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SHAKESPEARE—"The Invisible Poet™'*
IMDAD HUSAIN

“Thousands and thousands of books have been written about Shakes-
peate”’, said Logan Pearshall Smith, “and most of them are mad”. Another
critic, T.].B. Spencer, writing in 1960, says, ““Shakespeare is a dead issue.. ..
the spectacle afforded by modern eriticism is the shadow-boxing of rival
bardolaters. Shakespeare is a dead issue, The resistance to his magnifi-
cent tyranny is over, and with it has gone something of the vigour and excite-
ment and courage of Shakespeare criticism”, Leaving aside, for the
moment, the question of the vitality of Shakespeare criticism, let us look at
a part of its lunacy. We all know Hamlet’s ‘dry-mock’ of Polonius :

“Hamlet : Do you sce youder cloud thats’ almost the shape of a camel ?

Polonius : By the mass, and ’tis like a camel indeed.

Hamlet : Methinks it is like a weasel.

Polonius : It is backed like a weasel.

Hamlet : Or like a whale ?

Polonius :  Very like a whale,”

This is the way Shakespeare criticism has taken. Camels have become
whales. Polonius, says Harry Levin, “with his hyphcnatcd catcgorics, his
readiness to crack the wind of a poor phrase, his objection to certain adjec-
tives and his fondness for others, is a typical eritic”. This brings me to the
title of my essay—the invisibility of Shakespeate, He is all things to all
men. Hamlet questions Polonius’ power of ‘seeing’ in the passage quoted.
Sohe does ina more serious context, that of his mother, Gertrude, when in the
agonising scene between mother and son in the bedroom, the ghost of
elder Hamlet appears. Gertrude, ‘who has been described, like Augusta
Leigh, to suffer from a sort of moral idiocy, is unable to see the ghost and
Hamlet enquires “Do you see nothing there?” “Nothing at all ; yet all

¥Thi )
This Papet was read at the Tricentenary of Shakespeare’s death arranged by the British
Council, Lahore,
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that is I see”, answers Gertrude. “Nor did you nothing hear?” enquites
Hamlet again and Gertrude replies, “No, nothing but ourselves.” There
are literal-minded eritics who according to their light, or darkness, say
“yet all that is I see” ; and others, with a finely developed n.trcisaisli? sense
see only themselves in Shakespeare’s plays. We wonder, \\hlctl.u-r Shakes-
peare, who saw so many ironies in life, and struck so many \-jqnar.mns on the
theme of “seeing” and the theme of Appearance and Reality, in his plays, was
conscious of the supreme irony of the interpretations of his plays by poster-
ity. He was highly conscious of the immortality of his versc: :

“Not matble, nor the guilded monument of Princes shall outlast this
powerful rime” he said about his sonnets. But did he know, of Care,
what his work would mean to posterity ?

Crities have looked for Shakespeare’s “poetics’ in his plays and PCThaPS_
the most famous passage is the one in which he speaks of the mwpus@ U.f
‘playing” (which should include dramatic writing also) “as holding, as l:t
were, the mirror up to nature, to show virtue her own feature and scofn .ht.f

own image and very age and body of the time his form and pressure.” 1 .hl-\
is the classical mimetic theory of art being an imitation of life, according
to which Shakespeare’s plays continued to be interpreted till the l?lll
century. Before we look at the implications of the mirror image and its link
with the theme of Shakespeare’s ‘invisibility’ through the ages, let us make
a short excursion into the impenetrability of Shakespeare’s biography. It
is not only Lewis Carrol’s Humpty Dumpty who said, “Impenetrability !
That’s what I say.” Shakespeare could have said it too.

Shakespeare was born 400 years ago at Stratford at Avon (which, by the
way, through Shakespease Industry, is now Stratford on Petrol’), but his exact
date of birth, like so many other aspects of his life, is not known. There is
dispute about his father’s profession, whether he was a butcher, a wool-dealer,
or a “Whittawez”, which means a2 glover. No record of his schooling at
Stratford Grammar School exists and we do not know what exactly Ben
Jonson’s gibe about Shakespeare’s “small Latin and less Greek” amounts to.
In what circumstances, of haste, did Shakespeare, at the age of 18, marry the
already pregnant, and § years older than himself, Ann Hathaway? Or, was

[41]
she Ann Whately? “When, alas, I came to wive”
and pethaps that ‘alas’ was deeply felt,

leave Stratford, at the age of 20,

, he wrote man
. Y years later
Did Shakespeare, jn equal haste

punishment for poaching

What did he do there? Was he a

a dyer, a printer or 2 soldier? Diq hein1,

hold horses at the doors befote he was admitted into a rigpae-
a Co

The first contemporary mention as t:m}}r " snl:m‘)f-;
T wded 3 b " World-wide
“an upstart crow llc‘lu[i!itftiu\\';]l}lmg play-wright Robert Greene called him
. '_ " our feathers, but with his Tiger's ki
wrapt in'a player’s hide, (who) supposes he is as well able to b s
blank verse as the best of you and being an absolute _]ohan:us(;:::::uout.a
m, is
n the country,” T

Utter impentrability surrounds Shakespeare’s Snnn:tsr.:l;’ld hluh‘:l ;:c vk
have been written on their mystery, as on the mystery of }—;1 e nff)r?oi‘(s
As a writer of plays Shakespe ; : amlet, 'This s

ity and the critics h pe to

in order to avoid
deer on the estate of Sir Thomas Lucy ?

scrivener, an apothecary,

of the Bard, who w
idolatory, was vitriolic,

in his own concept the only Shakescene i

understandable.
Are wears a mask of invisibil-

pluck the heart of his mystery
stery t} is lyri
sunnct»scmlchr-. | . mmgh . I} o

Literary sleuths, particularly
have been at it, trying to ic
brows and mourning eves.

mattied, faithless

those with a morbid streak in themselyes
. ’

lentify the Dark Lady. the femme fatale, with ray

cn
Was she Mary Fitton,

Or some other, 2 womag
aison with the poet and faithless
And Shakespeare cannot under-

» private) plot, while his heart
world's ¢ mmonplace,”

to her husband in her li
to them both in her affairs with others?
stand why he thinks her “several (that is
knows her to be the “wide ‘
this expetience he could w rite,

than weeds,”

Under the stress of

ot “Lilies that fester smell far worse

an image, says L.C. Knights, ¢
of scnsua]uy than the ‘distortion

startlingly,

‘suggesting less the excesses
ingrown v irginity’

of

& . In an almost
!ndbcrgmn Poem he writes of the power of lust
O ) ot !
ICTI V .
1€ exp ] spirit |
Pease of spirit in a waste of shame
Is lust in action-—

Prejuted, murderoys

2400y
y DIOOAY, {

T
0 shun the heaven that leads g

ull of blame none knows well
nen to hell.”
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Shakespeare seems to have been simultaneously attmcl’cd. and rcpclle-d
by the Dark Lady. In Sonnet n0 130, with Shakcspcarcls intense %mz
bility to smell, she is accused even of halitosis 1 To t.hc b-mgraphcr I‘fa:?”
Harris, Shakespeare appeated as “an outsize among mSPHEd cry-babies.
Gloating almost like a Hollywood producer, or a writer in the News c;%.f the
World, Hatris wrote: ‘“The sonnets give us the story, the whole terr ll)].ﬂ,
sinful, magical story of Shakespeare’s passion.”  The eloquent chapters 1ln
which Frank Harris melts out Shakespeare’s personal history frfam the pfx?uc
alloy are merely an exotic development among more eminent critics.
Morte temperately and almost impersonally, to T.S. Eliot the Sonnets ate
“full of some stuff that the writer could not drag into light, contemplate
or manipulate into atrt—The more perfect the artist, the morc. completely
separate in him will be the man who suffers and the man which cr.ca.tes:
the more perfectly will the mind digest and transmute the passions wl_nch ?rc
its material.” How literary fashions about speaking about the life of a
writer have changed|
However, to get back to the biographical invisibility. If we are not
sute of the identity of the Dark Lady, who is the lovely boy of the Sonncts,
the son of a lovely mother, the boy whose hair was like the auburn buds of
matjoram ? And was Shakespeare homo-sexual? What is the mystery of
W.H.? Is he the Barl of Southampton or the Earl of Pembroke?
From such fettile material for the ‘creative’ biographer, we pass on to the
still motre promising Anti-Shakespeare theoties. How could the Stratford
butcher-boy write the great works ascribed to Shakespeate? Logic de-
mands that it must be Francis Bacon, or the Earl of Oxford or the Earl of
Derby. And why cannot it be John Matlowe? C. Hoffman in the Murder of
the Man who Was Shakespeare (195 5) has identified Shakespeare with Matlowe.
Logan Pearshall Smith says in a delicious foot note : “I do not wish, how-
ever, to speak with any distespect of that view of the authorship of Shakes-
peare’s plays which is so firmly held by officers in the Navy and the Army,
by one of His Majesty’s Judges, and the manager of more than one drapery
establishment and is corroborated by the authority of Mark Twain, Mrs.
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Henty Pott, Prince Bismarck, John Bright, the late Mr, Crump K. C. and

several thoughtful boronets.”

As Conan Doyle would have said, the Shakexpcare mystery decpens

_ and hard-questing continues,
Biographical Sherlock Holmes write chaptets on Shakespeare Fabricated

Shakespeare Unmasked and Shakespeate Identified, Says L.P. Smith

and the antiquated pastime of bard-baiting

5l 5l SO b S aaliadl S o Lol P
again: ““Of the inhabitants of the insane assylums of Great Britain, it has
] ) :

been calculated that after the religious maniacs, the two next largest class
consist of these who rave about the Royal Family or those who, by

. . : i . i
thinking about Shakespeare, have unhinged their minds.”

The uncertainty about t espe B if i i
y about the man Shakespeare seems, as if by infection,

to spread also to the portraits of Shakespeare. The two portraits that can
be accepted as authentic likenesses are the bust (really

: a half-length statue)
in Holy Trinity church, S

tratford on Avon, and the copperplate engraved by

Martin Droeshout as Frontispiece to the First Folio of Shakespeare’s plays.

hurt and he takes exception even to

J: Dover Wilson’s romantic sensibility is
the Stratford bust. ‘This might, he says, “suit well enough with an affluent

and retired butcher but does gross wrong to the dead poet.” As for the
Folio engraving Sir John Squire has called it the

Droeshout”. The portrait that has made the most popular appeal is that called

he Chandos which is in the National Portrait Gallery, London. 'The ro-

ntic Italianate I(”}kln‘p: head suits the Bardolater’s conception of what
Shakespeare should look like,

not look a little like Shelley or
Shakespcm‘c arrive,
2 year,

“pudding-faced effigy of

It would be a pity indeed if Shakespeare did
Keats | The newly discovered portraits of
we are told, at the National Portrait Gallery at least one

':['hﬂs,.fmm the point of view of records, the image of Shakespeare the
::n:n is dchghtt"ull_\, ot shall we say, desirably, vague and we are at liberty to
JO:struct Our images to suit our convenience. Summing up the position

1 Crow says: “When the apposite records had been discovered, ins-

Pected ang interpreted

» When the works had been stared at and assessed,

rned to the eleboration of their portraits of Shakes-
-’ T i

We have been shown Shakespeare the demigod, Shakespeare

CHtics of an earljer age tu
Peare the myyp,
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chrewd businessman, the woodnotes-wild warbler (hardly  dis-
ﬂ.lcg‘ﬁshn:ble from Shakespeare the idiot boy), the preacher, the pre ,plw:l, t:w
i -master, the solicitor’s Clerk, the syndicate,
st mm:;:ltxl: sctl:ed(iadzpus de ses jowrs, the play-patcher, the
:l:lefiga?t;gmp:je?he c.ip}i,t expert, the man with the nervous break down—
e ‘:;end ::ot;tcn;":nui‘:’il;::i'blc on account of lack of authentic light
thatf:i::h\:iogsmal records throw on him, he has bccm?? i‘n\"lhll\bl:' s:so:
iter on account of too much light of comment that the cm'u:s have c .
w'mer We fail to see things in darkness but excess of light is also bhndfng'.
1;;: might say that Shakespeare has been butied under the mountain of his
greatness and the task of the critics today is to dig him out. hl1akcsl?car:
Mystery and the Shakespeare Bore (of the class rum.'n) are l-.mjr crca_m:;r:
The audiences of his day, we have every reason to think, were in their -
Oﬁ!ite'phmu‘mvished’ by him. As Prof. Coghill says, he must have kt:at thcm
on the edge of their seats, to make them catch their breath to n*;adeb -
‘ca0’, in the expressive phrase of Kipling. Even today untrammelle \ y
hait-splitting critics Shakespeare’s plays are what Hollywood calls “Super-
; Office.”” ;
wBerZ:cwe come to the critics, let us look at another aspect of Shakes-
peate’s invisibility. Tt is said that God created man in His image and man
retutned the compliment by creating God in his image. It is, thf:refc:te, no
wonder, that Shakespeare who, according to Alexander Dumas, 1s the poet
cated m st after God, should in turn be converted by his rcﬂdt‘.ll’s
W&nﬁﬂm is the poet of Everyman, and in
s a Wefxfm sees his own image. ““It seems to be 2 form
anity, Ivor Brown, “that the worshipper should
as a reflection of himself.
. ‘I have a smack of Hamlet
with the yearnings of his years
salad days, will have noth-
s, by “Passious of Julie
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being immortal can immortalise, the sensous man upon the sensouous beauty,
the patriot on the trumpet call, the High Tory on the contempt of the slippery
crowd and the common curs and stinkards, who are as  treacherous or odo-
tous, the Radical on the bitter abuse of servile courtiers of hypocritical rulers
and of unjust judges, the sports-man on the delight in horse and hawk
and hound and the fretful youth upon the sweetness to which Shakespeare
so often gave most exquisite utterance. ‘The pessimist can quote the Dark
Period tragedies to the top of his bent, while the optimist is happy with the
lark that tirra lirra chants and will echo Bernard Shaw’s query, ‘Is it not
clear that there was to the last in Shakespeare an incorrigible - divine
levity, inexhaustible joy that derided sorrow. The problem for the
ordinary reader and play-goer today is somehow to fight through this tangle
of contradiction to discover for himself a reading of Shakespeare’s mind and
character that will agree with the known facts of his life and the general
tenor of his work.”
Thus, there is an image of Shakespeare which is the outcome of the
teader’s personal whim, his reading into the poet his favourite philosophy,
4 compensatory dream-fulfilment. But there is another, less arbitrary aspect
of the reincarnation of a new Shakespeare in each age. Shakespeare criticism
of a period, we are told, evinces the temper of an age or a people.  Thus
T.8. Eliot is able to say: ““The criticism of Shakespeare at any epoch is a
most useful means of inducting us into the way in which people of that time
enjoyed their contemporary poetry and the approval which they express of
Shakespeare indicates that he possessed some of the qualities that they
cultivated in their own verse and perhaps other qualities that they would
have liked to find there.”

Please do not think that in this paper T am going to put before you all
the Proteon Shakespeares of the last four hundred years | However, let me
make a rough and ready gestalt or pattern, in order to illustrate the hypothesis
of invisibility or impenetrability of Shakespeare. Let us look at a few
manifestations of the Shakespeare phenomenon through the ages.

Ben Johnson saw bombast and lack of art in Shakespeate, but it was
: who spoke of him as “‘a warbler of wood notes wild,” and introduc-
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ed the word ‘wonder’, to the lexicon of what was later called Bardolatory,
the worship of the Avonian Bard. The implication that nature had guided
the unscholarly pen of the poet dogged criticism for two countries. So
the anonymous author of the Prologue to Jwlins Caesar in Covent Garden
Drolery (1672) wrote :

“His excellences came and were not sought

His words like casual Atoms made a thought

Drew up themselves in Rank and File and Writ

He wondering how the Devil it were such wit.”

The easily accepted Platonie notion of a poet possessed by the Muse contin-
ued to militate against a recognition of Shakespeare’s conscious artistry.
Early criticism of Shakespeare, apart from the fine tribute of Dryden, is the
saddest of sad stuff, the repitition of ancient formulae of Neoclassicism and the
rattling of Aristotle’s dry bones. The ‘barbaric’ Shakespeare was reformed
and refined and perfumed to fit in with the taste of the age, Poetie justice
was generally meted out to the characters and happy endings, galore, were
arranged.  Typical of the age was Thomas Rymer, who was charmingly
ironical about Oghello or the Tragedy of the Handkerchief. (‘Had it been
Desdemona’s Garter the segacious Moor might have smelt a rat’). And this
famous piece about the moral of Othello which we Pakistanis may take note of.

“First this may be caution to all maidens of quality, how without their
parent’:s consent they run away with blackamoors—secondly this may he
 warning to all good wives that they look well to their linen, Thirdly, this
may be a lesson to husbands that before their jealousy be tragical the proof
may be mathematical,”

Dr Johnson’s great Preface is in some ways the culmination of the
Shakespeare criticism of the previous hundred
ties he tends to summarise faults and beauties o
s0 dear to the heart of Mr. Em
Johnson regarded as the
world and was content to lose jt.””

years, Like his contempora-
f Shakespeare. The quibble,
pson and the School of Ambiguism of today,
“fatal Cleopatra, for which Shakespeare lost the

g But his grand contention is that Shakes-
eare give . . § .
P gives us Natute Shakespeate’s world is our world in concentration.

Pethaps the best Way o see the transition from the Neoclassical image of
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Shakespeare to the romantic image of the 19th century, is to notice, with the
help of the American critic, M.H. Abrams, the two common and antithetical
metaphots of the mind—one compating the mind to a reflector of external
objects (the mirror) and the other to a radiant projector which makes a con-
tribution to the objects it perceives (the lamp). ‘The first of these (Shakes-
peare’s holding the mirror up to nature) was characteristic of much of the
thinking from Plato to the 18th century. The second typifies the pre-
vailing romantic conception which is exemplified in Shakespeare’s well

known lines on the imagination. Significantly, Shakespeare groups together
the lunatic, the lover and the poet :

““The lunatic the lover and the poet,

Are of imagination all compact.

The poet’s eye in a fine frenzy rolling

Doth glance from heaven to earth, from earth to heaven

And as imagination bodies forth

The forms of things unknown, the poets pen

Turns them to shapes and gives to airy nothing

A local habitation and a name.”

The key event in this development was the replacement of the
metaphor of the poem or play as imitation, ‘a mirror of nature’, by that of the
play as heterocosm, ‘a second nature’, a world of its own, created by the
poet in an act analogous to God’s creation of the world. From the analogue
of the mirror, Coleridge and Hazlitt and Lamb pass on to the lamp as the
analogue of the poetic mind. ““The light of poetry™, Hazlitt said, “is not
only a direct but also reflected light, that while it shows us the object, throws
a spatkling radiance on all around it.” Tt is at this stage that a great debate
begins on the subjective and objective in poetry, and the paradox of Shakes-
peate being both subjective and objective becomes the major critical issue,
patticularly with the German critics. Shakespeare, according to Coler-
idge, is “the Spinozistic diety—an omnipresent creativeness—Shakespeate’s
Poetry is characterless i.e. that it does not reflect the individual Shakespeare”
“Shakespeare darts himself forth and passes into all the forms of human
character and passion—Shakespeare becomes all things, yet forever remaining
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himself.” Similarly Hazlitt said that Shakespeare Was “the Proteus of
And Keats, we know, spoke of Shakespeare’s ‘negative
he paradox of the mirror and the lamp, of subjec-
the German critic Schiller was compell-
poet to the “Diety behind this

human intellect.”
capability’. To resolve t
tivity and objectivity of Shakespeare,
ed to resort to theology. He compates the
universe, who stands behind his work yet is himself the work.” Thus, in
ting we reach the mystetious and mystic oxymoron of the “visibly

contempla
invisible’. And, at this point, 1 must remind myself of the dangers of lunacy
from the dizzy precipice

in talking about Shakespeare and retreat hastily

of abstruse speculation.
The image of the impersonal Shakespeare continues to linger in modern

criticism and so does the image of pessonal Shakespeare. We have already
seen how the Sonnets have been regarded as one chink in Shakespeare’s
chain-mail of impetsonality. The other assumption is that he is self-
sevealed in all his writings. Catlyle said that Shakespeare’s works were
“s0 many windows through which we see the glimpse of the world that was
in him.” From this view there has developed a mass of conjectural biogra-
phy. As the chronology of Shakespeare’s writings was clearly established
there developed, what we may call, ‘developmental biography’s in which
Shakespeare’s plays are regarded as single episodes in the immense drama of
Shakespeare’s inner life—"“the tragedy of tragedies”, as Frank Harris called
it, “in which Lear is only one scene.” Later Edward Dowden formulated
the biographical stereotype of ‘In the Wortkshop’, ‘In the World’, ‘Out of
the Depths’, ‘On the Heights'—Shakespeare’s life being rounded with the
Tempest.

The untiddling of Shakespeare continued with other critics like David
Mason and Dover Wilson. The romantic wat over the question whether we
are justified in reading Shakespeate out of his plays is far from settled.
Such formidable antagonists as G.L. Kitteridge and E.E. Stoll still maintain
that Shakespeare’s writings reveal only the artist and that Shakespeare the
man must remaina mystery. ‘The more modern trend is expressed by L.C.
Knights: “The ‘new’ Shakespeare, I should say, is much less personal than

the old. Whereas in the older view Shakespeare was the God-like creator of
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a peopled world, projecting, it is true, his own spirit into the inhabitants, but
remaining essentially the analyst of ‘theit’ passions, he is now felt as n,lu:h
more immediately engaged in the action he puts before us,” The lamp seem
to have ousted the mirror, Even Eliot’s view is neo-romantic cr:n thi !
The plays, he says, “are now felt to be united by one significant, constant anz
developing personality——we feel the plays, though in no c;bvious form
are somehow dramatising an action or struggle for harmony in the soul o;'
the poet.”

In England the impact of the great romantic critics was two-fold, both
good and bad. However romanticism may have rolled its eye‘s and
thapsodized on Shakespeare’s infinity, it did, at any rate, stand on this:
that Shakespeare is to be regarded first and foremost as an a.;tist and his com:
positions as works of art. The romantics succeeded in communicating to
others something of the ecstacy they experienced themselves in their dis-
C’f"fe"y of Shakespeare, On the debit side, they supplied later critics with a
vx?lnus model and the 19th century is full of what Croce called “exclamatory
f;r:ticism”, which instead of understanding a poet in his particularity, his finite
infinity, drowns him beneath a flood of supetlatives. Our students, who are
predominantly romantic in their temperament, remain addicted t,o ‘excla-
matory criticism’, all their lives.

Typical of the Victorian image is Arnold’s Shakespeare :

“Others abide our question. Thou art free.

We ask and ask : Thou smilest and art still

Out-topping knowledge.”

A kind of male Mona Lisa, “foiling searching of mortality™ who “didst

wal \ ” : : g
k on earth unguessed at”—a sort of mobile sphinx. But this serene and

s_craPhic Shakespeare of Arnold, deserving nothing but sentimental venera-
Tlon, was soon out-dated. Perhaps the change came with Sit Walter Raleigh
in 1909. “Qur sin,” Raleigh said, “is not indifference but supetstition.
ShakeSpearc’s poetry has been used like a wedding cake, not to €at but to

dfCB.In u
pon. Let us make an end to this and do justice to Shakespeare the
Cl'aftsman.n
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This challenge was answered by A.C. Bradley’s great, but now contro-

versial, book The Shakespearean Tragedy. He carried on the investigation of
‘spiritual biography’ and his work is the culmination of all character-analysis,
whose ancestry extends through the romantics to Morgan’s famous Essay
on Falstaff. Bradley’s very greatness and the finality with which some of his
statements were received have irked later critics and, one fecls, that they
have over-insisted on his obsession with character, neglect of poetry and
unawareness of stage conditions. Bradley’s Shakespeare is the closet-
Shakespeare par excellence. He irritated most when he pursued characters
far beyond the circumstances of the play or subordinated plot and action to
psychological study, or was pre-occupied with moral order at the root of the
tragedy, or sentimentalized some of the issues. Bradley’s type of criticism was
described by Croce as ‘objectivistic criticism’, legitimate up to a point, but
“what is known as Hamlet Litteratur, is the most apalling of all these mani-
festations and it is daily on the increase. Historians, psychologists, lovers
of amotous adventures, gossips, police spies, criminologists investigate
the character, the intentions, the thoughts, the affections, the temperament,
the previous life, the tricks they played, the secrets they had, their family and
social relations and so on, and crowd, without any real claim to do so, round
the characters of Shakespeare, detaching them from their creative centre of
the play and transfetring them into a pretended objective field, as though they
were made of flesh and blood.”

If the eatly 19th century regarded Shakespeare’s writings as lyrical out-
bursts, self-revelations of great personality, for the Victorians, down 1O
Bradley, whose dominant literary form was the serious moralising novel, the
plays were assumed to be as objects of criticism, something like Middlemarch
ot Anna Karenina. Yet another instance of the custom-tailored Shakes-
peare. The plays and characters Bradley offers us are his own creation as
much as Shakespeare’s. As J.LM. Stewart, who is, on the whole, sympathe-
tic towards chatacter-treatment of Shakespeate, says of Bradley : “Perhaps
he is a little too good to be true, this severe and timeless Shakespeare, with

Aristotle and Hegel in one pocket, the Oxford of 1904 in the other and the
sacted coal ever at his lips.”?

el i ——
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This roll-call of critics, ladies and gentlemen, is not for their promotion
or demotion. Nor is there any intention to pronounce a last judgement
on them. This very intelligent audience must, by now, have gathered
that our intention simply is to see Shakespeare through the mirrors
of the ages—convex, concave and some grotesquely distorting. Twentieth
century criticism put up several new Shakespeares. Mr. Eliot, in his essay
on Shakespeare and the Stoicism of Seneca, called these “a number of re-
crudescences of Shakespeare,” “There is”, he counted, “the fatigued Shakes-
peare, a retired Anglo Indian, presented by Mr. Lytton Strachey ; there is a
messianic Shakespeare bringing a new philosophy and a new system of yoga
presented by Mr. Middleton Murray, and there is the ferocious Shakespeare,
a furious Samson presented by Mr. Wyndham Lewis.” ‘This last Shakes-
peare, I venture to think, would have resented his manhandling through the
ages and said with Hamlet: “Unhand me gentleman, I'll make a ghost of
him who lets me.”” However, to continue with Mr. Eliot—*“The last con-
ventional Shakespeare is banished from the scene and a variety of unconven-
tional Shakespeares take his place. About any one so great as Shakespeare,
it is probable that we can never be right, it is better that we should from time
to time change our way of being wrong. Whether truth ultimately pre-
vails is doubtful and has never been proved but it is certain that nothing is
more effective in driving error than a new error”.

This is the wisest and the sanest comment on the subject of our essay,
which the exponents of the various upto date and ‘copyright’ Shakespeares
of the 20th century do not seem to have heeded.

Readers of Shakespeare criticism know that there was what is called the
Disintegration of Shakespeare. It was argued that there was the hand of
others in his work and many of his plays e.g. Familet wese stratifications.
Answering the disintegrators like J.H. Robertson, Professor Abercrombie,
in his lecture of 1930, pleaded for the Liberty of Interpretation. By this
Abserombie did not mean the liberty “to read into a play of Shakespeate
whatever feeling or idea a modern reader may loosely and accidentally asso-
ciate with the subject” but rather “anything which may be found in that ast,
even if it is only the modern reader who can find it there, may legitimately be
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taken as its meaning.” This is to open the door wide for cranks of all kinds,
but if reasonable discretion is maintained Abercrombie’s is, at least, a useful
antidote to those critics who would citcumscribe Shakespeare’s genius by the
poetasters of his own day—an image of a too, too Elizabethan Shakespeare.
As if in response to Abercrombie we have a series of ‘intcrpretation's’
of Shakespeare in recent times, some, at least, of which may be mentioned in
out context. Following the scholarly wotks of E.K. Chambers, on the
medieval and Elizabethan stage and a study of the dramatic conventions
of that age, we have the ‘Primitive’ school of Schucking and the realistic
school of Stoll. Dramatic realism, they rightly argued, was not that of actual
life and inconsistencies of character were best explained in terms of Eliza-
bethan practice and convention. It was Stoll who added to the vocabulary
of Shakespeare criticism the vigorous word “blatherskite’” which means a
talker of blatant nonsense. How ‘blatherskite’ has flourished | Accotding
to Stoll even Bradley was a ‘blatherskite’ because his realism was based on
techniques of the 19th century novel.

The man who was instrumental in rescuing Shakespeare from the
“blatherskite” of the closet critics and rehabilitate him in the true element of
the theatre, was the actor, producer, playwright and critic, Harley Granville
Barker, whose tradition has been carried on by Professor Coghill and George
Rylands. This theatre was not the theatre of spectacle of the 19th century,
for which Lamb found Lear unactable, but a theatre corresponding in its
simplicity and fluidity to the Elizabethan theatre, where poetry mattered most
and whose drama was more word-based than ours. “I do not pretend”,
Granville Barker said, “that T have fathomed Shakespeare’s secret, my con-
tention is that it has not been fathomed yet and that it cannot be given to
the wotld by such means as we have now at hand. The scholar, at best, will be
in the case of a man reading the scote of a symphony, humming the themes.

He may study and re-study a play and ever find something new—yet who
will not confess with me that at any petformance some quite unsuspected
effect (unsuspected even by the interpreters themselves) may suddenly flow
into life before him ?”

Scholar critics “reading the score of a symphony humming the themes”
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Peate in the study, Granville Barker
was himself a Bradleyj :

have continued to interpret Shakes
despite his strong theatrical sense,

te interpreter ;
terms of character, "RItEtan

nterpretation wag launched, a5
in his trenchent Pamphlet ironj-
How  Many Childyey Had  Lady
tic manifesto’ of the pew move-
- Wilson Knight and they, along
€ new image of the imapist;

Iis.tic, esoterical, metaphysical Shakespeare, Knig;ghts a::;ulzilatg}::?f:\::n:z:
with so many lines of verse of the printed page and that we have to
ambiguities, give ful] consideration to imagery
word, exploring its ‘tentacular toots® >

every one knows, by L.C. Knights in 1932
cally named after a foot-note of Bradley,

Macbeth ? 'This was a veritable ‘communis
ment. L.C. Knights owed a gtreat deal to G
with some other critics, have evolved th

unravel
and allow full weight to each

: (Eliot’s word). Wilson Knight saw
the plays as ‘expanded metaphots?’, constituting a single vast design held to-

gether by symbols and te-iterative imagery (a la Caroline Sputgeon) ‘This
direction of Shakespearian criticism should be seen against the critical and
poetical background of the 1920* and 1930* with its emphasis on the image
and on ambiguity, its interpretations of the Metaphysical Poets and jts res-
Ponse to the poetry of T.S. Eliot. Duting the 1930%, Shakespearc the
Piay\x-'riglat was drowned in Shakespeare the poet, As Browning’s age saw
in Shakespeare a great delineator of character, so the age of Eliot and Yeats
$aw him as the poet of tempests and music, of the king and the beggarman

of bloo.d and sunlight, his creed expressed in Ulysses speech on order and,
degtee in Tyoijys and Cressida, but his practice more amply mitrored in the
Scenes upon the blasted health in King Lear. ‘Paradox’
‘polarjty’ and ‘integration’ w ’
'I"he lines ‘reverberate’ and t
tic vitality is now
fiot only shape th,
in the carpet of

‘dichotomy’,
cre favoutite terms of the new critical diction,
here is ‘interanimation’. Shakespeare’s linguis-
felt to be the chief clue to the urgent personal themes that
€ poetic-dramatic structure of each play but form the figure

cast the cannon as a whole. So again Shakespeare has been
St into the mould of the age,
hete are content w

PIQCC in the 19 50'3

: Although many of us in the universities
1th this ‘major shift’ of Shakespeatian ctiticism which took
tor many years the school of Knight, as it is called, has been
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under fire in Britain and America. ‘The opponents of this approach refuse to
believe that Shakespeare wrote like the French Symbolists or English and
American Imagists, giving to certain words an arbitrary symbolical value,
They question the preoccupation of the school with verbal analysis and the
technique of close reading of a play as if it was a short lytic, a cryptogram
of words. It must, however, be said to the credit of L.C. Knights that, under
the influence of two other critics, J-LM. Stewart and Arther Sewell, he has
ina later essay admitted the relevence of character interpretation, provided it
is not carried to excess.
Along with the image and metaphor school of critics we have had in the
20th century, the other symbolist school, who emphasize the intellectual
background of the Elizabethan period and talk of the Elizabethan ‘world
pictute’, Professor Levejoy with his Great Chain of Being, Theodore
Spencer, Tillyard and Gordon Craig are the main exponents of this back-
ground school, But here also there is a fascinating, or shall we say exas-
perating, relativity of judgement. As Helen Gardner has noted, “in
the last hundred years the conception of the Elizabethans has been as un-
stable as the conception of Hamlet. To Froude and Kingsley they wete
God-fearing, Protestant and patriotic. In the nineties they were Italianate
and much less manly and God-fearing. In the twenties they were subtle,
sensual and sceptical. Recently they have become pious again but in a
different way, obsessed with the idea of hierarchy, the Great Chain of Being
and Natural Law, Ctypto Catholics and heis to the Middle Ages. If I read
the signs of the times tightly they ate now becoming rather vigorous,
adventurous and Protestant again.” So we cut the cloth of the Elizabethan
world picture too according to the requitements of our contemporary
coat. ‘The critics of this symbolic school (Tillyard, Danby, Vyvyan and
Ribner and several others) explore the Shakespearean ‘background’ and
claim that he was making a series of statements of order—order in the
€osmos, order in the state, order within the human psyche. Therefore, the
Plays have ‘themes’ or rather that cach one is an individual variation on one
grand theme. Critics of both these schools have found everywhere in
Shakespeare a fundamental idea and they value each play as they present
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symbols of that idea. Falstag for example is “bodily grossness personifieq

ished by spirits and fairies, in
vindication of spiritual valyes,” Similatly for the too, too Platonising

Vyvyan, Cordelia is a symbol of Christ who must die and make possible her
father’s redemption. What Falstaff would have liked to say about this inter-
pretation of him we shudder to think ! To read the plays through theme and
imagery has been an invitation to all kinds of doctrinal irrelevencies, The
Winters Tale asa vegetation myth, Hamlet as a dramatisation of the Oed

and his excessive fleshiness is eventually pun

ipus
yehogenesis of imaginative Creation), the resolu.
tion of Problem Plays as if they

analysis and of the Romances a
Faiths—such are some of the
symbolist approach,

were dreams of a patient undergoing psycho.-
s the fine flower of 3 World Congress of
aberrations of the wilder disciples of the

The New Critics of Chica

£0, also called the Aristotlian critics, strongly
object to this appro

ach and reemphasize the valye of the plot and natrative,
tk of John Holloway is strongly critical of the symbolic
school which, he says, has rigidified and lost the insights it once commanded,
He calls their cult of unlimited complexity “the more the mettier school,”
, he argues, was an abstraction of memory from the total res.
Ponse of the play, 5o is the ‘theme’. The word ‘theme’, Hollway says, “is

us to accept a surreptitions transformation
of Imaginative literature into W

If ‘character

the real villain—j¢ Is tempting

hat T am inclined to call a non-imaginative

s the dimension of general moral reflection on life.” Literature
may be described a5 general m¢

. oral insight plus concreteness. Even if we pay
lipservice to that catch phras

e ‘in the concrete’, the danger, according to
“To say that a literary masterpiece is a studied explica-
. » done in the concrete, is not much better thag
faymg Something ljke, ‘Poetry is music but played on the dictionary’ or
SCuI[:l»mte i5 drawing but you can walk round jt.” According to Holloway,
§ rar':hcaj, the tota] transformation is hidden away in a phrase. “It is as if we
80tin such a mudgqje that we called the dog its tail and tail the dog.” Danger

signs of lunacy agajp, displayed |
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It is not possible to speak here about John Holloway’s book The Story
of the Night (1961) which asks us to be haptised into a new way of interpret-
ing Shakespeate, According to him “the reason for the insufficiency of the
thematic school is that ctitics have, in effect, made use of Shakespeare for
preaching their own wtiting of his work and venting their personal mogalje
ties.” This we know is the old story, “Before it js a source of in-
sight”, says Holloway, “great literature is a source of power.” Witnessing
a play leaves us with a sense of having passed through a great experience ;
moralist criticism should give way to a kind of criticism which is capable
of describing and accounting for the momentous and energising experience
provided by the whole action of the play. Holloway seems to subscribe to
the mythopoetic nature of Shakespeare’s work which is also the view of
John Wain, According to Wain “the most profitable approach to Shakes-
peate’s work is not backwards from the 20th century but forward from
antiquity and the immemoria],» Shakespeare uses both pagan and Christian
myths and his tragedies are ahout the myth in crisis. In Bonamy Dobree’s
Phrase, here we have “the Gospel according to St. William.” Ts this a
threat, one wonders, Says one writer “Surely the
» the most threatening in our last ten or fifteen years
In ctiticism, s the Principle of criticism by myth and ritual otigins.” Cloudy

symbols indeed ; the visibility (as they sa

I y about the weather) is practically
nil,

Thus the critics® “raids on the marticulate” of Shakespeate’s work
€5 to elude ys, Recently John Russel Brown has

articles in the Critical Quarterly on Harold Pintet’s
Shakespeare ang Samue] Becket’s Shakespeare, criticising the modern trend

written two instructiyve

of drama.

fhe contemporary anaemia of language bogp ;
1a the world outside,
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entirely wotd-based and believes in the power and elg

quence of poetry to
create the dramatic illusion, Some critics have, of course, found the philo-

sophy of Absurdity, particularly in Lear—“the absurdity of the human con-
dition itself in a world where the decline of religious belief hag deprived man
of certainties.” It is likely that these interpretations will bring their prive-

plays like Timon of Athens or King Lear. Renaissance Pessimism might wel]
serve to qualify and refine our own, with Shakespeare supplying the most
instant points of contact ; Some pessimisms are more vital than others,

John Russell Brown’s conclusion about Shakespcarc’s technique as
compared to Becket and others is that “whatever symbolic force a character
may have momentarily, he can seldom be wholly known in symbolic terms,
Shakespeare wrote to satisfy his conscious and unconscious mind, his drama-
tic form was not solely dependent on definite ideologies, his explicit meanings
co-exist with those for which he himself had not discovered suitab]e words.”
Therefore, Falstaff and Cordelia can be “credible chatacters” and at the
same time symbolise an ““jdea””. The theatre of Shakespeare’s day can invoke
symbolism without being limited by it and can represent human beings who
are measured by an “idea” but not restricted by it.

Summing upthis part of our discussion, we can say that the recent debate
on the nature and function of poetic imagery has made us aware of a new
dimension in Shakespeare, However, through the excessive zeal of these
explanations there is developing a dangerous separation between poetty and
drama, with the resu]t that the uniqueness of Shakespeare’s work is being
obscured. In view of this, V.Y. Kantak has submitted two propositions
which, I think, are highly pertinent :

“(1) The ‘character’ approach obviously erroneous in the form it took
during the , 9th century is stil] a legitimate approach basically related to the
dramatic forp,,

(2) The Poetry that a character speaks in an important sense ‘belongs’
to and is tevelatory of character. It canpot simply be regarded as though it
‘b"IOnged’ only to Shakespeare in the way lyric poetry belongs to an author,”
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We have talked so long of Shakespearean impenetrability, But for
John Wain, in a recent article in the Encounter, the reign of Shakespeare’s
impenetrability has ended. He proclims dramatically-“Good news,
Shakespeare is no longer impenetrable, There is no need any more for .the
playgoer or teader to tolerate fantastically absurd interpretations stemming
from the vanity of critics and producers rather than from a concern to
bring Shakespeare to his natural audience, on the ground that no one knows
what Shakespeare means and, therefore, it is all tight to make his work an
echo-chamber for one’s own bright ideas. The bottomless “obscurity” of
Shakespeare has for centuries been accepted as a blank cheque for any self-
preening ingenuity, particulatly in the theatre. Such ingenuity is blatantly
Phillistine. It exhausts its own bag of tricks above the wisdom of Shakes-
peare.”

Wain is certainly right about the self-preening ingenuity of some
modern experimenta] producers, but has the heart of Shakespeare mystery
been plucked ? Have we found an ‘open sesame’ to Shakespeare’s work?
Have we arrived at the positively last interpretation and broken with the
past? Are no critical judgements reliable or safe?
and, I believe, final teply to these fundamental questi

“Fortunately the answer to both of these questi
nature of things criticism is a living debate betw

A.E. Dyson has a wise
ons of our paper :

ons can be ‘no’. By the
een the present and the
Past. Though emphases shift and change, nothing truly perceptive is aban-
doned on the way. Johnson in the 18th century,
Bradley in the late Igth, all spoke from thejr
assumptions which remain interesting and fruit
tions may be no longer our own,

Coleridge in the early 19th,
own place in history, from
ful, even though such assump-
For a time each might have seemed to have

of judgement and taste, Each, how-
and will remain so. The same will, in
and L.C. Kanights and Tillyard even
under way,

the health of criticism itself, Asthe
t freshness and then harden towards

EVEr, is now a classic in his own right
the end, be true of Wilson Knight
though a reaction against them is noy

“Such reactions are necessary for
insights of one generation first lose thej

[59]

the kind of orthodoxy, they were never meant to be, the debate must move

Opting of a writer a5 great
of any age, The purpose

off another way. ‘There can be no permanent co-
as Shakespeare to the sensibility of one critic, or
of criticism is not to ‘place’ Shakespeare once and
tombstone. It is to celebrate his endless vitality, his
shape us and then to elude us in the end.”

So let us celebrate him in his own words dcscribing Antony through
Cleopatra :
“His voice was propertied
As all the tuned spheres, and that to friends :
But when he meant to quail and shake the orh

He was a rattling thunder, For his bounty

There was no winter in’t, and autumn *twas
That grew the more by reaping ;

his delights
Were dolphin-like,

they showed his back
Above the element they lived in ;
Walk’d crowns and crownets ;
As plates dropped from

in his livery
realms and islands were
his pocket,”

And let us see him invisible
member, Shakespeare js re
Whom it js said :

“Tis here’

‘Tis here’

» eluding the violence of his critics, Re-

ported to haye Played the Ghost in Hamlet, of

“Tis gone’

€ . . * ¥

We do it wrong being so majestical
To offer it the show of violence
For it is as the

air, invulnerable
And our

n blows malicious mockery,’




DRAMA AND THE BREAKDOWN OF LANGUAGE

A STUDY OF SOME TWENTIETH CENTURY PLAYS
(Pinter, Tonesco, Pirandello)

SHAISTA SIRAJ-UD-DIN

The inability of human beings to relate to cach other meaningfully

is amongst the major concerns of three modern playwrights, Pinter,

Tonesco and Pirandello. ‘This dilemma has various aspects which are manji.

fested in the use of an enclosed and reductive form of language, and closely

people, within highly subjective
wotlds. ‘The interaction of these factors res

related to the assumption of social roles by

ults in non communication,
In this brief survey I have been helped by a study of sociology, which

traces in particular the breakdown of language to a post-industrial world,

dominated by economic rationality. It considers the consequences of the

growing complexity of society, which has led to a dichotomy between public

and private levels of individual consciousness, and communication. I have

discussed the dramatists non chronologically, because in recent drama like

Pinter’s these elements have culminated in an expression of tot

al despair,
while in the work of an older playwrig

ht such as Pirandello the overall vision
is not an entirely negative one.,

The mood of Pinter’s plays corresponds with the dcprrh.‘iing observa-
tions made by recent &n(‘iv:]n;j‘

still of rapport between human beings seems inevitable, and man is doomed
to petpetuate his absurdity and defeat.
conditions is Jow

on modern society, where a virtual stand-

His ability to sutvive in these
powered and unheroic., Yet he persists in his efforts,

mamly tht‘DLIgh his use of ].lﬂlgfnan_jc,

This is developed by Pinter. Verbal
communicatirm in Pinter’s 151‘1\5 is su

rrounded by a number of paradoxes.
An economy ¢

f form is accompanied by an exceptionally accurate rendering

Spccch—ﬁmainl_\- of the working and lower middle class, but the
end product is 5 very
cit,

of everyda y

oblique dialogue., The accuracy makes nothing expli-

The weight of what is said lies hidden beneath the utterance. The
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apparently banal articulateness of his characters covers the basic inability
to communicate ditectly with people. “The speech we hear is an indica-
tion of what we don’t hear. It is a necessary avoidance, a violent, sly,
or anguished or mocking smoke screen which keeps the other in place . . .,
To disclose to others the poverty within us is too fearsome a possibility.”
(Esslin, 1970, p. 46).

This mental and spiritual povetty that the characters find within them-
selves cofresponds with, and comments on their environment. The small,
basically uniform, lower middle class world they inhabit, with its very limited
aspitations, and social mobility, provides a considerably comprehensive
view, seeing them both in their uniformity and eccentricity.

One finds an inability, or deliberate unwillingness to communicate
which turns into a persistent rejection of the external situation. Davies,
the tramp in The Caretaker, is homeless, unemployable, and without any social
security, Reduced to a state of absurdly pathetic belly crawling, he appeats
to relate meaningfully only to certain inanimate objects : his identification
papers, his bag, a pair of shoes, a bed, These become the focal points
of his existence. He cannot face the reality of his condition, let alone
combat it. Tnstead be builds up a largely fictitious world, in which he can
assett himself. The dialogue that ensues is punctuated by “Ive had dinner
‘f”ith the best”, “Ive eaten off the best plates.... They don’t take any
ii;:r;z;::;hh;;e'tgc'” (Tb& Caretaker, Act 1, p. 9). When they do get

i y ate either “Blacks”, or “Scotsmen”, ot ‘‘bastard
monks” (pages 8, 10, 14), and he feels threatened by ‘that Scotch git’ (p. 10),
to whom he refers with psychopathic fear,

O
cular aspeet of th: .moc;;crm 5 to- i Somologlsts.thls o Rmi-
the ‘violent social, and dﬁ-:m R Reomiling e ik
it . possibﬂitpofl c.mptxons of. recent history’, which have'
s and};o . ltmotlonal, and intellectual ‘unity and trust

cal groups (Remmling, Road o Suspicion, p. 3)-

People retreat into their iva
Own ptivate worlds, attempting to either ignore the

—
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existence of other human beings, or regarding them as hostile intruders.
The whole external environment is potentially threatening to the security and
solidarity of their localized group code, and they are consequently alienated
from it, and left to fall back on the pitifully inadequate resources of their
own systems.

In The Birthday Party, Stanley Webber, the nondesctipt boarding house
lodget, boasts to his landlady of a fictitious night club job that will take him
round the wotld. He drops exotic names of places to impress herin a
Prufrockian effort to bring a touch of vicarious glamour to the drabness of
his own existence. 'The account he gives her of his grand piano playing
career is completely his version of what he would like to believe. But
the fabric does not hold : talking of his last concert he suddenly breaks out
with “They carved me up. Carved me up. It was all arranged, it was all
wotked out’ (Act I, p.23). He later recovers sufficiently to fill in the
test of his past life, for the benefit of the indifferent and uncommunicative
McCann, making a point of telling him of the ‘quiet thriving community’
he was born in, and how he lived “well away from the main road’ (Act III,
P. 39). The main road, and indeed everything outside the boatding house
is dangerous.

Stanley’s last detail reminds one of Rose Hudd in The Roon. She tries
to convince herself, and her listeners of the comfort and security of her
toom, as opposed to the cold, damp basement. ‘This is how she chooses to
think of it. Curious about what it is teally like, and what is going on in the
test of the house, she still shies away from any relevant information, as
that would endanger her precatious equilibrium. ‘The only reality she is in
touch with is a purely subjective one, and is shattered when the outside does
intrude upon it,

Characters shut in their own wotlds, follow theit own ;
hardly taking into account what others may be thinking of saying. Dra-
matic dialogue is hence reduced to a fragmented monoloque, while othefs
conttibute to the conversation in occasional monosyliables fiiy e
Tke Birthday Party) ot lapse into 2 brutal silence (Bert in The Ra.mt)’- 'It:
desite to speak and get a response suggests intricate pattetns that s

line of thoughts,
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the trivial chatter, and relate closely to the hidden fears and obsessions of
the characters, expressed obliquely through what they say. There is a des-

pera.xtc need for further communication, and yet when there is such an oppot-
tunity it is warded off.

: Meg Boles (The Birthday Party) answers most of her own questions
?Lke Rose Hudd (T4e Raom) reinforced by ‘T know its so’, I know I do’, ‘Oh
:; :l;;; ::: (:ajcs 12-87). ‘The repetition of the phrases gives her a sense

i » @nd seems to affirm her very identity, while shutting out the
possibility of a reply, or a contradiction.

Th i ; 4

Daviese(](‘i; sx? for dla.l.ogue persists together with a desire for isolation.

o T Cl: areloker).is genuinely troubled by indifference to companion-
at, and speaks of this to Nick, the younger brother: ‘I mean

we don’t have an i
co ive i
¥ convetsation you see’ (Pause) You cant live in the same

rfoom with someo
ne
who . .. who dont have any conversation with you...

I just can’ i
u;usuzal.; tl eg:.t :J hang of Imn’ (Act 111, p. 60). Later when Aston gives an
gthy and rambling account of his recent past in a mental home,

Davies complai
ains t .
and yet the sf.ld;:ncil s Sce.m ed to be talking to himself. He resents this,
gets the impression that he was not reall y listening either.

Language brovi i

Phiji‘j_fir g_-xc :lllii:.;entmward tlmlstering up of the person. However atro-

seek in order to exi atleast it has a quality of affitmation, which the
b 0 exist at all, 5 $ae i

The paranoidal re i
JOREN o enclos?ionse ‘-’f Pinter’s chatacters to the external world,
can communicate with Ot::’ it festrict the degree to which they
i : people. Gunter Remmling and Basil Bernstein

by studying the phenom. in i
€non 1n its socioloej ;
at a particular time with the increasin R i s o

and economic rationality, whi  =utinion of fi i dachlizes
> ch has completely absorbed modern man,

and left him little choice but to functi
; _ ction within a restri
and discourse. Simultaneously the growing gom;l : ﬁlgcifcodc. of tzou?h;
exi society has le

to the creation of a particular kind of imper,
stein terms this a ‘public’ language (Class sgﬂd;:or;;p‘ziﬁc [t
> ontrol, p. 42), that
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discourages individual differentiation, concerning itself with the immediate
experience, taken at its most literal level rather than with its significance in
inter-relationships. While lacking all communicative energy it has a protec-
tive function, in that by using it people can avoid individual opinions and
exptession. Pinter’s characters speak a ‘public’ language, which is recorded
with great accuracy. His dramatic processing, however, makes the plays
more than just a linguistic study. The way he arranges the dialogue full
of repetitious, verbal fumbling, tautologies and meaningless questions that
go unanswered, produces the effect of a brilliantly contrived caricature.
What characters say to one another sounds familiar not because itisa ‘tape
recording’ (Esslin, 1970, p. 48) of how one speaks ordinarily, but because it
reflects the basic characteristics of communication, or rather non-communi-
ation. The combination of accuracy and caricature forcefully presents
words as incapsulating habits, and people who cannot escape them.

Another aspect of the impersonal public language is the way in which,
in spite of it, characters assume different roles. This is partly in an attempt
to withdraw from the external world, and create one of their own, and partly
to taise themselves in the existing social hierarchy. Assuming a role for
protection results in an alienation from the external because of the fear and
suspicion with which it is regarded. “The uncertainty with which the world
threatens the characters, is modified by the conviction that it is zbeir concep-
tions that are true. Rose Hudd centres such a belief around her room, and
the basement. Stanley does so from within the security of the boarding
house, Their conceptions are also extended to what they think of other
people.  For Davies, the Blacks and the Scots ate offensive and hostile. Meg
Boles convinces herself that ‘he’s the only Stanley I know, and I know him
better than all the wortld, although he doesn’t think so’ (Act II, p. 55)- She
herself both mothers him, and flirts with him.

Davies constantly changes his behaviour with the two brothers.
Initially he is cringing in his acceptance of the shelter Aston offers. 'Then,
?-lowly consolidating himself in the room, he takes on'a different attitude try-
i8g o get on with both brothers, and then proceeding to play off one against
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the other. At the close of the play his behaviour and language pattern
reaches full circle, with him cringing and inarticulate once more,

Goldberg in The Birthday Party impresses his social superiority upon the
othets by assuming middle class pretensions to respectability and prosperity.
There is an imitation of fluency in the way he rolls out accounts of his child-
hood and upbringing and appears to socially adjust to behaving differently
with the other characters. He bullies Stanley ; flirts disarmingly with Meg ;
and blatantly accosts Lulu. The contrast between his easy role playing,
and Stanley’s ineffectual and fumbling hostility, together with Meg’s
idiotic naivete is both apptehended by the characters, and projected extern-
ally. Unlike Pirandello’s characters, they are not always conscious of the
conflict between their self and their social image. However, the fact that
they constantly need bolstering up through an affirmation of their words
and deeds, suggests that the roles they have adopted, and now got fixed in are
nf:t ﬁ.ﬂﬁlling enough. There exists at some level, although obstructed and
disguised, the desite for secutity through more direct communication. Meg
realizes the threat Goldberg and McCann pose to Stanley, and does not
f"'am to face the possibility of losing him. In Davies there is the same cling-
ing on to the brothers, not only because his material and physical welfare
;lepends on them, but because he also needs human contact. The unspoken
afflfci::c;:iz‘zn% G.US .in Tb.e Dumb Waiter, before the sudden revelation

AL similarity with the dogged companionship of Vladimir
and Estragon in Becket’s Waiting for Godos.
e
outwards, aggressively, Lan ’ .CY el
bl Ve Stanle- : guage TS ﬂOVAV transformed into a weapon. The

. ' Y.S conversation with Meg turns into a mote positive
attcmpt at lmpresSmg his Supcriorit h ‘
‘Constantinople, Zagreb, Vladi ! u’pon o
p- 22). Previously in ; half vos.to‘:k at het (The Birthdgy Party, At -
: setious - half mock dramatic gesture he had
questioned her about him s ;

i self (See Act I, p. 21). Itis serious because it exposes
his need to have his identity affirmed and d 5 k
dreina AP ARy R n eﬁx.led, but coupled with moc

ination of pain and the ridiculous. Latef
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in the play the facile volubility and sentimental hypocrisy of Goldberg,
combined with the surly monosyllables of McGann, form a verbal weapon.
f questions and statements that make
a0 sense within the context, but touch every aspect of the man, They range
from accusations of political guilt, sex and incest, to socially unacceptable
habits, the verbal torture reachinga cresendo with ‘You’re dead . .. .You're
pothing but an odour’ (Act II, pages s1-52). ‘The victim is broken down
physically and mentally, fit to produce only inarticulate animal sounds. As
Martin Esslin points out, through language one’s attention has been focus-
ed on what the two men have been ‘doing’ to him rather than ‘what they have
e been transformed into pure action (Esslin, 19709,

Stanley is savagely attacked by a volley o

been saying.” Words hav
p- 198).

In The Caretaker, jargon is used by Mick to torment Davies. 'The tramp
is exposed to a torrent of interior decoration terms,  His inability to compfre-
hend teal blue copper and parchment linoleum squares, tables in afromosia
teak veneer...’ (Act III, p. 60) virtually seals his fate. When the play
ends Davies’ language has been reduced to a desparate babble without co-
hetence or syntax (Act IIL, p. 78)-

But

Silence seems to be the alternative Pintef poscs to language.
ers and to the charactets themselves, who

In desperation a constant flow of trivia-
lities has to be kept up. This creates @ thythm of its own. There is the

erstanding between people, to continue
ulously obsetve

silence reveals too much both to oth

are aware of the abyss within them.

suggestion of an unconscious und
the verbal parrying match so long as the participants SCrup
her. The charactets’ spontan-

t with each ot .
h a crippling inarticulateness, often taking
ds, and confusion. As words lose

< 0st
jcation and response, speaking takes on an alm

titual significance. This artificially created activity is sharply contrasted
d movement that fills Pinter’s pauses and silences.
f thought processes, and the

with the truth of 2 situation,
can be taken at two levels.

the rule of avoiding close contac

eous volubility is juxtaposed wit
the form of verbal knots, misuse of wor

the power of direct commun

with the more real energy an
These often connote the intense building uP ©
n a direct confrontation

ech. Silence, in fact,
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It is what reverberates in the midst of a flow of words, which have little
connection with the given moment, and are oblivious of those of anyone else.
At the second level it is used literally, occasionally accompaniced by physical
activity. Stanley hysterically beating the drum ; Davies whimpering and
crouching on the floot ; Aston and Mick throwing his bag to each other in
a game without words. All this builds up to present the failure of human
communication—a view echoed by contemporary Sociologists as well.
Going further back in the dramatic tradition, the work of Eugene Ionesco
affirms this failure, and forms a bridge between Pinter and Pirandello.

Tonesco once said (‘Words fall like stones, like corpses’ (Coe. Ionesco,

P- 50). The negative quality of language is related to the void in which
modern man is seen to exist. Communication of any emotional and intellec-
tual value, has been made impossible by the restricting norms of material,
and scientific rationality. In his comment on dialogue he touches on the
same issues that preoccupy Pinter. He writes : ‘Conversation being made
up, as it was of ready made expressions, of the most threadbare platitudes
imaginable, revealed to me, by this vety fact, the secret and ‘talking and
saying nothing’. the secret and talking and saying nothing because there
is nothing personal to say’. ‘This has been caused by ‘the absence of any
inner life’, and “the mechanical soullesness of daily routine’. (Coe. Tonesco,
p- 47)-

Tonesco’s chatacters speak ‘public’ language which not only prevents
them from relating to one another significantly, but also ultimately alienates
them from the external world, This world as interpreted by the dramatist,
has possibly even less to offer in terms of communication, than the completely
absurd and irrational one the charactets operate within. The so called ex-
ternal reality shares in destroying all that is imaginatively truthful, and
emotionally more valuable than its own limited rationality. From this arises
the miserable dilemma of The Victims of Dauty. 'The narrow, middle class,
social and ethical principles of doing one’s ‘duty’ alone is conveniently used
by the characters in this play to dissociate themselves from more generalised
and human responsibility. But thejr conventional retreat collapses around
them, as one by one they are bullied and battered by each other, reduced to
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infantile, and finally sub-human states. The tormenter in each case, dis-
covering that he himself has next to be cast in the role of the victim. What
is more through their withdrawal they are doomed to emotional isolation, as
they cease to feel just as they fail to express feeling. Madeleine confronted
with the death of the Detective at the hands of Nicholas d’Eu can only res-
pond with the supreme understatement : “Its such a pity it had to happen
in our flat’ (The Victims of Duty, Vol.II). In The Lesson, after the
pupil has been murdered, the Maid scolds the guilty Professor like a naughty
school boy, and concludes with ‘I can’t help fecling sorty for you . ... (The
Lesson, Vol, 1, p- 36).

When language is not conveying a positive lack of feeling, it is used
aggressively as in Pinter. In The Lesson, the Professor uses academic and
linguistic jargon, to brainwash and devitalise his pupil. Mick with his in-
tetior decorator’s terms does the same to Davies. (The Caretaker, Act I,
p- 60). The student is bombarded with verbal complexities that amount to
illogical nonsense. ‘The mathematical problems, and ’neo Spanish’ langu-
age have neither meaning nor significance. As the lesson progresses, it is
punctuated by an increasingly harsh tone with which the girl is shatply
teprimanded : “Be quiet. I don’t want to hear a word from you ! in spite
of her persistent wail : I have a tooth ache’ (The Lesson, Vol. I, p. 36).
As this reaches a climax the girl eager and confident of a ‘total doctorate’
(p. 18) is stripped down to a complete nonentity, & weak, hystetical mass of
pain, moaning : ‘No! No! No mote. Thats enough! I've had enough. ..
(p- 32). The Professor then pulls out an imaginary knife and kills et It
is literally the word “knife’ that drains her of all life and persosality.

In Pinter the subjective worlds created by people act as Pofiﬁo?s B
defence and attack, and result ina plurality with which individuals L'mfanab]y
collide. In Tonesco plurality combines with a faceless u“ifomntyﬂ:thus
fall words in all languages . . . ate always the same as ate all ﬂcm.on?l ?ndll‘lgs.
+++ all suffixes, all roots . . . .” (The Lesson, Vol. 1, p.24). The mmsmm-
ibility of language, howevet, does not enlighten the Profess.or.about his s
tidiculous distinctions, which are in fact exactly similar. This is e
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his reminiscences of a childhood friend, who according to him had a ‘rather
setious speech defect’, being unable to pronounce the letter ‘f>, ‘Instead of
saying “f”, he used to say “f” (p. 23). He then proceeds to illustrate this
with a string of identical sentences, which he thinks are different. But
plurality exists as well, and fulfilling communication is made impossible.
Each person thinks he is speaking a language which in fact he s not, and
further believes that everyone else is also using the same language. The
answet to the Professor’s question: ‘How does it come about that . ..
they some how manage to communicate satisfactorily with one another?’
is that they do not, (p- 30). 'Thisis best supported by the growing inatten-
tiveness of his own pupil, and her inability to comprehend anything he is
saying.

The juxtaposition of plurality with the identical is extended in the
characters, They assume, and cast off roles with an amazing speed—the
Professor’s behaviour changes from being cringingly apologetic to his pupil,
to one of complete domination as he lashes her verbally, With the Maid

he begins by being the querelous master, and ends up snivclling; and whim-
peting like a child before her.

In Rbinoceros, Berenger’s unconventional behaviour is sha rply contrasted
with the brisk, cliche ridden respectability of Jean, who does his best to
convert him. But as the play proceeds evetyone around him undergoes a
fantastic transformation—being tutned into rhinoceri. Berenger, in the
meantime, becomes increasingly conventional, taking over the unimaginative,
humourless, supetficial, though socially acceptable, behaviour of Jean,
Botard and Dudard. Ieft as the only one resisting the transformation, he
does not emerge as the heroic, nonconforming individual, having already
become the opposite-stilted and selfrighteous,

The changing behaviour and role also implies a fusion of diverse aspects
in the same person, Madeleine, in The Victims of Dury, changes from a
nagging, middle aged wife to an amorous coquette, and then from a beggar
Wwoman back to her original domineering role. The multiformity of the
individual has to be seen in the context of sameness.

-
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Returning to the theme of non-communication, one finds that language
in order to survive at all has to become completely irmtional, and without
cognitive substance, as the Professor explains  (The Lesson, Vol. 1, pages
21-22), At the same time words have become as indispensable as ‘clothes®
in the covering up of the absence of people (Ionesco, Notes and Comnter
Notes, p. 195).

In The Chairs, the old uples make endless and fragmentary o nversations
with imaginary people, while being driven further and further from one
another. The necessity of words is challenped by the growing domination of
objects. ‘The inanimate world of chairs, coffee cups, and corpses is scen
taking over the world of livine men and women.  ‘The intellec tual and emo
tional significance of verhal communication is either feplaced by animal
sounds, as in the case of Chaubert in The Vietims of Duty, after he has been
battered by the Detective’s intertogation, of replaced by impersonal and
absurd physical movements. In The Chairs, as the stape pets increasingly

more erowded with lu"!!i[!f‘x'_ the hu band and wife are I‘]}' sically » ']"l.'-\'-"*l

oDjects
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of Ionesco’s.  Both his work and Pinter’s has a limited quality,
dead and rather than opening out into more fulfilling modes of
It is with a certain glibness that these two dram

condition of non-communication which men are
ing aided by society.

leading to a
expressiofn.
atists present the appalling
entrenched in and perpetuat-
The characters themselves do not seem greatly moved

by the negative existence, and this ultimately narrows

the range of their
creators,

Although sociological analysis reinforces from time to time these
Playwrights® interpretation of the world, not all literature arrives at such
pessimistic conclusions, Pirandello deals differently with the dilemma
of non-communication, caused by the antagonism between the individual
as (multiform) and ‘public’ language as (reductive).
ation has a depth and range which one misses in Pinte
Pirandello’s hasic preoccupation is with the very fact of plurality, which
radically effects the possibility of interpersonal contact between people.
As in Pinter, the individual withdraws into a self.
provides him with bhoth protectiy
manipulate other human beings.
only this subjective world, Exten
personalities upon others,
they have of themselves,
their own self, and of the t

to human alienation outwardly, and self-illusion inward] ye

InSix Characters in Search of an Author, the family of Characters is totally

estranged, because cach person has his or her own opinion about how, and

why things went wrong between them all. This breeds a mutual hostility

which makes any move for reconciliation and
dilemma of the Producer ;

complete life within himself
and at the same time, of con

His dramatic present-

r and Ionesco.

conceived world which
¢ isolation, and the power to attack and
He believes in the validity and reality of
ding its sphere, he then imposes roles and
which invariably clash with the conceptions
Peoples’ convictions of the unity and certainty of
ruth of their conception of others necessarily lead

understanding impossible. The

‘I.am very well aware that everyone catries a
and he wants to put it before the whole wotld . ..«
IS¢, to take into account all the other charactess’,
80¢s to the heart of the matter, (Six Characters . . .| Naked Masks, Ed.

Bentley, Act I, p. 259)-  The Characters themselves are not always aware of
their own plurality

—let alone being able to cope with it, and so leaving
open the possibilit

y of Communication. As the father points out : “We

S

.
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believe conscience to be a single things, but it is many-sided. There is one
for this person, and another for that. Divetse conscxence‘s. So .wc 1.1avc
this illusion of being one person for all, of having a personality that is unique
in all our acts. But it isn’t true’, (Six Characters. .., Act' g 1) Th;:
tragedy arises when they are trapped in this si.nglc fixity, and judged by]; :::n;:;
in which the whole of them has not patticipated, Thus the .Da];g i
only see her father as the arch villain, responsible for the sordid - .c sorancc
been forced into. She takes none of his arguments, a:nd pleas Of 183. e
into account. He is branded and condemned by the single act of coming
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means of hum
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their problems can entirely reduce. Stanley Webber and Davies, Chaubert,
the Pupil and Berenger, are merely pitiable, and one’s emotive response
They are low powered and emasculated
people included in a large group of similar beings. They are exhausted
by their diagnosis. Pinter and Tonesco accepting merely the absurd, shy
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and the fact of communication can be regarded.
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