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Power Struggle in Three Plays of Harold Pinter

nar Özütemiz

ÖZ

Bu çal man n amac , Harold Pinter’ n The Homecoming, Old  Times ve

Betrayal ba kl  üç oyununda güç ve güç sava  kavramlar n yans malar , bu

konuda geçmi ten bugüne gelen önemli kuram ve kuramc lara da de inerek,

karakter ve konu çözümlemesi yöntemiyle incelemektir. 20. yüzy n politik,

ekonomik ve sosyal arka plan  göz önünde bulunduruldu unda, özellikle Birinci ve

kinci Dünya Sava  sonras ndaki kaos, korku, güvensizlik ve umutsuzlu un

oyunlara yans , karakterlerin birbirleriyle sürekli bir güç sava  içinde oldu u,

bu güç sava n temelde sevgi ve aidiyet duygusu gibi temel benlik ihtiyaçlar n

kar lanamamas ndan do du u ve bu sonu olmayan güç sava n içinde güce sahip

olman n hiç bir ekilde sürekli olamayaca  görülmektedir.
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Power Struggle in Three Plays of Harold Pinter

nar Özütemiz

ABSTRACT

This  study  aims  to  explore  the  concept  of  power  and  power  struggle  in

Harold Pinter’s The Homecoming, Old Times, and Betrayal. With the application

of theories on power, the subject matter is studied through characterization and plot

structure of the plays. Regarding the historical background of the twentieth century

it is concluded that chaos and the sense of fear, insecurity, and desperation,

especially after the World War One, reflect on the plays. We see that the characters

are in a ceaseless power struggle with each other and the actual reason of which is

lack of fulfilment, love, intimacy, recognition and appreciation. We also see that in

such a power struggle it is impossible for one to possess and fix power in hands

constantly.
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PREFACE

This study includes a detailed analysis of Harold Pinter’s The Homecoming,

Old Times, and Betrayal in terms of power and power struggle. The actions,

reactions, conversations, and motives of the characters are studied in these terms in

order to indicate how power struggle pervades into daily life in a natural and

inevitable way in Pinter’s plays. That power struggle sometimes appears as a rough

verbal battle, sometimes as a violent physical action and sometimes it maintains

itself behind the mask of polite and calm manners. Nevertheless, in every single

situation Pinter’s characters are seen in a ceaseless struggle for domination,

superiority, authority, manipulation or possession. The issue of power struggle is

also related to some personality problems of the characters such as lack of

fulfilment, recognition, intimacy or appreciation which lead them to a sense of void

and loneliness. Although they generally do not appear alone on stage, they are

mostly isolated, separated or distant from each other, which inevitably causes

aggression and antagonism in their relationships. In that process, power struggle

becomes  a  way of  seeking  for  satisfaction  and  fulfilment.  Therefore,  what  I  try  to

indicate in this study is that power struggle is not only a matter of brutality. What

lies beneath the surface is the sense of dissatisfaction and emptiness that captures all

the characters somehow. Under the light of theories of power that especially consist

of Michel Foucault’s, I also try to discuss that in this struggle process power never

belongs to an individual or a group. Instead, as Foucault asserts, it is not stable and

possessible. It always exchanges sides. Thus it should not be regarded as a simple

relation between the manipulater and manipulated. We see the changeable and

complicated nature of power in Pinter’s plays. A character who exercises power

may immediately appear as the object of power exercise, which means that power is

a momentary exercise.

This thesis consists of three parts. In the Introduction part I try to discuss the

nature of power and power struggle with the help of some important theorists and

historical background of Pinter’s period. In Chapter I, after the Introduction, I study

the power and power struggle issue in The Homecoming which is one of the most

well-known plays of Pinter written in 1965. The weaknesses, needs and motives of
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the characters are explored through the endless power battle that also includes

brutality and violence both in physical and verbal action. Chapter II covers Old

Times, one of Pinter’s most confusing plays written in 1970. In this play, power

struggle appears in parallel with the issue of memory and recreation of memory. The

characters recall and abuse their past to claim domination and possession over one

another. Chapter III, which is the last chapter of my thesis, studies Betrayal.

Although it is about the betrayal of two couples at first sight, the betrayal issue has

much more interpretations throughout the play. Again we see the sense of

desperation and emptiness which lead the characters to an endless power struggle to

seek further. Finally, the Conclusion part sums up the results collected from the

close study of each play in terms of the nature of power struggle.

To whom I owe most for this study is of course my supervisor Assist. Prof.

Canan avkay and I thank her so much for all her patient and encouraging guidance

during this long process which was sometimes painful for me.

I also thank Assist. Prof. Arpine M kyan for her interest in my subject and

of course for her knowledge that she generously shared with me in the writing

process.

Finally I thank Tevfik Mersino lu who continuously and regularly provided

me a lot of sources during my research. Also my special thanks are due to my

friends Özlem Karada , Petek irin, enay Yücel who helped me a lot in my

research. And I should of course thank my family and my dear friends Gökhan

Süzme, Seda ahin and Yakup afak who have always kept their belief in my

success.
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INTRODUCTION

The struggle for power and domination is a central feature that pervades all

of Pinter's plays. Pinter's characters are always presented in a ceaseless battle of

domination, possession and territorial authority. When they fail to achieve, fear,

aggression, threat and violence arise. For Pinter, the right question is not what power

is but how it is exercised by people, “what tools they would use to achieve

dominance and how they would try to undermine the other person's dominance.”

(From an interview with Pinter in Ganz, 1972: 29) And what is important in Pinter's

approach to the power issue is that he regards power struggle as a common part of

daily life. Any kind of attempt to exercise power, from the most trivial to the most

brutal, exists in every sphere of life. Micheal Billington, in his The Life and Work

of Harold Pinter, defines the power struggle in Pinter's plays as “minute

advantages” (Billington, 1996: 171). He asserts that:

A man who does the washing-up has the advantage over a man sitting in an
armchair who thinks he can hear resentment in every swilling tea-leaf. The
member  of  a  married  couple  who stays  up  late  has  the  advantage  over  the  one
who goes to bed first. A father has the advantage over his children as long as he
can make them think of their birth and not let them remind him of his own death.
(Ibid., 172)

As we see in the opening scene of The Homecoming (HC), what happens between

Max, the father, and Lenny, the eldest son, is such an ordinary but rough power

struggle and it is the simultaneity of this ordinariness and roughness that makes

Pinter's plays distinguishable. The perpetual sense of tension forces the reader/

audience to recognize the endless struggle going underneath. When Lenny and Ruth

meet first in HC, Lenny, after talking for a while, wants to take the ashtray out of

Ruth's way because, he says, it is in the way of her glass and so the glass is about to

fall. Yet, Ruth does not agree: “It's not in my way.” (HC, 41) she says. Then Lenny

wants to take her glass but Ruth keeps resisting: “I haven't quite finished.” (Ibid.,

41) Similarly, the inconclusive conflict between Anna and Deeley about whom Kate

watched the movie Odd Man Out with in Old Times (OT) or Robert's challenging
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Jerry to play squash in Betrayal are a few examples of constant power struggle that

pervades daily life. Then the simplest, the shortest lines, the units of silence, the

commenest actions such as “[t]he way people talk at or past each other, have

breakfast together, or discuss the furnishing of a room” (Storch 138) are the most

important parts of Pinter's plays that reveal a lot about plot, characters, their desires,

fears, weaknesses and the real motives behind the appearance.

Penelope Prentice, in Harold Pinter: Life, Work and Criticism, divides the

issue of power struggle in Pinter's plays roughly into three stages. According to her,

in Pinter's earliest works such as The Dumb Waiter (1957) and The Birthday

Party (1957), power struggle is on individual level going on between people. In his

middle plays after The Homecoming (1965)– Landscape (1967), Silence (1967),

Old Times (1970), No Man's Land (1974), Betrayal (1978)- Pinter explores the

more elusive aspects of the power play among the comfortable middle class. Finally

in his latest plays such as One  For  The  Road (1984) and Mountain Language

(1988) we see a change “from the individual level of struggle to the forces

empowered to institute murder, torture, or nuclear war.” (Prentice, 1991: 22) As

Prentice underlines this is a rough classification but it is certain that all plays of

Pinter  somehow  turn  around  the  same  focal  point.  In  his  earlier  plays  the  power

issue appears in parallelism with the issue of intruder and threat. The intruder

invades  the  safe  and  isolated  territory  which  is  generally  a  room as  the  symbol  of

macrocasm. It threatens the established order by trying to dominate, manipulate, and

possess. In his second period which begins with Landscape and Silence, Pinter

foregrounds the themes of loneliness, isolation, transitory nature of love,

slipperiness of memory. In those plays one of which is Old Times, memory is

abused and distorted, mostly recreated to exercise power over the Other. Characters

recreate the past according to their present needs and shared experiences become a

reason  to  claim  possession  over  a  person.  In  the  last  phase  of  Pinter's  plays,  the

threat of the intruder and the power struggle for domination are directly linked with

political power, political threat, and political oppression. One For The Road “in

which an innocent husband and wife are tortured, and their child, killed,” and
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Mountain Language “detailing the brutal torturing to death of several victims”

(Ibid.) appear as the most important plays of that phase.

As  well  as  presenting  power  as  an  everyday  motive,  Pinter's  plays  also

develop another different approach to the issue by rejecting that power is something

that is possessible. In contrast, Pinter presents power as shifty which never belongs

to  an  individual  or  an  institution.  Power  is  not  stable  and  it  always  changes  sides.

The dominant may become the object of domination or the object of domination

may become the one who exercises power. George E. Wellwarth in his essay “A

Revisionist Approach” says that “[t]he games are mainly based on domination,

which flows effortlessly from one to the other as seductress becomes timid victim

and solicitous protector becomes seducer.” (102) Therefore, what we see in Pinter's

characterization is not a sharp division between object and subject, dominant and

subservient, powerful and weak. Because contradiction between or among the

characters does not derive from characterization but from action. Being the

dominator or dominated depends on the development of action, and that is why

power is shifty and it changes sides in accordance with the current circumstances.

Allison Weir, in her book Sacrificial Logics: Feminist Theory and the Critque of

Identity, deals with the relation between the subject and the object, which is the

core of power struggle. In the first chapter, by referring to Jessica Benjamin, Simone

de Beauvoir, and Hegel, she discusses the personal need for dominance in order to

achieve self-assertion and establish identity by being recognied by the Other. What

relates her study to Pinter's plays is that she rejects the permanent division between

subject and object. She regards the process of recognition and assertion as a loop:

“'at the very moment of realizing our own independence, we are dependent upon

another to recognize it.'” (Benjamin quoted in Weir, 1996: 33) A subject who asserts

itself immediately needs another subject- that will become the object of its assertion-

to display its self-assertion simply because without any external recognition its self-

assertion remains meaningless and futile. Then the paradox appears: altough the

subject is self-assertive it needs to be recognized by the object. In other words, the

subject becomes dependent upon the object from the very beginning. Yet, the

subject rejects the existence of the Other, otherwise it has to admit dependence. He
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rejects its individuality and regards it as an attachment for its own existence.

Paradoxically, however, it knows that its existence is dependent upon the existence

of the Other. Therefore, the simultaneity of needing and rejecting creates conflict,

aggression and struggle betwen subject and object. While discussing the

domination-submission relationship between the subject and the object, Weir refers

back to Hegel. At that point it is essential to reread Hegel whose philosophy of

dialectics has shaken the idea of binary opposition by regarding contradiction as a

part of unity. In the second chapter of his well-known book, Phenomenology of

Spirit, he explores the subject-object relationship in terms of independence and

dependence. His originating point is that self-assertion, self-consciousness and

identity  are  in  parallel  with  the  need  for  recognition.  “Self-consciousness  exists  in

and for itself, when, and by the fact that, it so exists for another; that is, it exists only

in being acknowledged.” (Hegel, 1998: 111) In this book Hegel explains the

assertion and recognition process step by step. First self-conscious “sublates that

other” because that other is only an object for it to asert itself. That other is not an

individual, it is not real for the self, so self-conscious feels that “[i]t must supersede

this otherness of itself.” (Ibid.) However, being aware of its need for the recognition

of the other, the self knows that destroying the other would mean to destroy itself.

Then, since “the subject develops through opposition to and domination of an

object” (Weir, op. cit., 33), the only thing the subject can do and has to do is to

recognize the other for the sake of its own existence. That means “this need is not

only  a  need  to  be  recognized  by  the  other,  but  is  equally  a  'need  to  recognize  the

other' [23]” (Ibid., 37). In Hegel's words:

Each is for the other the middle term, through which each mediated itself with
itself and unites with itself; and each is for itself, and for the other, an immediate
being  on  its  own  account,  which  at  the  same  time  is  such  only  through  this
mediation. They recognize themselves as mutually recognizing one another.
(Hegel, op. cit., 112)

After the mutual recognition the two subjects (they are not subject- object but two

subjects now) acknowledge each other; however, this is not the end but the

beginning of power struggle between them. Mutual recognition and mutual
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dependence cause tension and aggression for both sides. Again referring to

Benjamin, Weir explains the aggression like that:

[T]he real meaning of aggression against the other is the recognition of the other;
the purpose of aggression is to recognize that the other is independent of the self.
In other words, the purpose of our desire for omnipotence is the discovery of our
need for recognition. (Weir, op. cit., 40)

The endless power struggle begins in that phase, after the mutual recognition of

mutual dependence. Self-assertion leads one to recognize the other, recognizing the

other leads to dependence, dependence leads to aggression and power struggle for

domination and the loop goes on forever.

Despite all that life and death struggle, Hegel's ultimate point of destination

about the subject-object relationship is unity. With all their conflicts subject and

object are the inseparable parts of a unity; if one is absent the other cannot exist.

This  is,  basically,  the  dialectic  process  of  Hegel.  Thesis  and  anti-thesis  struggle  to

assert themselves. Power is exercised by both sides over each other through

domination. Then power frequently shifts sides from one to the other. In Hegelian

terms,  dialectic  is  a  body  which  includes  three  phases  of  development:  thesis,

antithesis, and synthesis. Each body exists through the process. In this process thesis

is the independent subject which is self-assertive. Then antithesis appears as the

contradictory counterpart. Because of being the counterpart antithesis displays

resistance against the thesis while recognizing it at the same time. On the other

hand, the thesis's need to be recognized makes it dependent on the anti-thesis, so it

has to recognize that counterpart, which means they become dependent upon each

other in the existence process. Although the mutual and obligatory dependence

causes tension in both sides, it is indispensible for them. Therefore, the connection

of  thesis  and  antithesis  creates  a  unity  of  oppositions  that  is  synthesis.Virginia

Woolf, in her famous work A Room of One's Own,  refers  to  the  unity  of  the

opposites in terms of sex:

[I]n each of us two powers preside, one male, one female; and in the man's brain,
the  man  predominates  over  the  woman,  and  in  the  woman's  brain,  the  woman
predominates over the man. The normal and comfortable state of being is that
when the two live in harmony together, spiritually cooperating. [...] Perhaps the
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androgynous mind is less apt to make these distinctions than the single- sexed
mind. (Woolf, 2000: 128)

In her book, The Second Sex (1949), Simone de Beauvoir deals with the same

subject-object relationship in terms of gender. She says “the subject can be posed

only in being opposed– he sets himself up as the essential, as opposed to the other,

the inessential, the object.” (Beauvoir, 1949: Introduction) However, she also adds

an important point to the Hegelian notion: the object is not the object because it was

born so or wants to be so. Actually, at first it appears as a subject but the

development of the relationship between the subjects changes the positions.

No subject will readily volunteer to become the object, the inessential; it is not
the Other who, in defining himself as the Other, establishes the One. The Other is
posed as such by the One in defining himself as the One. (Ibid.)

Then, the defining action of the One is an exercise of power over the subject which

is positioned as the Other. This is, nevertheless, not a permanent situation. On the

contrary, it is a struggle between two subjects to regain status. Both try to position

each other as the Other during the struggle process. “But if the Other is not to regain

the status of being the One, he must be submissive enough to accept this alien point

of view.” (Ibid.) That is why power struggle is endless in order to reject submission.

According to Beauvoir, the subject-object relationship between man and woman is

neither only about biological and psychological reasons as Freud says nor only

about political parameters that appeared with the emergence of bourgeoise class and

capitalism as Marx discusses. As well as biological, psychological, and political

truths of Freud and Marx, there has been a lasting historical myth of father-man

image. Beauvoir stresses the influence of this traditional male image by referring

back to history:

Legislators, priests, philosophers, writers, and scientists have striven to show that
the subordinate position of woman is wiled in heaven and advantageous on earth.
The religions invented by men reflect this wish for domination. In the legends of
Eve and Pandora men have taken up arms against women. They have made use
of philosophy and theology, as the quotations from Aristotle and St Thomas have
shown. Since the ancient times satirists and moralists have delighted in showing
up the weaknesses of women. (Ibid.)
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Moreover, she quotes from Aristotle who said that “'The female is a female by

virtue of a certain lack of qualities, we should regard the female nature as afflicted

with a natural defectiveness.'”, and from St Thomas who “pronounced woman to be

an 'imperfect man', and 'incidental' being.”, finally she adds that Eve is depicted as

made from “a supernumerary bone” of Adam in Genesis. (Ibid.)

In relation to this myth of strong father- man image, Beauvoir also criticizes

Freud by comparing him to Alfred Adler (1870- 1937), an Austrian psychologist, a

student of Freud, and the founder of the school of Individual Psychology. Beauvoir

says that Adler realized “the deficiency of a system that undertook to explain human

life upon the basis of sexuality alone; he holds that sexuality should be integrated

with the total personality.” (Ibid., Chapter II) While discussing the inferiority

complex of female which Freud related to the lack of penis, she clarifies her point of

view:

It is not the lack of the penis that causes this complex, but rather woman's total
situation; if the little girl feels penis envy it is only as the symbol of privileges
enjoyed by boys. The place the father holds in the family, the universal
predominance of males, her own education- everything confirms her in her belief
in masculine superiority. (Ibid.)

Then,  Beauvoir  deals  with  the  deficiency  of  the  point  of  view  of  Historical

Materialism  that  Marx  and  Engels  manisfest.  After  briefly  dealing  with  the  term

historical  materialism  referring  to  Marx  and  Engels,  Beauvoir  explains  how  the

primitive division of labour worked through community ownership in the past and

how private property, landowners and slavery appeared after the discovery of

copper, tin, bronze, and iron, the growth of agriculture, and the necessity for

intensive labour (Ibid., Chapter III). It is important that Beauvoir disagrees that the

inequality of the sexes is a matter of class-conflict. “It is true that division of labour

according to sex and the consequent oppression bring to mind in some ways the

division of society by classes, but it is impossible to confuse the two. For one thing,

there is no biological basis for the separation of classes.” (Ibid.)  And that  is  why,

Beauvoir disagrees “the sexual monism of Freud and the economic monism of
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Engels.”  (Ibid.) What she offers is to develop a larger and more comprehensive

approach to integrate both views “into the totality of human reality.” (Ibid.)

Another important theorist is Micheal Foucault who refers to Hegelian

dialectic in terms of power strruggle and subject-object relationship. Before

exploring Foucault in detail we can briefly say that the significance of Foucault's

theory of power is that he does not consider power as a simple relation between the

oppressive and the submissive. For Foucault it is much more complicated because of

its nature. Unlike the previous theorists of power, the point Foucault emphasizes

most about the nature of power is its being productive. When a subject exercises

power over another subject the exercise of power leads the latter to develop an

immediate counterattack. This counterattack is the product of power exercise. In

other  words,  power  exercise  makes  an  individual  to  develop  different  attacks  that

they would not develop in usual conditions. Because an attack cannot occur unless

there is the possibility of a counterattack, which echoes that the subject cannot exist

without the object since it cannot prove its existence alone. As a consequence, what

Foucault  focuses on is not what power is  but how it  is  exercised and what are the

consequences of this exercise in terms of relationship between subject and object. In

order to understand the distinguishability of Foucault's theory it is also necessary to

refer back to the former theories on power.

Thomas Hobbes (1588- 1679), the seventeenth century English philosopher,

in his most famous work Leviathan (1651), deals with the issue of power in terms

of state, government, and society. In Leviathan,  Hobbes  claims  the  necessity  of  a

body of central authority for the peace and commonwealth of society. As a royalist

during the Civil War between the Royalists and Puritans, Hobbes believes in the evil

nature of human beings and regards man as inevitably selfish. Everyman is enemy to

everyman due to his nature, which causes chaos, war, threat for societies. That is

why Hobbes offer the control of an external power which he calls as Sovereign:

[A]s if every man should say to everyman, I Authorise and give up my Right of
Governing my selfe, to this Man, or to this Assembly of men, on this condition,
that thou give up thy Right to him, and Authorise all his Actions in like manner.
(Hobbes, 1968: 227)
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What Hobbes means as the appropriate institution of authority is not Church but

State. In this respect, he claims that for all individuals and societies it is essential to

enter into a “Covenant” to confer all their power and strength upon one Man, or

upon one Assembly of men. “Through the Covenant the sovereign is authorized to

use such power as he thinks best, in order to ensure the 'Peace and Common

Defence' [...] of his subjects.” (Hindess, 1996: 37) Although Hobbes believes in the

right of liberty of each man he does not completely support that in practice. Because

he says “a perpetual and restless desire of Power after power, that ceaseth onely in

Death” (Hobbes, op. cit., 161). Such a perpetual desire of power causes a perpetual

power struggle in human history, which should be prevented by the sovereign.

Hobbes regards the power of the sovereign as unrestricted. The sovereign is the

ultimate power holder which is also above the law. The sovereign can use the power

“as he thinks best” and does not have to decide according to needs of society:

While the subjects incur obligations towards the sovereign by virtue of their
Covenant, the sovereign incurs no corresponding obligations towards its subjects.
In  particular,  then,  the  sovereign  is  in  no  way  bound  by  the  desires  or  moral
concerns of its subjects. Subjects may disagree with the sovereign's actions on
moral grounds or other grounds ,  but their disagreement gives them no right to
withold their alegiance or to replace one sovereign by another. In Hobbes' view
of the constitution of sovereignty, then, there is no scope for anyone to question
the legitimacy of the rule to which they are subjected. (Hindess, op. cit., 48)

John Locke (1632- 1704), the Enlightenment English philosopher,

disapproves the unrestrictedness of the sovereign's power and foreshadows “a

central presupposition of modern democratic thought” (Ibid., 63). According to

Locke, the sovereign is necessary for the commonwealth of society and the

sovereign has plenary power to govern society. However, the plenary power of the

sovereign should be restricted to avoid “usurpation” or “tyranny”. If political power

is “exercised by those with no right to it” or if it is “used for purposes other than the

public good [...] the people may refuse allegiance to their rulers.” (Ibid., 52) That is

why “[u]nlike Hobbes, Locke is entirely prepared to justify the right of rebellion: the

community may remove an illegitimate government and replace it with other.”

(Ibid., 52-3) Nevertheless, regardless of the differences between how power is/

should be exercised according to Hobbes and Locke, both discuss the issue around



10

the terms of sovereign and subjects and both put the sovereign in a superior position

as the power holder.

After exploring power in sense of Hobbes and Locke, Barry Hindess touches

upon Steven Lukes' concept of power which is much more sophisticated and multi-

layered than the predecessors. Steven Michael Lukes, who is a professor of politics

and sociology, takes the power issue further than political power that is exercised by

the sovereign. Rather than political power, Lukes explores ideological power which

is “a sinister and insidious force” (Ibid., 81). According to Lukes, ruling class, as a

minority, governs civil society not only through direct instruments of state power

such as law and punishment but also through maniplulative structures such as mass

media that functions to impose modes of conventions. The most important aspect of

manipulative- ideological power for Lukes is as follows:

power is directed not so much at individuals, but rather at 'socially structured and
culturally patterned behaviour' (Lukes 1974, p. 22). These are the cases in which
the exercise of power will often not be recognized by those who are subject to its
effects: it the thoughts and desires of individuals, but it does so primarily through
the action of 'collective forces and social arrangements' (Ibid.). (Ibid., 69)

Within this respect Hindess refers to Marxist ideology that opposes capitalism as a

system of manipulative power structures shaping the thoughts and desires of the

society according to its own benefit “so that people misrecognize, and therefore act

'freely' in ways that run counter to, their interests.” (Ibid., 72-3) That means

members of society can never be regarded as free-minded, independent, and resolute

individuals. Then, “[f]ar from being guided by a natural tendency to seek the truth,

he  [Lukes]  argues,  we  give  our  assent  on  the  basis  of  whatever  habits  of  thought

have been induced in us by custom, convention and education.” (Ibid., 75)

From Lukes' radical view of power, Hindess shifts to Herbert Marcuse

(1898- 1979), a German philospher and sociologist whose idea of power is related to

the same system of manipulation. In his famous work, One Dimensional Man

(1972), Marcuse argues that the manipulative power of the ruling force works to

impose false needs on individuals which are stereotypical. In doing so the

manipulative power creates one-dimensional behaviour and thought that weakens
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the possibility of critical thought or rebellious behaviour against the ruling system.

In Hindess's words:

[T]he 'free' choices made by individual members of those societies serve to
perpetuate  a  set  of  power  relations  that  further  the  interests  of  those  who
dominate. What makes it possible for 'free' decisions to have this effect is that the
system of domination itself provides its victims with misleading understandings
of their real interests. (Ibid., 87)

The word “victim” is important in this quotation since it reveals that both the power

concept of Lukes and Marcuse regards power as something that belongs to the ruler/

sovereign/ manipulater and something that is exercised on the subject that is bound

to be a victim. Hobbes and Locke perceive power “in juridical terms of constitution

and sovereignty”, Lukes and Marcuse analyse power “on the left side of politics,

largely inspired by Marx, in terms of the state apparatus and its ideological

'representations'” (McHoul and Grace, 1995: 87) On every account power appears to

be possessible and fixable for the holder, oppressive and manipulative for the

victim. Then “[b]oth sides remained content to 'denounce' power as the global

property of the 'other side'.” (Ibid.)

In contrast to this point of view, what Foucault is interested is not the binary

opposition  between  the  sovereign  and  the  subject.  Foucault  does  not  reject  the

concept of state power or political power but he says that relations of power “extend

beyond the limits of the State.” (From an interview with Foucault in Colin Gordon,

1980: 122) He also says that “'[w]e must cease once and for all to describe the

effects  of  power  in  negative  terms:  it  'excludes',  it  'represses',  it  'censors',  it

'abstracts', it 'masks', it 'conceals'. In fact, power produces; it produces reality; it

produces domains of objects and rituals of truth' (1977a: 194).” (McHoul and Grace,

op. cit., 64) In one of his interviews he discusses his point more clearly:

If power were never anything but repressive, if it never did anything but to say
no, do you really think one would be brought to obey it? What makes power hold
good, what makes it accepted , is simply the fact that it doesn't only weigh on us
as  a  force  that  says  no,  but  that  it  traverses  and  produces  things,  it  induces
pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse. (Colin Gordon, op. cit. , 119)
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Foucault's point of view presents power as a general concept, which means that each

kind of motive, attempt, attitude, action, speech, exercise can be explored in terms

of power. Bent Flyvbjerg in his essay “What is Rationality? What is Power?” gives

a definition of power and answers the question what the difference is between the

past and the present notion of power referring mostly to Foucault's theory of power:

The word 'power'  derives from the old French word 'poeir,'  which means 'to be
able  to  act.'  Power  is  defined  as  the  ability  or  capacity  to  perform  or  act
effectively, including the situation where not to act is most effective. In
democracies, power is typically divided against itself, for instance in the classic
tripartite division of power in legislative, executive, and judicial power. But in
contemporary, pluralistic democracies the divisions of power go much further
and power is not limited to the realm of formal politics. Issues of power pertain
to markets, technologies, science, discourses, designs, fashions, self-
improvement, etc. The result is that 'power is everywhere;' relations of power are
omnipresent, multiple, and dynamic; they are not limited to 'centers of power,'
like government institutions, parliaments, or political parties. (Flyvbjerg)

Foucault explains the statement “power is everywhere” in his own words in the first

volume of his The History of Sexuality as follows:

Power is everywhere, not because it embraces everything but because it comes
from everywhere . . . Power comes from below; that is there is no binary and all-
encompassing opposition between ruler and ruled at the roof of power relations,
and serving as a general matrix- no such duality extending from the top down
and reacting on more and more limited groups to the very depths of the social
body. One must suppose rather that the manifold relations of force that take
shape and come into play in the machinery of production, in families, limited
groups and institutions, are the basis for wide-ranging effects of cleavage that run
through the social body as a whole. (Foucault, 1979: 93- 4)

Referring to the same quotation from Foucault, McHoul and Grace claim that power

is not the utmost point standing at the top but is “the multiplicity of force relations”

(McHoul and Grace, op. cit., 84) which “are interwoven with other kinds of

relations (production, kinship, family, sexuality)” (Colin Gordon, op. cit., 142). It

moves back and forth, up and down in this net of interdependent relations and it

takes on different shapes or fixes different ways for itself according to each single

circumstance or process. Considering such a complicated web structure, power

cannot be owned by certain individuals, institutions, or groups. In other words, it

cannot be possessed but it can only be exercised because it is not something to
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possess but something to exercise. Also it is dynamic. It changes place and side

according to circumstances. “It is not merely something one appropriates, it is also

something one reappropriates and exercises in a constant back-and-forth

movement.”  (Flyvbjerg)  It  is  circular.  It  can  change  the  balance  between the  sides

momentarily  and  that  is  why  it  always  leads  to  an  endless  struggle  to  regain  the

ability to reexercise it. Power is not innately negative but the way how it is exercised

determines it to be negative or not. Domination, for instance, is an oppressive way

of power exercise. Thus the oppression of the power exercise is not caused by power

itself but by its way of exercise that is domination. “This means that domination

must be distinguished from power in general if the latter is not to be seen as bad in

itself. Once such a distinction is made, the problem becomes one not of the avoiding

or minimizing relationships of power, but, rather, one of establishing conditions

'which  would  allow  these  games  of  power  to  be  played  with  a  minimum  of

domination' (Foucault 1988a, p. 18).” (Hindess, op. cit., 104) That is why the actual

question of Foucault is not what power is or who holds power or why he holds

power but how power is exercised. In his own definition of power Foucault says: “It

is the production of effective instruments for the formation and accumulation of

knowledge- methods of observation, techniques of registration, procedures for

investigation and research, apparatuses of control.” (Colin Gordon, op. cit., 102) In

other words, within the relation of power and knowledge/ truth, the latter is the

production of the former. Thus most of the knowledge/ truths that are supposed to

be scientific facts are infact the “things” that are claimed to be so and are imposed

through the strategies of power exercise by the ones who have the chance to exercise

it. However, Foucault again rejects that we can call an individual or a group or an

institution as the fixed power holder who creates knowledge. In a conversation with

Jean-Pierre Barou and Michelle Perrot, Foucault expresses that:

But if you ask me, 'Does this new technology of power take its historical origin
from an identifiable individual or group of individuals who decide to implement
it so as to further their interests or facilitate their utilisation of the social body?'
then I would say 'No'. These tactics were invented and organised from the
starting point of local conditions and particular needs. They took shape in
piecemeal fashion, prior to any class strategy designed to weld them into vast,
coherent ensembles. (Foucault 159)
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It does not and cannot belong to any individual or group of individual because it

continuously creates a counterattack that causes changes in balance. Torben Bech

Dyrberg in his book The Circular Structure of Power: Politics, Identity,

Community (1997) says that:

Resistance cannot be distingusihed from power since it negates what power
negates. Resistance is power  in  that  it  is  a  negation  of  negation.  And  for  their
part, power relations which negate identity will always be a double negation
because by negating identity they negate what made this identity possible,
namely the negation of its opposite. (177)

Similarly, McHoul and Grace point out that “both domination and resistance  to  it

involve the invention of 'tactics' and the co-ordination of these tactics into coherent

strategies.”  (McHoul  and  Grace,  84)  Nietzche  calls  these  two  counter  sides,

domination and resistance, as “active” and “reactive”. Gilles Deleuze in his book

Nietzche and Philosophy explains Nietzche's point of view: “Every relationship of

forces constitutes a body,” of active and reactive “whether it is chemical, biological,

social or political.” (Deleuze, 1983: 40) This body is simply the relationship

between the dominant and dominated forces. However, to paraphrase Deleuze,

active or dominant does not simply mean the one which can go to the utmost limits

that  it  is  able  to.  On the  other  hand,  reactive  or  dominated  does  not  mean the  one

who  is  completely  out  of  strength.  It  is  reactive  because  it  is  the  one  who  is

separated from what it is able to do potentially. Then reactive is not reactive innately

but is made to be reactive by the power exercise of the active. However, at the same

time, the reactive exercises power on the active, as well. During and through that

struggle process against the active, reactive becomes the one who prevents the

active  from  going  its  utmost  limits  that  it  is  able  to.  That  means  the  one  who

dominates this time is the reactive by inventing new tactics and strategies to resist

and by preventing the active one from using its potential force. And this is, in a way,

the reign of the reactive over the active.

As well as being productive and reversible web of relations, power also has

an automatically functioning nature according to Foucault. It manages to run itself

without any specific control mechanism such as force, violence, punishment, or
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restriction. Foucault calls this automotic mechanism as “disciplinary power” which

works without any concrete controlling system. In his book Discipline and Punish

he defines discipline as follows: “'Discipline' may be identified neither with an

institution nor with an apparatus; it is a type of power, a modality for its exercise,

comprising a whole set of instruments, techniques, procedures, levels of application,

targets; it is a 'physics' or an 'anatomy' of power, a technology.” (Rabinow, 1991:

206) In order to explain how power manages to function automatically, Foucault

refers to “panopticon” design which is the type of prison building created by English

philosopher Jeremy Bentham in 1785. The architectural structure of panopticon

consists of a surveillance tower in the center of a circular building which is divided

into cells each of which has two windows one in the back side looking at the

courtyard and letting light in and another window in the front line facing the

surveillance  tower  and  the  other  cells.  Because  of  the  light  coming from the  back

windows each cell is always visible from the tower. What the inmate is doing is

always under survelliance. The more important point is that the architectural

structure does not let the inmates know whether they are being observed or not. Paul

Rabinow, one of the most important critics of Foucault, explains the psychological

effect of the panopticon system on inmates in his book The Foucault Reader:

“The architectural perfection is such that even if there is no guardian present, the
power apparatus still operates effectively. The inmate cannot see whether or not
the guardian is in the tower, so he must behave as if surveillance were perpetual
and total. If the prisoner is never sure when he is being observed, he becomes his
own guardian. As the final step in architectural and technological perfection, the
panopticon includes a system for observing and controlling the controllers. Those
who occupy the central position in the panopticon are themselves throughly
enmeshed in a localization and ordering of their own behavior. [...] Foucault
comments, 'In this form of management, power is not totally entrusted to
someone who would exercise it alone, over others, in an absolute fashion; rather,
this machine is one in which everyone is caught, those who exercise this power
as well as those who are subjected to it.'” (Rabinow, op.cit., 19)

Foucault  regards  the  disciplinary  power  as  the  non-sovereign  power  which  lies

outside the form of sovereignty. He says that “[t]his new type of power, which can

no longer be formulated in terms of sovereignty, is, I believe, one of the great

inventions of bourgeois society. It has been a fundamental instrument in the
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constitution of industrial capitalism and of the type of society that is its

accompaniment.” (Colin Gordon:, op. cit., 105) Then, panopticism is the

representative example of how self-discipline system works on individuals in

civilized and modern societies. It is the “technique of external control over

bahaviour and thought” (McHoul & Grace: op. cit., 24) and it is the modern way of

normalisation and standardization in order to create one-dimensional men as

Marcuse argues. In this structure not only the power exercisers but also the

individuals are included into the circle. It becomes a web in which everyone is

caught. In Foucault's words panopticism creates and sustains “'a power relation

independent of the person who exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be

caught up in a power situation of which they are themselves the bearers. (Foucault,

1977: 201) By being the counterside the other let the one express itself. It makes the

power relationship possible by participating in the action. Because, as Hindess says,

“where  there  is  no  possibility  of  resistance  there  can  be  no  relations  of  power.”

(Hindess, op.cit., 101)

To sum up, power is a matter of multiple and complicated web of exercise

including different kinds of methods, games, and strategies such as domination,

negation, discipline, cooperation, verbally or physically incentive action. It can only

express itself within a relation, so it needs two countersides and it is always circular,

changeable and dynamic between these sides. However, there is still an important

question: Why the issue of power has so much importance simultaneously in the

writings of Foucault as a theorist and in the plays of Harold Pinter as a playwright.

What makes it the subject of interest or what leads the late twentieth century writers,

philosophers, sociologists to deal with the subject of power? To be able to see the

whole picture, it is necessary to go back to the historical background of the late

nineteenth and early twentieth century.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth century middle and upper-middle class, the

bourgeoisie, whose status and power did not come from aristocratic origin but from

employment and wealth dominated social values and life style of society. Especially

after its economic rise in the eighteenth century, middle-class became more

powerful in social area. The demand of middle-class people for theatre was also in
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accordance with their middle-class life style. Sentimental drama and especially

domestic tragedies dealing with the domestic lives and problems of middle-class

people or with the misfortunes of merchants were the popular forms of drama. Until

late  Victorian Period (1837- 1901) the domestic life style kept on reigning, so the

same or similar theatrical style maintained itself without considerable change.

However, with the development of Industrial Revolution urbanisation and the rise of

working class led to some transformations in economic, social and political area

towards the end of the ninetennth century. In addition, scientific advances

contributed to the changing of conventional ideas. Following the theory of evolution

of Charles Darwin (1809- 1882) and the theoretical studies of Karl Marx (1818-

1883) the accepted beliefs in religious, scientific, and political area were criticized,

disapproved, or rejected. Also the radical changes in technological area influenced

the process. The invention of telephone, light bulb, film and radio led to modern life

style. As for theatre, the first important name was the Norwegian playwright Henrik

Ibsen (1828- 1906) who is often referred as the father of realism in drama. Another

significant playwright was August Strindberg who shifted between realistic and

antirealistic drama. Through realist drama, they aimed to represent what happens in

everyday life. They tried to deal with various subject matters. The playwrights wrote

especially about taboo subjects such as economic injustice, sexual double standards,

unhappy marriages, veneral disease and religious hypocrisy. The aim was to focus

the audience on social problems so that a change for the better could be realised. As

another important point, realist drama of the ninetennth century deliberately avoided

making simple moral judgements and in doing so it implied that morality was a

relative concept and it could not be defined certainly. As for the structural features

of realist plays, they presented much more detailed characterization than stock-type

plays did. The usage of colloquial language and daily conversation which sometimes

included even obscenity was another distinguishable characteristic of those plays.

George Bernard Shaw (1856- 1950) in England and Anton Chekhov (1860- 1904) in

Moscow Art Theatre contributed a lot to that innovative theatre. Shaw believed that

drama should inspire social reform; however, unlike the works of other realists, he

tried to achieve the goal through highly satirical comedies in which he criticized the
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superficial and hypocritical values of the bourgeoisie (e.g. Pygmalion, 1913).

Chekhov, who mostly wrote tragicomedies about the decline of wealth, status and

respectfullness of bourgeoise class (e.g. Uncle Vanya, 1899; Three Sisters, 1900;

The Cherry Orchard, 1904), and he also criticized the self-centred life style of

bourgeois by representing the romantic and artistic inner conflicts, loneliness, and

disappointments of four characters in The Seagull (1895).

The  twentieth  century  Europe  was  badly  marked  with  the  two  world  wars

which have caused bitter and crucial turning points. World War One (1914- 1918),

in  general  sense,  was  a  result  of  power  struggle  in  global  sphere.  Britain  was  the

most powerful country and its policy of imperialism and colonialism were

constantly feeding its imperial power. However, its dominant economic status was

threatened by the rapid industrial rise of Germany that was economicly in need of

more market space and opportunity which were the privileges hold by the British

Empire. They struggled for economic power which would also bring political

superiority. The economic interests and self-benefits made the other countries such

as France, Russia, Italy, The Ottoman Empire participate in to have a piece from the

market share. World War One resulted in nearly 20 million military and civilian

deaths and 40 million casualties. Nevertheless, the post-war period was worse.

Russian Revolution in 1917 created a new chaotic atmosphere. Russian Empire was

replaced by the Soviet Union, which caused a disastrous civil war in Russia. The

inflation and economic depression in the post-war period led to a great financial

crisis  at  the  end  of  1920s.  Moreover,  bitter  experiences  of  the  war  caused  a  social

trauma in societies. The optimism of the 1900s was replaced by a great sense of

disillusionment, fear, and loss. The restless atmosphere gave way to the rise of

totalitarian movements in Europe. Fascism rose as a compensation for the sense of

loss and dispossession and it rapidly spread all around Europe claiming a hope of

revival of the nationalist spirit to reject most of the post-war traumas. Hitler in

Germany, Mussolini in Italy, and Franco in Spain emerged as the most important

fascist leaders. By rejecting democracy and beliving in totalitarian power of the

leader Nazism and the other fascist movements proved themselves to be highly

oppressive, restrictive, and violent. The way power was exercised in the hands of
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fascist regimes was domination, prohibition, restriction, violence, physical force and

death. That rapid growing of chaos in such social and poitical situations forecasted

World War Two which broke out in 1939 and lasted until 1945. It was far costlier

than any of the preceding wars. It ended in the deaths of over 70 million people

most  of  whom  were  civilians.  What  is  worse,  World  War  Two  left  people  with

unanswerable questions such as how civilized societies could be involved in such

destruction; whether the individuals were responsible for this big loss; how the

genocide and the war could be explained.

As for the influence of the chaotic atmosphere on drama, it was inevitable for

the subject of power, in any meaning, to enter not only into political area or social

life but also into works of art. Antonin Artaud (1896- 1948), a French theorist and

playwright, theorised the “Theatre of Cruelty” in the 1930s. For Artaud theatre is

not a literary event but a physical action which should pull the audience during the

stage performance. In doing so, Artaud aimed to appal the audience and push them

into the center of cruelty that is going on at stage. Theatre of Cruelty aimed to make

the audience feel and think about the violence, cruelty, pain, and depression of the

war and post-war period. The audience's senses should be bombarded in order to

free the inner self. That is why Artaud used a mixture of disturbing sound and light

effects. Because in Theatre of Cruelty physicality of the performance was

particularly important so as to refer to the physical loss, physical sufferings and

physical pains of post-war society. Thetare of Cruelty implied that in such painful

and miserable conditions literary value or artistic background of a play cannot be the

real point at stake. That is why Artaud discarded the aesthetic distance between the

audience  and  the  play  and  he  made  the  audience  closer  to  the  action.  He  believed

that by this way man, as a naturally violent and cruel creature, could be purged of

the sense of violence and ugliness that he kept in.

Another important name, Bertolt Brecht (1898- 1956) established another

type of theatre that was called “epic theatre” which aimed to convey political

message. Like Artaud, he believed the social function of theatre as a transforming,

converting, changing type of art. For this, Brecht developed the theory of

“alienation”. The theory of alienation aimed to alienate the audience from any kind
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of  emotional  approach  while  watching  the  play  so  that  the  audience  could  come

closer  to  the  political  or  social  message  of  the  play  and  so  that  he  could  begin  to

think instead of watching with an absent mind. In order to achieve the sense of

alienation as much as possible, Brecht applied for some new techniques on the

stage. To keep the audience aware of that they are in a theatre and what they are

watching is a play, Brecht used a narrator who frequently interrupts the dramatic

action and makes comments. For the same purpose, he deliberately positioned any

kind of theatrical effects or instruments as easily visible to the audience.

The development of the new British theatre in the twentieth century is

divided under three steps. The first step is verse drama which was written by poets

rather  than  dramatists  and  which  could  not  become  permanently  successful  (to

paraphrase Hincliffe). The prominent names of the verse drama were the famous

British  poets  such  as  William  Butler  Yeats,  T.S.  Eliot,  Ezra  Pound  who  tried  to

shake the superficiality of bourgeois theatre by deliberately using non-realistic

action and verse-speech. However, it only remained as “a gradual interest on the

part of poets seeking new kinds of dramatic action.” (Hincliffe, 1967: 22) The

second step emerged after recognizing the necessity of “the expansion of dramatic

action and speech to include the widest possible kinds of human experience.”

(Hincliffe, op. cit., 23).

The ongoing post-war disillusionment, the sense of restlessness,

discontinuity and growing frustration brought up a milestone in British drama.

Having its name from John Osborne's play Look Back in Anger (1956), the Angry

Young Man movement opened one of the most rebellious peiods in Britain. A

number of British playwrights and novelists met in a common point thinking that the

present situation of Britain was the fault of previous generation and previous

policies of the British government. Instead of living in ignorance and escaping from

the  bitter  realities  of  the  period  they  strongly  criticised  the  political  and  social

institutions and the failures of the government. It was a movement that revealed the

frustration, anger, and despair of the young generation. It dealt with the problems of

lower-middle class and working-class and spoke on behalf of the “ordinary human

voices  trying  to  live  through  the  despair”  (Williams  33).  Kitchen  Sink  Drama
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maintained the same tough, bitter and highly critical approach in late 1950s and

1960s (e.g. Arnold Wesker: The Kitchen, 1958).

The third step was the emergence of Absurd Drama with the most important

playwright Samuel Beckett (1906-1989), the Irish playwright, whose best known

play, Waiting For Godot,  is  associated  with  this  type  of  drama.  Hincliffe  in  his

essay “The New Theatre” says that “[b]asically this kind of theatre [Absurd Theatre]

seeks to express the feeling that the world cannot be explained or reduced to a

system of values” (Hincliffe, op. cit.,  27).  The  post-war  society  began  to  feel  that

the values and truths they depend on were about to collapse. They found themselves

in a total sense of void, nothingness, and absurdity. Then, the word absurd in absurd

drama refers to the absurdity of man's condition in the late twentieth century. As

Hincliffe quotes from Ionesco “Absurd is that  which is devoid of purpose .  .  .  Cut

off from his religious, metaphysical, and transcendental roots, man is lost; all his

actions become senseless, absurd, useless.” (Hincliffe, op. cit., 28) Being influenced

by Albert Camus's myth of Sisyphus (Le Mythe de Sisyphe, 1942), Absurd Theatre

identifies  the  situation  of  the  modern  man  with  Sisyphus  who  is  a  king  in  Greek

mythology punished in Tartarus with a curse of the impossible task of rolling a huge

boulder up a hill, which has to be repeated forever without any success. Like

Sisyphus, modern man is in an endless and purposeless struggle. Especially

Beckett's plays with little action, repetitive conversations, circular plot structure and

with no fixed time and place are the best examples for absurd drama. Beckett's

plays, in that sense, are totally different from the previous conventions in drama.

Esslin in his essay “The Theatre of Samuel Beckett and Harold Pinter” says that:

If  in  the  well-made  play  the  core  of  the  drama  is action, happenings, here the
very purpose of the play is to say that nothing happens – nothing really happens
in human life. Waiting For Godot is thus a living paradox: a drama –and drama
means action- of inaction. (Esslin 60- 1)

Pinter's plays, on the other hand, have many basic differences from the typical

characteristics of Beckett's plays. He says that “I admire Beckett's work so much

that something of its texture might appear in my own.” (Hincliffe: op. cit., 33) and

he has some works representing similar concept of absurdity that Beckett's plays
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have; however, the dominant characteristics of his plays make him a playwright of

comedy of menace rather than a playwright of absurd theatre. He has unique

techniques of language, peculiar usage of silence and pause units, which are called

as Pinteresque. However, it is also necessary to point out that Pinter himself rejects

being defined under titles such as “Pinteresque” or “Comedy of Menace”. He

refuses that that he writes in accordance with some philosphy. On the contrary he

says “'The play is itself. It is no other. It has its own life [...] Everything to do with

the play is in the play.'” (Wellwarth 97) Although it not easy to label Pinter's plays

as realistic, it can be suggested that his language is as natural as possible matching

with the rhythms, silences and repetitions of real dialogues. If we refer to Esslin’s

“The Theatre of Samuel Beckett and Harold Pinter” again, he comments upon

Pinter’s use of language as follows:

Harold Pinter (born in London in 1930) has a phenomenally sensitive ear for the
real speech of real people. His dialogue is, superficially at least, of a devastating
naturalness. He not only captures the vocabulary of real conversation but also the
varied quirks of repetition, malapropism, tautology, spurious logic, and verbal
incantation which pervade ordinary speech and which, hitherto, had been largely
missed in stage dialogue that attempted to combine naturalness with good
grammar, correct vocabulary and logical progression of its reasoning. Pinter's
'tape recorder fidelity' has opened up a new dimension of stage dialogue; and as
such it can be wildly funny. (Esslin 65-6)

Pinter uses language to create and convey various meanings and implications.

Language in his plays is not there only to vocalize the characters but to reveal

deeper meanings that derive from the chosen words, pauses, and silences. Especially

the units of silence and pause are very important in his plays because they are used

to  reflect  the  silent  moments  and  pauses  of  human mind.  They  also  represent  that

mind does not always run steadily and fluently; sometimes it gets confused, it

stagnates, or it even stops. In this respect it could be said that one of the differences

between Beckett and Pinter is about the limits of language. In Beckett's plays it is

impossible to express oneself through language. Language is an insufficient tool

which leads to lack of communication instead of helping to communicate. Then, the

act of speech becomes almost totally absurd in Beckett's plays. In contrast, in

Pinter's plays it is not actually the inadequacy of language or it is not the
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impossibility of communication that prevents communication, but rather the

preference of man not to reveal his weaknesses and vulnerability through

communication. Therefore, in Pinter's plays characters do not always use language

to reveal even if it is able to reveal. What they prefer is mostly to cover something

through language. That is why Esslin, in “Language and Silence”, says that “Pinter

is far from wanting to say that language is incapable of establishing true

communication between human beings; he merely draws our attention to the fact

that in life human beings rarely make use of language for that purpose” (Esslin,

1970: 142-3). Therefore, it is possible to assert that Beckett uses nonsense

conversation to get rid of silence which means void for him whereas Pinter employs

it as a strategical tool and never covers the silent moments with conversation.

Because silence is not a sign of void but a manifestation of power in Pinter's plays.

Ruby  Cohn  in  his  essay  “The  Economy  of  Betrayal” stresses  the  difference  as

follows:

More repetitive than any verbal technique in Pinter' plays are his units of silence-
indicated in print by comma, period, three dots, pause, and silence, which can
function like musical notation for the actor. [...] In dramatizing a silence that
confers strenght, Pinter differs from Beckett, for whom silence is the voice of the
void, so that his characters continually try to tell 'another of those tales to keep
the void out' (That Time). (17)

In contrast, Pinter's units of silence and pause are the weapons of the characters in

their endless power struggle and these units tell as much as the conversations do. As

Alice N. Benston, in her essay “Chekhov, Beckett, Pinter: The St(r)ain Upon the

Silence” points out:

Pinter's silences, then, have multiple sources and different effects. With Beckett,
in contrast, we are not involved with the non-dit. Characters do not withhold;
they struggle in the silence to face the challenge of the need to speak, their need
to be. [...] Pinter alone uses silence as a menacing gesture. (Benston 116-7)

The common point of Beckett and Pinter is that both deal with the need of

individual for recognition, love and appreciation. Each character struggles to achive

something, to reach somewhere, or to find someone. Referring to Beckett's Waiting

For Godot Esslin, in his essay “Godot and His Children: The Theatre of Samuel
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Beckett and Harold Pinter”, explains that ceaseless act of seeking for something as

follows:

Are we not all, whether we just hang around waiting like the two tramps, or rush
madly about like Pozzo, trying to give our life some purpose, trying to while
away the time in some fashion, knowing full well that without the final
knowledge about what we are here for, all our activities are merely futile antics?
[...] And are we not all, as social beings, irrevocably tied to each other, however
much we might loathe each other's company, simply because one human being
can never live in isolation and yet all contact between human beings inevitably
produces friction – as between Vladimir and Estragon – or dominance and
subjection- as between Pozzo and Lucky? (Esslin 61)

Since one cannot live and exist alone the interdependence never ends. It is that

obligatory and inevitable dependence which causes frustration and resent against

one  another.  And  that  is  why  every  kind  of  relation  leads  to  a  kind  of  power

struggle. Torben Bech Dyrberg points out the same relation between identity and

power struggle:

We could, of course, say that identity is relational, but since identity is by
definition specific, relations must coagulate, as it were, and the limits must be
enforced between the clusters of identifications. Power is the name of this
clustering, the strategical game of inclusion/ exclusion, which is glued together
with greater or lesser success by strategies, tactics, decisions, interests,
circumstances, and so forth, all of which structure and institutionalize a terrain in
which structures and institutions are created, persist and crumble, a terrain of
forces that constrains and sets free. (Dyrberg 249)

This clustering of games, strategies, power struggle provides Pinter's plays to be

dynamic. When he does not use much conversation silence or physical action carries

on the power struggle and when he does not use physical action verbal play carries

on the power struggle. In each situation power struggle is maintained somehow and

keeps the rhythm of the play and the attention of the audience high.

In order to explore the issue of power and power struggle more profoundly,

Pinter's three important plays will be analysed in the following three chapters. The

first one, The Homecoming (1965), takes place in a London family consisting of

five males: one father, one uncle and three sons. The play is exactly founded upon

the issue of power struggle, domination and antagonism among the members who
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are continuously in a battle throughout the play. With the coming of Ruth, who is

the wife of one of the sons, the battle among the men does not come to an end but

shifts its direction towards the woman who becomes an object of possession among

the males. The Homecoming is defined as one of the most striking plays of Pinter

because of the overt brutality of the characters.

Old Times (1970) will be studied as the second play in which the issue of

power struggle is intermingled with the issue of possession and recreation through

past memories. The power struggle in Old Times takes place among three

characters, a man and two women and what is interesting is that it s not the man but

the  women  who  appear  as  the  prominent  characters.  Deeley  and  Kate  who  are

husband and wife have a visitor, Anna, who was the best friend of Kate in the past.

Anna  claims  that  she  has  come  to  see  her  best  friend  and  meet  her  husband  after

twenty years. Although the power struggle does not merely continue on one layer,

the one between Deeley and Anna seems like the most important one. Deeley as the

husband and Anna as the old best friend try to cliam possession over Kate. And for

this, they use their memories shared with Kate as a weapon. However, the play also

shows that their memories are in fact recreations rather than reminiscences. Through

these recreations which are mixed with reminiscences they challenge each other in

order to attach themselves to Kate, who stays self-contained and isolated throughout

the play and allows neither of them to possess her.

Betrayal (1978),  as  the  third  play  of  the  thesis,  is  similat  to Old Times in

terms of the number of the characters. But this time, Pinter uses three characters two

of which are husband and wife,  Robert  and Emma, and the third one, Jerry,  is  the

best  friend of Robert.  Jerry is  also married and has an affair  with Emma for seven

years.  Like  in  the  two  previous  plays,  it  is  again  a  woman  as  the  object  of

possession. Unlike The Homecoming, Betrayal maintains the subject of power

struggle through upper-middle-class people. We never see the characters shouting or

swearing  at  each  other.  They  usually  try  to  keep  their  calmness  and  conceal  their

feelings. That is why the title of the play does not only refer to the marital betrayals

of  the  characters  but  also  to  the  issue  of  self-betrayal  and  the  betrayal  of  youth

ideals. Very much different from the ones in The Homecoming, the characters in
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Betrayal appear as dull, impassionate, and calm. However, their pretendence does

not prevent the antagonism and battle that go on underneath.
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1. THE BRUTAL REPRESENTATION OF POWER STRUGGLE IN

THE HOMECOMING

The Homecoming (HC), Pinter's third full-length play which was written in

1965 was dispraised a lot in its first years on the stage because of the violent, cruel,

even animal-like attitudes of the characters. It shocked the audience with its quite

sharp and rough style of conversation and action. From the very beginning, the play

makes the audience feel irritated, astonished, and confused through verbal and

physical action and power struggle goes on between each character. The family

becomes the main territory of battle of possession, desire, manipulation, and

domination. Austin E. Quigley, an important Pinter critic, asserts that “Family life as

a source of benefits for the individual predominates over family life as a context of

shared responsibilities and reciprocal duties.” (199) However, this family is far from

sharing responsibilities and duties. Instead, “[t]he whole family structure seems

based less on mutual sharing than on mutual exploitation.” (Ibid., 185) The play, in

that sense, is the representation of desperation of the situation of human beings.

However, it never laments for that; this is absolutely not what Pinter tries to do.

The family in The Homecoming consists of Max, the father, two of the sons,

Lenny and  Joey,  and  an  uncle,  Sam.  Max is  an  old  man at  his  seventies,  who is  a

retired  butcher.  Joey,  the  youngest  son,  is  an  amateur  boxer  and  works  for  a

demolition company at the same time. Lenny, the eldest son, is most probably a

pimp-like man although his job is not revealed until the end of the play, and Sam,

the uncle, is a hire-car driver. The setting is the old house in North London and the

play opens with a scene of power struggle between the son and the father. Max,

wearing “an old cardigan and a cap” and carrying “a stick” (HC, 15) comes in and

asks for the scissors. Lenny in a dark suit “is sitting on the sofa with a newspaper, a

pencil in his hand” (Ibid., 15) and does not pay attention to Max. After asking for

the scissors for a few times, he, as the second attempt to start a conversation, wants

a cigarette from Lenny. Yet, when he is again neglected by Lenny he takes one from

his pocket, which clarifies that the real point at stake is neither scissors nor cigarette

“Max's question is a cry for attention or the act of a father seeking to ensure that his
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son continues  to  follow orders.  Lenny,  however,  refuses  to  be  responsive;  instead,

he has sufficient strength to establish his security with brief, sharp replies.” (Cahn,

1994: 55-6) The need for being recognized, approved or appreciated is the core of

the power struggle among the characters of Pinter. All this seeking and trying is in

fact an effort to express the identity which should be recognized by the other(s).

While struggle, violence, and cruelty keep moving on the surface, it is in fact

desperation, weakness and helplessness that incite the characters. Penelope Prentice

in her book The Pinter Ethic asserts that: “All of Pinter's characters also struggle

for power over others, and beneath the surface that struggle is again an attempt to

assert identity in order to gain attention, admiration, love.” (Prentice, 2000: 137- 8)

And when they are not appreciated and recognized, aggression becomes inevitable.

Because Leslie Brody says “Agression is functional for attaining and maintaining

power over others.” (Brody: w. date, 219) Frequently expressing anger and

aggression instead of concealing real expression send “the message that others

should not come to close.” (Ibid.,  219)  In  other  words,  agression  is  a  signal  of

vulnerability and weakness. And Max, as man of aggression throughout the play,

reveals that he is an old and weak father figure. He unconsciously reveals his

weakness while he tries to conceal it:

MAX: Huhh! We were two of the worst hated men in the West End of London. I
tell you, I still got the scars. We'd walk into a place, the whole room'd stand up,
they'd make way to let us pass. You never heard such silence. (HC, 16)

These are the words of a man of loss and dispossession. It is ironic that while he is

telling how strong, brave and respectable he used to be, he in fact reveals how he

has lost all this now. His need for evoking the past means that he himself admits he

is no more as he used to be. Meanwhile, his story does not touch to Lenny who still

reads the newspaper in a serious an busy manner. Regarding Max's talking as

unnecessary naggings he shouts at him: “Plug it, will you, you stupid sod, I'm trying

to read the paper.” (Ibid., 17) However, when the two men still have something in

common to talk about, the horse-race bets, Max tries to have the advantage. He

praises himself by telling Lenny how he was good at understanding animals,

especially fillies:
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MAX: I was always able to tell a good filly by one particular trick. I'd look her in
the eye. You see? I'd stand in front of her and look her straight in the eye, it was
a kind of hypnotism, and by the look deep down in her eye I could tell whether
she was a stayer or not. It was a gift. I had a gift. (Ibid., 18)

What Max does is to prove that he is, or at least he was, a skillful, useful, functional

man. He claims that he had something he could do well. Nevertheless, Lenny never

lets him take the advantage, he interrupts him and insults him about his bad cooking.

Being ignored and insulted Max angrily grips his stick which is now the only thing

to challange Lenny. Lenny does not give up teasing and makes fun of his father by

imitating the voice of a little boy begging to his father not to be beaten. Max totally

withdraws this time. He takes his stick back, which becomes “a cruel parody of age

and fading masculine strength” (Cahn, op. cit., 56) and the metaphor of the

dysfunctional penis of the old father.

After a silence “Max sits hunched. Lenny reads the paper. Sam comes in the

front door.”  (HC, 19) Like Max, Sam is an old man. Very much like Max, Sam

starts talking by praising his job, his skill and quality as a chaffeur. He regards it as

a respectable job. It is the similar identity problem between Max and Sam. Whereas

Max tries to make himself valuable by evoking his days of youth, Sam does it by

praising  himself  as  a  chaffeur.  That  he  tells  them  he  was  told  to  be  the  best

chauffeur by one of the customers displays his necessity for appreciation. Moreover,

he tells the customers about his experiences in the Second World War with the same

need for appreciation, which also shows that he lives in the past experiences like his

brother. However, Max regards himself one step further than Sam because of the

fact  that  Sam  has  never  been  married.  He  makes  fun  of  him  because  of  not  being

able to find a woman. His making fun of Sam also foreshadows the coming of

Teddy and Ruth:

When you find the right girl, Sam, let your family know, don't forget, we'll give
you a number one send-off, I promise you. You can bring her to live here, she
can keep us all happy. We'd take it in turns to give her a walk round the park.
(Ibid., 23)
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However, Sam's reminiscences about Jessie sound like a revenge by creating

suspicion about Jessie's reliability as a wife: “Sam stands, goes to the sideboard,

takes and apple from the bowl, bites into it. [...] He looks out of the window.” (Ibid.,

23):

SAM: Never get a bride like you had, anyway. Nothing like your bride . . . going

about these days. Like Jessie.

Pause.

After all, I escorted her once or twice, didn't I? Drove her round once or twice in

my cab. She was a charming woman.

Pause.

All the same, she was your wife. But still . . . they were some of the most

delightful evenings I've ever had. Used to just drive he about. It was my pleasure.

(Ibid., 24)

The two units of pause make Sam’s speech more ambigious. The tone of the speech,

the words he chooses, his physical position (looking out of the window) and the use

of pauses create suspicion about a possible relationship between Sam and Jessie in

the past. However, it never goes further than doubt. Pinter never says overtly what

he may be implying, because it is also possible that what is thought to be implied is

not implied. Yet, what is at stake here is not whether it is true and what is expected

from the audience is not to find out the uncertainty. The point is the suspense

created through uncertainty. Because in Pinter's plays “What matters in most oral

verbal contact terefore is more what people are doing to each other through it rather

than the conceptual content of what they are saying.” (Esslin, 1970: 198) What Sam

is doing to Max, here, is to hit back Max who has just insulted him about his not

being married. Their dialogue ends with Sam's words, “She was a very nice

companion  to  be  with.”  (HC 24),  after  which  “silence”  comes.  As  Esslin  asserts

“silences are notations for the end of a movement, the beginning of another, as

between the movements of a symphony.” (Esslin, 1970: 220) Then, the one who has

the last word is Sam.

After the silence unit, Joey the youngest son appears on the stage for the first

time. As a symbolic manner of tiredness because of working outside, Joey “takes his
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jacket off, throws it on a chair and stands.” (HC, 24) The first thing he says is “Feel

a  bit  hungry.”  (Ibid.)  without  no  “hello”  no  “how are  you?”,  which  seems like  an

animal-like behaviour as Max complains, too. (Ibid.): “Who do you think I am, your

mother? Eh? Honest. They walk in here every time of the day and night like bloody

animals. Go and find yourself a mother.” (Ibid.) Having a woman is very important

in their lives and that is why they frequently refer to the dead Jessie as a caring

mother, as a domestic wife, or as a whore. It is the presence of the absent that never

ends throughout the play. Max, as the father of the family, suffers most from the

lack of a woman. While Lenny, Joey, Sam and the third son Teddy, who will come

from America, have occupations and earn money as provider figures, the only man

who is not financally supportive for the family is Max. In other words he is not a

proper provider figure for the family. Moreover, due to the death of Jessie, he is not

a  husband  any  more.  His  frequent  remnisciences  of  Jessie  shows  the  influence  of

lack of mother which leaves Max without an identity beacuse of lack of the opposite

determiner. Without “the other” he cannot define himself as “the one”.  Also

because of being a retired old man, the only way he can assert himself in the family

and the only identity he can still keep is his fatherhood. However, none of the sons

care him as the father and Max goes crazy: “Stop calling me Dad. Just stop all that

calling me Dad, do you understand?” (Ibid., 25)

In fact lack of a woman is a problematic point for all members of the family.

For that reason her absence is always present, implicitly or explicitly, in the lives of

the men; “an absence that plays a determining role in the crisis of family structure”

(Silverstein, 1993: 86). After Lenny leaves the stage, Max tries to talk to Joey about

his boxing career. As a typical father figure does, he tries to give advice to his son:

MAX: [...] I'll tell you what you've got to do. What you've got to do is you've got
to learn how to defend yourself, and you've got to learn how to attack. That's
your trouble as a boxer. You don't know how to defend yourself, and you don't
know how to attack. (HC, 25)

Max's words are ridiculous because if  Joey is a boxer he knows how to attack and

how to defend. Because boxing is about attacking and defending. Then what Max is

doing is trying to reestablish himself as a respectable and knowledgable father
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figure. As a father he wants to be an adviser for his sons in order to exercise power

over them by this way. As Cahn says:

'Max continually reminds his sons that they are still dependent on him.
Somewhat like Pinter's smoothering mother- figures, he wants to keep his sons as
children. If they are dependent on him, he will maintain his dominant position.
And in some ways he has kept them as children. As much as they hate Max, they
do not leave their childhood home, although they are grown men.' (Osherow,
426) (Ibid., 58)

He wants  to  regain  his  parental  authority  over  the  sons.  However,  the  sons  do  not

need him:

All of the men are adult and well beyond the age when dependence upon parents
is necessary, and it  is evident that Max fosters their dependence to suit his own
needs. [...] Max's leadership is neither necessary, nor successful, nor greatly
desired. (Quigley, op. cit., 187)

The only bond the men have is the common roof and their only communication is

verbal struggle. Silverstein relates the antagonism between the sons and the father

directly to the dead mother's way of treatment of the father:

If  the  mother  recognizes  the  father's  word  as  law,  if  she  associates  the  phallus
with the father, then the child will displace its desire for the mother's desire onto
the father, become liberated from the Desire-of-the-Mother and subject to the
Name-of-the-Father, and enter the signifying network, the symbolic order of
language that constitutes subjectivity. [...] Max's fear of the defiling woman, and
his narrative representations of Jessie as a 'whore' and 'slutbitch of a wife,'
indicates that Jessie refused to recognize his word as Law, a refusal that poses a
threat to the hegemony of the phallus. (Silverstein, op. cit., 89-90)

As  it  is  implied  throughout  the  play  Jessie  is  not  a  domestic  female  figure.  She  is

most probably a prostitute although Max tries to represent her as a devoted mother

and wife. Cahn goes further and claims that Max may not be the true father of the

sons and he relates the antagonism between the father and the sons to such a reason:

“This suspicion gains credence at Sam's comment about his escorting Jessie” (Cahn,

op. cit., 58). Also the slang words that Max uses for Jessie -“a bad bitch” (HC, 17),

“a  slutbitch  of  a  wife”  (Ibid., 55) - make it probable that Jessie was a prostitute.

Sam was possibly an escort man who was ordered to wait for and care for Jessie as a
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bodyguard. At the end of the play, such a possiblity becomes clearer when Sam

reveals the affair of McGregor and Jessie in the car. Also McGregor is mentioned so

frequently in the play that it is not weird to suggest the father of the sons is not Max

but Mac. In that case, Silverstein claims that the stance of the sons towards the

father is determined by the stance of the mother towards the father. The sons do not

obey  the  word  of  the  father  because  they  do  not  see  such  an  obedience  from  the

mother. They reject to subordinate themselves to the father because the mother

rejected to subordinate herself to the father. Then, the sons's rejecting the father and

following the mother is an Oedipal situation, which will be revived with the coming

of Ruth, who will be regarded to compensate the lack of mother-wife and whore in

the house.

When Teddy and Ruth come home, the first thing Teddy tells Ruth is the

restoration of the house after Jessie’s death.  He tells  Ruth that they knocked down

one of the walls after the death of the mother. Then, the lack of the wall implies the

lack  of  the  mother,  lack  that  permeates  even  to  the  architectural  structure  of  the

house. Cahn says Teddy's words about the transformation of the house implies that

“his  mother  was  the  foundation  of  the  household,  or  perhaps  that  without  her  the

structure of the house was no longer the same” (Cahn, op. cit., 59) Keith Peacock,

too, points out the same detail:

In symbolic terms the removal of the wall is explicitly associated by Teddy with
the  death  of  his  mother.  [...]  The  missing  wall  marks  the  absence  of  Teddy'
mother, Jesse, a loss that has in fact affected the structure of the family, creating,
in a number of areas, a vacuum that Ruth will be invited to fill. (Peacock, 1997:
83)

At the moment they enter the house the tension between the husband and wife is

felt. However, it is very obvious from the very beginning that the dominant figure in

their relationship is not Teddy but Ruth.

She seems at ease entering a strange house, while Teddy, who ostensibly should
be relaxed as he comes home, is tense. He talks incessantly, posing questions and
seeking reassurance, while Ruth speaks and acts with confidence. (Cahn, op. cit.,
59)
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When Ruth wants to go out to have a breath Teddy cries in a begging tone of a

frightened  child;  “But  what  am  I  going  to  do?”  (HC, 32), which foreshadows the

separation of Ruth from Teddy in the end. “She is beyond Teddy's control, and he

can  only  plead  that  she  will  remain  with  him,  both  at  this  particular  moment  and

metaphorically in the marriage” (Cahn, op. cit., 60) She takes the key from Teddy

and goes out alone, which is an implication of that she is going to take the control in

the house, as well. Her going out alone at midnight also shows her being indepedent

from Teddy, just as Jessie is independent from Max.

After a six year separation, Teddy and Lenny's first meeting is too distant for

two brothers. Seeing Teddy in the room in the middle of the night, Lenny doesn't

show any reaction. They say hello to each other as if they see each other everyday.

And they begin a small talk. Lenny does not ask anything about his unexpected visit

and Teddy, either, does not say anything about his coming. Also without saying

anything about Ruth, Teddy takes the bags and goes upstairs to sleep. Symbolically

he, in fact, foreshadows his separation from Ruth by leaving his wife alone in a

strange house at midnight without introducing her to his brother. As he will do in the

end, he takes his cases and leaves Ruth with the family.

Lenny, who is very indifferent to his brother's coming, seems much more

interested in the female newcomer although he does not express any reaction of

surprise. When Ruth enters with the key to a house that does not belong to her,

Lenny just introduces himself ordinarily without asking anything about the presence

of a strange woman in his house: “My name's Lenny. What's yours?” (HC, 35) As

the most challenging characters in the play, their power struggle begins

immediately.  The  first  words  of  Lenny  is  corrected  by  Ruth:  “LENNY:  Good

evening. RUTH: Morning, I think.” (Ibid.) After a while Lenny disinterestedly asks

her connection with his brother. Ruth says that she is his wife; however, Lenny does

not pay attention to her answer. He deliberately does not show any sign of

astonishment, he deliberately stays indifferent. In doing so, he deliberately rejects to

recognize her as a subject. After a short time he asks about her relation to Teddy as

if he did not hear that Ruth is Teddy's wife. Again ignoring her answer he

immediately switches the subject and starts talking about their visit to Europe. And
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suddenly he quits the tactic of ignoring and attacks Ruth with an unexpected

suggestion of holding her hand. However, Ruth does not surrender since she

understands what Lenny tries to do. She refuses his attempt in a calm manner and

asks “Why?” (Ibid., 38). Austin Quigley asserts that “Lenny is evidently nonplussed

by his failure to shake Ruth, and, for the audience, Ruth's calm assurance in this

situation is a notable indication of her ability to function within this family.”

(Quigley, op. cit., 196) After failinf, Lenny once more changes his tactic and begins

to  tell  stories  which  are  about  his  violence  and  cruelty  over  women,  which  in  fact

reveals  his  weakness,  vulnerability  and  fear  of  woman  rather  than  to  conceal.  His

first story is about a woman who proposed Lenny some kind of affair. Lenny says

that “The only trouble was she was falling apart with the pox. So I turned it down.”

(HC 38) And Ruth asks:

RUTH: How did you know she was diseased?
LENNY: How did I know?
Pause.
I decided she was.
Silence. (Ibid., 39)

His answer displays his oppressive manner and effort to represent himself as an

autonomous powerful man who is also cruel towards woman. He implies that Ruth

cannot capture, seduce, or deceive him. His second story is about a woman again.

This time it is not a prostitute but an old lady who asked Lenny for help to move a

heavy iron  mangle  from a  room to  another.  However,  Lenny says  the  mangle  was

too heavy to lift and the old lady was “just standing there, waving [him] on, not even

lifting a little finger to give [him] a helping hand” (Ibid.,  41).  He says that he left

the house “giving her a short-arm jab to the belly” (Ibid., 41), which again implies

his rudeness and brutality towards women. It is obvious that Lenny tries to prove his

superiority and declares his authority over Ruth. He implies that he will not be

fooled by her sexual power and he has the right to be violent if he decides that it is

necessary. In doing so, he tries to prevent her from any possible attempt of attack or

manipulation. However, he, at the same time, reveals his vulnerability in front of the

woman. He shows his fear of women and weaknesses about women. That he tries to

impede Ruth means he regards Ruth as a potential threat to his authority. Although
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he pretends to ignore her at the beginning, he recognizes her and moreover admits

her as powerful as to be a rival.

However, Lenny does not give up quickly. He goes on challenging her, this

time by trying to take the ashtray and her glass. Lenny insists on taking it and Ruth

keeps her calm resistance:

LENNY: [...] Excuse me, shall I take this ashtray out of your way?
RUTH: It's not in my way.
LENNY: It seems to be in the way of your glass. The glass was about to fall. Or
the ashtray. I'm rather worried about the carpet.  It's not me, it's my father. He's
obsessed with order and clarity. He doesn't like mess. So, as I don't beleive
you're smoking at the moment, I'm sure you won't object if I move the ashtray.
He does so.
And now perhaps I 'll relieve you of your glass.
RUTH: I haven't quite finished.
LENNY: You've consumed quite enough, in my opinion.
RUTH: No I haven't.
LENNY: Quite sufficient, in my own opinion.
RUTH: Not in mine, Leonard.
Pause.
LENNY: Don't call me that, please.
RUTH: Why not?
LENNY: That's the name my mother gave me.
Pause. (HC 41)

Resisting to Lenny's taking the ashtray and glass, Ruth infact resists to the male

authority and oppression. And her weapon is her constant placidity which never

collapse throughout the play. As Victor L. Cahn says in his Gender and Power in

The Plays of Harold Pinter, “[w]hat strikes us first about Ruth is her equanimity.”

(Cahn, op. cit., 59) Compared to Lenny, Ruth behaves much more strategically;

before attacking she listens, observes, and explores; she finds out the Achilles heel

of the rival and then takes action. Understanding Lenny's fears and weaknesses

about women, which is obvious in his two stories, she hits him on his weakest point

by calling him as his mother used to do. In doing so, she implies that he is nothing

more than a little boy who tries to prove his strength in front of the mother in order

to be recognized and appreciated by her. While the power struggle goes on through

taking the glass, Ruth, this time, changes her tactic and appr aches Lenny not as

mother figure but as a seductive woman:

LENNY: [...] Just give me the glass.



37

RUTH: No.
Pause.
LENNY: I'll take it, then.
RUTH: If you take the glass . . . I'll take you.
Pause.
LENNY: How about me taking the glass without you taking me?
RUTH: Why don't I just take you?
Pause.
LENNY: You're joking.
Pause.
You're  in  love,  anyway,  with  another  man.  You've  had  a  secret  liaison  with
another man. His family didn't even know. Then you come here without a word
of warning and start to make trouble. (HC 42)

Esslin says that Lenny tries to “convince himself that he is strong enough and big

enough to impress and conquer a grown woman like his mother. Ruth however, in

the episode with the glass of water, has no difficulty in asserting her immediate and

effortless superiority.” (Esslin, 1970: 155) In contrast to Ruth who does not take the

bait of Lenny and who maintains her composure, Lenny is easily captured by Ruth's

seduction. By using the word “take” she touches his vulnerability. She implies that

he is an object to be taken easily. She does not let him touch her hand, she does not

believe his stories and she does not give her glass to Lenny. She plays the game in

different tactics. “[S]he first establishes herself as an authority figure by treating

Lenny  as  a  wayward  child  and  then  confronts  him  with  the  power  of  the  female

sexuality that his stories have been designed to diminish” (Quigley, op. cit., 196).

On the one hand she appears as a mother figure; on the other hand she becomes a

seductive woman who stirs him up by erotic games of a whore such as having him

lie on the floor and pouring water down his throat. Cahn says that:

Ruth's femaleness, her identity as woman, wife, mother, and, most likely whore,
leaves Lenny helpless. As her advances become more blatant, his blusters make
his fears both more desperate and more comic. (Cahn, op. cit., 62)

Billington stresses the same point in more detail:

What Ruth is doing is stripping Lenny of his potency and exposing the bluster of
his purported violence towards women. Up to that point, we have taken Lenny
pretty much at face value as a dominant petty hug. The ruthless Ruth, however,
exposes his terror of female sexuality. When she invites him to sit on her lap and
put his head back while she pours the contents of the glass down his throat, she
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challenges him on two fronts: as a sexy woman and surrogate mother.
(Billington, op. cit., 173)

Guido Almansi and Simon Handerson remark that it is also a lingual struggle. While

Lenny tries to establish dominance over Ruth through his two stories, Ruth

challenges him by calling him as Leonard or by making sexual connotations such as

“I'll take you.” (HC, 42), “Have a sip from my glass.” (Ibid.) According to Almansi

and Handerson:

The Homecoming is essentially a play about language– about articulating a
language and being articulated by a language. In Pinter's world, social control is
ultimately in the power to impose one's language on another.” (Almansi and
Handerson, 1983: 61)

The power struggle between Ruth and Lenny goes through their ability to impose

their language on each other, which means that:

The real threat is not physical but linguistic. Instead of gagging people, you un-
gag them, trying to insinuate a way into the private stronghold of their language
(Ibid., 63).

Ruth's verbal suppression becomes effective on Lenny and when Max comes in,

Lenny asks his father about his birth:

LENNY: [...] I want to know the real facts about my background. I mean, for
instance, is it a fact that you had me in mind all the time, or is it a fact that I was
the last thing you had in mind?
Pause. (HC, 44)

What Lenny may be implying is twofold: the first motive that drives him to ask

about his birth is his need to know whether he is valuable for his parents and the

second motive is the sexual associations in his mind which have just been evoked by

Ruth's seductive manners and implications. In both cases, he is manipulated by Ruth

who makes him feel as a dependent boy or as a seduced man.

Lenny is the only one who knows about Teddy and Ruth's being at home and

although he asks Max about his birth, he does not tell anything to him about Teddy

and Ruth's coming, which means that “he effectively ignores Max's status as head of
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the home in neglecting to inform him of this important family matter.” (Quigley, op.

cit., 198) Max greets Ruth with in a brutal manner: “Who asked you to bring dirty

tarts into this house?” (HC,  49)Teddy tries  to  stop  her  but  Max does  not  listen  to

him: “I haven't seen the bitch for six years, he comes home without a word, he

brings a filthy scrubber off the street, he shacks up in my house!” (Ibid.,  50)  His

attack to Ruth again shows the male fear of women in the play. Like Lenny, Max

regards Ruth as a threat, as an intruder although he is excited about the coming of a

female into the house since Jessie's death. “These conflicting instincts recur in all

the men in this play. They are attracted to women, yet fearful to them;

contemptuous, yet submissive” (Cahn, op. cit.,  63).  That  they  are  fearful  to  Ruth

also  refers  to  the  one  of  Pinter's  common  themes:  the  threat  of  the  intruder.  "The

intruder is unwelcome, for the characters do not want to share their territory as this

will mean change, and change is unknown, unpredictable, and threatening."

(Peacock, op. cit., 44) Whoever it is, the intruder always causes danger and creates

chaos. The chaos in the house, which is microcasm, reflects the chaos in the outside

world, which is macrocasm. Martin Esslin, in his essay “Harold Pinter's Theatre of

Cruelty”, associates the struggle in the house with the political struggles of that

time:

The verbal duels in The Homecoming are of an even fiercer and more deadly
nature: In this play also the connection between cruelty and sexuality comes very
strongly to the surface [...] Lenny's description of his chastising of one of his
prostitutes, with which he confronts Ruth at the beginning of the play, is a case in
point [...] Lenny's verbal torture of his father is another deadly game of power.
And Ruth establishes her dominance over Lenny precisely by taking these
descriptions of brutality with the coolness of a professional. There is a life-and-
death struggle also going on the dialogues between Lenny and his father and
between Max and Sam. The milieu of The Homecoming is the world of terrorist
organizations like IRA or the SS, the world of gas chambers and the nuclear
menace projected into a domestic setting (Esslin, 1993: 33)

Act One finishes with Max's offer to kiss and hug Teddy when he learns that she is a

mother. But this time he “reflects his own insecurities” (Cahn, op. cit., 64) about the

loyalty of Jessie by asking Teddy that “All yours, Ted?” (HC, 51). And the last
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words before curtain displays his lack of and need for love: “He still loves his

father!” (Ibid., 52), he cries; however, we do not see them hug at the stage.

Different  from  Act  One,  Act  Two  is  marked  with  the  domination  of  Ruth.

Throughout the second act Ruth gradually takes the control of the family. The scene

opens with a happy family tableau which is very different from the previous scenes.

We see all the members including Ruth and Teddy drinking coffee together after

lunch. Max appreciates Ruth for the coffee and Ruth appreciates Max for the lunch.

Max seems like a good-natured father and Ruth appears like a submissive, serving

daughter-in-law. The antagonistic and cruel men come together for the first time in

such  a  tableau  and  it  is  Ruth  who  gathers  them  together,  which  shows  the

importance of a woman in their lives. Meanwhile, Max ironically glorifies his

marriage with Jessie and their old times with the children waiting for admiration

from Ruth. He represents himself as a lovely husband, good father and good

provider:

MAX: [...]  What  would  Jessie  say  if  she  was  alive?  Sitting  here  with  her  three
sons. [...] And a lovely daughter-in-law. [...] She'd have petted them and cooed
over them, wouldn't she, Sam? [...] (To RUTH.) Mind you, she taught those boys
everything they know. She taught them all the morality they know. [...] I mean, I
was busy working twenty-four hours a day in the shop, I was going all over the
country to find meat, I was making my way in the world, but I left a woman at
home with a will of iron, a heart of gold and a mind. Right, Sam? (Ibid., 53-4)

As Silverstein says “Max's comment possesses a good deal of irony” (Silverstein,

op. cit., 81). He represents Jessie as a domestic mother-wife although she is implied

to be a prostitute. At the same time he represents himself as a good provider figure

who does everything to earn money for his family. He also appreciates himself as a

gentle husband and a caring father:

MAX: [...] Mind you, I was generous man to her. I never left her short of a few
bob I remember one year I entered into negotiations with a top-class group of
butchers with continental connections. I was going into association with them. I
remember the night I came home, I kept quiet.  First of all  I  gave Lenny a bath,
then Teddy a bath, then Joey a bath. What fun we used to have in bath, eh, boys?
Then I came downstairs and I made Jessie put her feet up on a pouffe [...] Then I
gave her a drop of cherry brandy. I remember the boys came down, in their
pyjamas, all their hair shining, their faces pink (HC 54).
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Max’s words reflects the ideal family image in his mind which is far away from

reality. Silverstein says that “Max's narrative of family harmony –the same narrative

that praises Jessie for her role in socializing the children- attempts to 'save' her, to

efface her image as a 'slutbitch of a wife' (p. 63) and install her securely within the

patriarchal realm of the docile wife.” (Silverstein, op. cit., 81) In doing so, Max in

fact expects to find himself a respectable position as the good father of a happy

family. According to Hugh Nelson as he asserts in his “The Homecoming: Kith and

Kin”, the family in the play is a picture that reveals the corruption behind the

curtain:

Beneath  the  stated  values  of  the  play,  there  is  a  total  absence  of  values,  a  void
which is filled by the human family's animal struggle to survive and perpetuate
itself.  [...]  The  Homecoming  makes  us  aware  that  Pinter  is  again  showing  us
nothing more surprising or mystifying than man's primitive nature reasserting
itself, naked and demanding from beneath the layers of intellectual and ethical
sophistication with which it has been so carefully covered. (Nelson, 163)

Ruth deliberately interrupts Max's happy family representation: “What happened to

the group of butchers?” (HC, 55) Ruth cuts off Max's speech because she does not

want to let him have the control. After she “brings everyone down to the primitive

level” (Cahn: op. cit., 65) with her abrupt question, Max's pleasant family tableau is

replaced by a bitter one. This time he begins to complain about his heavy burdens as

the  most  responsible  member  of  his  family.  The  peaceful  family  becomes  “a

crippled family”, the three golden hair boys become “three bastard sons” and the

woman of a heart of gold becomes “a slutbitch of a wife” (HC, 55)

As another attempt to be recognized by Ruth, Max exaggerates his intimacy

for Teddy and Ruth. He declares Teddy as his flesh and blood and as his first born,

and Ruth as a charming woman. He praises her by saying Teddy has made a

wonderful choice and he has got a wonderful family. However, his words sound

highly ironic again. He praises them so much that his exaggeration proves his words

to be unreal. While he appreciates Ruth as a number one cook, a charming woman,

and  a  good  mother  he  in  fact  tries  to  conform  her  into  a  typical  domestic  female

image. “But his view of that alliance meets immediate resistance from Ruth, who is

no more willing to alleviate Max's domestic burdens than anyone else is” (Quigley
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op. cit., 203). She says that she is not a charming woman now, but she was so before

her marriage with Teddy. Although she wants to go on Teddy interrupts her,

because  “Ruth's  interest  in  her  former  self  [as  a  model  for  body]  clashes  with  her

current family role” (Ibid., 206). Like Max, Teddy represents Ruth as an ideal wife-

mother figure. Again like Max, he not only praises Ruth but also represents their

marriage as a perfect, happy, warm picture:

TEDDY: She's a great help to me over there. She's a wonderful wife and mother.
She's  a  very  popular  woman.  She's  got  lots  of  friends.  It's  a  great  life,  at  the
University . . . you know . . . it's a very good life. We've got a lovely house . . .
we've  got  all  .  .  .  we've  got  everything  we  want.  It's  a  very  stimulating
environment.
Pause.
My department . . . is highly successful.
Pause.
We've got three boys, you know.  (HC, 58)

Again Pinter shows that what the character says is the opposite what he really

means. Teddy's stammering shows that his story is not true. Teddy and Ruth are not

happy but Teddy tries to disguise his unhappiness and weakness by idealizing his

wife and family. “In front of the family he cuts her short whenever she tries to

disclose her past and reveal her mind and he gives instead own stereotyped image of

her as a devoted wife and mother who finds fulfilment and happiness in a vicarious

living through husband and children” (Sakellaridou, 1988: 116). On the other hand,

what Teddy does is to reduce Ruth into an object of function, who is useful for the

husband by helping him. Sakellaridou says that “poor Ruth is defined by her double

role as wife and mother and the value of her personality is estimated by the measure

of her usefulness to Teddy.” (Ibid., 117) However, Ruth, having come to the house

as the wife of the son, gradually moves to the center of the family from the

periphery.

Like Ruth, Lenny waits for the best time and best opportunity to exercise

power over the others. Having realized Teddy's weaknesses and inabilities in his

marriage and life in America, Lenny challenges his bother about his professional

qualifications that are supposed to be appreciated:
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LENNY: [...] Eh, Teddy, you haven't told us much about your Doctorship of
Philosophy. What do yo teach?
TEDDY: Philosophy.
LENNY:  Well,  I  want  to  ask  you  something.  Do  you  detect  a  certain  logical
incoherence in the central affirmations of Christian theism?
TEDDY: That question doesn't fall within my province. (HC, 59)

Lenny challenges his brother’s academic knowledge by using technical terms, a

proper language, and serious manner. Even if Teddy has a great knowledge, he

cannot express himself in front of the family. He avoids having a conversation.

Despite Lenny's long and insisting questions Teddy parries him by giving short

answers such as “I'm afraid I'm the wrong person to ask?”, “What do you make of

it?”  (Ibid., 60). However, in doing so, he proves his inability, inconfidence and

restrictedness. While the other male members try to get into the conversation with

ridicilous interpretations, the actual counterattack comes from Ruth who both

challenges Lenny and proves her superiority over her husband in terms of self-

confidence and intellectual knowledge. She joins the discussion with an equivocal

example, which is an attempt both to draw attention and to show her intellectual

competence in front of the males:

RUTH: Don't be too sure though. You've forgotten something. Look at me. I . . .
move my leg. That's all it is. But I wear . . . underwear . . . which moves with me
. . . it . . . captures your attention. Perhaps you misinterpret. The action is simple.
It's a leg . . . moving. My lips move. Why don't you restrict . . . your observations
to that? Perhaps the fact that they move is more significant .  .  .  than the words
which come through them. You must bear that . . . possibility . . . in mind.
Silence.  (Ibid., 60-1)

Ruth captures all the males by using her sexuality and her cunning mind. She fools

the males, she proves that they are that easy to manipulate. However, it is not only

about sexuality. As Sakellaridou remarks:

[W]hen she suggests that 'perhaps the fact that [the lips] move is more significant
.  .  .  than  the  words  which  come  through  them',  she  is  actually  criticising  the
inadequacy of language– which is no less than a metalinguistic observation. Thus
Ruth  emerges  not  only  as  a  woman with  an  intuitive  knowledge of  herself  and
the world, but also as a human being with intellectual capacities. (Sakellaridou,
op. cit.,  112)
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After taking the control in her hands, Ruth begins to tell her own story. Teddy

cannot interrupt her this time. In contrast to Teddy's happy family picture that

prefers words such as “a great life”, “a very good life”, “a lovely house”, “a very

stimulating environment” (HC, 58), Ruth describes their life in America as dull, dry,

and monotonuous with these words: “It's all rock. And sand. It stretches . . . so far . .

. everywhere you look. And there's lots of insects there.” (Ibid., 61) She is not

happy with her life with Teddy. She “does not like the life of a college professor's

wife” (Esslin, 1970: 152). When Teddy realizes that, he gets worried about losing

her. In the next scene hei in a panic, suggests Ruth going back home immediately.

He avoids facing the situation and he only thinks about running away. However,

when they first came, it was Teddy who wanted to stay for a few days and it was

Ruth who wanted to go back home soon with the excuse of seeing the sons. Now it

is the opposite. The reason is that Teddy is disappointed. His family, the only thing

that he expects to care for him, has ignored and excluded him. Neither his academic

career nor his good life style, lovely house, or stimulating environment does interest

the father or the brothers. His “doctorship of philosophy” is a matter of mockery for

Lenny. Lenny challenges him, humiliates him and reveals his weaknesses, fears and

his lack of self-confidence. Moreover, his wife disappoints him and Teddy cannot

find the emotional fullfilment that he looks for. And that is why he wants to escape

from this “dirty” place to his “clear” place.

On  the  other  hand  Ruth,  who  does  not  want  to  stay  with  the  family  at  the

beginning, now resists to Teddy's insistence. She wants to stay with the family

because the misinterpretation of Lenny and Max and the brutal attitude of the males

have led her to enter the power struggle. And while she is resisting against the

cruelty of the men, she begins to re-establish her own identity that she used to have

in the past before marriage. She was a model for the body and she left her job after

being married, which means that marriage and maternity restricted her life style. But

here, in Teddy's family, when she challenges Lenny's attacks, when she expresses

herself  and  manages  to  become  the  center  of  the  attention  among  the  males,  she

makes herself recognized as an individual. This is an important step for Ruth

because, as Quigley indicates, “[f]or too long Ruth has had to submerge her
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professional abilities in the demands of her role as wife and mother in the American

home. Her professional expertise has been subordinated to the need for Teddy to

pursue his.” (Quigley, op. cit., 218). It is bare and suffocating for her. Furthermore,

Ruth's exercise of power and dominance is not only for the sake of power and

dominance. What she seeks for in a deeper level is recognition, appreciation, maybe

admiration. In this respect, “'in rejecting her husband, whose province is words, and

in staying with his family, she seeks not simply promiscuous pleasure, but greater

existential wholeness' (Warner, 351)” (Cahn, op. cit., 72). Pinter himself points out

the same thing in one of his interviews:

In The Homecoming the woman is not a nymphomaniac, as some critics claimed.
In fact she's not very sexy. She's in a kind of despair which gives her a kind of
freedom. Certain facts, like marriage and the family, for this woman have clearly
ceased to have meaning.” (Pinter’s words in Malcolm Page, 1993: 30)

Then,  being  a  caring  mother  and  a  helping  wife  does  not  give  her  a  sense  of

satisfaction and plenitude. She rejects these domestic roles. However, Teddy is far

from understanding her and he still tries to persuade her by offering the same

restricted life that she is already fed up with: “You can help me with my lectures

when we get back. I'd love that. I'd be so grateful for it, really.” (HC,  63)  As

Quigley asserts “Teddy in this proposal suggests as a solution a continuation of the

situation that has for Ruth been the root problem of her American existence.”

(Quigley, op. cit., 211)

Therefore, Ruth prefers to stay with the London family and she begins to

establish a sort of professional alliance with Lenny against whom she was in a tough

power struggle in Act One. Ruth, as a model for the body, and Lenny, as a pimp, are

“now able to discuss that expertise with a listener who does not regard it as

unmentionable at all.” (Ibid., 214). Their alliance is also a kind of rebellion against

the family that always avoid talking about these dirty jobs. Especially Ruth's

alliance with Lenny is a rebellion and challenge against her husband who regards

himself superior as a professor. “Far from being a 'dirty' or a topic to be avoided,

this career and her success in pursuing it mean as much to Ruth as Teddy's belief in

his success as a philosopher means to him, as much as Sam's belief in his expertise
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as a chauffeur means to him, as much as Joey's sucess as a boxer and Max's as a

butcher mean to them.” (Ibid., 215). They all want to prove themselves through

their jobs.

After Teddy leaves to pack the bags, Ruth and Lenny begin a comfortable

conversation as the first step of their alliance. They talk about clothes and Ruth asks

him whether he likes her shoes (HC, 64). Unsurprisingly, Lenny's “attitude changes

from vilification to romanticisation” (Sakellaridou, op. cit., 110) after recognizing

Ruth as a business partner. Now he tells a new story which is totally different from

the previous two. It is not about sexual or physical brutality over women but about

his buying a hat for a girl with “a bunch of daffodils on it, tied with a black satin

bow, and then it was covered with a cloche of black veiling.” (HC, 65) However,

having resisted against the oppression and manipulation of Lenny so far, Ruth still

acts cautiously and does not let Lenny shape her as he wants. As well as having

rejected  Max's  attempt  to  represent  her  as  a  pretty  domestic  woman,  she  now

“rejects the image of the woman as an almost disembodied, fragile floral beauty.”

(Sakellaridou, op. cit., 111) and “shatters his [Lenny's] highly fictionalised vision of

womanhood with her blunt reply” (Ibid.):  “I  was  a  model  for  the  body.  A

photographic model for the body.” (HC, 65) Ruth tries to preserve her self-identity

and independence by interrupting Lenny's lovely representation. In fact, the

oppressive and manipulative attitudes of Lenny and Max become a productive

motive for Ruth to develop resistance and to regain her identity independent from

Teddy.

The alliance between Lenny and Ruth turns out to be obvious with the

physical play. When Teddy comes down from upstairs with the cases, Lenny asks

Ruth for a last dance before they go. Despite Teddy's refusal Ruth accepts Lenny's

proposal:

    RUTH stands. They dance, slowly.
TEDDY stands, with RUTH'S coat.
MAX and JOEY come in the front door and into the room.
They stand.
LENNY kisses RUTH. They stand, kissing.
JOEY: Christ, she's wide open.
Pause.
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She's a tart.
Pause.
Old Lenny's got a tart in here.
JOEY goes to them. He takes RUTH'S arm. He smiles at LENNY. He sits with
RUTH on the sofa, embraces and kisses her.
He looks up at LENNY.
Just up my street.
He leans her back until she lies beneath him. He kisses her. He looks up at
TEDDY and MAX.
It's better than a rubdown, this.
LENNY sits  on  the  arm  of  the  sofa.  He  caresses RUTH'S hair as JOEY
embraces her.
(Ibid., 66- 7)

Cahn regards the scene as Ruth's declaration of independence:

[S]he insinuates that although she is married to Teddy and to all appearances
committed to him, legalities do not constrain her. Her instincts, her very nature
as a woman, are more important. Thus she is free to act as she wants. (Cahn, op.
cit., 66).

She challenges the social norms and the ideals of male mind. She struggles not to

become a victim. She stands as the counterside against the males in the male

territory. And her weapon is her sexuality. Billington thinks that Ruth's stance is:

a feminist challenge to male despotism and to the classification of women as
either mothers or whores. From that standpoint, the play shows the elusive Ruth
escaping from an arid marriage and a sterile academic environment into one
where she exercises social and economic control. (Billington, op. cit., 168)

While  Joey  and  Ruth  are  rolling  off  the  sofa  on  the  floor  and  while  Lenny  is

touching her gently with his foot the most ironic verbal act of the play takes place.

Max praises Ruth as a lovely woman with these words:

MAX: [...] Mind you, she's a lovely girl. A beautiful woman. And a mother too.
A mother of three. You've made a happy woman out of her. It's something to be
proud of. I mean we're talking about a woman of quality. We're talking about a
woman of feeling. (HC, 67-8)

In Billington’s words, it is the “mother- whore dichotomy” which “is the male ideal

of the prefect wife” (Billington, op. cit. 170) Like Jessie, who is recalled both as “a

bad bitch” (HC,  17)  and  as  “a  woman  with  a  heart  of  gold  (Ibid., 57), Ruth is
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represented in the same fragmented identity. Hugh Nelson in his essay “The

Homecoming: Kith and Kin” says that: "What is perhaps most important is the

recognition that Ruth is a 'fractionized' image forced into completely contradictory

roles: mother and whore, wife and sister, matriarch and handmaiden, guardian and

hostage" (Nelson, op. cit., 160).

While Lenny and Joey are kissing and embracing Ruth, Teddy stands in the

corner and watches them with Max. Cahn says that “the outlandishness of the action

on stage in juxtaposition with the double entendre of Max's commentary, is set off

even more by Teddy's silence, which amounts to complicity.” (Cahn, op. cit., 67-8)

Although he presents himself as an intellectual man with civilized manners his

intellectual attachments which he hides behind make him as primitive as the others.

He is either too reasonable and dry because of his academic career or too weak and

coward to face the crisis. He watches everything but does not interrupt or react:

The analysis is Teddy's justification for his passivity. He refuses to participate in
the family ways, to fight for his own wife, or to stand for any principles [...] he
also suffers from a lack of feeling that turns him into an outcast from his family,
and in no way may he be judged heroic. One implication is that Teddy's
intellectual sophistication, the product of his undergraduate and graduate
education, may also have removed him from normal human emotions. He uses
philosophical training not to understand life, but to set himself apart from it.
(Ibid., 68)

Because of his passivity Teddy becomes the target of Ruth's attack. As Lenny did,

Ruth challenges Teddy's academic status in front of the family: “Has your family

read one of your critical works?” (HC, 69), knowing that none of the members are

interested in his works. Neither Max, nor Lenny nor Joey pay attention to the

question and they go on serving Ruth food and drink that she has just ordered. This

time Teddy loses his composure totally:

TEDDY: You wouldn't understand my works. You wouldn't have the faintest
idea of what they were about. [...] You' re way behind. [...] You'd be lost. [...] It's
a question of how far you can operate on things and not in things. I mean it's a
question of your capacity to ally the two, to relate the two, to balance the two. To
see, to be able to see! I'm the one who can see. That's why I can write my critical
works . . . [...] Intellectual equilibrium. You're just objects. You just . . . move
about. I can observe it.  I  can see what you do. It's the same as I do. But you're
lost in it. You won't get me being . . . I won't be lost in it.
BLACKOUT. (Ibid., 69- 70)
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Not only his bad temper but also his stammering demonstrate that what he really

means is the opposite of what he says. The blackout, also, functions to weaken the

reliability of his speech by leaving the words hanging in the air. “Teddy is indeed

lost  in  the  professional  world  he  retreats  to,  and  that  retreat  seem no  less  a  failure

than any he might endure in operating in things rather than simply on them.”

(Quigley, op. cit., 219) He rejects being in that brute, insensitive family but, in fact,

what he does is just to escape, withdraw. And what he calls as intellectual

equilibrium is nothing more than “an emotionless solipsism.” (Prentice, op. cit.,

135)

After the “blackout” we see an antagonistic Teddy who deliberately takes

Lenny's cheese roll. When Lenny wants him to apologise, Teddy challenges his

brother: “But I took it deliberately, Lenny.” (HC, 71) It is the first time Teddy has

talked to Lenny directly in the play. However, it is ironic that the only way he can

challenge Lenny is to take his cheese roll. After shouting at Teddy, Lenny begins a

long speech praising Teddy and lamenting about his absence in the house, which is

obviously ironic: “When we all sit round the backyard having a quiet gander at the

night sky, there's always an empty chair standing in the circle, which is in fact

yours.”  (HC, 73) However, the play shows that such a family meeting in the

backyard has never happened in this family, so they neither care nor miss Teddy

actually. His absence or his homecoming does not change anything for the family.

None of the family members are surprised or happy to see Teddy back again at the

beginning of the play. Lenny humiliates Teddy for being an insociable, isolated man

in America. Lenny also says that the life in America has made Teddy more sulky,

inner and less forthcoming. By comparing his American life with the poorer, lower

but more intimate one, he in fact implies that no matter how respectable his position

is, his life is colourless, dry and dull and that is the reason why Ruth is not going

back with him but staying with the London family. By this way, Lenny not only

ignores Teddy but also excludes him from the family and from his own wife.

At the end of the play the verbal violence,  the power struggle,  the fight for

domination gain physicality. Ruth, as the object of power, becomes the territory of
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authority. Sex becomes a kind of battle and possessing the body of the female

becomes the exercise of power among the males. As Dukore says “several members

of a male family struggle for power over each other and manoeuvre to win the

favours  of  the  sole  woman  in  their  midst”  (Billington, op. cit.,  168).  After  Joey

comes down Lenny asks “How'd you get on?” (HC, 73) and Joey answers “I didn't

get all the way.” (Ibid.,  74)  Lenny  ,  with  the  seriousness  of  a  professional  pimp,

worries about Ruth's being a “tease” (Ibid.):

LENNY: What do you think of that, Ted? Your wife turns out to be a tease. He's
had her up there for two hours and he didn't go the whole hog.
[...]
TEDDY: Perhaps, he hasn't got the right touch. (Ibid.)

Although  Teddy  has  rejected  to  be  within  this  filthiness,  he  participates  in  the

conversation about his wife's sexual performance. When Max comes in and asks

“Where's  the  whore?  Still  in  bed?  She  will  make  us  all  animals.”  (Ibid., 76), it is

again this intellectual man who informs his father: “He had her up there for two

hours and he didn't go the whole hog” (Ibid.). Sakellaridou says that “his stance as

an unemotional onlooker has turned him as much into an object as animalistic

behaviour has made his family into one.” (Sakellaridou, op. cit., 116) And Cahn

agrees: “The disparity between the cultured professor and the crude slang, the

bizarre situation of a man reporting on the sexual escapades of his wife, make this

line  one  of  the  most  comically  grotesque  in  a  play  of  full  of  dark  wit” (Cahn, op.

cit., 69).

When  Max  offers  Ruth  to  stay  with  them,  Teddy  cannot  show  a  strong

resistance. The only thing he can do is to present the children as an excuse:

“TEDDY: I'm afraid not, Dad. She's not well, and we've got to get home to the

children.” (HC, 77) But Max does not care about the children: “MAX: She can have

more! Here. If she's so keen.” (Ibid., 78) Teddy, once more, unassertively, even

kindly attempts to stop the family: “TEDDY (smiling): The best thing for her is to

come home with me, Dad. Really. We're married, you know.” (Ibid.) Max ignores

Teddy and thinks about the expenses of keeping Ruth as the new member of the

house. To afford her needs, Max and Joey agree to “make a donation” (Ibid.).
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However, Lenny makes a professional suggestion: “Why don't I take her up with me

to Greek Street?” (Ibid.,  80) He offers to make Ruth work for a couple of hours a

night, and it is overt that the work is prostitution. As a pimp, Lenny approaches the

issue in a serious and professional manner. He says that he has got a number of flats

all  around  that  area,  which  would  be  suitable  for  Ruth  to  work  at  night.  Whereas

Max agrees eagerly, Joey complains like a little child who does not want to share his

mother with anyone else: “JOEY: I don't want to share her with a lot of yobs!”

(Ibid., 81) But Lenny convinces him by saying that he has got a very distinguished

clientele (Ibid.). Then Lenny asks Teddy to distribute the cards with Ruth's name

and telephone number. He offers him the marketing of the new-established business.

He arranges the flat, the marketing organization, and the advertisement of the

commodity with a nice and attractive name like “Cynthia . . . or Gillian” (Ibid., 82).

All   is  like  a  feasibility  study  of  a  new business.  The  family  whose  members  have

never mentioned about Lenny's occupation so far is now ready to make use of it.

When  he  is  asked  to  make  the  offer  to  Ruth,  Teddy  does  not  disagree.

Instead, “[h]e decides to make himself the family's unthinkable proposal to Ruth,

ostensibly granting her freedom of choice but in reality concealing his own defeat

behind a well-disguised act of pseudo-generosity.” (Sakellaridou, op. cit., 117) Ruth

appreciates the offer without hesitation and listens to Max's compliments in a

serious manner:

MAX:  [...]  Since  poor  Jessie  died,  eh,  Sam?  We  haven't  had  a  woman  in  the
house. Not one. Inside this house. And I'll  tell  you why. Because their mother's
image was  so  dear  any other  woman would  have  .  .  .  tarnished it.  But  you .  .  .
Ruth .  .  .  you're not only lovely and beautiful,  but you're kin. You're kith. You
belong here. (HC, 83)

It is ironic but not surprising that whileTeddy, the real son, is excluded from the

family Ruth becomes kith and kin. Although the family concept traditionally

includes the blood tie it is replaced by desire now. Ruth becomes kith and kin while

she was a stranger, a dirty bitch at the beginning of the play. And the prodigal son

goes back to America without any appreciation, approval and intimacy. Because

Teddy is not what the family needs; “the family has no 'need' for a Ph. D.: what it

does need is a woman and it simply takes what it needs.” (Nelson, op. cit., 161).
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When Lenny tells about the luxury of the flat to persuade Ruth to stay, Ruth

has the men on a string and approaches the issue as professionally as them. She is in

fact  not  surprised  by  the  offer  because  this  is  what  Ruth  is  willing  to  reach.  Like

Lenny, Ruth regards the situation as a business matter. In Hincliffe's words she

join[s] the mess and beat the family at its own game” (Hincliffe, op. cit., 162). She

makes a bargain with the men. She wants at least three rooms – a dressing-room, a

rest-room, and a bedroom- and a bathroom. She also asks for a pesonal maid and

does not agree to take the capital investment as a debt that should be paid to the men

later  on.  It  is  like  a  business  meeting  of  two  companies  that  are  about  to  sign  a

contract:

RUTH: I would naturally want to draw up an inventory of everything I would
need, which would require your signatures in the presence of witnesses.
LENNY: Naturally.
RUTH: All aspects of the agreement and conditions of employment would have
to be clarified to our mutual satisfaction before we finalized the contract.
LENNY: Of course.
Pause.
RUTH: Well, it might prove a workable arrangement. (HC, 85)

For a reliable agreement in her terms, she calculates every single point in detail. It is

a business and the contract proves its formality. She is careful to depend each detail

from the number of the rooms to the wardrope expense onto legal terms not to be

exploited or abused by the men, especially by Lenny later on. Sakellaridou says that

“she exhibits a surprising ability for negotiation, a thorough knowledge of the

process of financial transactions and a mastery of legal terminology” (Sakellaridou,

op. cit., 113). She ensures her advantages and insures her rights. Although the

business project derives from Lenny “it is she who cuts through the male bullshit

and dictates terms.” (Billington, op. cit., 174) Cahn touches upon the same point and

says that:

If  Lenny  and  the  family  regard  sex  as  business,  Ruth  sees  it  as  a  source  of
strength. Not only is she capable of fulfilling male needs; Ruth also understands
that these needs are biologically compelling. Hence, in her identity as a woman,
with her sexual instincts under control, Ruth has power that the men cannot
challenge. Therefore she dictates the terms. (Cahn, op. cit., 71)
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The language, also, has a great function in this scene. It means much more than the

words in fact. It is used in a high formalism to conceal the brutality of the action.

Pinter deliberately exaggerates the precipice between the verbal and physical play so

that the disparity could create a striking effect on audience. In his article “Pinter’s

Homecoming:  The  Shock  of  Nonrecognition”  Bert  O.  States  indicates  that  it  is  "a

direct and almost satirical formalism of expression which is, putting it mildly,

inappropriate to the situation" (154). Actually the disparity of the language and the

situation is also a political implication of Pinter. According to Pinter, such a

disparity  is  the  parody  of  what  the  poiticians  do  with  language.  In  an  interview

Pinter gives the example of Vietnam war in which the politicians used a proper and

formal language as the characters do in The Homecoming: "The chasm between the

reality of the war in Vietnam and the image what US presented on the stage was so

enormous as to be quite preposterous" (from an interview with Pinter in Ganz, 1972:

31). In other words, the use of formal language aims to distort the severity of the

filthy reality in Vietnam war. Similarly the prostitution of Ruth is discussed in a

formal language “with a brazen coldness” (Cahn, op. cit., 70): “the economic

considerations”, “the human considerations” (HC,  79),  “the  expense”  (Ibid., 80),

the “distribution” (Ibid., 82) of the contact info, “the representative in the States” all

are the words of this formal context. Cahn says that “[u]nderlying this entire play is

a vision of human beings as no more than beasts, creatures of instinct and sensual

pleasure,  for  whom  morality  and  societal  standards  are  shackles  to  be  discarded.”

(Cahn, op. cit., 71)

After that, the play gets more and more absurd. Sam suddenly comes in to

say that “MacGregor had Jessie in the back of [his] cab as [he] drove them along.”

(HC, 86), after which “he croaks and collapses” (Ibid.). His sudden revelation may

be regarded as an evidence for the filthy business of the family that has been held

since Jessie. So, Ruth is the surrogate of Jessie in every aspect. In these terms, she

refers to the Biblical Ruth who comes to Bethlehem with her mother-in-law Naomi

(who is identified with Jessie in the play), whose words in the Biblical story match

to Ruth's position in The Homecoming: "thy people shall be my people and thy god

my god." (Nelson, op. cit.,  155-6)  Ruth  returns  home  as  the  representative  of  her
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mother-in-law, so it is her real place actually. In other words it is the homecoming

of Ruth not of Teddy. Esslin says that

Ruth is a mother figure, she is a reincarnation of Jessie. [...] It is not Teddy who
has  come  back  home  –after  all  he  left  after  one  day-  but  the  mother  who  has
returned. (Esslin, 1970: 154)

That is why in the end it is not Ruth but Teddy who is the stranger for the family.

Teddy leaves home in a distant manner by only shaking hands with the men. And

his comment about the uncle lying on the floor shows his insensitivity and cruelty

once more: “TEDDY: I was going to ask him to drive me to London Airport.” (HC,

87) He becomes a stranger who is excluded: “Her [Ruth's] refusal to return with

Teddy condemns him to repeat the rupture-occasioned by Jessie's death- of his union

with the mother” (Silverstein, op. cit., 99). Ruth's last words implies that he is

already excluded from the family:

RUTH: Eddie.
TEDDY turns.
Pause.
Don't become a stranger.” (HC, 88)

Although some critics such as Sakellaridou regard that the end of the play is

a victory for Ruth, it is actually a controversial issue throughout the play. “'To say

Ruth has won is to ignore the ambiguities that resonate in the last moments of the

play'” (Diamond, 1985: 157). It is undeniable that Ruth resists the male domination.

She  challenges  the  men,  she  plays  the  game  as  strategically  as  they  do.

“Nonetheless, she has agreed to play roles determined by these men, and thus the

parameters of her superiority are sharply defined.” (Cahn, op. cit., 74) Because it is

a male-coded game. No matter what the reason is –either to have an identity by

being the head of a male group or to prove superiority over the men or to get rid of

from the dull and restrictive roles of domesticity- Ruth takes the control of the male

territory by presenting herself as the males want to see. That is why her authority is

problematic. Silverstein draws attention to the point and asks that: “Ruth's

articulation of the law of exchange in the play's climactic 'contract scene' may

dislodge the men from their 'natural' position of enunciative authority, but does this
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fundamentally alter her status as a commodity?” (Silverstein, op. cit., 78) What

Ruth,  after  all,  does  is  to  take  part  in  the  family  as  a  wife-  mother  and  a  whore

figure. And what she possesses in exchange is a flat, a personal maid, and lots of

clothes. Silverstein adds “Ruth may seek to transform prostitution from a form of

exploitation  into  an  instrument  of  empowerment  but  she  can  only  achieve  such

empowerment by acquiescing to her commodification.” (Ibid., 79- 80) By offering

her  to  stay,  the  men of  the  house  who are  the  representatives  of  patriarchy  in  fact

recreate themselves. Ruth is asked to stay because she is functional for each man in

different terms. She is desired to stay because she is thought to be a perfect

combination of “the actual wife” and “the ideological wife” (Ibid., 81). Throughout

the play the “patriarchy depends for its reproduction on achieving a fit between the

actual wife and the ideological wife” (Ibid., 82). And Ruth meets that combination

for them. Sakellaridou states that:

The  reception  of  Ruth  in  this  male  menage  is  very  ambigious.  Their  male
chauvinism dictates hate, abuse and sexual demands of the woman; their
childishness induces them to plead for her motherly care and affection. In the end
Ruth stays with the family taking up the vacant place of the dead matriarch Jessie,
whose memory is as respectfully relished as it is violently cursed by both husband
and children. Thus the ambivalent position of the woman in the males' world is
perpetuated.  (Sakellaridou, op. cit., 108)

Ruth is the mother figure for the sons, which is confirmed with the final

image of the play. After Teddy leaves, Ruth sits on Max's chair which is called as

“her chair” in the stage direction. Joey kneels at her chair and puts his head in her

lap and Ruth touches his head lightly (HC, 88). Meanwhile, Max “falls on to his

kneels by the side of her chair”  (Ibid., 89) and Lenny stands in the corner. Esslin

says  that,  in  terms  of  the  sons,  “The Homecoming therefore is the culmination of

their Oedipal dreams: their mother, young and beautiful, has become available to

them as a sexual partner, as a 'whore', while the defeated father grovels on the floor

pleading for some scraps of her sexual favours” (Esslin, 1970: 154-5). Max himself

admits defeat and the play ends with the words of the old helpless man begging for

love:

MAX: [...] I'm not an old man.
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Pause.
Do you hear me?
He raises his face to her.
Kiss me. (HC, 89- 90)

The Homecoming, at first sight, seems like a play of incredible male

brutality.  Yet,  it  is  obvious that what lies beneath the brutality or aggression is the

lack of love and intimacy in their lives. The absence of mother for the sons and the

absence of wife for Max make it impossible for them to fulfil their emotional needs.

And this void directs all the motives and behaviours of the characters. Pinter draws

attention to the same point in one of his interviews:

There's no question that the family does behave very calculatedly and pretty
horribly to each other and to the returning son. But they do it out of the texture of
their lives and for other reasons which are not evil but slightly desperate (Pinter’s
words in Malcolm Page, 1993: 30).

The desperation of the sense of void leads the men to regard Ruth as the source of

wholeness, fullfilment and satisfaction. They recreate Ruth in accordance with their

own needs. They see her as an affectionate mother, as a devoted wife, and as a

seductive whore at the same time. They attach her the roles they want to see her in

but Ruth does not act in full obedience and she tries to take advantage from the

physical  and  emotional  weaknesses  of  the  men.  It  is  not  weird  to  say  that  the

manipulative and oppressive manners of the men strengthen Ruth’s resistance.

Instead of staying passive, she challenges or has to challenge the men. In other

words, the power exercise of the men over Ruth becomes productive for Ruth and

inevitably forces her to develop a counterattack. That productiveness and the mutual

relation between the attack and the counterattack is one of the characteristics of

power exercise to which Foucault draws attention. He says that “Power, after

investing itself in the body, finds itself exposed to a counterattack in the same

body.” (From an interview with Foucault in Colin Gordon, 1980: 56) The power

struggle between each member and each group throughout the play forms the

reactions and manners and motives of the characters. The oppression and tenseness

of the ceaseless battle encourage or discourage, strengthen or weaken the individual.
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The power exercise forces the individual to act, to respond, to re-establish. This is

what Foucault calls as the productivity of power exercise. He explains it as follows:
[T]he individual is not a pre-given entity which is seized on by the exercise of
power. The individual, with his identity and characteristics, is the product of a
relation of power exercised over bodies, multiplicities, movements, desires,
forces. (Ibid,. 74)

However,  this  does  not  mean  the  productiveness  of  power  exercise  or  power

struggle  provides  a  positive  result  every  time.  For  Ruth,  for  instance,  it  is  not

positive. In the process of power struggle she stands out against the male dominance

but she cannot be independent from the patriarchal codes completely. The demands,

desires  and  expectations  of  the  men shapes  the  techniques  and  tactics  of  Ruth  and

she, somehow, agrees to meet the needs of the men by staying with them. It is the

same for the other characters. Their reactions or decisions are determined during

their relationships with each other. Their manners or motives change in process

according to various reasons. Therefore, all the relations, alliances, and polarizations

among the characters emerge from this process of power exercise and power

struggle. That is why Foucault says “It seems to me that power is ‘always already

there’, that one is never ‘outside’ it, that there are no ‘margins’ for those who break

with the system to gambol in.” (Ibid., 141) On the other hand, Foucault emphasizes

that being unable to stay outside power relations should not be regarded as a sort of

trap or imprisonment because being able to stay outside does not mean

independence, either. According to Foucault, power itself is not something negative.

It  is  a  motive  as  usual  as  the  other  human  motives  which  shape  the  way  of  our

social, individual, cultural even political relations. What makes power negative is

the way it is exercised. That is why in The Homecoming, none of the characters are

the victims of power exercise. Throughout the play, for each character, every way of

power exercise creates another power exercise as a response. “Resistance” becomes

the natural partner of “power” that makes the circle of relations maintain. That

means all the characters are the different participants of the same circle who keep

the circle run.
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2. POWER STRUGGLE THROUGH MEMORY AND RECREATION

OF MEMORY IN OLD TIMES

After The Homecoming,  Pinter begins to write mostly about the themes of

solitude, isolation, separation, and the distances between people. After Landscape

and Silence which are plays about sense of loneliness, emptiness and transitory

nature of love, his one of the most confusing plays, Old Times (OT) appeared in

1970 with variety of meaning and interpretation. It again takes place around the

theme of power struggle which goes on in parallelism with the theme of possession,

domination, and manipulation. Although several interpretations are possible, the

core point at stake is a ceaseless battle in a triangular relationship among Kate, her

husband Deeley, and her friend Anna who comes to visit them in their country

house. According to Sakellaridou such a triangle has a significance:

This is the first time that two major women characters emerge on the centre of
the stage and actually carry the play with their dramatic and theatrical presence.
The erotic triangle is a familiar pattern in Pinter's world but it has so far involved
two men and a woman. Having two women versus one man is a totally new –one
could even say revolutionary -form. (Sakellaridou, op. cit., 168)

Pinter puts the theme of memory in the centre of the power struggle. Memory, as a

theme, is not new in Pinter’s plays but he has not used it so centrally before.

However, the theme of memory is problematic throughout the play because “we are

never quite sure at what point vivid memory shades into spontaneous creation.”

(Billington, op. cit. , 213) Anna and Deeley fix the past according to their own

needs. They distort the memory to justify, to assert, to prove themselves and to

convince, to influence, to manipulate the other. “In a world where memory is hazy

or subjective, the past can be used to gain leverage over the other people: one of the

key points of the play.” (Ibid., 214)

The play begins with an immediate picture of separation and solitude. The

stage direction is: “Light dim. Three figures discerned. DEELEY slumped in an

armchair, still. KATE curled on a sofa, still. ANNA standing at the window,

looking out.” (OT, 7) Not having participated yet, Anna remains in dim light while
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Kate  and  Deeley  are  talking.  The  first  word  of  the  play  comes  from  Kate:

“(Reflectively.)  Dark.”  (Ibid.)  Coming  from  nowhere,  she  only  says  “Dark.”  It

seems like a word hanging in the air. Her abrupt beginning creates more curiosity

when Deeley goes on conversation with a question about the expected guest, Anna:

“Fat or thin?” (Ibid.) Like Lenny in The Homecoming, Deeley seems very

interested in the newcommer. He asks a lot of questions about her: “Was she your

best friend?” (Ibid., 8), “Are you looking forward to see her?” (Ibid.,  11),  “Any

idea what she drinks?” (Ibid., 12), “Why isn't she married?” (Ibid.) He behaves as if

he tries to know his enemy, he wants to find out, to unravel the unknown. Yet, his

curiosity reveals his fears about Anna. Anna is a stranger for him and as his wife's

best and only friend she is a threat for Deeley's territorial authority. He regards Anna

as a potential threat as Lenny and Max do Ruth. Deeley shows his weakness from

the very beginning of the play:

From the opening lines, Deeley is on the defensive, as he inquires about Kate's
past relationship with Anna. These repeated attempts to clarify the bond the two
women shared reveals his jelousy, his doubts about his wife's fidelity, and
perhaps his fears about his masculinty. (Cahn, op. cit. , 104)

In fact, fear of women is typical in Pinter's male characters. Pinter questions the

masculinity and the self-confidence of the male characters who either always boast

about their abilities and superioritites in a cruel manner as we see in HC or always

hide their insecurities behind a mask of self confidence and composure as we will

see in Betrayal (B)  in  the  next  chapter.  While  Deeley  is  asking  questions  and

collecting information about Anna, Kate looks confused and dreamy. She gives

short answers to Deeley's questions and she seems uninterested in Anna's coming.

She even claims that she does not remember much about her. “It is a very long

time.” (OT 8): “I hardly remember her. I've almost totally forgotten her.” (Ibid.,12)

When  Deeley  asks  an  odd  question  such  as  “Why  her?”  (Ibid.,  10),  Kate  gives  a

strange detail about Anna, which is also a foreshadowing about the purpose of

Anna’s visit: “She was a thief. She used to steal things.” (Ibid.) Deeley asks: “What

things?” (Ibid.) Kate says: “Underwear.” (Ibid.) The implication is that “the

relationship between Anna and Kate was sexual, but a more important theme that
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emerges is that women, by their very nature, share and understanding of one

another's physical and emotional needs that men cannot fathom and certainly cannot

duplicate.” (Cahn, op. cit. , 104) Sakellaridou refers to lesbianism much more

directly while she, at the same time, suggests that all this also may be the projections

of Deeley's male fears:

Pinter's focus on an attachment between two women is a challenging and daring
enterprise since it  often crosses the borders of simple friendship and assumes a
covert lesbian character. [...] However, this hints implying lesbianism do exist,
even though they may only be projections of Deeley's male fears. (Sakellaridou,
op. cit. , 166)

When  Deeley  keeps  asking  about  Anna,  Kate  cuts  it  short:  “Ask  her.”  (OT 12-3)

However,  Deeley does not give up: “Do I have to ask her everything?” (Ibid., 13)

Kate who usually keeps her calmness and distance throughout the play, attacks

Deeley for the first time: “Do you want me to ask your questions for you?” (Ibid.)

She touches to Deeley's soft snap which is his insecurity and lack of self confidence.

As Ruth does to Lenny by calling him Leonard, Kate puts Deeley into the position

of a little boy who is not courageous enough to handle on his own and who is in

need of his mother. In this position,

[n]o matter what Deeley does in response, he is lost. If he insists that Kate ask,
then he concedes defeat. If he continues to ask questions himself, then offers
those same questions to Anna, he remains acquiescent. Thus the false bravado of
his reply: 'No. Not at all' (IV, 9) (Cahn, op. cit. , 105)

Kate does a second attack and responses Deeley's curiosity about whether

Anna is married by saying that “Of course she's married. [...] Everyone's married ”

(OT, 13) While Deeley tries to find himself a position as a husband by associating

women with marriage, Kate trivializes marriage and cancels out Deeley's patriarchal

claims of power as a husband. When Deeley accuses her of having no curiosity

about Anna, Kate, as a third attack, excludes Deeley from her intimacy with Anna

and from her superior knowledge about Anna: “You forget. I know her.” (Ibid., 14)

When Deeley challenges, “You haven't seen her for twenty years.” (Ibid.), Kate gets

more challenging: “You've never seen her. There's difference.” (Ibid.) Having
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claimed so far that she hardly remembers Anna, Kate this time declares her

complete knowledge about Anna. She posesses her and dismisses Deeley from the

bond  of  the  two  women.  Being  defeated  and  hurt  Deeley  immediately  attacks  his

wife by reminding that she had no friend except Anna whereas Anna had many.

Deeley wants to hurt Kate about her isolation and loneliness; however, Kate does

not lose her temper and Deeley gets mistaken. Also that he learns his wife and Anna

lived together excludes him one step further from the intimacy of the women and he

cannot conceal his fear and anxiety any more:

DEELEY
You never told me that. I thought you just knew each other.
KATE
We did.
DEELEY
But in fact you lived with each other.
KATE
Of  course  we  did.  How  else  would  she  steal  my  underwear  from  me?  In  the
street?
Pause
DEELEY
I knew you had shared with someone at one time . . .
Pause
But I didn't know it was her.
KATE
Of course it was.
Pause
DEELEY
Anyway, none of this matters. (Ibid., 16- 7)

“The play, however, ironically dramatizes precisely the opposite – all that happens

matters very much to Deeley as the subtly ferocious battle escalates to a near life-

and-death struggle for survival.” (Prentice, 2000: 188) As typical of Pinter's

characters, Deeley tries to conceal his deep feelings, fears, and insecurities. That the

two women lives together means a lot to him because their sharing a flat means they

also shared much more than Deeley supposes, they are much closer than he thinks.

And all this means a threat for Deeley's position as a husband and a foreshadowing

that he would be excluded from the female bond of Kate and Anna. Pinter does not

delay the coming threat and what Deeley is afraid of appears immediately: “ANNA

turns from the window, speaking, and moves down to them, eventually sitting on the

second sofa.”  (OT, 17) The way Anna participates in the play is specifically
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important because she does not enter from a door or we do not see her come from

outside. On the contrary, Pinter includes her in the first scene as a standing figure in

front of the window. Although she has stayed in dim light, she is always there: “no

messing with doors and entrances. Anna immediately launches into a long, detailed

stream-of-consciousness account of London life with Kate twenty years ago”

(Billington, op. cit. , 215). That means she is not an intruder, she does not intrude

physically as Ruth does, but she is always there in Kate and Deeley's mind, as a

third and inevitable member in their marriage, which Kate cannot get rid of and

which Deeley is afraid of.

Nevertheless, it becomes clear that the conflict will not be territorial, for there is
no sense of Anna's intrusion into the couple's space. The intrusion, as it turns out,
is instead into their perception. (Peacock, op. cit. , 111)

Then,  it  is  not  weird  to  say  that  Anna’s  presence  in  the  play  has  also  a  symbolic

meaning. She represents the male fears of Deeley and the emotional or physical

intimacy between the two women. Anna's first long tirade also supports this

suggestion. She begins her speech in medias res and it is about the youth memories

of the two women:

Queuing all night, the rain, do you remember? my goodness, the Albert Hall,
Covent Garden, what did we eat? to look back, half the night, to do things we
loved,  we  were  young  then  of  course,  but  what  stamina,  and  to  work  in  the
morning, and to a concert, or the opera, or the ballet, that night, you haven't
forgotten? and then riding on top of the bus down Kensington High Street, and
the bus conductors, and then dashing for the matches for the gasfire and then I
suppose scrambled eggs, or did we? who cooked? [...] lunchtimes in Green Park,
exchanging all our news, with our very own sandwiches, innocent girls, innocent
secretaries, and then the night to come, and goodness knows what excitement in
store, [...] . . . and the cafés we found, almost private ones, weren't they? Where
artists and writers and sometimes actors collected, and others with dancers, we
sat hardly breathing with our coffee, heads bent, so as not to be seen, so as not to
disturb, so as not to distract, [...] and does it still exist I wonder? do you know?
can you tell me? (OT 17-8)

Even if Anna is not a real presence in the play and is only present in Kate's mind and

if all these words are the inner voice of Kate, then, it is obvious Kate longs for the

old days that she with Anna. As another important point about Anna’s

reminiscences is that the life Kate had in her youth days are totally different from
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her present life style. Having been married to Deeley, she now lives in a farmhouse

in  the  country  side.  It  is  dull  and  silent  when  it  is  compared  to  the  dynamic  and

active  life  style  in  London.  If  we  regard  that  she  longs  for  the  old  times  it  can  be

also said that she is unhappy with such a tedious life with Deeley as Ruth was with

the academic life of Teddy in The Homecoming. On the other hand, if Anna is

regarded as a real presence as a visitor and if all these words as her reminiscences, it

shows the emotional and physical bond of the two women but with a difference.

While recalling the past days, Anna continuously asks Kate for confirmation, which

means  her  reminiscences  are  not  only  reminiscences  but  also  a  strategy  to  possess

Kate. She forces Kate to take part in her side by asking “do you remember? [...] you

haven't forgotten? [...] did we? [...] weren't they? [...] do you know? can you tell

me?” (OT, 17- 8) Cahn says that:

Anna's first speech is a recollection of experiences shared with Kate, and thus is
Anna's way of revivifying their relationship. As becomes clear, Anna's need to
do so gives Kate the true power in this play, for it is she who is desired by both
Deeley and Anna. In this respect, Kate seems to have the strength of Ruth in The
Homecoming, who, as the object of desire, achieves power. (Cahn, op. cit. , 105)

On the other hand, “[w]hile Anna attempts to renew her old friendship with Kate by

recalling their shared past she deliberately excludes Deeley by ignoring him”

(Prentice, 2000: 186). Dukore draws attention to the same point by making an

identification between Kate and Ruth and concludes that the effort of Deeley and

Anna to possess Kate proves Kate's power and independence:

Like Ruth in The Homecoming, the woman who is wanted can control those who
want her. Anna requires confirmation of past and therefore of self, and her long
opening speech is sprinkled with questions, appended to assertions [...] By
contrast the independent Kate requires no confirmation by another person.
(Dukore, 1982: 93)

Anna's claim to possess Kate incites Deeley. Although Anna's questions and speech

refer to Kate, it is Deeley, not Kate, who responds: “We rarely get to London.” (OT,

18) It is obviosuly a counterattack to destroy the bond of the two women by using

the subject “we”. “He simultaneously deflates Anna's fond raptures and inserts

himself into the growing alliance between Anna and Kate.” (Prentice, 2000: 186) He
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challenges the shared past of Anna and Kate by pointing up his marital bond with

Kate.  But  Kate  does  not  let  Deeley  gain  the  authority  over  her.  She  deliberately

addresses to Anna by ignoring Deeley's comment: “Yes, I remember.” (OT, 18)

Then, she takes coffee to Anna and Deeley but she “adds milk and sugar” (Ibid.) to

Anna's cup, which is again an implication of the closeness between the two women.

Deeley is provoked again and challenges Kate's coffee service by offering brandy to

Anna, which she accepts.

After recalling the hasty and dynamic youth days in London, Anna

outwardly appreciates their choice of living in such a silence: “How wise you were

to  choose  this  part  of  the  world,  and  how sensible  and  courageous  of  you  both  to

stay permanently in such a silence.” (OT, 19) Her words are, however, ironic. While

she implies that their place is unbearably drab, she also shows her pity and

grievance for Kate who has married and preferred living in such drabness. She tries

to say that Kate lives in a total desolation and in a total solitude, which is

corroborated  by  Deeley’s  words:  “My work  takes  me away quite  often,  of  course.

But Kate stays here.” (Ibid.) And Kate’s own words also proves her loneliness and

isolation:  “Sometimes  I  walk  to  the  sea.  There  aren't  many  people.  It's  a  long

beach.” (Ibid., 20) Kate’s dreamy mood also contributes to her isolation and absent-

presence throughout the first act. She speaks as if she is in a dream, as if she is

talking  to  neither  Deeley  nor  Anna.  Also  while  talking  about   Kate,  Anna  and

Deeley always address her with the subject “she” as if she is not there with them.

Throughout the first act she rarely joins the conversation and it is mostly Deeley and

Anna who talk to each other but their conversation always refers to Kate somehow,

which keeps Kate at the centre of the play.

After Kate mentions about her lonely walkings on the beach, Anna from out

of nowhere comments about the meal: “You have a wonderful casserole.” (OT, 20)

By she switching the subject so abrubtly,  she ignores Kate once more.  She tries to

clarify  her  abrupt  comment  with  a  more  confusing  explanation:  “I  mean  wife.  So

sorry. A wonderful wife. [...] I was referring to the casserole. I was referring to your

wife's cooking.” (Ibid., 20- 1) In doing so, she not only deletes Kate from the

conversation but also associates her with her ability in cooking. In other words, she
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objectifies her as a good wife figure, she associates her with domesticity. While

Anna and Deeley are talking about Kate, they begin to establish an alliance which is

also a battle of possession. Kate as the object of desire and possession for both,

becomes the tool of their alliance and rivalry:

ANNA
She was always a dreamer.
DEELEY
She likes taking long walks. All that. You know. Raincoat on. Off down the lane,
hands, deep in pockets. All that kind of thing. (Ibid., 23- 4)

For that episode Cahn makes a considerable interpretation: “His [Deeley's] speech is

meant to communicate that he understands Kate's present wants, as well as that Kate

no longer needs to dream: she is satisfied with the life he provides.” (Cahn, op. cit. ,

107) He does what Teddy does in The Homecoming.  He  draws  a  happy  family

picture, a happy wife and a husband in a happy marriage. What he tries to do

beneath the surface is, however, to undercut Anna's implication that Kate longs for

the old times. He wants to prove that Kate is not as she used to be, she has changed,

and she is happy now with her present life with Deeley. But the text obviously says

the opposite. Although Kate does not complain about her sense of unhappiness and

void she neither claims the opposite. Also her silence and dreamy mood show her

reluctance, hopelessness, indifference. As Deeley reveals, she is bound to that place,

the  only  thing  she  does  is  to  go  for  long  walks  on  the  beach,  alone.  It  seems very

probable that she does not have any friends. Then, it is easy to conclude that the

independence of Kate is also a captivity. It is a captivity not only because they live

in a farmhouse in countryside which is totally silent and desolate but also because of

the presence of Deeley. Because Deeley, throughout the play, uses the words

“watching” and “gazing” while talking about Kate. Before Anna appears, he tells

Kate that he will be watching her (OT, 11) in order to see her interest in the visit of

her old friend Anna. This issue of watching gains much more significance when

Deeley and Anna begin a conversation about Kate that objectifies her:

DEELEY
Sometimes I take her face in my hands and look at it.
ANNA
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Really?
DEELEY
Yes, I look at it, holding it in my hands. Then I kind of let it go, take my hands
away, leave it floating.
KATE
My head is quite fixed. I have it on.
DEELEY
(To ANNA.) It just floats away.

    [...]
    ANNA

But she was always a charming companion.
DEELEY
Fun to live with?
ANNA
Delightful.
DEELEY
Lovely to look at, delightful to know.
ANNA
Ah, those songs. We used to play them, all of them, all the time, late at night,
lying on the floor, lovely old things. Sometimes I'd look at her face, but she was
quite unaware of my gaze. (Ibid., 24- 6)

Marc Silverstein discusses the issue of gaze in Old Times by referring to

Lacan  and  Sartre.  Silverstein  calls  Deeley's  watching  as  “the  kind  of  absolute,

monocular power [...] with which he attempts to subject Kate to scopic domination.”

(Silverstein, op. cit. , 110) He identifies Deeley with a film director who objectifies

a living thing by looking at it through the eyes of the camera and by isolating it from

the living environment. It is also an effort to fix the living thing into an image. And

Deeley, who ironically says that “I wrote the film and directed it. My name is Orson

Welles.” (OT, 42) tries to fix Kate and possess her through his own way of

representation. He takes her face in his hands as a director takes the face in the

hands of the camera, and he looks at it. And he says that when he lets the face go the

face floats. In other words when the camera, the eyes of the director, does not watch

the image, it immediately vanishes. That means the gaze of the director creates the

image and then it lets it into the void. Silvesrstein says that: “According to Deeley,

once the monocular gaze of the director-as-camera turns away from the image it

'creates' and upon which it bestows objectivity, that image floats away into a kind of

nothingness.” (Silverstein, op. cit. , 111) This monocular gaze, as Silverstein

explains, functions like the technique of panopticism to which Foucault refers in

order  to  explain  the  working  mechanism  of  disciplinary  power.  Like  the  tower

structure in panopticon, Deeley wants to keep Kate subjected to a ceaseless
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survelliance. He “attempt[s] to assert the hegemony of the panoptic gaze that would

allow [him] to achieve a transcendental vantage point from which to position, limit,

and contain the spectacle of Kate's body.” (Ibid., 116) The real purpose beneath the

surface, then, is not only to gaze but to execise power over the other through the

panoptic gaze. Because “the very process of looking -the structure of the gaze itself-

becomes the source of our 'looked-at-ness.' [...] for Sartre the experience of being

watched seemingly entails the existence of a watcher” (Ibid., 113). By having Kate

as the object of his watching, Deeley endeavors to prove his own presence as the

watcher.  He attaches himself to Kate as the husband of the wife,  as the watcher of

the watched, which shows his dependence on Kate. As the men do in The

Homecoming, he wants to maintain his presence through Kate. Yet, Kate is not

eager to meet Deeley's needs. She resists being represented through his gaze and she

rejects to disappear in the absence of that gaze. She challenges Deeley by declaring

her independent existence: “My head is quite fixed. I have it on.” (OT,  24)  She

exists because she is self-contained. She is fixed but only if she wants to be, and she

floats only when she wants to.

The issue of gaze also maintains through the song battle of Anna and Deeley

towards the end of Act One. Remembering the old songs from 1930s and 1940s,

Anna and Deeley begin to sing the songs by addressing Kate. All the chosen songs

directly refer to the issue of gaze by objectifying the female figure by parising her as

a  perfect  image.  On  the  other  hand,  the  songs,  the  chosen  lines  display  the

maintaining power struggle between Anna and Deeley to possess Kate. Deeley

begins first with a popular song from 1930s: “(Singing, to KATE.) You're lovely to

look  at,  delightful  to  know  .  .  .”  (Ibid.,  27),  and  he  goes  on  with  “Blue  Moon”:

“(Singing.) Blue moon, I see you standing alone . . .” (Ibid.) Silverstein says that:

First establishing a link between sexual mastery and the demystifying gaze [with
the  first  song],  he  goes  on  to  assert  the  gaze's  power  to  arrest  the  object,  thus
isolating  it  from  the  surounding  flux  and  transforming  it  in  to  an  image  that
exists in a static visual field rather than in a mutable reality [with the second
song] (Silverstein, op. cit. , 126).

What Anna does is no different from Deeley's way of representation. She appears as

a member of the male gaze by praising Kate as an object of desire: “(Singing.) The
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way you comb your hair . . .” (OT, 27). While Anna makes a delicate

representation, Deeley shifts to another song which sounds like a confession that he

has already lost Kate: “(Singing.)  Oh  no  they  can't  take  that  away  from  me  .  .  .”

(Ibid.) In contrast to Deeley, Anna goes on representing Kate in a delicate image:

“(Singing.) Oh but you're lovely, with your smile so warm . . .” (Ibid.) and Deeley’s

lines reveal his need to be desired and loved: “(Singing.) I've got a woman crazy for

me. She's funny that way.” (Ibid.) Anna keeps her romanticising tone: “(Singing.)

You  are  the  promised  kiss  of  springtime  .  .  .”  (Ibid.) Being aggravated, Deeley

makes a definite declaration of possession of Kate by following the same song in a

different line: “(Singing.) And someday I'll know that moment divine,/ When all the

things you are, are mine!” (Ibid.) This time Anna acts quicklier than Deeley to

change the song, however, Deeley catches the striking line of the song called “I Get

No Kick From Champagne”:

ANNA
(Singing.) I get no kick from champagne,
Mere alcohol doesn't thrill me at all,
So tell me why should it be true-

DEELEY
(Singing.) That I get a kick out of you? (Ibid., 28)

Anna, this time, sings the lines from “Smoke Gets In Your Eyes” and implies

that her love for Kate is true love: “(Singing.) They asked me how I knew/ My true

love was true,/ I of course replied, Something here inside/ Cannot be denied.”

(Ibid.)  While  Deeley  is  following  the  same  song,  he  unintentionally  discloses  his

fears  and  doubts:  “(Singing.)  When  a  lovely  flame  dies  .  .  .”,  and  Anna  exercises

power by confirming that he has already lost: “(Singing.) Smoke gets in your eyes.”

(Ibid.) The song battle ends with the song“These Foolish Things”. Deeley starts it

and they sing for a while exchanging the verses. The lines tell how the foolish things

such as “The sigh of midnight trains in empty stations/ The park at the evening

when the bell has sounded/ The smile of Garbo and the scent of roses/ The waiters

whistling as the last bar closes” (Ibid., 28-9) remind of the beloved. The final lines

are  also  important  because  they  show  that  Kate  is  the  object  of  their  desires  and
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memories. Silverstein says that the “musical celebration of Kate as [the] beloved

masks a covert attempt to reduce her to the iconographic 'classic female figure' of

patriarchal fantasy.” (Silverstein, op. cit. ,126) In other words the lyrics function as

the camera of the director. They “position men as active controllers of the gaze, and

women as the objects displayed for erotic contemplation.” (Ibid.,125) Both Deeley

and Anna gaze at Kate as an object, they objectify her by separating her from

reality. A living thing is made isolated and bound to the representation of the others;

it is prevented to present itself freely.

After the song episode, Deeley recalls the film Odd Man Out whose title

ironically alludes to Deeley's present situation, dispossessed and excluded. Very

much like Lenny's stories that are created to threaten Ruth in The Homecoming,

Deeley's story means a lot, too. It is about two usherettes who were standing in the

foyer of the cinema and stroking one another's breasts. Deeley's irrelevant switch

from the lyrics to the film Odd Man Out and from the film Odd Man Out to the two

usherettes  is  not  coincidental.  By his  story  of  the  two usherettes,  Deeley  discloses

his suspicions about the closeness of Kate and Anna. His story may be or may  not

be a true reminiscence but the real point at stake is not whether it is true or whether

Kate and Anna have had a lesbian relationship. The point is what Deeley means or

implies through the story. He tries to repress his fears by displaying an arrogant and

aggressive manner. He tries to prove his strength and masculinity in front of the

women as Lenny does in front of Ruth. As the second attempt, Deeley tells about a

girl that he met in the cinema (who is probably Kate). His narration this time is like

a romantic scene from a love story:

And there was only one other person in the cinema, one other person in the
whole of the whole cinema, and there she is. And there she was very dim, very
still, placed more or less I would say at the dead centre of the auditorium. I was
off centre and have remained so. And I left when the film was over, [...] then this
girl came out and I think looked about her and I said wasn't Robert Newton
fantastic, [...] and when we had sat down in the café with tea she looked into her
cup and then up at me and told me she thought Robert Newton was remarkable.
So it was Robert Newton who brought us together and it is only Robert Newton
who can tear us apart. (OT, 29- 30)
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With the last sentence, Deeley “indirectly warns her that she cannot destroy his

marriage” (Dukore, op. cit. , 92). Although Anna immediately undercuts Deeley's

challenge by drawing attention to the other actor, F. J. McCormick, Deeley does not

let  her have the advantage: “I know F. J.  McCormick was good too. But he didn't

bring us together.” (Ibid.) Deeley goes further and challenges the closeness of Anna

and Kate by telling Anna his sexual intercourse with Kate: “And then at a slightly

later stage our naked bodies met, hers cool, warm, highly agreeable, and I wondered

what Robert Newton would think of this. What would he think of this I wondered as

I touched her profoundly all over.” (Ibid., 31) However, the effect of his passionate

story is reduced by Anna’s sudden and sharp comment: “There are some things one

remembers even though they may never have happened. There are things I

remember which may never have happened but as I recall them so they take place.”

(OT, 31- 2) While trying to defeat Deeley with her comment, Anna in fact refers to

the  unreliable  nature  of  the  memory  which  is  at  the  centre  of  the  power  struggle

between Anna and Deeley. Because, throughout the play, Anna and Deeley recreate

the past to meet their present necessities such as recognition, approval, appreciation,

and possession. Like the stories of Lenny or Max, the reminiscences of Deeley and

Anna are mixed with made-up stories which are used as weapons to claim authority,

possession over Kate and to dictate terms over one another. As Dukore says

“[m]emories arouse rivalry and battles for domination through participation in a past

or through one's ability to persuade another to accept an interpretation of it.”

(Dukore, op. cit., 90) Regardless of its reliability, memory functions as a weapon of

psychological battle in Old Times.  As Anna says if  the memory is recalled then it

takes place and when it takes place it functions as if it is not a creation. In other

words “[m]emory is unreliable. Paradoxically, it contains its own validity.” (Ibid.)

This is in fact what Pinter frequently does in his plays. He displays that the real

point is not what is said or done or implied but how it functions, how it transforms,

how it influences. In this respect, the power struggle in Pinter's plays matches with

Foucault's way of exploring power. Because according to Foucault what is important

is not who holds the power or why he holds the power. The function and influence

of  the power exercise is the starting point for him. It is a circular structure in which
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power continuously exchanges sides and in this process the ways and the tactics of

power exercise develop itself differently according to each single situation. That is

why the balance in the relationships is never stable. Alliances are established, then

they  dissolve  and  new  alliances  are  established  to  meet  new  necessities,  and  they

dissolve again when they end to be functional. In Prentice’s words:

[T]he relationships are never static- no sooner is one formed, defined, nailed
down than it immediately shifts slightly. Thus Old Times becomes for each of the
characters a different play. Kate at first half welcomes, then rejects Anna's
attempts to renew their friendship while she also quitely preserves a bond with
her husband through her reserved, then more assertive, strength. Anna, though
she later denies that she came to disrupt, half succeeds and half fails to wedge
between Kate and Deeley while he consistently maneuvers to break up any
alliance between the two women. Finally, weary from the effort and perhaps
realizing his folly, Deeley collapses momentarily. (Prentice, op. cit. , 186)

After Anna's comment that one sometimes remembers things that have never

happened, Deeley gets into a total confusion and the word he can say only confirms

his helplessness “What?” (OT, 32). Anna takes the advantage from Deeley through

a counter-story which is about a man- who is implied to be Deeley- having come to

their house when Anna and Kate were living together. Anna describes the man as a

weak figure “sobbing, his hands over his face, sitting in the armchair, all crumpled

in the arm chair” (Ibid.).  On the other hand she describes Kate as cool “sitting on

the bed with a mug of coffee” (Ibid.). Anna also says that not only Kate but also she

rejected the man, too. As Cahn says:

Earlier Deeley hinted that he and Anna might have been attracted to each other.
Here Anna cuts off that possibility, confirming that as a man Deeley offers her
nothing. (Cahn, op. cit. , 109)

Anna goes on: “there was nothing but sobbing, suddenly it stopped. The man came

over me, quickly, looked down at me, but I would have absolutely nothing to do

with him, nothing.” (OT, 32) After a pause, she suddenly claims that she is wrong:

ANNA
No, no, I'm quite wrong . . . he didn't move quickly . . . that's quite wrong . . . he
moved . . . very slowly, the light was bad, and stopped. He stood in the centre of
the  room.  He  looked  at  us  both,  at  our  beds.  Then  he  turned  towards  me.  He
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approached my bed. He bent down over me. But I would have nothing to do with
him, absolutely nothing. (Ibid.)

By correcting  her  narration,  she  shows she  does  not  avoid  revealing  that  her  story

may be made up. Because what is important is not the reliability of her story but

what she does to Deeley through that story. She represents the man in a miserable

condition by using the words “sobbing” and “crumpled” which refer to his loss of

masculinity. She draws an image of a man insecure, vulnerable, and weak like a

child. She also subdues him by implying that he was unwelcome for both women.

Then, Anna tells that the man came back and she saw him “lying accross her

[Kate's] lap on her bed” (Ibid., 33). At that point Deeley gives an ironic reaction: “A

man in the dark across my wife's lap?” (Ibid.)  He tries to prove that the miserable

man in Anna’s story is not he. That is why he tries to cover up Anna's implication

by putting up a protective husband image who is jelous of his wife's ex-lover.

However, his anxiety and his lack of composure make it more possible that the man

was Deeley, totally helpless in front of Kate. Picking up her rival, Anna makes her

final hit at the end of her story: “But then in the early morning . . . he had gone. [...]

It was as if he had never been.” (Ibid.) She denies Deeley’s presence and deletes

him from their past.

Kate, who has remained silent throughout the song battle and the stories of

the two, takes part as a spectator. While Anna and Deeley are singing or telling

stories,  she  watches  in  silence.  That  means  the  roles  switch  and  Deeley  and  Anna

appear as the objects of Kate’s gaze this time. They try to influence her by singing

songs and telling stories that address her. After watching for a long time, Kate

suddenly interrupts: “You talk of me as if I were dead.” (Ibid., 34) Her words are a

resistance  against  being  represented  through  the  eyes  of  the  other.  She  reveals

herself and declares her existence. That resistance is what Deeley complains about

Kate implicitly. While he is telling Anna about Kate he describes her as a woman:

whose only claim to virtue was silence but who also lacked any sense of
fixedness, any sense of decisiveness, but was compliant only to the shifting
winds, [...] A classic female figure, I said to myself, or is it a classic female
posture, one way or the other long outworn. (OT, 35- 6)
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It is obvious that what Deeley actually complains about is Kate's not being a classic

female figure. He tries to fix her through his gaze. He follows her like a camera. He

wants to fit her into his own representation. Because “once the self is represented as

appropriable, it can all too easily become the property of the Other” (Silverstein, op.

cit., 134). By representing and fixing Kate according to his own desires, Deeley

reduces her into a property that is possessible. But “she evades his attempts to

contain her within the perimeters of his narrative and scopic fields” (Ibid., 117).

Deeley is also aware of his failure because he is aware of Kate’s resistance. Very

much like Ruth, Kate stands out against male representation. She “undermine[s] the

symbolic and cultural codes of patriarchy itself- 'the voice' of the cultural Other

speaking through Deeley as its 'mouthpiece.'” (Ibid.,  119)  She  rejects  the

representational reality and creates her own reality by letting herself sway by the

wind, which is an implication of her inaccessibility, unrepresentability. Deeley’s

own description shows Kate’s independence from both Anna and Deeley.

Silverstein explains the implication of Deeley's speech as follows:

Deeley predicates his reduction of Kate to a 'classic . . . figure' or 'posture' upon
the assumed stability of a gaze that can transform objects into static images. Yet,
even as he asserts the power of the gaze to 'keep the other in its place,' his
narrative registers a note of anxiety as Kate's 'floating' elusiveness - her 'lack[ing]
any sense of fixedness' and 'complian[ce] only to the shifting winds' – frustrates
his attempts at specular capture by resisting her reduction to a coherent visible
essence. (Ibid., 117)

After Deeley's representational speech about Kate, the struggle between

Anna and Deeley goes on with Anna's representation of Kate. Unlike Deeley's

negative and complaining representation, Anna begins hers with a sophisticated

introduction: “Some people throw a stone into a river to see if the water's too cold

for jumping, others, a few others, will always wait for the ripples before they will

jump.” (OT, 36) And she classifies Kate in the second group who waits and thinks

carefully before acting. But then she adds Kate had a quick decision to marry to

Deeley: “But in this case she did jump and I knew therefore she had fallen in love

truly and I was glad.” (Ibid., 37) Her words imply that Kate's decision was wrong.

She says that she jumped because she was in love with the man. However, she

knows that this is ironic because there is little about love between Kate and Deeley
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as the play shows. Anna also mocks Deeley by saying that Kate was doubly

delighted when she found out that Deeley was a man of art because Kate had always

been interested in arts. Kate denies that immediately and contributes to the defeat of

Deeley: “I was interested once in the arts, but I can't remember now which ones they

were.” (Ibid.) In saying so she undermines Deeley's presence and gives a chance to

Anna to beat Deeley in the battle of possession and power. Having the advantage,

Anna immediately recalls the past when she and Kate “explored London and all the

churches and all the old buildings [...] that gallery, or this theatre, or that chamber

concert [...] and, almost alone, saw a wonderful film called Odd Man Out.” (Ibid.,

38) In addition to enhancing the alliance between her and Kate, Anna also implies

that they had great times together and Kate enjoyed arts when she was with her in

London, not after she got married to Deeley. Cahn says that “Deeley's creative side,

to which he has pointed as the source of his wife's love, is no longer stimulating, and

the corollary implication is that neither is he.” (Cahn, op. cit. , 110) As another

important  point,  Anna,  by  referring  to  the  film Odd Man Out  which  they  watched

with Kate, belies Deeley's story about meeting Kate in the film Odd Man Out.

Therefore,  towards  the  end  of  Act  One,  Deeley  remains  totally  excluded  from the

growing alliance of the two women.

Anna enhances the alliance by offering Kate accompaniment during

Deeley’s business trips. However, Deeley, who has realized her growing threatening

presence in his territory, tries to draw attention to another subject and asks whether

her husband will miss her. Yet, Anna does not take the bait: “Of course. But he

would understand.” (Ibid., 39), and in saying so she implies “that Anna's husband is

more secure in his maleness than is Deeley” (Cahn, op. cit. , 110). Helplessly,

Deeley tries to clear the air by changing the subject and invites Anna’s husband to

their country house in a hospitable manner but his attempt is no different from

Teddy’s in The Homecoming which associates women just with assisting function:

“Well, any time your husband finds himself in this direction my little wife will be

only too glad to put the old pot on the old gas stove and dish him up something

luscious if not voluptuous.” (OT, 41) He represents Kate as a docile wife as Teddy

does Ruth and as Max does Jessie in The Homecoming. However, all is completely
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ironic as the texts say. Deeley maintains the power struggle with Anna by claiming

that he knows Sicily: “There's nothing more to see, there's nothing more to

investigate, nothing. There's nothing more in Sicily to investigate.” (Ibid., 43)

However, he cannot hide his aggression and lack of composure. His repetitions,

which are frequently used by Pinter plays, prove his weakness in front of his rival

who still keeps her calmness.

Towards the end of Act One, Kate gradually comes out of her shell. She

begins a long conversation with Anna about her life in Sicily . However, she does

not  ask  general  questions.  Instead  she  wants  to  learn  about  the  very  details  of  her

life, which proves the emotional and physical intimacy of the women: “(To ANNA.)

Do  you  have  marble  floors?”  (Ibid., 41), “Do you walk in bare feet on them?”

(Ibid., 42), “(To ANNA.) Do you drink orange juice on your terrace in the morning,

and bullshots at sunset, and look down at the sea?” (Ibid.) Meanwhile, Deeley's

alienation gets more and more prominent, he apparently becomes more anxious. He

tries to interrupt the conversation of the two women in order to attract attention:

I had a great crew in Sicily. A marvellous cameraman. Irving Shultz. Best in the
business.  We  took  a  pretty  austere  look  at  the  women  in  black.  The  little  old
women in black. I wrote the film and directed it. My name is Orson Welles.
(Ibid., 42)

Deeley hopes to cover his sense of alienation by claiming power through a distant

story. As a narrator and as a director he tries to be noticed. However, “Deeley's wit

earns no direct retort. Instead the women talk to themselves, isolating him. Anna

virtually offers to take Deeley's place” (Cahn, op. cit., 111) by offering not to go out

but  to  stay  at  home:  “(Quietly.) Don't let's go out tonight, don't let's go anywhere

tonight, let's stay in. I 'll cook something, you can wash your hair, you can relax,

we'll put on some records.” (OT, 43) Anna's suggestion to stay at home is not only a

desire to replace Deeley's position but a fear of outside world which is again typical

in Pinter's characters. Anna insists on staying in with these words that refer to her

fear:

The park is dirty at night, all sorts of horrible people, men hiding behind trees
and women with terrible voices, they scream at you as you go past,  and people
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come out suddenly from behind trees and bushes and there are shadows
everywhere [...] and you'll see all the traffic and the noise of the traffic [...]
Pause. You'll only want to come home if you go out. You'll want to run home . .
. and into your room . . . . (Ibid., 43- 4)

Although she looks self-confident and challenging against Deeley, she cannot hide

her insecurities, either. Like all the other characters of Pinter, she has a weak side,

too. Her fear of outside world and sense of insecurity also display her loneliness and

vulnerability no matter how tough she stands against Deeley.

At the end of Act One Deeley's “position becomes untenable, as Anna and

Kate plan like a couple settling into domestic bliss.” (Cahn, op. cit., 111) They

begin a conversation as if they are in their youth days and as if Deeley is not there:

KATE
What shall I wear tomorrow? I can't make up my mind.

ANNA
Wear your green.

KATE
I haven't got the right top.

ANNA
You have. You have your turqoise blouse.
[...]

KATE
I'll try it.
Pause.

ANNA
Would you like me to ask someone over?

KATE
Who?

ANNA
Charley . . . or Jake?
[...]

KATE
I'll think about it in the bath.

ANNA
Shall I run your bath for you?

KATE
(Standing.) No. I'll run it myself tonight.
KATE slowly walks to the bedroom door, goes out, closes it.
DEELEY stands looking at ANNA.
ANNA turns her head towards him.
They look at each other.
FADE (OT, 45- 6)

Although she has accepted a short moment of alliance with Anna, Kate, at the end of

Act One, “declines, leaving Anna and Deeley looking at each other to close Act
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One.” (Prentice, op. cit.,  193)  She  withdraws,  she  leaves  both  of  them who try  to

possess her. She rejects being possessed no matter who the possessor is. Also her

going to bath, according to Cahn, is an implication of “cleansing herself of the

influence  of  one  or  both  of  the  people  who pursue  her.”  (Cahn, op. cit., 111) She

regains control and proves her independence by implying that she does not need

anyone, neither Deeley nor Anna, to make up her mind. She is self-contained which

is also a declaration of her self-confidence and power.

Act Two opens with an important stage direction about the setting.  It  is  the

bedroom this time and there are two divans instead of two sofas, and there is again

an armchair. “The divans and armchair are disposed in precisely the same relation

to each other as the furniture in the first act, but in reversed positions.” (OT, 47),

which means that the power balance has changed. It is now only Anna who is visible

at the stage “discerned sitting on divan.” and it is Kate who does not appear clearly

but is known to be there through the “faint glow from glass panel in the bathroom

door.” (Ibid., 47) Whereas we do not see Anna coming in from outside in the first

act, we see Deeley entering through the door at the beginning of Act Two, which

backs  up  Deeley’s  exclusion  once  more:  “Lights up. The other door opens.

DEELEY comes in with a tray.” (Ibid.). Moreover, the beds' position confirms the

alienation between the husband and the wife. As Deeley says to Anna the beds “are

susceptible to any amount of permutation.” (Ibid., 48) But the more important point

is that they stand separated now as Deeley and Kate are separated both physically

and emotionally. Having been totally excluded towards the end of Act One, Deeley

develops a new strategy. Instead of finding himself a place by being attached to

Kate, he this time tries approaching Anna. He claims that he remembers Anna from

The Wayfarers, the “Tavern, just off the Brompton Road.” (Ibid.) Although Anna

certainly disapproves, he insists that he remembers her: “You used to wear a scarf,

that's right, a black scarf, and a black sweater, and a skirt. [...] And black stockings.

Don't tell me you've forgotten The Wayfarers Tavern? You might have forgotten the

name  but  you  must  remember  the  pub.  You  were  the  darling  of  the  saloon  bar.”

(Ibid., 49) Deeley's last sentence implies that Anna was a hostess, which is not

denied by Anna: “I wasn't rich, you know. I didn't have money for alcohol.” (Ibid.,
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50) Having just said that she does not remember the tavern that Deeley talks about,

she now creates ambiguity by her inconsistency. Even when Deeley says “You had

escorts. You didn't have to pay. You were looked after. I bought you a few drinks

myself.” (Ibid.), what she does is only to give a hesitant reaction: “You?” (Ibid.) By

using the advantage of the slipperiness of memory, Deeley regains the power of the

narrator and gos on his story:

DEELEY
We've  talked  before.  In  that  pub,  for  example.  In  the  corner.  [...]  Later  we  all
went  to  a  party.  Someone's  flat,  [...]  You sat  on  a  very  low sofa,  I  sat  opposite
and looked up your skirt. Your black stockings were very black because your
thigs  were  so  white.  That's  something that's  all  over  now,  of  course,  [...]  But  it
was worthwile then. It was worthwhile that night. I simply sat sipping my light
ale and gazed . . . gazed up your skirt. You didn't object, you found my gaze
perfectly acceptable. (Ibid., 51)

As well as exercising the power of narrating, Deeley captures Anna with the male

gaze. He treats her as he does Kate. He objectifies her “by reducing her to the level,

quite literally, of a bit of skirt” (Billington, op. cit. , 217) and a pair of black

stockings  and  thighs.  He  also  attempts  to  justify  himself  by  saying  that  Anna  had

accepted his gaze. Such a claim is not surprising because what Deeley tries to do is

“to possess Anna now as well as Kate. If he can turn her into a little bit he picked up

in the pub one night, it will dispose of Anna as a threat.” (Malcolm Page, 1993: 44)

In  addition,  he  tries  to  prove  his  presence  through  attaching  himself  to  the  shared

past of the women which excludes him. Deeley continues his story including

another woman who is possibly Kate: “Then a friend of yours came in, a girl, a girl

friend. She sat on the sofa with you, you both chatted and chuckled, sitting together,

and I settled lower to gaze at you both, at both your thighs, squealing and hissing,

you aware, she unaware” (OT, 51) Deeley judges Anna by comparing her

acceptance with the unawareness of his wife, which is a direct reference to the

dichotomy of  woman image  as  wife  and  whore  as  we  see  in  the  representation  of

Ruth and Jessie in The Homecoming. Sakellaridou draws attention to that

dichotomy in female representation:
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Deeley prefers to perceive them archetypally as represnting two opposite aspects
of the female principle – Kate as a remote, priestess-like and highly respected
female figure (she is a parson's daughter, he says) and Anna as the seductress, a
sex object. Then he tries to fuse the two conflicting images into an integrated but
still archetypally conceived image of the female. In this mental process he seems
to be following the same cumulative method of perception that Pinter used in the
creation of Ruth in The Homecoming.  [...]  It  seems  that  Deeley  is  hardly  an
exception to the rule. His own words reflect the dichotomy and the subsequent
integration of the image of the archetypal woman in his mind (Sakellaridou, op.
cit., 165).

Deeley's story about the party that he gazed at Anna and Kate ends with his failure.

He cannot have Anna because the two women leave. His words make the situation

ironic, even ridiculous: “[...] you were gone. I wandered over to the sofa. There was

no one on it. I gazed at the indentations of four buttocks. Two of which were yours.”

(OT, 52) He gets into a more miserable situation by Anna's mocking comment: “I've

rarely heard a sadder story.” (Ibid.) Cahn says that:

even  in  his  memory  all  he  can  do  is  stare,  like  a  voyeur,  and  therefore  his
impotence is more evident. [...] All he can describe are the imprints of buttocks
on the sofa where Anna was sitting (Cahn, op. cit., 112).

While Kate is still in bath, Deeley and Anna begin to talk about her. Deeley

desribes her bathings as too long and meticulous: “A hell of a long time. Luxuriates

in it. Gives herself a great soaping all over. Pause. Really soaps herself all over, and

then washes the soap off, sud by sud. Meticulously.” (OT, 53) Unlike Deeley's

prosaic tone, Anna describes her in a delicate image: “She floats from the bath. Like

a dream. Unaware of anyone standing, with her towel, waiting for her, waiting to

wrap it round her. Quite absorbed.” (Ibid., 54) Anna’s description implies that Kate

is ungraspable. Also her romanticising snd admiring tone “reinforce[s] Deeley's

crudity, especially in contrast to the more delicate desires Anna manisfests.” (Cahn,

op. cit., 112) Aggressively, he attacks Kate and claims that she is unable to dry

herself after bath. Yet, Anna does not take the bait: “Why don't you dry her

yourself?” (OT, 54) Anna suggestion only aims to provoke Deeley because she

knows about the distance between the couple. Her tactic works and Deeley gets into

a panic without knowing how to respond, and helplessly throws the ball to Anna:

“Why don't you dry her in her bath towel? [...] I mean, you're a woman, you know
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how and where  and  in  what  density  moisture  collects  on  women's  bodies.”  (Ibid.,

55) But “Anna protests against Deeley's masculine tendency to see women

collectively and she stresses female individuality, which resists Deeley's fantasy of

perfect fusion.” (Sakellaridou, op. cit.,  166):  “No two women are the same.” (OT,

56) Deeley, once more reveals his insecurity in front of his rival. Although he tries

to conceal his inability and cowardness, Anna has already realized it. Cahn says that

“[t]he increasing brusqueness of Deeley's descriptions of drying clarifies that he

knows that Anna's feelings for Kate are more than he can have, or for that matter,

more than any man can possess.” (Cahn, op. cit., 112) Being aware of his exclusion,

Deeley claims that he has “a brilliant idea” which is to dry Kate together with

powder but Anna stops him roughly: “Is that a brilliant idea? [...] It's quite common

to  powder  yourself  after  a  bath.”  (OT,  56)  Deeley  does  not  give  up,  he  tries  to

construct an alliance with Anna not to remain outside:

Listen.  I'll  tell  you  what.  I'll  do  it.  I'll  do  the  whole  lot.  The  towel  and  the
powder. After all, I'm her husband. But you can supervise the whole thing. And
give me some hot tips while you're at it. That'll kill two birds with one stone.
(Ibid.)

He works out the situation as if it is a business, which reminds of Lenny's

professional manners to run the prostitution of Ruth in The Homecoming.

However, all the conversation on drying remains meaningless when Kate

“invalidates their intentions by entering already dry and wearing a bathrobe.

Apparently she does not need them as much as they need her.” (Peacock, op. cit.,

111) “She walks to the window and looks out into the night. DEELEY and ANNA

watch her. DEELEY begins to sing softly.”  (OT,  57)  Meanwhile,  a  short  singing

episode takes place again through one specific song, “They Can't Take That Away

From Me” which implies the separation and independence of Kate from both Deeley

and Anna. With that sense of independence Kate, for the first time in the play,

begins a long speech comparing the country life with the city life:

Thank you. I feel fresh. The water's very soft here. Much softer than London. [...]
That's one reason I like living in the country. Everything's softer. The water, the
light, the shapes, the sounds. There aren't such edges here. [...] The only nice
thing  about  a  big  city  is  that  when  it  rains  it  blurs  everything,  and  it  blurs  the



81

lights from the cars, doesn't it, and blurs your eyes, and you have rain on your
lashes. That's the only nice thing about a big city. (Ibid., 59)

Kate's  speech may be evaluated in two ways.  The first  implication is that  although

she seems to have approached Anna rather than Deeley, she indeed rejects an exact

alliance with Anna by expressing her preference to country life. However, that does

not mean that she is in an alliance with Deeley, either. Although she keeps a slight

bond with her husband, the real point at stake for Kate's characterization is her

independence and isolation that will be also clarified at the end of the play. As

Prentice asserts “Kate prefers tranquil, inner contentment to what she perceives as

aggressive ambition, which both Anna and Deeley exhibit in their mutual attempts

to impress one another.” (Prentice, 2000: 195) Also Cahn comes up with the same

interpretation  about  Kate’s  comparison  of  the  city  life  with  the  country  life  whose

“blanket denunciation is Kate's way of expressing independence from both Deeley

and Anna.” (Cahn, op. cit., 113) The second important point about Kate's speech is

that  it  shows  she  is  not  as  dry  and  dull  as  Deeley  represents.  By  revealing  her

sophisticated ideas through a long speech she proves her profundity, her self-

assurance, self-assertiveness in contrast to the earthiness of Deeley and

competitiveness of Anna. Whereas Kate prefers to live in country, Anna defends

city life. Yet, different from Kate's self-confident speech, Anna' words reveal her

insecurities and fears again: “That's not the only nice thing. You can have a nice

room and a nice gas fire and a warm dressing gown and a nice hot drink, all waiting

for  you  for  when you come in.”  (OT, 59) Prentice makes a considerable comment

on Anna's statement:

Both Kate and Anna make a virtue out of neither engaging with nor making an
impact upon the outside world. But where Kate's preference for solitude is
redeemed as an extension of an inner, even courageous strength to remain true to
herself, at least to her own desires, Anna reveals her choice as a fearful retreat
from the world. (Prentice, 2000: 196)

Anna also displays her fears by begging Kate not to go out and when Kate decides

to stay in, Anna feels grateful: “Oh good. I am glad. Now you can have a good

strong cup of coffee after you bath. [...] I could do the hem on your black dress. [...]
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Or I could read to you.” (OT, 60) Kate makes use of Anna’s gratitude by acting like

a guest in her own house while Anna becomes the serving one:

KATE
This coffee's cold.
Pause.

ANNA
Oh, I'm sorry. I 'll make some fresh.

KATE
No, I don't want any, thank you.
Pause.
Is Charley coming?

ANNA
I can ring him if you like. (Ibid., 61- 2)

They again begin a conversation as if they are in their past days, which completely

excludes Deeley. They talk about some men such as Charley, McCabe, Duncan and

Christy.  Kate  says  that  Christy  is  her  favourite:  “He's  so  gentle,  isn't  he?  And  his

humour. Hasn't he got a lovely sense of humour? And I think he's . . . so sensitive.”

(Ibid.,  63)  Her  admiration  for  Christy  includes  an  implicit  reference  to  Deeley  as

well:

She emphasizes qualities in Christy that distinguish him from Deeley, who
demonstrates neither humor nor sensitivity. Thus Anna's inquiries may be seen as
an oblique attack on Deeley, intended to make Kate dissatisfied with him and,
given the  absence  of  the  others,  to  turn  to  Anna for  sympathy.  (Cahn,  op,  cit.,
114)

When Kate implies her dissatisfaction about Deeley through comparing him

with another man, Deeley feels the threat in his male territory and tries to dismiss

the  source  of  the  threat  that  is  Anna.  He  politely  asks  her  to  leave:  “Are  you

intending to visit anyone else while you're in England? Relations? Cousins?

Brothers? (OT, 64) Nevertheless, Anna does not withdraw: “No. I know no one.

Except Kate.” (Ibid.)  Then,  Deeley  maintains  the  struggle  with  another  tactic.  He

tries to attach himself by sharing the intimacy of the two women. He asks Anna

whether she finds Kate changed. Again Anna acts clever enough to imply that their

marriage and his presence as a husband have not changed her very much. Instead of

talking  about  how  Kate  has  changed,  Anna  turns  back  to  their  old  times  and  tells

how Kate blushed when she learned that Anna “had borrowed some of her
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underwear, to go to a party.” (Ibid., 65) And Anna adds that “But I told her that in

fact I had been punished for my sin, for a man at the party had spent the whole

evening looking up my skirt.” (Ibid.) It is apparently the same party that Deeley has

recalled and so the man in Anna's story is Deeley. However, the difference is that

whereas Deeley has told that his gaze at the party was acceptable for Anna, Anna

recalls the gaze as punishment. Excluding Deeley, Anna talks about the intimacy

between  her  and  Kate   which  may  also  be  regarded  as  an  implication  of  physical

relation:

But from that night she insisted, from time to time, that I borrow her underwear
[...]  And  when  there  was  anything  to  tell  her,  when  I  got  back,  anything  of
interest to tell her, I told her. [...] I would come in late and find her reading under
the  lamp,  and  begin  to  tell  her,  but  she  would  say  no,  turn  off  the  light,  and  I
would tell  her in the dark. She preferred to be told in the dark. But of course it
was never completely dark [...] I could see her face, although she could not see
mine.  She  could  hear  my  voice  only.  And  so  she  listened  and  I  watched  her
listening. (Ibid., 65- 6)

As a counterattack to Deeley's detailed narration about his sexual intercourse with

Kate, Anna goes one step further by impliying “that she and Kate were so close as to

share  not  only  clothes  but  experiences,  a  sensation  Kate  can  never  share  with

Deeley.” (Cahn, op. cit., 114) Also, Anna's emphasis on the word “dark” in her

narration  reminds  of  the  first  word  of  the  play.  The  play  opens  with  Kate's  word

“Dark.” which may be regarded, in relation to Anna's story, as “an aura of memory

upon which Kate drew when thinking of Anna.” (Ibid.)  and  as  a  reference  to  the

inseparable bond of the two women no matter how far away they are. The only

thing, then, Deeley can do is an ironic comment that is in fact his “initial step toward

capitualtion” (Ibid.):  “Sounds  a  perfect  marriage.”  (OT,  66),  he  says.  He  goes

further and asks Anna a private question with a deliberate sexual connotation:

“What was she in passion?” (Ibid.). He probably expects to make Anna feel

embarrassed, but Anna is quick enough to use his own weapon against him: “I feel

that is your province.” (Ibid.). Deeley unsurprisingly gets frustrated. And this is the

first time Deeley and Anna put their cards on the table:

DEELEY
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You feel it's my province? Well, you're damn right. It's my province. I'm glad
someone's showing a bit of taste at last. Of course it's my province. I'm her
husband.
Pause.
I  mean  I'd  like  to  ask  a  question.  Am  I  alone  in  beginning  to  find  all  this
distasteful?

ANNA
But what can you possibly find distasteful? I've flown from Rome to see my
oldest friend, after twenty years, and to meet her husband. What is it that worries
you?
[...]

DEELEY
Yes, but you're here,with us. [...] I mean let's put it on the table, I have my eye on
a number of pulses, pulses all round the globe, deprivations and insults, why
should I waste valuble space listening to two -

KATE
(Swiftly.) If you don't like it go. (Ibid., 66- 7)

While Deeley threatens Anna to leave his own province, Anna keeps her composure

and draws a positive image in contrast to Deeley's aggressive, oppressive and

helpless manners. And when Kate interrupts him sharply, Deeley does not try to

hide  his  weakness  any  more:  “Go? Where  can  I  go?”  (Ibid.), which is an echo of

Teddy's “But what am I going to do?” (HC,  32) in The Homecoming when Ruth

wants to go out alone to have a breath. With the pleasure of seeing her rival's defeat,

Anna says: “(To DEELEY, quietly.) I would like you to understand that I came here

not to disrupt but to celebrate.” (OT, 68) Yet, as Prentice says “[a]ll her immediate

actions belie her assertions; she continues to disrupt by appealing to Kate in a way

which  both  excludes  and  angers  Deeley”  (Prentice,  2000:  199).  She  says  that  she

came there “[t]o celebrate a very old and treasured friendship, something that was

forged between us [Anna and Kate] long before you [Deeley] knew of our

existence.” (OT, 68) In doing so, she still maintains the power struggle against

Deeley, but she does it much more strategically than Deeley. As a counterattack,

Deeley tells Kate about the Wayfarers Tavern story and that he met Anna before in

order to imply that he had Anna, too. He apparently aims to incite Kate against

Anna and to weaken their intimacy as a man disuniting the two women. He says:

“She took a fancy to me. [...] She didn't have any bread, so I bought her a drink.”

(OT,  69)  As  well  as  humiliating  her  as  a  destitute  woman,  Deeley  also  wants  to

shake her identity and individuality by claiming that Anna pretended to be Kate:
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She  was  pretending  to  be  you  at  the  time.  Did  it  pretty  well.  Wearing  your
underwear  she  was  too,  at  the  time.  Amiably  allowed  me  a  gander.  [...]  She
thought she was you, said little, so little. Maybe she was you. Maybe it was you,
having coffee with me, saying little, so little.” (Ibid.)

But Kate is not surprised about hearing that, which means she knew all about it and

she does not care. She does not ask anything to Anna, instead she plays with Deeley:

“She found your face very sensitive, vulnerable. [...] She wanted to comfort it, [...]

She was prepared to extend herself to you. [...] She fell in love with you. [...] You

were so unlike the others.” (OT, 70-1) By talking on behalf of Anna, she in fact

talks about herself, about her own feelings for Deeley when she first met him. Anna,

knowing that these were Kate's feelings, immediately interrupts to stop any possible

growing tendency between Kate and Deeley: “(Coldly.) Oh, it was my skirt. It was

me. I remember your look . . . very well. I remember you well.” (Ibid., 71) And for

the first time, the antagonism between the women displays itself. Kate for the first

time attacks Anna directly and roughly. She destroys her, she kills her, she dismisses

her. She belies all her claims to possess her:

KATE
But I remember you. I remember you dead. Pause. I remember you lying dead.
You didn't know I was watching you. I leaned over you. Your face was dirty.
You lay dead, your face scrawled with dirt, [...] After all, you were dead in my
room. When you woke my eyes were above you, staring down at you. You tried
to do my little trick, one of my tricks you had borrowed, my little slow smile, my
little slow shy smile, my bend of the head, my half closing of the eyes, that we
knew so well,  but it  didn't  work, the grin only split  the dirt at the sides of your
mouth and stuck. You stuck in your grin. I looked for tears but could see none.
[...] Last rites I didn't feel necessary. Or any celebration. I felt the time and
season appropriate and that by dying alone and dirty you had acted with proper
decorum. It was time for my bath. I had quite lengthy bath, [...] Pause.  When I
brought him into the room your body of course had gone. What a relief it was to
have a different body in my room, a male body behaving quite differently, [...]
We had a choice of two beds. Your bed or my bed. [...] He liked your bed, and
thought  he  was  different  in  it  because  he  was  a  man.  [...]  He lay  there  in  your
bed. He looked up at me with great expectation. He was gratified. [...] He
thought I was going to be sexually forthcoming, [...] I dug about in the
windowbox, where you had planted our pretty pansies, scooped, filled the bowl,
and plastered his face with dirt. He resisted . . . with force. Her would not let me
dirty his face, or smudge it, he wouldn't let me. He suggested a wedding instead,
and a change of environment. [...] Pause. He asked me once, at about that time,
who  had  slept  in  that  bed  before  him.  I  told  him  no  one.  No  one  at  all. Long
silence (Ibid., 71-3).
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This is not only the longest but also the last passage of the play. It reveals the love-

hate relationship between the two women. While Kate calmly recalls Anna as a

corpse with dirty face, she, in fact, declares a loss. As he tells she watched her for a

long time as if she wanted to save the image into her mind that she would never see

again. However, her gaze gradually creates an antagonism and Kate represents Anna

as  an  imitation  of  her  own  appearance,  with  her  own  smile,  her  own  bend  of  the

head, her own half closing of the eyes. But at the same time she rejects such an

imitation  because  Anna's  imitation  of  her  smile  was  no  more  than  a  grin.  Her

antagonism and rejection grow further when she refers to her affair with Deeley. She

replaces Anna with Deeley. She wipes her out when she brings Deeley. She denies

Anna's existence by saying that no one slept in that bed. It is the recollection of her

independence. She remembers how she stood up against her. Then, her story shows

that their friendship was not as lovely as Anna has told. It is again a power struggle

which includes “something bitter and sinister in the relationship between the two

women” (Sakellaridou, op. cit., 169). Then, Anna's coming is not to renew an

unforgettable friendship but to reexercise power and regain dominance. However,

Kate does not let her. She rejects being represented by her as she rejected being

done by Deeley. After her long speech “ANNA stands, walks towards the door,

stops, her back to them. Silence. DEELEY starts to sob, very quietly. [...] DEELEY

moves towards the door, stops, his back to them.” (OT, 73) However, the play ends

with a tableau again which is similar to the end of The Homecoming. Although

both Anna and Deeley stand up to leave we do not actually see them leaving and

when the lights are up for the final tableau they are still there: “DEELEY in

armchair. ANNA lying on divan. KATE sitting on divan.”  (OT, 75) The picture

reminds of the opening stage direction of the play in which “DEELEY slumped in

an armchair, still. KATE curled on a sofa, still. ANNA standing at the window,

looking out.”  (Ibid., 7) The difference is that Kate is the strongest one in the end

whereas it was Anna standing in the beginning. We now see “Kate is upright,

Deeley  is  sitting  but  slumped,  Anna  is  prone  [like  a  dead  body].  It  might  also  be

significant that the women occupy the marital beds (which are already separate),
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while Deeley is the 'odd man out.'” (Peacock, op. cit., 112) Dukore makes a more

comprehensive comment about the changing postures from the beginning to the end:

Anna stands at the start, lies down at the end. Kate is curled on a sofa at the start,
sits on a divan at the end. From standing to lying down is a considerable
difference, and Anna's radically altered image suggests that of the three
characters her downfall is the most extreme change; the glaring light of the
consciousness makes it more ignominious still. From a curling to an upright
position, Kate emerges triumphant and more aware of her power. That Deeley
has the same posture (slumped in an armchair) would indicate that while his
position is no different, his consciousness of it is fuller. The closing tableau
shows rejection (Anna), power (Kate), and return or reunion without triumph
(Deeley.) (Dukore, op. cit., 97)

Nevertheless, Kate's triumph is still problematic like Ruth's triumph. Although she

dismissess both who try to possess her, in the final tableau they are still there in the

room although Kate is separate from them. That means although Kate has proved

her inaccessibility, she cannot get rid of the invasion in her mind. Memories,

experiences, all the shared things invade her mind. That is why the play begins with

her  reminiscent  word  “Dark”,  that  is  why  she  remembers  all  the  details  about  her

past  with  Deeley  and  Anna  even  though  she  claims  that  she  does  not,  and  that  is

why Anna and Deeley, who are symbolizing her past, are still there in the room in

the final tableau. Then, it may be suggested that the final picture is a reflection of

Kate's mind which she cannot wipe out. Anna, who neither enters nor exits

throughout the play, is always existent in Kate’s mind causing the distance, the

separation between the couple. That is why Billington says that “although Kate has

triumphed on the temporal level and proved her own ultimate unpossessability, all

three characters are locked, like the rest of humanity, into a condition of frozen,

permanent solitude.” (Billington, op. cit., 218)

As Prentice says “Old Times is a complex dramatization of friendship and

love, neither of which wholly fails or succeeds.” (Prentice, 2000: 200) Because what

Pinter tries to convey through the endless power struggle in his plays is not the

result  of  the  power  struggle  with  a  winner  and  a  loser.  The  real  thing  at  stake,  as

Foucault stresses, is the consistency of power struggle. In other words, not the

reason or the result but the process is important. In that process, power struggle

always renews itself by exchanging sides and places, but it never ends. It can never
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be fixed, it can never be possessed. It can only be exercised. It is a motive that

shapes and transforms our relationships, reactions, ideas, and feelings. As we see in

the threesome relationship among Anna, Kate and Deeley.
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3. POWER STRUGGLE THROUGH CONCEALING AND

PRETENDING IN BETRAYAL

As one of the latest plays of Pinter, Betrayal (B), takes place around the

theme  of  power  struggle.  As  we  see  in  the  two  previous  plays  the  main  theme  of

power struggle is accompanied by various subjects such as battle of possession,

disrupted marriage, dissatisfied desires, aspirations for love, recognition,

appreciation. Different from the other plays of Pinter, Betrayal has  a  reverse  plot

structure by which Pinter represents the events from the end to the beginning. The

play consists of nine scenes. The first scene, which is the last one chronologically,

takes place in 1977. Scene Two- Six- Seven move in forward movement. The rest of

the play goes back to 1968 which is the year that the affair between Jerry and Emma

begins in the wedding anniversary of Robert and Emma. Emma and Robert are

married with two children, Ned and Charlotte. Emma runs a gallery and Robert is a

publisher.  Emma also has an affair  with Robert's  friend Jerry for seven years.  And

Jerry, who is a literary agent, is also married with two children, Sarah and Sam.

Jerry's wife Judith is an absent presence throughout the play; who is frequently

mentioned but never appears on stage. The story of the three begins at the end when

the  marriage  of  Emma  and  Robert  breaks  up  and  the  affair  of  Emma  and  Jerry  is

over. In Scene One (1977) we see the separated lovers in a pub two years later.

Their nervous manners reminds us of the first encounter of Teddy and Lenny in The

Homecoming. Actually the first stage direction of Betrayal makes the reader expect

romantic moments between the two ex-lovers: “Noon. EMMA is sitting at a corner

table. JERRY approaches with drinks, a pint of bitter for him, a glass of wine for

her. He sits. They smile, toast each other silently, drink. He sits back and looks at

her.” (B, 161) However, even after the long and uneasy introduction, no intimacy

takes place and the conversation becomes a territory for power struggle. Yet, this

time, the struggle throughout the play is covered with the veil of civilized manners,

which makes it seemingly less brutal in comparison to The Homecoming.

The first attempt to open up affinity comes from Emma: “Just like old times.”

(Ibid.,162), she says, but Jerry is indifferent: “Mmn. It's been a long time” (Ibid.).
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He insuniates there is no point for him in recalling the past. Emma's second attempt

also receives a drab response. When she says that she thought of him the other day,

Jerry ironically asks “Good God. Why?” (Ibid.) While Jerry tries to keep his

composure and calmness, he in fact reveals his vulnerability. His false calmness

delates himself. Their conversation moves in a repetitive way, slowly and ordinarily.

They ask each other about their family, children and job. Then, Emma once more

repeats she thought of him the other day (Ibid., 171). She tries to evoke their good

days by saying that she went to their flat in Kilburn, looked at the bells for their

name but couldn't see it (Ibid., 171-2). However, Jerry's comment is again

ludicrously rational: “That's because we're not there any more. We haven't been

there for years.” (Ibid., 172) Cahn draws attention to the same point:

The antiromantic aspect of Jerry is emphasized further when Emma recalls
passing the apartment where she and Jerry used to meet (IV, 167). He responds
with no warm memories but merely shifts the discussion to Casey, the novelist
whom Emma may be seeing (Cahn, op. cit., 120).

On the other hand, this scene displays not only the antiromantic manner of Jerry but

also his chauvanism that gives him the right to question Emma about her probable

affair with Casey. He tries to suppress Emma saying that people are talking about

her and Casey and he asks what is going on between them. Although Emma

assumes Jerry's question as jelousy, what Jerry feels is just irritation:

JERRY
The funny thing was that the only thing I really felt was irritation, I mean
irritation that nobody gossiped about us like that, in the old days. I nearly said,
now look, she may be having the occasional drink with Casey, who cares, but she
and I had an affair for seven years and none of you bastards had the faintest idea
it was happening. (B, 173)

An extramarital affair with a married woman gives Jerry a sense of superiority

because of being the one preferred to the husband. In this respect, it is not surprising

that  he  wants  the  affair  to  be  known  rather  than  to  remain  as  a  secret.  That  it  is

known by other people means not only Jerry but also other people would think that

he is the preferred one to a “rich, successful, and intellectual” (Cahn, op. cit., 119)

husband who is, at the same time, the best friend of him.
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As a  typical  woman attitude  Emma perceives  Jerry's  reaction  as  jelousy  of

her ex-lover and possibly it gives her a sense of pleasure because she is still

possessed and appreciated. Jerry, however, denies such a possibility of jelousy by

condescending Casey:

JERRY
I couldn't be jelous of Casey. I'm his agent I advised him about his divorce. I read
all his first drafts. I persuaded your husband to publish his first novel. I escorted
him to Oxford to speak at the Union. He's my . . . he's my boy. I discovered him
when he was a poet, and that's a bloody long time ago now.
Pause.
He's even taken me down to Southampton to meet his Mum and Dad. I couldn't
be jelous of of Casey. Anyway it's not as if we're having an affair now, is it? We
haven't  seen  each  other  for  years.  Really,  I'm  very  happy  if  you're  happy  (B,
174).

Very  much  like  Max  and  Teddy,  Jerry  tries  to  hide  his  real  feelings  but  the  text

reveals the reality. Penelope Prentice asserts that:

Jerry intersepts his own irritation at Casey, pulling back with 'Anyway it's not as
if we're having an affair now, is it?' But his slight insistence that he is not jelous
'doth protest too much,' and his self proclaiming, as almost always in Pinter's
work, disclaims what it attempts to disclose: 'Really, I'm very happy if you're
happy.' (Prentice, 2000: 236)

Casey is a man whom Jerry has discovered and helped for career; however, what

Casey is doing now is to betray Jerry by having the woman that he had “long time

ago”. This phrase is important in Jerry's tirade because it is the implication of Jerry's

loss. He does not have the things that he used to have. On the other hand, his speech

has Oedipal implication because Jerry is left by his son, Casey, and the son has

Emma  now.  Like  Max  in The Homecoming, Jerry is now powerless and

dispossessed because the man he calls as “my boy” now has the things that he has

lost.

The  most  important  part  of  Scene  One  takes  place  when  Emma  tells  Jerry

that she revealed their affair to her husband, Robert, the night before. Her revelation

means a lot for Jerry because their secret affair with Emma is a source of power for

him. Having a long term affair with a married woman whose husband is his best

friend makes him feel recognised, desired and appreciated. And now, after Emma's
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revelation, he feels dispossessed, confused with the anxiety of losing power and the

guilty conscience of betraying his best friend: “But he's my oldest friend. I mean, I

picked his own daughter up in my own arms and threw her up and caught her, in my

kitchen. He watched me do it.” (B, 179) Power immediately changes side from Jerry

to Emma. Emma, holding the power, leaves Jerry helpless with her undermining

response: “It doesn't matter. It's all gone.” (Ibid.)  It  is  the  revenge  of  Emma.  She

wants to take the power back from Jerry and her revelation becomes a weapon to

show that Jerry, who has not been the preferred one since their separation, is not the

betrayer any more, either. And their power struggle in Scene One ends with the

victory of Emma who implies that their affair and their betrayal do not make sense

for her any more. What is more, her husband, Robert, hasn't cared about his best

friends betrayal, either.

In Scene Two, which takes place chronologically after Jerry and Emma's

meeting in Scene One, the power struggle appears between Jerry and Robert this

time.  After  learning  the  revelation  of  Emma,  Jerry  invites  Robert  to  his  house

“ostensibly to clear the air” (Cahn, op. cit., 121) and to see whether he still holds the

power  over  Robert  as  a  betrayer.  Although  the  conversation  begins  and  goes  as  a

usual chatting, the implicit suspense becomes visible when Jerry makes an abrupt

attempt: “I must speak to you. It's important” (B, 182). Yet, it is not the same for

Robert. He, in a cool manner, says he knows all about the matter and undermines the

issue by keeping his indifference:

ROBERT
Ah.
Pause.
Well, it's not very important, is it? Been over for years, hasn't it?

JERRY
It is important.

ROBERT
Really? Why? (Ibid., 183)

Robert obviously underestimates Jerry. He behaves as if his best friend's making

love with her wife has no importance for him. Jerry's self-assertion which has been

shaken  by  Emma's  revelation  takes  a  second hit  when Robert  reveals  the  fact  that

Emma didn't tell him about their affair last night but four years ago (Ibid., 184-5).
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Jerry, who is already shocked by the indifference of the husband is baffled once

again. He is confused because while he regards himself as the betrayer it is him who

has been betrayed by Emma and Robert for four years. Robert's revelation turns all

the things upside down for Jerry:

Now Jerry does not know whom to trust. Even more important to him, he has lost
his advantage. Once he imagined himself the deceiver, the seducer of another
man's  wife.  Now  he  finds  himself  played  for  something  of  a  fool,  as  Robert's
serenity intimates that Jerry was not enough of a rival to arouse concern. (Cahn,
op. cit., 121)

Robert keeps his calmness whereas Jerry is totally disappointed and perplexed: “Oh,

don't  get  upset.  There's  no  point.”  (B,  187),  says  Robert.  He  makes  Jerry  feel  not

only ashamed in front of his best friend but also worthless by implying that their

betrayal is not that important. Prentice states that “[b]y discounting Jerry's affair as

an insignificant factor in his divorce, Robert aso reduces both Jerry and Emma's love

to inconsequence.” (Prentice, 2000: 238) However, Jerry gets totally disappointed of

Emma's hiding that she revealed their affair long ago and of Robert's hiding that he

has known for years. He asks himself in a raving tone “Why didn't she tell me?” (B,

188) and then asks to Robert twice “Why didn't you tell me?” (Ibid.) He feels

helpless, betrayed, even fooled. And he tries to tidy it up: “But you betrayed her for

years, didn't you?” (Ibid., 190) He tries to justify himself by identifying himself

with Robert who says that such betrayals are usual in marriage and they are not even

worth talking about. However, the conversation gradually turns out to be a power

struggle and Robert challenges Jerry toughly:

ROBERT
No, you didn't know very much about anything, really, did you?
Pause.

JERRY
No.

ROBERT
Yes you did.

JERRY
Yes I did. I lived with her.

ROBERT
Yes. In the afternoons.

JERRY
Sometimes very long ones. For seven years.
[...]
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Silence.
JERRY

We used to like each other.
ROBERT

We still do.
Pause. (Ibid., 190-1)

Robert's challenge turns into a revenge. Although he tries to keep his calmness he is

full of outrage which he never lets out. Instead, he moves strategically which defeats

his rival cleverly. Cahn says that:

Neither  man  can  summon  the  anger  to  respond  to  the  other.  They  seem  to  be
hiding behind a demeanor of indifference, a parody of masculine stoicism, each
denying the other the pleasure of seeing his competitor grow frustrated or
angry.”(Cahn, op. cit., 122)

Actually, concealing the feeling is main weapon of power struggle in Betrayal.

Different from The Homecoming, Betrayal deals with “rich, successful, and

intellectual” (Ibid., 119) upper-middle class characters. That is why “[t]he emphasis

on propriety, on maintaining dignity while denying passion” (Ibid., 120) is very

important in characterization of Betrayal.  We always  see  the  characters  hide  their

weakness, violence, brutality, or anger. However, this does not mean that they are

less violent or cruel than the ones in The Homecoming.

The earlier plays abound in infantile, inarticulate characters, while in the later
plays one often meets people with greater self-awareness and verbal competence,
or characters who are psychologically and mentally more mature. There is also a
parallel change in the social and cultural setting of the plays, a steady upgrading
from working-class uneducated people to affluent middle-class and sophisticated
artistic circles [...] It is often the case that the sophistication of some of his later
characters is only the result of good manners or of the advantages of wealth and
fame, while, at heart, these people are as immature and childish as many of their
socially inferior counterparts in earlier plays. (Sakellaridou, op. cit., 7)

That means they still appear in constant power struggle, they still try to dominate the

other, they still need to be recognized and appreciated by the other. Their desires

and weaknesses are not different from the characters of earlier plays. Yet, it is not

weird to say that the only difference is the methods of fighting. In order to have

power and superiority the characters prefer tactics and games instead of harsh verbal

and physical struggle as we see in The Homecoming. The characters in Betrayal,
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like the ones in Old Times, attack each other through negligence, indifference,

incitement. They do this with proper language in polite manners. They always

control their temper and keep theri composure. However, behind this calm and quiet

appearance there are lies, betrayals, outrage, dissatisfaction and unhappiness.

Unlike the cold and distant manners of the characters throughout the play,

Scene Three becomes the first appearance of Emma and Jerry as lovers. It is 1975.

Emma and Jerry talk about their affair in their flat. Emma complains about not being

able to meet him as much as in the past: “You see, in the past . . . we were inventive,

we were determined, it was . . . it seemed impossible to meet . . . impossible . . . and

yet we did. We met here, we took this flat and we met in this flat because we wanted

to.”  (B, 198) Her stammering shows that she is uncomfortable, possibly unhappy

bacause of the bad going of her affair with Jerry. She tries to remind their early days

when they managed to meet although it was impossible. What she tries to say is, in

fact, not something about being unable to see each other but the decline of their

love. Nevertheless, Jerry does not pay attention as much as Emma does: “It would

not matter how much we wanted to if you're not free in the afternoons and I'm in

America.” (Ibid.) What Emma says is quite clear, and it is also clear that Jerry

deliberately avoids understanding her by relating the problem to their business life.

Meanwhile, we learn that Emma runs a gallery, she is businesswoman. Although she

is probably more sensitive than Jerry about their affair, she is not represented as a

weak and dependent female figure. She is even much more courageous and honest

than Jerry to state that the flat is just “for fucking” (Ibid., 201). When Jerry wants to

fix the situation by saying that “No, for loving.” (Ibid.), she “quashes his attempt at

glamorizing their trysts” (Cahn, op. cit., 122). She does not let him romanticize the

affair. She switches the subject and asks what they will do about the furniture in the

flat. Talking about evacuating the house, she rejects to be a helpless woman image.

Finally she gives the keys of the flat to Jerry to take out them from her own keyring,

which metaphorically shows that she rejects the man and takes him out of her life.

Therefore, “Jerry is reduced to a functionary, not the conquering male he imagined

himself to be.” (Ibid.) The scene ends with Emma's cold and rebuking speech: “Do

you realise this is an afternoon? It's the Gallery's afternoon off. That's why I'm here.
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We close every Thursday afternoon. Can I have my keyring?” (B, 204). Prentice

claims that “[i]rony strikes the closure as Jerry catches the keys, and Emma snaps

the scene shut with what can only be the opposite of what she really means”

(Prentice, 2000: 240): “Thanks. Listen. I think we've made absolutely the right

decision.” (B, 204)

Scene Four takes place one year after Emma’s revelation to Robert about her

affair with Jerry. Jerry, unaware of Robert's knowledge, comes to visit them in their

home. Robert calls Emma, who is off the stage, to say that Jerry is there but Emma

asks “Who?” from the off stage, which is possibly a tactic of negligence in terms of

power struggle. Emma's ignorance, according to Cahn, is not only a power issue, but

also a clue about the dullness of Jerry and Emma’s affair.  He says that “[p]erhaps

she does not hear Robert, or perhaps she is trying to remain nonchalant. In either

case, her failure to recognize his name deflates the passion the two supposedly

share.” (Cahn, op. cit., 123) Pinter does not let the audience/ reader expect a typical

adultery that is supposed to be passionate and exciting.

In Scene Four, the betrayer and betrayed sides get completely blurred. Being

in the house of Robert and Emma, Jerry is in the position of an away team which

plays in the placement of the rival team. He does not know that Robert knows about

the affair. He assumes himself as the betrayer, as the owner of his best friend's wife.

However, Robert and Emma have a secret knowledge in common which Jerry

supposes  to  be  his  and  Emma's  secret.  The  situation  is  really  ironic  when  the

awareness of the audience/ reader is taken into consideration. Although Jerry does

not have the slightest idea about Robert's knowledge, the audience/ reader knows

that Robert knows the truth. Therefore, Robert's cool and friendly demeanor gains a

double fooling effect on Jerry in the eyes of the audience/ reader.

Jerrt and Robert begin a discussion about baby boys and baby girls. Jerry acts

as an intellectual and approaches the subject philosophically claiming that baby

boys may be crying more because of leaving the womb and facing the world.

However, Robert's loose and easy-going attitude makes Jerry's seriousness

ridiculous:
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ROBERT
What the hell are they anxious about . . . at their age? Do you think?

JERRY
Well . . . facing the world, I suppose, leaving the womb, all that.

ROBERT
But what about girl babies? They leave the womb too.

JEERY
That's true. It's also true that nobody talks much about girl babies leaving the
womb. Do they?
[...]

ROBERT
I was asking you a question.

JERRY
What was it?

ROBERT
Why do you assert that boy babies find leaving the womb more of a problem
than girl babies?

JERRY
Have I made such an assertion?

ROBERT
You went on to make a further assertion, to the effect that boy babies are more
anxious about facing the world than girl babies. (B, 207- 8)

Jerry's baseless comment gives Robert the opportunity to mock Jerry. With his

indifferent and unserious manner, Robert undermines Jerry's intellectual

pretendence. And in the end when Jerry relates the issue to sex difference, Robert

makes fun of his friend’s ideas obviously:

JERRY
Do you think it might have something to do with the difference between the
sexes?
Pause

ROBERT
Good God, you're right. That must be it. (Ibid., 209)

By making a Freudian comment, Jerry tries to look like an intellectual; however, the

knowledge of the audience and Robert's mocking and humiliating approach make

him into  a  fool.  Robert's  challenge,  this  time,  goes  on  through sqaush  which  is  an

important symbol of power struggle between the males throughout the play. Saying

that he is playing squash regularly, Robert establishes a strong, agile and

competitive image while Jerry remains as a lazy, torpid and humble man not having

played it for years. Robert also emphasizes the success of his squash partner, Casey.

The reason why Robert appreciates Casey as a great squash player may be

interpreted as a delibarete attempt to show Jerry as powerless. Cahn pays attention
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to the squash topic from another point of view: “That Jerry no longer participates

implies that he is failing to uphold the responsibilities of male friendship, which in

some respects is a greater betrayal than his affair with Emma.” (Cahn, op. cit., 123)

Therefore, squash game is a metaphor of the power struggle and Jerry's non-

attendance is a kind of evidence of his stabbing his best friend in the back.

Moreover, his non-attendance shows his insecurity to face the reality about his affair

with Emma. In contrast, Robert’s emphasis on the importance of brotherhood gets

clearer when he rejects Emma's coming to watch the match: “Well, to be brutally

honest,  we  wouldn't  actually  want  a  woman  around,  would  we,  Jerry?  I  mean  a

game of squash isn't simply a game of squash, it's rather more than that.” (B, 213) In

saying so, Robert both challenges his rival to confront him alone without the woman

and “extends his bonds to Jerry” by excluding the woman. On the other hand, it may

be regarded as an implication of homosexual relationship between the two men,

which is referred to more obviously in Scene Five. Scene Four ends with an ironic

picture: the so-called betrayer Jerry “does not challenge Robert for Emma. Instead

he backs away, surrendering her” (Cahn, op. cit., 124). Robert, the betrayed

husband, stays with Emma kissing and holding her.

In Scene Five the play creates another parallelism with The Homecoming in

terms  of  setting  which  is  Venice.  Like  Teddy  and  Ruth  who  come  to  the  London

house after a Venice holiday, Robert and Emma are on holiday in Venice, too. The

importance  of  the  setting  is  that  Venice  as  a  city  of  love  creates  an  irony  in  both

plays because there is not any kind of tender feeling or romanticism either in the

relationship  of  Teddy  and  Ruth  or  in  Emma  and  Robert's.  In  Scene  Five  Pinter

conveys the impassionate and dry manners of the married couple especially through

the verbal play. Their fragmented conversation, short lines, frequent pauses and

silences tell much about the suspense and lack of love between the wife and the

husband. Moreover, the scene “shows the antagonism between the two” (Ibid.)

They don't have much to talk about. Pinter displays the lack of communication

through “the form 'oblique' dialogue”, says Esslin: “hesitation on both sides to speak

the first word, to end the silence, lies the turning point of the destiny of these

characters.” (Esslin: 1970, 47) Also “pause” and “silence” have a great importance
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in Pinter plays because Pinter use them to show “'that we communicate only too

well, in our silence, in what is unsaid, and that what takes place is continual evasion,

desperate rearguard attempts to keep ourselves to ourselves.” (Ibid.) Then, silent

moments in Pinter's plays function as a form of communication. He claims that

silence,  in  fact,  tells  as  much  as  words  do.  Since  language  is  a  way  to  cover  our

nakedness, silence shows the unmasked feelings and thoughts.

Opening with Emma and Robert's talking about their next day plans in a

hotel room in Venice, Scene Five continues with an irony: Emma is reading a

manuscript of a book which is about betrayal and which Jerry wanted to publish but

Robert turned down. While they are talking about the novel, Robert switches the

converstion to the letter that has come for Emma Robert. He begins to tell a story

about the attitude of Italian people who has asked him to take the letter for Emma if

he is her husband, which he has rejected:

ROBERT
To be honest, I was amazed that they suggested I take it. [...] I mean just because
my name is Downs and your name is Downs doesn't mean that we're the Mr and
Mrs Downs that they, in their laughing Mediterranean way, assume we are. We
could be, and in fact are vastly more likely to be, total strangers. So let's say I,
whom they laughingly assume to be your husband, had taken the letter, having
declared  myself  to  be  your  husband  but  in  truth  being  a  total  stranger,  and
opened it, and read it, out of nothing more than idle curiosity, and then thrown it
in a canal, you would never have received it and would have been deprived of
your legal right to open your own mail, and all this because of Venetian je m'en
foutisme. I've a good mind to write to the Dodge of Venice about it.
Pause
That's what stopped me taking it, by the way, and bringing it to you, the thought
that I could very easily be a total stranger.
Pause
What they of course did not know, and had no way of knowing, was that I am
your husband. (B, 222)

Robert  imposes  the  woman  that  he is the husband. At the same time he tries to

soften his oppressive manner by making a joke about the “Venetian je m'en

foutisme”. Cahn says that it is “an example of a characteristic Pinter technique: the

acid joke, seemingly harmless, that masks painful tension.” (Cahn, op. cit., 125)

Robert's tirade is important also because it is the first and the only section in the

play that discloses his inner conflicts about his weaknesses. While he is talking to

Emma, he is in fact talking to himself. He faces his unspoken fears; the fear of being
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left, being alone, and being “total strangers” with his wife. When his fears lead him

to anxiety, he attacks Emma. He puts pressure on her by threatening that he could

have taken her legal right to open her own mail by opening and reading it. Just like

Lenny in The Homecoming who tries to dominate Ruth through his stories telling

about  his  brutality  over  the  women  (HC, 38-41), Robert shows his tyranny by

telling  what  he  could  have  done  as  a  husband.  In  doing  so,  on  the  other  hand,  he

tries to conceal his weakness under the strong, self-confident, authoritive husband

image. But he cannot achieve that according to Cahn:

As Robert speaks, we are aware that he very much doubts his place as Emma's
husband, and what he perceives as the casual Italian attitude toward marital
status mirrors what Robert fears is Emma's insouciance about Robert himself and
about the affair with Jerry that Robert is about to bring to light. As Robert adds a
few lines later: 'What they of course did not know, and had no way of knowing,
was  that  I  am  your  husband'  (IV,  218).  Robert  states  this  fact  as  if  he  were
establishing his maleness and laying claim to possessions. (Cahn, op. cit., 125)

While Robert pretends to be cool throughout the conversation in the hotel

room in Venice, he actually tries to detain the coming revelation of Emma about her

affair with Jerry because he has already knew about it. As he does in Scene Four,

Robert  again  refers  to  his  bonds  with  Jerry  and  tells  about  their  youth  days  when

they were both editors of poetry magazines: “We were bright young men. And close

friends. Well, we still are close friends. All that was long before I met you. Long

before he met you.” (B, 225) In saying so, Robert charges Emma with spoiling his

friendship with Jerry. He implies that Emma has separated the two best friends.

Moreover,  by  recalling  his  memories  with  Jerry,  he  appreciates  their  old  times

before Emma and leaves Emma out of this male friendship as Anna does in Old

Times. Meanwhile, Emma stays almost totally silent except giving short answers

such as “Okay.”, “Fine.”, “No.” (Ibid., 222-6) She escapes from the burden of

language but her effort to withdraw the real words diclose the tension and anxiety

going beneath the surface. The silence, then, is not the inadequacy of the language,

it  is  not  due  to  the  lack  of  communication.  On  the  contrary,  for  Pinter,  it  is  “a

deliberate evasion of communication” (Prentice, 1991: 23). In Pinter’s plays one

does not use language to reveal something even if it reveals. On the contraray, it is

used to prevent the disclosure of privacy. Esslin says that “Pinter is far from wanting
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to say that language is incapable of establishing true communication between human

beings; he merely draws our attention to the fact that in life human beings rarely

make use of language for that purpose” (Esslin, 1970: 198).

The conversation of Emma and Robert does not flow until Emma suddenly

says that she and Jerry are lovers (B, 226). Without any moment of pause or silence

Robert gives an immediate response which is a pretendence of calmness: “Ah. Yes.

I thought it might be something like that, something along those lines.” (Ibid.) The

thing that Robert calls ‘something’ “derogates any affections Emma and Jerry might

muster and hence salvages Robert's own ego.” (Cahn, op. cit., 125) Robert's

indifference is immediately replaced by a sense of wonder and he insists to have the

exact information about the affair. When he learns that it is five years he repeats the

word ‘five years’. Dukore asserts that “[h]is response, 'Five years?' (IV, 224), rare

italicized words in Pinter's texts (Dukore, Harold Pinter, 110), may be read as

astonishment or fury.” (Cahn, op. cit.,  125)  Also  Billington  draws  attention  to  the

same words in italics: it “suggests a mixture of emotions: incredulity, indignation,

real anguish.” (Billington, op. cit., 262) Morover, Robert's next attempt to make a

quick calculation on the coincidence between the the beginning date of Jerry and

Emma's affair and the birth of Ned shows his insecure and dubious thoughts about

his fatherhood just like we see in Max in The Homecoming. Penelope Prentice

states that “[t]he degree of Robert's pain can be measured in part by the cruelty of

his attack upon Emma” (Prentice, 2000: 243): “I've always liked Jerry. To be honest,

I've always liked him rather more than I've liked you. Maybe I should have had an

affair with him myself.” (B, 229) Again sticking to Jerry Robert tries to make Emma

feel that she does not belong to the brotherhood of the two men, she is an intruder,

unwelcome. This part also the most important implication of the homosexual

relationship between the two men which Billington calls as a “masculine intimacy

that occupies a grey hinterland between friendship and sex.” (Billington, op. cit.,

263) The scene closes with the bortherhood of the two men in which there is no real

place for a female and of which a female cannot be a real part whatever she does.

Scene  Six  mostly  deals  with  the  representation  of  Emma.  She  does  not

appear as a typical female character so far. She is a businesswoman, she is married
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with two children. Although her husband betrays her, she has been doing the same

thing for seven years. In other words she is not a dependent wife and e devoted

mother figure; furthermore, she is never represented as a mother with her children

throughout the play. “Nevertheless Emma retains what may be regarded as a

traditional feminine desire for domesticity.” (Cahn, op. cit.,  123)  In  Scene  Six,

Emma appears as a thoughtful, caring woman who brings a basket of things Jerry

likes for their meeting in the flat. She frequently expresses her need for love and

interest always asking “How do I look?”, “Do I look well?” (B, 232) Similarly, we

see her cooking for Jerry in an apron in Scene Eight. Pinter again represent the

female character in dichotomous role of mother, wife, lover and whore. Katherine

Burkman identifies Robert and Jerry with “sons of women who begot them through

betraying them with their fathers” (Cahn, op. cit., 126). Namely, the power struggle

between the two men derives from such a root: for each male “the other” one is the

rival just as the father is a rival for the son in Oedipal theory. Jerry wants to possess

Emma,  as  the  ultimate  symbol  of  mother  figure,  and  wants  to  dismiss  the  “other

man” Robert, who, in this case, becomes the representative of father figure. Also

Robert wants exactly the same thing: to possess Emma as the mother figure by

dismissing the threatening male figure whom he identifies with father figure.

“[H]ence the continuing competition with the father and the continuing love/hate

relationship with the mother” (Ibid.) determine the relationship of the three.

Scene Six also has signficance because of giving clues about Emma's

feelings for Robert and Jerry. Scene Six takes place in 1973, the year when Robert

and Emma are on vocation in Venice. It means that Emma and Jerry's meeting in

their flat in Scene Six happens after Emma reveals her betrayal to Robert in Venice.

The reason why these two details are related is that Scene Six “is the moment when

she [Emma] should reveal the truth of the previous scene, inviting full commitment

from Jerry and perhaps giving the two of them the chance to break away from their

respective marriages.” (Ibid.)  But  Emma does  not  say  anything  to  Jerry  about  her

revelation to Robert in Venice.In doing so, she switches the position of the two sides

in the betrayal game. Since Emma has disclosed her betrayal to Robert, Robert is not

the betrayed side any more; on the contrary, it is now Jerry who is unaware of
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Emma's revelation and Robert's knowledge. That Emma does not prefer to let Jerry

know about her revelation creates a new configuration in the relationship of the

threesome: the first one is the alliance between Jerry and Emma which dismisses

Robert until he learns about the affair, the second one is the alliance between the

males which dismisses Emma from the male circle, and the new third one,

established by Emma, is between her and Robert which dismisses Jerry as the only

unaware one. Why Emma hides the truth from Jerry leads us to a twofold

conclusion: on the one hand Emma may be regarding her marriage as the guarantee

of an orderly life and social status and she does not want to quit it; on the other hand

she may be using the confession of her affair just as a weapon to take revenge from

her husband. Then, her confession neither aims to give up the husband nor to begin

a new life with Jerry. That is why she worries when she learns Jerry is going to take

Robert to lunch the next day. “Perhaps she fears that Robert will reveal to Jerry what

she has kept clandestine.” (Ibid., 127) By confessing it to her husband after five

years  she  challanges  him,  she  refuses  to  be  completely  possessed  by  him.  Her

revelation  is  a  kind  of  rebellion,  a  revenge,  therefore.  To  go  further,  perhaps  she

keeps having an extramarital affair to fight with Robert on equal terms; and Jerry, as

the best friend of Robert, is the best choice for Emma to hurt Robert. In such a case,

Jerry becomes the weapon for both Emma and Robert that they use against each

other  in  their  power  struggle.  Robert  sticks  to  Jerry  to  dismiss  Emma  and  Emma

does the same thing to dismiss Robert. Meanwhile, Jerry enjoys the sense of power

by having his best friend's wife. Then, betrayal is a kind of web which has a function

for each of the three:

Emma seems to choose Jerry most of all so that she can revenge Robert's
dalliances. Jerry seems to relish the superiority of knowing he has slept with his
best friend's wife, while Robert finds power in knowing of Jerry's deception and
not bothering to reveal the knowledge. Such are the stakes in the warfare that
underlies this mode of life. (Ibid., 129)

However, there is a problem in terms of Emma's challenge as there was in Ruth's in

HC. If her affair with Jerry is to take revenge from her husband what she does

depends  on  what  Robert  does.  Her  action  is  limited  to  the  actions  of  her  husband.

Then, like Ruth, she is within the circle of the males and she plays the game of the
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males although she is one of them to put the rules. In Cahn's words “She has agreed

to play the roles determined by these men, and thus the parameters of her superiority

are sharply defined.” (Ibid., 74) So, it is a rebellion at the same time an adaptation.

Or  in  Quigley's  words  “as  the  play  has  demonstrated  in  a  variety  of  ways,  certain

kind of freedom is also a certain kind of captivity.” (Quigley, op. cit., 225)

In Scene Six Jerry and Emma meet in their  flat  after the Venice holiday of

Robert and Emma. In addition to bringing her lover- her son a basket of food and

drink, she also keeps her affectionate mother image while soothing Jerry about his

son's falling off bike: “Everything will be better, now I'm back.” (B, 237) Then

putting of her whore image she asks a seductive question: “And marvellous to have

me?” (Ibid., 238) In doing so, she sparks the man by her sexual connotation. And

soon after her whore-like image she, this time, plays the role of a devoted, serving

wife figure: “I cook and slave for you.” (Ibid.) It is not weird to suggest that,

therefore, the representation of Emma in Scene Six is restricted to the same

dichotomy of wife-mother and whore. Skolnicks say that it is not a matter of

dependence or independence of woman, it is a matter of need for appreciation and

recognition. Although women have her independence and self-confidence and

power in social sphere and business life, she still expects appreciation in terms of

her conventional gender roles. Philip Blumstein and Pepper Schwartz “think that

most employed women continue to value their roles as companion and caretaker.

Women in the study seem to want respect for both roles and are seeking a way to

perform them both successfully.” (258) To support Skolnicks, what Emma buys

from Venice is a tablecloth, “an emblem of the domesticity she wishs to preserve.”

(Billington, op. cit., 265)

Although Jerry and Emma appear as cheek to cheek in Scene Six, the reverse

plot structure does not let the audience believe in their love or passion. Starting the

play from the end, Pinter shows Emma and Jerry's affair “ab initio”; it means that

what is presented later loses its credibility. After experiencing the problems of the

affair at the same time with the characters it becomes impossible to feel the sense of

romanticism between the couple even if there is romanticism. “[T]he backward

movement, dramatic not narrative, is toward disillusion; the audience, having



105

witnessed the end of the affair and its aftermath, understands how transitory are the

lovers' feelings toward each other during the early time of the affair.” (Dukore, op.

cit., 107) It is deliberate for Pinter to avoid any probable intense feeling of the

audience which would be most probably experienced if the plot were not in reverse

structure. Instead of appreciating domesticity, love, marriage, family unit, he leads

the audience to realize how artificial they are. The final image of Scene Six in which

Jerry recalls the happy Christmas of the two familes when they were together in

Emma and Robert's kitchen functions to convey the same message. Jerry says:

JERRY
Listen.  Do  you  remember,  when  was  it,  a  few  years  ago,  we  were  all  in  your
kitchen, must have been Christmas or something, do you remember, all the kids
were running about and suddenly I picked Charlotte up and lifted her high up,
high up, and then down and up. Do you remember how she laughed? (B, 240)

Very much like Max's happy family story with a devoted wife-mother figure and

shining little children, Jerry draws a harmonious and peaceful tableau with laughing

happy children and two friendly families. However, the play shows that there is

deception, betrayal, doubts and uncertainties beneath the appearance. By using the

kitchen as setting -a symbol of domesticity- Pinter stresses the irony of Jerry's story.

In Scene Seven the two men, Robert and Jerry, meet in a restaurant to have

lunch together. The setting, an elite Italian restaurant, is especially important in tthis

scene because it makes the discrepancy more prominent between the civilized

manners and inner brutality of the two men. In other words, the setting as a public

and elite restaurant creates an ironic situation as kitchen does in the previous scene.

In this scene the psychological and verbal battle of the two men is obviously felt.

We see the power struggle between Robert and Jerry is no different from the one

among the males in The Homecoming. The only difference is that the characters in

The Homecoming are cruel in an explicit manner. They do not conceal or disguise

their brutality by civilized manners, except for Teddy. In Betrayal, however, the

characters are intellectual, upper- middle class people. Both the two men and the

woman deal with jobs related to art, literature. “The paradox in the world of Pinter's

characters is that his men on the whole, no matter how mature, sophisticated and

articulate they grow, refuse to abandon their male chauvanism.” (Sakellaridou, op.
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cit., 14) Scene Seven opens with Robert sitting “at a table drinking white wine” (B,

243).  It  is  an  elite  Italian  restaurant  with  a  waiter  who  speaks  both  Italian  and

English. Then Jerry comes and orders his drink, a non-water Scotch on the rock,

which  is  a  signal  to  show  that  he  is  tough  enough  to  have  such  a  strong  drink

without any water at lunctime. But at the same time this refers to that he needs to

relax to enounter his rival. Robert starts the verbal struggle by asking whether he is

ready for some squash (Ibid., 245) and Jerry goes on by asking “How was Venice?”

(Ibid.,  246)  At  that  moment  the  waiter  comes  to  take  the  order.  It  means  that  the

suspense is detained by the waiter, but for a short time because Jerry asks for the

second  time:  “How  was  it,  anyway?  Venice.”  (Ibid., 248) The suspense derives

from the reverse structure which has already let the audience know that Robert

knows whereas Jerry is unaware of Robert's knowlege. So, Jerry's question about the

Venice holiday creates suspense, whether Robert would reveal his knowledge to

Jerry or not. So, the waiter, delaying the suspense by his interruption, becomes a

functional tool for the vividity of the scene. Because;

The underlying implications of the occasion are comically set off by the waiter,
who speaks Italian and conducts himself with the utmost formality. The contrast
between his punctiliousness and the resentment in the insinuations offered by
Robert create a tension (Cahn, op. cit., 127).

However, Robert does not reveal anything about his knowledge like Emma does not.

Both of them keep the revelation as a secret and fool Jerry who still has to pretend in

front of Robert. Then the reverse structure doubles the effect of the irony and the

audience “mock Jerry's  obliviousness,  secure in our knowledge that he will  remain

blind for years.” (Ibid.)

Although the two men try hard to look cool they are not, of course, devoid of

conflicts and emotional explosions. Leslie Brody in her Gender, Emotion and the

Family, explores the fact of concealing emotions:

Qualitative research exploring the reasons people do not disclose their emotions
to others indicates that men avoid disclosures in order to maintain control in
relationships and to avoid being vulnerable, whereas women avoid disclosures in
order to prevent their relationships from being harmed or hurt in some way
(Rosenfeld 1979; Timmers, Fischer, and Manstead 1998). [...] They [men] also
report that disclosing their feelings would affect their self-esteem more than
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women report, endorsing such items as, “If I expressed my feelings, I would not
be able to 'hold myself together' as well as before I made the disclosure”
(Robinson, Stockton, Morran 1990) (Brody, w. date, 208).

In terms of Brody's explanation it can be suggested that revealing the true feelings

makes one more vulnerable and weak in front of the others. On the other hand,

concealing true feelings is a way to develop individuality and self-esteem; it is “a

way  of  creating  a  sense  of  self  distinct  from  others,  a  self  that  is  private  and

autonomous.” (Ibid., 210) By this way, one can put on a mask of self-confidence

and can hide that he is lonely, unhappy, weak, and defensless; however, it works to

some extent. Not to take the risk of exceeding this extent Pinter's characters in B

avoid revealing too much. Harvie Ferguson in his article “Deception and Despair”

explains the act of concealing quoting from Rousseau:

'We no longer dare seem what we really are,' [...] We cannot make ourselves
understood, our goodness and warmth is somehow translated into their opposites.
Everyone appears in society as if performing on a stage and, thus, 'we never now
with whom we are to deal.' Soon we begin to suspect that 'jelousy, suspicion,
fear, coldness, reserve, hatred, and fraud lie constantly concealed under the
uniform and deceitful veil of politeness' (Rousseau 1973: 6-7) (Ferguson 190)

That is why "Pinter's characters do not wish to communicate: to do so would be to

compromise their individuality, for as Pinter himself explained, in his plays

'communication is a fearful matter.'” (Peacock, op. cit.,  46)  In  Pinter's  own words

“[c]ommunication  is  too  alarming.  To  enter  in  to  someone  else's  life  is  too

frightening.” (Esslin, 1970: 47) For this reason his characters avoid revelation either

by giving pause and silence during the conversation as Emma frequently does in

Scene Five or by making too much oblique dialogue to parry the risk of

vulnerability as Robert and Jerry do in Scene Seven. That is why pause and silence

units, and balderdash have specific function in Betrayal.  That  is  the  reason  why

Robert and Jerry, although challenging each other throughout the scene, never act,

speak or attack directly. After talking about squash, Venice holiday and ordering

meal, Robert who has just learned his best friend has been in an affair with his wife

for five years begins to lose his calmness. While they are talking about the book of

new writer, Spinks, whom Emma and Jerry likes, “Robert's inner turmoil explodes
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in his diatribe against the modern novel, an outburst obviously aimed at what Emma

and Jerry share.” (Cahn, op. cit., 127):

I' m a bad publisher because I hate books. Or to be more precise, prose. Or even
to be more precise, modern prose, I mean modern novels, first novels and second
novels, [...] You know what you and Emma have in common? You love
literature. I mean you love modern prose literature, I mean you love the new
novel by the new Casey or Spinks. It gives you both thrill. (B, 254)

Emma is his wife but it is Jerry who has the liking in common with her. They have a

point in common and Robert is out of it. Robert also shows his insecurity about his

marriage by asking Jerry for confirmation about his own wife: “Really? You mean

you don't think it gives Emma a thrill?” (Ibid.) Having the opportunity to exercise

power,  Jerry  gives  an  ironic  answer:  “How do I  know? She  is  your  wife.”  (Ibid.)

Robert gets more confused and as if he admits his defeat he says: “Yes. Yes. You're

quite right. I shouldn't have to consult you. I shouldn't have to consult anyone.”

(Ibid.) Regarding Robert's constant concelaing throughout the play, Ruby Cohn

says that “Robert's three monologues all bear obliquely on Emma's adultery, but

their surface subjects are the game of squash [212- 213], Italian carelessness about

correspondance [222], and a confession of hatred of books [254].” (Cohn, op. cit.,

25) Yet, after a while Robert cannot hide his aggression any more. He orders the

waiter in a rude manner, he complaints about the slowness of the service, he talks

about Venice without breath. Meanwhile, he orders one more bottle of wine and

keeps drinking. Eventually he cannot help exposing himself:

ROBERT
I mean there is nothing wrong, you see. I've got the family. Emma and I are very
good  together.  I  think  the  world  of  her.  And  I  actually  consider  Casey  to  be  a
first rate writer. [...] First rate. I 'm proud to publish him and you discovered him
and that was very clever of you. (B, 255)

Having just insulted modern novel and modern literature, and the new writers like

Casey and Spinks, Robert now appreciate Casey as a modern writer and Jerry as a

literary agent to discover Casey. This is the reflection of the inner contradiction of

the man. However, this is also the betrayal of art. The two men who have been

interested in literature since their youth days now deal with literature as a job to earn
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money. It is commodity now for them. Although Robert thinks Casey and Spinks as

unsuccessful, he has to publish their books because they are selling, which is

another aspect of betrayal in the play:

Behind the play's action lies an aching awareness of the way the high ideals of
youth are betrayed by the compromises of daily life. Jerry and Robert were, as
undergraduates, both editors of poetry magazines. Jerry also used to write long
letters about Ford Madox Ford, Robert abdout Yeats (the ultimate poet of loss
and decline). Now Jerry is an agent hawking around a writer called Casey who is
a useful money-spinner but little more; Robert, a successful publisher, drunkenly
confesses that he hates the whole business of publishing, promoting, and selling
modern prose literature. They are not only parasitic literary middlemen, but, by
extension, symbols of all those who betray their youthful commitment for the
sake of bland, middle-aged affluance. (Billington, op. cit., 259)

What is interesting is that it is still Jerry to whom Robert exposes his inner conflicts,

contradictions, which means that there is still a strong bond between the two men

having  shared  a  lot  in  their  old  days.  Robert  still  regards  Jerry  as  the  best  friend

rather than an enemy or rival. Such a bond, of course, emphasizes the stronger and

more enduring relationship between the males while underestimating, even

excluding any kind of bond of both with the female.

In Scene Eight, Emma and Jerry appears in their flat in 1971. As it is in

Scene Six, Emma again appears as a domestic female figure with an apron cooking

for Jerry. And while the woman is cooking at home as a housewife figure, caring

and devoted, the man comes from outside as the provider husband figure. Then,

their extranmar tal affair seems just like a marriage with two conventinal type of

partners. It is far from being an excited, clandestine adultery. Emma and Jerry,

although they are having an extramarital affair for three years, do not have the

pleasure of betrayal. On the contrary, it is dull, usual and monotonuous. In contrast

to Emma's gaiety and eagerness to have a lovely time with him, Jerry comes from

outside in a reluctant and exhausted mood. And what he regards Emma is no

different from wife. That he says “What a lovely apron.” (B, 258) is an implication

of his appreciation of her domesticity as a wife figure. While chatting Emma says

that she ran into Judith the day before but what is interesting is that Jerry gets so

surprised. His reaction is so much that it evokes some suspense whether there is a

problem with Judith's having lunch with a lady:
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JERRY
What do you mean, lunch? Where?

EMMA
At Fortnum and Mason's.

JERRY
Fortnum and Mason's? What the hell was she doing at Fortnum and Mason's?

EMMA
She was lunching with a lady.

JERRY
A lady?

EMMA
Yes.
Pause. (Ibid., 260)

Jerry's  anxiety  and  the  pause  create  a  suspicion  about  a  possible  lesbian  affair  of

Judith, which betrays the happy family tableau of the play once more. Such a fake

happy image is also belied by Jerry when he says that he hasn't seen his wife

because he was out late the previous night and then his wife was out early the next

morning. It means that, very much like Robert and Emma, Jerry and Judith have an

already collapsed marriage, they don't share anything, they even don't see each other

despite  living  together.  Moreover,  Jerry  himself  says  that  “She  [Judith]  has  an

admirer.” (Ibid.,  262),  another  doctor  who  takes  her  for  drinks  and  who  likes  her

and also whom she is fond of. (Ibid., 263) Learning such details about Judith and

Jerry's  marriage,  Emma,  for  the  first  time  so  far,  asks  Jerry  whether  he  has  ever

thought of changing his life (Ibid.). More clearly, what she wants to learn is whether

he  thinks  about  getting  divorced  to  have  a  new  life  with  her.  Yet,  Jerry's  answer,

without any hesitation is “It's impossible.” (Ibid.,  264) Like Emma and Robert,  he

never  wants  to  give  up  the  sense  of  order,  the  social  status  that  marraige  provides

him.While studying the function of the family for males, Philippe Ariès explains

why marriage and family give a social status and respectability to individuals in

society:  “The  role  of  the  family  was  to  strengthen  the  authority  of  the  head  of  the

household, without threatening the stability of his relationship with the community.”

(Ariès 31) This stability means order and domestic order is a kind of compensation

for  the  hardships  of  the  daily  life.  Thus,  marriage  is  a  part  of  this  ordered,  fixed,

contained life style. Although the partners have separated lives, they keep the social

identity provided by the marital status. Moreover, Barbara Laslett, by quoting from

Berger and Kellner, says that family becomes a kind of self-realization practice for
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adults: “'Much of this search for personal meaning takes place within the family and

is one reason for the persistence of the family in spite of the decline of many of its

earlier functions.'” (Laslett, 233) Then what they do is to seek for love, appreciation,

care, and happiness because they live in a great loss of feeling, excitement,

enthusiasm. Although “they are intelligent, articulate, cultivated people, free and

responsible, open-minded and well adjusted, engaged in interesting activities. [...]

Pinter has succeeded in conveying a feeling of immense desolation.” (Almansi, op.

cit., 94) It is such a sense of void that although nothing is wrong in their lives they

do not have something to cling to tight. They are married but they do not share

anything with their partners, they have extramarital affairs but they do not feel

satisfied emotionally, they have good jobs but they are not happy with what they do.

Then, betrayal is a way to seek for love or passion, or meaning, or something else

worthy. They do not betray because they are happier with their extramarital

partners;  on  the  contraray  who  the  person  is  does  not  have  a  significance  in  fact.

Both Emma and Robert has more than one extramarital affairs. In that case as Enoch

Brater, in his essay “Cinematic Fidelity and the Forms of Pinter's Betrayal” says

that:

“Preoccupied with children, home, extramarital affairs, tablecloths, and
happiness, they recite the lines that have been assigned to them as educated,
pampered, polite, moderately cultivated, upper-middle class Londoners. [...]
'Betrayal'  is  in  this  context  a  rather  lofty  word  for  such  bourgeois  and
unimaginative infidelities.” (Brater, 105)

Betrayal  is  a  kind  of  weapon in  the  power  struggle  of  the  threesome.  That  is  why

Emma reveals her betrayal to Robert when she learns that Robert has betrayed her,

which means that it “could only have been intended to hurt Robert.” (Prentice: 2000,

237)

The last scene, which is the beginning of all this betrayal issue, takes place in

1968 and appears to have lost its meaning due to the reverse structure. The setting is

Robert and Emma's bedroom: “The room is dimly lit. JERRY is sitting in the

shadows. Faint music through the door. The door opens. Light. Music. EMMA

comes in, closes the door. She goes towards the mirror, sees JERRY.”  (B, 267)

While drinking, Jerry starts to make compliments to Emma. He praises her beauty.
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However, his language is so elevated that the scene appears like a parody of

conventional love concept in which “He pursues her. She resists.” (Prentice, 2000:

246) Emma  says  that  she  has  just  come  in  to  comb  her  hair  (B, 267), which is a

suitable image of a conventional female representation in classical literature.

However, Emma resists to Jerry's conventional representation, as Ruth does against

Teddy's image of a lovely girl with a hat with flowers on it. (HC, 65) When Jerry

glorifies her white dress in her wedding, she rejects: “I wasn't in white.” (B, 269)

and  when Jerry  says  that  she  is  so  lovely,  she  answers  “I'm not.”  (Ibid., 270) But

Jerry does not give up:

JERRY
Look at the way you're looking at me. I can't wait for you, I'm bowled over, I'm
totally knocked out, you dazzle me, you jewel, my jewel, I can't ever sleep again,
no, listen, it's the truth, I won't walk, I'll be a cripple, I'll descend, I'll diminish,
into total paralysis, my life is in your hands, that's what you're banishing me to, a
state of catatonia? do you? do you? the state of . . . where the reigning prince is
the prince of emptiness, the prince of absence, the prince of desolation. I love
you. (Ibid.)

Jerry appears as a seductive Don Juan figure who reveals his love to the woman in

an elaborate language, with passionate words and within exaggerated manners. Yet,

it is nothing more than an irony due to the reverse structure of the play. Since we

know about the going and the end of their affair the man in Scene Nine sounds

ridiculous,  artificial,  and  nonsense.  It  stays  away  from  credibility.  Because  the

reverse structure becomes more informative than the language itself; while the

language tries to distort the past, the reverse structure reveals it within a natural

flow. While the play goes back the reader/ the audience goes back too. Enoch Brater

explains the function of the reverse structure in Betrayal as follows:

[I]n Betrayal the  past  speaks  for  itself:  no  character  is  permitted  the  luxury  of
coloring the action that might or might not have taken place before the curtain
goes up on these sets. The typology of double-dealing is currently staged for us
in  a  factual  presentness  that  takes  place  before  our  very  eyes.  We  are  literally
looking through the fourth wall, in this case peeking voyeuristically through the
proverbial keyhole, so to speak. No longer is the past recaptured, recycled, and
reinterpreted through memory. Instead, it is invented for us and staged as
documentary evidence which we are then obliged to 'judge' for ourselves.
(Brater, op. cit., 111)
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Pinter himself approves the importance of stage action and says that “I don't work in

purely verbal terms on the stage, by any means. I feel that the way an actor is sitting

or standing is much to the point.” (Pinter’s own words in Brater, op. cit., 16) Then,

the significance of the reverse structure appears most in Scene Nine. Regarding

Jerry's dull, impassionate demeanour in the previous scenes, it can also be thought

that  Jerry  is  mocking  Emma.  Or  it  can  be  said  that  Jerry  is  drunk  and  these  are

nothing more than the words of an unconscious man. In any case, his “love is shown

to have been no more than a fleeting illusion, a cruel self-deception.” (Esslin, 1993:

33) As Cahn points out:

The overstatment makes Jerry a parody of a Renaissance lover, who, with
Petrarchan anguish, pines for his unattainable love. Although Jerry may be
conscious of his literary license and revel in the exaggerated claims, we know
another  irony:  that  his  desire  is  soon  to  diminish  to  a  point  at  which  he  and
Emma are parrying lifelessly about one another's feelings. (Cahn, op. cit., 129)

On the  other  hand,  Jerry'  tirade  also  refers  to  the  sense  of  desolation  of  the

characters that Pinter tries to present. When Jerry refers to catatonia state, he refers

to the constant sense of emptiness of the characters which cannot be exactly fulfiled

as we see throughout the play. What Pinter says for the characters of The

Homecoming is  also  valid  for  the  characters  of Betrayal, that is, although the

characters are violent, cruel, dull, impassionate, hypocritical, the source of all this is

the desperation, meaninglessess, and emptiness of their lives.

In this nullity, lack of meaning, lack of satisfaction and self-assertion, power

struggle gains importance and becomes prominent in their relationships. Because,

Leslie Brody says, “being in a more powerful position is associated with feelings of

satisfaction and high self-esteem” (Brody, op. cit.,  203),  and  that  is  what  the

characters are in need of. Whether they are friends, partners, wives and husbands or

children and parents neither compensates the lacks nor changes the attitudes of the

characters. All claim that they are unhappy, and they are betrayed by some others;

but what is more tragic is that they are adapted to the present situation. And in this

adaptation and lack of actual satisfaction they hide their vulnerability by

representing themselves as they are not. They conceal, they pretend, they supress. It
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is, in wider sense, a struggle for survival but this struggle, going too further,

becomes  destructive.  So,  it  is  a  paradox.  Peter  Hall  the  most  important  director  of

Pinter's plays stresses the same point:

'I  think Harold was coming out of a slightly different box. He was dealing with
male-female extra-marital relationships and if you just receive the play without
digging underneath it, it's rather trite story. The obvious question is, 'Who is
being betrayed?' and, with respect, most of you missed the point. [...] But the
sleight of hand that Harold has performed is that, while dealing with a triangular
relationship, he's talking about something else. He seems to be saying that if you
start with self-betrayal, it gradually infects evertything like a dreadful,
destructive virus.' (Billington, op. cit., 259)

Then, all the betrayal process begins with self-betrayal: the suppressed sense of

void, lies, betrayals, pretendence, weakness behind confident manners, jelousy,

aggression, and oppession violence and power struggle behind the civilized

manners, weaknesses behind courage, separated lives behind the happy family

pictures, and the imposed codes and norms behind our truths. Through the reverse

plot structure, Pinter shows how the characters deceive themselves and each other.

Pinter claims it is a struggle to survive and a struggle to cover vulnerability. Because

revealing vulnerability means the end of survival. It is the struggle that keeps them

alive. Power struggle keeps Pinter's plays alive, too. It creates vitality and dynamism

in both verbal and physical terms. Since the power struggle is always reciprocal, it

always incites the other to do or say something in return which he/ she would not do

or say in usual circumstances. Moreover, this act of inciting is so inevitable that

power struggle becomes a constant and circular process in itself. Pinter uses this

process as a very usual motive in his plots and characterization. For him, power

struggle is somehow in our lives and mostly in the center of our lives. As in one of

the interviews he says:

The world is a pretty violent place, it's as simple as that, so any violence in the
plays comes out quite naturally. It seems to me an essential and inevitable factor.
[...] I wouldn't call this violence so much as a battle for positions, it's a very
common, everyday thing. (from an interview with Pinter in Ganz, 1972: 29)
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CONCLUSION

The twentieth century witnessed many turning points not only in terms of

politics, economic balance, international relations of countries but also in terms of

social norms, individual priorities, life style, manners and thoughts. By the end of

First World War many countries got into a rapid development of industrialization.

The great imperial power of Britain declined and the progressive countires became

more and more powerful. Despite its defeat in the First World War, the industrial

development of Germany and the economic expansion of United States of America

changed the power balance all over the world. On the other hand, with the new

developments in technology and science the needs of people changed. Modern life

style gradually replaced conventional habits, tendencies, thoughts, and necessities.

On one hand it looked like a period of development, improvement, expansion and

innovation. However, the destructive effects of war on individuals led to a great

depression and disillusionment in global sphere. The physical and mental losses,

suffering from post-war problems, miserable life conditions, lack of peace and

safety caused many psyghological and sociological problems. The sense of

discontinuity and void between 1915 and 1940 aggravated with the emergence of

Second World War. It was much more different and horrible than the former. It was

a war of strategy and power. The improved war tactics, the new technologies and

inventions in weapon industry made the Second World War more than a war.

America’s destructive nuclear bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki badly damaged

both cities in 1945 and became a turning point in the war history of the world. It

displayed the most cruel face of power struggle and the helplessness of people in

that calamity.

The period of unrest and chaos between the two world wars and the post-war

sufferings inevitably effected every sphere of life which can not exclude art. The

endless sense of despair, loss and emptiness of the individual reflected on literature.

T. S. Eliot’s Waste Land draws the picture of that waste land as follows:

What are the roots that clutch, what branches grow
Out of this stony rubbish? Son of man, You cannot say, or guess, for you know
only
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A heap of broken images, where the sun beats,
And the dead tree gives no shelter, the cricket no relief,
And the dry stone no sound of water. Only
There is shadow under this red rock (Eliot, 5).

It was also the age of violence, oppression, and manipulation. Especially after the

Second World War the concept of violence and power changed. Violence,

domination, oppression, and battle for power that spread all over the world through

the fascist movements in Europe also pervaded into social and individual life.

Physical violence, mental oppression and manipulation, slightly or severely, settled

in minds and lives of individuals. What is more, it maintained itself naturally and

became a natural part of life.

Pinter as one of the most important playwrights of the late twentieth century

deals with that pervaded power and violence in his plays. For him, dealing with

these issues is inevitable because they are inevitably in our lives. When he is asked

whether he sees the world as a violent place, he says certainly yes: “The world is a

pretty  violent  place,  it’s  as  simple  as  that,  so  any  violence  in  the  plays  comes  out

quite naturally. It seems to me an essential and inevitable factor.” (from an

interwiew with Pinter in Ganz, 1972: 29) Pinter’s plays indicate violence,

oppression, power struggle for domination and possession through simple action and

everyday conversation. But he never relates power struggle to mere violence or

brutality directly no matter how violent and brutal the characters are in some of his

plays. Instead, he represents power struggle always in parallelism with the necessity

of recognition, appreciation and love. His characters are brutal, sometimes violent

even  cruel  but  the  real  motive  that  lead  them to  be  so  is  mostly  their  lack  of  love,

identity, lack of self-assertion.

Throughout The Homecoming each of the characters are highly brutal in

their manners. Their conversations are full of slang words and they all are in a

continious  struggle  with  each  other.  At  the  beginning  of  the  play  we see  Max and

Lenny in a power struggle, then Sam becomes the object of Lenny’s mockings as an

old and dysfunctional man. After Ruth and Teddy come the power struggle among

the males does not end but it changes direction towards Ruth in order to possess her

and to exercise power over the others by this way. Nevertheless, the power struggle
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for domination and possession never comes to an end. Even in the simplest

conversation -for instance, the conversation of Max and Lenny about the sccissors-

the battle maintains. The power struggle in The Homecoming becomes more and

more brutal towards the end of the play when the male members offer Ruth to stay

with  them.  Although  what  they  offer  Ruth  as  a  job  is  obviously  a  kind  of

prostitution, Ruth accepts it and stays with the family, which surprises the audience/

reader at first.

One’s first reaction to The Homecoming is almost inevitably one of shock.
How can Ruth be persuaded into abandoning home and family, and allowing her
predatory in-laws to set her up as surrogate mum and Soho prostitute? And how
can husband Teddy stand by and simply let it happen? But the more you see or
read the play, the clearer it becomes that Ruth is no hapless victim but a shrewd
manipulater, and that Teddy is no tragic cuckold but a hard-hearted bystander.
(Billington, op. cit., 171)

Ruth stays not only because she has had a chance to manipulate but also because she

is  unhappy  in  America.  She  wants  to  stay  because  it  is  a  reestablishment  and

reassertion process for her identity, which she cannot find in her marriage with

Teddy.  And  Teddy  lets  her  because  he  does  not  have  the  courage  to  face  the

situation. Therefore, Pinter shows that each character has weaknessess and

necessities that direct their personalities and decisions. They are either dysfunctional

and dispossessed as Max and Sam or ignored and excluded as Teddy or depraciated

as Ruth and Lenny. Such a sense of lack leads them to inner-conflicts and

aggression which finally lead to the constant power struggle. The final tableau of the

play displays the need of the characters for love and intimacy through Joey’s sitting

position with his head on the lap of Ruth and through Max’s final words: “Kiss me.”

(HC, 90)

In Old Times, unlike in The Homecomig, the characters are not losers in

social sphere. They are married, they have an intellectual background, they have

friends. Yet they still have the same sense of loss. They are not really self-contained

and self-satisfied with the exception of Kate whose isolation also may be regarded

as a fear of facing the reality as well as a declaration of independence. All are in the

same need for love and intimacy. Anna comes from Rome to renew her intimacy
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with Kate and Deeley challenges Anna not to lose his wife, which displays the

dependence of both on Kate as an object of love, desire or intimacy. The past

memories become a weapon of power struggle in Old Times because their past

memories shared together are now the only thing that can keep them together. When

Anna first appears at the stage the first words she says are about her reminiscences

shared with Kate. And Deeley, as a counter attack apply for the same way and clings

to his memories shared with Kate. However, Pinter indicates that their

reminiscences are a mixture of reality and recreation. Deeley and Anna recreate

their memories shared with Kate or distort them to possess Kate and to have power

over each other by this way. In the end we see all the characters in a separated

position as they are in the beginning, by which Pinter implies that no matter how

they struggle they are lonely in the end.

In Betrayal we see three characters from upper-middle class. They are

married with children, they have well-paid jobs and a social identity. They even

have expensive hobbies such as squash. Seemingly they are not isolated an do not

have severe problems. However, it can be easily said that they are the least happy

ones of all in the three plays. They have monotonuous lives. Even the adultery in the

play is not passionate. Although everything seems calm and routine, it is possible to

recognize that how the characters seem like is not exactly what they are. That is why

the power struggle goes through pretendence in Betrayal. Robert and Jerry fight

against each other to gain dominance over one another. We cannot exactly say that it

is a battle to possess Emma because both are in an affair with Emma and both know

about the other’s affair. Then, what they struggle for is domination, but not just that.

They fight for domination because the only thing that they can have satisfaction is

the pleasure of exercising power over the other. Although they have everything they

can, it is only the apparent reality. Like the others, they feel that they lack

something. They try to compensate that lack through adultery and betrayal games.

So, betrayal or adultery becomes a tool to reach satisfaction in this endless battle.

But in fact what they experience is not only a marital betrayal. By having a life very

different from their yout ideal they in fact betrays themselves at first. It means that

the real point at stake about betrayal in Betrayal is not adultery but betrayal in
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general sense. By representing such a picture Pinter tries to reach a much more

general point in fact as Martin Esslin concludes:

Pinter is in fact drawing a horrifying portrait of a society, a way of life based on
an infinite number of mutual betrayals; or is he, perhaps, saying that human life
itself, of necessity,consists of such a web of lies, deceptions, and treasons?
(Esslin’s words in Malcolm Page, 1993: 56)

We  can  say  yes.  This  is  what Betrayal implies  as  a  play  that  tells  more  than  the

unhappiness of a few upper-middle class people. Pinter represents the violent

outside world through the concealed inner conflicts of three people. They are so lost

within the vicious circle of life that their power struggle does not let them have the

satisfaction that they seek for. In the end, which is in fact the beginning due to the

reverse  plot  structure,  they  are  alone.  The  affair  of  Emma  and  the  marriage  of

Robert and Emma finish. They all appear separate like Deeley, Kate, and Anna.

By  this  or  that  way,  power  struggle  always  goes  on  in  Pinter’s  plays  as  it

does in real life. Such a natural power struggle is in fact not threatening according to

Pinter. Because the power struggle for recognition is a natural tendency for man in

order to establish and maintain his identity. Man tries to achieve dominance over the

other in order to make himself noticable. Unless he proves that he cannot maintain

his identity. That is also what Foucault and many other theorists and critics agree as

I  referred  to  in  my  Introduction.  Thus,  the  real  threat  does  not  come  from  power

struggle. As Foucault discusses if this struggle for recognition through domination

goes further, then it is alarming.

Because the impulse to assert dominance over another originates in a desire to be
loved and respected in order to maintain identity, the struggle may become so
violent that it turns into a struggle for survival. Pinter's work weds an aesthetic to
an ethic dramatizing how human relationships based upon an assertion of
dominance destroy relationships at all levels: the individual, the community, and,
by extension, the global between nations. (Prentice, 1991: 21)

As Foucault asserts and as Pinter indicates in his plays, power itself is not the real

source of threat. On the contrary, power is productive if not always positive.

Although it does not always produce in positive terms it always produce. Within the

relationship of side and counterside power always leads us to develop a different
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action or opinion which we would not develop otherwise. It helps the whole web of

relations,  manners,  motives  work  and  maintain.  In  other  words,  it  provides  the

source of the motives that makes the system of our minds work. It  incites or stops

our motives in every sphere of life. It is a structure that cannot possessible and fixed,

it continuously shifts sides between the counterides. Then, as Foucault emphasizes,

power is unstable, reversible, and changes side momentarily. Power,

is not that which makes the difference between those who exclusively possess
and  retain  it,  and  those  who  do  not  have  it  and  submit  to  it.  Power  must  be
analysed  as  something which  only  functions  in  the  form of  a  chain.  It  is  never
localised here or there, never in anybody's hands, never appropriated as a
commodity or piece of wealth. Power is employed and exercised through a net-
like organisation. And not only do individuals circulate between its threads; they
are always in the position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this
power. They are not only its inert or consenting target; they are always also the
elements of its articulation. In other words, individuals are the vehicles of power,
not its points of application. (From an interview with Foucault in Colin Gordon,
1980: 98)

In  this  respect,  power  is  directly  and  naturally  related  to  identity.  It  is  a  matter  of

establishing and maintaining identity as Prentice points out. Max is in a power

struggle with Lenny because he tries to assert himself. He wants to be sure whether

he is still respected as a father, which is essential for him to maintain his identity.

Similarly Ruth challenges the men, especially Lenny, because she wants to prove

her strength and self-confidence. Moreover, she agrees to stay with them because

this is the only chance for her to assert her identity independently. In Old Times,

Anna starts a power struggle to possess Kate against Deeley but the real motive that

leads her is the necessity to re-establish her identity through her oldest friend. While

recalling her happy old times shared with Kate, Anna in fact reveals her present

unhappiness. She needs to recollect the past with Kate because she lives in the past.

Their past days are the only shelter that makes Anna feel satisfied and safe. On the

other hand, the reason why Deeley maintains the power struggle with Anna so

strongly is the same identity problem. Being a husband is an identity for Deeley and

the only identity. Therefore, by challenging Anna’s intrusion he in fact tries to

protect his identity as a husband.
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Pinter not only represents power and domination as the natural tendencies of

identity but also indicates how desire for power becomes destructive if it turns out to

be a matter of survival. Then, as Foucault asserts, what causes this destructive

results is not power itself but the ways of power exercise. It means it is always

productive  somehow,  but  it  is  not  always  positive.  Power  is  always  there  as  a

productive motive but what it produces is about how man uses it.
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