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Abstract

The main subject of this paper is the analysis of two pieces of the Theatre of the
Absurd, The Dumb Waiter and The Room, by Harold Pinter. In the initial part of this
work, the Theatre of the Absurd and existentialism are contextualized and the specifics
of the aforementioned plays are described. In the following part, the actual analysis of
the pieces is conducted. The analysis focuses on the elements of absurdity and, above
all, menace which create the fundamental part of these plays. Then, some of these

elements from both the pieces are compared.

Key words: The Dumb Waiter; The Room; Theatre of the Absurd; Harold Pinter;

comedies of menace; menace

Abstrakt

Tato prace se zabyvéd analyzou dvou absurdnich dramat, Mechanicky cisnik
aPokoj, od Harolda Pintera. Vuvodni ¢asti je absurdni drama spolecné
s existencialismem zasazeno do historicko-kulturniho kontextu a specifika vyse
zminénych her jsou popsana. DalSi ¢asti této prace zahrnuji vlastni rozbor dramat.
Hlavnim pfedmétem této analyzy jsou absurdni prvky a pfedevs§im prvky hrozby, které
jsou zakladnim kamenem téchto kust. Nekteré tyto elementy obou her jsou poté

vzajemné porovnhany.

Kli¢ova slova: Mechanicky cisnik; Pokoj, absurdni drama; Harold Pinter; komedie

hrozby; hrozba



Contents

L I EEOTUCTION ettt e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeennees 1
2. The Theatre of the Absurd, Harold Pinter and his ‘comedies of menace’ .................... 3
2.1, WAt 1S CADSUTA” oovvneiiiiee ettt ettt e ettt e s e e e eeeeeee e seeeeteaseseseeseseneaeeesesnneesennnn 3
2.2. Existentialism, the Theatre of the ABSUId..........ccoceeeiiiiiii i, 4
2.3. Harold Pinter’s The Dumb Waiter and The Room — ‘comedies of menace’ .......... 6
3. Absurd elements and menace in The DUMD WaILET .......ovvveeeee e 9
3.1. Basement room and the QUESIAE ........ooeeeeeeeeeeeee et eee e 9
3.2. Ben and Gus’s 1elationShip .........occveiiiiiiiiiieic e 12
3.3, ThEe UMD WAITET .o 15
4. Absurd elements and menace in The ROOM ....ooeeeeeee e, 18
4.1. The room vs. the outside and the basemeNnt .........ooovvveeieee e, 18
4.2. Rose and Bert’s relationShip .......ccvveiiviiiiiiiiiie i 20
4.3. Mr. Kidd and Other CharaCters.........oov oot eeee e 22
4.4, Te DIINA NEQGIO ..o s 26
. CONCIUSTON .ttt nnnnnnnn 33
6. RESUIMIE ... e iee ettt ettt et e et e e et e et e e e e et e e et se s e eeene e et see e ee et sesenasesanseetarersnsenrernnn 37

7. BIDIOGrapNY .....ccvicece e 43



1. Introduction

The main subject of this bachelor paper is the analysis of two plays written by
Harold Pinter, a significant English existentialist playwright of the 20" century who
belongs to a group of avant-garde dramatists called the Theatre of the Absurd. The
Theatre of the Absurd, which is actually part of existentialism, plays an important role
in the 20" century theatre. The absurd pieces being dealt with here are The Dumb
Waiter and The Room. Both plays represent the beginnings of Pinter’s dramatist career
and his typical style of writing. The analysis focuses on the elements of absurdity and
menace which create the very base of the plays. This is why Pinter’s theatre pieces were
called the ‘comedies of menace’ by critics.

This paper is divided into three parts. The first one gives a theoretical
background to the analysis. Firstly it describes the term ‘absurd’ itself, more specifically
its origins, dictionary meanings, and different interpretations by various experts in
existentialism and the Absurd Theatre. Secondly, existentialism is looked at in detail;
the philosophy of this movement and the role of absurdity are explained. After this, the
Theatre of the Absurd is contextualized and the differences from existentialism itself are
pointed out. Then, the standards and features of the plays of the Theatre of the Absurd
are described; the absurd pieces are compared to the conventional plays. The most
prominent authors of the Absurd Theatre are listed along with their best-known pieces.
Thirdly, the first part includes a sub-chapter about Harold Pinter and his plays The
Dumb Waiter and The Room. The beginnings of Pinter’s playwright career are outlined
and the aforementioned plays, which are considered to be typical examples of so called
‘comedies of menace’, are briefly introduced. The term ‘comedies of menace’ is
consequently concentrated on and its origins, as well as definitions by various critics are
provided. The second part of this work is the analysis of The Dumb Waiter; the third
part contains the analysis of The Room. The elements of absurdity and above all menace
are described; the reasons of why and how they evoke the menace feeling are pointed
out. In the analysis of The Dumb Waiter, some analogies between this piece and Waiting
for Godot are mentioned; this is because Waiting for Godot by Samuel Beckett is
considered to be the pivotal and best-known piece of all the plays of the Theatre of the



Absurd. The analysis of The Room then includes a comparison of the ways of creating
the menace atmosphere in The Dumb Waiter and The Room. At the end of the paper, the

findings are summarized and the work is concluded.



2. The Theatre of the Absurd, Harold Pinter and his

‘comedies of menace’

This initial part of the paper gives a theoretical background to the analysis of
The Dumb Waiter and The Room, two plays by Harold Pinter. As these pieces are
written in the style of the Theatre of the Absurd, the basic feature and notion of this type

of writing is the term ‘absurd’ which must be firstly described and defined.

2.1. What is ‘absurd’

Possible synonyms for ‘absurd’” which come to one’s mind are ‘illogical,
senseless and ridiculous’. These are also the definitions which can be found in
dictionaries. Martin Esslin in his book The Theatre of the Absurd, the most significant
and complex work on the Theatre of the Absurd, describes that ‘absurd’ originally
means ‘out of harmony’, in a musical context. (1973, 5) Esslin continues: “Hence its
dictionary definition ‘out of harmony with reason or propriety, incongruous,
unreasonable, illogical’.” (1973, 5) The definition given in New Catholic Encyclopedia,
in the article on absurdity by V. M. Martin, is similar. However, Martin also points out
that this dictionary interpretation does not precisely apply for the authors of the Theatre
of the Absurd and existentialism: “Whereas dictionaries define the absurd as that which
is contrary to reason, as used by these writers it designates that which is without a
reason.” (Absurdity, 48) V. M. Martin then adds his own definition of the term ‘absurd’:
“The absurd is a situation, a thing, or an event that really is, but for which no
explanation is possible. Because the affair is inexplicable, it offends reason; it is
senseless, it is absurd.” (Absurdity, 48)

According to Martin, Seren Kierkegaard, a Danish Lutheran (1813-55), is the
source for this kind of thought. Kierkegaard was an antagonist of the excessive
rationalism of G. W. Hegel who taught that the mysteries of Christian faith can be
comprehended by reason and grasped intellectually. Kierkegaard, however, disagreed
with this idea. (Absurdity, 48) “To indicate that the Incarnation was beyond the
understanding of human reason, Kierkegaard called it the absurd, meaning by that



something unintelligible and incomprehensible to reason.” (Martin, Absurdity, 48) In an
atheistic context, this notion was later, in the first half of the 20" century, taken up by
modern thinkers. These were especially existentialists, and among them the writers of
the Theatre of the Absurd. (Martin, Absurdity, 48)

2.2. Existentialism, the Theatre of the Absurd

V. M. Martin, in another of his articles in New Catholic Encyclopedia called
‘Existentialism’, describes the philosophy of this movement as follows: “The
philosophy of existentialism, as the name itself implies, indicates a special concern with
the problem of existence — not with each and every type of existence, but with human
existence.” (Existentialism, 544) Existentialism is generally concerned with questions of
purpose and meaning of life, freedom, and consequences of one’s acts. Some of the
existentialists, for instance, work with the idea that a man is thrown into the world and
let be. One then has to make decisions constantly throughout the life and wonders why
he/she should even do it, because death is inevitable for everyone anyway, so the world
and people’s deeds are in a way senseless and absurd. Two French writers and
philosophers are considered to be the most significant existentialist authors of the 20"
century. These are Jean-Paul Sartre (The Wall) and Albert Camus (The Stranger).

The authors of Theatre of the Absurd also belong among existentialists — that is
to say, they do not form any self-proclaimed school or movement. “On the contrary,
each of the writers in question is an individual who regards himself as a lone outsider,
cut off and isolated in his private world,” explains Esslin (1973, 4) Martin Esslin was
also the man to coin the term ‘The Theatre of the Absurd’. He made it a title of his book
which was first published in 1962. (Crabb) By this, he set the authors of the Theatre of
the Absurd apart from other existentialists. Although the absurd dramatists work with
the same ideas as other existentialist writers, they differ a bit, which is also observed by
Esslin in The Theatre of the Absurd. He explains that the authors such as Sartre and
Camus present the irrationality of the human condition using highly lucid and logically
constructed reasoning. This is not the sort of approach of the absurd playwrights. They,



on the contrary, express the senselessness of the human condition by the open
abandonment of rational devices. (1973, 6) Esslin adds:

While Sartre or Camus express the new content in the old convention, the Theatre of the Absurd
goes a step further in trying to achieve a unity between its basic presumptions and the form in
which these are expressed. (1973, 6)

This means that the Theatre of the Absurd does not argue about the absurdity like other
existentialists do, but it merely presents the absurdity of the human condition in being.
(Esslin 1973, 6) Martin Esslin finishes the matter by saying that “it is this striving for an
integration between the subject-matter and the form in which it is expressed that
separates the Theatre of the Absurd from the Existentialist theatre.” (1973, 7) This is the
general notion of the plays of the Absurd.

As for the specific features of the Theatre of the Absurd, generally, it can be said
that the Theatre of the Absurd breaks the conventions of classic drama. That is why
some of the authors preferred, as a label for their style of writing, terms such as ‘New
Theatre’ or ‘Anti-Theatre’, as opposed to ‘The Theatre of the Absurd’. (Crabb) The
plays usually have no extensive story; the traditional plot is discarded. Another
characteristic feature is that the characters are described very little or are not described
at all. The conversation between these characters usually lacks meaning and sense; their
dialogues are very often incoherent. The playwrights of the Absurd simply imply that
people are losing their ability to communicate meaningfully with others. Ronald
Hayman, a British critic and dramatist who is the author of the analysis on the writing of
Harold Pinter, explains the analogy of the absurd plays with conventional plays and real
life:

Real-life conversations don’t proceed smoothly and logically from point to point. Conventional
characters in conventional plays listen to each other intently and answer each other intelligently,
but it’s only a tiny minority of people who do this in reality. (1)

Hayman adds that the pieces of the Theatre of the Absurd are so full of bad syntax and
tautologies, repetitions and self-contradictions, that not only are the characters

uninterested in listening; they are hardly interested in what they are saying themselves.
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The Absurd Theatre specialist Martin Esslin summarizes the standards of the
Theatre of the Absurd as follows:

If a good play must have a cleverly constructed story, these have no story or plot to speak of; if a
good play is judged by subtlety of characterization and motivation, these are often without
recognizable characters and present the audience almost mechanical puppets; if a good play has
to have a fully explained theme, which is neatly exposed and finally solved, these often have
neither a beginning nor an end; [...] If a good play relies on witty repartee and pointed dialogue,
these often consist of incoherent babblings. (1973, 3-4)

Although this avant-garde group of dramatists of the Absurd was breaking almost all the
rules of conventional writing, they became very significant for the literature and culture
of the 20™ century. Among these authors belong above all Samuel Beckett (Waiting for
Godot), who was an Irish writer and dramatist writing in English and French, Harold
Pinter whose plays The Dumb Waiter and The Room are analysed in the following
chapters, Eugéne Ionesco (The Bald Soprano), Edward Albee (The Zoo Story), Jean
Genet (The Balcony), Tom Stoppard (Rosencrantz and Guildenstern Are Dead), and last
but not least a Czech playwright Vaclav Havel (Audience). Although each work listed
above — and many others — is definitely significant for the world’s literature, Samuel
Beckett’s Waiting for Godot is considered to be the pivotal and best-known piece of all
the plays of the Theatre of the Absurd. Nevertheless, by no means less prominent author

is the main subject of this paper — Harold Pinter.

2.3. Harold Pinter’s The Dumb Waiter and The Room — ‘comedies of menace’

Harold Pinter was born in 1930. He was the son of a Jewish tailor in Hackney,
East London. His writing career started when he was a teenager — he wrote poetry for
little magazines. He was also an actor as he studied at the Royal Academy of Dramatic
Art and the Central School of Speech and Drama. He began to write plays in 1957 and
the start of his playwright career was quite interesting and unusual. Pinter mentioned his
idea for a play to a friend who was working in the drama department of Bristol
University. The friend liked the idea so much that he asked Pinter to write it. However,
he added that if Pinter wanted the play to be performed by the university, the manuscript
would have to be ready within a week. Pinter wrote him back and told him to forget



about it and then he — he himself does not know how he did that — sat down and wrote it
in four days. (Esslin 1973, 231) This very first, spontaneously written piece is one of the
two plays which are analysed in this paper — The Room. The other piece being dealt
with here was also written in 1957. It is The Dumb Waiter. That is to say, these plays
are examples of Pinter’s early style of writing.

Both The Dumb Waiter and The Room take place in one room and feature very
few characters. The Dumb Waiter presents only two people, professional assassins Ben
and Gus, who are sent by their rather mysterious and never-much-spoken-of employer
called Wilson to do another job — a murder. They spend their day, as it is usual, in a
room, in this case a basement room, waiting for the victim to come. They never know
who their prey is going to be. They are only told to assassinate him/her and leave, no
questions asked.

The Room presents a married couple, Rose and Bert who live in a room in a
large house. Rose is a tireless wife who looks after her husband constantly, feeding him
and reassuring him, and also herself, that they are utterly satisfied in the room. Bert does
not react and perhaps dumbly agrees. Then, there is the character of Mr. Kidd, an old
confused man, who is said to be the landlord of the house. Other characters are two
strangers, Mr. and Mrs. Sands, who come from outside, looking for a room to rent; and
finally some man who is living in the basement.

The two plays have, however, one basic thing in common — both in The Dumb
Waiter and The Room the basic elements are absurdity and, above all, menace which
penetrates the room from outside. Martin Esslin described a typical Pinter’s absurd
situation as “the commonplace situation that is gradually invested with menace, dread
and mystery.” (1973, 232) This is why Pinter’s absurd plays earned the title ‘comedies
of menace’. The term was coined by David Campton in 1957 and first applied to Pinter
by Irving Wardle in 1958. (Esslin 1970, 51) Esslin characterizes the comedies of
menace as “plays which can be very funny up to the point when the absurdity of the
characters’ predicament becomes frightening, horrifying, pathetic, tragic.” (1970, 51)

The main sources of menace in these plays are the unknown and uncertainty.
Moreover, not only the characters are kept in the dark. As Richard Schechner, a
professor at New York University and a drama theorist, says: “[...] in those plays where

the questions are not answered, or where they are unanswerable, a gnawing anxiety



haunts both characters and audience.” (177) Moreover, as Bernard Dukore, an American
university professor and theatre critic, points out: “Each piece of knowledge is a half-
knowledge, each answer a springboard to new questions.” (44) In this kind of
uncertainty, the characters are frightened of everything waiting outside the room, which
Harold Pinter himself confirms — when he was asked by a critic what his characters in
the room are afraid of, he replied that “obviously they are afraid of what is outside the
room. Outside the room there is a world bearing upon them which is frightening. 1 am
sure it is frightening to you and me as well.” (Esslin 1973, 232) As the characters of the
comedies of menace are afraid of the outside world, they are isolating themselves from
it. “They live in a closed, womb-like environment. They keep to themselves as if they
are afraid to go outside their little world [...]” (Dukore 47) This can be observed in
both plays which are the chief subject of this paper, especially in the character of Rose
in The Room who tries to isolate herself absolutely in her room. This matter is dealt with
in greater detail in chapter 3.1. of this paper. Generally, menace and absurdity in The
Dumb Waiter and The Room, the typical comedies of menace, are described and

analysed in the following chapters.



3. Absurd elements and menace in The Dumb Waiter

If absurd elements and menace are to be analysed, firstly their relationship must
be defined. It must be stressed that absurdity and menace are not two matters very
different from each other, but they are, to the contrary, very close.

The two comedies of menace which will be analysed in the following chapters,
The Dumb Waiter and The Room, show the absurdity-menace relationship quite clearly.
Some situations in these plays come to be so much absurd, and by Pinter very cleverly
built up, that they produce a very specific feeling of danger. In other words, it can be
said that menace atmosphere directly proceeds from the absurd elements in these plays.
Here, menace originates in absurdity. Moreover, not only is this atmosphere menacing
to the characters, but it is transferred to the audience who do not know whether to laugh
at the incredibly absurd situations which the characters go through, or to be afraid of
what comes next.

However, it must be said that the situations and objects which create the menace
feeling in The Dumb Waiter would not be considered dangerous in real life at all. The
menace elements in the play include everything situated outside the room the play takes
place in (and it can be said that the room itself is included as well), the relationship of
the two characters, and the dumb waiter, an ordinary tool for transporting dishes usually

used in restaurants.

3.1. Basement room and the outside

In The Dumb Waiter the two characters, Ben and Gus, spend their day in one
room — together and alone. The fact that the room is a basement room with no windows
situated in an unknown derelict building gives somewhat negative unpleasant
associations like darkness, loneliness and, above all, isolation. One of the two
characters, Gus, himself comments on the strangeness of the places they are supposed to

do their work in:



Gus: | wouldn’t like to live in this dump. | wouldn’t mind if you had a window you could see
what it looked like outside.

Ben: What do you need a window for?

Gus: Well. | like to have a bit of a view, Ben. It whiles away the time. (He walks about the

room.) | mean, you come into a place when it’s still dark, you come into a room you’ve never
seen before, you sleep all day, you do your job, and then you go away in the night. (Pause) I like
to get a look at the scenery. You never get the chance in this job. (Pinter 133-134)

Ben and Gus are waiting for their victim to come and this is all they can do.
They are probably forbidden from leaving the room, nobody seems to be willing to give
them further instructions, and nobody cares about them. They are alone and isolated.
And this isolation is the first element of absurdity and, at the same time, the basic
presumption for menace. The danger to Ben and Gus is represented by almost
everything situated outside their room. At first the two assassins calmly wait in their
restful quiet room for the right time to do their work. They calmly wait until they find
out they are probably not alone in the ‘deserted’ building.

The fact that there should be other people in the building is unnaturally
frightening for the two killers. Moreover, the presence of strange people around the
basement room is firstly expressed by a very mysterious act. When Ben and Gus crave
for a cup of tea which is their only ritual before performing the job, they find out they
have run out of matches, so they cannot light the gas. Several minutes after, suddenly
and swiftly an envelope is slipped under the door. And it is this simple unexpected
situation that starts the menace feeling which accompanies Ben and Gus until the end of
the play. “At first it had seemed that the room was a place for resting and safety. But
when the matches are slipped underneath the door, Ben and Gus know that they are not
alone in the house.” (Hayman 17) One little envelope slipped under the door becomes
greatly frightening for the two killers:

Gus: Ben, look here.

Ben: What?

Gus: Look.

(Ben turns his head and sees an envelope. He stands.)
Ben: What’s that?

Gus: I don’t know.

Ben: Where did it come from?
Gus: Under the door.

Ben: Well, what is it?

Gus: I don’t know.

(They stare at it.)

Ben: Pick it up.

10



Gus: What do you mean?

Ben: Pick it up! (Pinter 139)
The strangeness and mysteriousness of the situation is underlined by the fact that the
envelope contains nothing but matches. There is practically no chance someone could
hear Ben and Gus complaining about having run out of matches. So who knew they did
not have any left and who slipped the envelope under the door? And who is it at all
present in the building which should be empty and where an assassination with no
witnesses should be committed? These pertinent questions concern Ben and Gus very
much and they reluctantly, with revolvers in their hands, try to find out who the

messenger is. Gus’s fear of who it is behind the door is obvious:

Ben: It came under the door?

Gus: Must have done.

Ben: Well, go on.

Gus: Go on where?

Ben: Open the door and see if you can catch anyone outside.

Gus: Who, me?

Ben: Go on!

(Gus stares at him, [...]) (Pinter 140)

Then, no one is reached behind the door, which intensifies the peril felt by the
characters. There is someone besides Ben, Gus, and their victim in the building.
Someone knows Ben and Gus are waiting in the basement.

The messenger might be a man hired by Ben and Gus’s employer who is, by the
way, another great source of menace situated outside the room. This character is,
however, hardly ever mentioned and is not described at all. At first the employer is
referred to simply as ‘he’, only in the second half of the play his name is revealed — ‘he’
is Wilson. Nevertheless, this is basically the only piece of information Pinter gives
about him. One of the first mentions about the employer is this simple sentence of Gus’s
at the very beginning of the play: “What time is he getting in touch?” (Pinter 132) The
he is a simple but really clever way of how to escalate the tension and the unknown
which are closely related to menace.

The character of Wilson is, in a way, quite similar to Samuel Beckett’s character
of Godot from Waiting for Godot. Both Wilson and Godot are symbols for the
unknown, for the uncertainty. Godot is waited for because he should be, most likely, a

kind of salvation, although this is never directly stated. And also Ben and Gus wait all

11



day to be saved, saved from waiting in the isolated basement room. Wilson is supposed
to give them further instructions, which always directly precedes the victim’s arrival.
However, unlike in Waiting for Godot where the characters wait for someone or
something absolutely unknown called Godot, Ben and Gus wait for Wilson whom they
seem to know. Yet, Wilson is so seldom and vaguely talked about that the feeling of
mysteriousness is tremendous. There are not more than five references to Wilson
throughout the play. They all reveal only little about Wilson himself, his relationship
and approach to his employees, Ben and Gus, and his way of giving them exact

instructions for their job:

Ben: You’ll have to wait.

Gus: What for?

Ben: For Wilson.

Gus: He might not come. He might just send a message. He doesn’t always come.

[...]

Gus: Half the time he doesn’t even bother to put in an appearance, Wilson.
Ben: Why should he? He is a busy man.

Gus: (thoughtfully) I find him hard to talk to, Wilson. Do you know that, Ben?

Esug There are a number of things | want to ask him. But | can never get round to it, when I see
him. (Pinter 144-146)
As it can be seen in this passage, Ben justifies Wilson’s behaviour, while Gus is unsure
of him. Ben is always doing this; he never complains about Wilson and the organization
they work for. Gus is, on the contrary, always wondering. And this difference between
them negatively influences their relationship which is, as it has been mentioned, another
element of danger in The Dumb Waiter.

3.2. Ben and Gus’s relationship

In this matter, another parallel between Samuel Beckett’s characters of Waiting
for Godot, Vladimir and Estragon, and Ben and Gus can be observed. Between Vladimir
and Estragon, there is a considerable difference in their behaviour and interests.
Vladimir is restless, standing all the time, while Estragon is idle, sitting and often
dozing off throughout the play. Not only in their movement they differ; they also have
dissimilar interests and they reason in a completely different way. While Vladimir

reflects on religious and philosophical matters, Estragon’s only concern is that of

12



getting food and shelter. Vladimir is, in a way, superior to Estragon, he is not so simple-
minded as Estragon is. The superiority of one of the characters can also be found in The
Dumb Waiter. Although Ben and Gus are obviously good friends, from the very
beginning Ben gives the impression of the boss. Gus is the one who is supposed to make
tea for both of them. Gus is the one who asks and wonders. And Ben is the one who
tries to teach Gus and who has the last word. Ben’s superiority is not only expressed by
these simple means like making the tea, but also by purely language matters. When
they, for example, argue about figures of speech, Ben, as the senior partner, will not

admit Gus should be right:

Ben: Go and light it.

Gus: Light what?

Ben: The kettle.

Gus: You mean the gas.

Ben: Who does?

Gus: You do.

Ben: (his eyes narrowing): What do you mean, | mean the gas?

Gus: Well, that’s what you mean, don’t you? The gas.

Ben: (powerfully) If I say go and light the kettle I mean go and light the kettle.

Gus: How can you light the kettle?

Ben: It’s a figure of speech! Light the kettle. It’s a figure of speech!

Gus: I’ve never heard it.

Ben: Light the kettle! It’s common usage! [...] Gus, I’'m not trying to be unreasonable, I’'m just
trying to point out something to you.

Gus: Yes, but —

Ben: Who’s the senior partner here, me or you?

Gus: You.

Ben: I’'m only looking after your interests, Gus. You’ve got to learn, mate. (Pinter 141-142)

Although Ben is the senior partner, it is not said that he has more information
about the employer and about the jobs than Gus. Nonetheless, in some situations Ben
appears to know something more, something Gus should not know. Is Ben hiding
something? Is he a kind of menace to Gus? Gus must ask himself these questions at
times.

Ben and Gus know each other very well. Obviously, they have been working
together for a long time. Nevertheless, something seems to be wrong with their

relationship. They do not trust each other fully:

13



Gus: Why did you stop the car this morning, in the middle of that road?

Ben: (lowering the paper) I thought you were asleep.

Gus: I was, but I woke up when you stopped. You did stop, didn’t you? [...] I thought perhaps
you wanted to kip, but you were sitting up dead straight, like you were waiting for something.
Ben: I wasn’t waiting for anything.

Gus: | must have fallen asleep again. What was all that about then? Why did you stop?

Ben: (picking up the paper) We were too early.

Gus: Early? (He rises) What do you mean? We got the call, didn’t we, saying we were to start
right away. We did. We shoved out on the dot. So how could we be too early?

Ben: (quietly) Who took the call, me or you?

Gus: You.

Ben: We were too early. (Pinter 135-136)

Gus is always asking questions. This would be, on the one hand, natural because
he is learning from his senior partner. On the other hand, Gus does not ask in order to
learn to do his job better. As it can be seen in the previous passage, Gus is not
questioning only Ben’s behaviour, but he also doubts their instructions. As Gus
questions even their job, his constant enquiries drive Ben mad. Ben’s behaviour and
priorities are very much different from Gus’s — Ben does not question their job at all and
it even does not occur to him to ask questions. But this is not because he would know
everything; he just does his job and there is no need for him to know any more
information than he does. Bernard Dukore describes the difference between Ben and
Gus in his essay The Theatre of Harold Pinter as follows: “The Dumb Waiter presents
two people, one simply — dumbly — accepts, the other who suffers and questions. The
latter must be stopped.” (50) Gus always wonders “What, why and when,” Ben does not

care — he just has a job to do:

Gus: I’ve been wanting to ask you something.

[...]

Ben: What’s the matter with you? You’re always asking me questions. What’s the matter with
you?

Gus: Nothing.

Ben: You never used to ask so many damn questions. What’s come over you?

Gus: No, | was just wondering.

Ben: Stop wondering! You’ve got a job to do. Why don’t you just do it and shut up? (Pinter 143)

As Dukore says: “Ben has no identity other than his job, his function. His existence is
determined by his function as a non-individualized cog in a larger machine. [...] Ben is
a dumb waiter.” (51) To the contrary, Gus, as a constant doubter, is a representative of

the audience who must also be curious about the answers.
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As Gus is becoming more and more curious and doubtful about the job and the
place they are in, their relationship comes to be extremely tense. Ben keeps expressing
his disapproval of Gus’s behaviour. He is becoming a menace to Gus. This peaks when

another entrance to the isolated basement room is discovered.

3.3. The dumb waiter

As it has been said, Ben and Gus are afraid of anything that would come to them
from the menacing outside world. Nevertheless, another frightening entrance to the
basement room is found by the two assassins.

There is a loud clattering sound in the wall. Ben and Gus grab their revolvers
and are going to face the threat from outside. They act as if their lives were at stake.
However, only a dumb waiter is disclosed, just a simple serving hatch which has
brought a piece of paper with an order. But it must be stressed that Ben and Gus do not
see it as a harmless tool for transporting food and beverages as anyone else would do.

They regard the discovery with fright and consider the dumb waiter a peril:

He [Ben] throws his revolver on the bed and speaks with decision.

Ben: We’d better send something up.

Gus: Eh?

Ben: We’d better send something up.

Gus: Oh! Yes. Yes. Maybe you’re right. (They are both relieved at the decision.)

Ben: (purposefully) Quick! What have you got in that bag? (Pinter 149)

Ben and Gus’s first confrontation with the dumb waiter brings a revolutionary
fact which intensifies the menace atmosphere a lot — there really are other people in the
building after all! Ben deduces that the building must be a café and the basement room
used to be a kitchen. However, who it is above remains a spine-chilling mystery.

The assassins are scared of not sending anything up, so at first they both strive to
follow the orders. Nevertheless, their attempts to do so are rather absurd. This first
demand from above is for “Two braised steak and chips. Two sago puddings. Two teas
without sugar.” Before they even try to think about following the order, the dumb
waiter goes back up. Eventually, they collect everything they have in their bags:

biscuits, chocolate, milk, a packet of tea, Eccles cake, and crisps. Unfortunately for
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them, more and more exotic requests keep coming down the dumb waiter. The two
killers are firmly decided not to disappoint the people above who should be, most likely,
waiters, which is at the same time immensely illogical, for the play is said to take place
in a former café.

When an order for Macaroni Pastitsio and Ormitha Macarounada (Greek dishes,
as Ben points out) is brought down, Ben and Gus unhesitatingly pile up the ordinary
snacks they found in their bags on the plate which returns up. Back down comes the tea.
Here, again very simply, a very mysterious situation is created: their food is really
needed upstairs, although it was sent instead of those foreign delicacies. Ben is not
concerned — they obeyed, in a way, the orders. Gus is, however, becoming more and
more anxious. He is the one who is trying to point out that it is quite absurd to be
sending up dishes: “But what happens when we’re not here? What do they do then? All
the menus coming down and nothing coming up. It might have been going like this for
years.” (Pinter 151) Ben does not concern himself with this at all. He does what he is
said to do. He does not think about whether it is weird to serve as a cook while he is
waiting for somebody to kill, or not. As Gus starts to realize the absurdity of their
situation, his anxiety and anger graduates. He needs answers which Ben is unable to
give. Moreover, Ben does not even understand why Gus should be upset:

Gus: Who sent us the matches?

Ben: What are you talking about?

(Gus stares down at him.)

Gus: (thickly) Who is it upstairs?

Ben: What’s one thing to do with another?
Gus: | asked you a question.

Ben: Enough! (Pinter 161)

Consequently, Gus comes to an opinion that they are being tested by their employer,

which Ben does not deny but does not elaborate either:

Gus: (passionately, advancing) What’s he doing this for? We’ve been through our tests, haven’t
we? We got right through our test, years ago, didn’t we? We took them together, don’t you
remember, didn’t we? We’ve proved ourselves before now, haven’t we? We’ve always done our
job. What’s he doing all this for? What’s the idea? What’s he playing these games for? (Pinter
162)

A moment after, when Gus leaves for the bathroom to have a glass of water, Ben finally

receives the instructions for their job through the speaking tube of the dumb waiter. The

16



victim has arrived. Ben calls Gus to come quickly and get ready. Gus is not coming
back from the bathroom. He is not answering either. Suddenly, the door leading upstairs
opens. Ben levels his revolver at the door to kill the victim. Gus stumbles in, stripped of
his jacket, waistcoat, tie, holster, and revolver. There is a long silence. The two former
partners stare at each other.

Throughout the play Gus was asking, questioning and doubting, while Ben was
the loyal dumb waiter. The effusion of Gus’s about them being tested was the last straw.
He was not able to do his work anymore; he stopped to trust the employer; he went out
of control. In The Dumb Waiter, Gus is the victim of the menacing world which is full
of questions. On the one hand, it is never said Gus is killed. On the other hand, Ben

follows orders precisely. He does not doubt.
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4. Absurd elements and menace in The Room

As The Room and The Dumb Waiter are Harold Pinter’s first two plays, they
have much in common. The common features of theirs, the absurd and menace elements
in particular, will be compared in this chapter. The differences in expressing the
absurdity and danger will also be pointed out.

The menace elements in The Room include the outside world compared to the
safe and quiet room, generally the house in which the room is situated, the relationship
between the two main characters, Rose and Bert Hudd, strange people from outside, and

a man who is said to be the landlord of the house, Mr. Kidd.

4.1. The room vs. the outside and the basement

Like The Dumb Waiter, The Room takes place in one room only. However, it is
not a basement room or any other room which would give negative associations. To the
contrary, it is a cosy, comfortable room in a large, further non-specified house. Due to
this fact, The Room, at the beginning, seems to be ‘less menacing’ than The Dumb
Waiter — one can look out of the window, sit and rock in the rocking chair, make tea and
drink it by the fireplace. Nevertheless, although this room is safe and does not give any
sign of undesirable isolation, a peril awaits outside. The menace atmosphere in this play
is again created simply but effectively. The outside danger is represented in a very
natural way, mainly by bad weather which the characters, sometimes rather

exaggeratedly, really fear:

Rose: Here you are. This’ll keep the cold out.
She places bacon and eggs on a plate, turns off the gas and takes the plate to the table.

It’s very cold out, | can tell you. It’s murder.

[...]

Just now I looked out of the window. It was enough for me. [...] Can you hear the wind? (Pinter
101)

On the one hand, it is quite absurd that the characters should be afraid of
common cold weather. On the other hand, this underlines Rose’s warm relationship to

the room. It is her beloved dwelling and she literally cannot even imagine not living in
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it. Rose is just satisfied, although from time to time again exaggeratedly, with her place
to live and she fears a change:

Rose: No, this room’s all right for me. I mean, you know where you are. When it’s cold, for
instance.

[..]

If they ever ask you, Bert, I'm quite happy where I am. We are quiet, we’re all right. You’re
happy up here.

[...]
And we’re not bothered. And nobody bothers us. (Pinter 102-103)

As it can be seen in the previous passages, Pinter really succeeded in creating a
noticeable contrast between the safe and cosy room, and the source of menace, the
outside world, which strengthens the tension. Moreover, the outside is not the only
danger Rose is tormented with throughout the play.

The second source of menace originates not outside, but in the house itself, more
specifically in the basement. At the very beginning, right after Rose comments on the
terrible weather, she also mentions another cause of her anxiety — the basement of the

house:

Rose: Still, the room keeps warm. It’s better than the basement anyway. | don’t know how they
live down there. It’s asking for trouble.

[-]

I’ve never seen who it is. Who is it? Who lives down there? I’ll have to ask.

[...]

But whoever it is, it can’t be too cosy.

E.\.A‘/z)uldn’t like to live in that basement. Did you see the walls? They were running. This is all
right for me. (Pinter 101-102)
The room-basement relationship here is highly similar to the room-outside world one.
Again, Pinter stresses the safeness of the room compared to the damp and dark
basement. Like in The Dumb Waiter, the basement room here is presented as an
unpleasant isolated place where no one would like to live. There is, however, another
issue for Rose about the basement besides the aforementioned one. Rose is, unknown

why, terribly curious about who is living down there and she constantly speculates:

Rose: | think it’s changed hands since | was last there. | didn’t see who moved in then. | mean
the first time it was taken.
Pause.
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Anyway, | think they’ve gone now.

Pause.

But | think someone has gone in now.

[...]

| wonder who has got it now. I’ve never seen them, or heard of them. But I think someone’s

down there. Whoever’s got it can keep it. (Pinter 105)

In The Room, the basement is depicted even more negatively and ominously than in The
Dumb Waiter because Rose is even afraid of going down there to see herself who is
living there. The basement is a different world, which should stay isolated and should
not be visited at all.

It is this obscurity about the basement, along with the outside world, that
produces the menace. Rose considers the tenant(s) from basement a danger, even though
she claims she has no idea who it is. She may be afraid of them (and of everyone else
outside the room) because they might be interested in living in her beloved room, which
would be a complete disaster for her. As it has been said, Rose would not change her
room for anything. She would love to live quietly and not bothered, looking after her
husband Bert who, however, does not seem to share her enthusiasm about their home
and fear of the outside and the basement. He actually does not express himself at all,
which makes their relationship somewhat peculiar. The relation becomes another

element of absurdity and menace then.

4.2. Rose and Bert’s relationship

Rose looks after Bert and this is her only occupation. She feeds him and makes
him comfortable, and he does not react, letting Rose take care of him as if he was a
baby. She talks to him and asks him questions, but he does not response. Nevertheless,
Rose apparently does not mind him being idle. She just goes on cooking and serving

food, answering her questions herself:

She places bacon and eggs on a plate, turns off the gas and takes the plate to the table.

[...]

Bert begins to eat.

Rose: That’s right. You eat that. You’ll need it. You can feel it in here.

[-]

If you want to go out you might as well have something inside you. Because you’ll feel it when
you get out.
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[...]
She goes to the table and cuts a slice of bread.
I’ll have some cocoa on when you come back.

[...]
What about the rasher? Was it all right? It was a good one, | know, but not as good as the last lot
I gotin. (Pinter 101-102)

Furthermore, Rose constantly reassures herself Bert is content and comfortable: “I look
after you, don’t I, Bert?” (Pinter 105). There is no response though.

This silence of Bert’s creates a specific tense atmosphere and it contributes to
the menace that the audience must feel. The reasons for his silence, however, remain
unanswered. One does not know whether Bert is going to say a word or not. One even
cannot know whether Bert can speak at all! He himself may therefore be considered
menacing — as he does not express himself, no one knows what he is going to do, what
he might be up to.

Certain superiority, like in The Dumb Waiter, can be observed in Rose and
Bert’s relationship. Although it is not directly said that Rose should be superior to Bert,
from the very beginning Bert gives the impression of a puppet. As he does not
communicate and only sits and eats, he seems to be under Rose’s absolute control. Rose
and Bert’s relationship and superiority are in a way extreme. This can be seen if Rose
and Bert are individually compared to Ben and Gus from The Dumb Waiter. Ben is to
some extent superior to Gus and Gus is to some extent controlled by him, while Rose is
absolutely superior to Bert and Bert is absolutely under her control — puppet-like. Thus,
Bert will not doubt his ‘superior’ as Gus does. Bert will not question his role as Gus
does. Bert does not act in the way which became fatal for Gus. So Bert is probably not
going to be the one to become the victim in this play.

The tireless and constant effort of Rose’s to look after her husband is interrupted
by a rather absurd arrival of another character, Mr. Kidd, who is considered by Rose to

be the landlord of the house:

A knock at the door. She [Rose] stands.
Rose: Who is it?

Pause.

Hallo!

Knock repeated.

Come in then.

Knock repeated.

Who is it?
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Pause. The door opens and Mr. Kidd comes in.

Mr. Kidd: | knocked.

Rose: We heard you.

Mr. Kidd: Eh?

Rose: We heard you.

Mr. Kidd: Hallo, Mr. Hudd, how are you, all right? I’ve been looking at the pipes.

Rose: Are they all right?

Mr. Kidd: Eh? (Pinter 105-106)
Although Mr. Kidd addresses Bert Hudd right after his arrival, it is Rose who responds.
The point here is that not only does Bert remain silent when Rose is asking him and
talking to him, but he is also not able to communicate with other characters; and Rose
even does not give Bert a chance to answer. She acts as if she were a dumb man’s
spokesperson. And neither Ben, who minds only his food and newspaper and does not
concern himself with the fact that somebody new has come into the room, nor Mr. Kidd,

who asked Bert the question, seem to mind.

4.3. Mr. Kidd and other characters

Mr. Kidd’s odd and confused behaviour which can be seen in the passage about
his arrival is very typical of him. He is a rather mysterious old man who talks nonsense
almost all the time and does not properly react to lucid questions. Moreover, no specific
information is provided about him by Pinter. Mr. Kidd, as it has been said, is the
landlord of the house. At least Rose regards him to be. From his vague and incoherent
talking and responses about his own past and family one gets a feeling of chilling

uncertainty:

Mr. Kidd: [...] That was when my sister was alive. But I lost track a bit, after she died. She’s
been dead some time now, my sister. [...] She was a capable woman. Yes. Fine size of a woman
too. | think she took after my mom. Yes, | think she took after my old mum, from what | can
recollect. I think my mum was a Jewess. Yes, | wouldn’t be surprised to learn that she was a
Jewess. She didn’t have many babies.

Rose: What about your sister, Mr. Kidd?

Mr. Kidd: What about her?

Rose: Did she have any babies?

Mr. Kidd: Yes, she had a resemblance to my old mum, | think. Taller, of course. (Pinter 109)
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As soon as Mr. Kidd leaves, Rose comments on the tale about his sister and intensifies
the mysterious and, to some extent, menacing atmosphere about him: “I don’t believe he
had a sister, ever.” (Pinter 110)

It is known that Mr. Kidd has been living in the house as well; he has a bedroom
there. Moreover, he claims to have lived in the room Rose and Bert now reside in — the
best room in the house as he says. Mr. Kidd is, however, unable to tell when he lived
there. “A good while back,” he tells Rose. He speaks as if he was hundreds of years old
and he couldn’t remember his own past. Nevertheless, he appears to be recognizing
some items in the room which have been brought after he moved away from the room.
He has dim memories of events which might have not happened, people who might

have not existed, and, in this case, items he might have not seen in his life:

Mr. Kidd: [...] Eh, have | seen that before?

Rose: What?

Mr. Kidd: That.

Rose: I don’t know. Have you?

Mr. Kidd: | seem to have some remembrance.
Rose: It’s just an old rocking-chair.

Mr. Kidd: Was it here when you came?

Rose: No, | brought it myself.

Mr. Kidd: I could swear blind I’ve seen that before.
Rose: Perhaps you have.

Mr. Kidd: What?

Rose: | say, perhaps you have.

Mr. Kidd: Yes, maybe | have.

Rose: Take a seat, Mr. Kidd.

Mr. Kidd: I wouldn’t take an oath on it though. (Pinter 106-107)

To the contrary, Mr. Kidd is unable to recollect items which had been in the room when
he was living there. Nonetheless, considering his previous probably untrue babblings, it
is highly unlikely he even ever lived in the room.

Due to Mr. Kidd’s vagueness and confusion even the house itself becomes an
element of danger. Pinter himself gives almost no specific description of the place. The
only piece of information provided is that it is “a room in a large house.” When Mr.
Kidd is asked how many floors there are in ‘his’ house, even he himself is unable to

give an answer:

Rose: How many floors you got in this house?
Mr. Kidd: Floors. (He laughs) Ah, we had a good few of them in the old days.
Rose: How many have you got how?
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Mr. Kidd: Well, to tell you the truth, I don’t count them now. (Pinter 108)

Mr. Kidd speaks about the floors of the house as if their number was changing over
time! Moreover, when asked about where his bedroom is situated now, he is again very
vague. He does not directly answer this clear question. Mr. Kidd’s response “I was not
in my bedroom. [...] I was up and about.” (Pinter 107) is logically not satisfying. These
two facts together give a somewhat metaphysical impression about the large house — it
is unclear how big the house is, how many floors there are. One even cannot be sure
whether the number of the floors has not changed because the landlord is unable to
count them now as he used to.

As in The Dumb Waiter where the character of Wilson simply produces the
menace by the fact that he is unknown, the character of Mr. Kidd in The Room functions
likewise. Although Mr. Kidd is known as a person by other characters, he is obscure to
them as he will not give any specific and truthful information about himself and ‘his’
house. He is cloaked in mist of mysteriousness. And this chilling feeling of the
unknown and uncertainty makes Mr. Kidd another source of menace in The Room.

When Mr. Kidd leaves Rose, remains alone in the room (Bert has gone out into
the dangerous weather to do a work with his van). The real fright of the outside world
explodes at this moment. Rose is restless, going around the room, nervously picking
things up and putting them down again; she warms her hands at the fireplace. Then, her
attention is drawn by the door leading to the hostile world; she looks at the door,
approaches it, opens it and discovers her worst nightmare — Mr. and Mrs. Sands —
strange people coming from outside.

The door here, like in The Dumb Waiter, actually represents the peril from
outside. When Rose is left alone in the room, she realizes that the door is in a way
dangerous to her because it is the only entrance from the outside world. She is scared to
open it because she knows that nothing good can come to her through it. Something
which might endanger her and her quiet life in the room may be lurking out there. The
door is the mediator between the menacing world and the safe room. In The Dumb
Waiter the door-outside world relationship is similar but not the same — Ben and Gus

wait for someone to come in through the door. As soon as they are done with the victim,
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they are allowed to leave the basement room which they, or rather Gus, loathe. Martin

Esslin in his work on Harold Pinter comments on the door-suspense matter as follows:

Rose in her room, looking at her door, was clearly a victim-to-be. Ben and Gus are looking at the
door waiting for the victim to walk into the trap. This provides a very different element of
suspense and a very different focus for the spectator’s fears and hopes. (1970, 70)

Although Mr. and Mrs. Sands are only ordinary young people looking for the
landlord, Rose considers them a menace. Nevertheless, she invites the two ‘intruders’ in
and tries to act as if they were usual guests of hers. The first uncanny situation is
brought by a misunderstanding about the landlord. While Rose tells the Sands that Mr.
Kidd is the landlord Mr. and Mrs. Sands are confident that Mr. Kidd is not the name
they have been told, that he is not the landlord of the house. This simple situation makes
Mr. Kidd even more mysterious a person than he has been up until now. Not only was
he vague and confused about his life, but now it is also not clear whether he is at all the
landlord. One absolutely cannot be sure who this man really is then.

Moreover, the menace which is caused by this uncertainty is heightened by Mrs.
Sand’s rather frightening account of their visit to the basement. The mere fact that Mr.
and Mrs. Sands were in the basement thrills Rose who immediately starts to be eager to
learn who lives down there. Mrs. Sands describes the basement and her feelings about it

as follows:

[...] Between you and me, I didn’t like the look of it much, I mean the feel, we couldn’t make
much out, it smelt damp to me. Anyway, we went through a kind of partition, then there was
another partition, and we couldn’t see where we were going, well, it seemed to me it got darker
the more we went, the further we went in, | thought we must have come to the wrong house. So |
stopped. And Toddy [Mr. Sands] stopped. And then this voice said, this voice came — it said —
well, it gave me a bit of a fright, I don’t know about Tod, but someone asked if he could do
anything for us. So Tod said we were looking for the landlord and this man said the landlord
would be upstairs. Then Tod asked was there a room vacant. And this man, this voice really, |
think he was behind the partition, said yes there was a room vacant. [...] (Pinter 117)

After this Rose gets even more and exaggeratedly curious about the inhabitant of the

basement as if she might have an idea who it may be:

Rose: This man, what was he like, was he old?
Mrs. Sands: We didn’t see him.
Rose: Was he old? (Pinter 118)
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While Mrs. Sands is speaking about the room to let, Rose realizes the threat to her. She
gets scared that her room could be said to be vacant. Therefore, she immediately starts
convincing the Sands there is no room vacant in the house, making up that Mr. Kidd
told her “he was full up.” Very simply, a sinister situation is created and the menace

escalates:

Mrs. Sands: The man in the basement said there was one. One room. Number seven he said.
Pause.
Rose: That’s this room. (Pinter 118)

So Rose’s worst dread comes true. She is totally stricken with the fact she could be
deprived of her beloved room. Martin Esslin describes the situation of Rose loosing the
room as follows: “To Rose the very idea that her room which she regards as hers should
be talked about as being to let is tantamount to a death sentence.” (1970, 63) Mr. and
Mrs. Sands leave panic-stricken Rose in the room and go to look for the landlord.
However, they do not reach him. Mr. Kidd, if he could be still considered the landlord,
reappears, wearily repeating he was waiting for everyone to leave. Rose must speak
with him about her room being to let while he needs to speak to her about the man in the

basement.

4.4. The blind Negro

Rose interrogates Mr. Kidd who is, by the way, even more confused and worn
out than he was before. She is desperate to know why her room should be vacant; she is
longing to hear that it is a mere rumour. But Mr. Kidd will neither confirm nor deny the
information as he is not able to talk about anything else than the man in the basement
because of whom he has had terrible past few days, as he says. As both Mr. Kidd and
Rose want to talk about something else, their conversation lacks all meaning.
Furthermore, Mr. Kidd, although directly asked, does not reveal whether he is the
landlord or not:

Rose: Mr Kidd, what did they [the Sands] mean about this room?
Mr. Kidd: What room?
Rose: Is this room vacant?
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Mr. Kidd: Vacant?

Rose: They were looking for the landlord.

Mr. Kidd: Who were?

Rose: Listen, Mr. Kidd, you are the landlord, aren’t you? There isn’t any other landlord?

Mr. Kidd: What? What’s that got to do with it? I don’t know what you’re talking about. I’ve got
to tell you, that’s all. I’ve got to tell you. I’ve had a terrible week-end. You’ll have to see him. I
can’t take it any more. You’ve got to see him. (Pinter 119)

According to Mr. Kidd, the man has been lying in the dark damp basement waiting the
whole weekend to see Rose, when she is alone in the room. If Mr. Kidd were the
landlord of the house, why would he, in his house, keep a man who maddens him? If
Mr. Kidd were the real landlord, he would know all of his tenants and would not
accommodate a stranger in his basement. Nevertheless, as Mr. Kidd does not provide
any further information about himself, the question of his identity remains unanswered
for the audience.

While Mr. Kidd begs Rose to see the inhabitant of the basement, Rose does not
long to see the man at all. To the contrary, she is scared of meeting him, claiming she

has no idea who he is, which seems to be, however, by no means certain:

Rose: Do you expect me to see someone I don’t know? With my husband not here too?

Mr. Kidd: But he knows you, Mrs. Hudd, he knows you.

Rose: How could he, Mr. Kidd, when I don’t know him?

Mr. Kidd: You must know him.

Rose: But I don’t know anybody. We’re quiet here. We’ve just moved into this district.

Mr. Kidd: But he doesn’t come from this district. Perhaps you knew him in another district.
Rose: Mr. Kidd, do you think I go around knowing men in one district after another? What do
you think 1 am?

Mr. Kidd: I don’t know what I think. (Pinter 120-121)

Mr. Kidd’s last sentence in this passage is the overall peak of his confusion. He is
ultimately exhausted of the man from the basement who is endlessly pleading him to be
brought up to Rose. Mr. Kidd is therefore adamant that she must see the ‘basement-
man’ and does not give Rose any other option. The man drives Mr. Kidd crazy and
desperate. Moreover, it is obscure what the stranger is up to, what his business with

Rose is:

Mr. Kidd: He hasn’t given me any rest. Just lying there. In the black dark. Hour after hour. Why
don’t you leave me be, both of you? Mrs. Hudd, have a bit of pity. Please see him. Why don’t
you see him?

[...]

(rising) I don’t know what’ll happen if you don’t see him.
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Rose: I’ve told you I don’t know this man!

Mr. Kidd: I know what he’ll do. I know what he’ll do. If you don’t see him now, there’ll be
nothing else for it, he’ll come up on his own bat, when your husband’s here, that’s what he’ll do.
He’ll come up when Mr. Hudd’s here, when your husband’s here.

Rose: He’d never do that.

Mr. Kidd: He would do that. That’s exactly what he’ll do. [...] (Pinter 121)

Mr. Kidd is obviously aware of what would happen if the man came and Mr. Hudd was
at home. Even Rose now knows that “he’d never do that,” although she claims she has
no idea who he is. The stranger is a significant menace element due to the same simple
mechanism Pinter uses even in The Dumb Waiter in the character of Wilson, and that is
the sinister unknown. The audience is not given any description and any other
information about the man who just lies in the basement. This directly creates the
chilling feeling of uncertainty and danger.

Eventually, Mr. Kidd convinces Rose and she agrees that the man should come
to see her. Mr. Kidd leaves to fetch the visitor and after a few moments a blind Negro
enters. Rose finally sees who the inhabitant of the basement is, but she is not happy at
all that she has him in her room; and she openly expresses that, telling him that she does
not know him and that the sooner he gets out the better. While the Negro is very polite,
she literally swears at him for disturbing her evening and her quiet, non-bothered life,
humiliating him, not giving him a chance to respond. After this ‘warm’ welcome, he is
asked about what he wants, and what he does is give his name which Rose uncannily

considers a lie:

Rose: [...] Tell me what you want and get out.

Riley: My name is Riley.

Rose: I don’t care if it’s — What? That’s not your name. That’s not your name. You’ve got a

grown-up woman in this room, do you hear? Or are you deaf too? You’re not deaf too, are you?

You’re all deaf and dumb and blind, the lot of you. A bunch of cripples. (Pinter 122-123)
The fact that Rose is bewildered and surprised by the name Riley is rather queer. She is
familiar with the name, that is obvious; but it is not said who the Riley she knows is
supposed to be.

Consequently, the Negro discloses his mission — he has a message for Rose,
which she regards with disbelief. The real shock for Rose comes when she learns who

the message is from:
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Rose: What message? Who have you got a message from? Who?
Riley: Your father wants you to come home.

Pause

Rose: Home?

Riley: Yes.

Rose: Home? Go now. Come on. It’s late. It’s late. (Pinter 124)

Rose’s father, who has not been mentioned at all in the play, wants her daughter, Rose,
to come home; and Rose does not want to hear about that. So after all it is revealed the
best room in the world is probably not Rose’s real home! Her real home is somewhere
at her father’s; and it is totally unclear where it is, why she had left, and why she does
not want to return. Riley is, however, quite persistent and continues convincing her,
although it is obscure why he would love to have Rose going home. Moreover, Riley
does not address her as Rose, which intensifies the mysteriousness and strangeness of

the whole situation:

Riley: Come home, Sal.
Pause.

Rose: What did you call me?
Riley: Come home, Sal.
Rose: Don’t call me that.
Riley: Come, now.

Rose: Don’t call me that.
Riley: So now you’re here.
Rose: Not Sal.

Riley: Now I touch you.
Rose: Don’t touch me.
Riley: Sal. (Pinter 124)

Again, Rose recognizes the name Sal. Although she does not want to be called that
name, it might be her real name from the past which she seems not to recall. Gradually,

Riley appears not to be delivering the message from the father, but from himself:

Riley: | want you to come home.

Rose: No.

Riley: With me. (Pinter 124-125)
It can be seen that Riley is someone very close to Rose; he might be even her father
himself, although she does not recognize him — as if he was a person she had known

ages ago but cannot remember him. However, as Riley is persuading Rose to come
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home with him, she seems to be, becoming less and less resistant, gradually recalling
something from her past:

Rose: I’ve been here.

Riley: Yes.

Rose: Long.

Riley: Yes.

Rose: The day is a hump. I never go out.
Riley: No.

Rose: I’ve been here.

Riley: Come home now, Sal. (Pinter 125)

Only now she realizes her life in the room is not satisfactory, although she was utterly
content with such a living. In the past, she might have lived her life somewhere at her
‘real’ home with her father. Bert might be a man who took her away and made her
forget. She has been living here, in the room, hiding (or not remembering) her true
origins until Riley came and made her recollect; and Rose resisted until the last
moment. She knew there was someone in the basement and she did not want him/her to
come up. She might have known the person was Riley who wanted her to remember and
come home. This may be why she was so anxious about the basement; she did not want
to leave the room at any price and she suspected there was someone to take her away.
But now, when Riley made his way up, Rose becomes Sal; she becomes who she
probably really is.

While Rose-Sal is realizing her true origins, the representative of her ‘fake’ life
comes home — Bert returns from his van-ride. One would think Rose-Sal will be upset
with him as she finally remembered. She is, to the contrary, very calm and she acts as if
nothing unusual has happened. She is now not even scared that Bert can see Riley.
Moreover, the strangeness and absurdity of the situation is escalated by a totally
unexpected event — Bert speaks! The man who was thought to be dumb before now
recounts extensively his ride in the terrible menacing icy weather. When Bert enters the
room, neither Rose nor Riley is afraid of him, which is illogical. Moreover, Bert even
does not regard the Negro for some time. Nevertheless, the first thing he does after
entering the room is draw the curtains, as if he was planning to do something which
should not be seen. The atmosphere is tense and full of unpleasant expectations of what

Bert is up to. But he just excitedly narrates his van-adventure. Then, he calmly takes a

30



chair, not saying a word, sits next to the Negro and regards him for a while. After this,
Bert lifts the armchair and Riley falls down to the ground. Riley tries to communicate

with Bert for the first time, which brings about a brutal act of violence:

Riley: Mr. Hudd, your wife —

Bert: Lice!

He strikes the Negro, knocking him down, and then kicks his head against the gas stove several
times. The Negro lies still. Bert walks away.

Silence.

Rose stands clutching her eyes.

Rose: Can’t see. I can’t see. I can’t see.

Blackout

Curtain. (Pinter 126)

While Riley addresses Bert very politely, Bert’s reaction is completely
incomprehensible. The mysteriously violent act of Bert’s against the defenceless blind
Negro produces a very sinister feeling. The motive behind the assault is obscure. It is
unknown whether Bert knows Riley or not because there is no dialogue between them.
Riley addresses Bert by his surname, but this does not mean they know each other
anyway. On the other hand, Bert might have known Riley as a person from his wife’s
past and did not want Rose to discover the truth. She looked after him and he was just
satisfied for the whole time. So, after all, it seems the person who was under control was
not Bert but Rose who was trapped by her new life, having forgotten the old, real one.

After Bert kills the blind man, Rose-Sal is suddenly afflicted with the blindness.
This transferred blindness is a symbol of a connection between Rose-Sal and Riley.
When Bert murdered Riley, the representative of Rose-Sal’s past, he murdered part of
her at the same time. Her past itself perished and she got lost in her new fake life; she is
helpless and blind, trapped by Bert.

In The Dumb Waiter, as it has been said, it is Gus, who is the victim, being
tirelessly doubtful. Rose in The Room is, to the contrary, exaggeratedly and unnaturally
satisfied with her living throughout the play. Unfortunately for her, this is not a good
remedy for not being the prey either. Despite Rose’s enormous effort to be content and
not bothered, the menace lurking outside (and in the basement) eventually breaks into
the room and devours her; and her highly symbolic death could be considered deserved.

She is hostile to all the characters she does not know, and even, from time to time, to
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Mr. Kidd. Ironically, the only person she treats with love is her husband Bert who is
probably responsible for her false life which is, in a way, full of suffering. Ruby Cohn,
an American renowned theatre scholar, summarizes the victim-role of Rose’s in his

essay on the theatre of Harold Pinter as follows:

Although Riley is kicked unconscious by Bert, it is Rose-Sal who is Bert’s ultimate prey. “A
woman of sixty,” garrulous and shuffling, she speaks disparagingly of foreigners, dwells on her physical
comforts, is ungracious to the Sands, and hostile to Riley. At the last, she makes no attempt to defend
Riley from Bert, but succumbs to her own blindness. (61)

Although Rose-Sal has realized her origins and now recognizes Riley, she is absolutely
passive while Bert is attacking him. Like Cohn says, she does not even try to defend
Riley who is most likely her father, which is bewildering. The reason of why she is
suddenly so idle is a mystery. Rose-Sal goes blind and that is her punishment. She will

blindly take care of her husband forever...
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5. Conclusion

The aim of this bachelor paper was to find and closely analyse the elements of
absurdity and menace in two plays of The Theatre of the Absurd by Harold Pinter,
namely The Dumb Waiter and The Room. These two plays represent the beginnings of
Pinter’s playwright career. The atmosphere of danger creates the base of these pieces.
Generally, there are several sources of menace which penetrates the room the play takes
place in. In the end of each play, someone always becomes a victim of the menace.
Therefore, these pieces are often called ‘comedies of menace’.

Firstly, the relation between absurdity and menace in these plays was defined in
the analysis. It must be said that the elements of absurdity are not a matter very different
from the menace feeling which accompanies the characters throughout the plays. They
are, to the contrary, very close to each other. The absurd situations themselves produce
a specific atmosphere of danger.

Secondly, the analysis of The Dumb Waiter was conducted. It was found that the
elements which produce the menace in this play are everything which is situated outside
the room. Moreover, the mere fact that the characters of this play, two assassins Ben and
Gus, spend the whole day in one room, a basement room with no windows, evokes the
unpleasantness and, at the same time, absurdity of the situation. The two killers wait in
the room for their victim to come and are literally frightened of everything which might
come from the outside. Even the fact that there should be someone in the supposedly
derelict building is a scary image.

Another character in this play is Wilson who is said to be Ben and Gus’s
employer; he is hardly ever spoken of though. Thanks to the unknown which surrounds
Wilson, he becomes another source of menace. In this respect, the character of Wilson
is similar to Godot from Samuel Beckett’s Waiting for Godot. The mysterious employer
is waited for by Ben and Gus so that they could gain the instructions from him and
could be saved from the endless waiting for their victim.

The next thing which contributes to the menace feeling in The Dumb Waiter is
the relationship between the two protagonists themselves. Again, like in Waiting for
Godot, the two characters are not equal in their status. Ben is the senior partner who
seems to be in charge, while Gus is the one who learns. As an apprentice he asks
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questions and wonders. This, however, escalates and Gus starts to doubt their job and
instructions, which Ben cannot bear. Ben just does his job and does not question, which
is incomprehensible to Gus, as well as to the audience. The tension between the two
assassins is gradually increasing and Ben is becoming a menace to Gus.

Another element of danger in this piece is the dumb waiter. Although it is only a
harmless serving hatch which can be found in every usual restaurant, Ben and Gus
consider it a real threat, because it implies that there are other people in the building.
Requests for exotic dishes keep coming down the dumb waiter and Gus’s questions
come to be pertinent. Nevertheless, Ben dumbly repeats: “Do not ask questions and do
your job which was given to you.” The two professional killers answer to the exotic
requests by sending up some tea, cake, crisps, etc. — just really ordinary things. This
makes the whole situation so much absurd that it starts to be chilling for the audience —
the uncanny menace atmosphere is escalated. Gus then starts to doubt even their
employer and the purpose of their job, which is the last straw. Gus leaves for the
bathroom to have a glass of water and Ben is informed that the victim has arrived. The
door leading outside opens and it is Gus who stumbles in. Ben points the revolver at
him. They stare at each other and Ben is going to kill his former partner who had
doubts. Gus went out of control, which made him the victim of this play.

The last subject of the analysis was The Room. As in The Dumb Waiter, the
menace in The Room is represented by quite common situations. What is different is
that the room in which the play takes place is described as a perfect place to live. The
outside world, and above all the weather, is, to the contrary, depicted as an immense
danger, which would be considered absurd in the real world. This, on the other hand,
underlines the contrast between the outside and the safe room which is inhabited by
Rose and Bert Hudd, a married couple.

Then, there is a basement in the house; and again a distinct contrast between this
damp dark place, which is another obvious source of danger, and the cosy room is
made. Rose suspects there is someone living down there but she says she has no idea
who it is; although she is terribly and exaggeratedly curious about that. The room is
Rose’s beloved place to live and she would not change it at any cost. All the time, she

reassures her husband and herself that they are just fine in the room, utterly satisfied.
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Bert himself and the relationship between the two protagonists are another of the
elements of menace. When Bert is asked a question, he does not respond at all,
indifferently sitting at the table, reading a paper, eating what is brought to him. As he
would not say a word, one absolutely cannot be sure what he might be up to, which is
quite frightening. As in The Dumb Waiter, there is certain superiority in this relationship
— Bert seems to be under Rose’s absolute control.

When Mr. Kidd, a man who is said to be the landlord of the house, enters, it is
clear he represents another source of menace. He is an old confused man, speaking
vaguely about his life and family. His incoherent babbling produces a kind of
uncertainty which is very close to menace and danger. Due to Mr. Kidd’s confusion,
even the house itself comes to be a subject of menace. When asked, for example, about
how many floors there are, he responds he does not count them anymore — as if the
number was changing! Thanks to this, one gets a feeling of the supernatural, which
contributes to the chilling atmosphere of danger. Mr. Kidd is a character similar to the
one of Wilson from The Dumb Waiter, as he is full of mysteries and one absolutely
cannot be sure who this man really is.

Then, there are two people coming directly from the outside, which is the most
terrible nightmare of Rose’s. They are a young couple, Mr. and Mrs. Sands, looking for
the landlord because they heard there was a room to let in the house. What is more, they
heard it from a man in the basement and the mentioned room should be the one of
Rose’s! That simply is the feeling of menace created here.

The last element of menace is the blind Negro who is actually the mysterious
inhabitant of the damp basement. He desperately wants to see Rose so he convinces Mr.
Kidd to bring him up. Mr. Kidd, who cannot stand the man anymore, waits until Rose is
alone in her room and then keeps the promise and fetches the stranger. A blind Negro
called Riley enters, saying he has a message for Rose — a message from her father who
wants her to come home. So Rose is not at home in her beloved room after all! In the
end, Riley does not seem to have brought the message from someone else, but from
himself. So he is probably Rose’s father although she does not appear to recognize him!
This situation of the absolute unknown is the final dose of uncertainty, which makes the
menace reach its highest point. After a while, Rose starts to be remembering her true

past and seems to want to come back home with Riley. At this moment, Bert, who
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represents Rose’s new fake life, returns. The spine-chilling tension is escalated — Bert
speaks! Moreover, he does not regard Riley at all, as if he were not in the room. Then,
Bert slowly comes to him, throws him down off the chair and kicks the blind man until
he lies motionless. Riley’s blindness is transferred onto Rose, which could be a symbol
of the connection between the father and the daughter. Bert perhaps killed the man and
by that he killed the real life of Rose’s represented by Riley. Rose remains trapped in

the fake life, being the obvious victim in this comedy of menace.
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6. Resumé

Tato prace se zabyva analyzou dvou divadelnich her, Mechanicky Ccisnik
(The Dumb Waiter) a Pokoj (The Room), od Harolda Pintera. Tento anglicky dramatik
a basnik je povazovan za jednoho z prednich ptedstaviteli absurdniho dramatu, které se
Vv Evropé rozvijelo predevsim v 50. a 60. letech 20. stoleti.

Autofi absurdnich dramat jsou ve své podstaté existencialisté, netvoti zadny
samostatny smér. Existencialisticka dila, jak uz samotny ndzev napovida, se zabyvaji
otazkami lidské existence a Zivota, pfi¢emz prvek absurdity je zde jednim ze zakladnich
kament. Existencialisté totiz napiiklad pracuji s myslenkou, ze ¢lovek je vrzen do svéta
bez moznosti jakéhokoli vybéru. Béhem svého zivota potom musi Cinit rozhodnuti
a hleda smysl toho vSeho, protoze smrt je nevyhnutelnd a ¢ekd na vSechny bez rozdilu.
Zivot potom postrada jakykoli smysl, je nelogicky, absurdni.

Autofi absurdnich dramat poruSuji vSechna pravidla konven¢niho dramatu
a vyjadiuji absurditu pfimo formou hry na jevisti. To je také diivod, pro¢ néktefi z nich
preferovali pojmenovéni typu ,,Nové divadlo® ¢i ,,Anti-divadlo®. Absurdni hry nemaji
rozsahlej§i ptib¢h, ba ani tradiéni zapletku. Postavy jsou velmi malo popsany
a definovany, jejich konverzace postradd rozum a souvislost a ¢asto se z nich stavaji
pouha nesmyslna blaboleni. Autofi absurdnich dramat timto upozorfuji na fakt, ze
v realném kazdodennim Zivoté€ je situace obdobnd. BéZna konverzace mezi lidmi taktéz
neplyne jasné od bodu k bodu a tato rozprava potom v podstaté ztraci smysl.

Absurdni drama se stalo dilezitou soucasti literatury a dramatu 20. stoleti. Mezi
nejvyznamnéj$i autory této skupiny patii piredev§im Samuel Beckett, Harold Pinter,
Eugéne Ionesco, Edward Albee, Jean Genet, Tom Stoppard a v neposledni fad¢ Cesky
autor Vaclav Havel. Samuel Beckett je autorem hry Cekdni na Godota (Waiting for
Godot), ktera je povazovana za stézejni a pravdépodobné nejznaméjsi absurdni drama
vubec. To je jeden z divodl, pro¢ analyza hry Mechanicky cisnik, ktera je obsaZena
V této praci, porovnava urcité aspekty praveé se zminénym kusem od Samuela Becketta.

Absurdni hry Mechanicky c¢isnik a Pokoj, jsou ukazkou Pinterovy rané divadelni
tvorby. Zakladnim kamenem a rysem téchto kust je, mimo absurditu, atmosféra hrozby.
Proto jsou tato dila nékdy nazyvéna jako ,.komedie hrozby*. Ob¢ tyto hry se odehrava;ji

V jedné mistnosti a hrozbou pro protagonisty je zpravidla vSe, co se nachazi mimo onu
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mistnost. Tato hrozba poté sili a jistym zptisobem pronikd dovnitt, kde se ncktera
postava stava jeji obéti. Dvé zminéné hry jsou zde analyzovany pravé z hlediska
absurdity a hrozby. Je nicmén¢ nutno zminit dilezity fakt, ktery se tyka vztahu prvka
absurdity a hrozby. Absurdita a hrozba nejsou totiz v téchto hrach zalezitostmi
odlisnymi, ale naopak sobé& velice blizkymi. Dalo by se fici, Ze hrozba je svym
zptisobem dusledkem absurdnich situaci, které ve hrach nastdvaji. Jinymi slovy, hrozba
se rodi ptimo v absurdité¢ — nekteré situace jsou zkratka natolik absurdni, ze produkuji
jistou atmosféru nebezpeci.

Prvni hrou, ktera je zde analyzovana, je Mechanicky cisnik. Tento Kkus
predstavuje dvé postavy, Bena a Guse, dva profesionalni zabijaky. Jejich prace spoc¢iva
zpravidla v tom, ze ptijedou na urcité misto a ¢ekaji cely den v jedné mistnosti na svou
obét’. Poté jsou Ben a Gus informovani, Ze ona obét’ dorazila, a vykonaji to, v ¢em jsou
nejlepsi. Tato jednoaktova hra vyobrazuje pravé jeden z takovychto dni. Ben a Gus
¢ekaji v jakési suterénni mistnosti, pficemz jsou doslova vydéseni ze vSeho, co by k nim
mohlo pfijit z prostoru mimo tuto ‘jejich’ mistnost. Dokonce pouha myslenka, ze by
Vv tdajné opusténé budoveé neméli byt tito zabijaci sami, je nemyslitelné hroziva. Navic
uz jen fakt, ze jejich utoCistém je temny suterén bez oken, evokuje v divakovi pocit
nepiijemnosti a nepohody, ¢i dokonce jakéhosi nebezpedi.

DalSim elementem hrozby je zde Beniv a Gusuv zaméstnavatel Wilson,
0 kterém je ve hie jen n€kolik malo nejasnych zminek. Wilson je ten, kdo by m¢l dat
vrahiim finélni instrukce, nicméné védhavy zpisob, jakym se o ném Ben a Gus vyjadiuji,
obklopuje Wilsona pocitem nezndma a nejistoty. A pocit neznama a nejistoty nema
k pocitu hrozby vibec daleko. Naopak. Postava Wilsona je svym zptisobem podobna
postavé Godota z dramatu Cekdni na Godota. Stejné jako byl oéekavan Godot, ktery
S nejveétsi pravdépodobnosti piedstavoval spasu, je ocekavan Wilson, ktery mé pfinést,
nebo alespon jinym zpusobem sdélit, instrukce, které zachrani Bena a Guse od ¢ekani.

Dalsim prvkem hrozby v Mechanickém cisnikovi je vztah mezi samotnymi
dvéma protagonisty. Stejné jako ve hie Cekdni na Godota si zde ob& postavy nejsou
rovny. Ben je dominantni, protoze je sluzebné starSim zabijakem; Gus by se od n¢j mél
ucit. Gus se pta a zajima, coz je koneckonct pro u¢ednika obvyklé. Postupem cCasu ale
toto dotazovani vygraduje v pochybnosti. Gus zacina pochybovat o jejich praci

a instrukcich, coz Ben nemuze trpét. Ben se totiz nezajima o nic jiného, nez o svou

38



praci, kterda mu byla ptfidélena. Nepta se, a uz vibec nepochybuje. Napéti mezi nimi
roste a Ben se postupné stava hrozbou pro svého partnera.

Toto napéti se ovsem jesté umocni, kdyz je objeven dalsi otvor do nebezpecného
vnéjSiho svéta — mechanicky ¢isnik. Ben a Gus povazuji tento prosty nastroj pro
transport jidla za velikou hrozbu a dohaduji se, jak vytidit pfichozi objednavku, ackoli
by sni neméli mit cokoli spole¢ného, protoze jsou najemni vrazi, nikoli kuchafi.
Postupem casu ovSem ptichdzeji nové a nové objednavky na ¢im dal exotictéjsi pokrmy
a Gusovy pochybnosti rostou, zatimco Ben vSe slepé povazuje za soucast jejich prace.
Oba se nakonec dohodnou, Ze objednavky je nutno vyfidit a mechanickym ¢isnikem
poslou nahoru tac s opravdu obycejnymi vécmi, které najdou ve svych taskach — Caj,
dort, bramburky atd. —, coz celou situaci u€ini natolik absurdni, Ze se pro divaka stane
az mrazivou, coz je navic umocnéno tim, ze nékteré z véci si nezndmi lidé nahote
(pravdépodobné C¢iSnici) nechaji, zatimco ostatni pokrmy posSlou zpét doli. Stale
pochybujici Gus premysli, stejné tak jako musi premyslet divak, co by se
S objednavkami stalo, kdyby v oné suterénni mistnosti nebyli, nad ¢imz ovSem Ben
pfemyslet nehodla. Nejistota mladSiho ze zabijakl poté findlné¢ vygraduje. Gus zacne
pochybovat dokonce o jejich zaméstnavateli, coz je posledni kapkou pro Bena.
Rozruseny Gus odejde do koupelny, aby si dal sklenici vody a zatimco je pry¢, Ben je
informovan, Ze obét’ dorazila. Ben vola na Guse, aby se urychlen¢ vratil z koupelny
a pfipravil se na akci. Nicméné jsou to dvete vedouci ven, které se oteviou, a dovnitf
nevklopytne nikdo jiny nez Gus. Oba na sebe nevéficné ziraji. Ben na Guse mifi
revolverem a pravdépodobné ho odstrani jako kaZzdou jinou obét, protoze Ben
nepochybuje... V této hie se tedy stava obéti nebezpecného svéta plného otazek
a hrozby Gus, ktery se postupné vymkl kontrole a zacal pochybovat.

Druhym dilem, které je v této praci analyzovano, je Pokoj. Stejné jako
V Mechanickém cisnikovi se d¢j odehrava v jedné mistnosti a 1 zde je hrozba
predstavovana v podstaté¢ béznymi situacemi. Nejhrozivéjsi véci je opét venkovni svét,
predevsim $patné pocasi a obecné vse cizi, co by zvenku do mistnosti proniklo. Pokoj,
ve kterém ziji protagonisté této hry, Rose a Bert Huddovi, je zde vykreslen jako
bezchybné misto k bydleni, v kontrastu pravé s okolnim svétem. DalSim zdrojem hrozby
je suterén domu — temné provlhlé misto, kde by snad nikdo nemohl chtit bydlet. Rose

nicméné tusi, Ze suterén je n€kym obydlen, a je velice, az ptehnang, zvédava, kdo timto
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¢lovékem je. Rose se svym manzelem Zije ve svém dokonalém pokoji, ktery by za nic
na svété nevymeénila. Také neustale ujistuje svého manzela, ale i sebe, Ze jsou zde
nadmiru spokojeni, nikoho neobtézuji a nikdo neobtézuje je. Bert nicméné na jeji ivahy
nereaguje. Pouze lhostejné sedi u stolu, ¢te si noviny a ji to, co mu Rose pfinese pod
nos; nedava najevo sebemensi zajem. Divak se poté divi, zda Bert viibec nékdy fekne
alespont jedno slovo, nebo zda vibec mluvit umi. Tento fakt ¢ini z Berta velkou
neznamou a vztah mezi nim a Rose se tak stava dalsim elementem hrozby v této hie.

Stejné jako v Mechanickém cisnikovi, je i v Pokoji vidét jista nadiazenost jedné
Z postav. A je ji samoziejm¢ Rose, kterd se neunavné stara o svého manzela. A protoze
ten neni schopny fict ani slovo, odpovida si za né¢j Rose na otdzky, které mu sama
polozi, nebo dokonce na otadzky, které mu polozi jiné postavy. Bert se jevi jako
nevyzpytatelny muz a divak si nemuze byt jisty, ¢eho by tento muz mohl byt schopen.
To umociiuje onu atmosféru hrozby, ktera je ve hie nastolena.

Dalsim prvkem nebezpe¢i je tdajny majitel domu, pan Kidd, ktery pftijde
navstivit Huddovi do jejich pokoje. Je to stary zmateny muz, ktery nejasné a nejisté
vypravi o své rodin¢ a své vlastni minulosti. Jeho zmatené vypravéni vytvari jakousi
atmosféru nejistoty, ktera k pocitu nebezpec¢i a hrozby nema daleko. Diky pomatenému
panu Kiddovi se dokonce samotny dim stava zdrojem hrozby. Kdyz je otazan, kolik
podlazi tento diim viibec ma, neni schopny podat presnou informaci. Odpoveéd pana
Kidda, Ze uz ta podlazi nepocita je velmi absurdni a v realném svété nemyslitelna — jako
kdyby se jejich pocet neustale menil! Diky této jednoduché odpovédi poté tento dim na
divdka pusobi ponc¢kud nadpfirozené, coz velmi piispiva k oné mrazivé atmosfére.
Postava pana Kidda je v podstaté podobna charakteru Wilsona z Mechanického cisnika.
Stejné jako Wilson je pan Kidd zahalen mlhou neznama a nejistoty. Divak si potom
absolutné nemiiZe byt jist, co je pan Kidd vlastné zac.

Jak jiz bylo nastinéno, i1 ostatni postavy jsou Rose povazovany za hrozbu.
Ptesnéji feceno postavy, které ptichdzeji z venkovniho prostoru. Kdyz pan Kidd odejde
a Bert odjede ve své doddvce provést blize nespecifikovanou praci, Rose zlistane
Vv pokoji sama. A pravé ted’ propuka jeji panicky strach z okolniho svéta. Rose neklidné
pfechdzi po mistnosti a nakonec se pfedmétem jeji pozornosti stanou dvete. Nastroj,
ktery reprezentuje pravé venkovni svét, resp. slouzi jako prostfednik mezi svétem

a bezpe¢nou mistnosti. KdyZ se Rose odvazi ke dvefim pfibliZit a otevfit je, nastane jeji
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nejvetsi noéni mlira — za dvefmi jsou cizi lidé! Rose se snazi zGstat klidnd a chovat se
k navstévnikiim vrele, nicméné jeji obezietnost je patrna. Hosté, mlady par pan a pani
Sandsovi, jsou pozvani dovnitt, kde se Rose dozvida, Ze se poohliZeji po volném pokoji.
Sandsovi byli udajné¢ informovani, ze v tomto dom¢ jeden takovy pokoj je, tudiz se
ptisli poradit s majitelem domu. Fakt, Ze by m¢l byt v domé jeden pokoj volny, Rose
rozrusi. Mohl by to totiz byt pravé jeji pokoj, za ktery by snad polozila i zivot! A co vic,
pani Sandsova prozradi, ze informaci o volném pokoji jim sd€lil jakysi muz v suterénu,
o kterého se Rose z neznamého davodu tolik zajimala. Rose pohlti nejistota a strach
a nasleduje to nejhorsi — zprava, ze onim volnym pokojem je opravdu ten Rosin. Rose
V panice posild pana a pani Sandsovi pry¢, snazic se je presvédcit, ze diim je kompletné
obsazen. Takto jednoduse je zde vytvotrena zlovéstna atmosféra hrozby.

Kdyz mlady par odejde, znovu se objevi pan Kidd, kterého se Rose snazi
zpovidat, nicméné ten neni schopen mluvit o ni¢em jiném, nez o muzi v suterénu, ktery
mu uz n¢kolik dni neuvéfitelné znepiijemiluje zivot. Bezmezné totiz touzi mluvit
s Rose. Ta nejdiive tvrdi, ze za Zadnych okolnosti nebude mluvit s né¢jakym cizim
muzem, kterého urcité neznd, zoufaly pan Kidd ji ale nakonec presvéd¢i. Do mistnosti
vstoupi slepy ¢ernoch jménem Riley, ktery tvrdi, ze ji pfinasi zpravu od jejiho otce,
ktery chce, aby se Rose vratila domil. Nakonec to tedy vypada, ze Rosina milovana
mistnost neni ani jejim skute¢nym domovem! Postupem ¢asu se ovSem situace vyvine
a nevypada to, ze by Riley pfinaSel zpravu od jejiho otce, nicméné od sebe samotného,
coz naznacuje, Ze on je pravdépodobné Rosin otec. Ta ale nevypadd, ze by ho
poznavala. Tato podivna situace je posledni davkou absolutni nejistoty pfispivajici
k zahadné atmosféfe této hry. Po chvili ale Rose za¢ne vypadat, jako by si vzpominala
na svou pravou minulost a identitu a jako by se chtéla vratit doml se svym otcem,
Rileyim.

V tento moment se ovSem vrati Bert, pfedstavitel Rosina dost pravdépodobné
faleSného zivota. A podivna mraziva atmosféra je umocnéna — Bert mluvi! Navic si ani
nevSimne starého slepce, jakoby viibec nebyl v mistnosti, a nadSené¢ mluvi o své jizde
v dodavce. Po chvili se ovsem pfiblizi k zidli, na které Riley sedi, a beze slova ho z ni
strhne. Poté ho kope do hlavy, dokud slepec nehybné nelezi na zemi. Rose se chyti za
oC1 a kfiCi, ze ztratila zrak... Pfenesena slepota je pravdépodobné symbolem jakéhosi

spojeni mezi Rose a jejim otcem, kterym pravdépodobné Riley byl. Kdyz Bert vykonal
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tento Sokujici brutalni nasilny ¢in a ukopal bezbranného slepce k smrti, zfejme tim zabil
1 Rosinu pravou minulost a jeji skutecny zivot. Rose takto zistdva uvéznéna ve svém

fale$ném zivoté, jehoz strijcem je pravé Bert. To z Rose ¢ini ziejmou obé&t’ této hry.
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