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Thesis statement

This paper locks at the way political oppression and social
viclimizalion are exervised over a certain catepory of people in a
capitalist sociery. Though it pays close atlention to the domestic
scene in a number of plays by Harold Pinter, it shows that the
playwright's portrayal of this internal scene cannot keep itself
sealed off or divorced from the external contemporary socio-
political milieu. In fact, the paper argues that Pinter's plays cannot
be understood in the absence of the spcio-pelitical circumstances
that determine what goes on in the domestic scene. Morcover, the
paper demonstrates how the {ollowing plays: The Room (1957),
The Birthday Party (1958), The Caretgker {(1960), and The Dumb
Waiter (1960) dramatize the tension between two groups of
society mainly Lhe one that wields political power and exercises
hegemony on the one hand and the ather which is the recipient of
political oppression and social exploitation represented by the
downtrodden and the victimized members of society. Since 1he
paper situates Pinter's plays within a socio-politicel context, the
cultural and political backgrounds against which these plays were
written are explored. The paper therefore shows that Pinter's carly
plays, mainly Tke Room and The Caretaker express the prevalent
spirit of intolerance, hostility and racial discrimination against
political refugees and alien laborers paricularly during the era that
followed the decline of British imperialism.

However, the victimization of the working class and the
marginalization of ethnic minorities during Lhe Jate 50s and the
early 60s, which coincide with the petiod of time during which
Pinter's plays werc wrinien show that though British imperialism
had come to an end, Pinter's plays reflect British culture and
outlooks toward the working class and ethnic minorides who
poured into 1he country in search for jobs or as refupees in 1he
post-colanial era. The fact thal foreipm laborers and refugees were
still perceived in the same negative and biased way as the
colonized people were proves that London - regarded as the
imperial metropolis-continued its imperial-colonial manipulation
and exploilation of a cerain category of society at a time when
"colonial violence, physical and psychological, was reproduced in
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Britain® and felt most vehemently against the working people
(Sinfield: 125). Hence the paper explores one aspect of
colonialism around which most of PinteP's plays revolve, namely
the relationship between the oppressor and the oppressed, the
master and the servant since the examination of this basic
relationship between power and powerlessness explains the
ections of Pinter's characters and accounts for their alienation
from the outside world. While the paper focuses on the way
language in some of Pinter's plays becomes the vehicle through
which the character's isolation and fragmentation is reinforced, it
concludes that Pinter pamicipates in the perpetmation of a
dorminant social order that imposes its standards on noo-
conformists and dissenters whose chances for resistance against
totalitarian regimes are almost non-existent.

A domestic scenc not immune 10 external threats

Perhaps it is appropriate to point out right a1 the stari that the
settings of the four plays chosen for this study share one common
characieristic, and that is, their description of a domestic scene in
which family members are engaged in trivial talk related to food,
events in daily newspapers and the weather. The fact that Pinter’s
protegonists limit themselves to these topics shows the impact of
the materialistic lives that they lead where it is inconceivable for
thern to go beyond the doors of their living rooms that almost shut
them off and depnive them of the possibility of exploring other
interesting aspects of (heir existence. Moreover, they intensify
their feeling of suffocation, as they remain limited i their
mundane conceptions. A quick look at the opening scene in these
plays therefore reveals that they are centered around the living
oom in any British home where family members normally gather
in the morning and in the evening. Hence the living room acts as
the sanctuary that provides them with warmth and protection.
However, what Pinter shows in these plays is that the home,
which is supposed to be the shelter for its residents, is not immune
to the external forces that threaten its stability and direct a blow at
its very [oundations. In other words, Pinter shows that the
domeslic scene is not sealed off from the socio-political one that
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infringes on its borders in spite of its apparent exclusion from it.
Hence Pinter's plays are primarily concerned with the presemation
of socio-political issues whose impact is felt immediately at the
domestic scene. More specifically, Pinter portrays the workings of
politics as a repressive force that lightens iis held on the
individual and deprives him of his freedom &s it resorts to various
methods to propagate ils ideological pnnciples and as it recruits
personnel ¢o further the interests of totalilarian regimes. In faci,
the enviropment in which Pinter was brought up "in the East
London of the 1930s and the 1940s" where it would have been
inconceivable for 'a fewish boy' io isolate himself from the
contempaorary palitical scene played a vilal role in developing his
"palitical consciousness' to the extent hat it reflected in the kind of
drama (hat he wrole. (Brater & Cohn: 129). Moreover, it was an
environment characterized by violence and tension that accounted
for the feeling of insccurily end fear expenenced by its
overwhelming majority of aliens. Martin Esslin sheds light on this
very fac as he states that

The East End where Pinter grew up as a child of the
nineteen-thiries was a political battlefield. A large Jewish
population mainly refugees from the preat Russian
programs of 1903, but swelled by newer arrivals after the
First World War and later,the viciims of Hitler, was
batiling for a foothold and a livelihcod among cockneys,
Chinese Negroes and Irish (Esslin: 32-33}.

QOne of these political refugees is certainly Rose in The Room
whose pame is probably suggestive of the better future life that
she desires for herself away from the vigilant eye of the agents of
the fascist regime. The fact that she is in her sixties when the
name Rose is symbolic of youth is an indication (hat it is not fate
for her to start a fresh and peaceful life in a more stable present.
However, since she is one of the victims of political oppressien
who cannot wipe out her historical past, her continuous references
1o the cold weather and the hostile environment reveal the
tremendous depth of her psychological anxiety and fear for her
own safety. Though she seems to be enjoying peace of mind as
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she attends 10 routine household chores; she is perturbed (hat her
private room may be intruded upan. It is after all her only secure
shelter that she fears exclusion from. Hence she is cumrently
satisfied with her warm room that keeps the cold out. For Rase,
the room is her sancruary that keeps social coldness and
indiflerence out; the coldness brought about by patriarchal
dominance and capitalistic exploitation. For this reason, Rose
persists in keeping herself to herself in the room and she seeks to
disconnect herself from anything that may hink her to her rools or
past that she has been stniving to bury. Thus she telis Mr. and Mrs,
Sands: "We are very quiet. We keep ourselves fo ourselves, |
never interfere. I mean, why should 1? We've got our room. We
don't bother anyone else. That's the way it should be" {(The Room:
115). Later on, Rose repeats the same words to the landlord, Mr.
Kidd as she says to him: "We're quet here. We ‘ve just moved
into this district" {121). Thus Rose seeks to keep the distance
between her private internal world within the boundaries of her
room on the one hand and the public external world that she fears
and tries to shut herself from on the other.

In fact, Rose's iniroductory speech draws a contrasi between
two polar opposites: the extremely cold weather outside their
roorn and the warmth and coziness withun; the comfortable room
in which she resides with Bert and the damp bazement that she 15
obsessed to know who its residents are and the sensz of security
that their room provides for Bert and the fear of his being exposed
to danger outside it. While Rose fails to elicit any ¢motional
response from Bert who remains detached from her throughout
her conversation with him, Bens aloofness, tacitumity and
coldness define the nature of relationship between the couple. In
olber words, Rose's and Ben's failure to establish any means of
constructive communication sets the pace for what is to come
when evasive rather than direct responses to questions tell us a
preat deal about the characters and what they are trying to hide
from each ather. As an example, when Mr. Kidd comes into
Rose's room ander the pretense that he is checking some pipes, the
conversation rns to family maters that Mr. Kidd is rather
cautious not to disclose to Rose out of desire to keep them
personal and confidential and probably out of fear (hat he may be
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cornected with a persecuted backpround. Hence he prefers not to
impart information related to his dead sister as a security measure
that his family history is not treced down. For the same reasen, he
only assumes that "his mum was a Jewess" (109). But when the
conversation gets too personal end Rose delves into family
hisiory, he changes the topic and brings her to the present moment
that confines Rose once more within the termilary of her safe
haven. Thus when Rose asks him: "What did she (i.e., Mr. Kidd's
sister) die of?", he responds [irst in & way that shows absent-
mindedness: "Who?”. But when Rose repeats the question and
reminds him that she asked him abown his sister, he chooses not to
answer the question of past tense by using the perfect tense in the
following swatement: “T've made ends meet” (109). While the.
audience may wonder if some sort of resemblance finks Rose to
Mr. Kidd's sister, the shift to the present moment intensifies
Rose's fear of a passible intrusion of something unprediciable into
her apparently secure shelter.

Evasive communication

The incident shows how incommunicability between Rose
and Mr. Kidd is not atuibuted so much to failure of
communicalion as much as to Mr. Kidd's unwillingpess to open
up his thoughts in such a way that they may he used against him.
In other wards, language becomnes a weapon to conceal rather than
reveal information about individuals and possibly nsed as a way o
ensure domination or victimization over others. While Pinter
stotes: “To enter someone else's life is too frightening. To disclose
1o others the poverty within us is too fearsome a possibility”, he
also shows that we alsp communicate our thoughts to others in
spite of evasive communication. Hence he says: "I think that we
communjcate orly too well, in our silence, in what is unsaid, and
that what takes place is continual evasion, desperate reargued
atternpts to keep ourselves to ourselves” ('Behwveen The Lines": 25).
Imerestingly enough, Rose who says in response to Mr. Sand's
statement: "Mrs Hudd seems to know Mr Kidd very well”, "No, 1
wouldn't say that As a martter of fact, 1 don't know him at ell.
We're very quiet. We keep ourselves to ourselves” (115) repeats
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the last part of the quotation from Pinter's article, Victor L. Cahn
rightly observes that characters use language in Pinter's plays as "a
vehicle for protection rather than communication” {Cahn: 5). He
also attributes "repeated questions, awkward pauses, silence, and
repetitions” and reliance on "collognialisms, professional jarpon,
and convoluted word patterns" to the characters' reluctance to
reveal "a tidbit abont themselves or their background that might
create a point of vulnerability” {3). Hence they resort to the afore-
menlioned stralegies "to further shelter themselves” (3), as this is
quite evident from the conversation between Rose and Mr. Kidd.
However, Pinter shows Lhat evasive caommunication is revealing
because "So ofien, below the words spoken, is the thing known
and unspoken" (Beiween The Lines”: 25). In olher words, Rose's
repeated reference to her warm room is one way that reveals her
[ear of the external social and physical coldness. Moreover, her
obsession to know who lives in the basement conceals her
emotional anxiety and her fear of the disclosure of the past. Thus
she desires to keep herself to herself though she cannot liberate
herself even in her room.

Morcover, Mr. Kidd's evasiveness is further observed when
she asks him how many floors he has got in hus house; a question
that any landlord should be able to answer. However, he responds:
"] don't couni them now” (108). While Rose’s anxious mind is
revealed to us particularly as the topic of discussion touches on
the prospect of having new tenants or revolves around her
surroundings that she wants to ensure that they continne to be the
safe sheiter that keeps sociel coldness out, her fear and anxiety
that her surrcundings will betray her drive her to acquire more
information about them. However, the sense of seeming security
that she wants to enjoy at home is immediately shattered with the
intrusion of the painful past that she escapes from and tries to
hide, il not suppress all the while she has been a tenant of Mr.
Kidd's room, The fact that she is a tenant or more precisely a
political refugee throws her into (he lot of the homeless, the
victimized and the colonized who do not have a proper home of
their own since they may sufier eviction once their tenancy
contract expires or in case the landlord decides to let olher tenants
instead. Afier Mr. Kidd comes inwo her room, she meets the
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young couple, Mr. & Mrs. Sands who inform ber that they are
" "looking for a place, ... somewhere quiet, and (they) knew this
digtrict was quiet" (117). However, Rose tells them that they
"wonl find any rooms vacant in this house”. Rose's enxiety is
obvious throvghout ber conversation with the young couple as she
does her best to Keep them away lest they take her room, the
secure sanctuary that keeps her from the trauma of the past Her
" conversalion with the young couple may be regarded as Lhe
harbinger that deconstructs the pillars of her sanctuary. In cther
words, she senses that they are the new lenants who will 1ake up
her lodging and yet she is adamant 1o send thern away even if she
has to resort 1o hies or assume the position of the landlord, an
authorirative agent of capitalism.

While the young couple rely on the authority of “the man in
the basement” to establish the fact that room "Number seven” is
vacant, Rose beats them & their own ground as she relies on the
authority of a more powerfil man who is no other than the
landlord himself to prove her point and defend her argument that
"he 1old (her) he was full up" {118). It is afier all Rose'’s fear of
eviction that explains her behaviour toward the new strangers and
possible future tenants. Though the audicnce may wonder why
Rose has acted in this manner, it is ot until Mr. Kidd comes to
tell her about the man who insists on sceing her that we
understand Rose's {ear of the intrusion of the external world or the
rerum of past history. But it is & this moment when Mr. Kidd
comes to tell her about the man "downstairs {who)'s been there the
whale week-end” (120) thm Rose finds the right moment to tell
him ehowt the “two people in here just now (who) said this room
was poing vacant”. What is interesting in the following
conversation between Mr. Kidd and Rose is that Rose wants the
landlord to sftend to an immediate business taking place in the
present and having a bearing on her current circumstances while
the fatier hankers back to the past that Rose wants to flee from.
Morcover, evasive communication describes Mr. Kidd's responses
to Rase's questions as the following excerpt demonstrates:

Rose. Mr. Kidd, what did they mean about (his room?
Mr Kidd. What room?
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Rose. Is this room vacant?

Mr Kidd. Vacant?

Rose. They were locking Jor the landjond.

Mr Kidd. Who were?

Rose, Listen, Mr Kidd, you are (hz landlord, aren't you? There
isn't any other landlord?

Mr Kidd. What? What's that got to do with it? I don't know what
you're tatking about, I've got to tell you, that's all. ... (119).

The excerpt above provides an example where language
becomes a vehicle to withhold rather than impart information. In
other words, through the repetilion of Rose's words such as 'room’
and “vacant', Mr, Kidd uses language to preserve his privacy and
keep his thoughts from disclosure. However, the unanswered
questions, the pauses, the repetitions and the gaps tell us more
about the characters because Pinter believes that "below the word
spoken, is the thing known and unspoken™ ('Berween The Lines":
25). Evasive communication therefore reveals the personality of
the speaker in spite of the fact that he keeps his thoughts to
himself. Hence it is obvious that Mr. Kidd chooses not to respond
to Rose’s questions related to the vacancy or occupancy of the
room, as he has been evasive earlier on in responding to her
questions related to his family history. Moreover, Mr. Kidd's mind
is preoccupied with one thing, and that is, telling Rose about the
man who wants to see her and therefore, he cannot focus en any
other issues. Meanwhile, Rose 15 pnumarily concerned about her
status and she is enxious if the new tenants are going 10 take up
her room. The incident clearly illustrates that Rose is womried that
she may lose her only secure shelter, Her fear and anxiety account
for her regression or inward retreat in an atternpt 1o eseape from
painfu! past memories. Like Mr. Kidd who is rather reticent,
reserved and cautious ebout revealing family history and whose
regression from the external world is one symptom that confirms
his schizophrenia, Rose experiences the same symptoms af a split
that disrupts her normal relations with her surroundings. Hence
Rose's feelings of insecurity - attributed to her fear of submission
to power or domination - account for her life of detachment and
withdrawal.
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Riley's intrusion

According to Harry Guntrip, a schizophrenic’s fear of
subjection to a hugher authority leaves him "feeling cut off, shut
off, out of touch" with the rest of the world and aelso feeling
. alienated from other people (17). This symptom applies to Rose
whose alicnetion is apparent right from the start of the play since
neither her food nor her words succeed in bridging the gap
between herself and her husband or bher surrcundings. Moreover,
as her (houghts oscillate between inside and owiside, the room and
the basement, the past and the present, her words ere loaded with
her anxiety of a possible intrusion of the past. In fact, it is her
anxiefy that causes her to repress the past. This 139 quite evident
when Riley comes up to convey a message to her from her father
asking her "to come home” {124). Riley's intrusion therefore
evokes in Rose feelings of exile and banishment that her family
suffered due to political oppression. However, before he conveys
the message, Rose suspects thal it infringes upon the privacy of
her secure shelter that she is not willing to part with. Since she
does not want to resurtect her past family history which is a
constant reminder of pain and anguish to her, she behaves 1n a
way that reveals her schizophrenia reflected in her desire to
disconnect or abolish ties with the extemal world and rather
withdraw within. Thus she says to Riley: "We're setiled down
here, casy, quict, and our landlord thinks the world of us, and
we're his favourite tenanmts” (123). bn other words, Rose's lang
verbal assault against Riley in which she becomes so hysterical is
meant to reinforce her belonging to the world that she inhabits
rather than the world that Riley wants her to leave te, that is, the
world of her father or patriarchal hegemony where she is reduced
to the role of the subjected daughter.

Perhaps it may be appropriate at this junction to draw
attention to the contrast between Rose and Bert as far as their
reactions to Riley's intrusion is concerned. While she rages in a
way that reveals her uncontrolled feminine anger, Bert resorts to
an acl of vialence rather than words to show thai the masculine
world that relies heavily on action is so different from the
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feminine one. Hepce Rose wants to gend the message across that
she is perfectly satisfted with the here-end-now of her post-
imperial room thar structures everything for her, which implies
that she is dissatisfied with the long distanced time-space of her
father's home. No wonder that she repudiates or defies the father's
home at the. present moment because of its association with the
past primzrily the war and.die bolocaust that she wanis to wipe
owt from her memory. However, we observe a change in the way
Rose treats Riley as her initial verbal assault - her only weapon to
defend herself against the intrusion of the past - gives way to
tender feelings reflected in touching “his eyes, the back of his
head and his termples with her hands” (125} just before Bert's
return. It is at this critical moment when Riley has succeeded in
triggering off Rose’s memory of het connection to her fmml;.r that
she is tom between a desire to respond to his call pn the one hand
and her desire (o turn. her back w the past to ensure that she
continues to enjoy the feeling of security in the present. But apart
from that moment of conflicting emotions, she has been
suppressing the past becanse of its association with painful
memortes for her. -

Like Pinter whose "childhood was disturbed by the war as he
experienced the insecurity of evacuation from his familiar
surrcundings into alien environment® (Peacock: 15), Rose's
recollection of her unsetiled past sccounts for her wish that she
would never return home. Thus when Riley repeats his staement
that ber father wams her to come hame, she responds frantically:
"Home? Go now. Come on. It's late, It's tate (124). Now that Rose
is primarily ‘concemed with her present situation, she wanls to
forget anything that takes her to the pasL Moreover, when Riley
calls her by her original name, Sal, he discloses 1he family secret
that she has been repressing all along and cevsing her anxiety and
fear. While Rose wanis Riley to understand her present situation
and see the impossibility of her return, ke also wants her to see
that she cannot liberate herself from the painful past. Moreover,
her room does oot secure her isolation from the reproduction of a
patriarcha] hegemony in the figure of Bert particularly that he
commits an act of murder in it at the end of the play.
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Riley's murder

The fact that Bert’s murder of Riley takes place in Rose's
room is not without implications. First of all, when Bert inflicts
the act of violence against Riley, he seeks to wipe out anythinp
that connects him and his wile to the past in his [inal alterom to
increase his sense of present security and also ascertain his sense
" of belonging to the present and the place that he lives in_ In other
words, the violent physical act is a2 masculine deed that aums at
SEVEring any ties or connections with the painful past. Moreover,
Riley represenis the subalicmm or the marginalized in a post-
imperial capitalistic society whese blindness, color, Irish name
and race categorize him under the powerless, the victimuzed and
the exploited. In fact, Riley whose name begins with an R like
Rose connects Rose to her past and the two characters share many
things in common particularly the same history of victimization
that brings them emotionally topether. But this brief emotional tie
is immediately undone once Bert retums, Hence his act of
violence against Riley as he is struck, "knocked down and kicked
on the "head against the gas-stove several times" and also referred
ta as the "NEGRO" (126) shows that Bert carries out the function
of the patriarchal and the colonial oppressor of the weak and the
under-privileged groups of society. While Pinter's inclusion of
people of diverse races and difTerent backgrounds such as the
Jews, the blacks and the Irish in his plays widen their appeal to an
intemalional audience; he also wants to show that these people
irrespective of their origin are the vicums of social injustices and
oppressive political practices. In The Room, Riley is cenainly one
of these victims.

After Bert tells Rose that be "bumped” one car which would
rot move on his way home, he rzpeats the same act of violence
aparnst Rose's father's messenger who is regarded as "lice" (126),
a derogatory term that reveals Bert's utter contempt and sheer bias
against & blind black man, While Rose stands at the end "clutching
her eyes" and repeating the words: "Can't see", we are lefl
wondering if she has come to the realization that her father's home
that she bhas been repudiating is i fact transferred to her own
room &s her husband assumes the patriarchal role that confirms his
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exploitation and victimization of the oppressed and the weak. In
other wonds, what Pinter shows in The Roonr is that the political
oppression that Rese fears and her rgpudiation of the pairiarchal
hegemany oceurs in the presumably safe sanctuary that she
believes it to be since she is in fact victimized, colonized and
dominated by another patriarchal figure, namely Bert. It is
therefore obvious that The Room is a play that dramalizes the
strugple for domination in a capilalistic society.

Davies as victim of a capitalist society

This theme is further explored in The Careraker, "a play
about two brothers and a lramp in a room" in the words of John
Russell Taylor (Wagner: xiv). However, this tramp named Davies
is amother victim of the capitalist society that discards the
individual when he is no longer useful like any other cornmodity
that has been used up and then thrown away. According to
Herbert Marcuse, the “consumer economy and the politics of
corporate capitalismn have created a second nature of man which
(tes him libidinally and aggressively to the commodity form {end
where) the market has always been one of exploitation end
thereby of domination" (Marcuse: 11). Moreover, Davies is
representative of the thousand homeless or displaced individuals
ar colored immigrants living in East London who have suflered
discrimination and ill treatment in a hostile post-war London that
re-imported the impenial/colonial exploilation end manipulation as
it has been implemented in the colonized countries. In fact, he was
in the service of empire "overseas" where he had "spent half (his)
life there (i.€., 'in the colonies’)" as he tells Mick and confirms
later on that he "was over there. (He) was one of the first over
there” (The Caretaker: 59-60). Hence Davies's youth has been
wasted away in furthering the cause of imperialism that has
certainly benefited from his life-long service and yet when he is
no longer useful or when his youth has passed away since he is
not "young any more" {18), he is lefi to suffer homelessness and
wander about in search for shelter. Pinter is therefore critcal of
imperialistic expansions that have neglected domestic concerns
gnd failed to provide adequate housing and proper care for
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thousands of youths like Davies. In other words, imperialismn has a
' bearing on the exploilation of the working class in particular. In
the words of Althusser:

Imperialism tore off the "peaceful mask of the old
capitalisrn. The concentration of industrizl monopolies,
their subardination to financial monopolies, had increased
the exploitation of the workers and of the colonies
{Althusser: 93).

This 15 exaclly what we see in The Careraker (hat shows how
the working class is being exploited and viciimized by being
seduced into cheap labour. In fact, the play demonstraics how
Davies who represents the horaeless is wonically driven out and
¢xcluded from bis home country though he is invited to "sit down”
as the play begins. In other words, when Aston invites him to sit
down, the invilation carries a symbolic meaning, as it is an
indication that Davies is cared for. However, it is ironic that Aston
extends the invitation when therc is not a chair abput in the
shabby and disorganized room for Davies (o sit on. It is only when
Aston realizes this fact that he "looks around for a chair, sees one
lying on its side by the rolled carpet =t the fireplace, and starts to
get it out” [or his guest (16). Now that Davies has been ofTered a
proper chair, he begins to pour out his grievances since he has not
"had a proper sit down" (16) [br so long and as he has been on the
run though he has not "been so well lately. (He has) had a few
anacks” (18}, The first impression that we therefore get of Davies
is that of a wom out and embattled individua) who “couldn't find a
saat, not one”" because all the other seats - which is certainly a
reference 1o 3 proper home and shelter - have been wken by,
"Poles, Greeks, Blacks, the lot of them, all them aliens had it. And
they had me working there ... they had me working .." (17).

Discrimination against forcign laborers & second-class
citizens

While Davies complains that he js the 1arget of discrimination
and exploitation since he has been denied & proper seat, the above
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speech expresses the spirit of intolerance, racial prejudice and
hostility 1oward aliens in general, penicularly immigrants who
poured into Britain in the late 505 and early 60s from the countries
that pained their independence from British impertalism such as
India and the subcontinent in addition to the refugees "from the
great Russian programs of 1905" and "lhe vicums of Hitler"
{Esslin: 33). In fact, those immigrants and refugees seriled in east
London and their overwhelming majority was classified as
working classes who struggled to make ™o ends meet.
Interestingly emough, a "family of Indians" (The Caretaker: 22)
happen 1o Jjve in the house next to Aston's and Mick's. This piece
of information disclosed to Dawvies arouses his distrust and
perhaps his contempt for "thermn blacks” (17) who are looked down
upon as intrudess into a couniry that is supposed to be exclusively
for white subjects. Hence he asks Aston: "How many more Blaeks
you got around here then?" and when Aston expresses his shock at
the question by saying "What?", Davies repeats the same question.
However, he chooses not to respond end he changes the
conversation to a topic that relates more to Davies’s needs at (he
present moment, and that is, the issue of comfonable shoes that
will fit him so that he can get his identification papers from
Sideup. While Davies is considered like an alien who cannot
prove his identity without the papers that he "can't move without
(since) they tell who (he is}" and he is therefore "stuck without
them" (29), it 15 unfortunate that they have been kept in possession
of an unidentified man for "fifteen years", i.e., ever since “the
war” (30). If he is looked at as an alien, it is ironic that he has a
negative atlitude toward other aliens.

Later on, when Aston asks him: "Welsh, are you?", he only
gets an evasive replay: "Eh?". Then Aston repeats the question:
"You Welsh" and Davies pauses for a while before he says: "Well,
[ been around, you know ... what I mean ... ] been about ..." (34),
It 15 therefore obvious that Davies feels embarrassed whenever the
question of his ethnic origin is brought up particularly at a time
when etbnic origin played a vilal role in classifying or
categorizing British society. In fact, some people not only at the
time the play was wrirlen but also nowadays are humiliated when
they are asked personal questions related to their racial and ethnic
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background, an issue¢ approached with great care and utmost
sensitivity in British society in particular with its move toward the
creation of a multi-cultural community where such concems are
relegated to the back scene. However, they spring up because they
have been bequeathed to British society. from the cofonialist era
when a sharp division and a system of stratification were erected
between the colomizer and the colonized. Hence racial prejudice
and feelings of cultural ascendancy have their origin in British
imperialism. No wonder the attitudes, "feelings and behaviour of
native white people (like Davies) towards the black and brown
miprant workers were influenced by the knowledge that these
migrants had been subject people of ithe British Empire" as
Layton-Henry argues (1). But while Davies cannot get rid of the
stereotypical perceptions of aliens who have no right to deprive
him of a job opportunity, his masters who represent governmental
authority still classify him as an alien himself, victimize him and
exclude him t00. In other words, a purely arbitrary system that
relies on division, social stratification and exclusion tears Britigh
socicty apart and widens the gulf not only between British citizens
and aliens but also among the British citizens themselves where
the question of mece, color and ethnic background has a bearing on
social supremacy or superiority. Hence Davies feels that he is
classified among the under-privileged social group that cannot
claim to have the same equal rights that he is adamant to defend.
Shorily aflerwards, when Mick asks him if he was "bom and
bred in 1he British isles?” he promptly answers: "I was” (42) out
of a desire to ascertain his sense of belonging and also
differentiate himself from the foreigners who do not stand on an
equal footing with him when it comes to the gquestion of
employment and citizenship rights. But it is ironic that Davies
should be treated in a way that reflects mcial discrimination in
Briwin if his claim is true (hat he had been born and bred in 1he
British Isles. Morzover, one would wonder why Davies has been
"going around under an assumed name (which is) not (hs) real
name" (30). In fact, he informs Aston that the "name (be has) been
going under (is) Jenkins. Bemard Jenkins™. But he adds, “it's no
gond going on with that name. (He) got no rights” (29). Like Rose
in The Room who goes under the disguise of an adopied name to
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escape the persecution of the fascists and protect herself, Davies
has to go under an assumed name to hide his racial arigin. Hence
it is a safety measure that probably keeps his family history
confidential. However, it is ironic that Davies can neither
represerm himself by a pscudo name that he chooses to meet his
exisiential needs nor by a real one, which is insulting to him. Thus
he falls under the catepory of subaltemn classes who live in the
periphery and suffer marginalization since he must be represented
by the papers in Sidcup. However, he does not express sympathy
for the immigrants whom he sees as intruders though the country
relies on them for its redevelopment since they take up dirty jobs
shunned by native British subjects.

While most of the colored immigrants poured into Britain
from former colonies, Kay and Miles hold the opinion that their
legal status was subordinated to their socially significd siatus as
they were regarded a3 'colored people’ (Kay & Miles: 168). It is
therefore clear that the semse of racial prejudice against
immigrants who were regarded as "subordinates’ who cannot stand
on equal footing with Britsh cilizens was at ils peak when The
Caretaker was produced in 1960. In fact, the repeated derogatory
remarks by Davies agaimst black immiprants reflect the spirit of
antaponism apgainst thern and portend the tension that exisis in
Britain as the socicty is divided between “we' and ‘them’. As an
example, Davies conceives of blacks as dirty people who mess the
toilet and probably pollute the country just because they happen to
live in the same neighborhood with or right next door to white
people. Moreover, Davies atributes the noise that Asion
complains that it disturbs his sleep to black people "making
noises, coming up through the walls” (32). If we think of the room
as Great Britain, climbing over its walls is en obvious reference to
their respassing into the country that they bring havoc and trouble
into. Hence they shoulder the responsibility for any tensiom,
disturbance or riot occurring within its walls. By looking down on
immigrants and expressing hostile atlitudes toward them, Davies
reflects common views of the time toward colored people seen in
British eyes as nuisance. Pinter therefore draws an unfavorable
picture of British society where tension will always exist between
people who do not share the same cultural and ethnic backgrounds
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and where the distant Other is always blamed for any domestic
violence or disturbance due to the lack of harmony between the
two distinct groups and the absence of tolerance that cunails
hatred and racial prejudice.

_ Davies is treated like other immigrants

However, these immigrants share Davies's fate as they are
invited apd welcomed by Lhe govemnment to take up certain
positions and yet they are exploited or victimized. Similarly,
Davies is invited to take the position of the caretaker. But
evenhually he is excluded and thrown out into the street. Thus he
meets the same destiny of the immigrants and refugees whom he
claims 10 be "treating (hum) like dirt” when Mick does the same to
him and forces him cut of the house. What Davies is not aware of
at the moment be complains that the immigrants (reat him like dirt
i5 that they have been treated in the same way by imperalists.
Moreover, what we see in Lthe course of the play is that the power
holders or Lhe representatives of governmental autherity, namely
Mick and Asion will spon weat him like dirt. This becomes
evident when Mick in parlicular confides in Davies that he is
“thinking of taking over the mnning of tus place .. a bit mere
efficienty {as he has) got a lot of ideas, a lot of plans” (59). Thus
Mick is a political or bureaucratic leader who knows how to run
Lthe place or the country betrer. If we think of the house as Britain,
then the message behind excluding inviting Davies by his masters
and then excluding him is very clear. One reason that justifies
looking at the oom as Britain is the lengthy description of the
setling that shows that the random environment ¢f the room is in
dire need of fixing, repainng, rebuilding and re<decorating just as
Lordon in the post-war and the post-imperial era was in need of
development too.

For this demanding task, the two brothers would like to hire
the slave-service of someone like Davies who will do all the "dirty
job” for "a few bob" (28) just as the Indians and the Pakistanis are
paid very low wages for very tinng and time-consuming jobs that
the Brilish ciizens regard ns being beneath them sacially. Hence
cheap labour offered by immigrants contributed to the
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development of the city just as Davies is hired to take care of
Aston's and Mick's house. It is therefore clear that Davies and the
immigrants have a lot in common. But he still expresses prevalent
antagonistic aftitudes towards them since he "espouses the kind of
racist ettitudes that accompanied the cal]l for immigration controls
(though} he is the indignant victim of racial prejudice” as
Woodroffe argues (505). In other words, while negative
perceptions of the Other were widespreed during the colonialist
ern, "the prejudices and atlitudes of superiority most strongly bred
in the colonial situation were further disseminated among the
pepulation in Britain“ in the post-imperial era (Layton-Henry: 7).
Hence Davies speaks for the age when the immiprants were
maltreated, called bad names such as Pakky’ or 'Blacky’ and
considered as people who “have no history” (Gramsci: 294). But
Davies's contemptuous eftitude toward foreigners though he is
asked by Mick il he is "a forcigner” himself (42) may be
justifiable on economic grounds since they take up the job that he
thinks that he has a better or stronger claim to fill. The fact that he
has taken a number of menial positions that some British youth at
the time might have felt embamassed to do such a3 "cleanng the
floor, clearing up the tables, doing a bit of washing up" (18}
shows his willingness to compete with the foreigners for the cheap
labour that the country hires them for But simulianeously he
wanis to defend his rights particularly his right to job
opporfunities that he can (Il as good and efficient as the
foreigners can.

In fact, he makes a reference to a certain govermmental policy
that aims at recruiting British citizens in place of foreigners if the
former category is quslified for the task. Hence he says: "What
they wam to do, they're trying to do away with these foreigners,
you see, in catering. They want an Englishman to pour their tea,
that's what they want, that's what they’re crying for. It's only
common sense, ent?" (36). Davies is therefore an advocate of
such a policy that favours the replacement of foreign labour by a
national one, which is common sense, according to him. But
though he is invited to 1ake up the job of the carelaker, the two
brothers treat him in the same way a subaltern is ireated taking
advanizge of his present circumstances and his need of some
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mongy to salisfy his essential needs. The wwo brothers therefore
" mmanipulate Davis so that he may be used cheaply end then
discriminated against. But eventually the elder brother excludes
him because he makes loud noises while he is asleep. The play
therefore dramatizes the process of nvilation and the very cold
exclusion of Davies by the new British subjects who have thought
of plans for their future Jeaving him w wonder: "What abowt me?”
" (83). While Aston will "have a workshop (and he) could do a bit
of woodwuork. Simple woodwork o start™ (49) and Mick has "got
plenty of other interests. (He has) got (his) own husiness 1o build
up. .. (He) got to think about expanding ... in all directions™ (83),
Davies has to meet the same fate that awails laborers in a
capilalist society where his masters expect him "to do 2l the dirty
work all up and down them stairs just so (he) can sleep in this
lousy filthy hole every might... Treating (him) like a bloody
animal” {76).

The plays as reproduction of a colonial encounter

The play therefore shows how workers are exploiled,
dominated and manipulaied in a capitalist society where the pap
between ihe rich and the poor is bound to pet wider than narrower,
Hence Davies's story 1s a reproduction of capitalist exploitation
and colonial encounter between the oppressor and 1he oppressed.
In fact, the relationship between Davies and the two brothers is
defined within this framework particularly when Mick says to
Davies: "You remind me of my uncle's brother. He was always on
the move, that man. Never without his passport” (40). But it is
ironic that Davies reminds Mick of his uncle's brother when these
two men stand 2t polar opposites, While the uncle's brother is a
former imperialist who has been all gver the colonies: Hong
Kong, India and Jamaica, Davies has not been able 1o move as far
as Sidcup to feich his identification papers because he cannot find
ihe right size shoes. Though Davies has been "in the colonies”,
there is nothing to suggest his enjoyment of any of the privileges
that Mick's uncle's brother has enjoyed. While the former "had a
penchant for nuts” {40}, the latter has "eaten (his) dinner off the
best of plates” (18). Hence (he difference between these two men's
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lifastyles is stark indeed, as British imperialism has lavished much
of its wealth on the first one who cracks nuts out of pleasure end
desire to try lasting something delicidus and different while (he
second one has lived on the wealth of the wealthy, In other words,
he is so impoverished that he has to pick up whatgver tiny scraps
the wealthy leave over to quench his hunger.

Moreover, while the uncle's brother has always been in
possession of his proper identification eard in (he form of a
passport that gives him (he untimited freedom to move about as he
likes, Davies is the victim of a system of classification (hat strips
him of his rea] identity and forces him to go under a false name.
Hence his movement is confined on account of his lack of a
proper identification card and his need of good shoes. Besides, the
uncle's brother "had a marvellous stop watch" considered as a
commodity when Davies lacks basic essentials of life. Later on,
when Davies is gppointed as the caretaker, he finds himself
exploited because he does not have a "clock”. Hence he complains
to Aston: "I need a clock o tell the time! ! mean, if you can't tell
what ttme you're at you don't know where you are " (71). But in
spite of the stark differences between the two men: Mick's uncle’s
brether and Davies, Mick segregates bath men by caliing the first
one "Sid" and the second one "Jen ... kins™ {71). In other words,
Mick's insistence on calling Davies by the name that he goes
under rather than by his real name - which parallels his calling of
the uncle’s brathet by the name *Sid' rather than by his real name -
reinforces his segregation of Davies and his applicalion of a
system of classification and division. Furthcrmore, it points to his
deliberate intention to marginalize him in preparation for his
exploitation and victimization. Hence Mick's reference to his
uncle's brother foreshadows the colonial encounter befween him
and Davies and repeats the imperial domination and its exercise of
arbitrary authority and power over Lhe weak.

The fact that Mick sees the two men: his uncle’s brother and
Davies in the same negative way as ths is inferred from the
following staternent about the first man: "Your spifting image be
was" (40) confims that Mick does not treat Davies [ike a
respectable human being. But rather he treats bim "like dirt” and
"like & bloody animal" {(76). In fact, the dehumanizing imapes
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associated with Davies who is "nothing else but a wild animal"

. (82) and “a barbarian" {83) in Mick's eyes prove Lhat Davies has

been robbed of he dignity that he deserves as a fellow man and
shows how far Mick has gone in reducing his status and exploiting
him. Not only does Mick see Davies in a bad light as "an old
barbarian" (44}, but also he directs other charges at ham as "an old
scoundre] ... an ¢ld robber (who does not) belong in & nice place
like this" (44) because “"Ever since (he) come into this housc
there's been nothing but trouble™ (82). While Davies has lived all
his life trying to cajole the world into providing shelter for him, he
is eventually excluded since he does not belong there, We are
therefore lefi with the impression that the British society has
failed to cater for the necds of tmunps who are dnven into the
street afler (hey have been marginalized and expleiled. It is ironic
that denying them their tight to feel the sense of belonging to the
society that should be responsible for them entails that they are
excluded and sepregated.

An encounter between a deviant artist & agents of a
totalitarian authorily

If The Caretaker is 2 repraduction of a colomal encounter
between the oppressor and the oppressed and if it provides an
example of capitalist exploitation and imperialistic hegemony and
domination, The Birthday Party shows how the figures of a
totalitarian authoerity, namely Goldberg and McCann, who work
for a certain political organization, use their oppressive power 1o
force Stanley who has taken shelter in a boarding house run by
Meg and her husband Petey to conform to the ideology of the
orpanization (hat they represent. It should be known that Stanley
is an artisl, a piamst in fact who has enjoyed the freedom 1o play
"the piano all over the world. Al over the counury”. Moreover, he
is "considering a job at the moment (at) a night club. In Berlin..,
Plaving the piano. A fabulous salary”. Then he will ‘pay a flying
visit' 10 "Constantinople. Zagreb. Vladivestock. It's around the
world towr” (The Birthday Party: 32). Bul the representatives of
the repressive regime seck to resirict his movement and deny him
the opporiunily to pursug his intellectual and creative
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achievernenis. As he tells Meg, he "had a unique touch.
Ahsolutely unique” (32). But "they carved (him) up. Carved (him)
up” end as the story goes, when he "went down Lhere (o play (his
next concert), "the hole was closed, the place was shuttered up,
not even p caretaker. They'd locked it up” (33). While Stanley
does not explicitly state who ‘they’ are, ‘they' refers to (he
totalizing form of power that robs the artist and the inteflectual of
his creativity and forces him to conform to a certain mode of
behaviour. In fact, M.W, Rowe who studies the play in relation to
Heidegger's Being and Time, one of he most important
documents of extstentizlism regards the ‘they' "as a subtle,
unobtrusive but utlerly relentless pressure towards averapgeness
and social conformity; it is a set of mores, a whole complex of
acceptable modes of thought and behaviour which acts to bring
the dissenting individual in line with the group” (Rowe: 91).
Hence authoritarian violence alienates the talented individual
as it locks up the gates that lead to his ascendancy. What is
therefore left for him is only Lhe attempt to resist reptessive
authority or else succumb to it. In fact, Stanley has been resisting
the conformity to what Louis Althusser calls "a higher authonty”
(qtd. in Silverstein: 27), or the systern of "dominant cultural
codes” (hat expects individuals to assimilate themselves into Lhe
cultural mainstream that may be termed 'the Other’, even before he
meets Goldberg and McCann (Silverstein: 20). Right from the
start of the play, we see that there is tension between submission
or conformity to 2 dominant social order reflected in Meg's
repeated attempts to control Slanley on the one hand and Stanley's
resistance of Meg's attempts to bring him to heel and subject him
o her dominance. Thus the initial meeting between Meg and
Stanley foreshadows his subsequent meeting with Goldberg and
McCann where the same tension between conformity te and
resistance of 2 dominant cultural code or a controlling social force
is repeated. Edward Said refers to this force or 'the Other' as
"system of values ... (which) dominates from above without at the
same time being available te everything and everyone it
dominates” (9). In the light of Said's delinition, Stanley has been
forced to conform to a dominant social order right from the start
of the play. While Meg insists on his conformity to it by saying
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"please” when he asks her for "some tea” and also when she asks
him to "say sarry Arst™ for having failed to "say please” (27-28),
Meg in the words of Marc Silverstein

invokes the highly coded discourse of etiquette, words
and conventions strongly marked with the Other's
evaluations, its judgments, its ability to sanction
acceplable language and desire and withhold recognition
from any mode of specch or desire failing to conform to
its specifications” (21).

Though it appears that Meg is engaged in trivial and poinless
talk, she also exercises some form of influence over Slanfey.
However, Stanley tries to get lumself away from Meg's hold by
his constant atacks on the type of food that she offers him such as
her strong tea that he calls "gravy" (p. 28) or her comflakes that he
describes as “horrible” (p. 24) as opposed- to her repeated
reference to them as "nice” when she places them before Petey
(19-2]). Moreover, Stanley's resislance to the cultural order that
Mep represents reflects his desire that she keep her distunce from
him. Thus he “"recoils from her hand in disgust” and asks her to
"get away from (him)" in an atlernpt to liberme himself from
submission to her authority and maintain his aulonomy. However,
Stanley senses that Goldberg's and McCann's intrusion into the
boarding honse shat shelters him directs an immediate threat at the
gutonomy that he wants to maintain. In fact, his fear of and
anxiety over their intrusion is reflected in the series of questicns
that he asks Meg relating to their identity. Furthermore, when he
says to Meg ‘decisively’ "They won't come” (30), he stuggles to
keep' thern out of his private life since their arrival means the
inevitability of his submission to them. Hence he has to struggle
against any form of domination or exploitation that will hand him
over to their authority.

Stanley’s emphatic stitement is therefore his resistance
against the practical domination of capitalist hegemony (hat
"carves up" a deviant pianist in the €yes of the 'higher authority”.
This authority or organization has recruited Goldberg and
McCann to construct Stanley's identity in the light of the
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acceptable termas as defined by ‘the Other' or accerding to the
dominant ¢ultural values and codes of the society that reduces him
to the tole of the conformist. [t is interesting that when Stanley
tells Meg of his 'unique touch' and what ‘they’ - ie., the agents of
the organization - have done to force him to submit to their
auhority, that he uses the expression "They carve me up” (33).
While carving attests to the creativity of the artist, carving
someone up indicates that he has been hurned into the inanimate
objects that he creates. Hence the expression intemsifies the
negative consequences of succumbing to the desires of the
represenlatives of the orpanization who will impoverish Stanley
end drain him of the vitality and creativity that he stands for once
he has been carved up, or lumed into a mere lifeless monument
with his confermity to the dominant cultural values of the people
al ‘Monty' who will eventually tum him inte ancther Goldberg or
McCann and rob him of the individuality that he has been siriving
to protect all along.

What does Monty stand for?

In fact, the implications of submitiing to a higher autherity
are better understocd if we lock mere carefully st (he pame
"™enty' through which Finler creates a poweriu! meaphor of an
institnicn Lhat exercises physical and menlal ceercion that may be
equated with military conscription that similarly forces cilizens
into obedience to & social order lhat they cannot liberate
themselves from. However, constructing Stanley’s identity in the
torms of “the Other" cgnnot be accomplished without
deeonstructing his own present identity just as (he characters of
Goldberg and McCann have besn deconstructed so that they
function as a mouthpiece for the 'Other, ie, he repressive
totalitarian regime that has employed them te force individuals
such as Stanley to be shaped inte their image. Though Goldberg
and McCann are two agents who belopg to two different ethnic
groups, namely Lhe Jewish and the Irish respectively who have
suffered displacement and have been subjected to marginalization
throughout history, it is ironic that they paradoxically play roles
for 'the banality of evil’' (Rowe: 90) as (hey subjugate Stanley to
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the same fate that they had been exposed to in the pasi. In other
words, since they expect Stanley to be molded a&s the
representatives of Lhe repressive repime desire, they also expect
him to lose his own individuality just es they have been deprived
of their distinct identities since they speak on behalf of 1he voice
of the Other or more precisely for the authonty that they have
been working for at Monty rather than in their own voices.
Moreover, Lhe organization at Monty has come to define success
for its agents in terms of heir subservience 10 ils authority and
(heir implementation of its norms and values in a very mechanical
way. Hence Lhey derive Lheir power from Lhe repressive political
regime that has recrvited them to work on is behalf and that
power is reflecied in the considerebie influence that they can exert
over Stanley (wrouph the vanety of discourses that they
manipulate to bring him down on hus knees, or as Stanley puts it:
"They want me to crawl down on my bended knees" in complete
submission to their interrogations (33). Howewer, Lthough they
exert influence over Stanley, they are no more than puppets in the
hands of their superiors who expect them to conform to their
valuzs, uphold their ideologies and never deviale from the
mainstream social order as agents of the organizaton at Monty.
Just as Goldberg and McCann are under the sway of the
‘Other’, they atiempt to subjugate Stanley Lo (he same authoritarian
power that has denied them their individuality and freedom. 1t is
therefore obvious that submission to a hipher authonty threatens
the maintenance of one's autonomy as one is forced to submit
ongsell to the dominant cultural valucs of the 'Other’. While
Goldberg as an example tries to ascertain his individuality or more
specifically hus Jewishness in the speech that describes his Uncle
Bamey who "used to ake (him" to the scaside, regular as
clockwork. ... After lunch on Shabbuss (they)d go and sit in a
couple of deck chairs” (37}, be is torn berween being ethnically
specific ou the one hand and on being "an all-round man” and "a
cosmopolitan” (38) on the other. However, the way he expresses
himself (hrough cliches such as "It's a well-known facl. Breathe
in, breathe out, 1ake a chance, let yourself go, what can you lose?"
(37) proves that he lacks the ability to speek in his own voice. In
ather words, by failing to express himself beyond the mainstream
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social order, he shows that he lacks the autonomous vaice that
speaks for him. Hence he is turned into an instrument that speaks
on behalf of the Other. In fact, throughout the play, Goldberg
constructs his identity in the terms of the Other or the dominant
cultural values of the society in which he has been brought up as
in the speech in which he desctihes his idyllic home lifestyle when
his mother - who called him "Simey" used to shout at him to come
home for dinner where "the nicest piece of gelilte fish” would be
placed "on a plate” for him (53).

While Goldberg's nostalgic speech describes his early
childhood, it characterizes his past life in the parlance of cliches
such as "quick before it gets cold” and "njcest piece ... you could
ever wish to find on a plate™ (33), which once more atiests to his
mnability to express himself in terms outside the dominant
mainstream culture into which he has been integrated. Hence
Goldberg's discourses 5o Lhoroughly suffused with the dominant
values of the mainstream culture provide evidence to s
subjection to the Other. But while the name "Simey" defines
Goldberp's identity more in the private sphere and more precisely
wilhin the family, he becomes fimous when MeCann calls him by
the same name. At that point, he "seizes McCann by the throat”
and says to him threateningly: “NEVER CALL ME THAT" (86).
In fact, one reasou he is aggravated is that at the time he and
McCann are supposed to "linish the bloody thing” (86), ie.,
camplete the task that they have been entrusted with, he wanis 10
repress his identity as defined wittun the private sphere sinee it
runs in contradiction with his new identity defined in the public
sphere as an interrogator for Monty who is expected to reconsiruct
Stanley in the proper image of the Other. Hence he is the vehicle
that will effect Stanley's transformation. Just as he has completely
succurnbed to the cultural codes and values of the Other, he
expects Stagley to show the same degree of conformity.

The significance of Stanley's silence

While Goldberg and McCann allure Sianley into getling
adjusted to their system and while they seek his integration into it
in the brain-washing scene in Act Il by promises of success and
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prosperity since he will "give orders”, "make decisions” and "own
" yachts” besides his enjoyment of numerous privileges (94), it is
doubtful if their series of interrogations succeed in “reducing
Sunley to a speechless, conformist clone” as Row claims (91). In
fact, Stanley's answer that comes in the form of discordant
sounds: "Uh-gug ... uh-gup ... eeehhh-gag ... Caahh ... canahhh”
(The Birthday Parly: 94-95) is an indication of his resistance to
the attempts of the representatives of the rcpressive regime to
bring hirn down on his knees. While Stanley's language is reduced
to fragments, incoherent sounds and eventually to silence, his
speechlessness should not be interpreted as a sign of submission
but rather defiance. As El-Khalfi rightly observes "The only
means Stanley has left to preserve his self from complete
destruction is hus silence. The fact that he does not give in to his
victimisers is reflected in his passive resistance through his
silence” (134).

In fact, Swanley's silence is comparable to Michaels's silence
in J. M. Coetzee's Life & Times of Michae! K in spite of the
Medical Officer's repeated endeavours to make him speak. While
the Medical Officer exhorts Michaels “to make (his) voice beard,
tell (his) story” (192), the only answer he gets back is the dense
*silence of the kind one experiences in mine shafts, cellars, bomb
shelters, airless spaces” (191). Silence in the interrogalion scene in
Coetzee's Life & Times of Michael K is therefore Michaels's
stiempt to resist the state authorities' attempts to impose their will
on him. As Michael Marais comments on this scene, he sees
silence as "a potent political tool through which the other escapes
and challenges the conceptual constraints of imperial cultures
whose programmes of conquest and annihilation are enshrined in
language” (75). In the light of this commentary, Stanley's silence
should not be seen as a sign of his submission to or assimilation
into the values of the orgamzation that has recruited Goldberg and
McCann to bring about his transformation, Rather, it is a counter
strategy through which he can asserl and preserve his ulterior
siatus and by so doing, "interrogates the fixity of dominant power
structures and positions" (75). Though the ending of the play
leaves us wendering how far Stanley can resist or struggle against
manipulation and viclimization, we are also left with the
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impression that there is no safe haven remaining for him to escape
o since the people at Monty are adamant to get him no matter
how hard he tries to hide himself from them. As Stanley tells Lulu
in response to her question "Where could we go?* "Nowherc.
There's no where to go” and therefore "it wouldn't matter” whether
they stay there or move somewhere else (36) because the agents of
the oppressive regime are everywhere and therefore he can never
nin away from them since they are determined to find him
irrespective of the apparent security of the place that he chooses as
shelter,

Ben in The Dumb Waiter as another Goldberg

Like Goldberg and McCann who enter Meg's boarding house
at the behest of Monty, Ben who works for a similar repressive
organization in The Dumb Waiter receives orders to kill Gus.
What therefore ties the two plays together is the blind subjugation
of certain people to a higher authority that expects thein to camry
out its orders and follow its commands. Implicit in both plays is
therefore a dominant social order that enters into the drama to
exercise hegemony over deviant individuals such as Stanley and
Gus. While the exclusion of the resister, namely. Stanley, at the
hands of the agents of an authoritarian organization appears to be
the final soluticn in The Birthday Pariy, the person who
"questions this authority “which is coming down from "the chap
who is upstairs” confirming its lofiy status and also “rebels against
it" is doomed to be "sguashed at the end" in The Dumb Wairer
(qtd. in Innes: 287). In the light of Pinter's commentery, one
shonid not ask whether Ben kills Gus at the end of the play or not,
but should rather search for any justifiable reasons [lor Gus's
extermination just as one should ask why Ben has iaken for
granted the authority of the dumb waiter. The answer lies panly in
the difference berween the personalities of the two men and their
roles within the unnamed organization that observes a strict
hierarchy or power structure among its agents. However, what
determines superiority or subordinatien within this structure or
paredigm 15 the degree of willingness on the part of any agent to
serve the best interests of the organization at the expense of self-
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denial. Ben is the type of man who is ready o take and cary out
any orders without ever questiomng their moral implications. [n
facy, he tells Gus: "I'm never idle. I know how to occupy my time,
{o i1s besl advantage. Then when a call comes, I'm ready” (The
Dumb Waiter: 134). It is therefore this readiness to act as he has
been told that se1s him apan from Gus who is always wondering
and questioning if they are right or wrong in their blind
* subservicnice to the organization.

However, Ben is determined to silence Gus and put an end to
his incessant wondering. Al one point, he forcefully commands
Gus to "stop wondering. You've got a job to do. Why don't you
just do it and shut up?” (143). Early in the play, when Gus is about
10 slart a guestion "] want to ask you something” (130), Ben
immediately interrupts him, ipnoring his curiosity and changing
the topic evasively. In fact, when he asks for the lea that Gus is
supposed to make for him, he shows that he can exercise some
power over him as his subordinate. It therefore looks as if Ben
wants to (each Gus the lesson of obedience to authority since he
never hesitates to do what he has been commanded to do to the
extent 1hat he tums oot to be a mere puppet in the bands of the
inscrutable waiter who has complete domination over him.
Similarly, the dumb wailer is nothing more than a device under
the control of the organization or Wilson, employed to
communicate to Ben his supenors' commands and more precisely
deliver the message that the person he is required to kill "has
arrived and will be coming in siraight away” (164). In other
words, just as the dumb wailer controls Ben who i3 employed to
dominatz and eventually get rid of the rebellious Gus, the dumb
waiter is controlled by the crpanization that smctly abides by a
hierarchical system that defines the role and status of each agent
within i1.

Tension between Gus & Ben

Hence Ben structures his life and identity around his job for
which he is willing 10 sacrifice himself when Gus, by contrast,
resists blind obedience to the organization and questions whether
their actions should be considered right or wrong within a moral
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or elhical framework. However, the way Ben reacts to Gus's moral
dilemma whether the murder of "Lhe [ast one" (i.e., the gixl) [146]
is justifisble or not confirms Ben's refuctance to drag in Lhe
question of morality into an issue where priority is given to the
implementation of the. commands of one's superiors without even
raising objections against their validity. Ben therefore accepts
becoming the Machiavellian who will not have second thoughts
over any devious acticn as long as it gets the approval of his
superiors. For this reason, he has to resorl to repression and
evasiveness as possible mesns not to confront the moral
dimension of the issue that Gus has mised. Moreover, Ben reacts
vehemeritly to Gus's censorious remarks by interrupting him
numetous limes as il he does not want him 1o call into question
the morality of their career &nd also by resoning to the language
of violence and threats to put an end to Gus's disconcerling
questions. This is quite evident when he retorts in a way that
shows that he has read Gus's mind and arrived at what he has been
driving at without giving him the chance to articulate his
disturbing thoughts: "What are you doing, criticizing me? ...
You'll get a swipe round your earhole if you don't watch your
step” (146). Not only does Ben remind Gus of his superior status
but also he threatens violence to force him to come down to his
subordinate position that he has stepped beyond its limits by
bringing in an issue that should be relegated to the back scene
since it has nothing to do with their execution of commands from
above.

The fact that he ends his violent speech by (he words: "A
bloody liberty" reveals his attitude toward someone who is below
him in the social straa end who has transgressed into the domain
exclusively reserved for his superiors whose decisions must not be
questioned. By closing the door to any constructve criticism
related to their job within the prganization, Ben is determined to
repress any attempt to subject the organizalion or its
representatives to censure or blame. It 15 only when Ben bars the
door to further discussion of the matter relaled to thelr last victim,
i.c., "that girl" by reminding him of the other duties that they have
to see to and "get on with" that Gus camouflages that he has been
asking a perfectly legitimate question since he "was just thinking



about Lhat girl, that's all" (146). Hence he leaves Ben in the dark
with respect to the true identity of "that girl" who can either refer
to their Jast victim or the girl of the newspaper report who has
killed the cat. It is only when Gus deliberately confuses the
identilies of these two girls that he may direct censwe at their
blind obedience 1o the organization's behests. It is therefore hus
strategy to pass judgment just as Ben resons to another stritegy so
* as not to reveal himself. In fact, dunng the entire conversation
between these two men, Ben has been huding himself belund the
“black and white” of the newspaper that has become for him the
only source of reliable news when in fact it acis as a sereen tha
obstructs, if not mars, his vision of things in their true light. Gus
on the other hand questions the content of the wrinen letters, 1e.,
the black itself that he does not have access (o though he can still
set in between the lines how the reader 15 manipulated through
what guthoriry articulates in black and white.

Two different readings of o newspaper story & a
commuand from authority

As an example, when the play begins, Ben relates to Gus an
incident that he read in the newspaper abour an old man who
“crawled under a lomy™ while he was crossing the road {130).
While Gus's responses to what has been related to him show that
he does not take the newspaper slory for granted since he
prompily ejaculates: "Get away", "It's unbelievable" and
"incredible” (130), Ben bases his judgment on the veraeity of the
newspaper's account to the extent that he fails to link cause to
effect. In other words, he only relates the effect or the outcame of
the incident though it is disassociated from the ostensible cause.
Bep therefore does not see the whole picture but seems salisfied
with a fragment of it, While Gus is skeptical if newspapers ever
give the reader a complete picture of any given real siluation, Ben
authenucates Ins story by his dopged reference fo what he sees in
front of him written "down here in black and white” 2s if he 15
unable to discermn anything in other than the "black and white"
terms when he has every oght to reserve judgment or give
objective opinion on a case that seems to lack sufficicnt data. The
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incident therefore shows that Ben facks the power to rationalize in
a way (hat assisis him amive at 'an independent judgment.
Moreover, it demonsirates that he derives a certain truth from his
superiors irrespective of its form that can either be a newspaper
that he is conswuntly secking skelter behind or the head of the
organization, namely Wilson, who dictates to him what his next
job is. The reaction of the two men to the newspaper's account of
the old man's story right at the start of the play therefore serves to
bring out the stark contrast between them.

When Ben relates to Gus the next newspaper story related to
the "child of eight (who) killed a cat” (131), we instantly assume
that thetr reactions will not in any way differ from their opening
responses 10 the stiory of the old man. While Gus once more
doubts the veracity of the incident that has not been accurately
represented since he can in no way believe that the little gir] has
the starnina to do it, he is ingenious enouph to piece a plausible
stary together and eventually point to the true culprit who is no
other than "her brather - aged eleven” who has blamed it "on his
sister of eight™ (132). By 1gjecting the newspaper's
misrepresentation of the true story, Gus is calling upon the
augdiznce to follow suit since the way the episode is presented is so
puzzling that one needs to be seif-reflexive. Besides, the way Gus
reads into the newspaper article shows how the powerful victimize
the weak or the innocent in such a wey that suspicion of their
conspiracy or involvement in disgraceful and violent deeds is
aroused. Moreover, the episode of the girl bears a striking
similarity 10 the event ip the play since it does not probe into the
reasons behind the murder and how it has been conimitted just as
the play never explicidy tells us how and why Ben and Gus have
killed their most recent victim. Funhermore, it foreshadows what
will happen by (he end of the play when "one of the pair of (hugs
turns out to be the victim they have been hired to murder” (Innes:
286).

Though the dumb waiter keeps the identity of the next vigtim
strictly confidential in linz with the organization's policy (hat
never imparts ils secrets until the end of the play when Gus who
has been divesied of his organizalional accessories such as "his
jacket, waistcoat, tie, holster, and revolver” {165) stumbles back



into the roam where Ben's revolver ig levelled at him, one senses
that the organization has been plotting to get rid of him right from
the opening scene whete it is obvious that he is not the son of
person who will toe the line as he detects the problematic in tus
job apd directs censure at the orgamization that he scrves and the
values it upholds. This is nowhere more obvigus than in the scene
when Ben and Gus quarre]l over the expression "ligh the ketile” or
- "put on the kettle” (141) particularly after they communicate with
the figure of authonty who is sending commands from upstairs
through the speaking-tube. Since he has said: “Light the ketile”,
Ben takes it to be the correct expression or the right command that
must be followed. Ben's language therefore rellects his complete
identification with the man upstairs. While Ben insisis on the fust
expression, ie., "light the ketle”, be expects Gus as his
subordinate to comply with his order without the shghtest
hesitation. But Gus ¢nbcally quesbions the order and insists on
gorrect usape. Thus he tells Ben that his expression is wrong
because "they say pul on the keftle” rather than "light the hettle”
{141). Evertually, the disapreement over comect usege 15 resalved
through sheer foree as Ben reminds Gus that he 1s "the scnior
partner” whose authonfy musl not be questioned (142). In other
words, Ben wins because of his superior position wathin the
organization and not because he 15 accurate,

However, Gus keeps on questioning the wmproper order Lhat
he eventually mocks thraugh the pantormime with the match and
his shoes revealing a rather low opmion of the organization, which
is held in high esteem by his colleague. By stnkiny the match on
his shoes to see if it will ever light and then by throwing the
flartened box under the bed, Gus resists the hypocrisy of the
higher authority and dcliberately debases the organization and
what it stands for. In turn, he is debased and cxterminated. Hence
in the eyes of his superiors, 11 serves him nght that he is
eventually thrown away to counterbalance his previous symbolic
action of throwing the box away. But irrespective of the faimess
or the harshness of its measures meted out on its dissenters, the
play's ending, like the ending of The Rirthdmy Party where
Stantey s taken by force to Monty, shows that Pinier has drawn a
rather grim guthorial world vision since he panicipates in Lhe
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perpetuation of a dominant social order that leaves little or no
room at all for resisience sgainst any repressive regime that
expects all individuals to conform to its principles and values,

Conclusion

In conclusion, the paper has looked at a number of victims of
political oppression and social exploitation in a capitalist society
where the Other or the dominznt cultural values isfare imposed on
powerless people including refugees, the homeless, the deviant
artist and the rebellious agent who should be working for the best
interests of the nameless organization that has recruited them. [n
fact, the four plays chosen for this study dramatize the tension
benween the oppressor and the oppressed and show that these two
groups inhabit two different realms or demains. Whereas the
oppressed seek shelter within the domestic scene that they think is
cut off from its surroundings, the oppressor occupies the external
space (hat exercises pressure on the walls of the domestic scene
until it cannot hold out any longer. In fact, in these four plays the
demestic scene provides a temporary haven for a political refugee
like Rose in The Rome, & tramp like Davies in The Caretaker, a
deviant or non-confonmist artist like Stanley in The Birthday Pariy
end an agent who mocks and resists the very tolalitarian authority
that sends him orders from ebove like Gus in The Dumb Waiter.
Howrver, what these four characters share in common is their
concem for their security within their domestic sanctuary - be it a
rented room as in e Room, the living-room of a deserted house
in a seaside town as in The Caretaker, a hoarding house as in The
Birthday Party or a basement room as in The Dumb Waiter. But
this security is doomed to be shattered with the intrusion of the
external world or the rerun of painful past history related to
family persecution particularly in Rose's case. Hence the domestic
scene in the above plays cannot be sealed off from the external
socio-political one that determines the course of events internally.

As the paper has demonstrated, a thorough undersianding of
the social end politcal background against which (be chosen plays
were Written is a pre-requisite for their understanding. In other
words, since they were writien a1 a period of lime that witnessed



an influx of foreign immigrants and ethnic minorities into Britain,
the plays reflect prevalent atitudes towands thern since they were
looked upon as intruders and classified emong colored people who
were subject to discriminetion 2nd victimization. Thus they were
perceived in the same negative and biased way as the colomized
peaple were. However, Pinter is critical of their mistreatrnent and
victimization; a viclimization that forces them to withdraw from
the ouiside scene amd retreat (o their supposedly safe haven.
However, the paper shows that the anxiety that some charsclers
like Rose and Stanley experience in the domestic scepe is
attributed to their fear of submission (o a higher authority that
seeks to dominste their lives end deprive them of their
individuality. For this reason, they are constamly fearful of
subjugation to any form of authority. However, Pinter does not
merely concern himself with political refugees, the exploited
working class and the non-conformist individuals as victims who
receive the most extensive trealment in his plays. His vision is
broad enough to include people of diverse backgrmmds end
different ethnic origins such as blacks, Irish and Jews who are also
the victims of oppressive political practices and social injustices.
Though they are divested of any means w resist or siruggle
against injustce or pppression, Pinter leaves us with a mther
pessimistic vision that non-conformists or dissenters ceonot
escape from the cluiches of totalitairan or authoritarian regimes
that will hunt them down irrespective of Lthe apparent security of
the shelter thai houses them. No matter how hard they labor 1o
extricale themselves from their oppression, tbey are bound to be
traced down since repressive regimes are adamant to exercise their
hepemony and impose their dominamt ideologies and values on
individuals who are reduced to play the role of puppets in their
hands. Eventually, they are left with very little room or no room at
all for resistance, let alone criticism or censure.
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