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ARTHUR MILLER AND THE IDEA OF MODERN TRAGEDY

“Anvons wito narss 70 biscuss the making of tragedy,” cautions Maxwell Ander-
son, “lays himself open to critical assault and general barrage™—a warning that has
o deterred modern scholars, if we are to judge by the many books and articles on
the subject, On reading the critical literature on tragedy, one is impressed by the
number of widely differing definitions. One finds the assertion, for example, put
forward by Joseph Wood Krutch and others, that virtually no modern play is tragic
wse the protagonist is not of exalted rank. At the other extreme, we find more
it critics who are willing to accept as tragedics almost any serious play that
mus: perforce involve conflict and suffering. F. L. Lucas, in his book Tragedy,
g5 that if we atiempied to remould the Aristotelian definition in the light of the

ory of tragedy, we would get something like this tautology: “Serious drama is
erious representation by speech and action of some phase of human life” And

adds, “If there is an unhappy ending, we may call it tragedy; but if the play is
3 seous attempt o represent lif, it makes no great difference whether or not good
rtane intervenes in the last scene.” In many articles during the past ten or eleven
Asthur Miller has attempted to formulate an acceptable modern definition,
an examination of his plays and his cssays on tragedy will not only reveal the
ms of his definition, but may also indicate something of the rclation between

n tragedy and that of carlir periods.

As the rwentieth century approached, various forces were making for realism
with its emphasis on people and situations drawn from ordinary life. In
this interest reflected the growth of democracy and the extension of education

‘masses which introduced the era of the common man. Perhaps an even more
aspect of the new drama was the post-Darwinian emphasis on environ-
et s 4 shaping force in life. Man was seen as the product, and from one point

the victim, of his surroundings. Increasingly, writers became preoccupied
insttutions, political and cconomic ssues, and these they presented as
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best they could objectively, or “scientifically.” The primary concern was with the
external factors that operated on the protagonist, rather than with the inner crisis
experienced by him when challenged by his conditions. In Tbsen's A Doll House,
for example, the central concern is with the social forces that unfortunately made
women dependent and limited. We are not invited to witness and vicariously par-
ticipate in a personal tragedy with universal application, but rather we are directly
involved and made aware of our guilt, our responsibility for the social milicu that
makes for tragedy. A blow s aimed at us; the dramatist uses his characters to com-
pel us 1o consider a social problem. Shaw, following in this pattern, makes his
purpose clear in his Preface to Plays Unpleasans. He writes,

1 must, however, warn my readers that my attacks are dirccted against themselyes, not
agpink my sage Bigares. They cannot o orooghy uadentand that the gk o
fective social organization does not lic alone on the people who actually work the com.
el it which U gty ek bl 4 whi i ke Sl ol
Mrs. Warren, display valuable executive capaciies and even high moral virtes in ther
achniason; utid o wete sy of chacas whoee i ooy bl At

and public contribution as ratcpayers, alone can replace Sartorius's shums with decent
Sreings, Clartees npnts Thb seomabe aries sunerce, s M0 Al
|maivllwn with honorable industries guarded by a humane industrial code and a ‘moral
minimum’ wage.

“This concern with the social problem, the social injustice and its cffect on the ives
of the characters, is found in Miller's plays too. The cconomic basis of social
chief is as obvious in All My Sons as in Shaw's Widowers' Houses or Ibsen's
Enemy of the People; in Death of  Salesman the common man is crushed by fore
outside himself and by illusions, false ideals, spawned by those forces; and in
Crucible the political motif is clear. Miller refused to regard this emphasis 45
any way negating the high scriousness of his plays or diminishing their
quality.

On the other hand, it is sometimes charged that such plays are not
tragic because they rub our noses in the social mire and depress rather than €
because they end with a stated or implied call to action rather than with a

of catharsis, a sense of “all passion spent”; or because they conclude with a

question rather than with a sensc of our being reconciled to life.  According
a view, the tragic hero through his struggle and the recognition of his own
coming reveals man’s essential or potential nobility, and we are ennobled,
by the spectacle. While this view undoubtedly holds true for some of
tragedies ever written, we may not only doubt its comprehensiveness but
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tion its application to plays that are unquestionably aceepted by these same eritics
as tragedies. - Are we, for example, reconciled 1o the death of Othello or uplifted by
2 Here is a good man whose goodness has been imposed upon. Though he recog-
nizes his crror, there is no evidence of amendment or opportunity for it. He has
alrcady killed Desdemona, so any effective amendment in that direction is obviously
impossible. His suicide indicates that he accepts his guilt, but certainly the com-
pounding of corpses cannot reconcile us to the tragic situation. While it is true that
the action brings out a flaw in Othello’s character, it is not of such a nature that it
merits his'death: the punishment does not fit the crime or, rather, weakness. Our
sense of justice is shocked—or ought to be; we are morally offended at the disparity
between what we consider just and what “faie” metes our. Furthermore, even if
e accept. Othello's deah as just, what about the death of Desdemona, the inno-
cent? What about the death of Cordelia, of Duncan, of Lady Macduff and her
shildren? ‘The superb poetry at the end of Hamlet and Lear, which diverts us and
sushions the shock of the horrors revealed, does not really change the fact that this

a world in which Hamlet is treacherously poisoned and Cordelia is found hang-
ing. On what basis can we be reconciled to such a scheme of things? Within the
of our carthly existence, only by confirmed pessimism, bitter or passive sto-

sm and a kind of grim satisfaction—or a sense of exaltation if we are romantics—
our capacity for struggle and endurance. But even where such a sense of exalta-
or reconciliation existed in the traditional tragedy, it could be achieved only by
eusing on the hero and ignoring the world in which he moved, for i that world
re i injustice and unmerited suffcring—unless one postulated a God or gods
ways, though incomprehensible to us morally, were accepted as just. This
| of reconciliarion the modern dramatist, with the exception perhaps of T. S.
is unwilling to accept. But, at the same time, he is not willing to accept the
il siation, that of man in a sorry world, as fixed and final. He makes no
a disinction betwveen the arder of things and man in the order. For him there
wing inter-relationship, a possibility of development, The dramatist, as
Miller insists, must not conceive of man as a private entity and his social
as samething thrown at him, but rather he must come to see that “society
of man and man is inside socicty, and you cannot cven ereate a truthfully
ical cntity on the stage until you understand his social relations and

er to make him what he is and to prevent him from being what he is n
a5 constantly in the process of becoming, shaped and not mercly stimu-
s environment, his fate. But there is nothing fixed about his fate—it 100
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; it has no eternal metaphysical basis. Tragedy, says Miller,
; from the wtal questioning we learn. Hence the on-
slaught on g el post-lbsen drama and the optimistic premise under-
lying the tragedy: earth and high heaven do not ail from the prime foundation,
and the troubles that beset us are not visited on us from on high by mysterious or
vengeful deities. Tmplied is the social reformer's call to take up arms against our
troubles, and his confidence that we can by opposing end them. The possibility of
a way o the better, however, docs not alter the fact that the full look at the wors,
at the moment, reveals tragedy.
In one of his earliest essays on drama, “Tragedy and the Common Man';
Arthur Miller formulated his position on the nature and function of tragedy. The
tragie feeling, he writes, is evoked in us when we are in the presence of a character
who is ready to lay down his life, if need be, to sccure one thing—his sense of per.
sonal dignity. From Orestes to Hamlet the underlying struggle is that of the in-
dividual atempting to gain his rightful place in his society. Sometimes he is
displaced, sometimes he secks to atain it for the first time, but the fateful wound
from which all events spiral is the wound of indignity. Man's failure to achieve
or to maintain this needed sensc of personal dignity is, according to Miller, the
fault of society. He cautions us not to exclude the personal factor, for the hera
must not be flawless, nor ought we to exclude social factors and seck the souree.
of misery solely in our minds. His emphasis, however, is undoubtedly on the social
forces, not on the hero's inner weakness. Tragedy need not preach revolution, b
since its theme is man's need 1o wholly realize himsclf, whatever confines man
and stunts his growth is “ripe for autack and cxamination.” Man's d
in his cffort to evaluate himself and 1o be cvaluated justly, says Miller, “posits 4
wrong or an evil in his environment” This truth, he adds, is the morality
tragedy and its lesson, and the enlightenment of a tragedy consiss in this
of the moral law, not the discovery of some abstract or metaphysical g
“This emphasis on social forces is seen also in Miller's brief but revealing eo
on the nature of the tragic flaw. Since the tragic action stems from the g

of the stable and sifling environment, the importance of the personal flaw s d
ished. Indeed, for Miller, this factor in the heros composition is not necess
weakness, It is, he says, man's inherent unwillingness to remain passive in the
of what he conceives 1 be a challenge to his dignity, his image of his rightful
Only the passive or submissive are flawless. Thus the accepted notion of the tra
flaw as a shortcoming in the hero's character which precipitates the catast
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action and which, theoretically at least, makes morally tolerable his defeat, is trans-
formed by Miller into what would scem to be a condition of the hero's greatness.
Thus, for the most part in this cssay, Miller sces the human situation as the
product of forces outside the individual person and the tragedy inherent in the
sitation a5 a consequence of the individual's total onslaught against an order that
degrades. The function of tragedy is to reveal the truth concerning our society,
which frustratcs and denics man his right o personal dignity; and the enlighten-
ment of tragedy is the discovery of the moral law that supports this right. Basic-
all the acsthetic position formulated in “Tragedy and the Common Man" is influ-
<aced, perhaps cven deermined, by Miller the social critic, and while the terms of
s definition of tragedy are acceptable, they are also limited.
Miller's first play, Al My Sons, reveals this concern with social issues. 1t is
ost clearly and simply in the tradition of the social problem plays of Ibsen, Shaw,
d Galsworthy. An aspect of the tragedy arises out of the charscte of the son,
Keller, out of an inner conflict between the affection and loyalty he had for
i father and his concept of justice and universal brotherhood which the father
. The persons in the play, however, cxist mainly to illustrate the unhappy
nces of a disaster generated by a selfish, materialistic society which respects
ic suceess as it flaunts underlying moral law. At the climax of the play,
Joe Keller comes o realize that all the young soldiers killed or endangered by his
fish action are his sons as much as are his own two boys for whom he was build-
up his business. And in reply to the mother's cry at the cnd of the play, “What
can we be?”, Chris, the remaining son, says, “You can be better] Once, for
L you can know therc’s a universe of people outside and you're responsible t it
unless you know that, you threw away your son because that's why he died.
play advances clearly to this punch-line.
In Death of a Salesman we find the same emphasis on social forces as the
of tragedy, though the issuc here is somewhat confused by Miller's attempt
make of Willy Loman a tragic hero. The essay “Tragedy and the Common
", published in 1949, the same year that Death of a Salesman appeared, has
application to the play. Miller in general terms defends the use of the
on man as a fit subject for tragedy in the highest sense, as rank is not a
of human greatness. Insistence upon rank, he says, is but a clinging to
d forms of tragedy. Tn the conflict the hero gains “size", that tragic stature
spuriously attached to the high born in our minds. The commonest of men
fake on that stature to the extent of his willingness to throw all he has into
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the contest—the bale 1o secure his rightful place in his world. The idea that a
tragedy can be based on the lives of ardinary folk is not new in the modern period.
Thsen's drama and Synge's Riders to the Sea are obvious examples. What is interest
ing here is that Miller in the essay makes a case for the common man protagonist
the low man, as tragic hero. He is 2 man who struggles against “a seemingly stable
cosmos” to secure what he conceives his rights, to preserve his dignity. This is
closer 1o the traditional view of tragedy, with its focus on the individual. Bu
while we may be prepared to accept the argument that a common man, that s,
ane without rank, may achieve heroic stature, the tragic nature of Death of a Saler-
‘man docs not stem from this possibility. Willy Loman does not gain “size” from
the situation. He is scen primarily as the victim of his society; his warped values,
the illusions concerning the self he projects, reflect those of his society. His moments
of clear selfknowledge are few, and even fewer are the moments when he aserts
with suength and dignity his worthwhileness—that of the common man—is he
does when he angrily rejects Biffs estimate of himself and his father (“Pop, T
a dime a dozen and so are you™) with his ery “T am not a dime a dozen! T
Willy Loman and you are Biff Loman!” Though there are occasions, oo,
Willy emerges from the fog of self-deception and illusion, when he sees.
clearly—and at the end he does realize that Biff loves him for himself a
goes 1o his death clinging o his illusions. He is a pathetic figure, yet Miller
his essay written at this time says thar therc is no place for pathos in real
Pathos, he remarks, is the mode for the pessimist, suitable for the kind of
where man is obviously doomed from the outset. And carlier in the essay
postulated that tragedy must be inherently optimistic. In Miller's view of
nature of tragedy and his expression of it in his plays, there seems to be
confusion that needs to be examined.

In AUl My Sons we have 4 tragedy in the manner of the modeen
play. After this Miller scemed to be moving towards a greater
acter. Tn “Tragedy and the Common Man” not only does he say that the
man may have heroic stature, but he implies that in tragedy he must have
that the tragic effect stems from the hero's struggle against the conventions,
and institutions ranged against him. But Miller's concern is stll lacgely with
forces which he wished to condemn and with establishing the underlying
law o a principle that could serve as an alternative to the prevailing social @
which shapes, or rather maims us. This is made clear in a passage in the.
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tion to his Collected Plays, where Miller says that the tragedy in Death of a Sales-

man grows out of the fact that
Willy Loman has broken a law without whose protection life is insupportable if not
imcomprehensible to him and to many others; it s a law which says that a failure in
society and in business has no right to live. Unlike the law against incest, the law of
success is not administered by statute or church, but it is very neary as powerful in
its grip upon men. The confusion increases because, while it is a law, it is by no means
a wholly agrecable ane even as it is slavishly obeyed, for 1o fail s no longer to belong
10 society, in his estimate. Therefore, the path is open for those who wish to call Willy
merely a foolish man even as they themselves are living in obedience to the same law

that Killed him.

And 50 in Death of a Salesman, though Willy is as prominent as  tragic hero in the
action, he never achieves heroic stature because of Miller's too strong concern with
aiticism of his society. The social problem play that would express this criticism
leads him to present Willy as a nearly always deluded victim rather than as a suf-
ficently clear-sighted heroic challenger.
~ The same dichotomy persists in The Crucible between the concept of tragedy
nced in the problem play, with the focus of interest on sacial conditions that
e expressed through characters and their interactions, and the pre-modern, or what
s been called the Christian tragedy, in which the focus of attention is on the
fagic hero and the social context is given what significance it has through its bear-
g on him. Though The Crucible is a very powerful drama, structurally it suffers
Miller's failure to resolve this confusion. The introduction which outlines

social context, the opening scene, and large sections of the play later provide
mare than 4 background before which the protagonist acts. They have a significance
ter than necessary for the playing out of the tragedy of John Proctor. The
ion of the tragic force that results from the dramatist presenting the evil in
crushing Giles Corey, Rebecca Nurse, and others, as well as John Proctor,
this view. Miller is clearly interested in showing the larger social effects
¢ particular blight that concerns him here. Even though we can agree with
hat The Crucible is not merely a response to McCarthyism, or an attempt to
sitch-hunting, any more than the intention of Death of a Salesman is to
conditions for travellers, nevertheless the concern with the political prob-

obvious when the play appeared in 1953. Indeed Miller, in an article on
Grucible, reiterates his carlicr statement that the dramatist cannot. consider
from his social context and the problems that his environment presents.
2" he writes, “chat it is no longer possible to contain the truth of the human
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situation so totally within a single man’s guts as the bulk of our plays presuppose!”
Tt is not merely that man and the environment interact, but that they are part of
cach other—*The fish is in the water and the water is in the fish.” We in the
twentieth century, Miller adds, are more aware than any preceding generation “al
the larger units that help make us and destroy us . . . . The vast majority of us
know now—not merely as knowledge but as fecling, fecling capable of expression.
in art—that we arc being formed, that our alternatives in life are not absolutcly our
awn, as the romanic play inevitably must presuppose.” Then, with specific refer
ence to The Crucible, he says further, “The form, the shape, the meaning of The
Crucible were all compounded out of the faith of those who were hanged. They
were asked to be loncly and they refused . . . . It was not good to cast this play, .
form it o that the psyche of the hero should emerge s0 “commony’ s to wipe out o
mind the process tself, the spectacle of that faith

And yet the play, after the opening scene, becomes increasingly concerned
with the role of one man, John Proctor, and the crisis that is inner, though ps

by outside forces. “The intensity of the tragedy results from this increasing
tration on the individual, the tragic hero, who, in his dilemma, epitomizes the
tragic situation, Whether Miller intended it or not, the play compels us to focus on
Proctor (unfortunately not always), and through him we realize most
Mille's theme, which, as he also tells us, is “the conflict between a man's raw d
and his conception of himself; the question of whether conscience is in et
organic part of the human being, and what happens when it is handed over
mercly to the state or the mores of the time but to onc's friend or wife. The b
difference, T think, is that The Crucible sought to include a higher degree of co
sciousness than the earlier plays.” This higher degree of consciousness is very.
portant, as it raises the stature of the hero, makes him a worthier protagonist,
renders more significant the role of will. Only if the hero knows the issue and s
clearly his position can his struggle become a clear expression of will and charad
Only when the will is conscious can it be heroic and the protagonist become
than 4 victim like Willy Loman, whose will to resist degrading conditions is re
nullfied by his acceptance of them—an acceptance made possible by his very.
vision,

Though The Crucible was undoubtedly prompted in part by a contemp
political situation for which the Salem witch-hunt was an apt counterpar,
though Miller may well have intended to write a tragic problem play, he so
have became increasingly concerned with and even carried away by the trag
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individual human terms. Indeed in the Introduction to his Collected Plays Miller
tells us that it was an individual’s erisis, not a social issuc, that precipitated the play:
1 doubs that 1 should ever have tempted agony by actually writing a play on the subject
B o vk bom) o L ooe e o o gl 3 o oAbl
prime mover of the Salem hysicria, so far as the hyserical children were
B v o« oot cahs Vo o o svamt of i P il e
crying out Elizabeth Proctor as a witch; but more — it was clear from the record that
with entirely uncharacteristic fastidiousncss she was refusing to include John Proctor,
Elizabeth's husband, in her accusations despite the urgings of the prosecutors.
Miller's increasing concern with the individual rather than with the social
ssue, or rather his auempt to express the issuc primarily through a clearly and
imensely conceived character with heroic qualites, while evident in The Crucible,
s carried even further in A View from the Bridge. Here oo fate is scen to some
extent as external to man, a condition of environment. But here it is expressed
largely through individual persons rather than conventions and institutions, through
‘coming together of persons whose presence takes on dramatic significance only
in relation to the protagonist. And Miller has no casy explanation for the fatcful
play. In an aricle which appeared in the New York Times (Sepiember 2,

“There was such an iron-bound purity in the autonomic egocentricity of the aims of cach
the involved that the weaving together of their lives seemed almost the work
‘u fate. 1 have tried to press as far as my reason can go toward defining the objective
d subjctive elements that made that fate, but | must confess that in the end a m
for me.

illegal immigrants, the two women in the play—Eddic’s wie and his niece—
ot as they are to the plot, cven the moral law by which Eddie lives and of
he runs afoul, all take their importance from the way in which they precipi-
passion and arc the agency of his destruction, Eddic’s attractivencss

eness, his rightness or his essential wrongness become relatively un-

What counts is that here is 2 man who, as Miller says, “possesses or

the wondrous or humane fact that he too can be driven to what in the

ysis i @ sarifice of himself for his conception, however misguided, of right,
and justice” Unlike the ending of All My Sons with its morl tag that

o self destruction, and unlike the ending of Death of a Salesman with Charley's
remarks blaming society (“Nobody dast blame this man. A salesman
dream, boy"), the conclusion of A View From the Bridge, spoken by Al-
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ficri, who scrves as a Chorus in the play, emphasizes the tragedy potential in man
himself:
Most of the time now we settle for half and I like it better. Bur the truth is holy, and
ven as | know how wrong he was, and his death uscless, | tremble, for T confess that
samething perversely pure calls to me from his memory — not purely good, but
slf purely, for he allowed himself 1o be wholly known and for that 1 thiok T will lose
him more than all my sensible clients. And yer, it is better to sectle for half, it must bel
And so I mourn him — T admit it — with a certain alarm.
It is interesting to note that in his carly essay, “Tragedy and the Commn
Man", in which Miller stresses the external factors as the source of tragedy, he men:
tions only the emotion of teor asprovoked by the spectace o the “total onslaugl
by an individual against a scemingly stable cosmos.” He makes no mention o
pity. Here, however, in the last play, where his cmphasis has shifted and tragedy
s seen not as in the problem play as a product of a social condition that can b
altered by resolute action but rather as a condition of a great man's nature, th
fecling of pity is powerful.
In an essay that appeared in 1945, W. H. Auden remarked that at the end o
a Greek play we say “What a pity it had to be this way", while at the end
Chritan tragedy we say “What a pity it had 1o be this way when it might
been otherwise.” In this pithy but somewhat oversimplified genes y
points 0 a significant distinction between the tragedics of the two cultures,
Greek drama the sense of fate, residing for the most part in forces outside of
is overwhelming. The destiny of the hero is forctold by oracles, or, as we are of
reminded, made the consequence of actions by the gods—of their quarrels and
ments. Their action, morcover, is prompted often by events for which the het
not responsible. In Christian tragedy there is a sense of greater personal fre
implied—man is free, according to a basic assumption commonly accepted, t 8
morally. The battleground, in the main, s in the hero's soul. In Greek drama
situation is given, fixed, and the dramatist concentrates on the way in which
characters respond to the grip events have on them. In Christian tragedy the
tion is not given, or its givenness is irrelevant; the situation is created and
is not known beforchand. But there is a fixed system of moral imperatives
an divine authority, there is an established order, and the tragedy works
largely in terms of the hero's conscious or accidental violation of that order.
Miller in his plays combines clements of both. As in Christian drama the
is not given; but as in Greek drama, the forces making for tragedy are o
side the protagonist—he is caught in circumstances not of his own
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wnlike Greek drama, these forces that determine o are the fate of the protagonist
are not beyond his reach. Hence the possibility of decisive action is held out, and
the will of the hero is called into play. Furthermore, Miller becomes decreasingly
concerned with external factors until in A View from the Bridge the focus of atten-
ton is almost cntirely on the central character, Eddic Carbone, and the way. in
which he confronts his situation. Yet in other respects A View from the Bridge is
the most classical of Miller's tragedies. The use of the engaged narrator, or Chorus,
1o underline the generalized significance of the play and the depiction of the hero

tion by an overwhelming force, strongly reminds us of Greek tragedy. But we do
gt feel that be is destined to defeat, As in Christan drama, we feel that the pos-
ity for self-mastery is there—that is, it might have been otherwise.

Miller's tragedies then tend to fluctuate, often uneasily, between Greek drama
its emphasis on external causcs (though Miller tries to avoid its fatalism) and
drama, which involves frecdom and responsibility and which secks the

ce of tragedy in the individual, His drama is unlike both in that for the most
it rejects a religious framewggk. Miller, like most modern tragedians, has
secking a new explanation of the human situation with its tragic aspects. He
it in naturalistic and humanistc terms, not transcendental ones. Our ignorance,
lack of consciousness, is remediable. Our man-made cthical system, though
and faulty, can be improved. Our environment, which restricts and
5 us, which prevents us from realizing ourselves (a failure which to Miller
heart of the tragic experience) can be changed—if we will. The modern
have to postulate a free will in what appears as an otherwise mechanistic
This is one of the dilemmas faced by the writers of problem plays. Tnsofar
regard external factors as the source of tragedy and regard man as largely
and victim of his environment, they would seem o negate the idea of an
free will. But this they are disinclined to do. For the most part the de-
inism that is implied in the naturalist view of man is ignored, and instead the
 presented that man is not merely a part of nature, but apart from it; that
ply subject to its laws and forces, but can and should resist his environ-
fite and seck to change it. The underlying position is optimistic: that man,
of nature, is more than nature; that Willy Loman, for example, can some-
more than the force that made him. The dilemma, which is clearly secn
of & Salesman, was recognized by Arthur Miller in the concluding para-
of his recent and fullest statement, the Introduction to his Collected Plays:
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4 doxme by of 1t s i, Rnowigly o by i st oSl
major and most valuable traditions and where it has departed from them. Deter-
minism, whether it is based on the iron necessities of economics or on psychoanalytic
theory seen as a closed circle, is a contradiction of the idea of drama itself as drama has
come down to us in its fullest developments. The idea of the htm, let alone the mere.
protagonist, is incompatible with a drama whose bounds are set in advance by the con-
cept of an unbreakable Inp Nor is it merely that one wants arbitrasily to find a hero
and a victory. The histor is a ceaseless process of overthrowing one determinism
o Le ma s kbt et B e e o e

process inconceivable without the existence of the will of man. His will is as much a
fact as his defea.

“The idea of realism has become wedded to the idea that man is at best the sum of forces
working upon him and of given psychological forces within him. Yet an innate valuey
an innate will, docs in fact posic itself as real not alone because it is devouly to be.
wished, but because, however closely he is measured and systematically accounted for, e
is more than the sum of his stimuli and is unpredictable beyond a cestain poiat. A
drama, like a history, which stops at this point, the point of conditioning, is not reflect-
iagseal, (9t e vaed, shecsirs s

ill appear because a new balance has
‘minism and the paradox of will. If there is one unscen goal toward which every pla
in this book strives, it is that very discovery and its proof — that we are made and
more than what md: us.

On this note of faith, which well reflects the direction in which

Miller has been moving, it might be well to end. In most respects Miller's

now is what it was ten years ago. He has been consistent in rejecting an excly

preoccupation with the individual in terms of his neuroses or other purely priv

concerns, or with an exclusive preoccupation with social forces. He was
conscious not mercly of their interplay, but of their fusion. But there has be
appreciable alteration in his angle of vision that has resulted in a sharper focussi
on the individual and the subordination of the social issue to the inner crisis.

he moves towards greater emphasis on character, Miller has been making the p

tagonist a worthier opposite to the forces he struggles against. He has been g

his common man tragic stature, and the result has been a strengthening a5

intensifying of the tragic quality in his plays.




