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IThsen and Shaw:

a Comparison

¥atherine Waldbauer

Januvary 21, 1977



If you go to see Ibsen I wish you would
explain 2 matter to him which concerns me., The
Daily Chronicle publlshed a2 half column or so
of sensational extracts from my lecture; and
its MNMunich correspondent thereupon went to Ibsen
and told him that the London Social Democrats
had been clziming him as one of themselves cooce
Naturally Henrik was infuriated, znd declared

- that he had nothing to do with the dogmas of the
Social Democrats., Will you tell him if you get
the chance that the true state of the case is
that an eminent socizlist critic made his plays
the text for a fierce a2ttack on the idealist sec-
tion of the Englis® Social Democrats, comparing
them and their red flag to Hilmar Tonneser and
his "banner of the idezal” .... I set great store
by the setting-rizht of Ibsen about this matter;
and .... you may zdd, if you please, that I am
extremely sorry that my total ignorance of Noir-
wegian prevented my calling on hinm duriﬁg ny stay
in Munich to explain his plays tc him.

The above quotation, from 2 lett er to”‘!ll1 am Archer, his
own mentor and Ibsen's translator, written while Shaw was in

the midst of revising his lectures to the Fab’an 8001°ty for

ventua1 publicztion as The Qu1ntessence of Ibsenlsv, conveys

more eloguently than any comment of mine Shaw's attitude toword
the man who has been z2cclaimed as his arfistic model by critics
from the 1890's up until, %o a certain-extent, the present
38y . |

It is true that there has been‘a‘gradual reversion of this
trend ever since the 1930's. Yet contemporary critics’stillv
nzy 2 certain amount of lip service to this idea,’anﬁ in eed,
wie sense somehow that ther should, despite Shaw's own splenetic

repvdiation of his indebtedness teo Ibsen.2 Why do we retain this



uneasy feeling, despite the wealth of recent critical materizl
contradicting it? |
Perhaps the single most decisive factor in this yersistent

impression is The Quintessence of Ibsenism, Shaw's elaborate

analysis of Ibsen's work. Yet the passage Jjust quoted gives

us perhaps a more accurate view of what Shaw really intended

the Quintessence to accomplish than the mixed critical reac-
.tions that have accompanied that work. Critics have taken it
:in general as a complete distortion of'Ibsen to explzin that
Shaw's Ibsen is not exactly the Ibsen we know.  Shew boasts,
in the last sentence guoted above, that he understands Ibsen
better than Ibsen understands himself, but can this not be
seen as a polemical stance, a defiant declaration of personal
superiority, and at the same time almost self-mockery?
Let us examine the circumstahces of the éoﬁpcsitioﬁ of o

The Quintessence of Ibsenism. Shaw came to London a2t the age

of twénty, 2 penniless, uneducated youth.who never, throughout
his dre=ry adolescence, lost his sense of having once belonged
to a superior social and intellectuwal class than the one he

novw mingled with; Within eight yéars, by dint of push and
struggle and stubbormness, he hzd risen to membership in the
daring and‘intellectually fashionable Fabian Society, had been
in turn a music critiec, art critic, and drama critic without any
previous experience in any of these fields, and had made him-

self by sheer force of wit

)

nd personality a well-known, al-
though not necessarily well-respected, member of London literary

and political society.




The young Shaw, fiercely ambitious, possessed’at this
point a certain celebrity (not to say notoriety), bﬁt he
hungered for something more -- intellectual zuthority. Theh,
in 1883, he met William Archer, the Scots drama critic and
theatrical entrepreneur, who vossessed in zmrle measure the
kind of authority Shaw craved. They began tc collaborate on
2 play, Rhinsigold. Through Archer, Shaw became acquainted with
the theater —- and particulerly with Ibsen, since Archer was
Ibsen's English translator .~-- z2s he was with no other spectrum
of London cultural life. His activity in the Pabian Society
a8 beginning to satisfzy him less and 1ess‘as he perceived how
little effect it had. Then, while he and Archer were still
wrangling over Rh{ﬁegold, and were on the brink of throwing
it away in despair, the Fzbian Society invited Shaw to lecture
on Ibsen. The lecture took prlace in the summer of 1890, its

revorking as the Quintessence came out in 1891, znd Widowers!

Houses, Shaw's own version of Rh{wagold, was finished in 1892.3

‘The Quintessence of Ibsenism, then, camc out of a number

contributing facters., Shaw's dissatisfaction with the scope

iy

n
ke

h

of his Fabian activities, his desire for effectiveness and
a2uthority in both fhe voliticzl and the literary realms, his
decspened exposure to Ibsen through acgquaintance with Archer,
end the invitation from the PFabian Socilety at the crucizl ﬁo—

rent all combined to produvce not only the Quintessence, but

clso the impression which h=s versisted from That time to this
that Shaw worshioped Ibsen, that he modeled his playwriting

style closely on that of Ibser, and that the two can szfely be




bracketed togefher in a study of the development of the mo~

dern theater. The Quintessence is undeniably 2 major piece of

Ibsen criticism, but Shaw's motivation to write it is consi-
derably more complex than just admirztion for Ibsen. With

‘the Quintessence, Shaw was trying to achieve 211 his goéls at

once: win literary authentication, convey his ideas to people
who would normally never go near the Pabian Society, express:
~his econception of Ibsen, and perhaps even crezte a somewhat

more welcoming climate for-his own Widowers' Houses than it

‘could otherwise expect. As the work of a ybﬁthfﬁl fire-eating
Socialist, the play would be seen and reviewed froﬁ beginning
to end as pure propaganda, which of course to a eertain extent.
it was. But as the work of a recognized Ibsen authority, th |
| play coﬁld perhaps not only puﬁ aerose ts politiczl al message,‘
but also serve as eveh more‘conefete oroof of Shaw's view of
the function of literature; namely, thet good literature can
and muet be peliticélly and/or morally didactic.

This last, of course, is pure speculatiocn, but 1t is an

interesting idea nevertheless. At any rate, it becomes clear

that the Quintessence is a great deal mdre than homa*e to an

artistic model. It is Sh”w's declaraticn of his artistic creeﬁ,e'
‘his greatest experiment to date in agitprop, znd his bid for

intellectual recognition. That Widowers' Houses is not simply

a Shavian reworking of an Ibsenist theme czn be confirmed by

examining the original idea, that of Rhifegolid, which is closely

1

® .

related to what Widowers' Houses became. In 1884, when Shaw
and Archer develoved the plot - ? rezold, Shaw had had =



cer*aln amount of exposure to Ibsen throug ﬂ,k“CNlnb Archer, but

had not acquired anything like the close acguzintzance he had

4

with Ibsen's work by 1891 when he wrote the Quintessence.
Armed with this admittedly speculatiVe evidence, can we at

long last lay the spectre of Shaw's artistic 1ndebtedncss to

Ibsen to rest? Unquestlonpbly, Shaw admired Ibsen greatly, and

unquestionably he followed his lead in dealing realistically

on stage with things that before Ibsen's time had not been pub-

lically discussed, let alorie acted out. The two séhools of thought

concerning the theater of the time have been described by

Martin Xeisel: .

There was an ascendant strain of fashionable -
or drawing-room drama devoted to an ideal of cul-
tivated truth-to-life, 2nd a survivng strzin of
romantic~rhetorical drama devoted to an ideal of
impassioned flamboyance. There was the purely for-
mal ideal of the well-made play attached %o the
names of Scribe and Sardou, and the challenging
ideal of the social-didzctic play attached to the
name of Ibsen, -These were the conflicting strains
in the London theater whose relevance to Shaw's be-
ginnings as a playwr1~ht appears in his writings
as a crltlc. These were the dramatic trailtlons
which prov:dedsthe irmediate context of Shaw's own
dramatic work.

‘Then the fheatric 21 works of Shaw's contemporarles and immediate
predececsors are seen as divided into these two categeries, it is
evident that Sbaw fol’ows the Ibsenlgt school., But lMeisel's

point is precisely that, 2lthough Shaw can be linked ideologi-
cally with Ibsen, és far zs dramatic techniqué and structure

g0 he takes his fefer nts from all over Europezn civilizatién.

.

1ish comic theater tradition,
6

J
4
B

Meigel links him with the

. . N
nlisn ¥Xeye with YVoliere, znd so on.

in
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It is thé intention of this paper to demonstrate that,
above and beyond such purely historical evidence, Shaw and
Ibsen cannot and should not be classified together, or even seen
as particularly similar apart from the fact that they dealt
with some of the same themes, because they hed in fact two
completely different worldéviews. This differenée in viewpoint
also accounts in large measure for Shaw's distortion;wand in
some cases downright misunderstanding, of Ibsen,

To say that the essenﬁial difference between tﬁe two men
was that Ibsen was & romantic and Shaw 2 realist or a rationalist
is to use the two terms in somgwhat peculiar faShion, but what
I au implying by them is that Ibsen, first, last,"and always,
was interested in the individuval, and Shaw in the sbcietai. tsen

had the inner-centered Romaniic vision, a fascination with th

G

mind and soul of one man, one woman, one being, in a way that
Shaw never did. Shaw, on the other hand, wes fascinated by
societal systems in a2 way that Ibsen never wis. Perhaps instead

of using the words romantic and realist, we can'cali Ibsen an

~analyst and Shaw a synthesist, if we define z2n analyst as one

who is more interested in breaking something (society) down into.
its component parts (individual human beings), =2nd a synthesist

az the opposite, one who is more interested in the whole than

in the components. Whatever terminology we use, we rmust lock

deeply into the works of both men to see wherein this differcnce
221ly lies. Let us exzmine three aspects of each playwri-~ht:
first and most importantly their focus of dramatic interest on

i

the individual in Ibsen's case and on societr in Shaw's, then



their atfitudes toward men and women and romantic 1§ve, an& finally
their different solutions to -the problem of the individual faced |
with a corrupt or even merely antipathetic scciefy‘»
| ® . % % S

Althoﬁgh it is usual to think of Ibsen of all people as a
realist rather than a romantic, he nevertheless absorbed into
himself the Romantic dictum that the individual must find in
him- or herself whatever salvation, inspiration, or ethic he
or she needs to live by. The cult ofvpersonality iﬁitiated by
the Romantic poets, their glorification of the individuzl as
cpposed o the societal, particularly'théir ihsistence on,the
direct relationship between the individual énd’Nature or‘Goé‘or'
Truth without any kind of societal inter?ention —- 21l this is
vmirrored in Ibsen. HisAdramas are almost inv;yigbly centered
around a few major figures —- in some cases only one major fizure =—-
wﬁo must undergo some sort of crisis in order to reach a spiritual
goal, whether it be understanding (Mrs. Alving) or happiness

(Ellida Wangel) or peace (Rité and Allmers), This is clearly

demdnstrated in The Pillars of Society and The League of Youth,
where constant references are made to "society" or "the brcther-
kood of man" or similar sbstractions, vet the action of the play
takes vlace within the hearts of one or two peonle. Society,

in these plays, becomes a meaningless term, on the one hand used
by Ibsen's characters 2s @ cloak for their real mqtivations, and -

=

ot the other bhecoming zlrmost a kind 6Ff Golden Czlf put up and -

w

sorshinped by the conventional that eventuzlly acguires a rower
iy , ¥ a X



To come tc grips with Ibsen's view of society, and to il=-
lustrate his insistence on limiting his focus to certain indi-

viduzls rather ther widening it to include socizl =z2bstractions,

let us examine zn early play, The Pillars of Society. Its plot

is simple: Consul Bernick, the most eminent citizen of a small

" harbor town, admired by all, has actually acquired this position

through 1iés,chicanery, and the blaming of one of his crimes

on another man, Johann Tonnesen. As the pIaynopens,'Johann re-
turns to town znd demands that Bernick reveal the truth at last.
Bernick, who is in the midst of another nefarious project, re-
fuses;~giving zs a reasoﬁ the very fact:that he is a pillar of

society, saying that if faith in him were removed, society would

torrle., Despite stormy sessions with Johann and his sister Lona

Hessel, Bernick's old love, Bernick remains steadfast, and in

rsuit of his cshedy project is prepared to send to the bottom

“
of the sez a ship fvll of American szilors, all the while re=

taining his so0lid reputation. After, however, the ship has finally -
g I , ’ ? , B

sailéd, he learns that his own son has stowed away on it, and

it is this that precipitates Bernipk's rea1ization of his own
culpability, and his eventual confession after his son is returﬁed‘
to him,

The abstraction "society" is used here in an almost surreal
fashion. It is freguently referred to, but never seen in action,
and we get almost no sense of the people who make up this m&chw
vaunted society. Scclety is Bernick's excuse for doing_whét he

‘really wants to do anyway, much as, later in Ibsen's career in

The Wild Duck, CGregers Werle offers as an excuse for the destruc-




tion of the Ekdal‘household his pursvit of ideal family relations.
But "society" is a dramzatic device for Ibsen just as much as it
is a ccnvenience for Bernick: the zuthor zctually cares 1ittle
more for society then his creation does. Although the crew of
the American ship is saved as well as Bernick's son, that is
unimportant both to Ibsen and to us; the important thing is
that'Bernick has undergone his catharsis. The emqtional center
rof the play is the movement in Bernick's consciousness from
hiding behind the facade of a pillar of society to a realization
.of his own'résponsibility for the lives of varioué individusls,
and this is brought home to him by his son, nof by one of the
2ilors, the members of this image of society. Do we really care
abort the sailors? And do we even worry about how society ﬁill
function now? ¥o, not if the play has been successful.for us.
Eoreovér, the emoticnal focus of the playvhas femained 
throughout on Bernick, Johann and Lona. These three afe relatively
vivid, realiétic? demanding characters, although the rest are

1ittle more than clumsy cardboard caricatures. The resolution

of Bernick's dilemma also precipitates the resolution of Johann's
and Lona's lives, znd without this we would not feel satisfied,
althoﬁgh the mein éctionAof the plzy would be be resolved. But

as for the rest of the characters, the worshippers of sodiety ——

S G G s e

‘we neither know nor particularly care what will hzppen to then,

let 2lone what will heppen to the American szilors,

S

This selectivity of who is important and who is not is
difficvlt if not impossible to find in Shaw. In play after play —-

"idowers' Hayses, I'rs. Warren's Profession, Pygmalion, The Doctor's




R

up of individuals who suffer,

Dl’ mma, NMajor Barbara, even in such 2 relatively light-hearted

worl: 2s The Millionairess -- we are constantly told and shown znd

reminded of who pays for the sins ond pleasures of the rich and
the powerful, of who it is that constitutes "sobiety:: Indeed,
the object of the first two plays cited, and partially of the

fifth and sixth, is to bring us fzce to face with exactly this

-~

fact: that society, the naemeless, faceless abstraction, is made
7 | : |

It is interesting, in this corntext, to read Shaw's descrip-

tion of The Pillers of Society:

The play concludes with Bernick's admission

that the sgirits of Truth and Freedom are the true
illars of =ociety), a phrase which sounds so like an -

-deallstlc ccrmorplace th” it is necessary to add
"that Truth in this passage .... means the unflinching
recognition of fzcts, and the abzndonment of the con-
spirzey to ignore such of ther zs do not belster up
the ideals. The idealist rule zs to truth dictates
the recognition of only those facts or idealistic
rasks of facts which have a respectable air, and
the mentioning of these on 21l occasions and at all
hazards, Ibsen urges the recogrition of all factsj; -
btut a2s to mentioning them he wrote a whole play, as
we shall see presently ;Shaw refers tc The Wild Duck|
to show that you must do that =% vour own peril ....
The word Fregdom means freedom from the tyranny o)l
covs 1&eals.

énybne reading this explication, perceptive though it is
in explaining half the point of the zlay, would imzgine Ibsen's
purpose to be pure socizal satire very much in‘the tradition of

(3

something like Kolidtre's Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme, which was

the tradition that Shaw ultimately zligned himself With.97‘But

The Pillars of Society is more thzn just an indictment of a

hyrocritical society; it is also a zenuine attempt (albeit
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perhaps not a vholly svecessful ons) to sxplore one man's stru”Mle

with his conscience znd its eventual victory, and it is this aspect

of the drama that Shzaw ignores. From the brief synopsis of the

10

plct he gives in the Quintessence, it is impossible to guess

th=t we a:e intended to view the three major characters, at least,

as htmau beings with whom we can identify., The Pillars of Society

cores chrOnologically right after Brand and Peer Gynt, those two
toriured eV“lor tions of the individual nsyche, sand although Ibsen

is inde=4 mani;esulng a greater concern with the evils of society,

. it is 2lmost impossible to be11eve that he could abandon hlS

earlier obsession wzth states of mlnd, with human emotlons, with
penstration into the depths of @on 1nd1v1dua1's,cons31ousness.

Certainly the zoint of The Pillars of Soéietz is not just

-~

the redemption of Bernick, but the redemption of Bernick is im-
portant in itself  in a way that, ssy, the change of heart of

Dicx Dudgecon in Shaw's The Devil‘g Disciple is not. - When Bernick

is redeemed, we are simply glad; in The Devil's Disciple we are

intrigued by Dick's reascns; - Ibsen wrofe within a certain speci-
fic genre, the character study. He tre= ted it stra1gbt~Forwu 1y,
and made Bernick just enough of a living character for us to
identify with his eventual fate., Shaw, howevér, fiddles with
the conventional character-study genre until it is almosﬁ unre-
cognizable. He gives us what we first sssume is a character study,
znd then reveals that we have been hoodwinked and he is actually

doinz something quite different. But we shall deal with Shaw's

. O

character sfudles ufte“ discussing Ibsen's two major contributions

e
to that

cl

genre, Brand znd Peer Gynt.
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One could describe virtually =211 of Ibsen's works as examni-

- nations of the human nsyche, but these two plays above all his

others fit thet description, surpassing even Heddz Gabler and

The Master Builder., Brand =nd Peer Gynt, writtem within a year

of one another, are complementary, and deal essentially with one

facet of the humz:r soul in two of its aspects:s altruiesm versus

'1ta 2i tort1ng~m&rror~image, =0lipsism. The message of these two
‘plays thzt Shaw latched on tc, of course, is that the extreme

moral position tzken by Brand, his all-ocr-nothing Christianity,

is precisely as self-centered and solipsistic as the motto adop--
ted by Peer Gynt, to thyself be sufficient, Ibsen was here inves-
ti

reting two poszibilitiesg, two philosophies of living that cre

vosites, yet somehow similer in their narrowness. He dis-

e '
o3

oler o

’!’J

(1)
3
(o7

ed both 1 espeir, as can be seen frow the qua51-sulclda

ar

o

b !
death of Brand and the ambisuous ending of Peer Gynt, where Peer
is given another chance orly on condltlon that he change his ways.

Shaw points out that Ibsen later fuses these two philosorzhies

into =2 satisfactory synthesis -~ satisfzctory at least to Shaw

if neither to Ibsen nor to us -- in the Third Empire of Emperor

11

znd Galilean, but 1t is not the philosophy that enthralls us

in Brand and Peer Gynt, but Ibsen's anticipztion of Freud, his

exploration of the depths of the soul.. Emperor and Galilean "'

was mezant by Ibsen to resolve all the doubis presented by Brw“d
and Peer Gynt, to succeed where they failed, but ironically erou ?h,
it fails where they succeed, because the Emperor Julian can never

obsess us as Brznd and Peer do.

]

Tt is this zspect of Ibsen, this dive into the bottomless
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well of human personality, that Shaw could never really empathize
with or understand, He seems to imitate the Ibsenist character

study s verWW times -~ lzjor B-rbara and St. Joan come to mind

irrediately as his greatest successes, with Lady Cicely in

Captain Brassbound's Conversion and Richard in The Devil's

Disciple as good runners-up. But Major Barbara and St. Joan,

although they zre mzrvellously haunting pleys that stay in the
imezination and trouble the intellect far longer than some of

Shew's more cerebrai tours de force such as Back 1o methuselah,

are by no means succesczul 1m1tatlons of Ibsen, but rather successes
in a wholly different genre. | -

‘Brznd znd Peer Gynt are complex plays in that they work on
three separate levels simultaneously, but within this complexity
Ibsen deéls honestly with his reader; Thé'first level is Brand
or Zeer, the character himself, dealing wiﬁﬁ the probleé or situ-
zticn of all-or-nothing Christianity or total solirsism or whatever.

The next level is the attempt of Ibsen, the author, to dezal with

s
;T‘

Y €3 7
bl

e same issues. The third level is- the most highly asbstracted

W

from the consciousness of either author drtcharacter: thiS’iSi“
the level of Ibsen drawing back, removing himself completely'from;"
the scere, and dispassiohately‘recording the efforts of Péer or:
Brana to deal with the situstion. Ibsen,wﬁs‘not propagandizing=’
for Christianity when he wrote Bfand‘any more than he was argﬁing

. : s .t . .
for the egocentricity of the Nietzthean Ubermensch when he wrote

Peer Gynt. He was interested in the churacters, not their beliefe,

zltrough of course belief affects character in Ibsen. Both the

“rleys sre straizhtforward, if intensely complicated, studies of



the human psyche in a particulzar rhzse or stazge. And this is
what we expect from a play like St. Jo=n, too,‘but we don't get
it.

Shaw, unlike Ibsen, was a propagzniist, with'a message to

deliver in both Major Barbara and 5t. Jozn. ,Interestingly enough,

-

in both plays he was working with and interested in different
as?ects of the religious experience znd its consequences, but

~his methods are far dlfferent from Ibsen's. Shaw zives us at
first the impression that we will find, in‘Joan and Barbara,

the kind of character analysis we found in Brand and Peer, and

the begin-ing of both playggggrses'this view, Jéan is easily the
ﬁost‘vital, the mést‘attréctive; and the most intelligent charzc—
ter. in the opening scehe with de Bezudricourt, just zs Bzrbara
dominates her fa$11J through cherm znd force of personality. But
Shaw begins to snlit his character interesf as Ibsen never did.
Brznd and Peer tower head and shoulders a2bove 2l1ll other characters
in their plays, demznding our absor“t on in them zlone. But as
St. Joen progresses, our‘sympathy end a&miratidﬁ are clzimed by
the witty cou%tlers, the tormented "auv”on; the wily VWarwick, Lven

by the pathetic de Stogumber. And in ¥z jor Barbarz we have not

one gisnt characteér but two: - Barbsrs znd Undershaft. And it is
when we become aware of theldivisiOﬁ oz characfer inferest that
we realize that Shaw is alsé dividing his themdtic interest,
and that ke is trying to do somethins guite différent fromvwhat"
Thsen did. |

vNo one, reading Brand, ouli imzgine that Ibsen is suggesting

- to us, "Become a Christian % lz Brandl" But it is highly possible
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The difference hetween Shaw's and Ibsen's dramatic methods begins
thisg difference in messzge, Shew makes usg think that he is
going to plﬁmb the de;thsAof Jooin 2nd Barboera as Ibsen anatomize
the souls of Peer 3n5 Brand., But instead of becoming sbsorbed
in the portrait, we zre distrzcted by ?eripheral issues, which

eventuzlly become the main theme of the play. In Major Barbara

the issue is whether or not a trve Christianity can exist on
benefactions from the elemenfs of society it is seeking to exter-
mirate. In St. Jozn the theme thaf gradually gssumes prominence
isbthaé‘of'a corruptkchurch crucifying one of its saintsvtq'pre-‘

serve its own power. In Androcles znd the Lion and The Devil's

Discinle we are forced to ask why Androcles and Lavinia and
Richard are willing fo die for their fzith.

Shzw's purrose is deliberately %0 subvert znd destroy the
third level of zwareness created by Ibsen. 1Ibsen sayé to us, in
effect, "Participate with me in my withdrzwal from the immedizcy
of this situation; let us observé it and.judge it from afar® --
surely =z Romantic idea if there ever was one. Bﬁﬁ Shaw says,
"It'is impossible =znd undesirable to withdraw from sbciety," and
fhérefore insists on reducing our sense of distance from‘the pléy,'
on pvutting us, as far as possible, in the szme position as Barbarz,
so that we must;face'the”samevdecision she dces, If Shéw's prof 

zgznda is successful, we will agree with Barbara. If we do no#,

s

also true of Richard =znd Androcles, and
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that in Brand Ibsen manzges to dezl with severzl other themes

and ideas, while at the same time never rezlly removing the

0

focus of the rlay from Brand himself. In Shew's play, on the
other hand, we never rezlly know Jozn =g we Yrew Brand, but
somehow it does not bother us, heczuse we have learned SO‘much'
about hef wofld,‘and the church thzt conderned her., This 1is
not to.imply that Ibgen is =z greate? nvlaywright f én Shaw, simply
that they have different interests. They'bnth use their title
characters asvé means - 1o an‘end,vtﬂe end of eggreésing various’
other trem es, buﬁ the'difference is that- Ibsen works through
Brand, while Shaw works past Joan, . - ’

Perhaps, if he hzd forced himself to, Shew could have Writteﬁ
ag deep 2nd narrow = character s vdg.~ cithér of.the two Ibsen
) élavsxwe’ve looked 2t. - But it woul&n't bave been farticularly
interesting, because Shaw himeelf didn*t find. -Jarncfe” interesting.
For hinm, chsracter wés besed on society and situetion, and wWas
mecningless without these contexts. Of Shaw's view of the rela-~
ti@ﬁﬁ?ip retween character ani its surroundings, Alfred Turce sarss

R ?éﬁ aw's view of the plzce’ of the self in tﬁe
“universe .... [is that] by doing a higher will one .

is zgutomatically zchieving self-realizaticn ....

Where the self is all, experience subverts solip-

sism .... The theme of The Devil's Disciple and

Androcles and the Lion is that a2 man finds his

"true profession™ or "real fait&“ in what both
plzys call. the "hour of trial.”™

“

Brond znd Peer Gynt seem to have little, if 2ny, connection with -
their bezckgrounds or surroundings, znd leave no lasting 1mp sicn
on the people zrourd them. They are poised in zir for & moment

to 21llow us to see them, and then returned to z vacuum. But Shaw



skes sure that we know the backgrournds of Barbars, of Jeoan, of
Richard; and that we find out exactly vh§7£be1r decisiong will
influence. Even in Androcles the alternztives offered %o Andro-
cles and Lavinia; the choices made by *the cowerdly Spintho znd
the thick-headed Ferrovius, are lzid ouvut in detail, =2nd we are:
made to see both what forced Spintho =nd Ferrovius into their
deciéions, 2nd the results o0Ff the decicsions. The "hour of triai"
occurs when a Shavisn character sees why he'is Whét he is, what
‘has made him so, and what will he ppvw if he continues to be so.
This flash of understanding of one's piace-inAthe socizl and
evolutionary order in Shaw correcsponds most clésely’in Ibsen to
sorething like Bfanﬁ's final realization that "He is the God of

’Love."13 Yothing demonstrates more effectively the zulf bvetwsen

¢

the t#a rer than this: that for Ibsen, an'ulfimaté cnfrontation
can cnlg e with God or self; while for Shaw it can only be with
scdiety or humankind, which is what created the self in the first
rlace, | | |

* ¥* *

We have seen in the preceding section that Ibsen is interested

| abo#e'all in the individual, and Shaw in that macrocosm of the'
singie being, society as a whole. ¥e shall now try to examine 
how this zffects *heir different attitudes toward men and women, 
and to“wrd romantic and sexual love. |
Shaw, zs wéll as being a Socialiét, was é fervent belisver
in a beneficent Creative ?voluflon, zn ongoing intelligent pro-

cess thzt hz2d as its flnal goal the svolution of man into the

f*a

o]

Superman. he broazd scope of his viegion, while azdmiring of ﬁhe

17
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occagional heross =nd heroines thrown ur by evolution before the

entire race has reached the stzge they have reached, necessitates

'....J

a smaller concenticn of thé more ordinery human being. The usuz
individual, for Shzw, is 2 link in a never-ending chain, and to
linger over-long on one link, fascinating uhough it may be, can
ultimately only hinder the rrogress towards the Sunerman.

An inevitsble corollary to this view of‘humanlty is the per-

ception of romantic love as a positively villainous agent in the

prozress of evolution. Romantic love creates grewt tragic heroes

)]

and heroines, cptc‘bertain beings apart from other beings whether
by the 1ntens1ty of their own love or the 1rten51ty with which
their lovers regard them, znd eventually succeeds in obfuscqt*vg~
the eséential trutk, as far as Shaw is corcerﬁed that althouzh:

not all alike, we zre all egually important or e uall immaterizl
’ v P q 5

ct

¢ the evolutionary rrocess. An 1nd1v1dua1 may be zdmirable if,

like Joan or Bzrbzrz, he or she does something to enable the

13

mrman race to realize its potential., But if the individuzl is
only considered imrvortant by virtue of his or hgrAattachéent te
~another individual? No, says Shaw‘emphétically. - And from the
vosition that romentic love, or at least an excess of it, is

en evil, he moves easily to the positiorn thzt in faet it does
vnot exist at 211!

A

Let us rememﬁer heré that, =s well =2s 2n active exponent of
the rhilosophy of Cr tlve Evolution, Shew was alsd very much &
rroduct of the Victérian era, and shared its confusion about ;rec'
cn cne hand, love hetween men and women w2es celebpated as the

greztecst good zttzinzble by 211 from rpoets to politicians; on
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‘the other, sex wos considered vile and degrading. To seize
the Life Force was a legitimote excuse for the sexu2al instiret,

ime avoiding the erbarrassing romanticism of the

ot

yet 2t th: sanme
Qoets and using only the most cliniczl terminology was Shaw's so=-
“lution to this'dichofomy in his nature and his cﬁlture. Shaw. is
‘a Puritan, yes, Eut about romantic love, not about =sex, =z many

f his biogfayhers have zccused him of being;14
- - By ;r0claiming that love was4aAéevice ﬁsed by the Life Force
to produce‘evér superior children, as he szys most convincingly

in Xan and Superman and over =nd over 2gzin in later plays, Shaw

l2id himself oven to critics who clzimed he was incanable of
crezting rezl human beings znd real emctional situations.” -

His official biographer, Archibald Henderson, tried valiantly

to deflend him from such criticism, with mixediresults:

Shaw's concern was for the normal life of
normal people. Aberrations and irregularities ....
had no interest for him: they were nesligible =z=s
merely trivial snd personal incidents .... The co-
medy, the tragegy of romantic love affairs ....
were shattered for dramatic purposes on Shaw's
startling denial th-t sex is a personal matter ....

" To him Romeo zand Juliet are leavesfin the autumn wind,
carried away by forces of nature that care nothing
for Montagues and Capulets .... There was no drama
-in that for Shaw. But when the individuzl is not

" blinded; when he is conscious ¢f his plight and
struggles to keep his footing; when his unclouded
jndgement warns him zgzinst his infatuation, then
begins the conflict that makes Shavian drzme possi-
ble, znd Romeo and Juliet develop into Tanner and
Ann Whitefield, Charteris and Juliz, Magnus and Orin-
thia. The effect at first was so novel that many
rash critics declared that Shaw's love scenes could
not have been founded on experience. By this time
it is clear thot Eggycould not have been founded
on anything else. ’

Henderson is trying to defend Show agz2inst two accusations -~ that




beirng emotionally cold =nd that of being an incompetent dramas-

t

ist -- with one defense. Yet he himself actually endorses
Shzw's cri?ics, ag we shall see when we comvnare his description

of the plot of ¥an =nd Suverman with the actual;tV' nn White-

field, faced with two choices of a mate, & poet who zdores her
and a revolutionzry who flees her. She chooses the revolution-
ary, Jack Tanner, who agrees to marry her only after a dream—

vision in which +he nurnose of Creative Evolution is revealed

pedo
0

to him. Teonner nat, 2s Henderson would have hlr, a Romeo
wiﬁh added zwareness who pevertheless succumbs to an irrational
vassion —--- rather he understands and accepts the fzllacious
nzture of romantic 1ove,'as Shaw would have hls readers do,
Qhar s there here is th=t this seemlngly unorthodox situ-

ation is actually vhat hopnens every day, and he playes on this

cc:trast of actv 11ty and image for all 1t' worth. But Maurice.

Vazlen ey voints out that this is not Shaw's flrst treaiment. of
this idea. Several years before he created in Candida a nezrly

identical situation, where Candida chcoses between two men the

Q
g, .

ne who can be of greater help to her in fulfilling her function

as a helpmeet and mother.l6 ‘What is different about Men and

Surermen is that the emphasis has shifted from the perscnal
situation of the characters to-the microcosmic character of the
ituation itself., Shaw said in his prefsce with total frank-

-

that he warted to universzlize his charzcters as much as

recz

{s

. . - C . o . N .
neezsible.  M"Ann is Everywoman, 2l Fougn] cvery worman is not an
fs—c.'p "17

~eaiia

As hie view of Evolution loomed ever larger, Shaw's interest

20
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in portraying individuvals grew ever less, ond his use of charac-

ters as not ijugt peoule but mouthpieces for and examnles of Sha-

vien doctrine grew ever greazter. In time we come to feel that
Shew even sacrificed'his'feminist principles for his evolutionist

ones, because in Don Jvan in Hell he turns zround and contradicts

the sexu=2l egalitarisnism of the Quintessence and early plays like

Yrs. Warren's Profession and The Philancerer., Women, he says

“here, are comnletely other than men, alrost a separate species

»

with vholly different goals zand dlf erent mez ns;to accomplish
- 18 ) PR

Ry iz

This »evzrk able shift in nerséective undoubtédly labels

Shaw 28 2 comglete‘sexist, et first glance. But bvefore condemnl g

hir, let us remerber that his twc'most Darwinian and evoluticnary

ploye, ¥Von and Superman and Back to methuselah, were written

neerly thirty years apart, and between them‘falls such a tour

t [w]}

force of feminism cs Fajor Barbara, not to mention constant

references to the necessity for feminism in such & highly evolu~

tionary nomedy as Youl. Néver Can Tell, Is it possiblé to recon-

cile these apparently,contradictorj’views of women? Alfred

Turco, defending Shew =2gainst charges of woman-hatréd, says:

The old charge thzt Shaw's view of women is ,
misogynous does not necessarily stem from mistaking
the cuzlities with which the dramatist hzs endowed
Ann Whitefield =nd Violet Robinson. But it is a
sad indication of the versistence of stock responses
that readers have sometimes azssumed thot only 2 mi-
sogynist would portray women &s efflnlent and self-
assured! The point is not that Shaw dislikes women,
but that he does like efficiencys; furthermore, he
¥nows that the Ann Whitefields and the Violet Robin-
sons tf the world can play the Tanners and Tavys
off the stage every time .... For contemporsry readers,
the complaint is less likely to be thzt Shaw has

-




faile d to make his heroinz womzrly than thzt he has
directed rer efficiency bO“uri ,Y01US1VPly maternal
ends. It is ce”filﬂly true that the "wonderfully
dutiful" Anr is both hynoeritical =and monomanizcal
when it comes to stalklng 2 mate., Seen in historical
erspective, however, this insistence upon the
female's purs it of & nrotential father for her chil-

dren was an attempt, not to reduce women to a stereo-—
type, but to challenge the Victorien stereotype of
Woman as a pure, simple, and sexless creature. Ann
Whitefield's 2 greq51ve eugenics was Shaw's retort

to the fantasies of zn age “that had come close tig
denylng that women were nhysﬂcaT beings at alll

murco goes on to guote Shaw's. nref/ce to Man gvwd Supermans

We laugh zt the haughty American nation because it
zkes the negro clean its hoots and then proves the
moral and physical inferiority of the negro by the
fzect that he is a shoeblack: but we ourselves throw
the whole drudgery of creation on one sex, and then
irply that no fémele of any womanliness or delicney
weuld 1ﬂ1tlate ary effort in that direction. Thgae
zre ne limits to rale hynocerisy in this matter

[0}

21though this is one possible éofense, Shaw czn be neither
helly condemned or wholly cleared of sexism. For a2 context +o

this zrbivelence, let us look 2t an ezarlier play, NMisalliance,

which containg two very Shavian women: an Ann Whitefield-figure,
Hypatia, who single—ﬁindedly pursues her chosen mate, and a

nilot, Lins, who dlsdalns home and

Py

female acrebat and airgl
domesﬁicity, 2 kind of sexually neutral artist flgure. Althou gh
a‘gfeat_deal of the comedy of the nlay zrises from the_inability~
of the mele cha racters %o seé this sexwal neutral ity bf Lina's,
and zs a conseguence their proposing'to her and being rejeéted'
one by one, znd althouzh Shaw's syx;:thv is clearly far more with
tbaﬁAwith ?ypatia,kﬁhe verdict of the »lay is clear: the

Linas of this werld, bezutiful 2nd admirable though they may be,



torn of wost womanhood.
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- Shaw was originally forced intc this‘extrémely uﬁﬁleasant
position by‘his evolutichist idesls which made him declzre roman-
tic love non-existzant, znd Vomén a cseparate species. Ibsen, who

was also'interested in the concept of evolution in = mild way —-—

remerber *he vrovhesied Third Empirs in EZmperor snd Jalllean —

hut not‘ne;rly oz overmastered »7 ii =zs Show was, avoided this
‘dilemmaf Like aﬁ hororztle nineteeﬁth—centﬁry playwright, he
adwits the supreme impor*ance of romantic love, in some cases
;as a positive force (Thea Blvste&’s influence over Ldvborg, the

nobility of Wangel's behavior toward Ellida, the spirituval com-

penionship of Rosmer and Rebecca and Rubek and Irene) and in others

2s 2 desiructive one (Hedda Gabler's incitement of her lover to
svicide, Beata Rosmer's baneful inflaence oVer her husbznd's

life, the infatuation of Solness for’Hllde Wangel). This permits

"'S‘

in to c:rry*out in his plays the chln*Su ﬂr1n01“1es rroclzime

by Shaw

QJ

Aimostuinvariabiy, for Ibsen, t&e_psychologicalfmotivation
and acﬁual behavior of women is identical to that of ¢en.‘ Iz, -
affer‘all, Shaw.himselfkwere not struggiingVWith‘the anatoﬁA—is—'
destiny idea of Creativé Evolution, this woulﬁ.be true of him
as well. Ibsen, of coufse, does not have to- distort his fevl-
nism, and can exprgss‘lt dlrecth. His two vreatest exnlor ions

of the feminine nsyche are Hedda Gabler and A Doll's House, and

we see that ﬂedda is the femsle equivzlent of a Lovborg or a

Jud~e Bracl in temperament, more dangerous only because she is

aged by convention. A Doll's House, slso, is necrly reversed in

23"



Little Eyolf., Here, instead of a2 dependent wife, we have a

dependent husband, and once z2goin a crisis in +he relationship
results, although itis resolved considersbly differently from

the crisis of A Déll'g House, Human beings in Ibsen, by and

large, behave the same way whether they are men or women, their
behavior depending rather on their circumstances. A Rebecca
West, for instance, is jdst as powerful a figure as a Gregers
Werle, and ultimately just as noble as a Dr, Stockmann, Irene
and Rubek can return to their soul—cbmpanionship because they

are eguals, and want the same thing, rather than having differ-

ent needs. Even Ibsen's seductresses'znd sensation-seekers ~ 73

- ~- Hilde Wangel and Hedda Gabler -- have theirvméle counterparts
—- Judgé Brack, fo a certain extentﬁPeer Gynf.
-Finally,vthe‘difference between the Shavian and Ibssnist
coxcertions of woman can be eﬁitomised by Shaw's Candida and
Tbsen's Nora Helmer. Czndida, faced with the seme situation
cs Nora, makes the opposité decision; she decides to stay with
her husband because he needs her, and with him she can fulfill
her mothering rolé, But Nora decides that her first dut& is
to herself‘as an individual, and goes. ‘ |
‘We arrive finally at our lést question, the‘plight}of'the
" individual who is a member of a somehow imperfect society,
whether flawed-by corruption or by mere uncéngeniality to the
 above~iﬁdividual. The views of Ibsen and Shaw on this guestion
are to a large extent corollaiies of their attitudes towards |

the previous two questions, and it is not difficult to guess

[
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what they are. Where Ibsen urges zlienztion from society, Shaw
on the contréry‘argues reform from within,

ItAis close to impossible to leccate in an Ibsen play the
moSt minimal endorsement of society. Ibsén's plays can be put
into clearly—differéntiated categories -- the symbolic melbdramas

of the soul such as Brand, Peer Gynt, =nd When We Dead Awaken;

‘the broadly critical socizl satires where characterization is

2t a minimum (or at least a minimum for Ibsen) such as The

League of Youth and The Pillars of Society; and the so-called
problem plays, which deal with both individuals and social |

issues such zs Ghosts, Rosmersholm, and A Dolltg House. This

lzst cutegory is thus almost a fusion of the first two, and it
iz in this l=st group that we find ITbsen's moét effective soéial
‘Criticism, since he is above all z master of characterization.
Ibsen; as we have stated befbre, wzs ;rim@rily interested
in,pebple and only secondarily in the sccial fofces that shzped
them.' While he had an acuté sense of social injustice, he did

1

1nbt.see its>farﬁreachingvconsequencég, zs Shaw did. Shaw, for
,exémple, wéﬁla have condémhed thé‘§ownsfolk of Enemy of the |
Péogle:for inefficiehcy as well as venality; surely, he woﬁid
have poinfed out, it will eventually ené in disastervfor»the
tocwnspeopie to conceal the'contaﬁination of their baths, so why
not»reveél it ﬁowvana perhaps;salvége 2t least the good reputa-
tion of their spa for honesty, if not for effectivéness? We
.can,_however,'only speculate upon whzt ke would have said about

Enemy of the People because in the chopter allotted to it in

the Quintessence, he dismisses the play itself with a perfunctory
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description of the rlot, and spends the rest of the chupter dis-
. . . e s 21
cussing the merits =snd disadvantages of various political systems!i ™

This ingtancé mav be secen as fzirly typical of Shaw's and .

Ibsen's divergence, because Enemy of the People was an extreme-

ly important play for Ibsen, a turning voint in the prosress of

e

his playwriting tecknique.. The Pillars of Society and'2§é  | ‘.’g::le
Leggue of Youth inevitab1y strike us, for all their satiric S
power, as to a certain extent weak aznd unsetisfaying, because

they after!all contain little more than social satire., Ibsen

did not have the satiric power of a Swift or a Jonson, their
guasi-delight in hypocrisy as an artistiec perversion of a~sociél
norm. He saw things cleérly,'straight, in black and white, and
herein lies much of his weakness, but also much of his effective-
‘ness. Or rather, perhaps it would be'more.illuminating %o s=y
thot while he saw men as infinitely fluid and changeable, he

could see institutions such as governments only‘as fixed and
ctatic, good or bad. The reverse ié‘true of Shaw;

In Enemy of the People, Ibsen discovered for the first time

that he could bring home more ppwe{fully the vileness and sheer
: wfongneSS'of a socizl institution by portraying its effects on

an individual, or individuals, It is here that he first pro-
‘claims the interaependendy of mah and hié institutionss here

that he fealizes'for the'first time wholly end completely that -

a corrupt society will create corrupt men, as well zs the other

way around. Bernick of The Pillars of Society is one of the
maleficent individuvels who coffupts his society, and we get
the vague impression a2t the end of the play that the little

harbor town will probzbly be scmewhat cleansed by his confession,




but that does not particularly interest us. But the destruetion ..

or vindication of Stockmann immediately interests us far more

deeply, because he is so much more of a person, such 2 highly-

developed character, and the eventual rapprochement he makes

with society is a2 matter of considerzably greater concern to us.
Here, in cther words, Ibsen discovers that he can use his
rnal talent, the de,lctlon of individuals, to demonstrate the

wrongs of soc1ety far better than the clumsy caricatures he

employs in The Plllars gg Society and The League of Youth.
He sees heré that the situztion of an individual, or the effect

of & situation on an individual, can be used as a symbol or

mierocosm of the effects upon society as a whole of its own

~corruption, a lesson he puts fo terrifying advantage a few years

after Enemy of the People in Rosmersholm.
It is indicative of Shaw's incomprehension of this lesson
to Ibsan that he cannot see any real dlfference of method or

1deology in Enemy of the People from The League of Youth and

The Pillars of Society, and in fact commends Enemy of the

People for being almost an exact polltlcal sequel to The

~Pillars of Society. The cycle of corrupt people = corrupt

society = more corrunt pe@ple wes clear to Shaw from his flrst

play, ¥%idowers' Houses; it never burst upon him as a great

‘revelation zs it did upon Ibsen, 2nd possibly as a consequence

it was never of any particular momentousness to him.

. Let us now remamber the definitions of synthe51sts nd
analysts that we looked at earlier in this paper. Synth651sts,
we recall, are the natural systematizers of the world, who

eventuvally bebomekits nzatural bureaucrats but zlso its natural



reformers, being convinced that one can create 2 usefﬁlyand,
effective system of anything on earth, and keép it functioning
by applying it correctly. Analysts, on the other hand, see
nothing but evil in systems, and spend their lives téking
systems apart, examining evefy component -and then né#er'repla~

cing any of them, beéause while they may'approve the separate

elements that make up a system, they can never approve the whole.

They then become the naturai revolutionaries and iconoclasts
of the world. We see now more and more clearly that Shaw
belongs to the first class, and Ibsen to the sécond. |

Shaw seens to‘ha#e almbst no particular feelingd about the
ine#itable corruption of 2ll systems. Sysﬁems exist, he says,
and one must simply make thé,best of them, and go on;impfoving
them until they are perfect, hot dispense with them entirely.

The “thing that appealed to Shaw so strongly in religion, =znd

.

perhaps destroyed it for Ibsen, is that it is in its ideal form

the ultimate éystem of creation, of living, of belief, of .
“evérything. AThé'idea of the Creztive Life Porce is a system;

a neat and ordefly plan in which we can discern a purpose for
our existence, an@'instruction as to how we should use it. Fork
Ibsen, precisely the excitinz thing about 1life in the raw as |
experienced by, say, Brand, =5 oppose& to the cosy existenée’
of his flock below him on the mountain, is that it is random,
it is unpredictable, inexplicable, awe-inspiringly mysterious.
The element that creates the excitement in Ibsen's plays is the
constant tension between the individuzal, who perceives the un-
measurzble quélity of the univerge ana proceeds to act on that

premise, and the society which surrounds nim, which 1is dedicated



tc the preservation of the status guo. Shaw, who. ssent hic life

trying to fit data into descriptions of the way the univérée
ran, had almost no sympathy with this viewpoint.

Prom these observationz of Ibsen, we eventuaily arri#e at
the doctrine implicit in his work, zlthough not always specifi-
cally,staﬁed, tﬁatAone must, to achieve any kind of greainess.
or understanding, leave society znd withdraw into cneself., While
Brand is in sbme ways a monsier, there is no doubt that he is
surerior .to his parishioners. Nora must defy the dictates of - .
society to truly find herself. Mrs. Alving, who as Shaw per-
ceptively remarks is what Nora would have been had.she not!left
her husband,22 suffers spiritual annihilation as a punishment
for performing her social duty. Dr. Stockmann, who seems at
first to be re;éntering society, is instead cresting a tiny
anti-societal universe for himself and = few chosen others.

Even Pecr Gynt, whose ending some critics have read zs a vin-
dication of‘éocial'doctrines of unselfishness and altruism, €an
only attain salvation by leaving the society where he has become
a2 shallow success and withdrawing into the forest to eétéblish

a sincere relatioﬁship with the one human being who has truly
1oved him, Tbsen's encla#es of mezningful understanding of life
can occasisnally be stretched to include two (Peer and Solveig,
Rosmer*anﬁ Rebecca, Irene and Rubek), but itAis essentially
designed for one (Nora, Brand, Hedda, Solness, Stockmann), angd
cen never include more. |

At the opposite.pole ffom Ibsen, the spiritusl hermit, stands

Shaw, the social being. He mocks at the pretensions of the ali-~
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enated artist in The Sanity of Art;*B znd harrmers home over and

over that we cannot abandon socleiy, becauze it iﬂythe only
game in town. It alons can nroviie uz with a2 systemkfcryliﬁihg
that is most useful, most economizzal, moét practicél. Plato’s
statement iﬁ the.Reﬁublic théf men are forced 1n+c commumitt g
for przctical reasons can be tokern as sA ?'s starting point. 24
The'institutions of society and cc?'uéity are indubitably, to
Shaw, the best way to cure existinz e?ils,.andueven if some
of these evils are created by society itself, that does not in-

dicate the necessity of abclishing the institution, but rather

o

of reforming the abuse. One of the chzracters in Shaw's glimpse

into the future, Parfetched Fables, makes 2 sizterment zhout the

ot

human body th:t cani be zpplied to the body politic:

(q;n one of its [the body's] organs went
-wrong, they did not eet it rizht, but cu® it out
and 1!ﬂf‘t; the patient to recover =35 best he could.
il f them evén

eees The amazégb thing is thas a few o
survived 1t

That Shaw could see the attrzctions of the hermetic life,

the withdrawsl from the corrurtion of society, is demonstrated
in his secrnd play, lMrs. ¥Yarren's Prcfession. It toc zresents

its heroine Vivie Warren (znd by extersion the zudience) with a
decisian: should =zhe remzin with her mot :er znd thus silently
condone her nmother's czreer of broihel msnagerment, or should
she abznden hor?  She finaﬂ;y‘chﬁfses the latter alternative
2nd rejects mother, friends, ond fiznece to r";é 2 mew 1ife4an§'.

career for herself,



pléy, ernd it is fairiy clear th 't we are mennt to agree with her
choice. Our last viewiof'her chows her 2sg happy and self-confi-
dent of the rightness of her decision, decr-ite the d-:rarture
of her rother in tears a few moments before. Yet, on =2 second
breading, wé begin to feel somewhat uncomfertable with Vivie, to
consider her unnecessarily callous, and to see:ﬁer new life not
as 2n escapé to freedom, but as an extremely straight znd narrow
~solutior to her probléms. She has, let us Temember, made it clear
é%zt she will not participate for an instant in her wother's life,
or even try to put an end to her mother's exploitation of other~
women.. | - |

 This lzet is what makes her'ultimétely unéétisfactory as &
G;B.g. hereine. Our clué to this is her stateﬁent of rure prag-

matiasr to her mother, when she says that they have both chosen

.

evenies to succesz, and the only difference between them is that
che, Vivie, is raspectablé:26 And indeed, how are the wrongs of
= society which first created Mrs. Warren =nd then verrits her
to flourish righted by Vivie's virtuous absfention‘frc$ her
rother's profits? Vivie's morsl position, finally, is only one

notch zbove that of Harry Trench in Widower's Houses, who agrees

to merry 2 slum lzndlord's dzughter znd continue oppressihg the
slum dwellers when he fihds out that his own incoﬁe is derived
from the»saﬁe sourcé. it‘is true thzat Vivie'refuses to0 be an’
'aétivé member of her mother's ?rbfession, but we sense in her-

no awareness that this is an evil in which she has already ?arti—
cipated (since it is from this source that the money for her edu;

cation came) and that she herself should rectify it. Shaw does not -



ful and most explicit treatise on wha

Lo
o

express his distrust of Vivie's soclution other thzn obliguely,
perhars because he had net yet arrived at the roint vwhere he

could state it sp ec1f1c911v at the time that he wrote MNrs. Warren.,

Fifteen years lster, however, he redressed this old wrong by

writing ¥ajor Barbara, in which Barbara avoids the trap that

Vivie (z2nd perhans her‘creator as %eli at tha :point) f=211s into.
BarbarahUndershaft the Salvationist whose father is the

world's greatest arms manufacturer, is placed in e -actly the

same pos1tlon as V1v1e Warren. Like Vivie, she is a woman of

firm moral principles; like Vivie she has been supported all her

life by 2 parent's v1olatlon of those wrlnc iples; and like Nrs.

Warren' s Profe531on, Magor Barbara centers around her confronta-

tion with this faet. But here the similarity ends, because hajor

Barbara is a far greater play then Frs. Warren, because Shaw shows

here that not 6n1y the life of one womsn, but all of soéiéty is
subéidized,Ey~the‘brofeésions of Andre% Uﬁdérshaft end lMrs. Warren,
thus addressing’ hlmbelf not only to the issue of a social evil
(prosﬁitutidn in he flrst play; pove*uv in the second), but also
‘tb the 1arger;question of how'an individual should respond to

a corruyt aoc1ety.

Nzjor Barbsrszs is Shaw 's Pilgrim®s Progress, his most success—

vt

choices to make and how
to confront the problems of life, Barbara herself is one of Shaw's
glorious creations, and her finul spreech is perhsps the finest

single paragraph Shaw ever wrote. She, like Lina in Misalliance,

is a fabulovs freak, . the one woman in a2 rillion who w2s born to

affect humanity not by her participation in the evolutionary pro-



‘and ideas,

Tintos

A

I e,

cess of bearing children to cre-ts the

Sha expresses his copiniorn

through her:

I escaped into a Paradise oP
hymn-singing for a few nombnts a
But ther you \he” fathe

ee.. thet 211 of life wé% one,

Barbara escaves the trzp that both Vivie and Bernick ha

Superman, but ty her Zctions

s W

of society-hating hermits

”rayer‘and
was happy.

came %n“ showed me

ve fallen

2s Bernick excuses his dishonesty on the grounds that his

society would crumble without it, and Vivie dissociates herself

fromr her mother because her mother s profe331on is a social abo-

rination, so Barbara could take refuge

n)

handon her £

ather's cannon foundry 51mnly because it is

in conventlomal viety and

wicked.

But the==z are_curely nersonal solutions to what are more than

cysonal nrohlems, z2nd touch

than this

«

nothing outside of oneself; Barbara
This refusal of Vivie's and Bernick's

to see t‘amce1ves as ne"escarlly n\rt1c1pwt1*g memkers of cocleﬁy

this detachment from the a"tlo&” of othar men constitutes for

Ibzen the path to salvation at the same time as it const

for Shaw the ultimate sin.

itutes

As Barbara herself,'warns us, to

tarn one's back on nubllcans ana 51npers is to turn one's back

on llfe.28

* * %

Now that we have arrived at the end of our survey of the

difference between Shaw 'and Ibsen, we zre able to look back and

see 1f our proofs have been convincing.

The difference in interest

and focus seems indubitable; what troubles us now is the termino-

logy.

' The words romantic and realist are both so heavily laden



B

tnd

with- otner meanings *hdt we hzve & great deal ol trouble fitting
them to the concepts that we zare tolking zbout. In this context,
it would perx an be instructive to exzmire Nortkrop Frye's defini-
tions of comic and tregic drzma. Vhen Frye says thut in tragedj

the hero-figure is azliensted from society, while in comedy he or

she is reintegrzted into . it, *thc similarities with our statements

Py

‘about Ibsen the romantic ani Sh** the realist immediately strikes

vs. So, for Frye Ibsen is 2 tragedien and Shaw a comedian. This

03

solves many of the problems we encountered with cur former romantic-—

versus-realist terminology, 2nd cornects them both to a broad
dramatic traditioﬁ, as well.zgv

Trese terms tOO, however, cannot be used with absolute
. Yaurice Valency, stressing Ibsen's use of irony,

. o S Ca . 20
defines hirm as 2 comic writer,”” and Alfred Turco suggests that

-~y -ar-u 3 5
-“

rore of Shaw's plays are tragedies than has hitherto been recog-

R 5 | , . : - s ’
nlzed.“’_kSo, no termlnology can precisely express the differences
thzt we ars tr Jlng to delineate.

Trat, I think, we can zearn above 2ll from the brezkdown of

-

,J

Thatever terms we uée, thzt tb1° klnd of criticel approach,
while usefﬁl, has its limitations. Both Frye's terms and my
own«ass*ﬁékthat the rrimary values to be applied here are socie~
tal ones, and this gggg work,uas,we have seen, for'a'Shaw, but
not for an Ibsen. To do Ibsen justice,'we need a truly romantic

,c“ltlczsm, hhlch vill evzluzte him on wholly aesthetic grounds

rather than measuring him by how far he and his characters relate

to society. - E,I".Forster says of The Master Builder:



the
-
S

iction is

The plot unfolds losically, d
seters are
wh
t

flat and zustere ,... the chief ¢
an elderly courle znd = young woman
mined %to get 2 thrill out of rer wvisi
entzils breaking her heost's neck, Hilde is a minx
s+ss But on the other side ske itouches Gerd and the
Rat-¥ife and the Button-iolder, she is a2 lure and -
an zcsessor, she comes from the non-human and asks
foer her kingdom and for castles in the air thet
shall rest on solid mezsonry, znd from the moment -
she knocks on the door poétry Ffilters into the »lay.
Solness, when he lister-d to her, wes neither a dead

S
5 o is deter-
, even if it

D

t

)

ran nor an old fool, Xo vprose memorial can be raised
*o hir, end consequertly Itsern himgglf can say nothing
when he falls from the‘ﬂcaffoTalné.

Forstér usés poetry as a_metaphor fer somethiﬁg that we have
cz1led romanticism, but,what.he'mééns is cléar,{

e éag therefore forgive Ibser for héviﬁg dated as a soeial
reformer; which we couvld not fbrgive in Shaw, and do not need fo.v
The social issues reised by Ibsen -- the tyranny of nineteenthr-
ezntury i&eaiism - are in'mbst cases s dead as the nineteenth
 ceruurj, Ibsen remains a master pTavwr1~ht. The.issues raiséd
by Shav on,the~other hand -- how tc construct a societyuwithout
pover%y of injustice —- are still so alive that it is a mark
bf‘Shaw's‘dramatic skill thet we can overlook them to perceive
,the gréat dramatist that he is. Let us, at last, stop trying
to ccmpafe andvmeaégre these twe writers against one another,

ahd}accept,theﬁ both as great, and radiéally different in their

genius,
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