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Approximately one year ago there was televised on one of the national
networks a production of Eugens OfNeill's Long Day's Jourrey Into Light,
directed by Laurenmce Olivier, who also acted the role of James Tyrcne., As I
wvatchod ths production, I was struck by what eppeared to be soms marked dife
foronces botween it and what I could recall of ths older filned version of
the play vhich "starred” Katharine Hepburn es Mary Tyrome. Ome of the first
differences coemed to be that there were no “sters®™ in ths Olivier produeticn,
Rathe:. it scemed to e transzitting a sence of egalitarisn participation in
the drara by &ll of the characters. Searching my menroy for additional
specifics, I recalled that ihe Hepbwrn film sesmed not only to be dominated
by the cheracter of Mary Tyrone, but that tho two parents ware portrayed as
having "caused® most of the troubles besetting the family., The two offspring,
Japie and Edrund, were portrayed essentislly as victims rather than as co-
regsponsible particirants in the family's suwrvival problems.

In the mcre recent production, however, all af the characters participated
oequally in, and jointly shared responsibility for, the pathologies forming
the matrix of the drama, The bohaviors (couzunications) of the characters
wore reciprocal and L-wvay interactional, rather than only results of the
bebaviors (eommunications) of the parentepair, It vas evident thet two quite
different views of the play had governed decisions sbout the two productions.
The Olivier production~-the ons which did not evggest a production concept
exbodying the idea of "star performances".-gsemed somshow to be a rore satis-
fying experience,

In 2 view of O'Neill's play in which the characters interact &s in a
complete system, all of whose components provide inputs which are processed
through ths system to emsrge as outpuis (behavioral cornsequsnces) accompanied
by feodback loops which simultancously influrnce the systex’s inputs, it is
possiblo to rid oursslves of the traditional "protagonist” (authority figure,
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jrine mover, responsible perty, otc.) view of drama and to take a more complex,
more iateresting, and possibly more complete, an&lytié poaition tovard an
§nterchange such as the followings |
MARY: If thers was only some place I could go to get away for a day,
or even er afternscn, some woman friend I could talk to-enot
about anything serious, simply laugh and gossip and forpet for
a8 while~egomaone beeslides the servantse-that stupld Cathleenl
EDM®ND: Stop it, lisza. You're getting yourself worked up over nothing.
MARY: Your father goes out. He meets his friends in barroons or at
the Club. You and Jamie have the boys you know, You go out.
But I en nlone, l%ve alurys besn alono.
EDMADs Conme now! You lknov that's a fib, One of us nlwvsys stsys
sround to keop you company, or goes with you in the sutomobile
vhen you take a drive.
MARY: Bacause you're afresid to trust ms alonel
In the traditionel, pretagonist-oriented production context, we can sssume
that Fary ®is® a weak woman, that hecause of co:;'ba_in socletal perquisites and
certain "flaws" in hor owm character as well as some of the consequences of
having been treated ss an appendage by her equally "flawed® husband, she is
pot to be trusted alons. Thus, though Edmuni’s response is insulting, he must
deal with the "reality" of the situstion and accompany his weak mothor in a
reverged child-parent relaticnship. In this view Edmund is relieved of respon-
8ibility for having contributed to the crestion of the situation (system)
vhich encloses both of theu.
If ve taks s more systemic stance, without excessive concern for "where
1t began,” vo can perceive that both Edmund and Mary are contributing to a
situation which has ensaared both of them. lary has a legitimate complaint:
she wvants to get out of the house. Edwund®s response is that her desire erounts
to "nothing.” His anuysls of his wother’c problem aciually reinforces the
existence of the problem, and the bisarre behavior vhich follows (Hary has no

available channel for ncp-bizarre behavior, sa long as people deny her validity)
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will 4n turn reinforce Fdmurd®'s conviction that his mother is a loony vho cannot
be trusted. The beheviar (commmication) paiterns are ecircular and reciprocale-
one intoractant exteacts behavior from the other, and that extracted behavior
influenceas the response of the firstr interactant, ete. There is no "protagonist';
there is no heroic figure battling the fates; the lirear view of the dramatic
character's (and dramatic plots) development is no longer operative because

. linearity Las been supplanted by recirrocity.

The preceding, somevhst oversimplified, e::amplqb'r an approach to a sequence
in a drumatic script is 1llustrative of the direstion ¢f this paper. A4As its
title indicates, it is only ar approach, and not yet a meir X, It suggests
that the concept of interpersonal perception can be a user. ool for enlarging
the ways in vhich~«to bhorrow a phrsse from George Gunkle. . ': talk sgbout the
problems of playseript analysis. It is simed primerily at play directors,
but because it is proces--oriented rather than produst-oriented, it very likely
speake to any person involved with or interested in theatre.

The Tyrons family that inhabits OfNeill's play is quite evidently in
sons very deep trouble with respset to the relstionships that govern the
family's bohaviore~it is merkedly pnsuccessful in echievéing a coxfortable
lovel of satisfaction within its members., Perhaps more than any other single
idea to have emerged from the work of behavioral scientists in the past thirty
yoars 4s that the human organism®s primeipal function seems to be that of
secking and processing information which will enable the organism to function
vith maximel sstisfaction, A corollary to that idea is that we seem also to
be discovering that an optimally healthy general way to construs “satisfaction"
is in torms of interpersonal behaviore.or intorporgonal communication--rathar
than in terms of instrumental behav:lor.' It wey be obvious that I am using
tho words "behavior! and "eommunication" ag —irtually synonymous. In so doing,
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I take xy cue from Watzlawvick, et. ale (1957) who maintain tbat all behavior
is indeed communication, thst it is therefore impossible not to communicate,
and that consequently the huren oreature is constantly communicating., If 1t
is fair to say that genuinme satisfaction derives more from interpersonal phe-
nomena than from instrumental phenomena~-that is, if the content of a given
igsuve or situstion is no more mporbant‘ than, and very likely less important
than, the human intersction processes which mediate that issue or situatione-
then it is pecessary to look at the kinds of information which the humam organism
soeks end processes in order to achieve satisfection, 4 major facter contrib-
uting to dvafunctional or disturbod coxmunication betwcen and smong people
is a tendency to focus on "content® information at the expense of "proceas®
informaticn. We no longer believe, for exawple, that the successful study of
group discussion is contingent largely upon such things as developling a
puncture-proof argument or throwing messes of factual evidence at the discus-
sants in order to "change® their viewpoints or attitudes. We havy, in fact,
learned that those two cormunicatios bebaviorsz are more likely to produce
pregentrment, hostility, apathy, ard any one of a pumber of otﬁer unhealtby
byproducts of & "discussion.” Instead, we now focus ruch rore on specifically-~
tdentified interperaonal processes in order to raise the competence level of
people engaged in small group interaction. Bach and Wyden, in The JIntimate
Enery, havs demonstrated that the specific content of marital arguments and
fights is of little consequence in resolving conjugal conflict, as long as tho
persons involved can learn to deal effectively with the process of communication
in the intimats dyad. Marshall MoLuhan's "The medium is the message" is by
nov & clichs in our language.

The kind of informaticn, then, thought should be egought and processced by
the huvan -organism as it struggies toward e state of equilibtrium or satisfectlion
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that vill enable it to function most healthily, is related to "process® rather
than to "product.® The human organism that has achieved such a state o?
satisfaction, howevor, is very likely an organian vhich does not engage in
behavior which can be considered “"dramatic.® Although in the past we have
perbape employed a somewhat different lsxicon to describe them, the kinds of
behaviors (comsunications) traditionally associated with "the dramatic® have
been those behaviors exomplary of conflict, stress, crisis, $mbalence, dis-
equilibrium, and similar sorts of general huran dysfunction. At its extremes,
dysfunctiopal huzan behavior (co;.munication) hes assumed such significance
that we have called it "tragedy" vhen it has besen formalized in theatfical
presentation. It is hard to deny that the conmunication pathologies expers
ienced by Osdipus and the persons who interacted with him were of rather
staggering proportions, The Theban family experiecnced maximal difficulty in
its quest for satisfaction--its failures to Beek and process appropriate
kinds of information were zonuzental in their impact. Perbaps that sounds
facetious; it is mnot really intended to be so.

One of the sssurptions undergirding this essay is that the "“dramatic*®
valus of those representations of bumans comrunicating with ore another which
we have labeled as "drama® rests et least in part with the extent to which the
texture of comcunicetion pattarno on which a "play" is based are dgsfunctional,
pathological, or othsrwise out of systemic equilibriwm.

In other words, a play s a play brcsuse it represents in large measure
its characters' inabilities or fajilures to seek and proceas the kinds of infore
vation that arc likély to lead to satisfuction. A 1dgieal extension of that
assuxption, of course, is that if and when our culture becomss generally
coxpetent at asppropriate-informution-seeking-and-processing, we either will
no longer experienco the thing which now we call "drama," or, perhaps, the
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thing that we call "drama" will be quite a different phenomenon. Fortunately
for those of us who have engaged our minds with the sfudy, production, and
enjoymont of "drama," there are great nunbers of pecple in the culture who
seem pot able to seek and process information appropriate to the solution of
their prcblems and to tla achisverant of satisfaction.

Sociel scientists continue to nmarrovw *  gap between "art® and "science”
in their conceptual and clinicel analyses of human behavior which, on the one
haﬁd, appropriate considerable portions of our "dramatie vocabulary,® suggesting
that in their ovn vork they are seeing more and more of the stuff vhich concerns
us, as people interested iu the theatre as an "art form,® and on the other hand,
provide us with detailed analyses of human communication which can aid uwi in
understanding our own _offorts. Erving Goffmon has used a theatrical perforzance
framgvock for the description and analysis of a variety of socizl bohaviors,
verbal and nonverbal, in The Prassntation of Self in Evoryday Life {1959).
"Seript analysis" haa becoms & well-defived term in the theory and practice
of transasctional analysis in psychotherary, end directors and actors have taken
edvantage of transactional analysis as & means of analyzing rols velationships
in the theatra proper. Lric Berne has constructed a modal for behavior analysis
and modification in which hs maintains that “Theatrical seripts are intuitively
dorivec from life scripts, and a good way to start is to consider the connections
and similarities bstwsen them.” (Berme, 1973, p. 35.) Watzlavick, et. al.
{1967) presenf.od an anelysis of Who's Afraid of Virsinia Wool{ as a concise
means of "1llustrating the theory of interactional systems® (p. 149) underlying
their study of huran conmwmication patterns and pathologies. Their script
analynsis drev heavily upoa the Goneral Systems Theory formulations of the
blologist Bertalanffy (1950) and the psycholegist James G. Miller (1955),
digcussing the bohaviors of Marthe, Georga, Honoy, and Nick in terms of open
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and closed systems and subsystems, feedback and equifdrality, symnetrical and
complenentary behaviors, and other communicatlion theory conatfuots, Such
studies use dvanatic and theatric models to facilitate the clinical inve:ti-
gation of buman bahavior; theatre rescarchers in turn have used the construsts
developed by tho hehavioral scientists to facilitate the study of specifically
theatre phenomena. I suspect that although there appear to be some differences
between the thing that we call a "play" and the thing that we call a “clinical
exaprle of pathological communication,” in & really worthwhile play those
differences are largely quantitative rather than largely qualitativs.
Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson seem to have recognized something of the nature
of those differences when they used Albee's play as a particularly economical
model for describing system offects in clinical situations of pathological
human communications

Transcripts of hours aad hours of femily interviews, for instance,

vould be prohibitively bulky and would be blased by both the therapiSi's

point of view and by the therapeutic context., Unedited “natural history®’

data would carry the lack of limits to unusable extreme. Selecting and
sumarizing 1s not a ready answer either, for this would bs biased in
such a way as to deny tho roader the right to observy this very process
of selection. 7The second major goal, in addition te manageable nize,
is thus reasonabie independencs of the data, that 1s, independence of
the authors themselves, in th.. sense of being publicly accessible.
Edward Abbee’s unusual ard welleknown play seems to satisfy both

vhese eriteria. Ths 1limits of the data presented in the play are fixed

by artistic license, though the play is possibly even more real than

reality, a "fire in ths soggy ashes of naturalism” . . . and all the

information is available to the reader. (pp. 149-150.)

Laing, Phillipson, and Lee (1966) have doveloped a schere for the analysis
of communication between persons—-a scheme which is based on ths fundamental
notion that in a dyad, the behaviors and ths experiences of the two persons
composing the dysd are functions of the interactions of their two experiences
and behaviors, Exparding that a bit, and quoting the authors directly,

. » » Petor's bshaviour towards Paul is in part a function of Peter's

experiencss of Paul, Poter’s expopienco of raul is in part a function
of Paul's bohaviour towards Foter. Paul's behaviour towards Peter is
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in turn partly a function of his experience of Peter, which in turn is
in part a function of Paul's behavicur towards him. . . . 1f Peter and
Paul are porsons, the bchaviour of sach towards the other is mediated
by the ¢=r-rience by each of the other, just as the rience of
each is mediated by the behaviour of eache (pp. 9-10.;
The cutcomes of a behavioral (communicational) situation is depsndent not so
much on the content or the issus that initiated the situation as they ere upon
the porcopticns of the two interactants by each of them:
" Whatover the issue betueen twe persons, love or hate, admiration or
conterpt, concern or neglect, the method presented in this boolk
cozes to torms with the way in which ons person‘s positicn is
exp-rienced by tke othar, so that the first may becoms aware of how
ha looks in the eyss of the othor. (Forsuord, p. y.)
Just one of the corollaries to this mode of analysis is that ono's gelf-
identity csn become thoroughly confounded if there is serious disjunction
between the two sets of perceptions: %It is likely that if Peter's view of
Paul is very disjunctive witih Paul's view of Paul, . . . then Pater's actions
vill be addressed to a Paul that Peul does not recognisze.” (p. 19) In other
vords, if by fantasiszing, or by projecting, my psroeption of you is quite at
varience with your own viey of you (regardless of which view is "correct';
that kind of "correctness" here is irrelevant), then my bebavior toward you
vill not make any genge to you-~Il will seem to be commmieating with you, but
it will be vith a you that does not £it your own image of you. Because of the
influencs of my bechavior on your own experience of who and what you "are,™ it
is very likely that you will begin to doubt your own sslf-concept, and to
vonder if perhaps vou are loony. At this point, the "content® of our commune
fcation is uttezrly unimportant; the only thing that is important is the
comunication rrocess in which ve ars entangled.
Tn much of traditional dramaturgic analys’s, the concept of the protagonist
inplics the individual battling against an obstacle, exerxising his will to

seek an oblective, and other sorts of individuistic construstions. In an



"interpersonal perception system of analyeis, however,

o o o there is no isolated individual person. The ope person, in order
to maintain h'g own self-identity, has to gct towards tha othor, and
bovever adroil a sirategist hs may be, he can never rely on contr~ _ting
the other. She wishes to see herself as kind, but he feels hor to be
erusl, Ha wants to be belpful; she finds him a ruisancs, Each person
bas to act outwardly in order to achisve and raintain his or her own
inner peace. At best this intimate intermeshed cuvexistence cen be
reciprocally confirmatory; at worst it iz a mish-mash in which both
can lose themselves. (p. 27.)

The Interporsonal Perception Method is intended specifically for diasgnosing
and treating pathological relationships betweon human beings, and it rapidly
become quite complex as it progresascs toward analysis of spirals of reciprocal
perspectives which ircorporate ny view of you as well as your view of ma (direct
perspective), my view of your view of me (metaperspective), and my viev of
your viov of ny view of me (meta-metaperspective). The empirical application
of the method utilizes & lengthy series of questionnaires oriemted largely
toward the analysis of dyadis (two-peraon) interactions ard which must be
completed by the interactants themselwes in order to generate data for analysis.
We cannot, at this point, as members of the Tyrcne fumily to complete the
questionnaires xo} us, so we can attempt analysis of the interpersonal percoptions,

Nonstheless, the conceptuasl underpinnings of Laing's theory suggest at
least & very useful way of thinking about the inter-relationships in a system
of dramatic characters such as populate Long Day's Journsy, and it may be that
after playing with the concepts for a time, we can develop some instruments
that will allow more extensive and microscopic empirical use of such a theory.
For the present two modes of orientation to this seript suggest themse . ves,

For the play director and actors, one of the problems to be dealt with
in production is that of emphasis. The information emcoded by tha playscript
is to be transmitted to the sudience, and part of the problem of selocting

specific channels of transmission 1s sorting out specific behaviors for emphasis,
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I¢ we perceive the play as a seriss of communication failures resultant from
the charasters’ inabilities to seek and process the kinds of information which
might lead to a greator degree of satisfaction within the interaction unit,
ons of the questious to ssk is, VWhat are some of the ways in which thase
characters go deal with the interpersonal imformation which is available to
then?

6:» nypothesis to be oxplored btriefly here is that much of ‘he time in
this play, when ths situation {s such that the characters' comtunications
threaten to bring them to direct coafrontetion with gemuinely interpersonal
process issues, they sidestep those confrontations by dealing instead with
"content® or inatrumenial issuwes. As vwith persons in a "real® communication
situation in which, in order to resolve human problems, it becomes nsccssary
to explore the interpersonal processes, these characters find it difficult
or impossible to dezl head-on with the porception failures that have led to
their current condition of pathology. A scendé between Hapes and Mary Tyrons
in Aot II, scons 2 is illustrative:

The scene begins with Mary's asking James mot to go to his Club yet,
because "I don't want to be alone." An up-front statement of fear and trombling
by Mary that could, in a non-pathological communication situation, elicit mh
an equally up-front response as "What is it that makes you fear to be alone?®
We are not dealing with a non-pathological situation, however; wo're dealing
with a play. .Mary knows irmedistely that Jemes camnot respond directly to
hor expression of fear, so she tempers her request by providing Jamss with
an inatrumental "out"—-indicating to him that he 1a able to "dress in one~teunth
4tho time it takes the boys," and sirce he has to wait for them to get dressed
anyvay so that all the males can leave the house together, there®s no "“reason®
why he can't spend a few extra mirutes vith her. The instrumental “out"

momentarily throws Jares off-balance, so Mary has time to construct another
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'{nstrumentality to further camouflage her intent and thereby control Jawes'
behavior: sbe brings up the subject of Jamie's affinity for booze, and lLopes
that Jemes hagn't given Jamie any money, because Jamie has a “yile, poisonous
tongue . . . vhen he's drunk . . . ", etc. It vorks, Shs's hooked James
into the "content® of the construoted issus, and their conversaticn for the
rext fev lines deals with that content. Mary brightens a bit during this
conversation, but peither of them is dealing with thelr interpersonal situation.
In a fow xoments it again becomes apperent that James is headed upatairs to
change his clothes, sc Mary, taking ber cue from James' line, asks him how she
could possibly leave the house: "There is novhere I could go. Who would I
go to see? I have no friends." There's only one way for James to deal with
this—~it's time for ths automodbile to become the instrumentality around which
they can orient their communication. Although he doesn't like it himself ,
Jazes bought the car for Mary: ®I boped 1t would give you pleasure and
distract your mind. You used to ~ide in 1t edery day, but you've hardly used
4t at all lately. I paid a lot of money I couldn't afford, and there's the
chautfmlhavo'toboardand lodge and pay bigh wages . . » I might as well.
have thrown the money out the window.® He actually said it--hs vants to
distract hor mind! But vhen Mary does distract her mind, by getting high on
morphine, James is wortified, disgusted, ashemped, and undorstands absolutelj
nothing about the affest of his behavior upon his wvife's beh.vior. This tive
4t is Mary who is hooked—she picks up the instmumental car issue, and ths
conversation again continues without either of them confronting the interpersonal
process. Janes finally breaks, hovever: "For the love of God, for my sake
and the boys' sake and your oun, won't you stop pow?” Jt°s an attempt to deal
with the real situstion, but a misguided cns., Instead of trying to explore
the process, all he can do is urge her to stop. Stop what? Stop shooting
worphine, but on the previcus page ho hod unwittingly encouraged her to get
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high, by indicating that he wants to ®distract her mind." Ironically, the
porphine-shooting itself becomes a “content" iasue whioh prevents them from
dealing with their interpefinonal tangles. James urges hsr agalr. to "tryte-
to exorcise her will and give up 1.;%0 dope. His view cv her is that she still
can do that; hor view of herself is not only that she cannot, but that she does
_pot want to. His view of himself iz that he’s a beneficent advice-giver; hor
viev of him ia that he's m.m-ydggsm ing tyrant. The spiral of misper-
ce;}tions culninates in r;vengo; Mary will take a drive in the car after glle= =~
she'll go to the drugstore and get some more drugs. Both characters end up
fooling guilty and ashamed, and farther than ever from solving their real
problems. But that's the structure of what, in this play, we call "draza."

I suggest that the play is replete with such examples of charactdrs
dea .ing with :lnstrumeﬁtal, "eontent" 5ssues rather than dealing with the
process iscuss that have made their 1ives wrotched. They constantly ask “why"
quastions related to instrumental issues: Why does mother taks dope? \Why
is Jumie 80 foul-wouthed? Why is James a tightwad? Each character feels
trarped by the behavior of the cthers, becuuse there are no Arsvers to such
quastions, but becanae they think that there must be "ansvers,® or "causes
of their problems,” they construct essentially dishonest answers that fail
to take into account their interpersonal perceptions of one another and of
each other's perceptions, and vhich are rooted in irrelevant instrurental
phencmana. PAry gots high "because" James has never provided a good home
for her; "because® when Edwund was born it dammed near killed hers "because"
she vanted to be a concert pianist and couldn't., Jamie bebaves badly "bocauae®
his mother is on dope; "because® his fai.'.her's a tightwad; "because" ho's
jealous of Edmund, James is a tightwad "hacovyo® he's had such a struggle
to provide e good home for the farily. Implicit in these and in all the other
attempts to solvo their problems are their fsilures to confront gll of their
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perceptions of each other and to understand the differences among those per-
ceptions, Thair failures of understanding have pema;nehtly mired them in
tangles the sur of which, I suppose, we could label as a part of "the human
tragedy,” except that if we stop there in our efforts at analysis, the play
is simply fuzzy. Their interpersonal incompstences and handicaps are monu-

. mental accumulations of history of pathological behaviors. The characters

cannot stop in mod-life and start asking totally different kindas of questions
in their attempts to problem-solve and find satisfaction—they've been
communicating in this way for too long, and the resultant patterns seem to
be a major component of what we call "drama."”

There is one other feature of this play’s communication patterns which
seers related to this interpwesonal percegtion gort of analysis, and that is
the extent to which, throughout the script, chasracters attempt abruptly to
ghut off verbal communications by other obaracters, theredby denying the
validity of what the other character is saying, snd invalidating the perceptions
of the squelched character. This phencmencn occws, by my count, at least 85
times throughout the play: 39 times by Edmund; 13 times by Mary; twice by
Jamio; and 31 times by James. I have listed here, as an illustration, the
19 "invalidation utterances® that occur in Act IV among Edmund, James, and
Janmie,

EDMMND: If you're going to start that stuff, I'll beat it. (p. 129)

JAMES: Keep such sentiments to yourself. (132)

JAMES: Be quiet! How dare you talk of somsthing you lmow mothing about. (140)

JAMES: That's a liet (140)

JAMES: Shut your mouth right now, or— (140)

JAMES: You lie againl (141)

JAMES: How dare you talk to your father like that o o o (141)

JAMES: That's a lie! You're crasy! (143)
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JAMES: Be quiet! Don't say that to mel (145) gest CuFt

EDMUND: Oh, shut up, will you. (158)

EDMUND: Can it? (161)

EDMWND: Shut upl (161)

ELMUND: Shut up, you damned fooll (1:53)

EDMIND: Shut up! I don't vent to heer- (165)

_ EDMUND: Jamiel Cut it out! You're crezy! (166)

EDM®ND: Shut up! I'11 be Cod-damned if I°11 listen to you avy more-- (166)

EDMBID: Keep quist, can't you, Papa? (167)

EDMIND: Papal Quit iti (168)

EDMONDs Shut vn, Jamiel (168)

There are 32 such invslidations im Act I, 23 inm Aet 1], and 1% in Act III.
Considering the date compression characteristic of a playscript, and mentioned
by Watzlawick, et. al. as a reason for their choice of the Alboe play for

thoir snalysis, it seems sufficient to suggeet that when commmiocation sequences
are punctuated so regularly with peoples' attempts to invalidate other people,
that punctuation may be taken as at least an informal measure of communication
pathology and that, from a production viewpoint, such punctuation should de
taken into account by the director and actors.

This paper has suggested thal an interpersonal percepticn mede of analysis
can provide insight into a playscript and that it can provide support for the
notion of eliminating the protagonist-oriented view of drama, thereby, 1t
is hoped, creating a richer texture of dramatic irformatiom in production,

So far, the approach is only suggestive, but the possibility of thinking in
this woy about a veriety of traditionally protsgonist-oriented plays is

intriguing. Instead, for example, of vieving Death of a Sglosman as & play
%*about " Willijoman, who, as the play's protagonist, is "ready to lay down

his life, if nsed be, to secure one thing--his ssnse of personal dignity"
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- (Miller, 1949), wa! can view that play as a work which embodies the sense of
a social unit wvhose interaction patterns are pathological in that they focus
on geeking and processing the wrong kinds of information, and in which all
of the characters aras equally involved and -reaponsihle, ve will at least no
longer have to participate in defenses of Willy as a contemporary tragic hero,
and such 8 view may result in a far more interesting production. Other plays
come to mind, as well: Xing lear, Romeo and Jullet, Little Murders, That
Championship Ssason, nearly all of Erecht’s pluys~el may have left out a few,
but we'll £ill1 in the gaps as we go along.




-/

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
REFPERENCES
Bach, George R., and Petor Yyden, IThe Intimato Enomy, New York: Williem
Morrow and Co,, Inc., 156%.

Berae, Fric, Yhat Do You Say After You Say Folle? New York: FRantam
Books, 1973,

Goffman, Erving. The Pregontation of Self in Eroryday Life., New York:
Doubleday and Co., Inco, 1959,

Cunkle, George. "A VWay of Talking About Acting,"™ The Spsech Ieacher,
Vol. XV, No. 4 (Novomber, 1966), pp. 303-311,

Laing, R, D., H, Phillipcon, ani 4. R, lea. Jniterpersonal Perception®
A Theoxy and a Mothod of Regsomveh, New Yoriks Springer Books, 1566,

Miller, Arthur. "Iragedy and the Common Mam® (1959)., In Barrett H. Clark,
Europecn The wiag of tho Drema, Newly rovised by Henry Popking
Now Yorks Croun fublishers, ins,, 1985, pp. 537-539.

¥iller, Jarags G. "Tovard a Goneral Thoory for the Behavioral Sclences,"
Ths Armericen Paycholegist, Vol. 10 (Septerbder, 1955), pp. 513-331,

O'Neill, Lugeme, Lons Day's Jourrey Into Nisht, New Haven, Connectiout:
Yale University Presas, 1955.

Hatsleuick, Feaul, Janet Nelmick Beawin, and lon D. Jackson. Froguabtics of
Huean Conmmieation. New York: Wo W. Norton and Co., 1967,




