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ABSTRACT
. W 1he Room as Mandala:
‘The‘Preblem of Dissociation'and Individue;ion
in the Plays of Harold Pinter
} v % ) .hl Lo
. . Demetrios James Hrisohoi¥dis * R

¢ !
? . ) * ..
) . ' .

In this the31s, I utilize the Junglan/Blake -ian, theorles.
of the haiponlous balance between the four functlons of the~

N
"psyche” and their "fall" from unlty to examlne»the central, -

. .
. recurring conflict in Pinter. This thesis demonstrates that
-Pinter's characters, in that they are 1ncapable of . maklng thef

necessary adJustment to thelr psycch deflclen01es ("dlSSOC-

1ap10n“)»,whlch would permlp xhem‘to funct;on effectively

within a sodial cbntext, a;tempi‘to impose'their'ihdividual'

need for a sense of wholeness," equilibrium ("1nd1v1duat-‘
'1on")r on one anothéﬁ”by attemptlng to- secure the room | \'
k t"mandala"). :. S P
e The ‘contention of thls thes;s is that Plnter. like Jung }
and William Blake,’ls 1nterested in a very fundamental human l
predlcament: man’s 1nab111ty to come to terms with hlmself

-

prevents hlm‘from achieving 'a personal and "collectlve"

. equilibrium. In order to assert this contention, the ‘thesis
* examines the room as a symbblic"and'thematic setting and |

- . - ks . LA )

. ¢
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. 4
B .

e . .' metaphor that is at the heart of Plnter's plays; the p0351b--

.

1iity that Plnter s characters suffer from psychologlcal
disorders; and the correlatlon between Jung' s theory of a,

‘psychlc d1s5001at10n and 1nd1v1duat10n. Blake's ‘theory of.

-

-+ "the four "Zoas. ‘and the essentlal conflact in Prnter.,;n

'ﬁartieﬁlar} three plays, No Man's Land, The Caretaker, and

*
N , . ’

ThéNBlrthday Par¢y. are examlned. '
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“And blessed are those whose Blood and

judgement are so well comiingled that .

they are not a pipe for fortune s

finger." - . . . ,
& Hamlét, Hamlet, Prince of Denmark

L]
2

"The most that we can hope to. do is to
~train every individual to realize all
"his potentialities and become
completely himself."

L}

Aldous Huxley, Proper Studies

‘ "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.
[. ++/ The violence is replly only an
expression of the questlon of dominance
and subserv1ence, whlch is possibly a
repeated theme in my plays. /.../ I
wouldn't call this violence so much as a

* battle for positions, it's a very.common,

- everyday thing." ) ,

T Harold Pinter, "Harold .Pinter: An

Interview” (with Lawrence M. Bensky) coow

F Al
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’ . INTRODUCTION - Cen /ff

What a remarkably pleasant room. T feel’
at peace here.. Safe from all danger/ ,
) Spooner No Man s Land

I've eXplalned to you, damn’ you, that all
those years I lived in Ba91ngstoke I never
stepped out31de the door. -

Stanley, The Blrthday Party

¢ - o 3

This 1s a good room. You!ve got a chance"
. in a place like this. ’ . , )
' Rose, The Room

But what does- that mean? What does it mean?
. lest. No Man s Land
" o~
' It depends how you regard thls room.
Mlck The Caretaker

» ’

a~
iy

Thomas Hobbe's and René Descartes shared the openlon

1

that man is essentlally motlvated by "thlrst. fear, and

_ hunger."1 They, furthermore, expounded the hedonlst view

that the essentlal "springs of paSS1on are, pleasure and
pain."2 that love is an. emotion a95001ated*w1th posxtlve

affect, thh pleasure, while hate is ass001ated with

"unpleasure"-we do what we do because we try to achleve -

o

pleasure and av01d paln. In Harold Plnter s plays, one

1Michael Weértheimer, A Brief’History of Psychology
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1970), p. 33. -
" 2Locs cit, "

AN

+

A
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~ p. 29,

finds characters who are involved in a bitter struggle for
emotional, and possibly physical, survival. These characters,

in a relentless effort to avoid pain and achieve pleasure, -

attempt to 1solate themselves from the .capriciousness and

)
.malevolence of - the everyday world of ordlnary life. One sees

that Pinter's characters struggle to control their existenee,

.if not destiny, and, in the process, to liberate themselves

from the efements that threaten to dlsrupt their lives by
exiling themselves to the sanctity of the "room."

In Plnter s plays,,lt is not Beckett's tortured "Every-
man" who attempts to eke out an ex1stence in 1solatlon

Instead as Arnold Hinchliffe suggests, Plnter focuses on an

everyman who ex1sts in ordlnary act1v1ty, maklng decisions

about the cornflakes and living in an emotlonal chaos that
is not .a disorder born of cosmic or polltlcal confrontations,
but rather the product of everyday life. As Hinchliffe notes:

"A Pinter character’'can always be taken out
of the play and traditiohal reasons for
. his existence discussed, and there is little,
" " if any, of Beckett's intense metaphysical
anguish. What anguish thére is is rooted in’
Pinter's life and times in.Hackney, on the
road to Regent's: Park. 1

The - 1mpllcat10n of this is that these.characters face not SO

‘ much dlsorder in the universe as disorder in themselves As

1Arriold P. Hinchl1ffe sHarold Pinter, rev. ed., .

Twayne's English Authors Serles 51 (Bostonx Twayne, 1981),

-

<
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Lois Gordon says:

i They /Pinter's characters/’ try constantly to .-
structure their lives ‘but, unaware that their
actions and behavior revolve around deeper
L. sources thfh conscious ones, they are.. )

constantly confronted by chaos. But again, :

this is a dlébrder of the self, not the

universe. 1 ) .

-

In a fadio interview in 19?0 ‘ETnter said that he was

.deallng w1th Nis characters "at ‘the extreme edge of their

2

living, vwhere they are 11v1ng prettv much alone n2 that is, -

where they are back in their rooms. confronted w1th the
~ .
basic problem of being—being in a visceral; rather than a

metaphysical,:senee. One sees Pinter's"characters‘in‘the
procesé of their essential adjuetment to the world, at a

1

point when they have to solve their basic problém—whether

they will be able to oonfront and come to terms with reality .

at all. Iﬁ,is only after théy have made this fundamental
i N . .

thustmen}, as Martiﬁ Essliﬁ‘notes, that*they will "be able .,

to become-a part of society and share in the garmes of séx’
.. . — ]
and politics."3 y . *

-~ As Chesley Taylor nojes. life‘}s in part built on
alternatives that .are both irreconcilable and inseparable,

»

so that while one cannot resolve these conflicts, one can at

2

1L01s Gordon, Stratagems to Uncover Nakedness
(Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1970), pp. 19-11.

2

Hinchliffe, Harold Pinter, p. 33.

3Martln ESSlln, The Theatre of The Absurd (New Yorkx

- Pelican, 1983), p. .262. .

-

-

-
—
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‘\adgustment to "the world. they attempt to retreat to'the '~ *

. ’ : . s R ‘l} g

’ .
4

least learn to live’with them—or perhaps it.would be more
r' ’ »

dgccurate to say, that because one cannot resolve Sich .

L] s
conflicts, one must lear

30 live with them.1 Pinter's . -
- characters are posseséed By‘a desire for self—aggrandizementl
dominance, fulflllment, yet are- forever held back in, a g&gte
\or psychologlcal paraly31s. lee'Tbsen s Hedda- Gabler,\tr' ,‘
" ‘characters in Plnter S playgmhre eble_nelther to resolve . ° .

.

: theirfconflicts nor to live with them. Simply, the classical
idea that sufferlng ennobles the 1ndrv1dual is repudiated 1n0
'Plnter's work. Instead1 one sees: that suffering brings out
- the worst in man, "drives him to despair, or destroyS'hlm.
In that Pinter's chapacters.are'incépable of making an /(/‘

)

sanctlty or the room. Davies (The Caretaker) .seeks refuge

\\ in Aston's and Nlck s room. Spooner (No Man's Land) des;res

~- incapable of making this adjustﬁent"%o the world beyond~thé

. to ensconce hlmself w1th1n the seémlngly comfortable coﬁflnes :

-

/ of Hirss® s bousehold ‘Stanley (The Birthday Party) struggles
to retaln Rossession of his roqm. Rose (The Room) attempts.

. as well, to retain her room. Yet, why‘are these characters

©

»ow - ;e

troom? - T ) ° p

. . . . . ' R

.
' o

. 1Chesley J Taylor and G. RT,Thompson, thual, Realism, ,
’ ama (New York: Scrlbners. "o
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' Critics, particularly Lucina Gabbard and Lois Gordon,
have used psychologlcal° if not Freudlan, termlnology to

descrlbe the conaltlon of” these Qharacters.zf’/babbard s

/
book, The Dream Struc ture of Pinter's Plaxs. a§d in Gordon's

étratagems to Uncover Nakedness, one findg that ‘Pinter's
N ) * e — N

N dP ' .
oharaoters,suffer from llbldlnal'proplems. gedipus complexes,

.and suppressed dream_wisheg, such as "the wish Yo be rid of

ﬁ’
someone," “"the wish to have mother." and "the. wish to kill."

n

i

One has characters who suffer ‘from the fear of castration;
from gpllt complexes, ‘from all types of ego and superego

disturbances. _For instance, in The Birthday Party, we have,

. accordlng to Gabbard, an- "overlapping of the anal anxietles-

an& the. phalllo anx1et1es.“ antll Stanley's "phalllc concerns ’

-~ [

- grow into oealpal and prlmal scene fanta31e§ that increase

castratlon fears. »1 Gordon sugéesto that the play "bullds

S

N
upon the, Freudlan 1nterpretatlon of _the Oedlpus myth."2 -

chordlng to Gabbard Aston (The Caretaker) exhrblts "many {\

signs of problems in the phallic and oedlpa{ stages of .
development "3 Gabbard coglvrds that the three characters of

The Caretaker suffer from "impotence.* No Man s Land is

_"clearly a punlshment dream for the forblddeﬁ;w1sh to have

—

1Lucma Paquet Gabbard, The Dream Structure of Pinter's
Plays {franbury, N.J.: Assoc1ated Un1vers1ty “Press, 1976),
.P3

-

2Gordon, Stratagems to Uncover Nakedness. p. 21.

. ﬂr
3Gabbard The lfream Structure of Pinter's Plays. p. 106¢

. - . .. . ‘ v .

~

-



mother," says Gabbard Gordon and, espe01ally. Gabbard
appear to be gullty of the modern sin of redu01ng all
confllcts to symbols of sexual anxiety. To say that: the
roots of the vdrious confllcts in Plnter“s plays Ere founded
solely on seXga% retardatlon‘ls to presuppose that all of -
Pinter'é characters suffefed- through a Calvinistrupbringiﬁg

o

-or‘something of that natgre.a”Yet,.Pinter's characters may -
very well be m&tivated;'aSIGabpard‘ﬁotes. *as peOpie in real .
‘lifa are motivateﬁ.‘by the payphological‘phenomena of the
unconscioué."j And it is becausa these .charactefs . may suffer
from a éiseasgd "psyche" that they‘ﬁerantly.desire to aséaﬁe
from the world. and construct a protective wall of isqiatian '
around themselves——the rooni.

Gabbard and Gordon speak in detall of the psycholog1Cal
problems that may affllct Plnter S characters. Crit1cs. such
as Hinchliffe and Esslin; for the most part, are gullty of ~

merely relteratlng most of Gabbard' s an%gﬁerdon s theorles.f
g

The problem of "relteratlon" and "new in 3i

} . .
Cl . 'Y . ‘!’) ‘
11pid., p. 262. B

2A Freudian understandlng presupposls that one has a
.prior knowledge of a person's history Slnce Pinter gives us
unreliable information concerning a character's. past, he
prevents us from knowing this history. This precludes the .
possibility of a Freudian 1nterpretat10n. -

hts" into Pinter‘s

3Hinch11f§g. Harold Pinter, p. 28.
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‘work, 1s of major concerni,ln partlcular to crltlc Austln
N
- Quigley. As Qulgley noteé in his' book The Plnter Problemx e

ESSlln s effort, The PeOpled Wound
e undermined by tne very pralse of . me s
' - review: "fhe Peopled Wound is valuabIev
not because 1t makes some intuitive new
leap of insight but because it gathers . ‘
in one convenient place most of what has \E&\w

been said and thought about Pinter." It
* is precisely that "new leap of -insight”
that has evaded CPlthS fg
" decade. 1

r more than a

"

. ) . i ~
. Quigley goes on to say: ' T -

~ . Most of the accepted %enerallzatgons about

S Pinter's work were established in thé first .
few years of his career and a suhsequent .
decade of critieism- hasmdone little to ' -
modify, much less advance, our understanding i
‘of Pinter's work. 2

N >

Taklng this problgm of- relteratlon and insight into

con31deratlon. these critics offer -what can be described s

« ] e

trite and facile generaﬂizations concerning the punpose, Or.
significance. f the. "room" 1n Pinter's plays. The reom i’

not only'a recurrlng motif, but 1s, as well the center and
chief setting and poetic image of the plays and thus- merits

cénsideration and analyéis. As Pinter says:
‘PeOple in a room—I1 am deallng a great N
. deal of the time with this image of- -
people' in a .room, The  curtain goes up on- Lo
the stage. and I see it as a very potent ~.
questiont What is going to’ happen to : S
these people in the room’> 3 . -

. -

- RS . - N

1pustin E. Quigley, The Pinter ?roblem (Prlnceton:
Princetan UnlveP51ty Press, 19?57*'p 3. A

Ibld.. p. xvii.

JMinchliffe, Hafqld'?inter. p. 80.



Martin Esslin says that the room represents "security in a

Should they face confrontatlon,

.Press. 1982), p. 48,

°
)~
3

“hostile world."! Bernard Dukore says that the r06ms'aré%,

\ _ . .
"insulated" and represent aﬁ!'sanctuary,"2 John Pesta sees

Pinter's rooms as a "situatign of isclated security."3 Lois

. . .
3 . . . o~

Gordon believes that the rooms are "womblike," and that the

characters choose “to "measure out thelr llves 1n thelr room "

\

‘they Wlll "find another room
1n which to llve wbh. Lu01na Gabbard in keeplng W1th her |

Freudian 1nterpretat10ns. sees the-room as a'"vaglna. a_ womb,

<
‘

a tomb.“5 John Russell Taylor'says that: the rooms are~”af

6

comfortable worLd bound by four walls'W that they shleld

the characters from "the 1nvad1ng dark forées and dlsruptlon

<?

of the outs1de world 7 o ";” "

To s1mply say that Plnter s rooms are "wombllke" and

f"comfortable“ is not suff101ent in that 1t begs the questlon

.y ,
z o I ! &
' v : - S
-

/:/\\ "

-

1Esslm, The Theatre of The Absurd .p- 235 ' ﬁ -

Bernard F Dukere, Harold Plnter (New York: Grove

3Johﬁ"Pesta. "P;nter S Usurpers." Plnter: A Collection

H bf Critical Essays, eds Arthur Ganz (EngleWQods CIifT:

Prentice-Halk, 1972),, p. 129, . .. ,
s ' ) ' .
uGordon. Stratagems to Uncover Nakedness. p 6 '
.SGabbard, The Dream Structure of Pinter's Plays, -'p._\ 22,
L] 4 N
e 6John Russell Taylor. Anger and After (Londonx Methuen.
‘1962) ] p 32 v .
) 7Ibldi " po 33‘“. . b i) , ' l. N '| e ._..- I”n "
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why are the rooms "womblike" or how do they project: this
sense of\comfort?‘What does thé womblike room .tell us about

+

W - ’ - '
-tHe ‘characters—about the "deeper sources" of character? It

V

also fails to explain what happens when other people come

into the room or compete for 1t To s1mply say the obv1ous,‘

that the room is a comfortable sanctuary. begs elaboratlon .
3y

and negates the poss;blllty of dlscernlng more ‘dbout’ the

essence of character. for the s1gn1f1cance of the room can

A

be regarded as an essential clue to6 uncovering character AR

' , B ’, ° P ) .
ramotivation. . *

S

It appears that Pinter's characters not only blde xn G

/

rooms, but fight v1gorously for them "as well They use

t
37

language (communlcatlon). meﬂéce,‘and memory as "gamblts“

as tools to be usea in the effort to w1n thelr respectlve

Q

“games}" Language, menace,’and memory are used to create and -

.

- the mot;vatlons. emotlons. and 1nsecur1t1es of the ¢ aract-

—r”

order -to usurp onegoj their positions wlthln th

s,
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Lulu in order to. malntaln hls.supremacy in the room. Yet,

pnior to the emergence of “the charactér(s) who threatens

p051t10ns. the 1ncumbent(s) is the domlnant governing force
‘&r

of the room.’ Prlor to Spooner s emergence. Briggs and Foster

,were the centng;ggovernlng forcg of\glrst's household. Prior -

to Davies's entrance. Mick and Aston dictated over‘the room.

1

‘Stanley stood. as the main force in the room prior to

Goldberg's and McCanﬁ“s appearance. In many onPinter's

plays, once the 1nternal and external forces meet that is’

pre01sely when the game. or battle. for the Toom beglnsp

Plnter S characters. although they are apparently not
o .

consciousiy aware of it, suboroinate external reality to the

internal reality of the psychological self and/or "psyche."

As both Gordan and Gabbard have sugéested.-their actions

”revolve arourid deeper sources than conscious ones. Taking

adaustment to the: world beyond the room and seek out a ./4

"comfortable" sanctuary because they are 1ncapable of maklng

,paraly51s of the characters, one can say. 1n Junglan terms,

b 4

_that,the “wholeness" of the characters is 1nsecure. The

7/

'characters are engagea in a bitter struggle;to attain or

/

_.thls 1nto account, the gharacters are 1ncapable of maklng an/

./I

©

an adJustment to thelr own psyoholOglcal dllemmas. As/Gabbard

/

and Gordon use Freudlan cogcepts to explain the psychologlcal SE
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retain ‘the room because this “"womblike" room, .in its absolute

e sénce. can be seen in terms of Juné’s concept of the
/"mandala.“ In that they are def1c1ent, -or not "whole," they
"// seek out' the mandala which can offer them the sense of |
wholeness and order they desire.

Accord;ng to Jung, the mandala. 1s summoned up in perlods -~ T

, et
/// © ‘of nervous cr1s1s. and has the’ effect of reduc1ng confusion. .
;//' to. order. The mandala expresses order, balance, and whole-
/ . 'ness, and is regarded as an instinctive attempt at self- o
* \ | | ’

healing. It is 1nd1cat1ve of the attempt to heal a fractured
'psyche. Jung called Jhls attempt towards wholeness,

"1nd1v1duatlen " To this end, since the characters may'suﬂfer "
A G -
‘from psychlc paraly81s, they seek out the mandala. Thus. one :

can hypothe51ze that the 1nternal psychologlcal strlfe - . {

between,the four "functions" oﬂ the_psyche, or the "Zoas" as
William Blake referred to them, is given expression in the
plays. One can compare the harmonlous balance between the,

four functions of the psyche hypothes1zed by both Jung and »

o ~

Blake w1th the- characters in Pinter's plays.
Pinter's characters are dominated by one of the four

functions of the psyche. Due ‘to the preponderance of the one
. .~ .o o I . . . .. ’.
" function, the other three functions remain suppressed and/or

alienated within each character. This psychic "dissociation"’

. inhdbits them from achieving meaningful.relationships.“
. l ‘ » s ' L4
.In that Pinter's characters are possessed by a desire

’ . . .
.

/
L3

. .
. 2
T 1 ! ! ‘
. 3 .
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‘ for self- aggranﬁizement and dominance, they dre, in a sense,

not content with merely belng a component part and insist ..

that they be greater than the total sum of the parts. Because
"the characters cannot achleve an internal equlllbrlum, they

are 1ncapable of functlonlng effectlvely~1n the everyday

world of- ordinary llfe. The inability to achleve a social

'equlllbrlum,'or symbiotic relatioriships, can be seen as an

- external manifestation of'intern%*.gissonance In that they

cannot achieve an internal "psychic" equilibrium, they are

incapable of ach1ev1ng an external, "collective"” equ111br1um.'

And the room'éan~be seen as the means by thch the characters -

attempt to escape thls dlssonance. . \

(In explorlng the problems of dlssoc1at10n and: individ-

uation in Pinter, this thes1s will examine three plays:

"No Man's land, The Caretaker, and' The Birthday Party. The

aim of this the31s is to demonstrate, through these three

plays, that Plnter s charactérs suffer from a psychic

2

“dissociation; hew and why they suffer, how 1t affects them

and others; and, ultimately, how and ‘why the attempt -to
4 ' ,
secure the mandala (room) represents nothing more than an.

impotth effort to achieve a sense of personal‘Wholeness—1

what is in fact, a "false" sense of personal individuation
negates the possibility of achieving a group, or collective,

equilibrium. Thus, the room comes to represent an illUsion of

\

¥

individuation. It will demonstrate@how the attempt to attain, .

®

.
’Jtm
f
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adnandala. The illusion of the handalafis indicative of the

characters' needs to transcend their” internal ﬁlssonance by

re- creatlng setting—Dby attemptlng to br;ng their surround-

.1ngs 1nto harmony W1th themselves w1thout haV1ng to make an

adJustment to both' their internal pnoblems,and the environ-

ment around them.’In that Pﬁnter's characters are incapable

o ' < \

of achieving an 4ctual 1nd1v1duat10n, it becomes 1mperat1ve‘

that they create an illusion of wholeness. Consequently.

\ -

this 1llusicn serves to 1nten51fy fuxther the senSe of

i
. : |
personal and collective dissociation. In effect,

N

this  thesis,

1
like Jung, is concerned with-a very fundamental.human.

predlcamentz the attempt of "everyman" to "achleve pleasure

. \

and avoid pain."™ : ‘ '

\
|

, .
| \
|
i

\
i
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THE PINTER PROBLEM-

t

Understandlng 1s so rare, sq/dear _' ‘ .
o _ ’ Sarah, The Lover
N ‘ 8. ,/

/
’

. 't -

b In ﬁinter's‘plays, events and actions are seemingly

un xplalned and apparently 1llog1cal or unmotlvated In that

everythlng creates a sense of uncertalnty. one can rely upon Vo

\Bvery llttle. if anythlng at all. Languagb (communlcatlon).

I

gor 1nstance,-1s apparently used by the characters to protect

themselves by conceallng their’ true nature, As Plnter says: -

s

I feel that instead of any "inability to

' communicate there is a deliberate -evasion
of communication. Communication itself '
between people 'is so.frightening that '

" rather than do that there is continual
cross-talk, a_continual talklng ‘about
-other things, rather than what is at the "-
root of thelr relatlonshlp "1 i

Pinter goes on’ to say: .- ‘ "

A,chéracter on the stage vwho can present

. no convincing argument or information as

.. to his past experlence, his present :

. - behaviour or his aspirations, hor gives

*, " a comprehensive analysis of his motives,
s .~ 'is as legitimate and as worthy of

IEsslin, The Theatre of The Absurd, p. 2hb.

@

k]

30
™
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attention as one who-} hlarmlngly, can °
do all thésé thingspThe more acute the
experlence. the 1ess«art1culate its
expressmn. 1 dre

Amblgultles. contradictions, evasion are used by the b

¥y

characters in an effort to. obfuscate {he truth—to create
and fortify fhe.xeask. 'pers’ona. that protects their motivat-
~ior\15. emotio-ixs, fe'ars, and irfsecurities. Pinter's characters
are compelled to wear ’masks, for, as Peter Hail suggests:

~To show emotion in Pinter's world 1s...
a weakness, which 'is mercilessly punished
. by the other characters. You -have to :
. construct the mask of_ the character— . <~
' because all Pinter's characters have masks....
But the mask almost never slips. When it
does, the result can be catastrophic.: 2

This w1111ngﬁ'es\ to obfuscate the truth, to construct masks,

is nothmg more than a smoke screen that Plr\ter calls "a

v,

str_ategem to cover nal{edness."3 Yet, how can one penetrate

this smoke screen? Can one successfully penetrate this smoke

screen'?

o, ’

R Verlflcatlon 1s. indeed, the major problem of the 1’)'la'ys.~

‘Pinter says: ' ' - T

The desire for verification is understandable
‘but cannot always be satisfied. There are
" no hard distinctions between what is real

rand whai; is-unreal, nor between what is true

- [
N ’

. . "1 . \ , &
’:‘T_' Lb_igo' .pv 2““3. ~, - ' ] n_
2-Du}gor'e. Harold Pinter, p. 59. ,
" 3Minchliffe, Harold Pinter, p. 3. | /
- N : - . ' v
N ’ ’ :(,
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. and what is false. The thing is not
‘ necessarily either true or false. it can
.both true and false. 1
‘One can never be certaln that one has discerned the definit-
ive answer, the absolute~ truth, concerning the essence of

the ‘plays. In that subterfuge and'obfusc'at‘ion are synonymous

with the plays. can one ever be certa:m that one has uncover-

ed the cove@:ed treasure of truth? As Esslin notes:
There is the possibility of never knowing
the real motivation behind the actions of
human beings who are complex and whose

psychological make-up is contradic tory
and unverifiable. 2 :

Pinter himself'a\;oids commentirfg on the meanings of his
pléys. \He does not o\r}sider. himself obiig—éﬁ to forward a
-solu‘tlon or themati‘sumrﬂary in the final ac"t “simply Because
we have been broug_ht up to expect, raln or sunshine, the last
ﬂact resoluthn' w3 "To supply an exp11c1t moral tag to an
evol\(lng and dramatlc 1mag¢." says Pinter, "seems “to be
facile, impertinent and .dishonest."u Simply, Pinter does: not
. consider it as -part of his'role as pwlaywright to advance’

.information, _to' assist audiences in ‘understanding his plays.

—— —

1Esslln, The Theatre of The Absurd, p. 243.

s

2Loc. cit.
~ pukore, Harold Pinter, p. 6.
uLoc. cit. . H '

’ -

A
1

N\
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This, of course, does not mean that-he does not want their
understanding. ;~

‘Due to the prerm_of willful obfuscatibn and ;he near
"impossibility of verification, one can only hope to establish .
some so?t of meaning-by atéacking the salient illustrative

detail that may very well go to the heart of the plays.

Guido Almaﬁsi and Simon Henderson, in their book

Harold Pinter, claim that Pinter is.a "crooked playwright

who therefore requires a crooked, oblique reading.j'1 A
"crooked, oblique reading" can only offer one a cragked and
' Qblique interpretation. For instance, Lucina Gabbard says f\\
that:
=~ Y -7 B
. ..approaching Pinter's plays as dream
-unlocks many of their secrets. Much of
the obscuritly in the plays can be
illuminated Py applying the mechanisms
that Freud aytributes to the dream-work.
The ambigui can be.understood as the

result of the over determination so a
typical of dfreams. 2

It’is feas;ble.fo say that Pinter's characters suffer from
.psychoiogical disbrders. But to attempt to discern the origin
qf the problems is almost impossible for the ;ery essence of
willful obfuscaﬁioh.‘on both Pinter's and the chafacters' ~

parf.—negates g}l possibilities. One can say that the "

‘ v

1Guido Almanéi‘and’simon Hendersorn, Harold Pinter
~ (New York: Methuen, 19§3), p. 21- .

2

Gabbard, The Dream Structure of Pinter's Plays, p. 16.

. »

[y

0
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oharacters'ancr but it is difficult to say that they are

¢ because.... To say that, in The.Birthday Party, he'have’an

"overlapping of the anal anxieties and the phalllc
. anx1et1x§,; until Stanley s phalllc concerns grow into
3 . 1’ -

oedipal and primal-scene fantasies that increase castration

fears," is to offer a crooked and oblique interpfetation.
This interpretation can be wviewed as a product of "over .

dete?mination",rather than a pragmatic delineation of- the

1

‘salient points. To reduce all conflicts to symbors of sexual

anxiety is absurd In Plﬁ&\f s plays, it is dlfflcult to -

19

attempt to dlscerﬁ what is happenlng in the present. let .
')
alone what has happene& 1n the dlstant‘past To clalm that ///

\y ) )
the roots of the: problems are fourided in the "ana{" and/or .rl/ “-

"phallxc" stages'of the cha:acters development, based on .

‘e

1 the questlonable information that the cﬁaracters offer.lls
to base one's argument on conaectqge. The point is that :
Pinter invents dramatic characters and one needs dramatic ' .

' y ‘ G . . .
evidence for them. One cannot<§imply assume their psycho- .

- loglcal dlspositlons as if they are real people w1thout
such dramatfc evidence. = ' e ' - ©t (:“a
; )}n regarding Pinter's plays, on% can ohly maintain a ‘"

pragmatlc approach if one 1s to achleVe a certaln degree of
understandlng The essential probleml}n Pinter, and with
various Pinter cr1t1c1sm. is summed up in the—comment by

John Seldon, as quoted by Kelth Thomas in hlS book Rel;g

o
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and the Decline of Magic: iThe reason of a thing is not to

be enquired after, till you are suré the thing be so. We
commonly-are at what's the reason of it? before we are sure

of the thing-"l .

e
e
[

- ' . ) ™~ ' '
Descartes and Locke believed that the indisputably real

features of the world are those which science can measure
> , .

and that*t;}@h.will be discovered not by faith but by Iogicél

analysis. Mig is not. to say that, in relation‘'to Pinter's-

';;N\\\\§=giays. the ultimate truth of the pléys can be discerned. But’

>

‘-

C

by g.logicalaahalysis of the salient Pffnts. one cah‘formul-
ate a rgasongﬁle semblance, or .approximation, of truth. One
must stick to analysis of facts in the plays and avo;d the

conjecture'éﬁd pfe~shppo§itioné that serve as assertiéns and

interpretations for many critics. Since there is a certain

interrelationship between many of the plays, o©ne must attempt

-

to find thé common denominato¥ that

\

binds. them to each other.
The same characters and situagtions resurface, as Gabbard
acknowledges, from play to p ay but in variouys forms: "the

dramésuseem to_ufilize‘the‘same themes and ideas but with

altering eé%haées.“ziYet, Gabbard believes that this 1ink is

. / " .
"Freud." The conflicts that Xink the plays, in relation 't¢

.\ . < R . R . .
Freudian+t conflicts, can be perceived as fundamental, if not

1

" “universal. . =« o SN

v , \' X
Do lKeith Thomés, Religion and the Decline of Magic
(Harmondsworths Penguin, -1973), p. 517 T
! "2

-

Gabbard, The Dredm Structure of Pinter's.Plays, p. 16.
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PLATO, BLAKE, -JUNG, AND PINTER -

~

For I, was: I was alive: I could feel: I ®.
could guard my personallty, the imprint

of that mysterious unity from which my

being was derivad. 1

; ﬁThepe is an interesting parallel betweén Socrates'’' ~

J

‘ recommendétion, "know thyself," Plato's notion of discerniﬁg

" the truth abgut one's self through the harmonious balance

of the subd1v151ons of the "gnalytlcal" mlnd W1111am Bléks s
notion of ‘achieving a sense of "oneness" through thellnteg
rat;on of the four "Zaas,? the efforts of some of today s

psychotherapeutlc methods. in partlcular those based upon
\

Carl Jung' s notlon of "self reallzatlon." and the predOW1nant -

LS

conflict of many of Pinter's pxayﬁ
Plato believed that one: can discern "truth" and can get
to know one's self through rational refiection. meditatioh.‘

and“int oSpection. He believed that it is dlfflcult to .
acbleve a ertaln deé?hejof truth or "genulneness"'ln Yhat

& .
is apprehended if one's knowledge is conflned to “shadows"

or 1mages of” the- contemplated obJect——to ;ts superf&élal

3

'appearance.

. ' 1St. Augustlne. preface, The Integrity of the ‘ﬂ '
o Personalitx. by Anthony Storr lHarmondsworth% Penguln, 197&),

g

. .
".9 .

p. 15
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~feelings, emotions, and/or attitudes:

-

v

21,

[

In The Republic, Platb‘éxpounds his theory tﬁat man ‘can

indeed achieve a sense of truth only if the four subdivisiong

of theodiscerﬁing‘mind.,Pure‘thought. Reason, Belief, and .

Illusion, are maintained in a stdte of equilibrium. An'
Y -t TN
inbalance, or disharmony, between these subdivisions can only

S . " e . bl . 3
obscure one's perception of the desired object, in this

instance the self. As a consequence, any notion of attaining

\

any semblance of truth would be lost. Furthermore. the

neutrallzatlon of onq\?r more of these component par-ts can

1)

precipitate, in the’ 1nd1v%dual, unde51rable, or ignoble,

r

Then what about the element of spirit? .

* Isn' t it lneyltably the same story again,
wheéh a man seeks his fill of honour or

" success -oF ambition without sense or
reason, and in the achievement of

, .satisfaction the desire for honour and
success leads to envy and v1olence,
ambition to discontent.... 1

Then if the mind as a whole wijl follow-
. .the lead of its philosophic elément, !
. without internal division, each element
will be Jjust and in all other respects
pérform its own function, and in addition -~
will enjoy its own particular pleasures, e
which are the best and truest available

to it, 2 0

Each function will receive its particular_"ple@§ure" only if

1Plato, The Re ubllc. tranSw Desmqnd Lee. (New Yorkx
Penguin, 19835, pp."512-513 .

¢ 2 o -
lng., pf u13_ ‘ -
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| Zoas divided and man became passive instead of active. In the

S} R
$ 22
it works in conJunctlon with the others-—so0: long as there 1s

.a harmony, equlllbrlum, between thesf elements.

In his epic poem, Vala, or the Four Zoasﬁ,W1lliam Blake

e;pounds his theory that man is composed by ﬂour "Zoan"

A

Urizen (Reason), Luvah (Pa031on). Tharmas (Sensatlon), and

Los (Imagination). Blake believes that whlle in Edeni the

Zods lived in unlty As soon as man was exiled from Eden, the

_ poem, one ‘sees that Urizen and Luvah_each have attempted to'
seize absolute power—-Urlzen by refu:;ng to serve Man, Luvah
by seducing him, and by usurping Urizen's steeds of 11ght.
‘All four Zoas "fall" and carry mah with them. Yet, this ‘

Fall ‘is not a moral 1apse from "geod" to "evil. " Morallty,‘

for Blake, is merely somethlng Urizen attempts to 1mpose on

‘ d!gers Rather, the Fall 31gn1f1es a lapse from unity,

"unity."

Vs

v1gour. and the llfe of the 1mag1natlon. to allenatlon,
compuls1on. or passivity. Blake believed that man must

synthesize these four Zoas, and thus return to "diving

¢

g1

Carl Jung belleved that the "psyche“1 has four' basic

1'&In Junglan psychology the personality as a whole is

called the psyche. This Latin word originally meant' 'spirit* -

or 'soul.' ‘but in modern times it has come ‘to mean 'mind,°

. as_in psychology, the science, of mind. The psyche embraces

_all thought, feeling, and behavior, both consféious and = '

unconscious, It functions as 'a guide which regulates and -
adapts the individual to his' social and physical environ-
ment." Calvin S. Hall and Vernon J. Nordby, A Primer of.
Jungian Psychology (New York: Mentor, 1973), p. 32.

|

i
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functlonsx thlnklng. feellng, sensatlon and intuition. s

»

Thls is to. say, as Jung p01nts out, that these four orlterla

of types of human behav1or are just four v1ewp01nts among -

many others, like will power; temgerament, 1mag1nat10n and
ol memory. These four basic’ functlons of con501ousneSSJequ1p

?"’ man to deal w1thlthe 1mpre351ons of the world he receives

» from? w1tb1n and without. As Aniela Jaffe notes, it is "by -
. ' means of these functions.that man understands and ‘assimidates
3 . .
his,experience; it is by means of them that he can rjespond'."1

Jung believed that it is imperative’that man must integrate
* - these four functions if he is to function effect'vely and
ef/;ﬁlently Dlscord between these functlons wouyld eventually
resemble an 1nternal dlctatorshlp where the effécts would be-
. mamlfested in one S - outward behav1or. for one or two of the
functions’ would become domlnant, while the others would

become dormant, suppressed. As Jupg sdys:
The capacity tO'isolateipart of one's mind,
indeed, is a valuable characteristic. It.
enables us to concentrate upon one thing at
a time, excluding everything else that may VY
claim our attention. Bat there is a world.
of difference between a conscious decdision -
s . to split off, and temporarily ‘suppress a = °.
-part of one's psyche, and a condition in .o
“.which this happens spontaneously, without
~*" one's knowledge or consent and even against.
V\ -
A@lela Jaffé, "Symbolism in the Visual, Arts,” Man and
Hls Symbols; -ed. Carl Jung (New York: Dell, 198“). p. 267w
2 -~ §
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one's irftention. The former is a civilized
achievement,. the latter a primitive "loss
of soul " or even the pathologlcal cause of
neurosls. Al ~

Jung goes on to describe how orfe functions ineffectively
when one becomes dominated by,dne fupction of phé psyche:

I had -always been inpressed by the fact that
. there are a surprising amount jof people who
never use t@elr minds if they can avoid it, .
and ‘an equal number who do use their minds,
but ;n an amazingly stupid way. I was also
" surprised to find many intelligent and. wide-
awake people who lived (as far as one could
make out) as if they had never\learned to
use their sense organs: They did not see. the
1things before their eyes, hear the words
sounding in their ears, or notice the hings
" © | they touched or tagted. Some lived out
being aware of the’ “State .of their own bOdleS.
There are others who seemed to live in a
most curious condition of eonsc¢iousness, as »
if the state they had arrived at today were
. .final, with no possibility of change, or as

» Tif the world and the psyche were static and

L would remain so forever. They seemed devoid
. of all imagination, and they entirely 'dfid:-
’ exclu31vely depended upon their sense-
perceptlon. Chances and pOSSlbllltles did
-.not exist in their world, and in "today" .
there was no real "tomorrow." The future
was just the repetition:of the past. 2
Ny
Plato. Blake, and Jung recognize the ex1stence of an

llnternal fourfold" system in man, and whose harmqny is

‘absolutely esijﬂ%ial if man is to achieve a purpdseful and

N )
* full, .if not *healthy," existence. Plato sees thiys system as'

N ~ ; T
an integral factor in one's sedrch for the truth "of wvirtually

. b\ [
PR " ‘3
. , | o
- lcarl Jung, "Approaching Thé Unconscious." Jumg, ed.
~p! ] N ) - . 4
5 .

Ibid., pp. 48-49., /

)
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anythlng Blake and Jung see thls system as an 1ntegral

factor in'man' s search for the truth of the “Self"1 in his

search for wholeness, .or ‘"oneness." It must be noted tha+
the strongest correlatlon between tge three systems lles
netween Blake' s and, Jung s. As has been noted" earller, Jung s
fo%f criteria of types of human behav1our are'Just four y
viewpoints among others. The function of "thlnklng," COUpled
with "feellng" (not 1n the sense of emotlon,-but in the sense
of "ratlonal Judgement"), “ean find its equlvalent in Blake s
'Urlzen, "gsensation" in Tharm&s. "intuition" and "imagination"
in Los. and "temperament " in lieu'of feeilng, in Luvah.
‘In Plato's case, in a, sense, . if the "truth" is that one
. ' 1s g1ven.more to one function than to another, one must

remain _true to that partlcular Iunctlon and take advantage

of iﬁﬁ ThlS, quite clearly, contradlcts Jung's and Blake s”

» . ) >

philosophy. For 1nstance, he who should have the lowest
status in an ideal soolety, accordlng to Plato, is the man
concerned with bodlly functlons and ‘the Satlsfactlon of

bodlly needs: the slave or servant. Next comes the man of
\ .

i -

) “1"The organizing pr1n01ple of the personallty is an C o~
archetype which Jung called the 'self.' The self is the
central archetype in the collective unconscious, much as the °
sun is the center of the solar system. The self is the
archetype of order, organization, and unification; it draws.
to-itself and harmonizes all the archetypes and their ~
manifestations in complexes and consciousness. It unites the .
personality, g1v1ng it a sense of ‘'oneness.'" Hall and Nerdby,
A Prlmer of Jungian Psychology, p. 51, -

’ ~
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emotion, of. heart,ﬁ of courage: the soldier. The hlghest

P

position, tnat of ruler, is reserved for the contemplator, o ",

) thevthlnker. the man of 1ntellect and ideas. For Jung and

Blake, to surrender the three functlons to the one dominant

functlon is to rellngulsh one s sense of wholeness, to

&

preclpltate a sense of fragméntation.

w As well, Jung believed that socieﬁy, or social press-

\ .
ures, can have a proPsund effect on one's psyche. He believed

that due to the often strlngent demands that s001ety places
on the individual, the individual, in an effort to assimilate (v/ )

or escape, can very well be induced to uncqn501ously alter

his psychic make-up. As a consequence, the totality, or

wholgness, ofithe psyche and, by exteﬁsion, the ipdividual .
would . be Jeopardlzed Ronald Gaskell, as well, recognizes
this problem: ‘ . ) .

.Isolated, the self beglns to doubt its
own identity. Our aim is to be true to .
our inmost being, yet 'we slip from role
to role without reflection. We even
adopt, tacitly, the images that others

project on us,. so that the parts we S
play in society mingle with the person '
we really arel... 1, ) -

.

Eugene Ionesco dﬂrect;ylor indirectly recognized that society

and its demands can have a detrimental effect on the psyche:
od ,
. _ o L/ ‘
1Ronald Gaskell, Drama and Reality: The European .
Theatre Since Ibsef (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 19?2)

p. 45.°
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Several times I have said that it is in
. our fundamental solitude that we -rediscover  ~
’ - ourselves and that the more I am’alone,.
the more I 'am in -communion with others:
whéreas in organized society, which is an -
organization of functions, man is merely - o
"é, reduced to his furiction, which alienates I
him from the rést -1 g .
And does not 5001a1 organlzatlon allenate .
us all? It is just for this reason that .
there are "asocial" people. When I.am most
profoundly myself, T join a forgotten
,community.” 0ften society (external)

"8lienates me; that is to say it estranges .
. 1. me Sbth from myself and froem other people. 2%
. ( The result of fragmentatlon. or "dlssoc1at10n" as Jung

called it, s1gn1f1es a-loss of 1dentlty and deluslon, or._as

" Blake saw it, aliepation, compulsion, and/or¥’ apathy-—all"
symptoms of neurosis. As Jung says: | S
\ © We too can become dissociated and lose our .

identity. We can become ‘possessed and altered
by moods, or become unreasonable and unable : . v N
to recall important facts gbout ourselves or ’
others,. so that people ask: "What the devil
. has got into you?" We talk about being abM
. . to "control ourselves," but self-control is a
. ,  ‘rare and remarkable virtue. We may think we -
v IS . have ourselves under control; yet a frignd -~
*‘can easily tell us things about ourselves of
which we have no knowledge....
. An .ability to control one's emotions that’
may. be very desirable from one point of Aiew
would be questlonable from-another, for it
‘would deprive social intercourse of varlety.
¢ color, and warmth. -3

.

{ 1Eugene Ionesco, "Notes and Courtter Notes (New York:

N - Grove Press, 1964), p. 78. ’ . v .
. 21bid., p. #11. - P - o

(Y]

. - L3
‘ 3Jung. "Approaching The Unconscious," p. 8.
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. In this instance, the Self, in that it interacts with a-

fragmented psyche, ‘may unconscmusly e induced to awaken

1ts "dark side."” The results of thls cpn only prove to be

\

devastatmg As Dr. M.L. von Franz n¢tes: ,
,',‘r 1t /the dark side of the Self/ can cause
-’ people to spin megalomanic or other
delusory fantasies that catch.them up ané o
"possess" them. A person-in this state
thinks 'with mounting excitement that he
has grasped and solved the great cosmic
riddles; he therefore loses all touch
* .with human reallty. A reliable symptom of
" this condition is the loss of one's sense .
of human .contacts. 1

| What ‘was, of primary ignportance to Jung was the process
of "individuation," in which the individual seeks personal
wholeness by. attemptlrrg to synthe51ze \the functlons of the
psyche and then 1ntegra‘t;1ng the psyche as a un1f1ed whole

with the Self. /"Become t.he person you are" . may be seen as

the basis of Jung's philosophy. Jung said that the goal of

>

individuation is: ' ‘ ’ B

. 1,
...to detach consciousness from the object
so that the individual no longer places the
guarantee of his happlness. or of his 1life
even, in factors outside himself, but comes
to realize that everything depends on
,whether he holds the, treasure or Not..a. 2

*» . One of the essentlal therapeutlc ‘aspects of Jung s

theory of 1nd1v1duatlon is the. "mandala." As Dr. von Franz

'n 1M L. von Franz, "The Process of Individuation." Jung,

ed. p. 234,

2Reuben Flne. A History o Ps choanalysis’ (New Yorkz
Columbia Unlversltyqi?ress, 1979) p. 459.

2

"\
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‘notes, among the "mythological repreée tati‘ons' of the Sel'f

.one, finds much eniphases' on the four corners of the world,

and in many plctures the 'Great Man' is represented 1n the

center of a c1r‘cle divided into four.“1 Jung uses the Hlndu '

- word "mandala" (maglc 01rcle) to de51gnate a- structure of

this order. wh:.ch is a symbolic representatlon of the psyche

€ ¢

'w1th the Self placed at ‘the center:

o

o .

o . ThanLWFeellng
(Urlzen) A p

Temperament/Passxon

Sensation
GLuvah) . (Tharmas) e
. ) . v M -T " - " \
o . Intuition/Imagination - .
(Los) |

/ , . , .o . . ¢

t \

.
t

The' above 1llustratwn ls taken from Man and Hls Symbols

o
” 1vcm Franz, "The' Prb‘cess. of Iﬁdividuation;" P. 230.

s -
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Jung calls thi% structure the “quadratura c1rcu11“ and
considers"” rtip}ughly important and 1nfluent1a1 archetype.
He pelleves.that the basic motif of this age-old prehistoric
\ éymbol'is.the premonition of the center of personality:

...a psychic center-point which should be
a deity, but in modern times it.is the
wholeness of man. A mandala is usually
summoned up in periods of nervous crisis,
and has the effect of reducing confusion
to order.... 1 :

LR

The mandala signifies- a concern for ordetifig a certain area—
for bringing order into chaos. As Cirlot notes:

" +..it excludes disorder and all related
symbolisms, because by its very nature, .
it must surmount disorder. It is, then,
the visual expression of the struggle to
aghleve order, even within diversity. 2

A

The dweller in the mandala. as Jung notes, is, in a sense,
protected within a magic circle:

The-experience formulated by the mandala

is typical of people. who cannot project

the divine image any longer. They are in
actual danger of inflation. and dissociation.
The round or square inclosures, therefore,
have the value of magic means to produce /
protective walls or a vas hermeticum to
.prevent an outburst and-a disintegration..:.
.This state /,../ is a much needed self-
control with the purpose of avoiding
inflation and d133001at10n. -3

m}

\

1Colin Duckworth, Angels of Darkness (Londonx Allen
and Unwin, 1972), p. 91.- O

23.E. Cirlot, A A Dictionary of Symbols (Londons.
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1981). p. 201, 1

3Duckworth, ‘Angels of~Darkness. p. 90.

E]
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In effect, the contemplation of a méﬁdala ié meant to
bring an inner harmony, a feeling that life has again found
its meanlng and order. In- thls way, it fulfills its function
as an aid- to man in his efforts to regroup all that is
.dlspersed around a single axis—to regroup a fragmented
psyéhe around the. Self. As John Freemén notes, when the
.proqess of }ndividua¢ibn is complete, man beches "whole,
integrated, calm, fertile, and;hagpy."1 _

In Pinter's plays; we will see tgqt it may be precisely
this,problem of,disséciation’and the a;tempt towards a sense
of individuation, on both'a personal and collective level, - \\
that precipitates the essential conflicts. We will see that

a Pinter character tries to possess, aggressively and

materially, a mandala rather than contemplate and synthesize.

We will see that fhe room comes to represent a mandala in
that, for the cha;acters;'it;represents the only place r
where they can function with their déficienci;s. whiie not
h;ving to make the necessary adjustmentt to %hem——without
havlng to make the necessary adJustment that would enable
them to co-exist peacefuli? and purposefully in the world

beyogd the mandala (rdom).

:

1John Freemgn, Introductlon to Man and His Gymbols,
ps xi.

N -
.
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One of the most dlfflcul things for a ; "
., man to do is to realize that he does not e T
T . stand at the ‘center of thmgs. but at : )
‘th@ cn'cumference. ! . . -

-~

Luc?na Gabbﬂ)rd»clalms that No Man 5 Land is, "by
<L ©

dlsplacement. no woman's land," for thev‘e afe no female

v

characters in the play 2 Im that there are only me(norles of

past Iovers. wiver‘—-"mother images"—the play. accordlnggto

Gabbard ntensn‘les the image of lossw'3 In ef‘fect No Man's.
Laﬁd mtenalfles the g.mage 7)1‘ Los.. .Luvah Urizen, and -

Tharmas, and tpeir\ efforts to dlsplace eac}y other from the ..

center of ‘the mandala” (room) .. .,

" The difficulty of acqieving’positive g2lationships is

a theme which Pinter tel‘entleésly examines. and which has

,;-

‘ ,been examlned by. many wrlters, among “them Henrlk Ibsen{
v

Anton Chekhov, Edward Albee. James Joyce,/and Albert Camus. A

hhere the attempt to estadlish these: relatlonshlps ends in
A ' -

° . . " N . \ s -

4

. 1w, Somerset Maugham. A Wrxter s Notebook (Torontoz )
Heinemann. 1949), p. 51.. o )

i §
Gabbard The Dream Structure of Pinter s’ Plays. P 252.

JLOC-. Cit‘ " ' '

B
i - |
H

/



G

s

failure, as John Pesta suggests, weghave, in-effecf. a

peculiar modern tragedy: "A hostile wofld and man's very

nature prevent the solace of love or friendship from being‘

_found."1 Given th%//%hreatenlng,,ﬁqstlle world the fearful' o

insecurities of characters Ilke Sp@oner, Brlggs, and Fostef

causes them.to seex seCuraty at the expense of others. Yet,

in No Man's Land; the usurﬁer(sﬁ is not merely an external :

" agent ehdangerina_a situatioh of seemingly secure withdraWal.

The 1mplldatlon of thls, as Pesta says, 1is that: . . .

...men are prevented from reachlngxrewardlng : o2

relationships, wherein the truest security ©

lies, by their own selfishness, pride,’or v -/
. weaknesses: The loneliness.of man roots o
i - . from his own.faults and fears.- - 2

.As a means of isolating their faults and fearsr the

characters in the play seek to build a wall of 1solat10n :

arouqd themselves. In effect. they attempt to 1solate. if

not sgppr:es; théir deficiencies by_erecting al"threefold"g‘
wall: théx\cfeate_a walllbetween themselves and the world |
thcb comes\ in the formiof-e room/mendala: between-themselves\
and}%be;othef\pharéetefs"in‘the room which‘comee in the .form -

of a “mask," pe sbnaf3 %nd between the persona and the Seif.

1John Pesta. "P;nter 8 Usurpers." .”1j3.
1 . _}» ‘:
2L00| Clt .. * » '. ~

o

3“The persona is the mask or facade one exhibits * : !
pablicly. with the intention of presenting a favorable

'1mpness1on so that society will acceEt him." Hall and Nordby.

A Primer of Jungian Psychology,

' I N .
. . . °
.
-
.
& 4 s .
. N : »~ N
’ ’ ‘ .
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In other words.,fhey create a labyrinth in which fhey can e
only become lost. Walls afe constructed with tﬁe intention
of shielding the Self. wﬁerein the deficiency lies.

What we have in the play;-as”Jgng put~it; afe cha%acfers\
who consciously attempf to "isol;te" part of their psthe ig’
that it "enables them'to'conCEntrate.upon one thing at a
>tlme.-excluding everythiﬁg else that.may claim their
attention.” This a 1llty to dontrol their emotionshdepfives
secial intercourse of "variety, oolor, warmth," and meaniﬁg
Spooner, Foster, and, to a lesser degree, Brlggs attempt to : v
distance themselves from their ‘Self in an effort to achleve“
thelr{obaectlves-to attain or retaln the room and the -
bontrol -and securlty that comes rl*h it. Hirst,. on the other
) hand, 1s reduced to - functlonlng on a purely "1mag1nat1ve" ' -
-leveL without the possibility of achieving a sense of
"wholeness." He suppfessegfihe other functions of his'psycﬁe

in{an effort to escape. ?ef, should Hirst desire en integrat;'
'ion. a sense of wholeness. Brigrs ahd Foster and, to a v
‘degree, Spooner are there to ensure that he does not atta;n
-it, An exlstence through imagination, the past, is all-that
Hirst desxres. Slmply. he does not want to thlnk; does not . *
dant to know. and does not want to fdel. \ '

As Gaskell has noted. the chara ters ‘negate their
"1nmost being" by sllpplng from role to role: Yet 1t 1s . _?';
.this inmost being which isirespon51ble for_tnei: ao%;ish |

e . . L -\

Y . . . R

. i
. . ; :
‘o ' w "
. . . v o
. , ‘ s
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of d133001at10n.

. that is presented to the characters prior to his expulsion

'
and prevents them from achiésing'an_equilibrium. In effect,

the chafacters attempt to "estrange' ‘themselves from their

Self in an effort to estrange their $elf fron\the other | -
characters. In that .they create walls, personas‘ andlplay

“games™ with the®intention of achieving the necessary

distance that would enable them to protect thelr deflclenc1es'

and which would enable them to secure the de81red "sanctum, "

the charac%ers.are in danger of‘"dlssoc1at10n." The play

No Man's Land, as well as the plays The Caretaker, The’

éirthday Party, The Room, and A Slight Ache, giVes‘expression

to the problem of dissociation and: the characters' impotent

"efforts to achieve "a sense of "individuation."

Spqener creates an imegé,of himse}f. a "cioppelg'énger,"1

in an effort to seéure a place in Hirst's room. In that he i;— )

-

needs to galn access to thls room and must create a persona 1

Ain order to realize this goal this s1gn1f1es an 1ntense

insecurity on hls‘part. The conviction and vigour with which

' he plaj% out his role of "fréee man" can be seen as evidence

\ ‘ -
¢ ) . . i . '
’ N

At the beglnnlng ‘of the play. Spooner provides lest. R :

.1and'us.«w1th a most revealing, 'yet unprovoked, monologue

ebéut.himseifx

‘o

Doppelganger is a German word meanlng a person's
double, br the apparltlon of a person supposedly 'seen before

-death.. The word is’ especially appropriate in relation to -

Spooner. for-it is, in a sense, an -apparition of Spooner

from the room. . '

' '

~ ' . - N

3;i‘ :‘ J - o . ; \
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Yes:-I' was about to ‘say, you see, that there
-are people who appear to be strong. whose o
idea o: what strength consists of is
persuasive, but who inhabit the idea and not
the fact. What they possess is not strength
but expertlse. They have nurtured and
maintain  what is in fact a calculated
.posture. Half the time it works. It takes a
man of intelligence and perception to stick
a needle through that posture and discern
»the essential flabbiness of the stance. I am
such a man.... What a“remarkably pleasant
room. I feel at peace here. Safe from all N
. danger. But please don}t be alarmed. I ‘
shan't stay long. I néver stay long. I '
never stay long, with others. They do not
« wish it., And that, for me, is a happy state
of -affairs. My only security, you see, my
true comfort and solace, rests in the
confirmatiqn yﬁ;t I elicit from people of
all kinds g colmon and co t level . of
indifferentce..... To show interest in me,
@-*\ good gracious, anythlng tending towards a -
poslitive liking of ‘me, would cause‘}n me a
condition of the acutest .alarm;

e

' Spooner goes on to say in Act I: -

When my tw1gs happen shall I say rest thelr
peep on sexual conaugatlons, however
periphratic, I see only whites of eyes, so
close, they glut me, no distance possible,
and when you can't keep the proper dlstance
between yourself and others, when you can
no longer-malntaln an objective relation to .
matter, the game's not worth the candle, s -
forget it and .remember that whax is
obllgatory to keep in your vision is space,
Space in moonllght particularly, and lots
of it. (p. 19
: B ¥

A \ . . M to .

lKarold Pinter, No Man's Land (London: Methuen, 1979), ' .

p. 16. All subsequent re erences to No Man's Land w1ll e
appear parenthetically within my text._

. ) .
~ . ), . -
Y -
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’ flabblness of the stance."

1 ¢’

v o . . ‘

N . )

Spooner, due to thls condltlon, or "condltlon;ng," deems
hlmself a "free man. " Yet, what 1; Spooner reaily saylng
and doing? ' .

Spooner portrays himself to Hirst as-a loner,’an
1ntellectual and as a man who wants notnlng from anyone.
Thls, gquite simply, is Spooner's subterfuge. At the'conclus—
ion‘of the. play, one realizes that what the monologue has
revealed in effect 1; that Spooner is really a circumsp-
ect, conn1v1ng. cunnang, lonely person in dire need of
’securlty and companlonshlp. He'}s. underneath all that
conditi?ning. the antithesis of the persona of reason and
«;@tachmen%tthat he has projected. What Spooner possesses is
not a "strength," as he clalms. but a “"calculated posture"‘
Wthh has been "nurtured and malnt\ﬁned" with the hope that
it, the subterfuge, the persona, will elicit from men such .
as Hirst, the Hungarian aristocrat of Spooner's past, and
Lord Lancer, his'supposed patron, the very benesolence'that ’
ne claims he cannot teierate. And for the very same reason
that Spooner plays out his "role," it will be Briggs. and

A

~Fester who will implicitly.‘to use Spooner's words, "stick

a needle- through that posture and’ dlscern the essential
For Spooner, the,"game" is not "werth the candle”
unless he can keep space inNis "vision;" unless he can

keep a "proper distance” between himself and Hirst, Briggs



Spooner's protective "wal;," they decide to take a'subtle,

4

-

/

and Foster. Maintaining objectivity, Spooner believes, makes ,
the ga@e wortﬁwhile. What.game? Spooner's game. For Spooner.
10 assume'a ppr.ly sgbjective posture csn,only~jeopard£ze
his -chance of winniﬁg'the game: 1o ingratiate himself with
his host and thereby to 1nstall hlmself in Hirst's household,
repla01ng the, lower-class Briggs and Foster. Spooner's
gambit ;s basec on deceit and‘the success of that gambit

relies on his ability to remain detached from subjectivity.’

Much like'Go;dberg and McCann of_The Birthday Party, Spooner
must remain cool, composed, devoid of emotion; almost

mechanical if he is to succeed in'atta}n%ng his objective //%
(in“more ways than one). \ / )

Malntalnlng a purely obaectlve<@ostur permlts Spooner

to repel any attacks from Briggs and Foster In thaf he is

"able to dlvorce hlmself from his emotions, he can meet_all

challenges cooly, calmly, ratlonally, w1thout the fear of -
giving away his true obJecE&ve. Brlggs and Foster, like
Goldberg and McCann, attempt to break Spooner down to his

\

bare essence. When overt hostility fails to place a dent in
if not more cunning.'approach by testing him—his authent-
icity. Yet Spooner s wall, unl1ke Stanley Webber's, is
apparenfly 1npregnable. For 1nstance. Briggs's superf1c1al

or artificial, affability does not deceive Spooner, who, in

Act II, calls Briggs's “offer of alms" the equivalent of <

- N [ B .

:
. ) : , A
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."The shark in the harbour” (p. 60). On several occasions,
Bfigés and Spooner goad each other, of{'to put it in'Briggs'é

. »
vernacular, take the "piss out" of each other: %

SPOONER: ...,I am a poet. _
BRIGGS + I thought poets were young. } oL
SPOONER: I am young. (pp. 63- 6L+) . .

SPOONER: Yes. The landlord is a friend of mine.
It is on that account that he. has s
" favoured us with a ‘private room. It is
true of course that I informed him Lotd
. Lancer would be attendlng....
BRIGGS : Lord Lancer?
SPOONER: Our patron. ) ' ;
* © BRIGGS s+ He's not of the Bengal Lancers, is he?
S ' SPOONER: No, no. He's of Norman descent. o
- BRIGGS : A man of culture?
@, SPOONER: Impeccable credentials. -
¥+ -BRIGGS : Some of thesé aristocrats hate the arts
. SPOONER: Lopd Lancer is a man of honour. He loves
T - the arts. (p. 66)

In another 1nstance, when Spooner goes on at some length

about hlS work as a poa@* his newly formed poetry magaz1ne.

/

and the patronage of Lord Lancer. Brlggs tests.this by ' ) }

'p01nt1ng out that Foster is a ‘poet in need- ‘of patronage

since Hirst will not help him. Spooner reeponde quicﬁiy ~

and in full: ' ' ‘
A poet? Really? ‘Well, if he'd like to send me’

some: examples of his work, double spaced on !

quatro, with coples in a separate folder by

separate post in case of loss or mlsappropriatlon. L

stamped addressed envelope enclosed, I'll read T

them. (p. 6 . o

Spooner's obJectlve 1s to galn entry into Hirst'

"\

household and the reallzatlon of that’ obJectlve depends on

"his abillty to remaln "detached " .If Spooner remembers the

(‘\;
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has to offer.’ ' .

3 - -

past it 'is only because it suits his present need547to
N <o t

create a‘common bond between himself and Hirst. As Dukore

P

ES

notes. "whatlhappens in Pinter's plays is more .important

than what happened."1 In Act I, Spooner tells Hirst of his

‘"gracious«past"—-keeping open house in the country for young

poets, his wife pouring glasses of squash on summer evenings.

" Hirst quickly replies that-he too has done the same. Spooner

- =

.quickly grasps at a connectlon-—"a memory’ of bucolic life"—

wh:ch Hirst continues to explore briefly. Hirst soon with-~

ws from this image of "blameless life" and:Spooner,
/

=
possibly for fear that he will lose the connection, is

-~

compelled to pursue the toplc. Is Spooner's memory of a

past "bucollc 11fe" real or 1s it a. fabrlcatlon°*Chances,

" are that Spoonerwuses the memory of a past stereotyplcal

pastoral ex1stence as a means of 1ngrat1ating himself w1th‘ L

Hirst. After all Spooner is very quick to say that Hirst

\

“and he "share something" in reg#rd to the past. Yet, it is

feasible that Spooner has, as well, seen better days, and

this is why he now seeks the comfort and security that Hirst
"

-

There is an aspect of Spooner's past at which he only

hints, yet, nonetheless, serves to confirm his underiying \

-

'1Duko;e, Harold Pinter, o. 4y,

°
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‘motivation. When he, for instance, says several times in

“Act II that,he has "known this before," he implies that the

situation is hardly foreign to him. Possibly, Spooner has,

Cat least twice before, attempted %o ingratiate himself with

men siich as Hirst (the Hungarian aristocrat and Lord Lancer);
and has failed. By repeating the phrase at the moments he
feels.most'threatened by Briggs and Foster, he reveals fo

us sdmething about his ﬁas@ which permits us an insjghf |
into the man and, by extenéion, his motivation. By repeating
the phrasé, Spooner indicateimthaf he has been iﬁ that
particular situation beﬁore. has been threaykned before,

and that it is not the first time that his integrity'has
been challenged. In essence, one can say'that Spooner is a

cunning opportuhist{whose willingness to remember the past

is perpetuated by a desire to fulfill his ‘present needs.
. L ~

Succumbing to’ passion, his true inner feelings, will'
only spell defeat for Spopnen»in that it would‘bring Him'"so
close" to his Self that he would be "élutted" by the passion
to fulfill his éoal. As Dukore says, %Whatevef their
passions, chéracterg try té,preseﬁt a facade of coolness
and detachment."1 In.essence. Spooner must distance himself

not only from the other characters, but from himself_ as well.

X

f

11bid., p. 59. L )

’



they attempt to.strlp Spooner of his protective walls.

DA

3 L -
R .

L

As we see at the conclusion of the play, once Spooner loses
the distance between himself and oﬁjectivityh he loses, as a

result, the distance between himself and the other charact-

. ers e Becomes himself{ passionate and pleading. In effect,

he.ceases to be his antithetical "free man." And it is

4

precisely then that the'"game"‘comes to an end for him: he '
is exiled from his much desir€éd haven.

Briggs‘and Foster appear to bezloveless and cold. They
éré crude, abrupt, and mehécing—-tbey(éonstantly verbally
attack Spoongr withou£ being prooned.‘Why, then, are they
menacing? Their speech aﬁd_actions may be but a prbtective
mechanism. They, like Spooner, haveasought to establish a
place in Hirst's home. They, unlike Spooner, have managed to

dttain the much sought after haven and any aggre551ve

feeling emanated toward Spooner may be but a means of’masklng

\

, their 1nsecurﬁty, and, by exten?;on, of pgotectlng what they
h

have attained. The creation of eir "menaq{ng" persona may

be seen as the means by which they distance the other )
characters from thelr deficient, insecure Self—-a deficiency
wh;gh, like Spooner's, preqlpltates a ppofqund need for the
room:", ' o . |

The maJor obJectlve foxr_Briggs and Foster is to secure

their place in the room. In an.effort to accomplish this,

- ’
Esgentially, what Spooner tries to do is precisely what
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Foster warns aga:mst- "drive a wedge into a happy

household" (p. 50) (although it appears to be an "unhappy &
household).w’l‘hls suspicion worries Briggs and Foster and,

as a result. they feel compelled to protect themselves: they
‘try to 1nt1m1date and dlSOI‘l nt the“'stranger who threatenls
their position. For 1nstance. although Foster's 1n1t1al
words to Spocmer are "What are you drinking, " his pressing
questlon—"Who are you?"-—is balanced by such taunts as
"Have ycpu met your host?" (p. 35). The" conclusion of hAct I
en’capsu‘lates the menace directed against Spooner: Foster
quietly asks him, "You know what it's like when you're in a ‘_
room with the lightgs on and then suddenly the light goes
"out? I'11 show you. It's like this" (p. 53). He- then turns

out the laght, darkening the stage (somewhat remmlscent of

The ‘Birthday Party anq The Caretaker). Regardless of thls
act, Briggs is more o’vertly. threa‘b‘eni?xg than Foster. Makiné
no effort to conceal his feéelings, he refer‘s’ to Spooner as a
"pieshole collector,” "a shithouse operator," "a jamrag '
vendor, " "a mingejuice bottler. " and "a fuc':king .s)'\it,cake
baker” (p. 88). Furthermore, it is Briggs who recognizes
Spooner as.a man who collects dirty beer mugs fror'n the
tables at the Bellfs Head' Pue in Chalk Farm. E r
Briggs and Foster are éhere to protect\ Hirst, fr_jorﬁ

) outside encroachment as much as they are there,to_ pratect

themselves. Judging by the way they speak, one gets‘ the

!

L L
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.'Fostér‘says in Act I, "But I still like

impresrsiorﬁ that they are lower-class i,ndivid als (from,
possibly, a lower-class area like Chalk Farm| Judging by

The sitories -they tell about their travels and by \ at
/aj. nice lighthouse

L

like this one” (p. 35) (a haven of luxury and skcurity),

both Briggs and Foster may have been, prior to finding

'Hirst'. nothing more than vagabonds or "drifters"—men

without purpose and direction. In a sense, Whereas Spooner

Jhas been downwardly moblle. Briggs and Foster have been

.upwardly moblle. And now, not only have” they fqund their

security, but they control it as well. This is prec:Lsely
why 5.1‘:< represents a "hé'ppy household"” to them. Eor instance,
in.Act II, when Hirst threatens to fire_ them, th‘\ey simply

laugh at him and say that they will not leave. Hirst does

ng; pursue the -matter. In one sense, Hirst is noJc a "free

man" because of the control that BI‘ngS and Foster have
over the household. And it is pre01sely this housghold and

its control that they'do not want to relinquish.
. P

_.Althopg'h it is never overtly stated, Briggs and F'oster;

. have found a sense of security that they do not want to lose.

They recognize, although it is only an assumption on their
p;.rt. that Spooner's mgtive. is to find a place in the room,
an.d. as a result, to consciously or unconsciousll' usurp
their au\thority and security-;thgir existence. They ?ossibly

recognize that Spooner threatens the relationghip in the

‘e~ .

N
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house, and the "family," in that he is the same age as
Hirst, is supposedly an "artist" like Hirst, can talk like
Hirst, and can match memory for memoryg;Tﬁby may fear that

] .

the companionship offered by Spooner may be seen by Hirst

as~be1ng more favo&rable than the security that they have

. to offer. Thus. thelr only recourse is to expose. Spooner in

order to save themselves. They attempt to intimidate him.

verbally, psychologically (the turning off of lights), and

by a more subtle testing of both his patience and the -
authenticity'bf his claims. Yet, Spdoner, unlike Stanley

WebbefLﬁdoes not-offer silences and does not hesitate to

'feact, but responds successfully to each challehge with his
< \ 1 ) i3

-

. v )
*"distance” intact, ‘.

Brlggg and Foster force Hirst, who is Spooner's

_psychologlcal inferior,. deeper into "no man's land"” in’an .

effort to_getvto Spooner. At the conclusion of the play,

' Spooner, having.sensed that Hirst is standing more precari-

ously than ever on the ‘edge of the precipice, the borderland

- between past and present, reélity and illusion. launches

lnto an impassioned plea for a place in Hirst's home,

Q
v

-offerxng prudence.‘loyalty, liberality and goodness, piety,

'and even a poetry reading for lest at the Bull's Head Pub

Y

' But lest casually suggests. that they change' the subJect

S ' . _ . .
words ‘trap -Hirst philosophically and semantically, enact, as.

for the last time. Briggs and Foster, who realize that the
(4

-
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Hinchliffe suggests, what amounts to a cetemony of ento%b—

;'dent. sealing Hirst, possibly forever, in that land where

"nothing ever changes” (p. 95). In distancing Hirst from’
Spooner, Briggs and Foster have not only guaranteed‘Spooner's

- @

.expulsion.'bdt have also'gained complete control over Hirst,

‘v

,cthe hpusehor/f and, 'in effect, thelr llves It is '‘absolutely

inyegral to thelr well- being that Brlggs and Foster distance.

Spooner and Hirst from their motlvatlons As well _Briggs

- and Foster. lxke Spooner, nust allenate themselvés from “their

Self for fear that their fears  and 1nsecur1t1es will be .
1

'-plscovered. Foster rema;ns more cunningly-affable, whale

Briggs is not as successful- and remains gdscqptible to

e

pasiion.

Like Spooner, Briggs and Foster, Hirst must.distance

’hi?seLf as well. Yet, Hirst muqt'distance himself'because -

t . -

- Brxggs and Foster do not offer h1m any other alternatlx
to

Essentlally. every 1nd1cat10n is that Hirst cannot com

Y

terms with*his present reallty. that he’ fervently desires

" to escape fram his present exlstence-—from theﬂSpooners.

. Briggees, and Fosters of the world who would stop him from

tecoming the "free mah" he possibly once was. As he séys in
Act I: "They're blotting me out. Who is doing it? I'm

suffocating. Someone is doing me to death” (p. 46). As .
Higbhfiffg says of ‘Hirst: "Wedlth has brought security,

':,w even 1d£ury. but old age has brought on impotence and the
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need for society, friends, a family, grows more urgent."1

Ahat Hirst has'in Brigegs and Fostér and could have-ih

¢ 4

Lo Spooﬁer can hardly be: consxdered frlendshlp.,for it 'is the
‘f securlty that Hirst has to offer that attracts them like a

14

- shark in the harbour.'and not Elrst‘Qhe human belng It 1s_ N

clear that lest lacks the psycholorical and ph)Slcal

~a

stre*qth to expel Brlggs and ‘Foster from the house.,Thus.

his only reoourse.lq to escape into -a time when he had.hls-

A

him the opportunlty to grasp the "bucollc life" of the

/

N
-

v F’u‘
. "grac1ous" past H;rst in a sense, attempts, much l1ke
! ¢

I

‘Gustave Aschenbach of Thohas‘Mann'g*Deatﬁ In Venice, to

A‘recaﬁture the' "blithe laiésez.%}ler" of hié youth. As'Hiréf

I’

_ says, “"We're talking of my‘youth which can hever'leave“me“;'

(p. 45). In essence, lest attempts to recapture the, supposed

-ideality of hls youth. past, in an effort to escape the

X .
. oppre531on and alienation of h;s present existence. Yet P

how well does lest remembér the past? , o s

.
e

At one- p01nt in Act I, lest. wlthout being provoked.

(
. - v

says of hlS past: "Don t think no# that 1t s gone I hFT

choose t0 sneer at‘lt to cast doubt on 1t to wonder 1f it -

properly existed” (p. us). In that 1t is an unprovoked

5
kN

~}

. 1. o )
‘lyinchliffe, Herold Pinter, p. 153.

. : - ’
v b ' PRI ' :

a2
. .

"World"'ahd ﬁis’“trﬁe friends." To this end, drinﬁing permits

~apm
-
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codﬁent. it may indicate that Hirst himself reallzes, to. a

degree. that he has a .certain amount of dlfflculty remember-

*'ing the past, In Act II, Hirst and Spoaner,. as 1f they were

old friends, remlnlsce at some length about the past' At one

-

.polnt, Hirst claims that-he‘had an affair with Spoqner‘s

(whom he~calls'Charles) wife,. Spooner retaliates by claiming

that he deceived Hirst'aeVeral times and was outraged by

Hirst's "1nsane and corros1ve sexual absolutlsm" Wthh had’

)

not been restrlcted to women. He also attacks lest s

/

- llterary abllltles. partlcularly his fa;lure to master the
"terza rima" (p. 77) Hirst ‘who 1is outraged by this, clalms/
that this is not the Charles Weatherby he knew. It is

‘p0331b1e that Spooner has mistaken lest for someone else

It is p0551ble that Spooner wants lest to believe that he
is an old-friend .of his. It is possible tbat Spqoner wants

to force Hirst deeper into no man's land. It is!poeslble

PR

.that Hirst only remembers what best suits his. present needs.

-lerst lives in an emotlonally oppresslng environment and

it is essentlal to his well being that he has something to
sustain him. It is pOSSlble that lest does not wish to -

remember the past ‘clearly« For lest, the'past must remain

.almost stereotypically pastoral cdmpletely devoid of N

anomalies. for it is the only thing that. sustalns hlm. And

the constant attempt to recapture this past 1s what gives.

~his life purpose and which protects him from reality.

v

f .
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Plnter does not belleve that communication is- imposs-
1ble. but fearful. Unllke Ibsen s Peer Gynt, Plnter s
cheracters,never ask: "When am I going to get to the heart?“l
Rather than get to the "heart" of matters, Pinter's\chqragt-'

ers would prefer to evade the issue. This failure to.

., communicate, as Pesta notes,. 1s "a 31gn of man' s 1solat10n

o L
within himself."2 Ronald Gaskell notes-\"The 1mperfect10n of

ianguege} in. short, is a corollary of our 1solatlon."3 The

characters in;No Mah's Land. as in many other plays. avoid

A

communicating honestly and meaningfuliy in an éffort to

3

isoléte thenselves{ Just as, they create personas to dlstance3

\

‘themselves. It is .not that they refuse to communlcate on the o

‘whole, rather they refuse- to reveal their 1nsecur1t1es. They

communxcate. but, as Plnter says.\“ .under what is said,

another thlng is belng sald “4 For 1nstance. 1n Act I,
Foster télls Spooner that he has been to ‘Siam and Ball.

v

Foster then asﬁg—Spooner if he has’ ever been "out there.“

Spooner. meets the challenge by\quickly. yet calmly, tel}ing:,

A

-him that he has been to Amsterdam. Foster, realizing that

—_ - s \

\

1 e »

vt

1Henrik Ibsen, Peer Gynt as in Drama and Reallty: The
European Theatre, Since lbsen, p 37. .
'ZPesta.\"Plnter s Usurpers." P. 13h f

"

3Gaskell Drama and Reallty: The European Theatre Slnce
lbsen, p. U4,

L

Hinchliffe,/Herola_Pinter{{P‘ 3,

*
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Spooner has met the challenge, goes on to offer an anecdote'

\about hlS visit to th "East."'where a tramp who ‘had reaected

- the coin thrown to “him made it pear. Spooner, without .

»

hesitation,  and rathe f-factly, dismisses the

"mystefy as a trlck. Foster has possibly elicited the desired
reépohEé from Spooker. It is fitting that‘fhe con artist

Spooner'should know-that it is a trick. Rather than allow

Spooner's remark to pass, Foster“goes on to toy w1th hlm: ‘ v
@ .
. .FOSTER t+ Do you think so‘7 ;
SPOONER: You would be wise to .grant the event . ‘
no .integrity whatsoever. N\
FOSTER : You don't subscr1be to the mystery of
: ' the Orient? ;
Y SPOONER: A: typical Eastern contrlck.
- FOSTER : Double Dutch, you mean? .
SPOONER: Certainly. Your good health (pp. 42-43) -

'Ih'Adtgll .Briggs explalns to Spooner how he met Foster,

who, at the tlme, was asklng the way to "Bolsover street"”

(part of a one- way trafflc system so compllcated that o ceLf
. one getg on one can never get off). Why would Briggs. then
say that .Foster will deny this story° It 1s possible that
Brlggs reconstructed at least part of the .story so that it
could purposely be directed towards Spooner. As Foster toys

“ with Spooner, S0 ‘does Briggs. Briggs says of Bolsover streets

t

-~
’

The people who live there, their faces are '
grey, they're in a state of despair, but’
nobody ‘pays any attention, you see. All
people are worrLed about is thelr 111gotten

gains.  (p. 62) : T



51

R Y

Briggs then. supposedly remembers having said to Fosters
JThis trip you've got in mind /to Boisover street/ drop it,
it could prove fatal" (p. 62) Thls. 1n fact. may be Briggs' s
way of telllng Spooner qulte bluntl§/that he is supremely
‘aware of what Spooner is attempting to do and that 1f
Spooner insists on playlng the(game to its conclusion, the
result may pgovaﬁto'be fatal fer him. What the story indicat-
es, as well, is that Briggs mayﬁvery well have lived on "
Bolsover street, whieh he refers to as "Life at a Dead Eﬁd"
(p 62). If he.had not lived there, why would he have been
$o0 conCErned and so 1ntent on wrltlng an article about 1t°
How else could he have known about the "state of despalr.
unless he had experienced it? If Briggs had llved at some
point in the‘despalr of Bolsover street, it would certalnly
explain his need to maintain.rhe security and luxury that he
now has. . z ‘

Both the failure to communlcate honestly and the creat-
ion of personas can be seen as the means by which the . ‘
‘characters aﬁ%empt to dlstance, or dissociate, each other

B
from their 1nsecur1t1es. .The creation of. "grey areas" is

- ev&dence of a sense of d1$5001at10n.1 Yet, can a personal

1By "grey areas," I mean the. ground created by distance
that ‘lies between the Self and ‘persona, Self and the other
characters. and persona and the other characters.

-
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- and eollective equilibrium be achieved? R .

It Dr., Anthony Storr notes: -

The 1nterests of the 1nd1v1dual may clash with
the society'’'in which he lives. A society of
individualists each pursuing his own ends
regardless of the needs of others is an ' -
impossibility. Self-realization cannot be the
end of’'man, for it is inconsistent with his

‘5 social existence. This is the point of view
put forward by Bertrand Russell in his History
of Western Philosophy: "Man is not a solitary
animal, and so long as sacial life survives,
uself—reallzatlon cannot be the supreme principle
of ethigs. 1

But if man is not a solltary anlmal his efforts
to realize his own personality, his attempts
at individuation, must include relationships
with others. /.../ But Byronic self-seeking, -
which Russell rightly condemns, is immature,
childish behav1our which is véry far from
self-realization just because it results 1n
the alienation of. others and consequently -in
‘isolation. If men could develop their own
'personalities only by disregarding the needs
of others, self-realization would indeed.be a
hopeless and ev1l pr1n01ple. 2 -

The characters 1n Man'g Land are: clearly engaged in aj,
,"Byronlc" sense of 1nd1v1duatlon It 1s ev1dent that thelr\
personal needs "clash" w;th those of thé other characters,
In that these characters place the "guarantee" of thelr

happlpess in ﬁfactons outside themselves the attalnment of

'the~roqm/handéla), they ﬁefpetuate further their sense of

isolation. ’

\ZIbido » ppo 31"32. ]

N lstorr\ The Integrity ofi zh% Pgrsonalitx; p. 31.
. N oy ' ¢ @ . * ' '

1,
(
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A collective dissociation precipitates the need for a
collective individuation. Individuation is the atéempt to
attain‘a harmonious balance, an eduilibrinm. IA the play,
the attémpt to achieve a personal individuation nece551tates‘
the need to become further dissociated from the Self and the :
.

- the need for personal 1nd1v1duat10n. and ‘creates, by extens-

other characters. To become further dissociated 1ntens1f1e

ion, a cellective dissociation, which pnecipiﬁates the need
for a coileetiﬁe'individuation. A collective 1nd1v1duat10n
cannot be achleved in that each charae?ér is attemptlng to.
.achleve a personal,\"1nd1v1duallstlc." sense of pleasure.
while av01d1ng paln. In other words. 1t is through each

? character s personal attempt at.a sense "of {nd1v1duatlon
that a eolleetive:dissociatidniis aehieveat‘in\a Byronic ;
sense, . fheir notion of individnafien exclhdes the other
characters., Yet, if there is no personal individuation,
there .can be no collective 1nd;v1duat10n. for if the charact-'
ers cannot establish a sense .of wholeness within themselves.
they certalnly cannot achleve ‘it as a collectlve unit.

The characters. ir that they insist on creating walls//
of 1solat10n. throw themselves into an inevitable channel of'
futlllty, where they go round and round, like squlrrels in a. %:
‘cage, arriving nowhere. To this end, the characters. in that o

: they insist on emeating a somewhat convoluted, if not

’

"_*'K
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self-negating network of invi;ible walls and trenches that
are intended to function as outer and inner-‘sanctums,
construct prisons, as is’the’case with Spooner and, part?cu-
larly, Hirst. Tris willingness to disfance and obfuscate
intensifies further the sense of dissociation. Consequently,.
fhey inhibjt,;.if not étiffé, any attempts towards a personal
and collective individuation. _

‘The éharacters in Pinter's plays, as Pinter himself has
-said, are at the extreme edge of their ;iving. In Jungién
terms, %he wholeness of fhe characters is inseéure in that
they need to eécape from the world beyohd the room. The -
inability t6 make an “adjustment to the*wérlé is the direct
result of the inability to make an ad justment to the. Self.
It is pogsible that due to a deficiency in’%heir psychic
.make-up, the characters'cannot come to terms with ‘the world
of réélity;-thatﬂthey lack the necessary components integral
to living a peaceful‘and purposeful life. And it is preciéelyf
thig psychic deficiency that may prevenf them from achiév;ng
a personal and collective individuation. i

| The insecurity of the deficiency, coupled'with'the fear
that it will be discovered by the other characters; induces
the need to protect the -Self by creating distaﬂce. Ye;h‘
distance‘j&opagates dissociation. Since diséociatign |

permeates the scene, and since the characters 'cannot achieve

I A
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a sense of gduiiibrium within themselves and with the other
; N

characters, one can logicaliy hypothesize that the charactexs

‘are dominated‘by at least one functioh of the psyche. In

other worﬁs{ the characters are reduced "to a single function
which alienates them from the rest; which isolates fhem from
themselves, the othe® characters, and the world outsids. For
instanse. Hirst becomes the embodiment of "Los" (Imégination)
in*that he lives in the past—~1n a purely 1mag1nat1ve state
Spooner is the embodlment of "Urizen" (Thought/Reason) in
that he exhlblts a great self-contro].‘or self—d1s01p11ne.s
and can, .for the most part, sdcsessfully»ﬁlacé s "distance" ’
between himself and the other gharacters, anq Betweeh-himse;f
and his emotions, motivafiohs.uand insecurities——hé prides
hiﬁsélf‘on his ability ts reméin "deté&hed"\(this is not to
say that ‘the other characters do not; 1t 15 Just that Spooner
makes an issue of 1t) Brlggs is 'the’ embodlment of. "Luvah" b
(Pa351on) in that he is-: blunth abrupt,~overtly hOStlle,

l

almost prlmltlve in relatlon to the other characters——he 1s

>,

the embodlment of “Tharmas“ (Sensatlons) in that he is the
one who' plunges the room into darkness. he wants people to
like hlm. or "love" him as Brlggs says in Act I; and he
prldes hlmself on the supposed fact that people do llke him

the flrst time they'meet hlm. Foster, as well, is fond of a

i

.flncapable of successfully conceallng hls emotlons. Foster is *
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: s
."giégle and a cuddle," and is somevhat of a "gigolo" qf the
Oriefit (as witnessed in his recollections of Siam and Bali).
As he says in Acg I: "Sometimes my ambitions extend no
further than.that /a ﬁgle and a cudéllg/" (p. 52). In that

the characters are reduced to one function, they are incapa-

‘ble of ‘ad justment. Hence, the need to attain the room/. )

.rq and‘al a.

In Acf I of the play, S'pooner says: "What a remarkably
pleasant room. I feel ‘at peace here. Safe from all danger."

In the same Act, Foster says: "But R still like a nice

'lighth'ouse‘like this one." Hirst says of the room: "You're

tucked up, the shutters closed, gamlng a marsh on the
world" (p. &l#) . For the characterEs, it is quite clear that
the room represents a haven from the brutality and uncertain-
ty of the world' of reality \vhich lies beyond its walls. It

is, after all a no man's land where nothing ever changes-—;

-where there exlsts a sense of consistency, permanence, and’

'

security, 'albeit sterilée. The room becomes a mahdala in that,

“:for the characters, it ‘is the only place where they can

; achleve a sense of securlty and purpose. Their deflclencz.es
"will not permlt them o achleve this. 1n the outside world.

’~A psychlc deficiency can be viewed as a weakness which can,

. in same 1nstances. inhibit one from functioning effectively,

and from achieving social relationsh1ps.1 As Jung notes, a

%o

T

1see PP... 23-24 of thesis.

3
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psychic deflclency may result in neurosis. 1 In that they'are
incapable ,oi" making an at?i Sustment to the Self, the ‘mandala/
room p'errpi‘ts‘ the characters to transcendihe(ir defi,ciencieé
’ wi‘thouf, having to make an adjustment to them. In reality,. the
- roo'n) has b:::‘ome g' harbour for ‘r"efugee‘é from reality—a sort

" of 'lightho‘use in the darkness. The mandala, in that it expre<

sses order, balance, and wholeness, is a sort of lighthouse .

.

.
<

in the ‘darkness. .
" It appears, though, that there is anything but a sense
of wholeness, order, and balance in the room. If aﬁything. a,

\ sense of disorder, instability, and fragmentation permeates

the scene. The problem. "in the room, might'best\ be descr’ibed\.

by an observatlon that Ionesco, made coﬁcerning' the problem

w§"

of existence: ' -

- A curtain, an impassable wall stands
between me and the world, betweéen me
and myself; matter fills every corner,-
takes up all the space and its weight
anriihilates all freedom; the horizon .
. closes in and the world becomes a
» stifling-dungeon. /.../ I feel I am
1nvaded by heavy forces, against which
I can only f:.ght a los:mg battle. 2

The characters struggle, 11‘ not flght " to gain control of -

the room, and by extension of significance, the mandala.' The

\ - v

1Sge‘p. 23 of thesis.

2Hinchliffe, Harold Pinter, p. 24. ' o

’
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Concise Oxford Dictionary defines "no man's land" as "a

piece of uhowned or debatable ground; space between opposed
trenches; aréa. not clearly be?%nglng to any one subaect "
Indthe First World War, 1t was the_ name glven to the area .
between the #renches which belonged tcgnelther of the sides
fighting but whic¢h shlfted as one side ;ot the advantage
over the other. The characters 1n the play attempt to galn

an advantage over each other. The ;nternal psychlc‘confllct

that afflicts each character is given expression through'fhe

external conflict that is waged petween the'charactene.
Disorder is created in that the cﬁaractefs. who become the
physical manifestation of the psychic "function" that governs.

their. respective psyche,‘play games. with each other as they

fiercely jockey far the center of the mandala: What one has

is the four diverse fﬁnctions of the psyche battling for the

position of god, or "deity"f-for the position of the dominant

\'governing force. But it is Briggs and Foster who ultimately

displace Hirétkfrom the center and who stifle Spooner's
intention of becoming a part of the "ndcleus." in that they

Teel that it is Spooner's desire to usurp thelr position at.’

. the center and the security and control that comes with it.

Briggs and Foster are not content with merely being a componF
ent par% of the center, but intend to be the center, thus

ensuring their security. Spooner is ultimately expelled from




- s
the mandala. . And Hirst is forced into retreating into its
completely imaginative form (the past) Phis conflxct that

. L}

is waged between the foup’ characters in the room flndS 1ts

o

parallel in Jung's mandala, whichl\is a symbolic representat—

“ion of the psychez ) \
© ‘/ . ) 7 » , v

Thinking/Feeling-—Urizen

(Spooner)
-J )
Pa551on-—Luvah Sensatlon——Tharmas
(Brlggs (Foster)

Intu1tlon/Imaglnatlon-—Los ‘ ’
" ‘ (lest) T ’ P ,

r

In Jung's diagram of the mandala, one sees Ehgt'the four
fungtiOns of the psyche revolve contrapuﬁ%aliy around the’
center, much like the planets around tﬁe sun.1 In No Man's

' Land, there is no harmonious.orbit, equilibrium: instead ona

sees that the center of the mandala is under a constant

bovbardment by the four characters/functlons.

As a collective unit, the characters comprise a "whole"

It hd . ¢

U}See p-*29ﬁ6f;thésis:* : ' ‘ .
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vsyche. As indxvxduals. they repreqenf eonponent parts—a
rragrcnted psyche. And it is these. component parts of one
#
\\\“Jo~ . psyche thag,flght each other in the war "to gain complete

~ ‘ domxnatxoﬂhﬁnd by extens1on. soverelgnty The result of the »

xn.ernal conflict has been reallzed in each characfer in .

that they each have been reduced to a sxngle~functlon Now,
the resu]t “of the externgconfllct “which becomes. thea.‘
manifestation of the®internal conflict, must be realized as ‘
)w:ll, e see 1n ,t}\e play that disorder is l;rought into the
o0 manah;auas soon as "geaeon“ eppears.'Prior to the entfénce
of reason, “pessioq" ang‘"sensatien" dominated over'“idegin-
'f ation.” The emergence of reason, by attempfingstb ‘;; itgelf
- tb iquinatxon. threatens to defuseothe power that P ssion \
: ' andosensatlon have over 1mag1nat10n. Passaon overtly‘attacks
i reason, while se?satlon is more passive, affable, cynnlng
/ Reason repels gll attacks in that it is the power®of mation-
alityf;“objectivity.” At the conclusion of the pay, we see
.~ that Eosier-(sensation) and Briggs'(passidﬂ) trap Hirst
N ' (imag;nation)' In a sense, sensation and-passion enslave
, {gaglnatlon. for };_ls the sensation of the words and the
brutaLaty of the 1ntent which destroys lest ‘}n effect. tﬁe
iragination has been rendered ‘impotent. As well, it is sensa-’
tion and passion which dektroy reason. Through the enslave-

- ” ment of 1magingtieh (Hirst), they force reason (Spooner) to

[y

H
-
P
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s

succumb to passion; Spooner's fdistance"'is destroyed, and

in an impassioned outburst he reveals himself. Spooner

.surrenders to- passion, revealing the passion ‘behind the -

reason. In.effect. Spooner is expose#. as Hamlet‘says. as

"a beast that wants discourse of reason."! ’

What remains is a neutralized, "paralyzed" imaginatien, )

passion and sensation, with reason being destroyed. What one

has is an incohplete. deficient psyche which can only

functlon, and thus exisey w1th1n the protectlve walls of the

mandala:' - K .
. ‘ T ’ g ' »
,\) . - 'Seniatlon - . i
' ' Foster -
\ ’ N . / .( ) \\\ , “ ‘
" Passion —~ Sensation ’ . '
. \» 1 - )
’ _ (Briggs) (Foster)
9\\\‘ Passion ‘/// - '
A * . . | 4 - N

N .(Briggs)

. In essencé, pagsion and sensation, without imagination

and reason, cannot function and succeed effectively in the

-
. A

’ . N /( f
’, lwiliiam Shakespeare, Hamlet, Prince of Denmark as in

The Compléte Works of W1lliam Shakespeare (Londons Abbey

Library, -1977), p. 5“9 . ] v

™
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"outside” world of realit}l Reason alone ‘cannot function
_,efféctiveiy in thé world. Iﬁagination‘aléne‘cahnot func?ion
effectively in the &orld.ifor instaqpe.lone can assume that
Spooner, in ‘that he has been exiled'from-the marndala, has no .
choice, due to his bsychic deficienéy. but to fing“énothen\
mandala in_théh he can exist. In that Spooner..mos% probab-
i ' ly, Qas exiled from-ﬁord Lancer's room, the Hungarian
aristocrat's room, ‘and now Hirst‘s'room..sne caﬁ'aésume‘that
he has no choice but to maintain his qdest for thegelusive -
mandala. As Gordon has noted, should Pinter's cha;Ebters . _-
face confrontatiéq, they will find anéxher room in which to
live, To this end, one can say that the characters in the ?
play represent aspects of a whole psyche. Anq'it'is dhe~to
.‘.the“preponderance of the one psychic function within eaeh) <
character, and that‘particular function's desire for stlf-
aggrandizement and dominanéef?%hat thé’charéc%ers are unable k »“:
\ . to make the fundamental adjustment to co-exist‘as a‘unitland
"\ thus achieve'an equilibrium. The external coﬂfliqt pecomés a
re-enactment of an internal conflict, but with different’

A

results. It ig this inability to achieve an internal and '
P . ! ) . S

external equflibrium that drives them ouﬁzdf the world and

. into the room. ' o \

. Lo :
There are no absolutes in ‘Pinter—no|black areas, no

white éreas. 6nly grey qreas.'The problem!'of verification i§
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o 7
evident. In effect *disfahbe" becomes synonymQus with his
~.work. Pinter creates distance by not offer}gg 1n51ghts into
his plays. He. furthermore. creates dlstance by hav1ng hlS
'chanacfers behave_ln an\eva51ve and contradlctory way. < 0 )%
Characters create distance between their persona and their
‘Self. As well.'they create distance between th:oselves and
th'e ‘other characters. Critic Vivian Mercier nofes:‘“The \
dramatic character, in most cases, merely plays a role, like
" the people/around us who evade their own existence."l'In
effect, in an effort to evade and obfuscate the rea{;}y of f
« their exxstencJ the characters. Sy assuming “roles," person-
and by creatlng "grev areas" between the >elf and persona.
Self and. the other characters, create. a series of "no man's
lands"—a sort of “wall between me and nyself " and "between.
me and the world." And thls wall can be viewed as ev1dence

-~ . .

’of dissociation, or the product'og dissociation, 1n that the

1 ’

characters may 1ndeed understand that they. are psvchlcally ‘
j%impaired—-that they lack an internal’ equxllbrxum that would - *
. . :

permit,tﬁem to live a purposeful exxstencé within socxety. It
. ‘ \
is evidence of dissociation 1n that. as Dr. qtorr has noted

the wall serves as a means of 1solatlon. whlch, ev1dent1y. .
4 -

. 1V1v1an Mercler. Beckett/Beckett (New Yorkz Oxford
University Press. 197?). p. 85.
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negates the possibility of achieving relationships. As Erich

nen Fromm hotesxin his book, The Fear of Freedom: ‘
Tq feel completely alone and isolated leads
to mental disintegration just as phiysical
starvation leads to death. One mighft add that
to be completely related to another person is
,to be most oneself, to afflrm one s 'personality
"in 1ts totality. 1 -

'in,that no man's land never changes, as the characters
‘acknowledge at the conclusion of ‘the play, there can never be
\ . .

, l.ope for a successful integration within the characters, and,
as a 6ésu1t. with society. For if the characters were indeed-
capable of ach;ev1ng an equlllbrlum. there would not be sdch'

‘- a profound need to create grey areas—wthere~would be no grey'
- areas. There would not be such.a profound desire for the
room/mandala ‘

The essence of the confllct in No Man S Land and the

idea of an internal and external no man's land- where nothing
‘ever changes, is best summed up by Jung's observation:

There are those. who seemed to live in a
most curious condition of consciousness, -
as if the state that they had arrived at L
today were final, ‘with no possibility of e
. . change, or as if the world and the psyche . .
. " . were static and would remain spo forever. h o
- . ' They seemed devoid of all ima@nation....
o Chances and possibilities did not exist
N in their world, and in "today" there was
i no real "tomorrow." The future was just
.the repetition.of the past.’ ..2

L4

- . t 1Erlch Fromm, The Fear of Freedom. (Londonx Routledge . N
and Kegan Paul, 1950), p. 15. :
2

See p. 24 of thesis.



" THE CARETAKER K

The greafést thing in the world is to
kpow how to belong to ourselves. 1
The Efr@ggle for a room/mandala of one's own is also
the focal point of the play; The Carétake?. The.plam traceé
. the quile'efforts of a gcurrilous apd prejudiced tramp,
DaQies. to pit brother against brother in 'an effostato

sepuri/a place for himself within the room.

DeSplte the fact that The Caretaker was first performed

in 1960 and No Man s Land in 1975. The Caretaker picks up

where No Man's Land leaves off in terms of the 81tuatlop.2

In No Man's land, on one level, we see ‘that there is a

, possibility of achieving\a cbllectiveﬁindividuatiop if only
in tbat the }our functions of the psyche are represented. In
that fhé four characters are incapable of making an adjust-
) ment to thelr deficiencies, they attémpt to secure the |

mandala. Once within the mandala. they impose thelr needs

J

31Michql de Montaigne, The Essays of Montaigne, The
Integrity of the Pgrsogalityf-Anthony Storr. p. 165.
2Thls is not to say that Pinter necessarily intended it

to be this way. It is just that in terms of the continuity of
the situation, from a Jungian point of view, one can say that

The Caretaker picks up where No Man's lLand leaves off.
P ‘ -
) ' 65



. "exiled" Spooner. ’
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v |

for personai individuation on one another. This imposition
creates a conflict.that precipitateé a collective dissociat~

ion. Ultimately, thé,play concludes with the expulsion of

two of the'diverse functions of the psyéhe from the mandala, .

"négating the possibility of both a personal and ‘collective

€

individuation. Whereas No Man's'Lénd'copciﬁdes with-the
neufralization,oﬁ two functions of thé psyche, The Caretaker
bggins witﬂ two characters who;é psychés have been
"neutralized"—Aston and Da?ies.,From the outset of the
play, we realize that fhe.chahée fof a personal ‘and
collective individuation ié noﬁ—existent, for Aston and
Davies have been rendéred "impotent" long befare the play
begins. In effect, Aston éaq be seen as the extension of -
the.“paqalyzedﬂ Hirst of the conclusion of No Man's Land, .

\

while Davies becomes the extension of the "desperate{"

. o l , [. . /l' .
+ Throughout No Man's lLand, the characters expend their ..

energy perpetuating dissociation in an effort to achieve
iqdividuation. What gngy create is 'a series of implacaﬁie
voids that can never~be/gridged. With the exception of

,Hirst; the chafactérs! in a sense, stand precariously on :,

_the edge of a precipice.‘lopking down into a "grey" abyss. |
In The Caretaker, Aston éhd. to a degree, Davies have, slipped

-rrom.the edgedor-the precipiée and have féllep'headlong into

4

RN
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the’vpid. For them, thef;i;;:;;;lossibility of a personal,

let alone collective, individuation.

\ ¢
"The fact that Davies hhs no identity is in itself

indicative of.dissociation. Who is Davies? Is he Davies?
.- R Ay ; /
Is he Davies? Is he MacDavies? Is he Bernard Jenkins? ‘Is he:

4

the "bloke" that Mick remembers from Aldgate? Is he Mick's

"uncle's brother.“ or is he Mick's uncle Sid? It appears

il

~ that Dav1es himself 1s not qulte certaln who he really-is,

or where he is from: In Act I, when Dav1es makes an issue

~

of having to 8o torSidcup to "get his)pabers." Aston asks
him: " - o . ‘ /

ASTON : What are they d01ng in Sidcup?
DAVIES: A man I know has got them. I left
: them with him. You see? They prove
' «" . who I am! I can't move w1thout them
' papers. They tell you who I am. You
.see! I'm stuck without them.
- ASTON : Why's that? . ,
v DAVIES: You see, what it is, you see, I
' changed my name! Years ago, .I been
going under an assumed name! That's
not my real name.
~'ASTON : What name you been going under?2
DAVIES: Jenkins. Bernard Jenkins. That's my
) name. That's the name I'm known,
‘ y anyway. But it's no good me going on
.w1th that name. I'got no rights. I
got an insurance card here. (He takes
a card from his pocket.) Under the name
of .Jenkins.” See? Bernard Jenkins. Look.
[... That's riot my real name. they'd .
find out, they'd have me in the nick. = 1

~

"
&

IHarold Pinter, The Caretaker (London: Methuen, 1976).
pp. 19-20. All’subsequent references to The Caretaker will
appear parenthetically within my text. o
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Aston then asks him what his real name is. Davies reJlies.

-

"Davies. MacDavies. That was before I changed my name" (p.20).

. Several minutes later, Aston, as if to test hlm. dsk& Davies

agaln what his name is. Davies replies that Bernard Jenkins

4

is his assumed name, while MacDavies is his actual name. When

Aston then asks him where he is from, Davies fumbles:
& - i

ASTON 1+ Welsh, are you?

DAVIES: Enh?
ASTON 1 You Welsh?
PAUSE.

DAVIES: Well, I been around, you know,..what
I mean...I been...about....

ASTON : Where were you born then?

DAVIES: (darkly) What do you mean?

ASTON : Where were you born?

DAVIES: I was...uh...oh, it's a bit hard like,
to set your mind back...see what I
mean...going back...a good way...lose .
a bit of track, like...you know.... (p. 25) .

L4

What this iﬁdicates is that Davies has not only lost his
Hdeﬁtity, but is homeless, or “"rootless," as well. To verify
his identity. possibly to himself as well as to Aston and
Mick, Davies would havé to go to Sidcup to retrieve his
papers, assuming that theré are papers there. Yet, he can
never get to Sidcup—eéither the weather is wrong (p. 20), or
the shoes are wrong (p. 15), or the shoelaces are.the wrong
color for the shoes (p. 65). If he "can't move without them
[thé papersg/," as‘Davies claims, then he cannot very well
"move“'to get them. bavies cunningly‘creates a "catch-22"

type of situation. This prompts the question: are there




'assume that there are no ‘papers in Sidcup and that Davies

family lives next door, Davies says, "They don't come in?"

69

papers that would prove his identity? Does the evidence for
hlS existence depend on papers? Can Dav1es regain his
1dent1ty° Cons1der1ng his reluctance to go to Sidcup ‘and

the feeble'excuses that he offers for not going. one can

may, in fact. be somewhat dlsorlepted in that he himself
may not really know for certain whether he ig‘Daviés.
MacDavies, or Bernard Jenkins. .

‘ Fof'one reason or another, Davies lives in constant
fear. He hates, if not fears, "Poles, Greeks, and Blacks"

. o ’ -
(p. 8). In Act I, when Aston tells Davies that a Black ’

N
: \

(p. 18). When Aston tells Davies about the noises that
Davies makes while'asleep, Davies replies, "Them you got.
Next door. Maybe it were them Blacks making noises, coming

up through‘tﬁe walls" (p. 23). When}Aston offers him a job

-as- caretaker. he tells Dav1es that he w1ll have to answer

1nqu1r;es at the door,..and that he w1ll have his name on a

card. Davies reacts in a nervous and evasive manner, return-
ing once again to his speech about his naméz
" .DAVIES: Oh,” I don't know about that.

ASTON Why not? \

DAVIES: Well, I mean, you don't know who might
g : -~ come up them front steps, do you° I got
. to be a bit careful.
- ASTON 1 Why, someone after you? .
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‘ DAVIES; After me? Well I could have that Scotch
v git coming looking after me, couldn't 17
. > All I'd do, I'd hear the bell, I'd go N
. . ‘ down there, open the door, who might be
' there, any-/Tom, Dick, or/ Harry might -
be there. I could be buggered as easy as
that, man. They might be there' after my
rcard.... Of course, I got plentx o
cards lying about, but they don't‘know
that, and I can't tell them, can I,
. because then they'd find out I was going
p - under an assumed name. You see, the name
I call myself now, that's not my real
name. My real name's not the one I'm
using, you see. It's dlfferent You see,
the name I go under now ain't my real
one. It's assumed. (pp. 43-44{ -

o

Davies is evidently afraid of péople. He is afraid that some-
one might come into his room, or "come up through the walls,"
to "bugger" him.and/or ask him for his "papers" and "cards."
Davies, in effect, may be afraid of roiety. By losing his
identity, he does not‘haye to deal withlbeople: for people,
gsociety, do not know that he exists. To Davies, anonymity
'may.signify non-existence, or invisibility. Non-existence
becomes synonymous yith transcendence. Transcendence, in
Daxies's case, intené;fies dissociation. In effect, Davies
is a paranoid neurotic who does not have an identity and
home.
- , : ¥, :

Davies is an irrational man who is afraid of virtually
everything—from a gas stove that has been disconnected

{
(p. 59), %o a fear of the dark (pp. 44-45). In that the other

functions of his psyche have been repressed, he is reduced
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‘fa functioning on the level of "passion." He is a man giveﬁ .
to emotional oufbursts. as witnessed, for exampi%s. by hig
bittgr tirades againsE ethnic groups, or "aliens" as he
refers to them, and againsé Aston at the conclusion of the
play. It is because he is excessively "passionate" that he
is incapablef of achieving meaningful relationships; Martin
Esslin sees’Davies as a m;n who is incapable of *"transcending
such primitiye emotions of racial hatfed."1 It is this
passionate disposition that»negates'the possibility of
attaining the room. At the conciusion of the pla§4 Davies, -
in an impassioned‘outbursﬁ, calls Aston "nutty"'gpa 73)r-~;
Mick' quickly turns -on Davies, expeliing hiﬁ from the room.
Lois Gordon says that Davies plays the role of the
"unfortunate Everyman whose forsaken nature demands klndness
and char1ty."2 In one sense. Davies may very well play the‘
role of “unfortunate Everyman." In another sense, ng1es may,
in actuality, be an Everyman, or a rendition of an Evérymah.
,Camus sees his "Sisyphus" as an Everyman who is engaged in a
relentless, yet seemingly futile, struggle..Yet, Camus says,

"One must imagine Sisyphus happy."B‘Davies, as well, is

14

1Martin Esslin,” The Peopled Wound (London: Methuen,’
\ 1970), p. 105.

2

Gordon, Stratagems 10 Uncover Nakedness, p. 1“2.

3Albert Camus, The Myth of Slsyphus (New York: Vintage,
1955), p' 91.
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).
engaged in a reléntiéss. futile struggle. Whereas Sisyphus'é
efforts io‘pugh the boulder to the summit of the hill are
réalized, alihough'brieflf, Davies's efforts to secure the
’rodm are negated from the very beginniﬁg by his nature.
Sisyphus is happy, thle DaQies is not. Whefeas Sisyphus
endeavors to push the boulder tg the summit, Davies endeavors
}o secure his’ 1nv1s;b111§y by ga;nlﬁg acces;’to the room. To
a degree, they bo@h share in a coﬁmon sense of futility.

‘ Poles are Poles. Greeks are Greeks. Blacks are Blacks.
The “Scotch git" is.alScotch git. Who and/or what is Davies?
He is a hacknéyéd renderipg of an vaef&man."‘He is a "non-
man.”'Hé is an apparition;;a doppelgénger. He is an "extinct"
man. He is, as Esslin concurs, a primitive maﬁ, aggressive

and emotional, living in constant fear. Ffom the moment we
are’ 1ntroduced to him, Davies, in a relentlessfjabbering,
qu1ckly emerges as an unscrupqlous. pompous,,lraSC1ble.
purﬁbseless, evasive b1got, whose. constant talk 4% the anti-
the51§ of Aston's tacxturnltyf Davies ;s a man withbut
"papérs," name, idéntity.\rbots, 6ccupétion, friends,
puypose,,compaésion. reason, feeling and imagihgtioﬁ. As
Esslin notes: "Had Davies been able to show true kindness,

, genuine sympathy‘towaras Aston after he had been made aware
of his past history, he could have benefited from the offer

R}
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of friendship."1 Davies, £o borrow from Hamlet, is, in
effect, "passion's slave."2 And it is this passioﬂate
disposition, coupled with his fear of evo*v*hlng. that
compels him to secure the room.:

Aéton's'psyche; much like Hirst's.'has‘been rendqfed
impoteni. As Ndr§t has been brutally forced <to function on a

purely imaginative level, Aston has been forcibly induced to

'function on‘a purely "sensational" level. Yet, this existence

through fhe senses 1is 1n 1tself stenlle. for Aston, whose

p031t10n is that of "handy man," never accomp&mshes anythlng—;a

erely goes through the motions. For instance, there is a

: leak in the celllng. yet he does not\repalr it. The entite

' bulldlng is in dlsrepalr, as Mick tells Davies, yet Aston .
does ‘nothing about 1t Hi’s asplratlons of building a "shed 1h
the garden" are never realized. Aston finds the llggi in the

» rOOm “glarlng.“ hut does nothing about it. Astqn attempts to
"mend" an electﬁlc plug. Two Weeks pass and he;stlll has not’
repalyed it. Yet, Aston. like Davies, "has 1ntent10ns of ]
doihg.sohéthlng. -

_Aston "likes" things because they are "well made."” He

-

1Esslln. The Peqpled Wound, p. 105. .-
2

Shakespeare.<Hamlet Prince of Denmark, p. 863

\ I 3 ' 4
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P ‘ .
" likes the statjTe of Bugdha beckuse it is a "well made" \\?

N

. greatic’fn (p. 18). He wants to purchase the "jig sa\w' because
- . . N ‘ . . '
47 he "quite liked the look of it®-(p. 24). Acton may like the
. —1’001’ of tr{e Jlg s w,,because it 1s an mstrument to be used )
‘,

’ Vo s -
) &* '!o the spec;!‘ic 'function of a jig saw. When Davies asks h1m

-

in the creéation ,of\some%nng Davies has- no, idea what a jig

saw~is. This, is not to say that Aston has any real idea as

". what it is, Aston responds ambiguously: "But it's’an

- apyllance. .,'ou/ see. You have to fix it on a‘.por‘cable drill"

< ’ -

‘« & '(m‘gl&) Aston’ rec’ognizes that it is to be used to "fix"

»
h . * .
' [

;something. But what its.gxact function is, he does not
7 * ! ¢ . -

._\__‘ ;;'p‘p“gar,to k’!"“","‘t o{xe*/p int, Davies wants o know why Aston (
'r.gefzs cang, of paint in t};’e foom: "Paint. What's he going to
paint"" “(p R8) ., As’ton r;ost likely is not going to paint

“anything. Nor ).s he goﬁng to " 1x" anythlng w1th the Jlg saw.
4 m,un has been psychl,’.:ally parﬂlyzed He is, essentlally. . -
: m‘.apﬁble of functio/r(nngun any pf}rposeful way. . Therefore, -

}*e uive,, cm. or is glven. fhe posxtioxﬁf ‘a sort of handy

o

. man, for possmly the same ;eason he likes "toolsx" they both
foer hxr the illuv)&on of creatlon LAston rra,\be seen as the
Meriie hands in whigh Mic? has pluced hls extravagant , v

“;.“ drenrs: of remodellng his house. 4 . o

oy - A .
) Astbn I‘iv‘.,').n a no'man‘'s land in terms of botk his
L3

T psychic 'and" &siqal’exi‘&tence. At one point i?‘app‘ears that
. l\ 4 - PN
s , ¢ ‘ " ' ¢ . m\
) » . . 2 ,
b . i . \Q I L4 . v
ra Thr %—" " ’ ] ’_ o‘ . (E ‘ ~
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"Aston was capable o!ffunctigping relatively effectively in

the wbrld.ﬂHe had both friends and a job. Then something

went wrong:

The trouble was. I /Aston/ used \to have klnd
pf hallucinations. They weren't hallucinatjens,
theyr. .1 used to get the feeling I could gee
‘things...very clearly... everythlng ..Was so
clear...everything used...everything got very
quiét...all this quiet... and...this clegr-
sight.:.it was...but maybe I was wrong. Anzway.
someone must have said something. ®&pp.

L]

Aston may have suffered from. a psythic dlssoc13t10n in whldh

¥

the 1ntu1t1ve/1mag1nat1ve func+1on 0?1\15 psyche assumed

"

total control. Jung descrlbed this type of’ characteg.as

"introverted ;ntuitive;" : - . o ’
. “ N ¢ . . - .
Thg artist ds a representative of this ' /’
typey but it contains dreamers, prophets,
visionaries.... An introverted intuitive

type is often regarded as an enlgma by
his friends. /.../"He is isolated in a!
vorld of ~primordial 1mages whose. meaning
he does not understand. 1 LI
‘ R ) >’ s
If Aston was this type of: personality, it would certainly
‘expiain his hallucinations; .his friends' confusion and
villingness to “say somethingi" his own confusion; and his
present obsession to fulfill a frustrated need to create.

p&3 & .

Aston may haye‘représenteq a sor't of stereotypical "mad

o | T ./
artist" to those who were unable tg¢ empathize with him.

[

1H,.ll ahd Nordby, A Prlmer f Jungian Psychology,
P 10“‘;, ) . .

il

o
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and Stanley Weébber, Aston was forcibly "desensitized:"

Consequently, Aston may have been hospitalized in an effort

to “correct" this problem of dissociation. Much like Hirst
. b) *

So I did get out Jof the hospital/. I got out
of the place...but I couldn't walk very well. ‘oo
I don't think my spine was damaged. That was
perfectly all right. The trouble was...my
thoughts...had become very slow...I couldn't
~_. think at all...I couldn't. .get.. my thoughts..
" ' together... uuuhh..ﬂI could never...quite get
- it...together. The trouble was, I couldn't‘hear
what people were sayjng. I couldn't look to the
"right or the left, I had to look straight in
- 4., front of me, because if I turned my head round.,.
“%L) . I couldn’t keep...upright. And I had headaches.
N | . : (p. 57)

Esslin notes:

‘

The reason why Aston was taken to hospital was -
that he talked t0\1nuch and too volubly. to
the point of having hallucinations: in other
words, he wasg living a life of heightened
sensibility and 1magin@tlon1 he was, in some
sense, an artistic personality who.had to be
) forcxbly reduced to sober respectability. 1
Both Davies and‘Aston have been reduced to the status
of "aon-entity." Whereas Dawies's denial of personal exist-"°
ence may be precipitated by choic¢e, Aston's is not. In an
effort to correct Aston's psychic "problem" and, thus,
successfully 1ntegrate him into 5001ety (shadec of—Stanley,

Goldberg. and McCann), the doctors may have destro&ed his

. v .

) .
1Esslin. The Peopled Waund, ﬁ. 106. . ’
l/"-\ N
» (p
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psyche. rendering him psychically statlc. if not. sterlle.
- As Davies says of Astoni! "He's got no feellngs" (p. 68). In .
uppressing the intuitive/imaginative function of the ps&che.
Zhey suppressed his entire psyche. As Hirst and Stanley(are~
neutrallzed through "“words, " Aston is neutrallzed through
| electrlc shock treatment.LI";ppears that Aston has been
reduced to the level of "autistic child,"‘fuhctioning solély
thréugh visual and tactile sensations.

. On one hand, Aston's room becomes the external realizat-
ion of an imternal condition. The room becomeé a éymbolié
extensiog of Aston, for; as Davies proclaims. there {s no
clock in rthe room, no mirror, no working gas stove, . just an
‘accumulatlon of what appears to be "junk." It appears to be
an unlnhabltable ‘and/or unlnhablted\env1ronment-a sort of
sterile, "grey area." The r?om bgcomes a no man's ;gnd in ‘.
that‘there is no sense of time (no clock), identity (no
mirror), and warmth (the gas stove is not operational). Yet,
on the other hand, the room.becomes a .sort of mandala be#ause
it is the place ‘;;re Aston can achieve a semblance of
exiétenée. Wh;t Appears t0 be junk—thé Buddha, the broken
toaster, the sink-—fepresenté. to Astoﬁ. é‘sense of “purpouse .
and duty, for the items\are eifher "well made,"” or have to

become well made—a staﬁf off being that Aston can only hope

to achieve within himself.
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Lois Gordon says that Mick and Aston "seem to be two
halves of a single personality."1 She sees Mick as "rational”
and "bourgeoist" Aston, she sayé. "can function predominantly

2 She, furtherhore.

as a man of feeling rather than reason."
sees it as seemingly paradoxical that the "r?tional Mick

lives with dreams of grandeur," while “the emotional Aston

~—

* lacks any illusions whatsoever."3 She then goes on to say’
that Mick thrives on unrealistic schemes of building new
%hings, whi}e Aston "devotes himself threpairing old,

g bféken ones—for' examples,' the toaster and the electric
plug."u Esslin suégests: "...ultimately Mick and Aston—

like Didi and Gogo /in Waiting For Gbdot/—could be seen as:

.different sides of the same personalijty. Mick could stand for

the worldly, Aston .for the deeper emotional aspects of the

5

same man."
\

According  to Jung, reason and emotion do 'not constitute
‘a "whole" personality, but half of -a personality. If this is

the case, Mick and Aston each represent one quarter of a

S

4

1Gordon, Stratagems to Uncover Nakedness, p. 41.
%Loc. cit. / o

3Loc. cit.
¢ 4 . , SRR

4

5Esslip. The Peopled Wound, p. 107.

!

- . o
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personality. In actuality, it appears that -Aston:gi? devoid
of emotion. H? functions purely by visual and tactile sensat-
ion, if he functions at all. Mick, on the other hand, is
rational, emotional, and imaginative. Mick is rational and
practical in th;t. as Gordon concurs, he is intsrested'in
"ppofit," bank accounts and'recommendati&n papers. In
effect, he is concerned about his future. More s}gnificantly,
he is rational in that he understands that 5ston is incapable’
of functioning effectively and must therefore be taken care
of —he is, in actuality, '‘Aston's cafetgker‘(whether he
accgpts Aston's problem is entirély another guestion). As
wéll, he recognizes that ﬁavies poses a threat to Aston.
Nigk ié\mﬁéxional in that, in relation to Dayvies, he can be

both threatening, menacing and pleasantly aff e. It is

‘Nick, after all, who smashes Aston's statue uddha in a
fit of anger (p. 74). He is imaginativg~in that he visualizes
the room as a "pglace." a sort of "penthouse"” in_ the latest
style jp.‘éo). Miék. much like:anyone.,must have his "dreams"
to sustain him. In relation to Aston, X? is Mick who is
praéﬁatic. emotional, and imaginative. He is everything
that Aston cannot be. |

Collectively, Mick, in that hg is rational, emo:ional,

and imaginative, and Aston, who is, to a degree, a "sensat-

ional” person, represent a "whole" psyche, or "personality,"

’ »
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as Gordon and Ess;in referred to thems

Thinking/Feeling—Urizen
(Mick)

(Mick) (Aston)

Passxon—-Luvah<::::::— Sensations—Tharmas

Intultlon/Imaglnatlon-Los
(Mick)

14

Yet, ‘it is a psyche whose wholeness is jeopmrdized by Aston.
On one levef. it is Aston, and not Mick, who thrives on
"illusionsn" As has been noted earlier, Aston needs the
illusion of both "creation" apg the "act" of creating. In
that he is actually incapable of using his hands to "fix"
anyfhing. including the ‘toaster and the electric plug.‘he
‘must at least go through the motions, achiéving an illusion
.of purposefulness. Thus, Aston represents a semblance of the
//function'gf sensation. To this end, one has the illusion of
a collective whole psyche.- ' °
Aston, as an individual, has a completely repressed
psyche In Mick the function of sensation may be seeh as

"repressed Mlck s dreams of renovatlng the house can never

be materialized, for the realization of this dream depends



on either Aston or Davies. Aston and/or Davies are; in a
sense, to become the hands that will create a reality out of
a.dream. Mick can visualize the "palace,"™ but he cannot
build it..To this end, Mick and Aston coﬁplement one anotﬁer.
Aston offers Mick the illusion of the possibility of aéhiev-
ing his dreams. While Mick offers Aston the illusion of
"purpose“ and "creation" by giving him, in a sense, the
position of "master builder." As a unit, they form tne
illusion of a psychic wholeness. They become the "caretaker"
'of one another's illusions. “ ~ .-

Davies, who recognizes that Aston is impoteng. a{tempts
to usurp his position in the room. In doing so, he inadvert-
ently destroys éhe illusion of a co;;ective wholeness.
Davies, like Spooner, Goldberg, and McCann, defuses the
false sense of équilibrium in the room. By attempting to
realize his own sense of‘individuation by attempting to gain
a posifion in the room; he creates a collective dissociation.
By telling Mick that Aston is "nutty," DaQies awakens Mick
to the fact that there is something wrong with Aston. In
effect, Davies destroys Mick's illusion of the possibility
6% realizing his dream. Then,<in a fit of anger, possibly a?
himself for maintaining the illusion, Davies for confirming
i&, and Aston for being impotent, Mick_washes his hands of

the house'(p. 74) and smashes the statue of Buddha on the



floor. ’ . [ 4

In that Mieck may implicitly recognize that Aston's
psyche is completely repressed he offers Aston a "sense"
" of psyche by giving him a "position" and by maklng:hlmuan
integral part of‘hjs own psyche. Yet, Aston is not, nor can

he ever be, in actuality, a part of Mick's psyche. By

attempting te make Aston a part of his psyche, er by seeing‘

(=4

Aston as an emaﬁation of the missing ;spect of his psyche,

- Mick attempts to flll the void within himself and Asten.
thus creating a false sen%e of equil_ibrium.1 Eveﬁ Davies
“eould have filled the void in Mick and the house/handals had

he not been a "slale" to passion. Even if Ravies had assume‘pr

A3

a "position" within the mandaia. he result could have only -
e the position, for both

_been the same as having Aston ass

* Aston and Davies are non-entities, ;ncapabl? of functlonlng

&

in any purposeful way.
The statue of Buddha represents a "well made," if not

perfect, creation to Aston: In Eastern religions, Buddha is
3
i

»*

lggslin claims that "in terms of their creator—after

all every character an author brings to life can be regarded

as an emanation of one aspect of his personality—Mick might

stand: for the actor, Aston for the poet." ‘Esslin, The !

Peopled Wound, p. 107. By the same token, if Mick and ' Aston °

represent two halves of a single personality, as Gordon and

Esslin believe, and if they «can be seen as an emanation of

+ " Pinter's personality, then, from a Jungian point of view,
Aston can be seen as being representative of 'the missing or
suppressed component of Mick's psyche.

) ‘ : .

7

&
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’ibegarded as a perfect creation. Both Jung and Eastern
philoééphy acknowledge that the mandala is symbolic of
psychic wholeness and/or a sense of perfection. Buddha and
Aston's statue of Buddha become syﬁonymous with the mandala.
‘The destruction of the statﬁe can be seen aé the destruction .
of the illusion of perfection; of‘thg illusion of a bsychic
wholeness; and of the illusion of the possibility of, the
realization of Mick's dreams. It can be pefceived as the
recognition of the "fall" from unity. The Buddha has now
beeanendéred imperfect, symbolizing, the reality of the
~dissociation between Aston and Mick, and ‘within Aston and
Mick. It becomes the symbolic representation of both an
internal and external dissonance.

In No Man's Land, there is a constant attempt to create

' distance—a sense of dissociation. In The Caretaker, Mick

,'aigséciates himself fromxﬁpe reality of his.internal
‘deficieﬁcies by creating illusions. When Davies destroys
the illu51on. Mick is confronted with the reality of his
internal ang‘external p;oblem The reallzatlon of a personal
individuation involves Aston. By reaffirming Aston's
impotency, Davies deétroys an integral aspect‘of Migk's
psyche, confirming the void that exists between and within
Aston and Mick.

,/ \’L\ v

In The Caretaker, we have two characters, Aston and

~N . ) ) ’ % B

. g H
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_Davies, who, like Hirst, are trapped within the void betimSn
the Self and the psyche. In that they are hopelessly trapped,
the possibility of ;chiéving a personal and collective
individuation is non-existent. Mick, on thé other hand, like
Foster, Briggs, and Spoon.er; must attempt to make an adjust-
ment to his problem if he is to transcend the realit;' of his
dissociation—if he ig to fully achieve his aspiratiens and

dp,otential(ities. In effect, Mick must learn to become the

Z/; \ "caretaker" of both his internal and external world.’ *

r A
'
’

s
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THE BIRTHDAY PARTY

. ’ N *’
. 0 » The most conspicuous mark of the moral
- level of any community is the value it
setsi on human personality. i

‘ a i

] ' a

In No M%.n's Land and The Caretaker, the room's incumb-

-

ents successfully repel all attempts to displace them from

their haven. 3In The Birthday Party, the effor\? to defuse
these threats répz;esents an impotent and futile effort to
maintain supremacy within and of a sterile environment. ;
Stanley Webber, much like Hirst, Aston, and Davies,
| does not- exist, but merely subsists. It would appear that /
he is,incapable of accomplishing anything purposeful. Yet,
in a gense. Stanley, li{ce Aston and Daviés. does have
Jaspiratioﬁs. The fact that he has'spent some part of his
life 'sequesteréd in boarding houses, supposeq;y never ventur-
ing into the world beyond, éugges\ts that hew has attempted to
LS

‘achieve a state of "invisibility." Stahley, to a degree, has

achieved his goal. Like Davies, it may be by choice that he

\ . .
1B.H. Streeter, Reality (Toronto: Macmillan, 1945),
pp' 38‘3.‘1"*. , )
-

. .
-
\
f -
.
’

- 8{ :



Lo
T

/\‘

86

becomes a non-entity. And, like Davies, the decision may
have been precipitated by an intense fear of people, society,
which, by extension, is indicative of an inabffigy to
co-exist with others. This inability to achieve an equilib:
rium may be seen as evidence of internal dissonance.

Stanley may perceive the various boarding houseg that
he has "lived" in, particulaély Meg's, as a sort of wall

"between me and myself,” "me and the world," and "me" and

" "The Organization.” Ultimately, it is Goldberg and McCann °*

. who tear dqwn these walls in an attempt to "integrate"

Stanley into society, and by extension of significance,
"The Organization."” ‘

It appears that, at least for part of his life, Stanley
has gone from boarding house to boarding house, living a
relatively secluded existence. As he tells McCann: "I've
explained to you, damn you, that éll those years I'lived in
Basingstoke I never stepped outside the door."1 Lulu confirms
his state of isolation when shé asks him: "Don't you ever gb
out? I mean, what do you—do.'just sit around the house like

this all day long?" (p. 25). Possibly, like a Spdoner or

lHarold Pinter, THe Birthday Party (London: Methuen,
1976), p. 42. All subsequent references to The Birthday Party
will appear parenthetically within my text. .

v
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Davies, Stanley has attempted on several occasions to secure

1 . ‘ v v

a mandala ‘of hislbwn. only td bexgipelled. Now, Staniey has
not only fogﬁqugis mandala, but he controls it as well. : B
There is no fear of expulsion, for the other chargcters who v
share in ﬁls mandala are passive ahd/or‘stagﬁan}.'ln other

words, he is able to impose himself on the other characters

without resistance, and without having to make an adjustment

to his personalpailémma zﬁd to the other inhabitants of the

room. He does not have to make the necessary adjustment to

- his psychic dilemma that would permit him to co-exist peace=-

. ‘e o~/
fully and meaningfully eutside of the room. For instance,

a
{
dull-witted and illiterate Meg can easily be controlled ani' ,

manipu}ated,»whereas a #riggs and Foster cannot. Meg, \ N
essentially, has no “function" in the,robm‘apart.from .
"c%retakeﬂ;,o} concierée. It i¢ part of her dgﬁétto make ﬁw
certain thag the room is. gtgt clean and that Stanley is fed. . o
As Stanley orders: "Look, why don t ybu'get this place
cleared up! It's a pigsty. And another thlng,/what about my N
room? It needs sweeping. It needs papering. I need a ne%g \ «
rodm'" (p. 19). It is her "job” to make certaihn that otanley
is .satisfied, posslbly in every way. Petey s funcflon is . T
that of coﬁplacent "repressed’laborerr"'Whoéé wages g0 \
towards the maifitenance. of Stanley's mandala. Lulu. 1mp11cit-
ly. plays out the role of naive, frustrated, "peagant friend”
‘ . :
,f ' . 1 ’
o 5 ;
« K ' .
.\.‘ ) ' !

) ¢ -



of the caretaker, Meg. i“\\\ : '*~t - _ ) _ N
The room, in effecF:bbechés S sdrt of world within a .f_
world—a sort of sordid, static soéisty%within a sosiety,t
wnose créator/dictator/king/pfesident is'Stanley Webber. - --
‘Stanley s sense of superlorlty over hlS subordlnate. Meg, ‘ ‘ix .
is conflrmed when he says: "Tell me, Mrs. Boles. when you‘\ S
address yourself to me, do you ever ask yourself who exactly
you are talking to?" (p. 21). In a Platonic senge, Stanley
creates a sort of "idea}" society; where everyone is reduced
to ths function of "slave" or "servant." Stanley, of course[ ’
“reserves the highest position, that- of "ruler," "thlnker," : -
"contemplator,” for himself. Yet, "Stanley is hardly a . ., N
contemplator. If anything, in a Platonic sense, he has
confined himself to "shadows," 1llu31ons——to a no man's land.
In essence, Stanley atheves what‘§g9oner and Davies cannot—-.'
he becomes the benlgn center, nucleus, of the mandala,

-

around which the des1gnated functions revolvet

N
P

Society ‘
(Goldberg and McCann) . ' ‘ , °

i .
\ > -
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P
Stanle&'s isplétion and falsé sense of supremacy is confirmed
in a stanza of the poem "A View of the Party," which Pinter
wrote in ‘1958 (the year of the first performancé of’ihg
Birthday Party): ‘ g o

’
[

- And Stanle§ sat——alone, i

A ‘man he might have known, N

Triumphant.on his hearth,

Which never was his own. 1 . ~
An society, which can be seen as an organization of -

functidns,.as Ion®esco notes,'Stanley may have beep reduced,

v

both psychlcally and socially, to0 a single furttion which

-

3
gllenated 'him from the rest. In termS/of his psyche, Stanley
may suffer from a dissociation in whlch one function is

.
alienated from the others. This dissociation prohibits him

from ach1ev1ng a’' personal %!d collective equlllbrlum Thus,
he seeks out the mandala. Once w1th1n'1he _room, he does
exactly what society may have done to him: in creating hiF
own worder™ where he is able to function with his deficiency,
he reduces everyone else t a function, or role. Sﬁaniey‘
must attempt to achieve a/Zense of individuation if ‘he is to
function effectlvely wlthln a socidl.context, In that he is

'

1ncapable of- ach1ev1ng an equlllbrlum, of maklng thatQ

- fundamental adaustment'to his problem, he attempts to

-

~

1

-

Esslin, The Peopled Wound, p. 82.
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transcend it by dissociating himself further—by creatiﬁg
.an 1llu51on of equlllbrium and/or exlstence. Thus, the room

serves as a wall between his Self and his psyche, and

a

" between his Self and the yorld that may have 1nduced the

- \ ol
Vf : sense of dissociation. By creating his own "order," he

LY

attempts to compenséte for his "disorder." In doing so, he
stifles any notién'of individuefion by propagating dissociate~

- 1on. Stahley, by 1solat1ng hlmself from the reality of his

r

problem, allenates himself frOm people, neggklng any
_possibility of achieving meanlngful relatlonshlps. His
.‘i- ﬁordep" becomes a dls;}uer in that it is a static and sterile
facsimile of igdi;iduabipn. Iﬁbebher words, by igﬁoring the )
'‘problem, bytrefusing to confront it, he behaves like a child

in that, .in a sense, he hopes that it will disappéar. As '

-
P

Dr. Anthony Storr says: \

\ .../an/ inquiry into the interpersonal . S
relatlonshlps of neurotics rev als a lack :

. ‘ .of maturity, a failure to prqgress beyond

- .a,childish preoccupation w th being worse

tﬁ an, or better than, othéTsi an inapility-:

to love 'and be lovable; a failure to achieve

that relatlonshlp of whole person to whole !

person which is the outward 51gn of 1nward

1ntegratlon. 1 :

. Which functlon of the psyche has Stanley been reduced

,4_1Storr, The Integrity of the Personality, p. 167.

S
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' anythlng, he would rather not thlnk He would rather not

"Why don't you have a wash? You look terrible" (p. 26).

telephone" with hlmself,.where he starts with the fact and.

’ fact.1 Stanley certainly does not want to think. He merely

v .
- ﬁ o —

-

" to? He certainly is not a rational, thinking man. If

-~

consider the world outs1de the room, his predlcament, and/or
the men in the "van" with the "wheelbarrow." Stanley lives,
' \

to. paraphraSE‘Juné, wlthout being aware of the stafe'of his

body, ‘let alohe what is happenlng 1n the room. As Lulu says

‘to hlms "Do you want ‘to have a look at your face° You could

do with a shave, do you know that?! (p. 25). She then says:
} : ; * v

A

"Come out and get a bit of air. You depress me, looking
y [

like that" (p. 26). Obfuscation and dissociation is the
name of Stanley's "game." Obfuscation of the ofiginal

dissociation perpetﬁates a dissociation which obfuscates

~

. the d1ssoc1at10n created by the orlginal dlsSOClatlon.-

Stanley, con801ously or not, plays a game of "broken
ends' up with a completely distorted re-creation of the

wants to "lose" himself. He is not an imagihative man. He

is devoid of emotion. As Goldberg says to him: "You can't

live, you can't think, you can'® love" (p. 52). yuch like

*

\1Meg plays a 91mllar game when she recalls, to Goldberg,
the story that Stanley had told her about his past (p. 32).
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\:lston. Stanley functions on a quési—"sensational" level.
As Aston cannot usé his hands effectlvely to "repalr"

and/or create, Stanley cannot use his eyes effectlvely to

" - see. Without hlsvglasses, he is virtually blind (pp. 26, 49).

As the old man, Hamm, of Beckett's Endgame, is physically

blind and paralyzed «Stanley is visually, as well as psych-

I 14

ically, blind. Hxs Ylsual "myopia" can be seen as, the

' extergsl manlfestation of an internal psychic myopia. ThlS
inability to see'th}ngs clearly,-to see the "things before o
his ey:g,“ in‘both a Platonic and Jungian sense; is in

itself 1nd1cat1ve of dissociation. Goldberg and McCann

recqgnlze th1§ problem:

GOLDBERG: Z";/ Between you and me, Stan, it's

about time you had. asnewlpalr_of glassesf
,'~I'MCCANN"You can't see straight.

GOLDBERG: It's trué. You've been cockeyed for years.
MCCANN: Now'bou re even more. eockeyed.

GOLDBERG: He's right., You've gone from bad to worse.
MCCANN: Worse than worse.

GOLDBERG; You need a long convalescence. (p 82)

" Yet, it is 1mperat1ve for Stanley not to see clearly in

ord&r to transcend the reallty of his dilemma. Thls inability
permits him to create an’ ;llusion of ex;stenceu In effect,
étanley can gnly'see "Images of things."‘In a‘sense. Stsnley's
life has become the’realization of tne gﬁme’"blind man's
.buff" (p. 61). When Goldberg and McCann destroy Stanley's
glasses, they . symbollcally destroy what llttle sense of

k]
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perception that Stanley has——they render him v1sually and
psychlcally impotent. The deetructlon of the glasses has 1ts .
parallel in. the ‘blinding of Rose in The Room. ‘The destruction
of the. glasses. and by exten51on of S1gn1flcance, Stanley,
. is given expression in the last stanza of the poem "A Vrew
f*oftheParty:" o e
. - % man they never knew g - PEE
. In the centre of the room, *- -
. And Stanley's final eyes .. : B
..Broken by MeCann. . 1 s
Much llke Briggs and Foster, and more slgnlflcantly,
Goldberg and MoCann, Stanley uses the "sensatlon" of words T
to establlsh a sense of distance and superlorlty by |

dlsorlentlng the inhabltants of his static world:

STANLEY (advancing)x They're comlng today. Co #-
They're coming in a van.

MEG: Who.
. " STANLEY: And do you know what they'yve gat in the van?
e- ' MEG: What?
- STANLEY: . They" ve ot a wheelbarrow in that van.
MEG (breathlessly): They haven't. ,
STANLEY: Oh yes " they have,
MEG: You're a liar.
STANLEY (advancing upoh her)s A big wheelbarrow. And
when the van stops they wheel it out, and
they wheel-it up the' garden path, and then
. .- they knock at the front, door. \
MEG: They don't. -
STANLEY: They're looking for someone. [Stanl y?
+ Davies? Both?/

e . b

'xa_lEsslin, The Peopled Wound. p. 82.
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.. MEG: They're not. . /
: "STANLEYs They're looking for someone. A certain ,r
. : person. . ; ’
i/ MEG (hoarsely)s No, they're not' x“/
x STANLEY: ‘Shall I “tell ,vou who they're looking foxr?
o " MEG:" No. (p. 24)
STANLEY (abruptly)s How would you llke to go aydy
. with me? b /
LULUs Where. . ,
. STANLEY: Nowhere- Stlll, we could
* LULU: But where could we go0? R .
" STANLEY: Nowhere. There's nowhere tog So ywe coukd

N just go. It wouldn't matter. '
'LULUs We might as well s'tay here. :
STANLEY: No. It's.no goad here.,

. ..LULU: .Well, where else is there?
. " STANLEY: Nowhere. (p. 26)

;; His dialogues with Meg‘and'Lulu. altthough .brief in comparig-.
. . . ,

on, mirfor.the lengthier dialogue that McCgnn/ and Goldberg '

have with him. For Stanley, in certain instarnces, words

-y ——

Stanley replies: "I run the house.™ I

. No Man's Land and The Caret

become part‘of tﬁe'gamé that he uses to “t%%; with, or "ﬁuck

S

about." hls subordlnates But when Lt comes to Goldberg and -

McCann,.. thls part of his game'is 1neffec val. " "l‘ /
Goldberg asks Stanley: ."Is it‘a good game?" . (p. ULi4).

obviously is a'good

game. Stanley plays- the game of "broyen telephone;“ “blind >

man's buff," and, in a sense, "Scr: ble" with the purpose “of —

4_1e
1solatlng himself Trom both His Sélf and the.worl\\BEyend

his Self. He creates a delusive, stagnént world in which

he can seemingly funotion. ::/;s. like the oharacters of

er, a refugee from both the

4

~
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brutal reality of the world and the Self. In effect, Stanley
. ’ has created a no man's land wnefe nothing ever ohanges 'Yet,'
Goldberg recognlzes that Stanley 1s, in actuality, playlng
N

/7~ a “dirty game" (p h8) Enter Goldberg and McCann.

. Goldberg's and McCann's function, like Aston's doctor,

is to act as "sociaI,assinilétors" and/on bsychio_assessins.
They use shock treatment to stabiiize, or desensitize,'
Sbanley and’ by extension'of significance, his psyche. "All -
is dependent on the attitude of our subjeot." says Goldberg.
s "I can assure you [McCang/ that the assignment ‘will) be
carried out and the mission accomplished” (p. 30) Their
mission is accomplished when they transform their "subjecf"-

v

intb6 an "object.“ Their purpose is to demolish thé walls .

that Stanley has created. Like Davies, they destroy the
.-1llu31on of the wholeness of the ‘mandald. Consequently,
- - . Stanley, stripped of his protective walls! is rendered )
comble%ely psychically and physically sterile. Like Aston,
Stanley cannot look to the left or right of him, but nust
look straighthhheed into~the society, or "Organization of -

Society," that may have initially caused hi§ dissociation.

McCann asks Stanley: "Why did you betraf the organizat- .
ion?" (p. 48). He then asks himv "Why did you betray us?" |
Several minutes later, McCann sayst "You betrayed the
_organization.,l know you [Stan;ex/!t;(g. 48). Goldberg then '

=1 [}
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.bui;dihg.socie}y" (p. 51). "But we can save yoy," séys

,“oﬂ%anlzatlon" that Stanley may have betrayed is society.

96
says %to §taﬁieys "No society would touch youﬁ Not eveh &’
Goldberg (p. 82). "We can sterilze you" (p. 52) The

As Ionescg says, organized soc¢iety is an organizatldh of

func tions where man is reduced to his function. There is no

greater organization ‘and/or organizing organization than

‘'society.

W.: Somerset Maugham notes .

5001ety makes rules for its own presgrvation,
but the individual can have no duty toward - !
society; there is nothing to restrain him but
prudence. He can go his own way, freely, doing

- what he wills, but he must not complain if ¥ )
s001ety punishes him when he does not act in
accordance W1th its dictates. 1

1 Our conduct toward our fellow—man is determined
by the principle of self- preservatlon The
individual acts toward his fellows in such-and
such a manner so ‘as to obtain advantages which
otherwise he could not get or to avoid evils - .
which they might inflict upon him. /.../ Society
rewards him for the good he does and punishes-.
hlm for the harm. 2

As has been noted earlier, society, for one reasoch or S
cnofher[‘may have implicitly or explicitly reduced Stanley
to hoth a singlé social and.psychic fcnction. which alienated
ﬂ;m from the rest. To this end, thc "Organization of Scciety"

v
A

1Maugham, A erter s Notebook, p. 6%.

Ibld., p. 23
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may have been instfume;taliin creating an i;terﬁai d?ssonan&ﬁn
*in Stanley: wﬁich. in turn, alienated him, froh tﬁe "organiz-
| at;on" Csbciety) and his Self. In an-effort to achieve
pleasure and avoid pain, to av01d_the "evil" that soclety
has inflicted upon him, Stanle& must attemppt to escabe. to
isolate himself from the source'qf thié "evil." Esslin‘sees
\Gpldberg as - "the égent of t?é evil bower_phrsuing Stanley:
he might be that power itsélf”"} In thét Stanley has
"estranged" himself from this organization of functions;’
Ggldbefg and McCann have come to destroy ﬁis illusions, or
2flhsions. and integfate him back into the "organizafion."

They offer him recovery, treatment, recuperation,'and

success in’ 8001ety:

GOLDBERG: You'll be re-orientated. ) ~§4;==i/// )
MCCANN: You'll be rich.¥ o }
GOLDBERG: You'll be adjusted.

MCCANN: You'll be our pride and joy.
GOLDBERG: You'll be a mensch /an upright and
honourable adult/. .

MCCANN: You'll be a success.
GOLDBERG: You'll be integrated.
MCCANN: You' 11 give orders,
GOLDBERG: You'll make decisions.

: ~ MCCANN: You'll be a magnate. . :

r . GOLDBERG: A statesman. : : -
: MCCANN: You'll  own yachts. (pp. 83-84)

>

- o

Esslin gees Stanley as "the artist whom society claims back

! ) [y / ' &

“ o 1Esélin.\"The Peopled Wound, p. 81.
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from a’comfortable, Béhemian, ‘opt= out' existence."?! Stanley

v
may, 1n actuallty, be an uncompromismg "“inddvidual™ whom*

soc:.,ety, the "organlzatlon. * claims back from a.delusive,
"hedonistic,"'opt-out sub-existence. For rejecting this
organization of functions,. for standmg apart from the

crowd the "evil" of society returns to "punlsh" Stanley by
e
reducmg hlm to the non—status of "object."

Dr. von Franz _sayst

The actual process of 1nd°1v1duat10n—-the conscious
coming-to-terms with one's own inner center or
Self—generally begins with a wounding. of the

- personality and the suffering that accompanies it.

This initial shock amounts to a sort of "call,"
although it is not often recognized as such. On
the contrary, the ego feels hampered in its will

. or its desire ‘and usually projects the obstruction
onto something external. That is, thé ego accuses
God or the economic situation or* the boss or the
marrlage partner «of belng responsible for whatever
is obstructing it. 2

P

In. the first "cross-examination," Goldberg and McCann attempt

to "wound" Stanley's personality, psyche. Yet, instead of

attempting to discern what exactly it is that is obstructing

Stanley from achieving an individuation, Lth‘ey“insis‘t on’

creating "obstacles." They attempt to project the obstruction

11pid., p. 82. -
Zyon Franz, "The Process of Individuation," p. 169.
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onto "God," Staniey's wife, and mother=:

-, GOLDBERG: Where was your w1fe°

1

STANLEY: In—

GOLDBERG:* Answer. =
STANLEY (turning, crouched): What . wife? .
GOLDBERG: What have you done with your wife? )
MCCANN: He's killed his wife!

GOLDBERG: Why did you kill your wife? - -~
STANLEY (31tt1ng, his back to the audience): What' o
wife?

MCCANN: How did he kill her?

GOLDBERG: How did you kill her?

MCCANN: You throttled her. ,

GOLDBERG: With arsenic. .

_MCCANN: There's your man! .

GOLDBERG: Where's your mum?

STANLEY: In the sanatorium,

" MCCANN: Yes!

* GOLDBERG: Why did you never get married?
'MCCANN: She was waiting at the porch.
GOLDBERG: You skeddadled from the wedding. (p. 49)
GOLDBERG: .You stink of sin. s , .
MCCANN: "I can smell it. ’

© GOLDBERG: Do you recognize an: external force?

STANLEY: What?

GOLDBERG: Do you recognize an external force?
MCCANN:- That's the question! -

GOLDBER61 Do you recognize an external force,
Y, respon31ble for you.:.. (p. 50)

Their goal is not to achieve a p051t1ve 1nd1v;duatlon. By

creatlng obstacles, "proaectlons," they attempt to digsociate

“* Stanley’ further. As Dr. von Franz says’ ", ,.this initial

: shock amounts to a sort of 'call," although it is not often

A

v »

1Many critics, in particular Gordon and Gabbard see

Meg as-a mother-whore symbol. It might have been Meg who
. McCann had In mind when he accused Stanley of being a

‘" "Mother defiler® (p. 51). . S
~ /{1 ’ ~
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recogni?ed as such." In this instance, the shock that
. - P .
Stanley suffers isaéﬁ"call" towards dissociation, and not

-

1nd1v1duat10n.t1t 1d a gall for a forcible and painful .-
integration, much like the "call" to force a. square peg into

a round slot. If the peg does not fit, \\he makes it fit by: -

altering its shape. One.alters it so much so that it loses

its‘original form. In effect, Goldberg and McCann draw

-

Stanley into the "grey" abyss between the Self and psyche.
As a result, Stanley loses his persona and mandala. But more
importantly, heé loses any connections to the Self and psyche. i

Stanley, much like Kafka's Gregor Samsa, does not undergo a

[e3

sﬁflimation. but a vulgar transmutation from apparént N\\
"subject" to-"object," losing, as a result, any vestige of
1dent1tp that he may have been able to maintain.

. At one pgint, Goldberg asks Stanley if the number 846
is possible or necessary. Stanley responds:
STANLEY: Both. . , ‘ ‘ ‘
GOLDBERG: Wrong! It's necessary but not possible. .
STANLEY: Both. °
GOLDBERG: Wrong! Why 'do you think the number 8&6
’ is necessarily possible?
‘ STANLEY: Must be. °
GOLDBERG: Wrong! It's only necessarlly necessé?y. o
We admit p0591b111ty only after we grant
necessity. It is possible because necessary - =~
but:by no means necessary through
possibility. The possibility.can only be
assumed after the proof of negess%t .
p. 50

-
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By he same tbken. ‘one can ask: Is the 1ntegration of Stanley
) .
Nebber oossible or necessary? Is it necessary that round peg

number 845, alias Stanley Webber, be placed back ¥nto its

R o dgaot? “We admit possibilipy only after we grant necessity," .
| 1 says Goldberg. It is necessary;ﬁbut\js it_possible to place
A:)j - Found peg number 8#6 into its slot° »The possibility can

.- ' & .
only be assumed after the proof of necéssity," says Goldberg. & -

He has "betrayed the organlzbtlon," says McCann. He is 1q
?danger of inflatlon and dissociation, says Jung. He has
. become 8 square peg.-mhe proof of neqe381ty has been met.’
It 18 necessary, Eht is it poss;ble to place square peg
Stanley Webber, allas rdund peg number 846, 1nto 1ts former .
round slot° We w1ll "1ntegrate" him by "ster111z1ng".h1m,
say Goldberg and. McCann. They do. And he is.,
4t the conclusion of the play, we_see taat Meg becomes
& Staﬁ%ey}s'successof to the ?%hronef¢-Ln~thatoétanley. dgezfo
his‘dissociation. may have.original%y‘usurped Meg's posiftion -

') as the cenéer of the :oom/bandala; Meg, upon Stanley's

L4

expulsion, returns as the rightful owner. It is only fitting

that the dull—wff%ed\meé should return to her static

“kirigdom." After all, she was the "belle of the ball"
(p. 87). Now, she is the “queen" of tberroomm.,, ‘ .
3 LT . : ‘
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‘In effect, The Birthday Party celebrates the psychic
| 'de'ath .of Stanley Webber' and, not rebirth, re-creation of
round “peg number "846."
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There ‘are those whose sense of humour is so . ‘ N
. 111 developed that they still bear a grudge ’ . ~p#
* against Copgrnicus because he dethroned them 5 . .
from the central position in the universe.
They feel it a personal affront that they can

v no longer consider themselves-the pivot upon’
‘which turns the whole of created things. 1 . :
c&— N Qs * « R u, ’ '. ’a

"Dlrectly or indirectly the consc1ous llfe is determlned

. by the’ pOSltlon of the individual in the unlverse, and by hlS

" need to make acquaintance with his surroundings, and either
V4 E ,

'1nd1rectly determlnes. and is determined by, their surround-

bring them into harmony with him, or himselflwith\them."2 The LA

Qa

"conscious life" of Pinter's characters' directly and

ings. In that his- characters may very well suffer from a. SN

psychic dlss001atlon that prohibits them from achieving a

‘harmonious co-ekistence in the world, they re-create setting -

in an effort to attain a sense of transcendence and by
exten81on of 31gn1flcance. ex1stence. as w1tne$sed in No

Man s Land, The Caretaker, and The Blrthday Party. This

re- ~creation of setting, the transformation of room to\igpl

1Maugham. A Writer's Notebook..p. 63 . N _ . ¢

Ibid., p. 78.

103 .
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" mandala, represents an att;mpt by Pinter's characters to
bring'tﬁeir surfoundi;gs into harmony with:their Self. TQe
ﬁneed to transform the f%om to méndala represents the Self's
.*’inﬁiility to achieve a sense of hérmogy with the world -
bey5ﬁd the room. Thus, the wall of isolation that'the
characters seek to build" around themselv%g as a means of ’
security, whether it be in the form of’a""person?" or .
mandala, represents only an jllugisn of individﬁation.‘ln
‘ effect, it intensifies the problem of dfgsociation.‘gs in- i

Na Man's Land, The Caretaker, and The Birthday Party, it

\hepresenps both a futile effort to' transcend -an infgfnal
dissonancé; and a sterile, passive condition which, in

. ktself, is\repres;ntative of an, internal psychic condifion:

" In a Blake-ian sense; the'room‘as mandala representS'ah
i1lusion of "paradise regained.’” . ' L RN

Dr. Storn._says: "...men need felatioqsh;ps with each -

othép on equaj:terms as whole péop}e in orde;:to redlize
their fdl;,potential;ties...."1 ioié Gordon says: "Pintef -

‘ sets aside the specifically sexual and the bizarre and
concentrates upon the difficulty of‘maintaining human S B

- relatiénships’ because of the self-interest that promptsz

“ AN

1Sto_rr, The Integrity of the Peréopality,'p.zluzl




" simply about people bothering people who want to keep to
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most communication. "1 Hinchliffe says: "Pinter's plays are

themselves."2 In that Pinter's characters are not "whole," “\

\they are incapaﬁle of achifving relationships. let alone

"maintaining" them. Due to their "fragmentatlon," they
impose themselves on thers in an attempt to achleve a sense.
of 1nd1v1duat10nﬂ Thlslattempt, which is percerved ae a}
sort of encroachment and/or tﬁreat by tbe_other\characters.
creates a collective dissociatien that negates the possibil-
1ty of establlshlng meaningful relatlonships. as seen in

[

No Man g Land and The Caretaker.

Camus. says: “"What contradicts itself nevertheless joins
in him Zmag/."3 This is not the c¢ase iR Pihter,"What contra-

dicts itself in Pinter's characters does nét "join"“in them.

L

On the contrary, as seen in the three plays, it creates
dissociation. It creates a profound nged to eseape;'to

create illusions; .to impose on others It 1s pre01sely

1

.their "self- 1nterest“'that 1nadvertently prompts a collectlve ',

-

dissociation and 1ntens1f1es personal dissociation. In’

lgordon, Stratagems to Uncover Nakedness, 'p. 40.
3 N )

Hinchliffe, Harold Pinter, p. 43." - ST
Jcamus, fhe Myth of Sisyphus, p. 61 ™ ‘
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effe?t, Pinter's plays are not merely about Kpeoplé gothering’
pgpple”" Théy are about selfish, "hedonisf;c" people who,
.rathér than make ;ﬁ ad justment to théir.deficiencies,ywouid_
r?tger create a sense of dissociation by attemptiﬁg to
acﬁieve an illusio§ of pleasure; while avoiding‘pain.

Dr. Storr statess "Self—fealizatipn. SO ?ar as aﬁyone
evef achieves it, is.manifested by the widest.exercise of '
the ind;vidual'g po%entialitie% opmbined with the attainment

1

of a mature relationship with others."” 'In a Platonic sense,

because Pinter's characters confine themselves to "images"

[}

of things in an effort to transcend the reality behind the -
image, they refuse to realize potentialities and negate
any.possibility of attaining mature.relationships with

¥ \~ .’“ Y

otherSa ) e

The contention of this thesis has been that Pinter,

~

.-Iike Jung and Blake, is interested in a very fundamental

E

ﬁuﬁan'predicamehtt man's inability to come to -terms|with

ollect- .

himself prevents him from achieving.a personal and
. e .
ive equilibrium. Man's failure to make the essentigl adjust-

ment to his problem caus€s- him to become paséive,

vasive,
ignominious, obsessive, insecure, fearful and/or - omineering.
‘1Storr, The Integrity of the Personality, p. 174.
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D&e to thifs deficiency, Pinter's characters cease to exist.

sense/, Jung, Blake, and Plnter share Polonius's view:

;;. aHeve allt to thine own self be true,/And it must follow,‘l
as the night the‘day,/Thou canst not then be false to any
man."1 It is the 1nab111ty to be "true" to one s Self that
.negates‘any sense of purposeful existence and whlch is of
major concern to Jung, Blake, "and P;nter. Ibsen's Peer Gynt

askss’ "What does it mean to be ggpreelf?"z Rather than ask..

themselves this, Pinter's characters spend -their lives
running away from the questlon. : ‘ o '
The aim of thls thesis, to paraphrase Hamlet hag'been

- to attemptcto dlscern a method, and not the method to the
apparent "madness" in Pinter's plays. As Pinter says of his

: characters: "I don't conceptualize in any way. Once I've got

the clues I follow them—ffhat's my job, really, to follow
.the\clues."3 Like Pinter and his characters, to ‘'use Spooner's

words, we must attempf’to stick a needle through the

‘ 1Shakespeaz\‘e, Hamlet,'Pfinde.of Denmark, p.'851. )0
®Henrik Ibsen, Peer Gynt, a and Realitys The
European Theatre Since Ibsen, Ronald Gaskell p. 45.

3Lawrence M. Bensky. "Harold Pinter: An Interv1ew.“
- Pintert A Collection of Crltical Essays, ed. Ar'thur Ganz,

.. 25, . .
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