass national radical movement was possible.61 By 

mid-June, with Kennedy sadly and shockingly expelled from the race by his untimely 

                                                 
61 Also active in the “May 1968” uprising was the political and artistic movement Situationist International 
(SI). Guy Debord of the SI criticized modern culture for reifying capitalist ideology in The Society of the 
Spectacle (1967). Like the Yippies, the SI appropriated the Happening for their own theatrical 
presentations. In particular the SI admired the Happening for its emphasis on structure, believing it a way to 
avoid “the techniques and deceptions of theatrical representation” (Puchner 9). The SI was a consciously 
artistic and philosophical revolutionary movement, as opposed to the Yippies who made extensive use of 
artistic theory but claimed to be a political movement first and foremost. The SI was also more firmly 
rooted in Marxist philosophy than the Leftist, but ideologically vague, Yippies. 
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death, it seemed like Humphrey was a shoo-in for the Democratic nomination. Seen by 

many as Johnson’s stand-in, the hawkish Humphrey was the party favorite. As Vice-

President, he stood for the status quo and established party politics. For the Yippies, he 

also represented “power politics, the politics of big-city machines and back-room deals” 

(Hoffman, Revolution 105). There seemed little room now for the kind of grassroots 

radicalism that Kennedy and McCarthy’s campaigns had inspired among disenchanted 

youth. Once again, the Yippies had a clear target for attack. Revitalized, the Yippies 

declared the Chicago demonstrations back on. 

While Humphrey was the primary target for the demonstrations, the Yippies also 

wanted to chastise the Democratic Party for its support of Johnson’s war policy, and to 

send an anti-war message to the hundreds of convention delegates. At the same time the 

Yippies were determined to use the national stage of the convention to inspire the kind of 

grassroots action they advocated. Rubin articulates this emphasis on individual 

responsibility in a January, 1968, speech to the Socialist Workers Party. He lists 

examples of possible direct action: “letters to the editor, peace candidates and peace 

referendums, peaceful marches, symbolic sit-ins, disruptive sit-ins, disruptive street 

demonstrations, and sabotage” (“Revolutions” 5). The Yippies decided that the Chicago 

demonstrations should be an enormous national experience of individuals gathering 

together to take various kinds of political action. 

The Yippies imagined their Chicago action as a “Festival of Life,” a week-long 

revolutionary action-theater event of countercultural activity that would stand in contrast 

to the Democratic Party’s “Convention of Death.” Where the official delegates would 
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have organized speeches at the International Amphitheater, the Yippies would have free-

form gatherings in Chicago public parks. Where the Democrats would debate foreign 

policy and what to do about the Vietnam War, the Yippies planned rock n’ roll concerts, 

workshops on draft resistance, and teach-ins. Where the Democrats would vote on 

Presidential nominees, the Yippies would proclaim Pigasus the Pig as their candidate. 

Abbie Hoffman imagined the festival as a “Constitutional Convention” with the goal of 

envisioning a new kind of society, with everyone welcome (Revolution 106-108). Rubin 

wanted participants to come to Chicago for a “multi-media experience,” a “theater-

convention” of Yippies, hippies, and other radicals thumbing their noses at the official 

convention of the “National Death Party” (“Yippees are Coming” 2). The official 

delegates would be sheltered inside the International Amphitheater by protective police 

barricades, but Yippies planned to wander freely in the streets of Chicago, debating with 

whoever happened by. 

 The Yippies proposed a variety of specific activities: a march through the streets 

to the Convention to try to talk to the official delegates, and workshops on guerrilla 

theatre, protest tactics, and how to avoid arrest. There were to be musical acts like 

Country Joe and the Fish, Arlo Guthrie, the Steve Miller Blues Band, and Phil Ochs, as 

well as celebrities such as satirist Paul Krassner, and LSD-guru Timothy Leary (Rubin, 

“Yippees Coming” 2). Clearly they wanted to reach out to a vast swath of the Left in 

America, including the hippies as well as the New Left political activists. They imagined 

a great crowd attending. One anonymous Yippie manifesto promised: “We’ll have 

yippees dressed like Vietcong walking the streets and shaking hands like ordinary 



 157 
 

American politicians. We’ll infiltrate right-wing crowds with short-hair yippee veterans 

who at the proper moment will blow minds with speeches [sic]” (“Notes” 8).62 Many of 

these events didn’t happen. The Yippies failed in their attempt to get a permit to assemble 

in Lincoln Park, and were unable to persuade city officials to lift an overnight park 

curfew in order to allow Yippies to camp out there. But the manifestos with their 

outrageous promises were part of the Yippie plan to use both the underground media and 

popular press to create buzz and excitement about Chicago.  

 The Yippies were extremely aware of how their exaggerated claims delighted the 

media, and they took great pains to create what they termed the “Yippie myth,” an 

advertising campaign meant to build the image of a do-anything, say-anything 

revolutionary Yippie movement that no newspaper or media outlet could ignore. The 

more the Yippies appeared in the popular press, as well as the underground media, the 

more Americans would be aware of their goals of inspiring ordinary Americans to 

political action. Hoffman explains in Revolution for the Hell of It that the Yippies wanted 

to build “a vast myth, for through the notion of myth large numbers of people could get 

turned on and, in the process of getting turned on, begin to participate in Yippie! and start 

to focus on Chicago” (102). If enough people believed that the demonstrations in Chicago 

could demonstrate the efficacy of participatory democracy by changing the course of 

party politics, they would come to the Festival of Life.  

As he explains the “Yippie myth” in Revolution for the Hell of It Hoffman cites 

the ideas of communication theorist Marshall McLuhan, whose Understanding Media: 

                                                 
62 “Vietcong” was slang for the NLF. 
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The Dimensions of Man (1964) and The Medium is the Massage (1967) delighted 

countercultural revolutionaries suspicious of the Establishment. In these works McLuhan 

argues that the media create the human environment and responses to it. Surrounded by 

electronic images and sounds, bombarded by words and light, people are shaped by 

technology. Because everything is already organized and produced, and there is little 

opportunity to intervene or be involved in a television broadcast of a political speech or a 

billboard, this electronic environment is ultimately oppressive (Medium 100). But anti-

environmental tactics, such as consciousness-raising, humor, or creating new alternative 

media, allow perceptions of this environment to change. By using these tactics, for 

example by disrupting conventional expectations of events like press conferences by 

means of humor, Hoffman and the Yippies sought to put McLuhan’s theories into 

practice.  

 McLuhan’s concept of hot and cold media is particularly useful for analysis of the 

Yippies. In Understanding Media McLuhan argues that there are two types of media: hot 

media, like radio or movies, which are filled with data, and cool media, like the 

telephone, which require that audience members fill in information. Hot media therefore 

require less participation than cool media, and are subsequently less inclusive (36-37). 

For the Yippies, their public street actions are participatory cool media: while the Yippies 

provide a scenario, such as an equinox celebration or a Festival of Life, participants fill in 

missing information with their own ideological slant on issues.  

In addition, the creation of “cool” demonstrations allowed the popular media to 

fill in information required by their editors, readers, or viewers. For example, the Yippies 
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named themselves the Youth International Party, and had an official party mailing 

address and headquarters, but they always denied being a formal political movement or 

political party. They had no traditional party structures like regional chapters or 

delegates, and did not participate in party activities like fundraising drives or 

conventions. But because they wore “Yippie” buttons to news conferences where they 

spoke about their movement as if it was a formal party, they gave the appearance that the 

Youth International Party was legitimate. At the Yippies’ urging, the notion that they 

were a genuine political party was created by the press, who were looking to understand 

the Yippies in a familiar way.  

 Because the Yippies called themselves a political party, the media treated them as 

such, giving them coverage along with the more “straight” activist groups like SDS and 

Mobe. And because the Yippies claimed to be an army 100,000 strong, the media in 

Chicago expected some kind of giant organized demonstration. Even before Convention 

week started, Washington Post reporter Nicholas von Hoffman noticed: 

Months ago the media had locked themselves onto the notion that the 

hippies, now given the name of Yippies (Youth International Party) would 

flood Chicago at convention time to put on a vast burlesque put-down of 

whatever it is the Democrats are going to do at the Stockyards next week. 

Lincoln Park, where the Yips and the crazies are supposed to be camping 

out, is over-run with newsmen poking under bushes looking for 

outrageous quotes. (“Yippies Trot” A5)63  

                                                 
63  The International Amphitheater was located next to the Union Stock Yards. 
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Even though the media confused the Yippies with their comrades the hippies, as von 

Hoffman does, they were aware that something outrageous would happen. Hooked by 

Yippie manifestos, short-haired Yippies infiltrating the Convention, or “the second 

American Revolution” (Hoffman, “Testimony” 356), the media fell into the Yippies’ 

trap. Abbie Hoffman explains that “Yippie was the name of the myth that created free 

advertising for our Chicago confrontation. We never had to pay for ads. The papers and 

the electronic media provided us with free coverage. We stole thousands upon thousands 

of dollars’ worth of free publicity using gimmickry” (Soon 146). With humorous threats 

of infiltrating the Convention or lacing the Chicago water supply with LSD, the Yippies 

kept the media attention leading up to Chicago during the spring and summer of 1968. 

In a sense, the Yippies’ extravagant threats and promises worked too well. 

Anticipating truly mass demonstrations, the City of Chicago was determined that the 

scruffy protesters would not de-rail the convention. With America by now no stranger to 

violent demonstration, the Mayor of Chicago, Richard J. Daley, demanded an 

overwhelming show of force to encourage demonstrators to behave. The week before the 

Convention, newspapers were reporting that 8,500 Chicago police were called to duty, 

along with 5,600 Illinois National Guard and over 9,500 army troops also prepared to 

intervene on the streets of Chicago (Raspberry and Carey A1). The show of force did 

frighten some activists. A nervous Vicky Smith, writing for the Liberation News Service, 

warned of reports of barricades going up in the streets, and hoped that the planned Mobe 

demonstration would be “a political event, not a massive freakout” (7). With rumors of 

hordes of Yippies descending on the city, and army troops with orders to use deadly force 
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if necessary, Mobe was unable to get its permit to march to the International 

Amphitheater where the Convention would take place. In a frightened city waiting to see 

what the horde of demonstrators might do, the tension was excruciating. Anything could 

happen. 

 

child_boob_bubble gum_water_cheer_Guerrilla Theatre 

—Yippie Chicago poster 

 

 With their extravagant promises and outrageous threats to a media all-too-willing 

to publicize their madcap antics, the Yippies had set the stage for a do-your-own thing 

performance week with thousands of participants. While some events were planned—the 

nomination of Pigasus at the Civic Center, a free rock concert on Sunday in Lincoln Park, 

a march to the International Amphitheater where the Convention was being held to talk to 

delegates about the war—the Yippies were also relying on their followers to perform in 

as many different styles and techniques as they could, from snake dancing in the park to 

burning draft cards to passionate speeches. Yet Yippie leaders like Hoffman and Rubin 

also planned specific moments of guerrilla theatre and Theater of Cruelty for the week. 

Although their Theater of Cruelty shocked the nation during the middle of Convention 

week, it was the Yippies’ guerrilla theatre event at the Civic Center that first grabbed 

national headlines.  

 The mock press conference to nominate Pigasus as Youth International Party 

Presidential Candidate took place on 23 August, two days before the Festival of Life was 
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slated to begin with a free rock concert in Lincoln Park. By framing the event as a press 

conference, the Yippies managed to attract a large number of reporters to the Chicago 

Civic Center Plaza.64 Several hundred people turned out to witness the historic 

nomination: some were Yippies, some were journalists, some were Chicago police 

officers keen to quickly suppress any trouble, and some were passers-by on their way to 

and from the City Hall or Cook County offices. The Chicago Tribune newspaper reported 

a crowd of about 250 (“7 Yippies” A6). Reporter von Hoffman sarcastically estimated 

that the gathering included 600 newsmen, 300 cops, and “seven scraggly hippies and four 

old ladies on their way to a morning’s shopping at Marshall Field’s” (“Yippies Trot” A5). 

In any case, there was enough press there to ensure the event was reported in several 

major newspapers: the Tribune, the Washington Post and the New York Times among 

them. Clearly the Yippie myth was working: the press expected outrageous antics in the 

week to come, and were eager to report on Yippie activity. 

 By setting the proceedings in the formal surroundings of the Civic Center Plaza, 

the Yippies emphasized the ridiculousness of their porcine candidate. Compared to the 

stately City Hall across the street with its classical columns, or the soaring glass tower of 

the newly-completed Civic Center, the stout and hairy Pigasus seemed all the more 

absurd, especially when he made a break for freedom by attempting to race across the 

Plaza. The long-haired Yippies stood out beside the regular Plaza-goers—clean-cut 

citizens attending court sessions or administering to municipal concerns. In a city 

preparing for a major political convention, campaign signs and literature were expected, 

                                                 
64 Now the Richard J. Daley Center.  
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but the Yippies’ signs supported a mock candidate, and called for a platform of 

“garbage.” The use of such a formal public space for such a tongue-in-cheek event 

underscored the Yippie frustration with and distrust of the Establishment. The Yippies 

ridiculed the authority of the City of Chicago and the United States political system by 

disrupting the public space. 

 The event itself went by in a flash. As the Yippies waited for Pigasus to arrive, the 

police watched nervously and the press swarmed around wondering what would happen. 

When the old station wagon carrying Pigasus pulled up alongside the Plaza, the Yippies 

hastened to formally present the Youth International Party candidate and his platform, 

and asked for the same Secret Service protection for Pigasus as the legitimate candidates 

had. As soon as the car door opened, the Chicago police pounced on Pigasus and seven of 

the Yippie ringleaders. The arrested Yippies included Gayle Albin, driver of the station 

wagon, Rubin, Albert, and Ochs. But by then the Yippies had made their point, and 

journalists were already scribbling in their notebooks. The triumphant Yippies trooped 

off to Police Headquarters to pay the $25 bond for each of their arrested comrades (“7 

Yippies” A6). 

Even though it was over in mere minutes, the Yippies deemed the mock press 

conference a success. They had achieved the national media attention they sought, 

mocked the Presidential nomination process, and had a good time to boot. In Steal This 

Book Abbie Hoffman explains how to create a successful Yippie-style press conference: 

Everything about a successful press conference must be dramatic, from the 

announcements and phone calls to the statements themselves. Nothing 
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creates a worse image than four or five men in business suits sitting 

behind a table and talking in a calm manner at a fashionable hotel. 

Constantly seek to have every detail of the press conference differ in style 

as well as content from the conferences of people in power. (69) 

In contrast to the long process of nominating speeches and balloting that mark formal 

political nominations, the Yippies instead nominated Pigasus in a fast-as-lightening 

event. The event had all the drama of a political nomination—the shouting supporters 

waving placards, a stirring nomination speech, a memorable appearance by the 

candidate—as well as the added drama of the jostling journalists, the bemused spectators, 

the arrests of the Yippies and the confiscation of Pigasus. Fast, funny, disruptive and 

dramatic, the mock press conference was a perfect example of Yippie-style guerrilla 

theatre. 

 

form made into chaos 

—Esquire Magazine description of guerrilla theatre (“Guerrilla Theatre” 83) 

 

 The term “guerrilla theatre” became very popular in the United States during the 

1960s, and was used fairly indiscriminately by the Yippies and other radicals who created 

attention-grabbing street demonstrations. Abbie Hoffman urged crowds at the Festival of 

Life to engage in improvisational “guerrilla theatre” as a way of showcasing their politics 

for the army of media in Chicago (“Media” 46-51). By 1968 many different kinds of 

political demonstration were called guerrilla theatre. Even Esquire Magazine got into the 
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craze, offering a special section on protest tactics that called guerrilla theatre “this year’s 

most politically effective creative urge,” and citing the example of actors storming a 

college newspaper editors’ conference to agitate the crowd on United States war policy 

(“Guerrilla” 83). Indeed the term was used so much in the popular press that a rather dour 

Mark Estrin in TDR: The Drama Review complains that “the term guerrilla theatre is 

beginning to be thrown around quite loosely, referring in general to any form of political 

or avant-garde theatre from Hair to the San Francisco Mime Troupe; it is becoming more 

and more meaningless” (76). But as originally outlined by San Francisco Mime Troupe 

founder R. G. Davis, guerrilla theatre was a specific theatre form that relied on several 

key techniques to bring revolutionary ideas to the general public. 

 Founded in 1959, the San Francisco Mime Troupe was known for its distinctive 

performance style that married popular theatrical traditions such as clowning, mime, 

commedia dell’arte, and vaudeville with a Leftist political agenda. In Festive 

Revolutions: The Politics of Popular Theater and the San Francisco Mime Troupe 

(1998), scholar Claudia Orenstein names this politically engaged by popular performance 

form “festive-revolutionary” theatre (8). Like the Yippies’ own revolutionary action-

theater, the festive-revolutionary theatre of the Mime Troupe aimed to inspire audiences 

to political action with attention-grabbing comedy. The Mime Troupe adapted classical 

commedia dell’arte scripts that used exaggerated stereotyped characters by adding 

discussions of topical issues. The broad comedy helped to hold the audience’s interest 

even as they listened to Marxist politics (Shank 60). For example, the Mime Troupe used 

Carlo Goldoni’s 18th century script L’Amant Militaire to comment on the Vietnam War. 
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As the character of the Soubrette finally stops the war between Spain and Italy (a 

disguised United States and Vietnam), she tells the audience, “If you want something 

done my friends—do it yourselves” (Shank 60). In the midst of a farcical plot about 

secret lovers and a man cross-dressing to avoid military service, the Mime Troupe urges 

its audience to consider their own political power and individual responsibility for 

helping to end the war.   

  In 1962 the Mime Troupe began performing outdoors in Bay Area parks. Even as 

they reached out to local workers, a “core audience of young intellectuals followed them 

wherever they played” (Shank 60). These students and young Leftists helped to make the 

Mime Troupe very popular on Bay Area college campuses. Rubin evidently knew the 

Mime Troupe’s Davis: in Do It! Rubin claims it was Davis who suggested he wear the 

Revolutionary War uniform to a 1966 House Un-American Activities Committee hearing 

(59). It is very likely that West coast Leftist activists Rubin and Albert experienced Mime 

Troupe performances in the mid-1960s when they were deeply involved in the Berkeley 

political scene. 

 Davis began developing the San Francisco Mime Troupe’s guerrilla theatre 

techniques in the early 1960s, as the company moved performances out of traditional 

performance spaces and into the parks and neighborhoods of San Francisco. He 

articulated his concept of guerrilla theatre in a manifesto published in TDR: Tulane 

Drama Review in 1966. Drawing on Marxist philosophy, Davis imagined a theatre 

company working as a cooperative, and focusing its craft on social and economic change. 

The company members would be artistic guerrillas, always keeping on the move in their 
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efforts to bring performances to the people. Davis offers specific advice to guerrilla 

theatre companies, such as “go where the people are” to find an audience, and attract 

their attention with warm-ups, parades, or the singing of familiar songs (134). He also 

warns about the content being “too immediate,” like a contemporary news story that will 

soon be forgotten when the media attaches its attention to the next thing (131). Instead, 

he advises the use of comic stereotypes and stock characters, vaudeville forms, and rock 

n’ roll, all appealing to and easily accessible for a broad audience (131-134). In another 

manifesto, published February, 1968, by the Liberation News Service, Davis cites 

McLuhan as he argues that “Media is part of the message . . . location is the platform or 

the sponge for your program” (“Guerrilla Theatre: The Life Style” 30). Location is key 

for guerrilla theatre: the performers must go to the people they want to reach, not stay 

cooped up and distant in theatre buildings. Davis paints a picture of performers 

committed to change, using traditional and folk performance techniques in public spaces 

to entertain and enlighten the public about social and economic issues.  

 The issue of location was important for the Yippies, and Rubin in particular. In 

Do It! he remembers a Berkeley performance by the Living Theatre, whom he calls “a 

far-out guerrilla theater group [sic]” (133).65 Describing a production that sounds like the 

Living Theatre’s Paradise Now, in which the performers encourage the audience to 

smoke marijuana, get naked, and demand social revolution, Rubin remembers with 

sadness that “the cast stopped at the front door” (133). In 1968’s Paradise Now, the 
                                                 
65 The Living Theatre toured the United States from September, 1968, to March, 1969, performing a 
repertoire of Paradise Now, Antigone, Frankenstein and Mysteries (Biner 219). Although he uses the 
example of the Living Theatre to help explain his philosophy of revolutionary theatre in a pre-Chicago 
context in Do It!, Rubin would not have seen their one of their performances until after the Chicago 
demonstrations.  
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Living Theatre takes its audience on a political and spiritual journey of consciousness-

raising. After eight ritual actions intended to open audience members to revolutionary 

consciousness, the actors lead the audience to the street outside the performance space, 

encouraging them to go forth and begin revolutionary action. But there the actors’ 

performance ended, and the audience was left to begin the revolution on their own. 

Disillusioned by a performance that asked revolutionary commitment of its audience but 

not of its performers, Rubin saw another option—theatre in the streets that truly 

demanded revolutionary commitment:  

Revolution-in-the-auditorium is a contradiction. We get pissed when our 

revolutionary energy is wasted with a play that is defined by walls and exit 

doors, by starting and ending times, by ticket prices. 

The only role of theater is to take people out of the auditorium and into the 

streets. The role of the revolutionary theater group is to make revolution. 

(133) 

He wasn’t satisfied by revolutionary art that remained bound within the framework of a 

performance or artistic event. Instead, Rubin imagined a blurring of the boundaries 

between life and art, using the already performative lifestyle of the Yippies and hippies to 

demand an audience in public spaces.  

 For Rubin, the Yippies were the guerrillas Davis imagined. Already in costume 

with their long hair, beaded necklaces, headbands, and other hippie paraphernalia, the 

Yippies could emerge from their haunts in the East Village and Berkeley to take center 

stage in other arenas: the Mall in Washington, the Convention in Chicago. In a 
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commentary in the East Village Other published just days after the forming of Yippie 

Rubin argues that “life is theater and we are the guerrillas attacking the shrines of 

authority . . . the street is the stage” (“Revolutions” 5). With their do-your-own-thing 

philosophy, the Yippies believed that there were thousands of people in America who 

felt, like them, that there was something wrong with the current political system, that the 

war in Vietnam was wrong, and were desperate to do something about it. Davis’s original 

manifesto argues that “there are hundreds of people looking for something to do, 

something that gives reason to their lives, and these are the guerrillas” (136). The Yippies 

agreed, and created the Festival of Life events in Chicago as a venue for all these 

potential guerrilla actors.  

 The nomination of Pigasus press conference on 23 August was the Yippies’ first 

official event in Chicago, and emerged as a fairly traditional guerrilla theatre event.66 The 

Yippies themselves were the guerrilla actors Rubin described, determined to make a point 

about how they felt disenfranchised by the American political system. They picked a 

prime public space with plenty of pedestrian access, allowing for a large crowd of several 

hundred to gather to watch. The formal surroundings juxtaposed with the squealing pig 

and scruffy Yippies emphasized the disconnect between the Yippie protesters and the 

public figures who represent them in municipal and county offices. They used the comic 

stereotypes of both the politician as fat pig living off the backs of the people he is 

supposed to represent, and police or authority figure as pig. By presenting an actual live 

                                                 
66 Although Abbie Hoffman uses the term “guerrilla theatre” to describe Yippie actions in Chicago in 
Revolution for the Hell of It and his speech to crowds in Lincoln Park (“Media Freaking” 46-51), Rubin 
simply describes the nomination of Pigasus as “theater” (Do It! 177). 
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pig, they undercut the gravity of the political system and the authority of the Chicago 

Police Department, especially when officers scrambled about trying to catch Pigasus. The 

Yippies even used a traditional performative form—that of the press conference—to 

allow for broad audience appeal. It certainly worked, for it drew a crowd of journalists, 

and soon the story of Pigasus was spreading over the wires to a national audience of 

newspaper and magazine readers. 

One point on which the Yippies digressed from Davis’s original concept of 

guerrilla theatre was the nomination of a Presidential candidate: a very immediate and 

newsworthy act in a city preparing for a large political convention with the media 

expecting many more stories to come. In his guerrilla theatre manifestos Davis reveals 

himself as a committed Marxist who explains his “own theatrical premise” with the 

statement “Western society is rotten in general, capitalist society in the main, and U. S. 

society in the particular” (“Guerrilla Theatre: The Life Style” 29). For Davis, revolution 

was a serious life commitment, not a flash-in-the-pan event. After all, he conceived of 

guerrilla theatre not just as a performance form, but as a “life style.” As I argued in 

Chapter Two, the Yippies also agreed that their political and cultural activities constituted 

a lifestyle. But at the same time, they were all too willing to use guerrilla theatre tactics 

not for Davis’s imagined Marxist economic and social revolution, but rather for playing 

with the media. Davis warns against using too immediate a subject matter for guerrilla 

theatre as it will soon be forgotten by the next story, the next thing to grab the media’s 

attention. But grabbing the media’s attention was what the Yippies were all about. 1960s 

historian Michael William Doyle writes that “the Yippies’ version of guerrilla theater, 
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which Hoffman designated as ‘media-freaking,’ was to commit absurdist, gratuitous acts 

that were carefully crafted to obtain maximum publicity” (Doyle 85-86). When the media 

moved onto the next thing, so did the Yippies.  

 Thus rather than build a relationship with an audience and work to convince them 

of the possibilities of change according to Davis’s vision, the Yippies continually thought 

of new antics to delight and amaze the media in an effort to spread the Yippie myth as far 

and wide as possible. The Yippies thus had a different relationship with their audience 

than Davis imagined for a guerrilla theatre group. Davis wanted to radicalize the audience 

that was there at the performance, and inspire them with Marxist philosophy. The Yippies 

played to the media and their mediated audience of Americans watching television and 

reading newspapers, rather than their immediate audience at revolutionary action-theater 

performances. They assumed that Leftist and anti-war activists were already on their side; 

it was the vast American populace the Yippies were trying to sway to revolutionary 

awareness. The Mime Troupe, on the other hand, worked diligently and more slowly, 

audience member by audience member. The Mime Troupe used a more evolutionary 

approach to building radicalism, while the Yippies tried to proliferate revolutionary 

thinking with big, splashy events.  

Another difference between Davis’s vision of guerrilla theatre and its practice by 

the Yippies centers on the concept of action. Davis advocates performance events that use 

traditional and folk theatre forms as the primary means of revolutionary communication 

and inspiration. But the Yippies conceived of guerrilla theatre not only for 

communicating with the media and inspiring the American public, but also as a very 
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specific tactic for dealing with the authorities. Indeed they included under the name 

guerrilla theatre any action that might draw media attention to police conduct. For 

example, Abbie Hoffman argued that guerrilla theatre “can be used as defense and as an 

offensive weapon” against the police in Chicago (“Media Freaking” 48). In a speech to 

the crowds assembled in Lincoln Park on 27 August, Hoffman suggests a variety of 

“guerrilla theatre” activities meant to protect the demonstrators from arrest or police 

harassment. One tactic he advocates is taking off one’s clothes and jumping in Lake 

Michigan as a way to avoid arrest, since the police won’t arrest a person for swimming 

(“Media Freaking” 48). Thus while the Pigasus press conference event proceeded like a 

fairly traditional Davisian guerrilla theatre event, the Yippies embraced a much looser 

concept of what actually constituted guerrilla theatre. 

 The Pigasus press conference achieved several Yippie goals. First, it certainly 

garnered immediate press attention for the Yippies. In addition to reports in the New York 

Times, the Chicago Tribune, and Washington Post on the actual event, the nomination of 

Pigasus even resulted in a next-day editorial musing from the Chicago Tribune. 

Responding in kind to the Yippies’ iconoclastic and humorous use of a pig as Presidential 

candidate, the anonymous author wrote that “pigs are highly intelligent and, when not 

mixed-up in political mud-slinging, are models of decorum, cleanliness, and temperate 

personal habits—which is more than you can say for the Yippies” (“Yippie, Soo-eee!” 

A34). Good or bad, the Yippies relished media coverage. Second, the press conference 

worked to create a sense of community among the approximately 5,000 demonstrators 

who did make it to Chicago for Convention week. It let them know that the Yippies were 
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already in Chicago, and prepared to not only demonstrate but also have fun while doing 

so.  

The Pigasus performance also gave those who were disenchanted with the official 

Democratic candidates a mock candidate to rally around. The editors of Ramparts 

Magazine wrote that “the effect of [the Yippies’] theatrical performances (like the pig 

incident), their charisma, and their ability to create a loose framework for people to 

function in, was to bring together the group in Lincoln Park into a form of community” 

(“Decline and Fall” 24). Although it was silly, the pig became a symbol of the kind of 

traditional party politics that the Yippies abhorred for not being participatory enough. As 

the demonstrators gathered in Lincoln Park a few days later, Abbie Hoffman’s speech 

reminded them of the power of Yippie-style revolutionary action-theater not only to make 

change, and attract media attention, but also to bring together participants in a powerful 

sense of belonging and community action. He rallied the crowd with the words: “we’re 

all one huge happy family” (“Media” 51).67 There was the communitas between hippie 

and activist that the Yippies sought: rallying around Pigasus, gathered together by the 

thousands in Chicago parks, and eager to send their anti-war message to the convention 

delegates and the world, the “huge happy family” of the Yippies anticipated the 

convention with a hopeful idealism. 

 

Oh, where were you in Chicago? 

                                                 
67 Always tongue-in-cheek, Hoffman relied on an Establishment metaphor of family harmony even as he 
reminded his Leftist colleagues of their unity of purpose in Chicago. 
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You know I didn’t see you there. 

I didn’t see them crack your head or breathe the tear gas air. 

—Phil Ochs, “Where Were You in Chicago?” 

 

 In the end, the 100,000 strong army imagined by the Yippies never made it to 

Chicago. Perhaps frightened by reports of the heavy police and army presence, many 

stayed home. Maybe this great army never really existed in the first place, but only in the 

Yippie imagination. Only several thousand demonstrators actually made the trip to 

Chicago, and not all of them were there as Yippies. Time Magazine described the 

participants: 

There were the self-styled ‘American revolutionaries’—among them 

anarchists and Maoists, hard-core members of the National Mobilization 

Committee to End the War in Viet Nam, and Students for a Democratic 

Society–many of them veterans of the October March on the Pentagon. 

There was the Youth International Party (yippies) [sic], minions of the 

absurd whose leaders failed last fall to levitate the Pentagon but whose 

antics at least leavened the grim seriousness of the New Leftists with 

much-needed humor. And then there were the young McCarthy workers, 

the ‘Clean for Gene’ contingent who had shaved heads, lengthened 

miniskirts and turned on to political action in the mainstream. (“Daley” 

24) 
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Even though many of the demonstrators did not self-identify as Yippies, the Yippies were 

delighted with the “blending of pot and politics” that the activists represented (Hoffman, 

Revolution 102). Each group set about its own activities: the earnest “Clean for Gene” 

supporters of Senator Eugene McCarthy dressed in sober business wear and distributed 

pamphlets, the Mobe and SDS leaders organized speeches and rallies, and the hippies 

passed around marijuana-laced brownies in the park.68 Abbie Hoffman and Rubin 

participated in workshops on snake-dancing, karate, and street tactics in between 

speaking to the media and trying to lose their police tails. Sanders passed out from too 

many drugs (Hoffman, Revolution 124). Ginsberg, the Beat poet who practiced Yoga, led 

chants of “Om” and “Hare Hare Krishna” on the beaches of Lake Michigan. This was 

both a way to teach his young disciples about Eastern religious customs, and for them to 

rehearse a soothing crowd control method. Jean Genet, Terry Southam, and William S. 

Burroughs, authors idolized by young activists, strolled about taking notes for Esquire 

Magazine.  

Yet despite the differences in political philosophy and protest tactics, the 

demonstrators in Chicago were connected by their mutual desire to make some kind of 

statement about the Convention and the state of the nation. Ramparts commented that 

“the demonstrators were first of all a community, in a sense of that word which has been 

lost to most older Americans—a group united in the joy of being together and in the 

astonishing liberation of the discovery that the streets are truly, and not in a merely 

rhetorical sense, theirs” (“Decline” 23). The sheer number of people, even if less than the 

                                                 
68 McCarthy’s youthful supporters purposefully adopted a clean-cut look to emphasize their seriousness of 
purpose and to distance themselves from the long-haired hippies. 
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Yippies wildly projected, was inspiring. The communitas of the crowd united the veteran 

Mobe and SDS pacifists with the drug-addled hippies, the militant anarchists, and the 

madcap Yippies. 

 The whole shifting mass of people swirled around the protest headquarters in 

Lincoln Park, wandered further south towards Grant Park across from the Conrad Hilton 

Hotel, where many of the delegates were staying, and eyed the barricades and police 

checkpoints preventing them from getting close to the International Amphitheater. The 

City was determined to keep the demonstrators away from the delegates. By refusing 

march permits, they hoped to discourage the crowds of activists from entering the 

downtown core. When the demonstrators began to press this issue, a nervous police force 

responded with beatings and tear gas, resulting in a week of violent confrontation 

between police, army, and demonstrators. 

 The violence lasted for the entire Convention week, from Sunday 25 August, the 

first day of the Festival of Life, to Friday 30 August, the last planned day of 

demonstrations. The Sunday rock concert fizzled when police pulled the plug on 

amplifiers to the dismay of a hostile crowd. The real violence began that night, when the 

authorities attempted to clear Lincoln Park of campers. When several thousand “antidraft, 

antiwar, anti-Humphrey, New Left, hippie and Yippie youths” refused to leave the park, 

the police moved in (“Hundreds” 25). According to a report on Chicago Police activities 

sent to the White House the week after the convention, the crowd shouted slogans like 

“Fuck the Pigs” and “Hell No We Won’t Go” and threw improvised missiles of rocks and 

bottles (19). The violence continued on Monday: during the day the police skirmished 
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with a fire-cracker throwing crowd attempting to march from Lincoln Park to Police 

Headquarters and the Conrad Hilton Hotel to protest the arrest of Mobe leader Tom 

Hayden. Again the authorities tried to prevent the demonstrators from camping, and the 

crowd responded by building barricades of picnic tables, benches, and garbage cans, and 

throwing rocks, bricks, and beer cans at police. The police in turn responded with tear gas 

and the arrests of about sixty demonstrators. Ramparts claimed that “the police action 

was so vicious that virtually the entire population of the area now saw the cops as the 

enemy” (“Decline” 27). By Wednesday the enraged crowd in Grant Park, just across 

Michigan Avenue from the hotel, had grown to an estimated 10,000. The “Battle of 

Michigan Avenue” was about to begin.  

 Although there was street violence the entire week, the “Battle of Michigan 

Avenue” on the night of 28 August was particularly powerful and performative. Not only 

was it captured by television cameras and broadcast nationally, but the footage was also 

transmitted to the convention inside the International Amphitheater, where it shocked the 

delegates. Many bystanders, including dozens of reporters, were injured in the mêlée. Yet 

the day started peacefully enough: after the crowd had finally won the right to stay in 

City parks from an exhausted police force, Grant Park echoed with music, as Peter and 

Mary (of the group Peter, Paul, and Mary) sang peace movement songs. Yet as the crowd 

celebrated, National Guard troops quietly arrived across the street in front of the Hilton, 

where many of the delegates were staying. The 600 troops were armed with M-1 rifles, 

shotguns, gas masks, and “full battle dress” (Zaroulis 189).Wednesday was the day of a 

planned and permitted rally by Mobe. Then Mobe wanted to march four miles from Grant 
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Park to the International Amphitheater, despite not having a permit to demonstrate 

outside of the park. Gathering around the Grant Park band shell, the thousands of 

demonstrators listened to the speakers at the Mobe rally and waited for something 

exciting to happen.  

Something did happen: after a high-spirited young man attempted to bring down 

the American flag flying near the bandshell, the police charged the crowd with 

nightsticks in an effort to arrest him. The angry crowd responded with more improvised 

missiles: bricks, eggs, balloons filled with urine, shoes, and bottles. The police attacked 

the panicking crowd, who trampled each other in their haste to escape. As Dellinger and 

Hayden called for peace, Ginsberg led a group in chants of “om,” similarly seeking to 

soothe the crowd. There was mass confusion: 10,000 demonstrators longed to march, but 

the police and National Guard wanted to keep them contained in the park.  

The Mobe leadership who had planned the march fell apart in disarray. Dellinger 

announced that he would lead the march to the Amphitheater; Hayden argued that crowd 

should leave in small groups and scatter around downtown Chicago. Jezer reported that 

“the leaders forgot about the people they were leading, stayed at the front conferring 

among themselves or rapping over a bullhorn which no one could hear. The people grew 

restless and gradually began to abandon the nonviolent march for a run through the park 

towards Michigan Avenue and the Hilton” (“Whole World” 6). Thousands of people tried 

to work their way through the police and National Guard barricades, but the tear gas kept 

them confined to the area closest to the park, which also included Michigan Avenue and 

the Hilton Hotel. Under the bright lights of television news cameras waiting outside the 
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Hilton to interview passing delegates, they chanted “Peace Now” and “Fuck you, LBJ” 

(Blum 308). A variety of flags waved: the NLF and black anarchist flags, and the peace 

symbol. The demonstrators shouted “the streets belong to the people,” “this land is our 

land,” and “Hell no, we won’t go” (Lukas, “Hundreds” 23). Then the police charged. 

 The riot started around 7:30 that evening. The police were desperate to protect the 

delegates’ hotel. So they tried to force the largely leaderless crowd back to the park with 

their nightsticks, indiscriminately beating anyone in their path. Those attacked included 

men and women alike, the Yippies and hippies, the Mobe and SDS marchers, clergymen 

calling for peace, and innocent bystanders trapped against the walls of the Hilton. The 

television crews and reporters were beaten. The Washington Post reported those caught 

up in the violent attack consisted of “thousands of peace protesters, McCarthy kids, 

radicals and luckless, nonpolitical civilians” (“In the Streets” A1). The New York Times 

described the police and the National Guard using clubs, rifle butts, tear gas, and Mace 

spray on “virtually anything moving along Michigan Ave” (Lukas, “Hundreds” 1). No 

one was safe. Photographer Fred W. McDarrah of the Village Voice captured the arrest of 

New York Times photographer Barton Silverman, who was dragged away surrounded by 

five burly policemen in protective gear (35).69 The City of Chicago report sent to the 

White House admits that “some innocent bystanders may have been injured in this 

particular sweep” (32). The crush forced bodies through the glass windows of the hotel, 

and bystanders in the lobby were routed out. As screams and furious chants of “the whole 

                                                 
69 Silverman and McDarrah’s films were not confiscated. Photographs and eyewitness accounts are the 
primary sources of evidence for what happened that night (Kusch 140).  
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world is watching!” echoed from below, horrified Convention delegates watched from 

their hotel windows, yelling and booing (“In the Streets” A10).  

 The world, or rather the American public, was indeed watching. About 89 million 

Americans watching television that night saw almost twenty minutes of the “mayhem” 

that erupted around the media in front of the hotel (McWilliams 55). They saw CBS 

News reporter Mike Wallace get punched in the face, and twenty other reporters 

assaulted. Footage of the rioting also reached the delegates at the International 

Amphitheater as Senator Abraham Ribicoff was nominating Senator George McGovern 

for President. An impassioned Ribicoff paused to scold Mayor Daley, famously shocking 

the Convention by stating that if McGovern was in charge, there would not be “Gestapo 

tactics on the streets of Chicago.” An appalled nation watched the television coverage as 

police and National Guard brutally beat the crowd and arrested more than 250 

demonstrators and bystanders.70 

 In the confusion, it is unclear what happened to many of the protest leaders. On 

Wednesday morning Abbie Hoffman was arrested for painting “fuck” on his forehead in 

an attempt to avoid getting his photograph taken by journalists. Rennie Davis was injured 

in the afternoon skirmish and needed nine stitches to his scalp. Tailed by undercover 

Chicago police, Rubin was arrested Wednesday night. Hayden was arrested for the 

second time that week. Dellinger, with his bullhorn, desperately tried to negotiate a 

peaceful resolution with the police. But the crowd took on a life of its own, pouring into 

the streets enraged. Individuals from across the nation, representing all manner of 

                                                 
70 According to a report conducted by the City of Chicago, a total of 641 people were arrested during 
convention week (EX HU4, WHCF, Box 60, LBJ Library).  
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political positions, merged to form one voice speaking out against the authoritarian 

tactics of the state. It was exactly what the Yippies wanted to happen. It was their perfect 

vision of Theater of Cruelty. 

 

Chicago 

Produced by Marshall McLuhan 

Directed by Mayor Daley and Antonin Artaud 

—Abbie Hoffman (Revolution 101) 

 

 In addition to their love of guerrilla theatre and headline-grabbing comic antics, 

the Yippies were inspired by the concept of Theater of Cruelty devised by French theatre 

practitioner and theorist Antonin Artaud, whose theories had been circulating in the 

world of avant-garde performance for several decades. In the early 1950s college 

registrar Mary Caroline Richards began translating Artaud’s works for the creative 

community at Black Mountain College (Tytell, Living 87). In 1958 Grove Press 

published Richards’ translation of Artaud’s The Theater and its Double (1938). The 

Living Theatre in particular experimented with Theater of Cruelty concept with New 

York productions of The Connection (1959), The Brig (1963), and Paradise Now (1968). 

The 1964 Royal Shakespeare Company production of Peter Weiss’s play Marat/Sade,71 

famously directed by Peter Brook using Theater of Cruelty techniques, toured to New 

                                                 
71 The full title of Weiss’s play is most commonly translated as The Persecution and Assassination of Jean-
Paul Marat as Performed by the Inmates of the Asylum at Charenton under the Direction of the Marquis de 
Sade. 
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York. Abbie Hoffman in particular often cited The Theater and its Double in his own 

writings. For example, when describing the March on the Pentagon, Hoffman writes that 

“Artaud is alive at the walls of the Pentagon, bursting the seams of conventional protest, 

injecting new blood into the peace movement” (Revolution 42). Hoffman and the Yippies 

understood Artaud’s concept of Theater of Cruelty as a protest against the Establishment, 

a visionary new performance form that would reveal the false trappings of civilization 

and help to radicalize the audience. In Revolution for the Hell of It, Hoffman lists “the 

development of a model for an alternative society” as one of the four main Yippie 

objectives (102), and he believed that Theater of Cruelty was a useful tool for inspiring 

the Yippie masses to a new cultural revolution. 

 In The Theater and its Double, Artaud critiques Western civilization and culture 

as tyrannical, producing only a constrained idolatry of canonical great works that history 

has separated from real life. He wanted new, vital art forms that could break through his 

perceived disconnect between art and reality. As a theatre practitioner, Artaud argues that 

theatre is the perfect form for protesting stultified Western cultural traditions, and for 

offering another vision of culture as inseparable from life (9-10). He compares the role of 

theatre to that of a plague: a communicative delirium that “affects important collectivities 

and upsets them in an identical way” (27). Theatre can break through the order of 

civilization to touch the collective unconscious, and thereby suggest or create new 

possibilities and new ways of seeing the world. Theatre does revelatory work, bringing 

forth the latent desires and urges of a population (30). In this way theatre works as a 
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protest against the order, rules, and traditions of a culture by showing what lies beneath 

the veneer of civilization. 

 In one sense, Artaud’s critique of Western art is echoed in McLuhan’s critique of 

the electronic media environment. McLuhan believed that the media oppresses humanity 

by offering little opportunity for individual intervention in a pervasive environment that 

is already organized and produced for human consumption. Thus creativity and critical 

thinking are deadened by the ideology prepared by the media environment. Artaud 

believed that the continued praise and consumption of Western art masterpieces “petrifies 

us, deadens our responses, and prevents us from making contact with that underlying 

power, call it thought-energy” (78). Canonical tradition stifles creativity and critical 

thinking. The Yippies too felt stifled by the traditional cultural Establishment, with its 

unspoken expectations of clean-cut hair in youth and orderly protest from demonstrators. 

Just as McLuhan suggests the use of humor as an “anti-environmental” tool to help 

change perceptions and awareness of the media (Medium 92), the Yippies used humor as 

a tool to provoke controversy and debate in the media. Artaud, on the other hand, argues 

for mass spectacles which bombard the senses and can tap into the public’s unrealized 

desires to break through the civilized veneer of traditional culture. Artaud named these 

spectacles the Theater of Cruelty.  

 Artaud’s vision of exposing alternatives to current culture is the Theater of 

Cruelty, a kind of theatre that is not only vital and necessary, but that also taps into the 

audience’s unconscious desires. Artaud imagines a drama created “around famous 

personages, atrocious crimes, superhuman devotions, a drama which, without resorting to 
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the defunct images of the old Myths, shows that it can extract the forces which struggle 

within them” (85). Thus the new theatre would distance itself from traditional narratives 

and familiar images, and instead aim to expose the spiritual and intellectual struggle 

inside each person that is hidden by civilization. This is the cruelty Artaud names, the 

exposure of the bubbling mass of anarchy that lurks behind rules and convention. He 

explains: 

it is not the cruelty we can exercise upon each other by hacking at each 

other’s bodies, carving up our personal anatomies, or, like Assyrian 

emperors, sending parcels of human ears, noses, or neatly detached 

nostrils through the mail, but the much more terrible and necessary cruelty 

which things can exercise against us. We are not free. And the sky can still 

fall on our heads. And the theater has been created to teach us that first of 

all. (79) 

He theorizes Theater of Cruelty as a psychological and spiritual revelation, centered on 

creative new images, narratives, and subject matter. 

 This new subject matter for theatre is one way to delve into the human psyche, but 

Artaud also argues that another way is to disrupt the traditional Western division of actor 

and audience. Instead of sitting distanced from the action in the auditorium, with both 

actor and audience in separate spheres, the spectator of Theater of Cruelty is placed at the 

center of the action, surrounded by sounds, lights, and spectacle (81). On one hand, this 

will help disrupt any audience expectations based on the formal conventions of 

professional theatre that maintain a strict actor/audience divide, and allow spectators to 
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experience the performance event with truly open minds. On the other hand, the emphasis 

on spectacle will disrupt conventional reliance on spoken or written language. Instead, 

audience members will be forced to use all their senses to fully experience the 

performance.  

 Spectacle is central to Artaud’s vision, because it draws upon the energy created 

by crowds of people. Artaud imagines that mass spectacle will “seek in the agitation of 

tremendous masses, convulsed and hurled against each other, a little of that poetry of 

festivals and crowds when, all too rarely nowadays, the people pour out into the streets” 

(85). Hoffman, clearly also a fan of spectacle, uses this same quotation in Revolution for 

the Hell of It (101). Yet whereas Artaud wants to capture the “poetry of festivals and 

crowds” in his theatre, the Yippies wanted to create festivals and crowds as part of their 

theatrics. Artaud’s imagined Theater of Cruelty performances surrounded the audience, 

but are still theatrical experiences inside dedicated performance spaces. The Yippies, on 

the other hand, used public space for theatrical experiences: they went to the Pentagon to 

try to levitate it; they flooded Grand Central Station with equinox revelers; they 

nominated Pigasus at the Civic Center plaza. Artaud pictured the Theater of Cruelty as a 

means to dig deep underneath the veneer of civilization to expose its rottenness; the 

Yippies more generally wanted to create disruption and debate. As Rubin proclaimed in a 

January, 1968, speech, “I support everything which puts people in motion, which creates 

disruption and controversy, which creates chaos and rebirth” (“Walrus” 4). Their vision 

was broader and more public than Artaud’s, who was addressing a perceived artistic 
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crisis in Western culture. For the Yippies, Theater of Cruelty was just one tool in their 

radical repertoire. 

 The Yippies’ understanding of Theater of Cruelty is shaped by their belief that 

they were already theatricalized by their performative lifestyle. When they walked the 

city streets in their long hair, when they smoked marijuana in the public parks, when they 

advocated for free love on the street corners, they were performing an alternative culture 

for the American mainstream. Because their performances were already public, and their 

performance spaces were always public spaces, the Yippies thought of Theater of Cruelty 

as a public performance as well. They aimed to create drama for public consumption that 

would startle, disrupt, and shock the nation. Like Artaud, they wanted performance to 

open the eyes of ordinary Americans to pervasive rules of civilized, everyday life. When 

Rubin claimed that the Yippies “wanted exactly what happened” in Chicago at the Battle 

of Michigan Avenue, he meant that: 

We [the Yippies] wanted the tear gas to get so heavy that the reality was 

tear gas. We wanted to create a situation in which the Chicago police and 

the Daley administration and the federal government and the United States 

would self-destruct. We wanted to show that America wasn’t a 

democracy, that the convention wasn’t politics. The message of the week 

was of an American ruled by force. (Viorst 459) 

In Chicago the Yippies created a dramatic event, performed for the national media and 

the citizens of Chicago, that shocked and amazed. 
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 The Battle of Michigan Avenue was also a Yippie-style Theater of Cruelty event. 

First, the Yippies drew on the “poetry” of crowds: they started the week with a free rock 

concert, an event guaranteed to attract big numbers. By working to establish a community 

of thousands of demonstrators in Chicago, the Yippies paved the way for the powerful 

“agitation of tremendous masses” described by Artaud. Secondly, the Yippies tried to 

emphasize the dramatic aspects of the Chicago protests. They followed Artaud’s call for 

new narratives based on “famous personages, atrocious crimes, and superhuman 

devotions.” Before Convention week properly began, they were presenting Pigasus as the 

YIP candidate. Finally, with their commitment to their cause clearly visible by their 

willingness to get arrested, they demonstrated the “superhuman devotions” of Artaud’s 

vision. Shouting “Fuck you, LBJ” and “This land is our land” strongly communicated the 

agonistic struggle between state authority, represented by the executive power of the 

President and the National Guard, and the rag-tag revolutionaries on the streets.   

 Another way that the Battle of Michigan Avenue emerged as a successful Theater 

of Cruelty event was its use of Artaudian spectacle. Because the actions took place in the 

streets and parks of Chicago, the division between actor and audience blurred. The actors 

for the week were the demonstrators, including the Yippies, and their audience was those 

whose opinions they wanted to change: the media, the delegates, the Democratic Party, 

and the citizens of Chicago. But a peaceful group of Chicago clergy who had come out to 

call for an end to police attacks on the demonstrators were themselves attacked by the 

Hilton. The television crews in front of the hotel got caught up in the rioting. And some 
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delegates in the hotel itself, Conventioneers who had the power to nominate the next 

Presidential Candidate, participated by yelling and booing at the police below.  

In addition to fluidity between actor and audience, the Battle also offered a kind 

of Theater of Cruelty sensual experience. Shouts from all directions, blaring bullhorns, 

boos from above, and screams from below bombarded the ears. There was the sound of 

shattering glass as the crowd was pushed through the glass windows of the hotel, and the 

hiss of tear gas canisters, as well as the thumping of running feet and the dull thud of 

nightsticks hitting flesh. To stimulate the eyes, lights shone from all directions: images 

from Time Magazine reveal the glare of television cameras, the glow of streetlights along 

the dark street, and the flash of the headlights of police vehicles. “Babbling, shouting, 

milling, and churning were omnipresent,” recalls one witness to the events in Chicago 

(Rosenberg 482). The street outside the Hilton became a dizzying spectacle of both 

emotional and physical cruelty. 

 Although Artaud clearly does not advocate physical cruelty in The Theater and its 

Double, the Yippies, just like their militant East Village allies UATW/MF, were happy to 

reveal to the nation the physical violence of police action against the Chicago 

demonstrators. The extra layer of physical violence at the Battle of Michigan Avenue 

demonstration only added power to the emotional violence done to American citizens 

already watching the demonstrators’ challenge of civic order. Reporting for the journal 

Dissent, Bernard Rosenberg confesses that he was overcome by the events in Chicago.72 

                                                 
72 A professor of sociology at City University of New York, Rosenberg (1923-1996) in the 1960s studied 
juvenile delinquency and mass culture, and was also a contributing editor of Dissent. Later he co-authored 
with Ernest Harburg The Broadway Musical: Collaboration in Commerce and Art (New York: New York 
UP, 1993). 
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“It would take an inspired Artaud to do [the events] justice,” he writes. “For what we who 

were on the spot saw, smelled, and felt for nearly five wretched days was authentic 

Theater of Cruelty, a superproduction compared to which Marat/Sade is kids’ stuff” 

(482). For Rosenberg, an emotionally wrenching performance held within the walls of a 

theatre was no match for the public theatrics of Convention week. Yet despite the cracked 

and bloodied heads and multiple arrests, hope resounded through the Chicago streets. 

Rennie Davis prophesized that “there’ll be Chicagos everywhere the candidates go. 

People will be out to challenge and confront them” (“Decline” 42). Rubin began talking 

about taking the Yippies to Washington D. C. to disrupt the Presidential inauguration 

ceremonies in January, 1969. The Yippies and their allies claimed success. With the 

Battle of Michigan Avenue they ensured that television screens across the nation beamed 

shocking physical and emotional violence into American homes, reminding the public of 

the fragility of civil order, and the potential for violence lurking beneath America’s 

democratic ideals.  

 

Sir I implore you to stop the brutality. 

—Walter McAllister, telegram to President Johnson (HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ Library) 

 

 Television sets across America broadcast the violent street actions in Chicago. As 

Walter Cronkite and Dan Rather reported for CBS news from the Convention floor, 

newspaper reporters milled among the crowds in front of the Hilton, and photojournalists 

wandered the parks, snapping pictures of defiant Yippies waving makeshift signs and 
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flags. The media extensively covered the Convention itself and the counter-

demonstrations on the street. News of Chicago touched millions of Americans, even if 

they watched the tear gas wafting down Michigan Avenue from the comfort of their 

homes, or read about Ribicoff’s condemnation of the Chicago police over their morning 

coffee. These people were the Yippies’ target audience, the “large numbers of people” 

yet to be “turned on” by the New Left philosophy or the counterculture (Hoffman, 

Revolution102). These were the citizens to be inspired by Yippie actions, and encouraged 

to participate in direct action. These were all the potential new nodes in the Yippie 

network, the potential new participants in their do-your-own-thing performance form. 

The Yippies hoped that media coverage of Chicago would inspire the people of the 

United States to take direct political action. 

 And as proof that America was paying attention, hundreds of ordinary citizens 

took action by sending letters and telegrams to the White House to express their shock, 

horror, amazement, and frustration with President Johnson, the Democratic Party, and the 

City of Chicago’s handling of the demonstrators. Preserved at the Lyndon Baines 

Johnson Presidential Library, these missives represent an archive of emotional 

outpouring in response to Yippie activities in Chicago. Every day during the Convention 

and for some weeks after, dozens of telegrams and letters flooded the White House 

supporting or condemning Yippie actions. While not a quantitative survey or official poll 

by any means, this collection of correspondence nevertheless offers a glimpse into public 

opinion at the time, and provides a sample of audience response to Yippie performance.  
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 The letters in the Johnson Library archive come in all shapes and sizes. They are 

hand written on notepaper, typed on business letterhead, and printed on lined foolscap. 

Some handwriting is scrawled to the point of illegibility. Other letters are faded by age. 

The telegrams are typed on the thinnest onion-skin paper, colored blue or pink. They 

come from all kinds of Americans: professionals, housewives, students, those serving in 

the military, even school children. The writers include a mother, Mrs. J. B. Haught of 

Miami, sixteen-year-old Roger Light of New Jersey, physician William McAllister of 

Baltimore, Korean War veteran Bruce P. Lake of Boston, and Reverend William H. 

Liljegren of Phoenix. While the White House post office continually received 

correspondence from Americans, the notes referencing Chicago increase in quantity 

during Convention week, with a huge influx between Wednesday 28 August and Friday 

30 August, 1968. It is clear that the violence of the Battle of Michigan Avenue surprised 

the nation, and impelled many citizens to voice their opinion to their Commander-in-

Chief. 

 The first responses to the Battle were telegrams sent on Wednesday night, soon 

after their authors saw the violence on television. Many mention watching the television 

news that night, like Mr. and Mrs. Nye of Cranford, New York, whose telegram urges 

Johnson to “do something to stop police brutality in Chicago. See it yourself on tv to 

confirm [sic]” (HU4, WHCF, Box 65).73 A shocked Mrs. J. B. Haught of Miami, Florida, 

can’t believe what she is seeing on television: “my children and America are watching” 

her telegram reads, warning Johnson that evidence of the violence cannot be contained 

                                                 
73 Unless otherwise noted, all letters and telegrams are found in files HU4, WHCF, at the LBJ Library. Box 
number varies. 
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(Box 65). The immediacy of the television broadcasts lent a desperate tone to the 

telegrams. “For Gods sake stop this havoc and massacre in Chicago [sic],” Marjorie 

Satthoff pleads to Johnson on Friday 30 August (Box 65). This kind of emotional 

response to the violence repeats later in the week as posted letters start to flood the White 

House mail room. 

 The emotion is intense. Like Satthoff and the Nyes’ telegrams, some missives 

plead with the Johnson administration and the Democratic Party to end the police attacks 

on demonstrators. For example, Lois Malott of Spokane, Washington, begs the President 

“in the name of American decency stop the brutity [brutality] in Chicago” (telegram, Box 

65). Other writers attempt to scold the President and shame him into action. This tactic is 

used by Florence Nislow, who writes, “It is an utter disgrace that peaceful demonstrators 

should be beaten senseless” (telegram, Box 65). Similarly, a telegram from Alberta 

Anderson of California reads “The Chant of the Chicago Demonstrators ‘the whole world 

is watching’ sincerely hope you were watching . . . investigate fully the sickening 

example of police brutality denial of constitutional rights [sic]” (Box 65). 

 The word “brutality” is repeated by many of the writers, emphasizing their 

surprise and horror at the violence. Again and again they mention the demonstrators’ 

chant of “the whole world is watching,” identifying themselves as witnesses to the plight 

of the protesters. Sixteen-year-old Roger Light, who watched the Convention on 

television, writes that he “was crying when [he] saw the police force of Chicago—

breaking the skulls of people, hitting girls, smashing peaceful demonstrators” [original 

emphasis]. Implicated as a witness, he later reminds Johnson that “the whole world is 
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watching” (Box 66). Korean War veteran Bruce P. Lake describes the violence in great 

detail, as if unsure that the President, far away in the White House, really knew what was 

going on: 

I have just seen videotapes of policemen wading into groups of 

demonstrators with clubs flailing. I have seen men dragged by their hair, 

clubbed in the groin and the back. I have seen boys with blood on their 

faces in the streets of Chicago, Illinois . . . More films now, a girl being 

dragged by her hair—tear gas bombs and a crowd chanting ‘the whole 

world is watching.’ (Box 66) 

Visions of the violence on the television screen compelled these varied citizens to 

empathize with the Yippies and other demonstrators, and witness their pain.  

 Another repeated image in the archive comes from Senator Ribicoff’s infamous 

“Gestapo” remark. Six people in Dekalb, Illinois, sent a telegram to the President arguing 

that “the violence in Chicago streets is appalling. Mayor Daley and the Gestapo forces 

are committing atrocities which should be publicly condemned by you” (Meffina et al., 

Box 65). Typical is a telegram from Martin H. Clari and his family in Orange, CT: 

“shock and horror at Daley sponsored Gestapo like action of the Chicago police [sic],” 

they write (Box 65). Ribicoff’s remarks reminded the public of their fear of Fascist-style 

authoritarianism. These fears did not come from nowhere. On 21 August, 1968, the West 

woke up to learn of the Warsaw Pact’s Soviet-led invasion aimed at crushing the nascent 

democratic reform movement in socialist Czechoslovakia.  
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Just days before the Convention started, the world watched in horror as Soviet 

tanks barreled through the streets of Prague. It had seemed inconceivable that Czech 

student protesters could be brutally suppressed in the city streets. But it also seemed 

impossible that demonstrators could be gassed and beaten in a modern American city, 

and that the public could watch it all unfold from the safety and comfort of their homes. 

William Huffman’s telegram to the President, complaining that the violence “is beyond 

belief,” compares law enforcement in Chicago with the Soviets in Czechoslovakia (Box 

65). This comparison had already been floating around in the media from the start of the 

week. Reviewing security measures even before the Convention began, reporter von 

Hoffman names Chicago “the Prague of the Midwest,” and notes that “the brutal lack of 

finesse, the weaponry, the barbed wire and the candid obviousness of the authorities’ 

intention to keep the population, the delegates and the press in line has been shocking and 

disturbing to outsiders” (“Chicago!” A1). The comparisons between law enforcement in 

Chicago and the Soviet crackdown in Prague continued all week. During his Chicago trial 

testimony, Abbie Hoffman admits that he lay down in front of an armored personnel 

carrier on Michigan Avenue on 29 August because he “had seen Czechoslovakian 

students do it to Russian tanks” (374). The repeated use of Prague and the Gestapo as 

metaphoric touchstones indicates that the American public was outraged by the extent of 

the violence, and perhaps fearful that Soviet-style authoritarianism was being repeated at 

home. 

 Despite the overwhelming response in support of the demonstrators and 

condemning police and National Guard actions in Chicago, there were other audience 
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members who felt that the Yippies got what they deserved. After all, the demonstrators 

were disrupting the Convention, and taking media coverage away from the serious 

business of nominating a presidential candidate. Many viewed the Yippies and others as 

traitors for flying the NLF flag and rabble-rousers for demanding the repeal of drug laws 

and the draft. Walker Paine of Texas advises Johnson that he “should give the policeman 

[sic] the power to kick the teeth out of” the Yippies (letter, Box 66). Likewise, Romney 

S. Philpott of Oklahoma thinks that the demonstrators deserved the beating they got. 

“Please say that those who fly the Viet Cong flag are traitors and deserve much worse 

than a rap with a policeman’s stick,” he urges the President with emphasis. “Please 

explain that the police were protecting the lives of all the delegates, even those silly asses 

who complained about ‘Police State’ [sic]” (letter, Box 67). Like Philpott, Mrs. C. R. 

Gardner feels that the Yippies should be censured for disturbing the peaceful citizens of 

Chicago and the nation at large. Her letter resounds with indignation. She writes: 

I’m an American. I love my country and I respect my flag. I work hard for 

my money. I pay taxes on my salary. I resent these few persons being 

made the misfortunate, misunderstood peoples with a cause. The only 

cause they have is to divide and disrupt the peace of this nation. How dare 

they upset the order of a city! How dare any public official condone that 

disruption! (Box 67) 

Although they supported the police actions, these letter writers were responding to the 

same media reports and video of the demonstrations in Chicago that inspired other 

writers. They had seen or read about the Yippies flying NLF flags, the chanting and 
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sloganeering, the police lines attacking the demonstrators with nightsticks, and the 

successful disruption of law and order in the park and streets of Chicago. These 

spectators refused to be swayed to the Yippie cause, but they nevertheless were moved 

enough to take action by writing to the President.  

 In reaction to the flood of letters and telegrams about the violence, the White 

House offered several form letter responses. These bland epistles maintain a cool distance 

from actions in Chicago. White House aide Whitney Shoemaker offers an insipid 

reminder that “the President has repeatedly declared that violence—whatever its 

instigation—offers no solution to the problems of our time” (letter to Herrity, Box 65). 

The indignant Mrs. Gardner similarly receives a bland statement that “the Crime Control 

and Safe Streets Act of 1968 exemplifies the President’s determination to act in the cause 

of law and order. He has repeatedly declared that violence whatever its instigation offers 

no solution to the problems of our time—and that the only real road to progress for free 

people is through the process of law” ( Box 67). Due to the large volume of 

correspondence sent during Convention week, it is understandable that the White House 

could not craft a personal response to each author. But the featureless and unemotional 

form letters they sent stand in sharp contrast to the passionate and expressive notes sent 

from a nation clearly affected by Yippie actions on the streets of Chicago. 

 While the most affecting audience responses to the Yippies’ Chicago Theater of 

Cruelty were demonstrative and emotional, the second main audience response was 

political. Many writers attacked Johnson for his seeming distance from the events. They 

did not like that he was not at the Convention, but rather at home in Washington. 
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Dismayed by his lack of action about the street violence, as well as the violence on the 

Convention floor, several authors threatened to pull their support for the President and the 

Democratic Party. “I will not vote for a party who conducts itself in this manner!” warns 

Chester E. Gallant of Ohio (letter, Box 66), while Reverend William H. Liljegren of 

Phoenix succinctly states “no more votes from here” (letter, Box 66).  

Others warn that long-standing Democratic Party support is waning. Dominick J. 

Cifrodelli is confused about what to do come November. “I normally vote Democrat,” his 

letter reads, “but after this I’m not sure what I’ll vote” (Box 67). Judith E. Lieb of New 

York City tells Johnson that although she has supported the Party for “over thirty years,” 

she can no longer do so (Box 67). A passionate Earl Berkun and his wife sign their letter 

“two formerly loyal Democrats.” Disappointed that the confusion on the streets spilled 

over on the Convention floor, they write that the “anger, frustration, and hatred we feel 

for the Democratic leadership cannot be sufficiently expressed in any letter” (Box 66). 

This loss of support comes with a warning from Mrs. Ferol M. Harvey, who prophesizes 

to the President and Democratic Party that “we’ll lose this election” (Box 66). Like other 

political conventions, the Chicago Democratic Convention was intended to whip up voter 

support by demonstrating a strong party, and nominating an electable candidate. Instead, 

the demonstrations took precedence in voter minds, and the Yippies’ audience responded 

with expressions of voter disgust, promises of a doomed campaign, and anger from Party 

faithful. Clearly the events in Chicago inflamed ordinary citizens, spurring them to 

express their anguish in writing to the highest authority in the land. Just as the Yippies 

had hoped, the Battle of Michigan Avenue had “turned on” America. 
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I approve of letters to the editor . . . 

—Jerry Rubin, speech to Socialist Workers Party (“I am the Walrus!” 5) 

 

From the inception of the Yippie movement, the Yippies hoped that their Chicago 

actions would “turn on” vast numbers of people all across the nation to political action. 

Their wild predictions of 100,000 people descending on Chicago increased security and 

set the stage for confrontation. The Festival of Life, with its free rock concerts and 

workshops in the parks, brought together the disparate Chicago demonstrators under the 

communitas of the crowd. The guerrilla theatre nomination of Pigasus demonstrated in a 

joyful and comic way that the streets could belong to the people. The mass spectacle of 

the Battle of Michigan Avenue worked as Theater of Cruelty, breaking through veneer of 

Daley’s promises of law and order to reveal utter chaos instead. The resulting flood of 

letters to the White House proved that this worked, as outraged citizens expressed 

disbelief and horror over police actions in Chicago.  

The Yippies could not have been happier: here were hundreds of their fellow 

Americans turning onto the Yippie message, and taking direct action. Letter-writing was 

very much a Yippie-approved method of direct action. The Yippies understood that 

political action took many forms, from writing letters to peaceful teach-ins to violent 

confrontations with the police. Yippie didn’t care what you did, as long as you did 

something. Some of the letters even promised further action beyond the political act of 

writing the letter. Ronald L. Minotto from California, writing to the President on the 
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night of the Battle of Michigan Avenue, muses that “I am not a demonstrator . . . but I 

may have to be soon” (Box 66). Meredith Burke of New York writes that he passed out 

black crepe headbands at Grand Central Terminal to demonstrate solidarity with the 

battered demonstrators in the streets of Chicago and condemnation of police actions (Box 

66). All the letters in the Johnson archive demonstrate that Yippie actions in the streets of 

Chicago which resulted in the Battle of Michigan Avenue successfully persuaded the 

American public into some kind of political action. 

The archive of letters and telegrams suggest that the Yippie performances in 

Chicago were successful, but the true measure of the performances cannot be precisely 

quantified. Nevertheless, national Gallup and Harris polls from a few weeks after 

Chicago suggest some efficacy for the demonstrations. The Harris poll from 9 September, 

1968, states that 81% of those interviewed felt that “law and order has broken down in 

this country,” with 29% of those pointing to “hippies and student protesters” as the main 

culprits, and 39% blaming anti-Vietnam war demonstrators (EX PR16, WHCF, Box 

350). The Yippies and their fellow demonstrators certainly inserted themselves into the 

national consciousness.  

Moreover they helped spread doubt about the Democratic Party’s ability to handle 

the difficulties facing the nation. The Gallup poll from 8 September, 1968, notes that 

37% of those polled believed that the Republican Party would do a better job at solving 

the nation’s problems, compared to only 25% who felt that the Democratic Party had an 

edge (EX PR16, WHCF, Box 350). President Johnson’s own approval rating slipped to a 

new low of 35% approving and 52% disapproving, according to the Gallup poll for 4 
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September, 1968 (Gallup 2158). Even though it is impossible to know how many of the 

letter writers and telegram senders actually followed through on their threats not to vote 

for the Democratic Party in the 1968 elections, it is conceivable that they did: Republican 

Richard Nixon was victorious over Democratic presidential candidate Hubert Humphrey.  

 The Yippies themselves felt that they had succeeded in changing the course of the 

1968 election. Abbie Hoffman recalled that when he left Chicago, he felt that the Yippies 

“had won a great victory. The lines between ‘us,’ the people in the streets, and ‘them,’ the 

people in authority, had been clearly established, the police had seen to that. With a small 

number of people we had been able to successfully do damage to a huge and powerful 

political party” (Woodstock Nation 91). Although it may seem odd that the Yippies 

considered Nixon’s election a victory, their primary targets were the Establishment and 

traditional party politics, and they focused on the Democratic Party because that is where 

the interest of their Leftist constituents lay. Arguing that they were able to demonstrate 

how the Democratic Party worked with the Establishment to silence the voices of many 

Americans, the Yippies claimed success. 
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Chapter Four 

Flash Mobs: The Yippie Legacy? 

 

 Herald Square bustles with activity. Here at the intersection of 34th Street and 

Broadway in downtown Manhattan city life moves at a rapid pace. Impatient taxi cabs 

blast their horns as they hurry fares northwards to the theatre district. The shadow of the 

Empire State building looms over commuters rushing west to Penn Station to catch their 

trains. Tourists eagerly snap photos of the impressive white stone façade of Macy’s 

department store. A steady stream of shoppers flows in and out of the self-described 

“World’s Largest Store” (Macy’s par. 1). At this famous shopping destination, they 

wander through the seemingly endless displays of merchandise, experience a piece of 

New York shopping history, and hunt for bargains. They do not expect to witness the 

birth of a strange new performance form. 

 Suddenly a large crowd converges on Macy’s rug department. More than 200 

people assemble near a large carpet in the corner. They stare at it and stroke it. They 

debate whether it would be suitable to purchase as a “love rug” for their commune. After 

some brief discussion, they decide as a group that the rug is not appropriate. The throng 

turns away, and quickly exits the store. They slip away alone or in small groups, quietly 

disappearing back into the urban ebb and flow. Behind them they leave confused 

salespeople and curious shoppers who, although they do not yet know it, are the first 

witnesses to a new kind of networked performance form: the flash mob. 
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This concluding chapter investigates the legacy of the Yippies’ revolutionary 

action-theater in the form of the flash mob, a recent networked participatory street 

performance form. Shifting my gaze from the 1960s to the first years of the new century, 

I compare this current performance trend to Yippie performances. As I follow media 

reports likening the flash mob craze to Happenings of the 1960s, I use theories of social 

networking to draw comparisons between the Yippies’ and the flash mob’s reliance on 

network organizing. I argue that the flash is a contemporary echo of the Yippies’ 

whimsical and improvisational revolutionary action theater-form, and offers a model for 

potential Yippie-style performances in the future. 

 

Our revolution was becoming too radical or crazy or violent or young. 

—Abbie Hoffman (Woodstock Nation 126) 

 

 The Yippies left their mark on the decade of the 1960s by introducing America to 

the idea of a “potlitical” movement—a network of activists unified by a combination of 

both political and cultural ideas, yet who eschewed the very notion of organized activism. 

Distinguishing themselves from the anti-war and New Left movements, the Yippies 

offered an individualistic way of looking at politics: as a personal choice and 

responsibility distinct from the machinery of party politics and traditions of political 

philosophy. By allowing for improvisation at their demonstrations, the Yippies provided 

a participatory “cool” milieu that required activists to bring their own political ideas to 

the Yip-In and the Festival of Life. The Yippies were “potlitical” rather than political: 
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that is, they were political only to a point—vague Leftists, they left the particulars of 

political strategy and philosophy up to the participants in their playful public 

performances. They also inserted a welcome levity into political affairs. In addition to 

ensuring media attention, this humor worked as a McLuhanesque tool designed to draw 

attention to the pervasive media-dominated environment of capitalist culture. Humor also 

defended the Yippies against rational attack by Establishment authority figures: the 

police looked ridiculous as they wrestled with a squealing and wriggling Pigasus; HUAC 

hearings seemed an absurd circus when Rubin arrived in ironic costume. 

 Public performances were the hallmark of Yippie, rather than works of political 

philosophy like SDS’ “Port Huron Statement.” The Yippies were theatre-makers. Using a 

variety of different performance styles and techniques they crafted their networked 

participatory street performance form into mass demonstrations at the Yip-In and Festival 

of Life. To create revolutionary action-theater, the Yippies drew on their embodied 

countercultural lifestyle. Then they added elements of the Happening, guerrilla theatre, 

and Theatre of Cruelty to frame their street demonstrations as performances. Demanding 

active participation from their fellow activists, they required that all Yippies publicly 

challenge their personal “creeping meatball” at these performances. They relied on 

network organization to encourage participation from all factions of the New Left, the 

counterculture, and the anti-war movement. The result was a performance form bursting 

with multiple points of view, discontinuous actions, eruptions of conflict, and shifting 

focus—all the elements of Kershaw’s dramaturgy of protest. As news of these public 

performances spread across America, the Yippies hoped that their revolutionary action-
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theater would fulfill its ultimate goal of persuading the American public to take some 

kind of radical action. 

The “potlitical” movement of the Youth International Party was less of a social 

movement and more of a cultural phenomenon. According to the definition given by 

Mario Diani in an article analyzing social movement scholarship, social movements are 

“networks of informal interactions between a plurality of individuals, groups and/or 

organizations, engaged in political or cultural conflicts, on the basis of shared collective 

identities” (1). While the Yippie movement contains elements of this definition—it 

certainly was engaged in political and cultural conflict—it never really reached far 

enough to be considered a “plurality of individuals” and it was never cohesive enough to 

develop a “collective identity.” Thousands of demonstrators participated in Yippie 

events, but even more were involved in the immense anti-war movement, the student-

driven New Left, or the large hippie counterculture.  

Furthermore, the Yippie collective identity was tenuous at best: as a network of 

activists already engaged in other movements, individual Yippies like Dellinger, 

Krassner, Morea, Morgan, Seale, or Sanders owed their primary allegiance to other 

political and cultural identities. For example, Dellinger was first a Mobe leader, a 

pacifist, and a Liberation magazine editor, Krassner a satirist and editor of The Realist, 

Morea the leader of UATW/MF, Morgan a women’s liberation activist, Seale a Black 

Panther, and Sanders a poet and musician with The Fugs. It was really only the core 

Yippies—Abbie Hoffman, Anita Hoffman, and Jerry Rubin, who fully embraced Yippie 
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as their primary political and cultural identity. Rather than a full-fledged social or 

political movement, Yippie was a brief, if powerful, political and cultural fad. 

The cultural phenomenon of the Youth International Party, however, managed to 

accomplish much during the few short months that Yippie existed. With the Festival of 

Life the Yippies proved that they could use the media to do advertising work that had the 

potential to pull thousands of participants to a street demonstration. At the Yip-In and 

during Convention week in Chicago they established that a diverse crowd of participants 

could feel communitas as together they embodied their political opinions and cultural 

choices for an audience of mainstream America. As evidenced by the numerous letters 

sent to President Johnson, the Yippies showed that their mass street performances could 

indeed provoke this audience into political action. But the Festival of Life was the last 

mass Yippie action to attract major media interest. While some Yippies still made 

headlines individually, the Youth International Party never again flourished with the 

same national passion.  

The violence in Chicago had serious consequences for both the Yippies and their 

associates in the New Left, and contributed to the disintegration of these movements. The 

anti-war movement felt pressure to make every demonstration as attention-grabbing as 

the Festival of Life. Jerry Rubin notes that the New Left “fell into a very American trap: 

We had to produce more and more. The Movement had to produce more and more 

stimulation for society out there to keep the Movement going. And where do you go after 

you’re bombing? I mean there’s nowhere to go from there [sic]” (Morrison 289). Thus 

the Yippies and their Leftist colleagues fell into a trap of their own making: once they 
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began creating theatrical demonstrations with the media foremost in mind, they felt 

pressure to provide novelty to continuously counteract the media’s short attention span. 

Their focus on the media as a means to reach the vast American public was their undoing. 

Rather than using the media to do their advertising for them, they found themselves used 

by the media.  

The Yippies’ use of the media as their mouthpiece situated them as a brief, flash-

in-the-pan phenomenon, rather than a lasting movement like SDS or the New Left. When 

the media lost interest, news of the Yippies dropped out of the mainstream press. This 

shortage of documentation is one of the reasons that the Yippies occupy a place on the 

margins of histories of the 1960s. And because so much of their networking work was 

done through the media, the Yippies found themselves without the ability to organize 

effectively. They had no structures like regional chapters or membership rolls on which 

to fall back. The core Yippie leaders, who conceived of every demonstration as 

revolutionary action-theater, did not see theatricality in doing the hard work of managing 

membership and communications among the Yippie network. Without the media as their 

networking center, the Youth International Party began to disintegrate, even as the entire 

New Left movement began to fall apart. 

 Because the violence in Chicago so shocked the American public and made 

headlines out of the anti-war cause, factions of the anti-war and New Left movements 

decided that further violent protest was necessary to hammer home their political ideals. 

Militant off-shoots of SDS like the Weather Underground Organization threatened 

violent overthrow of the government and rioted in Lincoln Park during their October, 
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1969, “Four Days of Rage” campaign meant to recreate the chaos of Convention week. A 

disastrous SNCC merger with the increasingly belligerent Black Panther Party signaled 

the end of the organization’s nonviolent grassroots foundations. Fearful of another 

Chicago, the police and military felt justified in using greater force against anti-war 

demonstrators, which had tragic consequences at Kent State University and Jackson State 

College in May, 1970, when student protesters were killed by authorities shooting into 

crowds.74  

After Chicago the Yippies and their allies also lost the support of many pacifist 

activists and others who shunned militant dissent. The Left was split on violence as a 

protest tactic. Internal wrangling over political theory and strategies fractured SDS and 

SNCC. Factionalism over political tactics also damaged YIP: at the 1972 Democratic 

Convention in Miami Beach, young self-described “zippies” turned on the older Yippie 

generation, frustrated with the lack of leadership in the Yippie movement and blaming 

their elders for not providing more direction (Rubin, Growing 7). The very thing that 

made Yippie unique, its adoption of the hippies’ do-your-own-thing philosophy and non-

hierarchical network organization, was scorned by younger activists desperate for clear 

leadership and a specific political message. 

Perhaps the young zippies had a point: the core of founding Yippies spent less 

time working for YIP as they involved themselves in other causes. In September, 1968, 

Robin Morgan and Nancy Kurshan turned their attention to demonstrating against the 

Miss America Pageant in Atlantic City, and delved into the women’s liberation 

                                                 
74 Ohio National Guard killed four students at Kent State, while Mississippi State police killed two students 
at Jackson State. 
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movement. In June, 1969, Jim Fouratt participated in the Stonewall protests, and 

eventually became a well-known gay rights activist. The Lampes turned to environmental 

activism on the West coast. As the core Yippies’ political interests shifted after Chicago, 

and with their main targets of President Johnson and the Democratic Party no longer in 

executive power, the Youth International Party slowly fell apart.  

Abbie Hoffman and Rubin found themselves indicted on charges of conspiracy to 

start a riot stemming from the Chicago violence.75 The defendants did their best to keep 

the media riveted by arguing with the judge, testifying while high on drugs, and 

espousing Yippie philosophy on the stand. They challenged the authority of the court by 

eating candy, reading the newspaper, and even sleeping at the defendant’s table. Their 

eventual convictions of crossing state lines to incite a riot were overturned on appeal. 

Hoffman and Rubin went on to pursue other political projects: Rubin famously became a 

Yuppie in the 1980s, embracing capitalism and seeking to change the system from 

within; while Hoffman changed his name to “Barry Freed” when he went underground 

for six years in 1974 to avoid arrest on a drug charge. Years later they met again, 

participating in a series of debates titled “Yuppie Versus Yippie” held at various colleges 

across the nation (Morrison 291). They remained friendly, although they no longer agreed 

on political philosophy, and Hoffman declared that Rubin was “full of shit” (Morrison 

293). 

                                                 
75 They stood trial along with other Chicago demonstration leaders: Dellinger, Seale, Hayden, Rennie 
Davis, John Froines and Lee Weiner. Seale was severed from the case for contempt and tried separately. 
Froines and Weiner were acquitted. 
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The Festival of Life and the ensuing conspiracy trial remain Hoffman and Rubin’s 

zenith as media personalities. In fact Chicago is what they are best known for today. 

Their courtroom antics live on in the recent animated documentary film Chicago 10, and 

the upcoming Steven Spielberg film project about the trial.76 Forty years later popular 

culture continues to be enthralled with the Yippies’ Chicago experiences. Yet while their 

Chicago actions remain the Yippies’ defining legacy, their revolutionary action-theater 

form also lives on today in the new urban performance form of the flash mob. 

 

a mix of fun, rebellion, collective action, and art 

—media description of a flash mob (Walker 1) 

 

In the summer of 2003, the flash mob phenomenon swept across the world in a 

matter of weeks. A flash mob is a group of people organized by means of electronic 

networking who briefly perform a simple action at a given time in a public location, and 

then quickly disperse. Participants are informed of the flash mob location and activity by 

email or text messaging, and both participants and organizers record flash mob activity 

on blogs.77 To ensure a large turn-out, participants are encouraged to forward messages 

alerting of an upcoming flash mob to others in their social network. Flash mobs take 

place in public spaces, like street corners and parks, and easily accessible places of 

business, such as hotels or large stores that can handle a large influx of people. Actions at 

                                                 
76 Spielberg’s project is currently set to include a script by Aaron Sorkin and a performance by comic Sacha 
Baron Cohen as Abbie Hoffman (Fleming par. 3, 5). 
77 The rise of the flash mob coincided with the increasing popularity of blogs, or online journals. 
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a flash mob are purposefully simple and short, since the essence of the flash mob is 

brevity.78 They have included asking participants to twirl across an intersection, play a 

game of “duck, duck, goose” in a park, bow and cower before a model dinosaur in a toy 

store, or raise ringing cell phones into the air. Participants must scatter at the end of a 

flash mob to maintain anonymity.  

 The first flash mob was organized by a figure initially known only as “Bill,” a 

New Yorker who claimed to work in the “culture industry.” Planned for 3 June, 2003, 

this flash mob was aborted when police found out about the anticipated gathering and 

barred entrance to the target location, a Claire’s Accessories store (Wasik 57). In the 

March, 2006, issue of Harper’s Magazine “Bill” revealed himself to be senior editor Bill 

Wasik, who kept his name and position secret to preserve the essential anonymity of the 

flash mob. In the article that “outs” him as the inventor of the flash mob phenomenon, he 

explains that his motivation was a social experiment into the “deindividuation” that urban 

life causes. Defining deindividuation as a psychological state in which people do not pay 

attention to others in a group as individuals, but rather see only the group as a whole, 

Wasik wanted to see in practice how this mob mentality causes individuals loose their 

inhibitions (56). Thus he devised the concept of the flash mob, a public gathering that 

requires participants to act without reservations.  

 Wasik does not cite the Yippies as a model for the flash mob form. There is no 

direct link between Yippie actions in 1968 and the contemporary flash mob movement. 

                                                 
78 Indeed the flash mob name might refer to the form’s essential shortness. Creator Bill Wasik claims that 
the form was christened the “flash mob” by blogger Sean Savage of cheesebikini.com after a 1973 science 
fiction short story (57-58). Savage denies the connection to the story, but does not explain how he came up 
with the name (“Flash” par. 7). 
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The Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater and the flash mob are not identical phenomena. 

However, the flash mob echoes many of the elements of revolutionary action-theater, 

“ghosting” the ludic public displays of the Yippies. Like the Happening, the flash mob 

began as an apolitical performance, emphasizing form over content. Despite its lack of 

political message, the flash mob mirrors the Yippies’ performances in both structure and 

form. Flash mobs offer a sense of what contemporary revolutionary action-theater might 

look like: crowds of actors organized by social networking, and, like the nomination of 

Pigasus or the Grand Central Station Yip-In, an emphasis on fun and uninhibited 

behavior. 

 Wasik was particularly concerned with deindividuation in what he calls the 

“hipster” generation, the “hundreds of thousands of educated young urbanites with 

strikingly similar tastes” who pride themselves on always being on the cutting edge of 

trends in music, literature, technology, and fashion (56). Wasik’s hipsters are not the Beat 

poets of the 1950s or the hippie generation who emulated them in the 1960s, yet they 

share with their namesakes and the Yippies a distain for mainstream culture. According 

to Wasik, this “mercurial” generation moves from trend to trend with a mob mentality, 

never pausing to critique their own unanimity of taste. The flash mob was intended as a 

critique of contemporary hipster culture: Wasik was curious to see how many people 

would show up for an event forwarded from an anonymous email but promising “tons of 

other people are doing it” (57). He also wanted to see if people would act in public in a 

manner that required the abandonment of social restrictions. Even if it required them to 

act in a way that seemed silly and uninhibited, would the hipsters participate if they 
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thought they were part of something avant-garde? The flash mob demonstrated that the 

hipsters would indeed participate in ridiculous acts if part of a larger group. 

 Two weeks later, the Macy’s rug flash mob was the first successful flash mob. 

“Bill” forwarded an email advertising the flash mob to his social circle and other 

“hipsters” involved in the culture industry: young writers, artists, musicians, and 

trendsetters (Wasik 57). The flash mob participants met at four different bars near the 

Macy’s target location prior to the appointed time, then moved in several large groups to 

the store. With safety in numbers, the hipsters animatedly discussed the potential of the 

rug as a place for communal sex. Photographs taken at the event show many in the crowd 

pensively considering the rug with one hand on their chin; the bemused Macy’s salesman 

echoes that same posture as he surveys the unexpected crowd (Savage, “Manhattan” par. 

1). Although the mainstream media did not take notice of this brief and unusual 

gathering, within days Wired News reported on the event, interviewing “Bill” and 

mentioning that at least two other flash mobs, in San Francisco and Chicago, were 

already being planned (Delio par. 1).79 Only one successful flash mob had occurred, but 

already the flash mob was becoming a fad among cutting-edge hipsters. 

 On 2 July, 2003, “Bill’s” third flash mob took in the lobby of the Grand Hyatt 

hotel next to Grand Central Terminal. By then “Bill” was not the only flash mob 

organizer. Flash mobs sprang up across America in large centers like San Francisco, 

Chicago, Boston, Phoenix, Seattle and Minneapolis, cities such as Ithaca, NY, and Palm 

Beach, FL, as well as locations throughout the wired world: Toronto, London, Moscow, 

                                                 
79 Wired News provides daily online news updates on technology developments and trends. Like its sister 
print publication Wired, Wired News is a division of Condé Nast. 



 213 
 

Glasgow, Rome, Vienna, Berlin, Sydney, Sao Paulo and Bombay. By early September 

the concept of the flash mob had appeared in Garry Trudeau’s nationally syndicated 

comic strip Doonesbury, and the call for a flash mob in Doonesbury’s comic world had 

created an actual flash mob in Seattle in support of Democratic Presidential candidate 

Howard Dean (Armstrong par. 6). Wasik’s social experiment had become a full-on urban 

movement in just a few short months, with thousands participating. 

 As the frequency of flash mobs increased, and as they spread from New York 

across North America and to Europe and Asia, the media began to take notice. By the end 

of July, news of flash mobs appeared in major daily newspapers, with reports peaking in 

August. By mid-August the flash mob fad was being covered by mainstream outlets like 

CNN (Cooper par. 1), and magazines such as People and Time (“Get” par. 1; Shinayerson 

par. 1). In early September journalist John Karastamatis was trying to create a flash 

mob—and a story—at the Toronto Film Festival (Karastamatis T5). Yet the media was 

confused about flash mobs. The phenomenon had no obvious leader: while the 

mysterious “Bill” had organized the first recorded flash mob that summer, he was not the 

only flash mob organizer. Others quickly emerged. Flash mobs had no hierarchical 

organization typical of a planned movement. Were flash mobs political? They did not 

seem to have an ideology or argue for a political point of view. In fact, there seemed to be 

no context for flash mobs at all. Why were practical strangers meeting in public spaces to 

perform simple, often silly, actions?  

In search of an answer, and a way to understand the strange performance practice, 

the media turned to what they already knew: performance art, Happenings, and guerrilla 
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theatre. Many initial media reports describe flash mobs in terms of performance, for 

example, as “quirky entertainment” (Stewart par. 16), indebted to guerrilla theatre 

(Berens 112), or “anarchic mass performance art,” (Phil Miller 12), an “impromptu 

human art exhibit” (Hatton B1), and a “reality-checking 10-minute piece of performance” 

(“What’s” 12). The comparison to performance is apt. Flash mobs use the guerrilla 

theatre tactic of rapid set-up and dispersal. Incongruous actions like twirling through an 

intersection (San Francisco), raising a glass to toast “Natasha” (Berlin), or dancing in the 

street (Bombay), take on aesthetic value when performed in public spaces used for other 

purposes. The performance form of the Happening similarly draws attention to everyday 

actions—such as pouring water into a bucket—as events that can be appreciated for their 

aesthetic value.80 At the same time, the apolitical nature of flash mobs echoed 

Happenings and other non-matrixed performances that emphasize structure over content. 

Without a clear social or political purpose, flash mobs were understood by the media as 

events with some kind of cultural purpose. 

As a performance form, the flash mob includes many of the same elements as the 

Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater. Like the Yippies’ performances, flash mobs take 

place in public spaces that are spacious enough for a large crowd and easily accessible: 

parks, parking lots, hotel lobbies, and street corners. Just like revolutionary action-theater 

events organized by the Yippies were meant to poke fun at the Establishment, flash mobs 

contain a sense of the carnivalesque. Both Yippies and flash mobbers reject inhibitions 

                                                 
80 This example comes from an untitled performance event at Black Mountain College in 1952 (Goldberg 
126).   
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and social conventions: flash mobs stop traffic with pedestrians twirling with abandon in 

an intersection, or turn hipsters into children playing “duck duck goose” in public parks. 

The element of play in flash mobs hearkens back to the ludic nature of the Yippie 

movement and its tongue-in-cheek slogans like “abandon the creeping meatball!” or the 

Yip-In’s call for roller-skating in Grand Central Terminal.  

The flash mob also echoes the Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater in its reliance 

on network organizing. Similar to the Yippies who answered the call of the Chicago 

poster, or Yip-In leaflets circulated around the Lower East Side, flash mob actors 

participate in the events because they are part of a network that facilitates communication 

and connection between its nodes. The Yippies relied on their connections with other 

activist groups, such as Mobe and SDS, as well as their hippie connections, to create and 

coordinate large crowds at revolutionary action-theater events. For example, at the 

Festival of Life Abbie Hoffman planned and networked with other activists by means of 

walkie-talkies (McDarrah 25). “Bill” had the advantage of technology that could reach 

more people: he used his email forwarding function to spread word of flash mobs through 

his own social network, then relied on individual nodes in that network to send the 

information further across the Web. When news of the Macy’s flash mob appeared on 

websites such as Sean Savage’s Cheesebikini? blog, readers in London, Minneapolis, San 

Francisco, Tokyo, and Kansas City all posted comments about upcoming flash mobs in 

their own geographic area (“Upcoming” comment section). The immediacy of the 

electronic network allowed word of flash mobs to spread widely very quickly, and this 

resulted in dozens of flash mob events with thousands of participants.  
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In addition to comparing the flash mob trend to Happenings of the 1960s, the 

media also investigated the network organization of flash mobs. Looking for an 

explanation for this strange new phenomenon, many reports in the popular press linked 

flash mobs to Howard Rheingold’s Smart Mobs: The Next Social Revolution (2002). 

Rheingold’s work is also cited on major flash mob websites, such as mobproject.com, 

flocksmart.com, and cheesebikin.com.81 A former writer for Wired magazine, Rheingold 

predicts a future of social and political organization through the electronic network and 

also writes about the phenomenon that created flash mobs before the first flash mob even 

happened. Rheingold’s work provides a bridge between the apolitical activity of flash 

mobs, and their potential as a model for grassroots organizing.  

In Smart Mobs Rheingold discusses not the specific performance form of flash 

mobs, but rather the larger phenomenon known as smart mobs. He argues that smart 

mobs are made of “people who are able to act in concert even if they don’t know each 

other,” and are able to cooperate by means of electronic communication devices (xii). 

Although he uses the term “smart mob” throughout, Rheingold also refers to 

electronically organized groups as “mobile ad hoc social networks” (169). Because of the 

many different possible paths of information distribution and diffused power, he argues 

that the network is the most important form of social organization for the new millennium 

(163). This is similar to what Manuel Castells argues in The Rise of the Network Society: 

the network is a basic structure in contemporary society that modifies and determines 

                                                 
81 Cheesebikini.com is a personal blog created by Sean Savage, a Silicon Valley-based technology worker, 
and is still active as I write. Flocksmart.com and mobproject.com were sites created specifically to record 
the flash mob trend. Currently mobproject.com is no longer active, while flocksmart.com contains content 
mostly from the height of the flash mob craze (August, 2003). 
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social behaviors, and the technological innovation of recent years has shifted a 

hierarchical society to a network society. Although Rheingold and Castells point to the 

network as a “new” social organization strategy, its use in social justice protests in the 

early 1990s and its use by the Yippies as an organizing strategy in 1968 suggest that 

rather than being a new type of organizational model exclusive to the twenty-first 

century, the network is instead newly widespread and newly possible by means of the 

technologies of email and mobile phone text messaging. That is, today’s technology 

allows for a wider and more practical use of network organization. 

Rheingold argues that electronically organized groups of people, such as flash 

mobs, are part of a larger social re-thinking of collective action. He demonstrates the use 

of smart mobs for political purpose: he argues that crowds in Manila who contributed to 

the downfall of President Estrada in 2001 were organized through cell phone text 

messaging (xvii); demonstrators at the World Trade Organization meeting in Seattle used 

mobile phones to organize their swarming tactics (158); and Critical Mass, the bicycle-

promotion organization, currently uses mobile technology to organize while on the move 

(158). As the potential for collective action and grassroots organizing is re-shaped by the 

electronic network, organizing strategies emerge whereby each individual on the network 

has as much opportunity as the next to coordinate with others. The smart mob, therefore, 

follows a post-modern model: it functions not linearly, but rather as a rhizome. Each node 

has just as much agency to effect change within the network as any other node. The 

rhizome may also offer a new conception of community because hierarchies and power 

relationships are flattened out: ideally individual nodes in the network have equal 
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agency.82 A smart mob may be composed of strangers who have no relationship to each 

other beyond their mutual connection to the network, yet this connection creates a virtual 

community and provides the opportunity for collective action.  

 

Sudden epidemics of cooperation aren’t necessarily pleasant experiences. 

—Howard Rheingold in Smart Mobs (175) 

 

The potential for ideological uses of flash mobs soon became clear by autumn 

2003. Because of its original apolitical nature and network organization, the flash mob 

was easily appropriated for other means beyond random fun. Flash mobs were soon used 

for political and commercial ends by those seeking to capitalize on the trendy cultural 

capital of flash mobs. For example, in Austin, TX, a flash mob was used as a publicity 

stunt to promote the Texas Book Festival (“They’re” B5). In another public relations 

event, the Russian Communist Party staged a flash mob at a showing of the movie The 

Matrix in an effort to attract young members by appealing to trend-conscious youths 

(Danilova 3). The phrase “flash mob” even entered the public lexicon: it was 

appropriated as verb in an article about the Democratic Party’s hope that young voters 

will “flash-mob the polls” in the 2004 election (Gerhart C1). Because a flash mob can be 

                                                 
82 Each node has equal agency ideally, but not always in practice. As Albert-László Barabási points out in 
Linked: How Everything is Connected to Everything Else and What is Means for Business, Science, and 
Everyday Life (2003), some nodes with many more connections to others act as “hubs” or super-connectors 
within the network (55-64). They have more power than nodes with only a small number of links. The idea 
of hubs, Barabási argues, “are the strongest argument against the utopian vision of an egalitarian 
cyberspace” (58). The “digital divide” between the rich and the poor in many nations also challenges the 
widespread diffusion of social organization by the electronic network. Nevertheless access to the network 
does have the potential to revolutionize an individual’s concept of community. 
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organized by anyone with access to the Internet or anyone with a mobile phone with a 

text-messaging capability, there is no clear distinction between authentic and inauthentic 

flash mobs, that is, between flash mobs that form for reasons of fun as part of hipster or 

Internet culture, and those that form for material gain. “Bill” originally conceived of flash 

mobs as apolitical, but they work as open texts which anyone may use for their own 

ideological purpose. 

The potential for flash mobs to be used for various ideological purposes also has 

some resonance with the Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater. The public performances 

of the Yippies had the clear political purpose of making “some statement” about the war, 

President Johnson, and the Democratic Party. Yet because the Yippies networked with a 

variety of activists and followed the do-your-own-thing principle, these performances 

were open to different and at times conflicting political viewpoints, strategies, and tactics. 

Thus some activists vandalized the Grand Central information booth clock in a fit of rage 

against the Establishment while others generously shared their popcorn with passers-by 

in a gesture of goodwill. The resulting chaos at the Yip-In was directly due the 

conflicting opinions of its participants.  

 Yet the ideological openness of networked performances like revolutionary 

action-theater and flash mobs offers great potential their use as a tactic for social 

organization, cultural commentary, or political campaigning. In 2003 Tom Grow of 

MobProject.com predicted that flash mobs would move from their status as a fad to a 

legitimate organizing weapon: “I believe that people will use this eventually to promote a 

new product or event, even political leanings or specific agendas. There’s a lot of 
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potential when you can get that many people together” (Creamer 20). For example, a 

political flash mob could effectively disrupt a campaign speech with coordinated 

ensemble shouting, or a cultural flash mob might create chalk drawings in front of a 

school that has just lost its fine arts budget, or a socially conscious flash mob might meet 

to distribute blankets to the homeless. The ability to quickly amass large amounts of 

people is the key to the flash mob and its potential power. While in the past, word-of-

mouth campaigns like the Yippies’ might follow the same model of individuals passing 

on information to others in their social network, the electronic social network allows this 

information to pass from one individual to another immediately. Mobile phones permit 

groups like Critical Mass to instantaneously disseminate protest strategy. The electronic 

network allows for more rapid organizing, and flexibility once the action has started. 

 This flexibility is a key element of flash mobs and other similar networked 

performances. Highly adaptable and immediate, networked performances are 

unpredictable. Any performer may improvise a new tactic or urge others to immediately 

change what they are doing. Thus networked performances like the Yippies’ 

revolutionary action-theater follow the dramaturgy of protest rather than the traditional 

Western agonistic dramatic model. The flash mob, which follows a pre-determined 

action, is only unpredictable to its audience who does not expect a performance to 

explode in a public space. Yet its hallmark is the “abrupt eruption of dramatic intensity” 

that Kershaw considers central to protest dramaturgy. A modified flash mob, in which 

participants direct themselves during the performance event itself, could fully take 
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advantage of the dramaturgy of protest’s elements of “sudden shifts and changes in 

direction, tempo, or focus” (Kershaw 99).  

An example of this in action is the environmental performance troupe Improv 

Everywhere’s modified flash mob performance titled “Look Up More,” in which 

participants danced in one of 76 windows of a shopping mall containing a Forever 21 

clothing store, a DSW shoe store, and a Whole Foods grocery located on Manhattan’s 

Union Square. When several participants found their access to their assigned window 

blocked by cash registers or escalators, they had to adapt and find other windows in 

which to dance, disrupting a planned pattern (“Look” par. 13). DSW store security 

quickly began removing dancing participants from windows, further disrupting the 

intended visual pattern of filled and unfilled windows (par. 16). Acting as the 

communications hub, the director of the performance, who watched from the park across 

the street and signaled to the actors when different phases in the dancing were to begin, 

saw the agitated security forces and hastened the performance’s conclusion by signaling 

to the participants to move onto the next phase (par. 15). His ability to immediately 

communicate with the performers allowed for an abrupt shift in direction that ultimately 

diffused the rising tension with store employees. If Abbie Hoffman or Jerry Rubin had 

been as able (or indeed, as willing) to control the participants at the Yip-In and the 

Festival of Life, perhaps the violence would never have occurred.  

 

  tonight was so much fun, we didn’t want it to stop! 

—“Fred” on participating in a New York flash mob (Savage, “Coverage” comment 1) 
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Flash mob performances are perhaps less participatory than the Yippies’ 

revolutionary action-theater due to their strict format and required simple action. But both 

performance forms have the ability to create a sense of communitas among its 

performers. Whereas the Yippies’ revolutionary action-theater events inspired 

communitas among activists realizing they shared political commitments with thousands 

of like-minded others, as at the Pentagon exorcism or Yip-In, flash mobs tend to inspire a 

sense of communitas that is based on a euphoric feeling of uninhibited pleasure. 

University of Texas at Austin students participating in a pillow-fight flash mob on 6 

April, 2006, described the event as “fun,” and told reporters that they would absolutely 

do it again (Matlock 6A). The following year, approximately 200 students knelt bowing 

before the University’s clock tower in another flash mob. Again participants interviewed 

by the student paper explained the pleasure the event gave them, calling it “a thrilling 

experience” and “delicious” (Sanchez 8A).83 “I was so stoked when I got my invitation” 

exclaimed one participant at the original Macy’s flash mob. “Just be there or be square” 

(Delio par. 6). Like the Yippies who developed an insider/outsider dynamic with their 

tongue-in-cheek slogans, flash mobs create a similar dynamic of those on the outside—

audience members—and those in the know: hipsters and others with social connections to 

trendsetters.   

                                                 
83 Flash mobs are now a frequent occurrence on the University of Texas at Austin campus. I taught a theatre 
history for majors class about the phenomenon as an example of contemporary performance during the 
Spring 2004 semester. The next class day, the students organized a flash mob to take place during the 
lecture. One of my teaching assistants subsequently went on to teach about flash mob performance to an 
introduction to theatre for non-majors class. Her teaching assistants have carried on that tradition as well, 
informing thousands of students. I believe that students enjoy experimenting with flash mobs because it is a 
carnivalesque and disruptive performance form that requires little preparation. Many have said that it 
reminds them of traditional classroom pranks such as all the students dropping their textbooks on the floor 
at a predetermined time to startle the teacher. 
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Yet the insider/outsider dynamic of flash mobs was short lived as the craze began 

to spread around the world. Photos from the first San Francisco flash mob of July, 2003, 

in which participants blocked an intersection as they twirled like children, show many 

people who would not fit Wasik’s description of the hipster. Instead of only cutting-edge 

young trendsetters, there was a wide range of participants, from mothers carrying their 

babies to men in business attire (Savage, “Snapshots” par. 1). It must be the shared 

feeling of communitas and pleasurable experience of participating in a flash mob that 

continues the phenomenon even today. For example, in January, 2008, participants from 

the New York-based environmental theatre group “Improv Everywhere” froze like 

statues in the grand concourse of Grand Central Terminal, as commuters and other 

passers-by moved among them (“Frozen” par. 1). In response flash mobbers in London 

organized a similar moment of frozen action in Trafalgar Square one month later 

(Improv, “IE” par. 1). As I write, I wonder if University of Texas at Austin students will 

continue their yearly flash mob tradition with a flash mob performance the first week of 

April, 2008.  

The flash mob craze of 2003, and its continuation today, demonstrates that there 

is a future for Yippie-style networked participatory street performances. With new 

networking technology available in the twenty-first century, today’s activists are better 

able than the Yippies to communicate among participants in a mass performance, and 

therefore better able to control the performance outcome. Even as the Yippies inspired 

their fellow activists with mass public performances that created a sense of community 

among participants, today flash mobs offer a new vision of community as a vast social 
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network that can be harnessed for exuberant fun or for political or commercial ends. As 

creators of a networked performance form before there was mobile phone, email, or text 

messaging technology, the Yippies and their revolutionary action-theater presaged 

today’s flash mob performance phenomenon. With their revolutionary action-theater they 

modeled a performance form ideal for the new millennium and the newly wired world of 

today. 
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List of Abbreviations 

 

CORE Congress for Racial Equality 

FBI Federal Bureau of Investigation 

HUAC House Un-American Activities Committee 

LBJ President Lyndon Baines Johnson 

LSD Lysergic acid diethylamide, hallucinogenic drug 

Mobe Mobilization Committee to End the War in Viet Nam 

NLF National Liberation Front of South Vietnam 

PHS Port Huron Statement 

ROTC Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 

SANE Committee for a SANE Nuclear Policy 

SCLC  Southern Christian Leadership Conference 

SDS  Students for a Democratic Society 

SI Situationist International 

SNCC Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee 

UATW/MF Up Against the Wall, Motherfucker 

WSP Women Strike for Peace 

YIP Youth International Party 



 226 
 

Works Cited 
 
Materials from the Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library 
 
Letter, Beverly Wayne Akers to the President, 28 Oct. 1967. HU4, WHCF [White House 

Central Files], Box 61, LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Mr. and Mrs. Earl Berkun to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 66, 

LBJ Library.  
 
Letter, Meredith Burke to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 66, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Dominick J. Cifrodelli to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 67, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Mrs. Ferol M. Harvey to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 66, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Chester E. Gallant to the President, no date [ca. 29 Aug. 1968]. HU4, WHCF, Box 

66, LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Mrs. C. R. Gardner to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 67, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, E. Marshall Grinder to Joel Broyhill, 3 Oct. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Mrs. John R. Hayden to the President, 7 Nov. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, J. Edgar Hoover to Mildred Stegall, 26 Oct. 1967. Files of Mildred Stegall, Box 

64C, LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, J. Edgar Hoover to Mildred Stegall, 31 Oct. 1967. Files of Mildred Stegall, Box 

64C, LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Alfred Q. Jarrette to Marvin Watson, 21 Sept. 1967. HU 4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Bruce P. Lake to the President, no date [ca. 29 Aug. 1968]. HU4, WHCF, Box 66, 

LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Judith E. Lieb to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 67, LBJ Library. 



 227 
 

 
Letter, Roger Light to the President, 30 Aug. 1968. HU4 WHCF, Box 66, LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Rev. William H. Liljegren to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 66, 

LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Ronald L. Minotto to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 66, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Maston O’Neal to the President, 29 Sept. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Walker Paine to the President, no date [ca. 29 Aug. 1968]. HU4, WHCF, Box 66, 

LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Romney S. Philpott to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 67, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Whitney Shoemaker to Joseph Noll, 22 Nov. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Whitney Shoemaker to Susan Mondok, 25 Nov. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Whitney Shoemaker to Paul J. Bleiler, 13 Dec. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Whitney Shoemaker to Robert Johnson, 13 Dec. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Letter, Whitney Shoemaker to Burck C. Saxton, 13 Dec. 1967. HU4, WHCF, Box 61, 

LBJ Library. 
 
Letter, Whitney Shoemaker to Patricia A. Herrity, 30 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, 

LBJ Library.  
 
Letter, Whitney Shoemaker to Mrs. C. R. Gardner, 9 Sept. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 67, 

LBJ Library. 
 
Memorandum, Joe Califano to the President, 24 Oct. 1967. No subject. EX HU 4, 

WHCF, Box 60, LBJ Library. 
 
Memorandum, Tom Johnson to George Christian, 21 Oct. 1967. No subject. EX HU4, 

WHCF, Box 60, LBJ Library. 



 228 
 

 
Memorandum, Charles Maguire to John Roche and W. Marvin Watson, 20 Oct. 1967. No 

subject. EX HU4, WHCF, Box 60, LBJ Library.  
 
Memorandum, Fred Panzer to the President, 6 Sept. 1968. “Advance Harris Poll Results 

for Monday, September 9, 1968.” EX PR16, WHCF, Box 350, LBJ Library. 
 
Memorandum, Fred Panzer to the President, 6 Sept. 1968. “Advance Gallup for Sunday, 

September 8, 1968.” EX PR16, WHCF, Box 350, LBJ Library. 
 
Memorandum, J. Walter Yeagley to White House, 3 Oct. 1967. “National Mobilization 

Committee to End the War in Vietnam [sic] October 21 Demonstration at the 
Pentagon Information Memorandum No.1.”  HU4, WHCF Confidential Files, 
Box 57, LBJ Library.  

 
Report, “The Strategy of Confrontation: Chicago and the Democratic National 

Convention 1968,” 6 Sept. 1968. EX HU4, WHCF, Box 60, LBJ Library. 
 
Telegram, Alberta Anderson to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Telegram, Martin H. Clari to the President, 30 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library.  
 
Telegram, Mrs. J. B. Haught to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Telegram, William Huffman to the President, 29 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Telegram, Lois Malott to the President, 28 Aug, 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Telegram, Walter McAllister to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library. 
 
Telegram, Louis D. Meffina et al. to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, 

LBJ Library. 
 
Telegram, Florence Nislow to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library.  
 
Telegram, Mr. and Mrs. Nye to the President, 28 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 

Library. 



 229 
 

Telegram, Marjorie Satthoff to the President, 30 Aug. 1968. HU4, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ 
Library. 

 
 
Books and Articles 
 
“7 Yippies, Their Pig Seized at Rally.” Chicago Tribune 24 Aug. 1968: A6. 
 
“800 Guardsmen Face Hippies in Park, at Hotel.” Chicago Tribune 28 Aug. 1968: A1+. 
 
“15,000 White House Pickets Denounce Vietnam War.” New York Times 18 Apr. 1965: 

1, 3. 
 
Across the Universe. Dir. Julie Taymor. Revolution Studios, 2007. 
 
Akatiff, Clark. “The March on the Pentagon.” Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers 64.1 (1974): 26-33. 
 
Albert, Stew, et al. Yippie election day manifesto. The New Left: A Documentary History. 

Ed. Massimo Teodori. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1969. 364-365. 
 
Apple, R. W. “Vietnam: The Signs of Stalemate.” New York Times 7 Aug. 1967: 1, 14. 
 
Armstrong, Ken. “Dozens Jump at the Chance to be in a Flash Mob . . . Or Whatever It 

Is.” Seattle Times 14 Sept. 2003. Jan. 2008. <http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/ 
cgi-bin/PrintStory.pl?document_id=2001728081&slug=flashmob14m& 
date=20030914>. 
 

Artaud, Antonin. The Theater and its Double. 1938. Trans. Mary Caroline Richards. New 
York: Grove, 1958. 

 
Austin, J. L. How to Do Things with Words. 1962. 2nd ed. Ed. J. O. Urmson and Marina 

Sbisà. Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1975. 
 
Babcox, Peter. “Meet the Women of the Revolution, 1969.” New York Times Magazine 9 

Feb. 1969: 34+. 
 
Bakhtin, Mikhail. Rabelais and His World. 1965. Trans. Helene Iswolsky. Bloomington: 

Indiana UP, 1984. 
 
“The Banners of Dissent.” Time Magazine 27 Oct. 1967. Oct. 2007. 

<http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,841090,00.html>. 
 



 230 
 

Barabási, Albert-László. Linked: How Everything Is Connected to Everything Else and 
What it Means for Business, Science, and Everyday Life. New York: Plume, 2003. 

 
Barnes, Clive. “Review of Hair.” New York Times 30 Apr. 1968: 40. 
 
Barney, Darin. The Network Society. Cambridge: Polity, 2004. 
 
Bart, Peter. “33-Hour Teach-In Attracts 10,000.” New York Times 23 May 1965: 26. 
 
Beck, Julian and Malina, Judith. Interview with Lita Eliscu. East Village Other 3.45 (11 

Oct. 1968): 4, 25.  
 
Berens, Bob. “The Last Page.” Dissent 50.4 (2003): 112. 
 
Bernstein, Carl and Kaiser, Robert G. “2000 Protesters Spend Night at Pentagon—Cold, 

Hopeful.” Washington Post 22 Oct. 1967: A14. 
 
Biner, Pierre. The Living Theatre. New York: Horizon, 1972.  
 
Blackburn, Tom. “MacBird! and Macbeth: Topicality and Imitation in Barbara Garson's 

Satirical Pastiche.” Shakespeare Survey 57 (2004): 137-145. 
 
Blake, Peter. Album cover art for The Beatles' Sgt. Pepper's Lonely Hearts Club Band. 

Capitol Records, 1967. 
 
Blum, John Morton. Years of Discord: American Politics and Society: 1961-1974. New 

York: W. W. Norton, 1991. 
 
Bogad, L. M. Electoral Guerrilla Theatre: Radical Ridicule and Social Movements. New 

York: Routledge, 2005. 
 
Bottoms, Stephen J. “The Efficacy/Effeminacy Braid: Unpicking the Performance 

Studies/Theatre Studies Dichotomy.” Theatre Topics 13.2 (2003): 173-187. 
 
- - - . Playing Underground: A Critical History of the 1960s Off-Off-Broadway 

Movement. Ann Arbor: U of Michigan P, 2004. 
 
Braunstein, Peter. “Forever Young: Insurgent Youth and the Sixties Culture of 

Rejuvenation.” Imagine Nation: The American Counterculture of the 1960s and 
'70s. Ed. Peter Braunstein and Michael William Doyle. New York: Routledge, 
2002. 243-273. 

 
Breslin, Jeremy. “Quiet Rally Turns Vicious.” Washington Post 22 Oct. 1967: A1, A10. 
 



 231 
 

Brown, Joe David, ed. The Hippies. New York: Time, 1967. 
 
Brownfeld, Allan Charles. The New Left: Memorandum Prepared for the Subcommittee 

to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal 
Security Laws of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate. 2nd ed. 
Washington: U. S. Government, 1968. 

 
Butler, Judith. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New York: 

Routledge, 1990. 
 
- - - . “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay in Phenomenology and 

Feminist Theory.” Performing Feminisms: Feminist Critical Theory and Theatre. 
Ed. Sue-Ellen Case. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1990. 270-282. 

 
Cage, John. Interview with Michael Kirby and Richard Schechner. TDR: Tulane Drama 

Review 10.2 (1965): 50-72. 
 
Carlson, Marvin. The Haunted Stage: The Theatre as Memory Machine. Ann Arbor: U of 

Michigan P, 2001. 
 
Castells, Manuel. The Rise of the Network Society. The Information Age: Economy, 

Society and Culture. Vol. 1. Malden, MA: Blackwell, 1996. 
 
Catholic Worker, et al. “Declaration of Conscience Against the War in Vietnam.” 1965. 

Civil Disobedience: Theory and Practice. Ed. Hugo Adam Bedau. New York: 
Pegasus, 1969. 160-161. 

 
Chapman, William. “55,000 Rally Against War; GIs Repel Pentagon Charge.” 

Washington Post 22 Oct. 1967: A1, A11. 
 
- - - . “Arrests End War Protest.” Washington Post 23 Oct. 1967: A1, A16. 
 
Chicago 10. Dir. Brett Morgen. Participant Productions, 2007. 
 
Cohen-Cruz, Jan, ed. Radical Street Performance: An International Anthology. London: 

Routledge, 1998. 
 
Cooper, Anderson and Moos, Jeanne. “Flash Mobs Engage in Guerrilla Absurdity.” Live 

from the Headlines. CNN. Transcript 081104CN.V94: 11 Aug. 2003. Jan. 2008. 
<http://transcripts.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/0308/11/se.04.html>. 

 
“Cops, Hippies War in Street. Scores Hurt in Battle on Michigan Ave.” Chicago Tribune 

29 Aug. 1968: A1+. 
 



 232 
 

Creamer, Matthew. “Media Relations—Turning Crowds into Customers.” PR Week 20 
Oct. 2003: 20. 

 
“Daley City Under Siege.” Time Magazine 30 Aug. 1968: 18-25. 
 
Danilova, Maria. “KPRF ‘Flash Mob’ Hits Movie Premiere.” Moscow Times 6 Nov. 

2003: 3. 
 
Davis, R. G. “Guerrilla Theatre.” TDR: Tulane Drama Review 10.3 (1966): 130-136. 
 
- - - . “Guerrilla Theatre: The Life Style that Won't Quit.” Liberation News Service 45 (26 

Feb. 1968): 29-30. 
 
Debord, Guy. The Society of the Spectacle. 1967. Trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith. New 

York: Zone, 1994. 
 
De Certeau, Michel. The Writing of History. 1975. Trans. Tom Conley. New York: 

Columbia UP, 1988. 
 
“The Decline and Fall of the Democratic Party.” Editorial. Ramparts 7.5 (28 Sept. 1968): 

20-42. 
 
Deleuze, Gilles and Guttari, Felix. A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. 

1980. Trans. Brian Massumi. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1987. 
 
Delio, Michelle. “E-Mail Mob Takes Manhattan.” Wired News 19 Jun. 2003. Jan. 2008. 

<www.wired.com/culture/lifestyle/news/2003/06/59297>. 
 
Diani, Mario. “The Concept of Social Movement.” Sociological Review 40.1 (1992): 1-

25. 
 
Dodd, Thomas Joseph. Introduction. The New Left: Memorandum Prepared for the 

Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and 
Other Internal Security Laws of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States 
Senate by Allan Charles Brownfeld. 2nd ed. Washington: U. S. Government, 1968. 
1-7. 

 
Dolan, Jill. Utopia in Performance: Finding Hope at the Theater. Ann Arbor: U of 

Michigan P, 2005. 
 
Doyle, Michael William. “Staging the Revolution: Guerrilla Theater as a Countercultural 

Practice, 1965-1968.” Imagine Nation: The American Counterculture of the 1960s 
and ‘70s. Ed. Peter Braunstein and Michael William Doyle. New York: 
Routledge, 2002. 71-97. 



 233 
 

 
Editorial. Chicago Tribune. 29 Aug. 1968: A20. 
 
Eliscu, Lita. “Theatra?” East Village Other 3.23 (10 May 1968): 7+. 
 
Estrin, Mark. “Guerrilla Theatre from The American Playground.” TDR: The Drama 

Review 13.4 (1969): 72-79. 
 
Farber, David. Chicago ‘68. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1988. 
 
- - - . The Age of Great Dreams: America in the 1960s. New York: Hill and Wang, 1994. 
 
Farber, Donald C. From Option to Opening: A Guide for the Off-Broadway Producer. 

New York: DBS, 1968. 
 
Fleming, Michael, and Barraclough, Leo. “Baron Cohen Up for ‘Seven.’” Variety 1 Jan. 

2008. Feb. 2008. < http://www.variety.com/article/VR1117978253.html>. 
 
Forrest Gump. Dir. Robert Zemeckis. Paramount Pictures, 1994. 
 
Fouratt, Jim. MySpace.com profile. 2007. Dec. 2007.  

<http://profile.myspace.com/index.cfm?fuseaction=user.viewprofile&friendid=35
739072>. 

 
Franklin, Ben A. “War Protesters Defying Deadline Seized in Capital.” New York Times 

23 Oct. 1967: 1, 32. 
 
Gallup, George H. The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion 1935-1971. New York: Random 

House, 1972. 
 
Garson, Barbara. Macbird! New York: Grove, 1967. 
 
Genet, Jean. “The Members of the Assembly.” Trans. Richard Seaver. Esquire 70.5 

(1968): 86-89. 
 
Gerhart, Ann. “Democrats Shake Their Booty.” Washington Post 29 Oct. 2003: C1. 
 
“Get Ready for a Flash Mob!” People 25 Aug. 2003: 92. 
 
Ginsberg, Allen. “Pentagon Exorcism: No Taxation without Representation.” WIN: 

Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent Action 4.2 (31 Jan. 1968): 7. 
 
- - - . Howl. 1956. Selected Poems 1947-1995. New York: Harper Collins, 1996. 
 



 234 
 

Gitlin, Todd. The Whole World is Watching: Mass Media and the Making and Unmaking 
of the New Left. Berkeley: U of California P, 1980. 

 
- - - . The Sixties: Years of Hope, Days of Rage. New York: Bantam, 1987. 
 
Goffman, Erving. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York: Doubleday, 

1959. 
 
Goldberg, RoseLee. Performance Art: From Futurism to the Present. Rev. ed. New 

York: Thames and Hudson, 2001. 
 
“The Great Christmas Mill-In.” WIN: Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent Action 4.1 

(15 Jan. 1968): 10. 
 
Groom, Winston. Forrest Gump. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1986. 
 
Guernsey, Otis L. Jr., ed. The Best Plays of 1966-67. New York: Dodd, Mead, 1967. 
 
- - - . The Best Plays of 1967-68. New York: Dodd, Mead, 1968. 
 
“Guerrilla Theatre: Act Now!” In special section “Free Other.” Esquire 70.3 (1968): 83. 
 
Hansen, Al [Alfred Earl]. A Primer of Happenings and Time/Space Art. New York: 

Something Else Press, 1965.  
 
Harding, James M., and Rosenthal, Cindy. “Introduction: Between Characteristics, 

Continuities, and Change—Theorizing the Legacy of Radical Theaters.” 
Restaging the Sixties: Radical Theaters and their Legacies. Ann Arbor: U of 
Michigan P, 2006. 1-25. 

 
Hatton, Nigel. “Show Up, Strike a Pose, Hit the Road.” Star Tribune [Minneapolis] 23 

Jul. 2003:  B1. 
 
Hayden, Casey. “Thoughts of Young Radicals: Raising the Question of Who Decides.” 

New Republic 22 Jan. 1996: 9-10. 
 
Hayden, Tom. Reunion: A Memoir. New York: Random House, 1988. 
 
Heimann, Jim, ed. 60s: All-American Ads. Köln: Taschen, 2002. 
 
Henry, Washington. “The New Politics Box.” Dissent 14 (1967): 682-687. 
 
Herbers, John. “Youths Dominate Capital Throng.” New York Times 22 Oct. 1967: 58. 
 



 235 
 

Higgins, Dick. “The Origin of the Happening.” American Speech: A Quarterly Journal of 
Linguistic Usage. 51.3-4 (1976): 268-271. 

 
Hinckle, Warren. “A Social History of the Hippies.” The Sixties. Ed. Gerald Howard. 

New York: Washing Square, 1982. 207-232. 
 
Hoagland, Jim. “Protest Leaders Faded at Pentagon.” Washington Post 23 Oct. 1967: 

A17. 
 
Hoffman, Abbie. “Fuck the System.” 1968. Revolution for the Hell of It. New York: Dial 

Press, 1968. 220-252. 
 
- - - .  Revolution for the Hell of It. New York: Dial Press, 1968. 
 
- - - . “Media Freaking.” Excerpt of speech 27 Aug. 1968. TDR: The Drama Review 13.4 

(1969): 46-51. 
 
- - - . “Freedom and License.” Interview with Walker Study team. The Conspiracy. Ed. 

Peter and Deborah Babcox and Bob Abel. New York: Dell, 1969. 41-75. 
 
- - - . Woodstock Nation: A Talk-Rock Album. New York: Vintage, 1969. 
 
- - - . “Testimony of Abbie Hoffman [from Chicago trial].” Counterculture and 

Revolution.  Ed. David Horowitz et al. New York: Random House, 1972. 28-46. 
 
- - - . Steal this Book. 1970. New York: Four Walls Eight Windows, 1996. 
 
- - - . Soon to be a Major Motion Picture. New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1980. 
 
Hoffman, Jack and Simon, Daniel. Run Run Run: The Lives of Abbie Hoffman. New 

York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1994. 
 
Hoffman, Paul. “50,000 at San Francisco Peace Rally.” New York Times 16 Apr. 1967: 3. 
 
“Hundreds of Protesters Block Traffic in Chicago.” New York Times 26 Aug. 1968: 25. 
 
Hunt, Andrew E. David Dellinger: The Life and Times of a Nonviolent Revolutionary. 

New York: New York UP, 2006. 
 
Hunter, Marjorie. “HUAC and the Yippies Do Their Thing.” New York Times 6 Oct. 

1968: E7. 
 
Hurwitt, Robert. “Revolution Stage-In: The Miracles of St. Francis.” East Village Other 

3.1 (15-30 Nov. 1967): 9. 



 236 
 

 
Improv Everywhere. “Look Up More.” Improv Everywhere. 19 Mar. 2005. Jan 2008. 

<http://improveverywhere.com/2005/03/19/look-up-more/>.  
 
- - - . “Frozen Grand Central.” Improv Everywhere. 31 Jan. 2008. Feb. 2008. 

<http://improveverywhere.com/2008/01/31/frozen-grand-central/>. 
 
- - - . “IE Global: Freeze Events in London and Toronto.” Improv Everywhere. 17 Feb. 

2008. Feb. 2008. <http://improveverywhere.com/2008/02/17/ie-global-freeze-
events-in-london-and-toronto/>. 

 
“In the Streets: Tear Gas and Clubs.” Washington Post 29 Aug. 1968: A1+. 
 
Isserman, Maurice. If I Had a Hammer . . . The Death of the Old Left and the Birth of the 

New Left. New York: Basic, 1987. 
 
Isserman, Maurice and Kazin, Michael. America Divided: The Civil War of the 1960s. 

New York: Oxford UP, 2000. 
 
Jezer, Martin. “A Happening for the Birds.” WIN: Peace and Freedom through 

Nonviolent Action 4.1 (15 Jan. 1968): 10. 
 
- - - . “YIP!” WIN: Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent Action 4.6 (14 Apr. 1968): 8. 
 
- - - . “A Yippee History.” Liberation News Service 66 (15 Apr. 1968): 1-3. 
 
- - - . “The Whole World was Watching.” WIN: Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent 

Action.  4.16 (16 Sept. 1968): 5-6. 
 
- - - . [as Marty Jezer]. Abbie Hoffman: American Rebel. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers 

UP, 1992. 
 
Jezer, Martin et al. Special Report on the Grand Central Station Yip-In. Liberation News 

Service 58 (25 Mar. 1968): 1-2. 
 
“Johnson Rating in Poll Hits Low.” New York Times 31 Mar. 1968: 50. 
 
Jones, LeRoi [Amiri Baraka]. Black Magic: Poetry 1961-1967. Indianapolis: Bobbs-

Merrill, 1969. 
 
Kaprow, Allan. “Calling: A Happening for Performers Only.” TDR: Tulane Drama 

Review 10.2 (1965): 203-211. 
 
- - - .  Assemblage, Environments, & Happenings. New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1966. 



 237 
 

 
Karastamatis, John. “Don’t Start the Flash Mob Without Me.” National Post [Toronto] 6 

Sept. 2003: T5. 
 
Kenworthy, E. W. “Thousands Reach Capital to Protest Vietnam War.” New York Times 

21 Oct. 1967: 1, 8. 
 
Kershaw, Baz. The Radical in Performance: Between Brecht and Baudrillard. London: 

Routledge, 1999. 
 
Kifner, John. “Hippies Shower $1 Bills on Stock Exchange Floor.” New York Times 25 

Aug. 1967: 23. 
 
Kirby, Michael. Happenings: An Illustrated Anthology. New York: E. P. Dutton, 1965. 
 
- - - . “The New Theatre.” TDR: Tulane Drama Review 10.2 (1965): 23-43. 
 
Kostelanetz, Richard. The Theatre of Mixed Means: An Introduction to Happenings, 

Kinetic Environments, and Other Mixed-means Performances. New York: Dial, 
1968. 

 
Krassner, Paul. How a Satirical Editor Became a Yippie Conspirator in Ten Easy Years. 

New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1971. 
 
- - - . Confessions of a Raving, Unconfined Nut: Misadventures in the Counter-culture. 

New York: Simon and Schuster, 1993. 
 
- - - . “Anita and the Blow-Up Doll: Death of a Yippie.” Tikkun 14.3 (1999): 44-48. 
 
- - - . “The Morning After Election Day.” Tikkun 16.1 (2001): 36-37. 
 
Kupfer, David. “The Progressive Interview: Paul Krassner.” Progressive 57.11 (1993): 

28-32. 
 
Kurlansky, Mark. 1968: The Year that Rocked the World. New York: Ballantine, 2004. 
 
Kusch, Frank. Battleground Chicago: The Police and the 1968 Democratic National 

Convention. Westport, CT: Praeger, 2004. 
 
Lampe, Keith. “From Dissent to Parody.” 1967. The New Left: A Documentary History. 

Ed. Massimo Teodori. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1969. 373-375. 
 
Leary, Timothy. Start Your Own Religion. 1967. Turn On. Tune In. Drop Out. Oakland: 

Ronin: 1999. 



 238 
 

 
Lennox, Raphael. “Take the A Train to Auschwitz.” East Village Other 3.17 (29 Mar. 

1968): 2-3, 14. 
 
Loftus, Joseph A. “Guards Repulse War Protesters at the Pentagon.” New York Times 22 

Oct. 1967: 1, 58. 
 
Lois, George. Covering the ‘60s: George Lois the Esquire Era. New York: Monacelli, 

1996. 
 
Luce, Phillip Abbott. The New Left Today: America’s Trojan Horse. Washington: Capitol 

Hill, 1971. 
 
Lukas, Anthony J. “Hundreds Injured; 178 are Arrested as Guardsmen Join in Using Tear 

Gas.” New York Times 29 Aug. 1968: 1+. 
 
- - - . “Outlook After Chicago Violence.” New York Times 31 Aug. 1968: 1. 
 
Macy’s, Inc. “About Macy’s East.” 2008. Mar. 2008. 

<http://www.macysinc.com/pressroom/macys/macyseast/about.asp>. 
 
Maffre, John. “President Works Throughout Protest.” Washington Post 22 Oct. 1967: A2. 
 
Mailer, Norman. “The White Negro.” Dissent 4 (1957): 276-292. 
 
- - - . The Armies of the Night: History as a Novel, the Novel as History. New York: New 

American Library, 1968. 
 
Mano, D. Keith. “Bring Abbie Hoffman Home.” National Review 13 Oct. 1978: 1292-

1294. 
 
Marcuse, Herbert. One-Dimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial 

Society. Boston: Beacon, 1964. 
 
Matlock, Stephanie. “Rule 1: Don’t Talk about Pillow Fight Club.” Daily Texan [Austin] 

7 Apr. 2006: 6A. 
 
McDarrah, Fred W. Anarchy, Protest & Rebellion and the Counterculture that Changed 

America. New York: Thunder's Mouth, 2003. 
 
McLuhan, Marshall. Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man. New York: New 

American Library/McGraw-Hill, 1964. 
 
McLuhan, Marshall et al. The Medium is the Massage. New York: Random House, 1967. 



 239 
 

 
McMillian, John. “Garbage Guerrilla: The Mystery Man behind the East Village Art 

Gang with the Unprintable Name.” Resistance: A Radical Social and Political 
History of the Lower East Side. Ed. Clayton Patterson. New York: Seven Stories, 
2007. 532-542. 

 
McWilliams, John C. The 1960s Cultural Revolution. Westport, CT: Greenwood, 2000. 
 
Miller, Phil. “Internet Craze for ‘Flash Mob’ Mass Performance Art About to Arrive in 

Britain.” Herald [Glasgow] 17 Jul. 2003: 12. 
 
Miller, Timothy. The Hippies and American Values. Knoxville: U of Tennessee P, 1991. 
 
Mills, C. Wright. “Letter to the New Left.” New Left Review 5 (1960): 18-23. 
 
Moore, Thomas Gale. The Economics of the American Theater. Durham, N. C.: Duke 

UP, 1968. 
 
Morgan, Edward P. The 60s Experience: Hard Lessons about Modern America. 

Philadelphia: Temple UP, 1991. 
 
Morrison, Joan and Morrison, Robert K. From Camelot to Kent State: The Sixties 

Experience in the Words of Those Who Lived It. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford UP, 
2000. 

 
Neumann, Osha. “Taking the Plunge.” Resistance: A Radical Social and Political History 

of the Lower East Side. Ed. Clayton Patterson. New York: Seven Stories, 2007. 
546-555. 

 
“Notes from a Yippizolean Era.” East Village Other 3.11 (16-22 Feb. 1968): 8. 
 
Ochs, Phil. “Where Were You in Chicago?” Rehearsals for Retirement. A&M Records, 

1969. 
 
Orenstein, Claudia. Festival Revolutions: The Politics of Popular Theater and the San 

Francisco Mime Troupe. Jackson: U of Mississippi P, 1998. 
 
Peck, Abe. Uncovering the Sixties: The Life and Times of the Underground Press. New 

York: Pantheon, 1985.  
 
Perry, Helen Swick. The Human Be-In. New York: Basic, 1970. 
 
“Police Break Up New York Hippie Rally” Washington Post 23 Mar. 1968: A2. 
 



 240 
 

“The Politics of YIP.” Time Magazine 5 Apr. 1968. Nov. 2007.  
<http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,900067,00.html>. 

 
President's Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy. [“The Warren 

Commission.”] Report of the President's Commission on the Assassination of 
President Kennedy. [“Warren Report.”] Washington, D. C.: United States 
Government, 1964. Nov. 2007. <www.archives.gov/research/jfk/warren-
commission-report/>.  

 
“Professors Hold Vietnam Protest.” New York Times 25 Mar. 1965: 9. 
 
Puchner, Martin. “Society of the Counter-Spectacle: Debord and the Theatre of the 

Situationists.” Theatre Research International 29.1 (2004): 4-15. 
 
Ragni, Gerome,  Rado, James, and MacDermot, Galt. Hair: The American Tribal Love-

Rock Musical. 1966. Great Rock Musicals. Ed. Stanley Richards. New York: 
Stein and Day, 1979. 379-478. 

 
Raskin, Jonah. For the Hell of It: The Life and Times of Abbie Hoffman. Berkeley: U 

California P, 1996. 
 
Raspberry, William and Carey, Robert F. “40,000 Soldiers, Police Alerted for Chicago.” 

Washington Post 21 Aug. 1968: A1+. 
 
Resist. “A Call to Resist Illegitimate Authority.” 1967. Civil Disobedience: Theory and 

Practice. Ed. Hugo Adam Bedau. New York: Pegasus, 1969. 162-164. 
 
Reston, James. “Everyone Is a Loser.” New York Times 23 Oct. 1967: 1, 32. 
 
Rheingold, Howard. Smart Mobs: The Next Social Revolution. Cambridge, MA: Perseus, 

2002. 
 
Robinson, Douglas. “Scattered Peace Activists Seek to Unify Movement.” New York 

Times 26 Feb. 1967: 3. 
 
- - - . “100,000 Rally at U. N. against Vietnam War.” New York Times 16 Apr. 1967: 1, 2. 
 
Rodenbeck, Judith. “Madness and Method: Before Theatricality.” Grey Room 13 (2003): 

54-79. 
 
Rosen, Ruth. The World Split Open: How the Modern Women’s Movement Changed 

America. New York: Penguin, 2000. 
 



 241 
 

Rosenberg, Bernard. “Chicago: Blood and Disaster.” Dissent 15 (Nov./Dec.1968): 482-
486. 

 
Rosenberg, Bernard and Harburg, Ernest. The Broadway Musical: Collaboration in 

Commerce and Art. New York: New York UP, 1993. 
 
Rossinow, Doug. The Politics of Authenticity: Liberalism, Christianity, and the New Left 

in America. New York: Columbia UP, 1998. 
 
Rubin, Jerry. “Revolutions per Minute: Are Hair Curlers Fatal to Romance—and Must 

Illusion Always Be Love's Little Playmate?” East Village Other 3.5 (5 Jan. 1968): 
5, 16. 

 
- - - . “I am the Walrus!” WIN: Peace and Freedom through Nonviolent Action 4.3 (15 

Feb. 1968): 4-6. 
 
- - - . “Yippees are Coming, Coming, Coming to Chicago.” Liberation News Service 48 

(1 Mar. 1968): np [4 pages]. 
 
- - - . Do it! Scenarios of the Revolution. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1970. 
 
- - - . We are Everywhere. New York: Harper & Row, 1971. 
 
- - - . Growing (Up) at Thirty-Seven. New York: M. Evans, 1976. 
 
Sanchez, Stephanie. “Flash Mob Stirs up Streaker Spirit on Campus.” Daily Texan 

[Austin] 5 Apr. 2007: 8A. 
 
Sargent, Lyman Tower. New Left Thought: An Introduction. Homewood, IL: Dorsey 

Press, 1972. 
 
Savage, Sean. “Manhattan Flash Mob Photos.” Cheesebikini? 17 Jun. 2003. Jan. 2008. 

<http://www.cheesebikini.com/2003/06/17/manhattan-flash-mob-photos/>. 
 
- - - . “Upcoming Flash Mobs.” Cheesebikini? 26 Jun. 2003. Jan. 2008. 

<http://www.cheesebikini.com/2003/06/26/upcoming-flash-mobs/#comments>. 
 
- - - . “Coverage of the Fourth Manhattan Flash Mob.” Cheesebikini? 16 Jul. 2003. Jan. 

2008. <http://www.cheesebikini.com/2003/07/16/coverage-of-the-fourth-
manhattan-flash-mob/#comments>. 

 
- - - . “Snapshots from the First San Francisco Flash Mob.” Cheesebikini? 16 Jul. 2003. 

Jan. 2008. <http://www.cheesebikini.com/2003/07/16/snapshots-from-the-first-
san-francisco-flash-mob/>. 



 242 
 

 
- - - . “Flash Mob Flashback.” Cheesebikini? 29 Mar. 2006. Jan. 2008. 

<http://www.cheesebikini.com/2006/03/29/flash-mob-flashback/>. 
 
Schechner, Richard. “Happenings.” TDR: Tulane Drama Review 10.2 (1965): 229-232. 
 
- - - . “Approaches to Theory/Criticism.” TDR: Tulane Drama Review 10.4 (1966): 20-

53. 
 
- - - . “Speculations on Radicalism, Sexuality, and Performance.” TDR: The Drama 

Review 13.4 (1969): 89-110. 
 
- - - . Performance Theory. 1977. Rev. ed. New York: Routledge, 1988. 
 
- - - . Environmental Theater. 1973. 2nd ed. New York: Applause, 1994. 
 
- - - .  “What is Performance Studies Anyways?” The Ends of Performance. Ed.  
 Peggy Phalen and Jill Lane. New York: New York UP, 1998. 357-362. 
 
Schlossman, David A. Actors and Activists: Politics, Performance, and Exchange Among 

Social Worlds. New York: Routledge, 2002. 
 
Shank, Theodore. Beyond the Boundaries: American Alternative Theatre. Rev. ed. Ann 

Arbor: U of Michigan P, 2002.  
 
Shinayerson, Maggie and Goldstein, Lauren. “At Least They Don’t Do the Wave.” Time 

18 Aug. 2003: 20. 
 
Sloman, Larry. Steal this Dream: Abbie Hoffman and the Countercultural Revolution in 

America. New York: Doubleday, 1998. 
 
Smith, Vicky. “Chicago: Bloodbath, Bastille, or Blast?” Liberation News Service 97 

(Aug.1968): 7-10. 
 
Staub, Michael E., ed. The Jewish 1960s: An American Sourcebook. Waltham, MA: 

Brandeis UP, 2004. 
 
Stern, Laurence. “Ugliness May Be Peace Protest’s Lasting Image.” Washington Post 22 

Oct. 1967: A10. 
 
Stern, Michael. “Political Activism New Hippie Thing.” New York Times 24 Mar. 1968: 

1, 72. 
 



 243 
 

Stewart, M. J. F. and Davis, Lisa. “Mob Rule.” SF Weekly 30 Jul. 2003. Jan. 2008. 
<http://www.sfweekly.com/2003-07-30/news/mob-rule/>. 

 
Students for a Democratic Society. “Port Huron Statement.” 1962. “Democracy is in the 

Streets”: From Port Huron to the Siege of Chicago. By James Miller. New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 1987. 329-374. 

 
Suvin, Darko. “Reflections on Happenings.” TDR: The Drama Review 14.3 (1970): 125-

144. 
 
Taylor, Diana. The Archive and the Repertoire: Performing Cultural Memory in the 

Americas. Durham, NC: Duke UP, 2003. 
 
“They’re on the Same Page.” Austin American-Statesman 6 Nov. 2003: B5. 
 
Turner, Victor. From Ritual to Theatre: The Human Seriousness of Play. New York: 

PAJ, 1982. 
 
Tytell, John. Naked Angels: The Lives and Literature of the Beat Generation. New York: 

McGraw-Hill, 1976. 
 
- - - . The Living Theatre: Art, Exile, and Outrage. New York, Grove, 1995. 
 
Unger, Irwin. The Movement: A History of the American New Left 1959-1972. New 

York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1974. 
 
- - - . Turning Point: 1968. New York: Scribner, 1988. 
 
Viorst, Milton. Fire in the Streets: America in the 1960s. New York: Simon and Schuster, 

1979. 
 
Von Hoffman, Nicholas. “Yippies Trot Out Candidate–A Pig.” Washington Post 24 Aug. 

1968: A5. 
 
- - - . “Chicago, Chicago!” Washington Post 25 Aug. 1968: A1, A10. 
 
- - - . “Hippie Protesters Act Like Politicians Too.” Washington Post 26 Aug. 1968: A9. 
 
Walker, Leita. “Synchronized, Collective and So Far, Pointless.” Christian Science 

Monitor 4 Aug. 2003: 1. 
 
Wasik, Bill. “My Crowd: Or, Phase 5: A Report from the Inventor of the Flash Mob.” 

Harper’s Magazine 312.1870 (2006): 56-66. 
 



 244 
 

Weaver, Warren Jr. “Parley on New Politics Yields to Militant Negroes’ Demands.” New 
York Times 3 Sept. 1967: 1, 8. 

 
“What’s the Word? Flash Mob Noun a Synchronised Event.” The Observer Magazine 

[London] 27 Jul. 2003: 12.  
 
Wicker, Tom. “Johnson Says He Won’t Run.” New York Times 1 Apr. 1968: 1, 27. 
 
Willis, John. Theatre World: 1966-1967 Season. V. 23. New York: Crown, 1967. 
 
- - - . Theatre World: 1967-1968 Season. V. 24. New York: Crown, 1968. 
 
Wilson, George C. “Pentagon Mobilizes for March.” Washington Post 21 Oct. 1967: A1, 

A6. 
 
- - - . “Chronology of Pentagon’s Biggest, Strangest Siege.” Washington Post 23 Oct. 

1967: A16. 
 
Wolfe, Tom. The Electric Kool-Aid Acid Test. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 

1968. 
 
Yablonsky, Lewis. The Hippie Trip. New York: Pegasus, 1968. 
 
“Yippie, Soo-eee!” Editorial. Chicago Tribune 24 Aug. 1968: A34. 
 
Young, Nigel. An Infantile Disorder? The Crisis and Decline of the New Left. London: 

Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1977. 
 
Youth International Party. Yippie! Chicago poster. 1968. “Four Radical Groups.” “The 

Psychedelic '60s: Literary Tradition and Social Change.” Special Collections 
Department, University of Virginia Library. 1998. Jan. 2006. 
<http://www.lib.virginia.edu/cgi-bin/imgload.cgi/155>. 

 
Zaroulis, Nancy, and Sullivan, Gerald. Who Spoke Up? American Protest against the 

War in Vietnam 1963-1975. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984.  



 245 
 

VITA 
 
 

Susanne Elizabeth Shawyer was born in London, Ontario, Canada. In 1993 she 

entered Memorial University of Newfoundland in St. John’s, Newfoundland, Canada, and 

in 1994 she began studying at Dalhousie University in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada. She 

received the degree of Bachelor of Arts from Dalhousie University in May 1997. During 

the following year she was employed as a lecturer in the Department of Germanic Studies 

(now the Department of English) at the University of Ljubljana, Slovenia. In 1998 she 

returned to Canada where she taught theatre at Dalhousie University and at Mount Saint 

Vincent University in Halifax, Nova Scotia. In August 2000 she entered the Graduate 

School of the University of Texas. She received the degree of Master of Arts from the 

University of Texas at Austin in May 2002.  

 
 
 
 
 
Permanent Address: 72 Bonaventure Ave., St. John’s, NL, A1C 3Z6, Canada 
 
 
This dissertation was typed by the author. 
 
 

 


