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Souhrn

Foucault definuje pojem moci, strukturu jejich pdel a vysétluje systém mocenskych
vztahi, vyjadenych jazykem. Jeho tvrzeni o jazyku, ktery sloakib nastroj moci je
klicovym pro teoreticky zéklad téhle prace. Moc existy kazdém vztahu a jeji
destabilizace v mluy je dynamicka. Na zaklgdhierarchického usgadani spolkénosti
jsou vytvaeny nerovné vztahy, které davaji prostor pro efektfungovani mocenskych
vztahi. Ty se projevuji v kazdém konvetram aktu a zpsobuji, Ze jeho dastnici
pouZzivaji tizné zfisoby vyjadovani pro dosazeni svychicil

Diplomova prace analyzuje vztah moci, jazyka aitose, taktéZz se zabyva rozdily
v pouzivani jazyka obou pohlavi a do amac¢asti i vlivem instituce na jedince a jeho
mluvu. Prace dale definujeaané lingvistické strategie, kterécastnici konverzace
pouZzivaji pro dosazeniznych cifi. Harold Pinter je vyznamny autor absurdniho dramat
v jehoz hrach je ktiovym prvkem praw¥ jazyk pouzit za €elem ziskani moci nad druhymi.
Tato prace stiné predstavuje vyuZziti jazyka v absurdnim dramatu, stdpk jako
Pinterovo osobité zpracovani vSedni konverzacefittieofickych myslenek o moci a
jazyku. Diplomova prace podrobranalyzuje iti Pinterovy hry:The Birthday PartyThe
Homecominga The Mountain Language/e kterych je jazyk uZzit jako mocensky nastroj.
Casti hry jsou rozebirany vigsshu celé prace dle konkrétnich teoretickych aspekt

Cilem téhle prace je dokazat, jakileFité jsou poznatky o moci vjazyce a nazorn
piedvést principy moci a mocenskych vatahoblasti lingvistiky naitech vyznamnych
hrach Harolda Pintera.



Abstract

Foucault defines the term power, structure of ules and explains the system of power
relations, expressed through language. Theorepeal of this thesis is based on his
argument about language serving as a means of pBaeer is present in all relationships
and its destabilization in a discourse is dynanBiased on a hierarchical structure of
society there are unequal relationships which gige to effective function of power
relations. These are present in all conversatiantd and cause that the participants use
different kinds of language for reaching their aims

In this thesis, the relationship between powerglege and institution is analysed and the
differences in language use based on gender aedst@s well as the influence of an
institution over the individuals and their languagge is described. As follows, various
linguistic strategies that conversational partinigause for reaching their goals are defined.

Harold Pinter is a significant writer of the absuh@ma and it is just the language used as
a means of power over others that is of a greabitapce in his plays. This paper briefly
introduces use of language in the absurd dram&andr’s individual use of a day-to-day
conversation in the light of the philosophical idedbout power and language. The thesis
analyses three of Pinter’s plays in detail: namihg Birthday PartyThe Homecoming
and The Mountain Languagenhere language is used as a means of power amdege
represents an important part as well. Extractshef filays are analysed throughout the
paper according to the specific theoretical aspects

The purpose of this thesis is to prove how impdrthe statements about discursive power
are and to clearly demonstrate the principles afgroand power relations in the field of
linguistics in the three sample plays by Haroldt&in
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1. Introduction

Power is an issue of a high importance in this doilhe term “power” is used in
various situations, social, political or culturaintexts. Every single person uses this term
differently and with various purposes. Naturallgptver” is perceived as belonging to strong
humans, or to a mighty state. But in this papeowr” is analysed as something that reaches
far more, and represents much more complex topie ithis generally acknowledged.

Michel Foucault, the French philosopher, is an autbf revolutionary ideas about
“power”. The theoretical background of this thessbased on these highly developed
philosophical ideas about power and its functidrucault explains the term “power” itself,
the structure of its rules and the system of powkations. According to Foucault, there are
various kinds of power: political, statal, male, f@male. All relationships emerging in
different settings and institutions among humaescatled power relations. Because there are
always hierarchical divisions present, it is veagy for power to be present and the power
relations can thus function effectively.

Certainly, major part of all the human encountegssbased on conversation. It is
language through which messages are communicatédpeople understand each other.
However, it is Foucault again, who defines how powean be expressed through language.
When talking about language, power goes hand il lath it, and it is omnipresent in all
conversational encounters. Consequently, when paeaterwoven into language, then one
can use such language for his or her own purpdsdsiiduals, that are aware of such
a powerful potential of language, can even abuse @rder to overpower others and reach
their own goals.

Therefore, this paper describes the basic Focoulpcaver theory but examines other
influencing theories as well, in order to summararel analyse the system of power and
power relations. After acknowledging these, one loatiter understand how does power work
in the field of discourse and how, and to what eixtelo the power relations appear in the
linguistic exchanges.

The term “institutional talk” is also explained #his paper, where an institution
represents any group of human beings. Becauseeohidrarchy based on unequal social
positions of individuals that always exist in amgtitution and because of the rules and laws
that are to keep in an institution, it is also thstitutional talk that is asymmetrical and so
allows power to work through power relations. Foiilog, the explanation of relationship
between language, society and power gives a despeall understanding of the workings of

power in language.



Last but not least, the term gender plays an imaporpart while analysing language in
the context of power. In this paper, the importanéerelationship between gender and
language is stressed and explained because th# lasgyuage of the two genders is different
and the effects and results can vary significakypending on male or female use of
language.

Social environment always determines not only laggua speaker chooses to use but
a hearer’s perception of the utterance as wellsTha hearer can perceive and understand the
speaker’'s message and intentions differently natgobaware how dangerous they can be.
Because the less one is aware of power in a disepuhe better power works. Such
threatening language with possibilities of powermga and all the communication
misunderstandings are crucial in the plays by HbBRohter. For this paper, three of his plays
are analysed in order to explain the workings ofgroin discourse and analyse how Pinter
uses language to serve as a means of power. TheRimd@er’'s plays where language is used
in order to get power over others and where languagabused to manipulate others are
The Birthday PartyThe HomecomingndThe Mountain Language

Harold Pinter is a typical representative of a oordrsial theatrical movement called
the absurd drama. In this paper, the basic theatgibints and main ideas of this movement
are explained and Pinter is presented in its lifhe most important and influencing field of
the absurd drama is an unusual use of languagésthased on a day-to-day conversation that
lacks cohesion and coherence and it is full of bgdtax, verbal misunderstandings, and
mishearings.

Pinter’s characters usually use language that dusuth miscommunication contain
hidden cruel intentions. “Pinteresque” languagduié of cunning strategies, pauses and
silences, voice-overs and continual irrelevant srizks. All of these linguistic elements
serve to achieve advantageous position and toherilbor over the other participants of the
conversation. It is the precisely planned langutge Pinter uses in order to show how
language can be used as a tormenting weapon iscauise, sometimes with destructive
results over others.

But how can certain language be powerful? Whatlaeestrategies that one can use in
discourse to manipulate and overpower others? Whdt that makes language serve as
a means of power? The aim of this paper is to answeh questions by initial theoretical
explanations of the workings of power, especiatlythe level of discourse. In the initial
chapter, language and discourse is analysed inetagonship with power and society. This

theoretical background gives to a reader genemalpecehension of power in a discourse and



powerful language. Consequently, the languageeftbsurd drama and Pinter’s language use
itself is introduced in order to give a more prafduview into the philosophy of absurd
theatrical language and its connection with languagg in the real world. Towards the end of
the thesis, the specific linguistic strategies armmarized. These are the strategies based on
various researches serving in discourse to wirfldtoe and make others respond and behave
in a wanted way.

As mentioned abovel'he Mountain Languagelrhe Homecomin@gnd The Birthday
Party are the crucial plays by Harold Pinter being asedly throughout this paper.
The Mountain Languagand The Birthday Partyare plays based on cruel interrogations
where language used by the interrogators is fullifuistic strategies based on power
serving the goal of a complete destruction of adividual. WhereasThe Homecoming
represents a play where gender plays a majorlp&tthe female skilful use of language that
helps the main character to overpower and domutars completely.

All of these plays are being analysed throughoetghper giving clear examples of the
theoretical explanations. From the initial chagbout power till the last one describing the
linguistic strategies, relevant pieces of Pinte@snple plays are used in order to prove the
validity of the philosophical discourse theoriesorgover, the extracts from Pinter's plays
help to acknowledge the theoretical base and slmwand to what extent are the theoretical
ideas used in Pinter’s plays.

The extracts have been carefully chosen in ordeanalyse the outstanding plays
profoundly, and the purpose of this paper is towsho readers how does Pinter use
manipulative and tormenting language that is basedhe most significant philosophical

thoughts about power and discourse.



2. Power and power relations
One is always “inside” power, there is no “escapihgFoucault, 95)

For better understanding of the relationship betwleeguage and power and to see
how such language can serve as a means of powemauost start with an analysis of the
term “power”, the structure of its rules and onesiury to understand how power and
power relationships emerge and work in the intgrjpletween humans. To see the power
all through and from various points of view canhadpful in the further analysis of drama

and dramatic language used in the plays of HarwlteP

Power can be viewed in various ways and for eachdmuindividual it can mean
something different. The term “power” can be foundsarious academic disciplines but

this paper examines “power” in a broader abstracss.

An endless number of definitions of power can hentbin dictionaries. The basic
understanding of power is as a state or qualityedfig physically strong, but power is also
defined as having an ability or official capacity éxercise control and authority or
possession of control or capacity to influence hilore politically or socially, power is
perceived as the right to command, decide, ruledge, or simply as the political control
or influence, or as the might of a nation, politicaganization, or similar group. More
specifically, power is represented in a personugy@r nation having great influence, or
control over others. The term “power” is then cartad with nouns like forcefulness,
effectiveness, ability, control, dominance, inflaen regime, rule, inferiority, or

powerlessness (www.answer.com).

Basically, power means all of the above and muchemBower must be examined
from a much larger point of view. It must be disses as a broad issue, as something that
is interwoven in all the actions we do, in all gr@ounters people have in their day-to-day
lives. Power is a complex, immensely large and lprohtic task to analyse; it is a topic
that has been vividly and constantly discussed gmarious theorists and specialists

throughout history.

For example, Weber sees power as “the possibifitynposing one's will upon the
behaviour of other persons” and according to Gélir&Veber also says of power that it is
the ability of one or more persons ,to realize itleevn will in a communal act against the

will of others who are participating in the samd" ggvww.ausis.com). Habermas then



translates Weber as saying that "power means eWenyce within a social relationship to

assert one's will even against opposition” (ibid.).

These were just some of the themes by which tHe @btury theorists discuss,
analyse, formulate and explain the concept of powlawever, this paper takes as a
fundamental theory the one of the French philosopimel social critic Michel Foucault
that “has provided a guiding theoretical light beha range of work in the poststructuralist
tradition in many areas of sociology, social psyogg and particularly in discourse

analysis”  (Thornborrow, 7).

His theoretical accounts and new views about pdwaee created the base for many
other poststructuralist philosophers and theomgisse thoughts and opinions on power
have been used as a theoretical base for this papeell. Foucault's studies and essays
about power have stood in opposition to foregoretists who viewed power for example
from the behavioural perspective, or who built mudural model of power, all of which
“have been pervasive in many accounts of the cglaliip between power, ideology and
social discourses” (Thornborrow, 6).

Simple questions must be laid before the discusabmut the poststructuralist view
on power in the relation to language and discoufée. questions are not just “what is
power, what does it mean and what does it do?” Aoideven "where is it located and
what forms can it have?” Many more and more profoguestions one needs to ask about
such a complex and highly theoripednomenon as power is. If one is able to
answer what the basic concepts of power are andthiswnulti-faceted phenomenon can
be analysed in or as discourse, then one can hettlrstand the complexity of power
relations, especially in the field of discoursenc@tely in the institutional talk, which will
be described later on in this paper. One can tlem lzetter understand the relationship

between language, society and power.

To add to or, better, to cover all the definitiafgpower listed at the beginning, one
must understand the “power” in its real essencevaPas everywhere. It is present all
around humans; it is interwoven in all their aci@nd can be born everywhere. Power is
internal; it comes from inside every single beifgucault defines power as “something
that is not acquired, seized, or shared, somettiiagyone holds on to or allows to slip
away, power is exercised from innumerable points, inititerplay of nonegalitarian and

mobile relations” (Foucault, 94).



In society, there is a hierarchy and basic hieiaathdivisions that are different in
various cultures. In such divisions, it is easygower to be present, and it occurs in every
single relationship. But “power is not an institutj and not a structureeither is it a
certain strength we are endowed with, it is the eahat one attributes to a complex

strategic situation in a particular society” (Foulta93).

Therefore Foucault sees power as being a complkxamstantly developing web of
social relationships. He understands it as a ratkbeps on evolving, growing from itself
and being present in the whole social body. Thheret are many kinds of power, as
political, statal, male or female. According to Eault, power is a productive process,
rather than simply a repressive phenomenon, asdshvhy one can experience and feel it

at every level of social activity. Moreover:

Power must be understood in the first instancehasntultiplicity of force relations
immanent in the sphere in which they operate andctwitonstitute their own
organization as the process which, through ceaseless struggldsconfrontations,
transforms, strengthens, or reverses thasrthe support which these force relations find
in one another, thus forming a chain or a systerondhe contrary, the disjunctions and
contradictions which isolate them from one angthed lastly, as the strategies in which
they take effect, whose general design or institi#i crystallization is embodied in the
state apparatus, in the formulation of the law,the various social hegemonies.

(Foucault, 93)

All the above stated represents the basic concegiower, which since being
published has completely changed the view overwhele issue. All the dictionary
definitions mentioned at the beginning are suddenbufficient and must be further
developed in the light of the far-reaching theormfs Michel Foucault. The nouns
accompanying the general perception of power asfolness, effectiveness, control, or

dominance must definitely be extended to a largeige of not only nouns, as power



involves everything that is immanent in the wholeisty, because “it comes from

everywhere” (Foucault, 93).

Another influential philosopher from the poststuwretist era is Pierre Bourdieu who
talks about symbolic power. He is concerned wittiagractices and questions why some
of them are more valuable and persuasive than tiwed how the knowledge of such
practices makes some individuals more powerful @tkers. He, of course, goes further
than perceiving power as a physical foraaoreover, according to him, power is
“transmuted into a symbolic form, and thereby eneldwith a kind oflegitimacythat it
would not otherwise havel...] Symbolic power is an ’invisible” power which is

“misrecognized” as such and thereby "recognizel@gasnate” (Bourdieu, 23).

In every institution, in every group, in all var®gocieties, there are some rules that
are thoughtlessly kept. The rules and practiceieapm these groups are based on power.
Parts of these rules are represented in the systéaw of a state and thus being silently
recognized as codified rules to be kept. Also tHasesystems that are accompanied by
certain habits, social practices and strategiegat@ngled with power and effective power
relations. The less one is aware of the presenpewér in such rules and practices and the
less one thinks about them, the more effectivelwgroand power relations work. Then,
the participants of such institutions and socie#ies ruled by those power structures and
act in a way that the practices make them behawreder, there is a certain language
used while applying the practices and there isrgelmumber of linguistic strategies that

are used among the members of the institutionsdardo increase efficiency of the rules.

Pinter's playThe Mountain Languageepresents a clear example of principles on
which power works. The whole play, even if set mnadstract world, depicts an institution
known from a real world where power is violentlydafinguistically exercised. This
aggressive piece of work describes the social ipegctand the application of the rules in
an unnamed country at an unspecified time. Thiginaay institution is a hierarchical one
and its rules and laws are thoughtlessly kept.ePigtresses the whole structure of such
society and thus the power relations are visibld presented in an absurd way. The
Pinter’'s whole play describes the system of power shows how dangerously power can
be practiced.

The Mountain Languagés a political one-act play set in a prison forital

dissidents. In this hostile surrounding, communmdcatis forbidden, and language has



become a tool of the oppressors, whose utteraméest ithe atmosphere. The owners of
the language in this institution use words to gamwer over those whose language is not
“the language of the capital'The Mountain 10) or who had showed some kind of
disagreement. What is more, the linguistic straegf the oppressors are completely

arbitrary giving thus evidence how absurd the daalas and practices sometimes are.

In this play, Pinter shows totally absurd situasioconversations and social practices
and it is this absurdity that helps him to prove ttmnipresence of power in every

institution:

Officer: Look at this woman’s hand. | think the thin is going to come offT elderly

womar) Who did this?

She stares at him.

Who did this?

Young woman: A big dog.
Officer: What was his name?
Pause.

What was hisiame&

Pause.

Every dog has mameé They answer to their name. They are given a nagné¢heir
parents and that is their name, that is thame Before they bite, thegtatetheir name.

It's a formal procedure. They state their name thied they bite... The Mountain7-8)

Through the words of the guards, the plays streasdsexplains the system of rules and
laws in a state and shows how the insistency opikgehose rules can easily serve as a

means of power.



Hand in hand with the term “power” goes the terror¢e relations”, sometimes
called “power relations” that were mentioned pregly. They represent a basic
relationship between all the participants in theolghsociety they are an interactional
phenomena and the “power relations emerge in tieeplay between participants” locally

constructed, discursive identities and their ingtnhal status” (Thornborrow, 1).

Just as power, also these power relations are hiastaonstantly moving and
emerging from one another. They can be the basiallothe interactional problems,
language misunderstandings, relations of dominaacd submissiveness constantly
appearing in society. Pinter's plaghe Mountain Languagés an apposite example.
Foucault describes the power relations as “the folanrelationships of force that take
shape and come into play in the machinery of prodagcin families, limited groups, and
institutions, are the basis for wide-ranging efect cleavage that run through the social

body as a whole” (Foucault, 94).

Bourdieu, through his definition of institution,aoins that “an institution is not
necessarily a particular organization” (8). It ch@ every community from a family,
recognized group of people, state or factory, fatance. What is more, he perceives an
institution as being “any relatively durable setotial relations whiclendowsndividuals
with power, status and resources of various kiitds.the institution[...] that endows the
speaker with the authority to carry out the actolithis or her utterance claims to perform”
(8-9).

As well asThe Mountain LanguagedPinter’s playThe Birthday Partydescribes an
institution that gives certain force to some memlibus making them more powerful than
others. Specific powerful language that they usd lmguistic strategies which they
choose to support their utterance with makes thesn enore forceful. The effect of such
linguistic behaviour is sometimes invisible domioan Such rhetorically skilled
individuals can easily influence others to makentheehave and respond in their sense.

To sum up, institutions place some individuals mare powerful position. The rules
that are applied in such institution strengthert tteatain position. In case a person is a
clever language strategist, he or she can reinfoix@r her position by using linguistic
strategies. These strategies that will be explaitegdr in this paper being applied
effectively can have tremendous, sometimes desteuetfffects over others, who are in

lower social positions. Speakers make hearers leedwad react in the way they want them



to. The subordinate, powerless position and sinatif the hearers is thus stressed in a
painful way. Pinter’'s plaffhe Birthday Partys an example of these statements. This very
successful full-length play describes such lingaistestruction of a person while using
powerful linguistic strategies that strengthen a&idently powerful position in a certain

society.

Goldberg and McCann fromhe Birthday Partyare representatives of a mysterious
organization who arrive in a boarding house wheeml8y, presumably a former member
of the same organization, lives. Goldberg suggtets they should hold him a birthday
party. But the initial warmth turns into a step-4tep ritualistic destruction of Stanley by
the two pursuers. Goldberg, being full of false lmmie and worldly wise and McCann
being brutal and silent, echoing Goldberg’s wondd abeying his orders, is behind all the
actions in the play. He has made detailed plarte aghat he, or the institution, wants to
happen and how it is going to happen. He is a mgsi® evil creature representing the
rules, laws and social practices of an institutitih a strong determination to achieve his

chosen ends:

Goldberg: What does he do, your husband?
Meg: He's a deck-chair attendant.
Goldberg: Oh, very nice!
Meg: Yes, he’s out in all weathers.
She begins to take her purchases from her bag.
Goldberg: Of course. And your guest? Is he a man?
Meg: A man?
Goldberg: Or a woman?
Meg: No. A man.
Goldberg: Been here long?
Meg: He’s been here about a year now.
Goldberg: Oh yes. A resident. What's his name?
Meg: Stanley Webber.
Goldberg: Oh yes? Does he work here?
Meg: He used to work. He used to be a pianist.darecert party on the pier.
Goldberg: Oh yes? On the pier, eh? Does he plagespmano?
Meg: Oh, lovely. The Birthday 31)



The extract above clearly shows how Goldberg is &bkule and control the conversation
in order to achieve his goals. He forces the otleishim what he needs to know and

manipulates them to serve his aims.

Goldberg is successful in what he has planned tueae — or in what the
organization that he represents wants him to dankleages to take Stanley away from his
shelter to an unknown place. The power of the tuisbn that he represents is terrifying
throughout the entire play and again, a$e Mountain Languag®inter skilfully proves,
how power and power relations are interwoven inrgwocial body, in every single

interaction of its members and how these interastiman represent effective power games.

Discourse, being a verbal exchange, a conversatioan institutional talk is then
supposed to be a strategic discourse that is pladen, goal, or task-oriented and
equipped with inequality. Institutional discourse characteristically asymmetrical
asymmetry being “much less a question of turn itistion between participants and much
more one of unequal distribution of social powed atatus” (as quoted in Thornborrow,
3).

Being aware of the existence of various “hierarsha@d inequalities that exist in
gender, class, ethnic and other social relatiosshipgetween the participants”
(Thornborrow, 3), also every single utterance anvessation must be taken as unequal.
Always, there is one participant being situated iower position than the other, no matter

whether from gender, class, ethnic or other pdimiew.

To follow, in any talk, relationships of power emerand therefore the institutional
talk represent a discourse “in which the discursiesources and identities available to
participants to accomplish specific actions arbegitveakened or strengthened in relation

to their current institutional identities” (Thorntsow, 4).

Taking notice of Bourdieu’s understanding of antitnfon, the following chapter
deals with an institutional talk that is based be power theories mentioned in this
chapter. Such talk is described theoretically, &l as practically, and analysed in the

chosen Pinter’s plays.



3. Language

One of the most important forms of human commuracats language. Speaking
a language makes human beings social, literateithdils. Through uttering words, in every
speech act, one can recognize gender, social diasslture. The language we use influences
the way we think as well. Language means freedomthe human beings as it offers to
express through discourses various thoughts amiomsi but, paradoxically, it allows the
individuals to create a world, as they want to havey using certain discursive techniques
and devices. Dale Spender suggests that “givenldhgtiage is such an influential force in
shaping our world, it is obvious that those whoehthe power to make the symbols and their
meanings are in a privileged and highly advantaggmsition. They have the potential to
order the world to suit their own ends” (as quate@ameron, 97).

Social environment is very important while usingdaage. It always determines not
only the language a speaker chooses to use, élgbidetermines a hearer’s perception of the
speaker’'s utterance and the final understandinghef meaning. Fairclough claims that
“the language we use is always shaped by the rahtend social conditions in which it is
produced” (as quoted in Thornborrow, 15).

How can language be powerful? Or, more precisebwldan a discourse be powerful?
As it clearly comes out from Chapter 2, languagarisinseparable part of power relations
because a discourse is always present in the attemabetween individuals and power is
present in every kind of discourse. In this ligttscourse can be seen as a manipulative
language-game, a dynamic process by which measigiyen to linguistic interaction and in
which a certain subject is communicated and whHere power relations are revealed.

Moreover, when analysing a discourse in relationptaver, one cannot omit the
importance of “the relationship between discourad &ocial, institutional organisations”
(as quoted in Thornborrow, 7). Fairclough strestes relationship and defines power
“as already accruing to some participants and maithers, and this power is determined by
their institutional role and their socio-econontiatgs, gender or ethnic identity” (as quoted in
Thornborrow, 7).

Foucault’s resistance must also be mentioned atphint. Because “where there is
power, there is resistance” (Foucault, 95). Rest&ds always present and so giving rise to
power. Both these elements stand in a close rakdttip, they are mutually non-expellable and
the existence of power relations “depends on a iptigity of points of resistance”
(Foucault, 95).



As a consequence, to answer the question statede adloout how some kind of
language can be powerful, one must consider not trd power — discourse — institution
relationship, but one must also deeply consider power is applied in a discourse and how
it is resisted. In other words, “what discursiveaerces do speakers use for doing power in
talk, and what resources do others use in respdib@tnborrow, 7).

Following Foucault's argument about power that nsn@resent at all levels of social
interaction, then power must be present and visdltde in every single interplay between
participants of all speeches, discourses and t&ks.consequently, some speakers occupy
more or less powerful positions. Some of the vestraltegies that can be applied in discourse
in order to make the speech more powerful will kaneined later in this paper including
paralinguistic and non-verbal interactive acts.

The relationship between power and resistance ixuaial one when examining
language as a means of power. Power of a spediagsage always depends on the amount
of resistance that the hearer shows. In case sistance is not hard enough or it is not
present at all, then it is very easy for the lamggutp serve as a means of not only power over
the other person but also as a means of the liigtéssing and even torment.

Subjugation of the other person is a common tapiPinter’'s dramatic work. The way
to get complete control over the other through @ aka specific type of language is a
problematic that is of Pinter’s interest since bely plays. He describes a step-by-step
subjugation of a character leading to a complestrdetion of an individual for example in
The Birthday Party

Pinter's The Mountain Languagegives another example of linguistic coercion in an
abstract institutional surrounding. Both the offiemd sergeant voice a language representing
the one and only language allowed in the capitabrgler to torment the oppressed. The
officials are in such a powerful institutional pi@n endowing them with power over others.
The language they use thus helps them to breaketlistance of the oppressed and they are

allowed so to torment them not only linguistically:

Elderly woman: | have bread —

The guard jabs her with a stick.

Guard: Forbidden. Language forbidden.

She looks at him. He jabs herlt's forbidden. To prisonej Tell her to speak the
language of the capital.

Prisoner: She can’t speak ithHe Mountain13-14)



Now, the resistance of the elderly woman has beekeb. The guard has played with her,
showing his powerful position and letting her knbaw subordinate she is. This situation
depicts the hierarchy that exists in every socety proves how a certain language use can
serve to not only stress somebody’s powerful pasitout also his or her ability and
opportunity to torment others. Trhe Mountain Languagéhis elderly woman is not strong
enough to bear the officials” torment. Firstly, $h@ot allowed to speak her language, the
only language she can speak. Secondly, the oSittature her physically in order to keep

her silent and make her do and say what they want.

Towards the end of the play, the rules about fitbidden mountain language
suddenly change and the elderly woman is allowespé&ak her own tongue. But after such
torment and linguistic oppression and coercion,ish®t able to speak at all. The effects

of such powerful tormenting behaviour are tremersdauhis play:

Prisoner: She can speak?

Guard: Yes. Until further notice. New rules.
Pause

Prisoner: Mother, you can speak.

Pause

Mother, I'm speaking to you. You see? We can sp¥ak. can speak to me in our own
language.

She is still.

You can speak.

Pause

Mother. Can you hear me? | am speaking to you froaun language.
Pause

Do you hear me?

Pause

It's our language.

Pause

Can’t you hear me? Do you hear me?

She does not respond.

Mother?

Guard: Tell her she can speak in her own langudge. rules. Until further notice.
Prisoner: Mother?



She does not respond. She sits still.

The prisoner’s trembling grows. He falls from tHear on to his knees, begins to gasp
and shake violently.

The sergeant walks into the room and studies tismper shaking on the floor.

Sergeant:To guard Look at this. You go out of your way to give thenhelping hand
and they fuck it up.

Blackout (The Mountain20-22)

In this extract, Pinter skilfully describes the raeimg danger of such oppressive
conditions and the effects it can have on the idd& when power breaks resistance. The
final scene ofThe Mountain Languageepresents an explicit deterrent example of

linguistic torture leading to a complete destructod an individual.

Pinter's The Birthday Partyis also helpful when analysing the problematic of
powerful language more profoundly. Goldberg, acimg\whis goals and making the other
characters behave and respond in a way he wantstthds the most powerful character
of the play. But how does he manage this? Them® igiolence in the play, there are not
even any threats expressed in the conversatiors.afbwer lies in Goldberg’s superb
technique of verbal manipulation. He is able talléee conversation where he chooses and
he knows how to persuade the other charactershavieeaccording to his desires. He is
personified menace, skilful and determined to lfifs mysterious duty. He can beat the

others’ resistance and so manipulate them.

The most important part of the play, the cross-eration of Stanley, shows
Goldberg’s using of several conversational deviegh such skill that he gains complete
control over Stanley and breaks his resistanceclhtmses the conversational topic; he
accuses him of several made-up things, insistssorgthis own phraseology, he makes the
elicitations and repeats them several times andmlets Stanley respond. Such repetition
together with a rapid pace of the interrogationctions to show the interrogee that he
cannot answer although the question is again regedflany such pressures make the
interrogee be convinced of his own inability to w&esthe questions, and finally of being
guilty of the accusations. Thus Stanley is subpkdte both mental and conversational
pressure. The flow of the conversation, which Getdlhas chosen, serves a clear purpose.
The cooperation between him and McCann runs pé&yfemnooth. His powers of

persuasion are unique: Stanley is made to belleatehie should share Goldberg’s opinion.



The whole cross-examination is the first step mphay of Stanley’s destruction; the main

purpose of it is to crush Stanley verbally.

The structure of the cross-examination consistsiypail Wh-questions, which gives
a deeper impression of pressure, dominance andilverdnipulation leading to a clearly
stated goal. The phrases are constructed as beémglymaccusations, there is no tie

between them and being put separately they malsemse:

Goldberg: Why do you treat that young lady likeepdr? She’s not the leper, Webber.
Stanley: What the —
Goldberg: What did you wear last week, Webber? \Wlleryou keep your suits?
McCann: Why did you leave the organization?
Goldberg: What would your old mum say, Webber?
McCann: Why did you betray usPHe Birthday 47-48)

At the end of the cross-examination the ties alnumstnot exist and the pace of the
conversation is very rapid. Goldberg and McCanretakns in destroying Stanley in

a brainwashing manner and it fits well with the gyah effect of a careful planning made in
advance that is apparent in the successful marnipaldn this phase, Stanley is caught up
and is made almost speechless:

Goldberg: Where’s your lechery leading you?
McCann: You'll pay for this.
Goldberg: You stuff yourself with dry toast.
McCann: You contaminate womankind.
Goldberg: Why don’t you pay the rent?
McCann: Mother defiler!
Goldberg: Why do you pick your nose?
McCann: | demand justice!
Goldberg: What's your trade?
McCann: What about Ireland?
Goldberg: What's your trade?
Stanley: | play the piano.Tfe Birthday 51)



Both Goldberg and McCann want to persuade Stanfidyisounquestionable guilt.
A repetition of words or phrases serves to achswh purpose. The change of personal
pronouns during the following extracts also helps¢cuse Stanley and show him exactly

the direction of such conversation:

Goldberg: What have you done with your wife!
McCann: He’s killed his wife!
Goldberg: Why did you kill your wife?
Stanley: §itting, his back to the audienc&Vhat wife?
McCann: How did he kill her?
Goldberg: How did you kill her?
McCann: You throttled her!
Goldberg: With arsenic.
McCann: There’s your man'Tfie Birthday 49)

Shortly after this, Goldberg and McCann ask Stamiby he never got married. Thus it is
obvious that they accused and tortured him justHersake of it in order to demonstrate

him their power, dominance and superiority.

Following example is going to prove how succes§ioldberg and McCann are in
achieving their purpose and so manipulating antrajgag Stanley and winning the power
over him. For a short time, Stanley manages toyrbpt as the pace increases, Stanley is
no longer able to keep up. McCann then commentsStanley’s ignorance as if
announcing it to everyone (He doesn’t know!), whishiepeated by Goldberg to give the

phrase more importance:

Goldberg: When did you come to this place?
Stanley: Last year.

Goldberg: Where did you come from?
Stanley: Somewhere else.

Goldberg: Why did you come here?

Stanley: My feet hurt!

Goldberg: Why did you stay?

Stanley: | had a headache!

Goldberg: Did you take anything for it?



Stanley: Yes.

Goldberg: What?

Stanley: Fruit salts!

Goldberg: Enos or Andrews?

Stanley: En — An —

Goldberg: Did you stir properly? Did they fizz?
Stanley: Now, now, wait, you —

Goldberg: Did they fizz? Did they fizz or didn’tef fizz?
McCann: He doesn’t know!

Goldberg: You don’'t know.The Birthday 48)

Another example of Goldberg’s excellent verbal matation and total control over
Stanley is when Goldberg interrupts Stanley’s reigl judges it wrong before he has even

said it;

Goldberg: When did you last have a bath?
Stanley: | have one every —
Goldberg: Don't lie. The Birthday 48)

The extract below shows a powerful climax to th&errogation: the familiar and
nonsensical — and most irrelevant — question evedtand repeated with pressing intensity
and verve. The result is extremely effective. Stgns completely confused and does not
understand at all what is happening:

Goldberg: Speak up, Webber. Why did the chickessthe road?
Stanley: He wanted to — he wanted to — he wanted.to
McCann: He doesn’t know!

Goldberg: Why did the chicken cross the road?

Stanley: He wanted to — he wanted to. ...

Goldberg: Why did the chicken cross the road?

Stanley: He wanted. ...

McCann: He doesn’t know. He doesn’t know which cdims!
Goldberg: Which came first?

McCann: Chicken? Egg? Which came first?



Goldberg and McCann: Which came first? Which camst™ Which came first?

Goldberg: He doesn’t know. Do you know your ownefadVake him up. Stick a needle
in his eye. The Birthday 51-52)

Finally it is no wonder that Stanley does not respor try to challenge any accusations.
Below is the last phase of the cross-examinatiavipg that Stanley has been made
unable to answer even accusations Yke're dead

McCann: Who are you, Webber?
Goldberg: What makes you think you exist?
McCann: You're dead.

Goldberg: You're dead. You can't live, you can’intky you can’t love. You're dead.
You're a plague gone bad. There’s no juice in yoou're nothing but an odour!

(The Birthday 52)

The final part of the interrogation starts with Mao@'s question¥Vvho are you, Webber?
And finishes with Goldberg’s announcemafdu’re nothing but an odouBetween these
two phrases there is a rapid burst of accusaticaderby both McCann and Goldberg. The
accusations are tied together and come in rapideseg and some of them are repeated
several times. Thus, after all the different stagesorturing Stanley verbally, Goldberg
and McCann have managed to reduce Stanley inteechkfess creatur¢hey won over

him completely.

At the end, the last stage of the verbal destroctibStanley is to make sure that
Stanley is incapable of saying anything no mattev hard he might try. Again, Goldberg
takes the leading role in the scene. The scenerightéess interrogation in its intensity,

resulting in the fact that Stanley is only ablg@tonounce nonsensical sounds:

Goldberg: You'll be able to make or break, Stan.mBy life. (Silence. Stanley is still
Well? What do you say?

Stanley’s head lifts very slowly and turns in Gelds direction.
Goldberg: What do you think? Eh, boy?

Stanley begins to clench and unclench his eyes.

McCann: What's your opinion, sir? Of this prospeat?
Goldberg: Prospect. Sure. Sure it's a prospect.



Stanley’s hands clutching his glasses begin tolitem
What's your opinion of such a prospect? Eh, Stéhley

Stanley concentrates, his mouth opens, he atteimgfseak, fails and emits sounds from
his throat.

Stanley: Uh-gug ... uh-gug ... eeehhh-gag .On( the breath) Caahh....
(The Birthday 84)

Nearly all the plays by Harold Pinter show the laage used to overpower others. Such
language serves to reach certain goals, to appigusasocial rules and to gain or stress one’s
position in society. In every institution thereasgroup of members who are stronger than
other members. There are inequalities in everysisgciety and thus the power relations can
be born and function. Language, being a uniqueftodhe members to communicate among
them, is chosen according to the certain sociaitipasof the participants of the utterances.
As Dale Spender puts it:

One group literally has power over the other. Tisisa simplistic analysis of the
workings of power|...]. The group which has the power to ordain the sirecof
languagq...] have the potential to construct a language, atyealbody of knowledge
in which they are central figures, the potentialdgitimate their own primac)...] the
potential to create a world in which they are theental figure.
(as quoted in Cameron, 97)

Such language is used in certain kinds of instingj in various political regimes or
during various interactions between the convergatists in different occasions. Language
thus becomes an instrument of torture, a mediuoutir which power is exerted between the
individuals. Moreover, it can serve to extract @ssions from possible traitors, to make
people do or say what one wants or such languageeased to a complete destruction of an
individual. Pinter’s plays are perfect examplesarfuring language serving various purposes
in the hands of the more powerful participantsmguistic interactions. Pinter’s language will
be examined more profoundly in the following chapie order to show some other examples
of such threatening use of language serving asaamsnaf power.

Torment is thus the most visible exercise of poierone human being over another
and all verbal confrontations; all dialogues intfamntain an element of a power struggle.
Martin Esslin describes such situations as onesevlume of the interlocutors will dominate,
the other will have difficulty in getting a word iedgewise one will have the wider

vocabulary, a quicker response reaction than therd{as quoted in Burkman, 32).



In other words, hardly ever in an encounter theeet&o participants of the same level
of intelligence. There is always “one leaping aheathe exchange while another stumbles
confusedly along behind” (TayloAnger and After 294). Consequently, verbal cruelty is
hidden in any dialogic situation and thus all tbeial interactions offer a possibility to grab
an opportunity to linguistically overpower the athparticipant. The more articulate confuses
the less articulate with, for example, questionschenot understand, to which he cannot
respond and so terrifies and threatens him. Exanpfesuch practices and division of
linguistic strategies that are used to overpowbkermparticipants verbally are described later
on in this paper.

As mentioned before, verbal torture is the baspictan the playsThe Mountain
Languageand The Birthday PartyPinter has skilfully written these plays in ordershow
how language is used as a means of power, whatisiingtechniques are used to struggle for
dominance and what forms of resistances the otheticjpants use in order to protect
themselves against such language and power.

Different degrees of power in language are reachwen gender is taken into
a consideration. The relationship between languwage gender has always been of a great
interest to various theorists and feminist reseanshvorking on issues of dominance. The
differences “between women and men in terms of arofitalk and access to the “floor” as
indicators of asymmetrical distribution of sociawer” (Thornborrow, 27) have been widely
discussed among specialists. According to Tanrieretare various studies which examine
linguistic strategies that women use differentlarthmen in order to gain domination or,
sometimes unwillingly, to stay inferior because ‘éansociety structured along a series of
unequal divisions, there are clearly a number otigs who have power in relation to other
groups: men, whites, managers... The form of dononatind subordination are by no means
always identical” (as quoted in Cameron, 103).

Inevitably, there is the issue of power highly ilweal. Power is manifest in current
conversational rules, cultural values, possessioresources, or social nhorms. Moreover,
“there is institutional power owned only by men3$ @uoted in Cameron, 301).

By the language the members of these two groupgeofler use, one can easily
recognize the various social positions and powéatiomships. When speaking about the
power — language — gender relationship, one musinage of the social position of the two
genders. When groups of speakers have particukatiggoin society, their language and use
of linguistic strategies correspond to, or reflélgir social situation and status. According to

McConnell-Ginet, “women’s favored styles of langaagse are often negatively evaluated by



the larger community, for example, and women agguently victims of male oppression in
discourse, suffering interruptions and inattentitmn their conversational contributions”
(as quoted in Cameron, 198).

But, despite such typical features which female afskanguage is characterized by, it
must not be omitted that women have other linguistivantages than men, for example
“woman is linguistically quicker than manuicker to learn, quicker to hear, and quicker to
answer[...] the lowest degree of linguistic imbecility is rgrefound among women”
(as quoted in Cameron, 236).

In other words, women are able to use their languesga means of power in a slightly
different way than men can do. Women use their fi@gmitools to get what they want and to
regulate the game they will play with the men abtirem. They also dominate by the speed
of their reaction. Taylor claims that “men who &aadtl always dominate men who stop to
think; women think and act simultaneously, as though satime deep unquestioning instinct,
and therefore dominate both” (22).

When talking about woman — power — language reiatip, the non-verbal means of
communication are of a high importance. Women wusewverbal language more often and in
a more advanced way in order to give their uttezanbigger significance. Moreover, women
have the advantage of sexuality at their dispasgkesenting a much-demanded commaodity.
Woman'’s sexuality can serve as an aggressive weaipggduction, which a woman can use,
in conjunction with her linguistic skills, to tore her opponent. Then one can speak about the
“assault of linguistic and sexual power” (Almargh).

Pinter's playThe Homecomings a clear example of the gender — power — languag
game. The main theme of this play is a battle famichation in a sexual context. It depicts
a family struggle for power over each other andhat same time the strategic and sexual
power game of Ruth. She is the wife of Teddy, togetwith whom she has come from
America to visit Teddy’s family living in London.eddy is the oldest son of Max who shares
the household with other two sons and his brotlaen.SRuth, after realizing her proprietary
and territorial possibilities, uses her female po#dity to lead a cruel fight for a powerful
position in such a male family. She coolly uses $&xuality and female language as the
major weapon to win over the others. Pintdifee Homecomings thus about skilful verbal
and non-verbal techniques that are used by a woonget a profitable, advantageous position

in an institution.



On the first night of Teddy and Ruth’s arrival, @r@ise meeting with Lenny, Ruth’s
brother-in-law happens. In a show-off manner Letallys about himself and about brutal acts
he committed against women. Ruth’s reaction isr&ing in that she not only accepts these
weird tales as completely natural but also startsrqgking Lenny erotically. When Lenny

decides that Ruth’s unfinished glass of water shbel removed, she decides it shouldn't:

Ruth: If you take the glass...I'll take you.

Pause.

Lenny: How about me taking the glass without ydarig me?

Ruth: Why don't | just take you?

Pause.

Lenny: You're joking.

Pause.

You're in love, anyway, with another man. You'vedha secret liaison with another
man. His family didn’t even know. Then you comeenhaithout a word of warning and
start to make trouble.

She picks up the glass and lifts it towards him.

Ruth: Have a sip. Go on. Have a sip from my glass.

He is still.

Sit on my lap. Take a long cool sip.

She pats her lap. Pause.

She stands, moves to him with the glass.

Put your head back and open your mouth.

Lenny: Take that glass away from me.

Ruth: Lie on the floor. Go on. I'll pour it down yothroat.

Lenny: What are you doing, making me some kindroppsal?

She laughs shortly, drains the glass.

Ruth: Oh, | was thirsty.

She smiles at him, puts the glass down, goes imo hall and up the stairs.
(The Homecoming34-35)

In this scene, Lenny did all the talking but wheutliRspeaks she cuts everything straight
through. That indicates that she is very much mtr@d of the situation woman versus man. It
is the power of sexuality together with the skilfige of linguistic strategies that help women
to reach their goals. This scene shows Ruth’s gtieand Lenny’s weakness. She perceives
his vulnerability and disarms him very skilfullyh&is aware of his erotic fantasies that make
him inferior to her as they make him weak and ddpahon her. “She is the powerful erotic
lover-to-be who might possess him” (as quoted ihrL&5). Ruth says little but governs the
conversational pace and she always controls Leshg.even calls him Leonard, as his dead
mother used to do.

Ruth is the pivot of the play cancelling her bomdth her husband in order to rule this
strange family and get the best piece of propertytarritory. The homecoming is hers, not of



her husband. She knows intuitively the rules of thstitution and its power games and she
knows how to manipulate its members. All her acticgpresent a straight struggle for power.
The dirt and aggression of the London house prothéeenvironment that Ruth needs. It's
summed up in a speech of Max, Teddy's father: “lhever had a whore under this roof
before. Ever since your mother died” (42). Ruthsdoet see anything inappropriate in it and
takes it as a compliment. Moreover, she uses hdy language and sexuality so skilfully
whilst talking that her power over all the male niems of the institution is very clearly
visible. Taylor stresses that “in the battle fonyeo, naturally the body wins out over the
mind” (as quoted in Lahr, 63).

When the males are talking about philosophical engttstruggling for power among
themselves, not even noticing Ruth, she suddemhpguinto the conversation and attracts
everybody’s attention to herself, using her sexyand seductive manners, showing them

openly her powerful position:

Ruth: Don’t be too sure though. You've forgotterm&bhing. Look at me. I...move my

leg. That's all it is. But | wear...underwear...whiclowes with me...it...captures your

attention. Perhaps you misinterpret. The actiosingple. It's a leg...moving. My lips

move. Why don’t you restrict...your observation tatth Perhaps the fact that they

move is more significant...than the words which catm®ugh them. You must bear

that...possibility...in mind.

Silence(The Homecoming2-53)
The power of her speech is thus stressed by herabgx The importance of such non-verbal
signals must not be underestimated when analysamgulge as a means of power.
Particularly with reference to gender, such sigmdisexuality must be considered because
woman’s talk can be a powerful and relatively dffec means of gaining a favourable
position or even superiority over men in a crossgerbal interaction. The final degree of
power gained depends on context and social statuseth WWomen can then easily, and Ruth
does so imMhe Homecomingontrol the situation rather than be controllgdtb

After Ruth has been sexually initiated into the n&anily, she realizes her new
powerful position and cunningly continues in gejtwhat she wants. After rolling on the
floor with Joey, another brother-in-law, while Lenrhe older one, stands above observing
the rite, she gets up. In a new deliciously authtivie tone, she demands a drink. When

receiving it, she just sternly states:

Ruth: What's this glass? | can’t drink out of thi#aven't you got a tumbler?
Lenny: Yes. The Homecoming0-61)



The game continues and Ruth’s desire for powerdmhidance over the others strengthens.
She uses her sensuality, seductive gestures andwoub, double sensual language to create

even more dominant position among the males. Thekwlscene continues:

Lenny: On the rocks? Or as it comes?

Ruth: Rocks? What do you know about rocks?

Lenny: We've got rocks. But they're frozen stifftime fridge. The Homecoming1)

Ruth’s strategic intentions are clearly visibleotlghout every interaction with the
family members. She has been given some kind d@irteary, a role, and she begins to act it.
Now she becomes alive and open to her own pos&bijlito complication, to life in its
intensity. Again, female linguistic tactics and @oof voice help her to achieve her goals step-

by-step:

Lenny: Well, the evenings are drawing in.

Ruth: Yes, it's getting dark.

Pause.

Lenny: Winter’ll soon be upon us. Time to renew’smveardrobe.

Pause.

Ruth: That’s a good thing to do.

Lenny: What? The Homecoming6)

Lustfully she plays a game with the others, beielf secure about the new position she is
gaining and realizing that she can go even furtReith wants the maximum in that given
situation and she is willing to do everything foby using her sexuality, cunning language
and skilful linguistic strategies as main tools.eThhale members of the family, being
surprised at first, accept such game and playrd ha well. But they do not realize the cruelty
of Ruth’s rules and keep on thinking that theywanmening over her and manipulating her into
a position favourable for them. In fact, it is Rutho wins because, as mentioned in Chapter
2, when the power is unrealised and unacknowledgedger relations work better and are
much more effective.

Towards the end of the play, Ruth takes in theatitn — a houseful of males who have
not had a woman living on the premises since ththeradied — and moves straight towards
her target. She is willing to exchange her greatenmda life in America for a shabby
surrounding in dirty London. But to put it in otheprds, she wants to exchange her inferior

position with her boring husband for a dominant pdwl role in her new family:



Teddy: Ruth...the family have invited you to stayr folittle while longer. As a...as
a kind of guest. If you like the idea | don't mind/e can manage very easily at
home...until you come back.

Ruth: How very nice of themThe Homecoming/5)

And after a little bit of hesitation, Ruth’s relatis with the family start to consist of extended

bargaining: she has sex to offer, they have teyind in the end they strike a deal:

Max: No, you'd just have to bring in a little, theatll. A few pennies. Nothing much.
It's just that we're waiting for Joey to hit theptaas a boxer. When Joey hits the
top...well...

Pause.

Teddy: Or you can come home with me.

Lenny: We'd get you a flat.

Pause(The Homecoming/6)

She wants to translate sexual power into real eestatd she does so by specifying
precisely the property she desires — the numberooifs, services, domestic assistance,
wardrobe —and putting the whole thing in contralctelans. She does not want sex so much as
sex power; she is more interested in the power.ddles not trust these men; she wants her
rights clearly defined. In the end, Ruth is only taware of her powegrshe frivolously

bargains to claim the spoils:

Ruth: A flat?

Lenny: Yes.

Ruth: Where?

Lenny: In town.

Pause.

But you’d live here, with usThe Homecoming/6)

After a discussion about number of rooms, bathro@md a personal maid, Ruth cold-

bloodedly continues. Her tactics are cruel, lustygrecise and cunning:

Lenny: We’d supply everything. Everything you need.

Ruth: I'd need an awful lot. Otherwise | wouldn& bontent.

Lenny: You'd have everything.

Ruth: I would naturally want to draw up an inventof everything | would need, which
would require your signatures in the presence tiagises.

Lenny: Naturally.

Ruth: All aspects of the agreement and conditiohemployment would have to be
clarified to our mutual satisfaction before we finad the contract.

Lenny: Of course.

Pause.

Ruth: Well, it might prove a workable arrangemémhe Homecoming/7-78)



The female is the sexual specialist, and the esemi that function robs her of nothing.
Sexually, she retains the whip hand — a point Batier emphasises in the last scene when the
apparently victorious Max and the other men likieel around her, beseeching her favour.
She is the queen bee, not the captive. All the matiempts to dominate her, Ruth turns to
her own advantage, and she emerges as the mostfplofiggire in the play. Her own tactics

are absolutely clear. Her husband is returningrteeAca alone:

Ruth: Eddie.

Teddy turns.

Pause.

Don’t become a stranger.

Teddy goes, shuts the front door.
Silence(The Homecomind0)

Ruth turns from business-like talk about prostitatio call her husband by a name not used
before: “Eddie”, and then: “Don’t become a strafigera phrase which seems to express
a concern but does not change anything about #sept situation. She is not to be defined
wholly by her obvious talents and her manner of-hmadcking speech. Ruth, a significant
“pinteresque” character, is important for her pdwewords through which she expresses
much more then can be said with words. Esslin de=crRuth’s powerful behaviour in

The Peopled Wound

Then Ruth speaks: she calls him — “Eddie”.

Throughout the play Ruth has never addressed Tieglthys name. Talking to the others
she has referred to him, as they have, as Teddy.fa¢t that she now calls him by
a different name, the name which no doubt was tieeshe used when they were alone,
thus acquires a particular force.

Teddy turns(241)

... Only five words, only eight syllables are actyatipoken in that whole passage:
“Eddie. ... Don’t become a stranger”. But through sueprise use of a name, through
a pregnant pause and an utterly final silence, thnough the subtle ambiguity of

a phrase which is both a cliché and yet carriggeel meaning of deep, tragic, impact,
Pinter has put a wealth of drama, psychologicafuyprity, suspense, irony and pathos
into those eight syllables. (242)

The scene continues in a heavy, bloody atmosphbes\@lmost no words are spoken. The

deafening silence, for Pinter typical, is more @sggive than a torrent of words would be.

The three men stand.



Ruth sits relaxed in her chair.

Joey walks slowly across the room.

He kneels at her chair.

She touches his head, lightly.

He puts his head in her lap.

Max begins to move above them, backwards and folsvar
Lenny stands still.

He [Max] falls to his knees, whimpers, begins to moan abd so

He stops sobbing, crawls past Sam’s body rouncthair, to the other side of her

I’'m not an old man.

He looks up at her.

Do you hear me?

He raises his face to her.

Kiss me.

She continues to touch Joey’s head, lightly.

Lenny stands, watching.

Curtain. (The Homecomindg0-82)
Ruth is at the centre of the final tableau. Shallyngets her position, clearly emphasizing her
central dominance. Pinter himself has commenteikiieae is “no certainty that her future
lies in prostitution and usage by this family” asoted in Lahr, 56). But certain is that
whatever decision will have to be taken, it willers, without reference to the male
members of the household. In any case, Ruth isrgplate, mature character. Her refusal of
masculine control shows how strong her charactanishow deeply it is enforced by her
sexuality. She, a woman, is the winner in such k& maciety and her powerful female
linguistic skills supported by her taking advantafj@éer sexuality stay in contrast to the male
characters and their male habits. These malesnataeito think beyond the stereotypes of
a patriarchal society and behave according to #r@mal instincts. She cunningly uses this
advantage to reach her goals.

Another example of a woman, linguistically gainiagpowerful position in a totally
absurd, oppressive surrounding can be foundha Mountain LanguageOne of the few
characters in the Pinter's play isyaung woman Pinter deliberately does not give his
characters” names in this play in order to show lmsignificant they are in that given

situation. Theyoung womarcomes to a prison to visit her husband who has lobeptured



without any reason. She is supposed to belongetanibuntain people, who do not speak the
language of the capital. Thus her social positioorg the officials in that absurd world is
insignificant and purposeless. Despite being irhssituation, theyoung womans able not
only to show that although coming from the mourdaishe can speak the language of the
capital but she can linguistically fight with th&ioals as well, responding skilfully to their
offences. Moreover, this woman is able to cleatBtes her name and so step out of the
facelessness.

Already in the first scene, when all women are ivgito visit their imprisoned men,
the young woman, holding the elderly one, is thly ome who replies to strict orders of the
officials. She is the strong character, not beiingié to show her female power by demanding
her rights. Her strength proved by brisk and cles@mments make the officials stop the
absurd questioning.

Sergeant: Name!

Young woman: We’ve given our names.

Sergeant: Name?

Young woman: We’ve given our names.

Sergeant: Name?

Officer: (To sergeantStop this shit.To young womgnAny complaints?
(The Mountain5)

This short piece of conversation represents a igtigyoower game. The sergeant has
a powerful social position that allows him to usetain language and makes him more
important than the young woman. But this womany&ing only two sentences puts herself
linguistically in a more powerful position. Thudiogér, having a higher hierarchical post
starts to speak with this woman. Few sentences the sergeant, by repeating the same
guestion, tries to overpower her again, but thieefls comment towards him: “Shut up.” (6)
represents acceptance and respect of the womansenadity.

But the verbal torment and complete oppressionicoes in this scene. The elderly

woman has been bitten by a dog and the young wdnemnto help her by using her female
personality and verbal skills.

Officer: What was the name of this dog?
She looks at him.

Young woman: | don’t know his name.
Sergeant: With permission sir?



Officer: Go ahead.

Sergeant: Your husbands, your sons, your fathkesetmen you have been waiting to

see, are shithouses. They are enemies of the $teg.are shithouses.

The officer steps towards the wom@rhe Mountain9)
The official have quickly realized that he is laggithe control over this young woman. Thus
he starts to offend the women’s relatives. He lsesocial status, which places him in
a powerful position as a weapon over the womennThe officer starts a monologue in
which he defines who the mountain people are, mderior they are and that their language
is forbidden. The young lady coolly and powerfuiplies: “I do not speak the mountain
language” (10). She verbally showed her equivalevitethe officials and her single
sentence, together with her female personalitydteher to become a winner in that absurd
situation. But the officials, being men, are ndeab accept this. Firstly, they are officials and
she is a visitor in the prison. Thus she has ald®@weeial position and almost no rights.
Secondly, she comes from the mountains, probal@gkspthe mountain language, which

places her on an even lower hierarchical positioihis society. Moreover, she is a woman

and these officials do not respect a female liley o a male. So the scenes continues:

Silence. The officer and sergeant slowly circle. Hdre sergeant puts his hand on her

bottom.

Sergeant: What language do you speak? What langleageu speak with your arse?

Officer: These women, Sergeant, have as yet comdnitd crime. Remember that.

Sergeant: Sir! But you’re not saying they’re withsin?

Officer: Oh, no. Oh, no, I'm not saying that.

Sergeant: This one’s full of it. She bounces witliTihe Mountain10-11)
This is a clear example, how these two males wsealver of their social position and their
gender to show their strength to this young wonker.gender makes her position weak,
together with her “mountain” origin and the offisacommonsense assumptions about the
mountain people and women in general make her waedknferior to them. Linguistically
and physically as well, they oppress and tormentghéting her in a very unpleasant

situation. But the woman'’s response is surprisipglyerful. She is a very strong female



character, knowing her rights and being aware attusocial equality between the two

genders:

Young woman: My name is Sara Johnson. | have cargeé¢ my husband. It is my
right. Where is he?The Mountain11)

By stating her name, her anonymity is broken; sltglenly appears in front of the two male
officials as a human being having her name. Thieiaf§ have nothing else to do but respect
this, because even their dogs have a name and¢tbasly state it before they bite” (8). She
wins her rights for herself with her language segvés a main weapon. The officials’

institutional power is beaten. But still they ukeit apparent male power towards her:

Sergeant: So is she. She looks like a fuckingletttlal to me.

Officer: But you said her arse wobbled.

Sergeant: Intellectual arses wobble the b&ste Mountain11-12)
But even if offending her female characteristibgytrespect her rights and let her visit her
husband. This woman has been placed in a very asgui position. It is a situation where
she can do nothing else except fight for her righytall means and so she does. Her main

weapon is thus her language and linguistic skillich supported by her strong female

personality help her to gain the powerful positshre needs.

To sum up, the omnipresence of power in discounsst mot be underestimated when
analysing language. Power makes every single attera powerful weapon. To what extent
this potentiality is used depends on the speakethis chapter, the examples from the
Pinter’'s plays serve as demonstrations of powdahguage. In all the cases, such language is
used in a conversation with others serving as anmeapower. The specific linguistic
strategies that can be used in discourse in oodeake it powerful will be examined in the

fifth chapter. The following chapter deals withgesific use of language in a theatrical



movement called the Absurd drama and in this ligatPinter’s personal language use is

described.



4. Absurd Drama and Harold Pinter’'s Language

At the time when the British theatre was looking fiew possibilities, another trend
of development of the contemporary theatre wagi8bing both outside Britain and inside
it. That was the type of drama called the Theatth® Absurd. The dramatists like Harold
Pinter; generally regarded as representatives ef absurd drama, do not form any
self-proclaimed school or movement. They are irliglis with their own personal
approach both to subject matter and form, but tregpen to have a great deal in common.
Their work expresses the anguish of people and absurdity of the present-day
conditions problems of life and death, isolation and commation. Language is
employed in order to show the essential lonelimétbe human condition where there is a

constant preoccupation with failure, dread andldeat

The world displayed in the plays of the dramatistthe absurd is mad, distorted and
grotesque, the characters are mysterious, theioracincomprehensible. A significant
characteristic of the absurd play is that it is @etic image rather than a sequential
narrating of events and “therefore it uses a lagguaased on patterns of specific images

rather than argument and discursive speech” (ESghi@ Absurgd393).

While the traditional plays with linear plots dewelgradually, event by event, in
time, an absurd play does not tell a story but campates a pattern of poetic images
making “in the spectator’s mind a total, coexpimpression of a basic, and static,
situation” (Esslin,The Absurd 393). A poetic image combines visual elements,

movements, light, and language.

Despite the playwrights of the absurd traditionéhavdifferent attitude to language
itself; generally, the lack of cohesion and coheeem the absurd drama symbolizes the
failures of human beings to communicate and to tstded each other. The dialogue is
full of verbal misunderstandings, mishearings anticgations which are proved to be
wrong. But the problem of communication is seldofailure or inability to communicate;

rather it is an unwillingness to converse. As Rihieself has put it:

| think that we communicate only too well, in oulesce, in what is unsaid, and that
what takes place is continual evasion, desperatguard attempts to keep ourselves to
ourselves. Communication is too alarming. To emén someone else’s life is too
frightening. To disclose to others the poverty wths is too fearsome a possibility.
(as quoted in Taylor, 25)



There is a radical devaluation of language thasgo@ard a poetry that is to emerge from
specific images of the stage itself becoming degrdted and being unfolded in a
meaningless pattern. It is a language that “cosceather than reveals” (EssliThe
Absurd 399). What happens on the stage is often in gadiotion with the words spoken
by the characters. In other words, it is “dramachhsays more in mumbles, mutters and
broken phrases than has been said in generatioliterafy articulateness” (as quoted in
Kennedy, 25).

The following example taken from Pinter’s pldye Birthday Partyrepresents a
typical, absurd conversation. There are two membfktise same organization but just one
of them seems to know why they are there and wieit task is. Goldberg is evidently
quicker, manages to keep the pace, meanwhile Mc@arstumbling behind him, not
sufficiently catching Goldberg’s hints and jokesettthis dialogue is an example of a
power struggle, typical for Pinter’'s absurd drama:

McCann: Is this it?

Goldberg: This is it.

McCann: Are you sure?

Goldberg: Sure I'm sure.

Pause.

McCann: What now?

Goldberg: Don’t worry yourself, McCann. Take a seat
McCann: What about you?

Goldberg: What about me?

McCann: Are you going to take a seat?
Goldberg: We'll both take a seatThe Birthday 27)

Goldberg always has the last word; this conversatimderlines his overall
dominance. Nevertheless, McCann also manages tbthel floor and get his message
heard and answered. He keeps on making elicitatiwhi&h seem to be the only way to
dominate in a conversation with Goldberg. Toaversation is almost funny and
ironical in its essence. Such communication semwese to misunderstand the other
participant than to understand. However this is itiethod the authors of the absurd

tradition use to show the purposeless and useledd.w



Better understanding of the basic principles that authors of the absurd tradition
have in common can help to apprehend the playkisfmiovement in a proper way. No
matter what objections modern critiques have abwpigeonholing of Harold Pinter into
this movement, the fact is, that the plays of Rihi@ve the typical signs of this tradition.
The way he uses and manipulates language is tlusrtitial absurd feature. Pinter’s
skilful use of language in order to dominate thieeos is crucial for this paper. Linguistic
strategies that are used for the purpose of maatipanland overpowering of others will be

examined in detail in the following chapter.

Martin Esslin sums up the absurd tradition anddésic characteristics and provides
a revealing perspective on Pinter's use of languagthis light. His comparison with

traditional forms of theatre allows one to comprehthis issue completely:

If a good play must have a cleverly constructedystthese have no story or plot to
speak of if a good play is judged by subtlety of characation and motivation, these
are often without recognizable characters and pteslee audience with almost
mechanical puppetd a good play has to have a fully explained themleich is neatly
exposed and finally solved, these often have nedhlegeginning nor an end a good
play is to hold the mirror up to nature and porttlag manners and mannerisms of the
age in finely observed sketches, these seem oftebetreflections of dreams and
nightmares if a good play relies on witty repartee and paintBalogue, these often
consist of incoherent babblings. (as quoted in Hliffe, Pinter, 10-11)

Absurd drama is a tradition that has highly infloeth many dramatists throughout
the world. It is a kind of drama that is based eal tife and its essence. Even if the theatre
of the absurd finds life meaningless, purposelesscampletely useless, the conversation
style it uses to describe these ,nauseous* feeimgery vivid and real. It depicts real life
situations, sometimes even making fun of seriouttersaand thus it creates a stream in
drama and theatrical language that is far fromdpameaningless. Kennedy’s statement that
“what is needed is a critical awareness of the pavfehe inarticulate, its intensity and
immediacy” (25) describes how important that kinfdlanguage is. It does not have a
proper form, it does not keep the traditional theat rules but still it reveals more than a
traditional theatre play. A dialogue of the abslacks continuity and the participants often
do not understand or do not want to understand e#wr, but it precisely depicts how
people think and how they communicate in the coptaary world. Conversation in the

absurd gives clear evidence about the day-to-dayezsation.



Harold Pinter is widely regarded as one whose aeaarries the typical signs of the absurd dramaid@ethis, he is one of the
most important British dramatists of the second bhthe 20th century, whose idiom is extremely ksig indeed it is much based on
London East End, cockney Jewish language. His @agsooted in English life and phraseology buhatsame time all the plays deal
with universal topics and are widely understandablartin Esslin, being one of the most importarities of Pinter summarises his
oeuvre as follows: “Pinter’s plays contain mucht tkammediately fascinating, entertaining, and aimg: the brilliance of the dialogue,
the precision of the nuances and overtones of Eggu(as quoted in Lahr, 8).

Moreover, Pinter’s plots are slight, and can beume=d in few words. He neither
explains where his characters come from, nor thesesa of their attitudes and actions.
Their social background is suggested only by harid remarks. For Pinter, the major
characteristics of his characters are their sexaged All of the remaining information is to

be revealed as the plays proceed through theogliaks.

As mentioned above, Harold Pinter's oeuvre has ssigh the absurd tradition.
Despite the typical features the dramatists ofaheurd have in common, Pinter’s style is
highly personal. Throughout his work, certain bakiemes can be detected creating his
very personal style and idiom. Typical Pinter's nigs are nameless menace, verbal
torment, power struggles for domination, erotictéay, obsession and jealousy, family
hatred, relationship between male and female ortahatisturbance. Esslin describes
Pinter's characteristics as “the uncannily cruetuaacy of his reproduction of the
inflections and rambling irrelevancy of everydagsgh the commonplace situation that is
gradually invested with menace, dread, and mystdmng deliberate omission of an

explanation or a motivation for the actigBsslin, The Absurd265).

The most appreciated, developed and for this pidygemost important aspect of Pinter's work thatidggiishes him, is his use
of language. Despite his use of very short senteand an extreme economy, it is the language shatcial for the plays and through
which everything is revealed. What is more, Pistéghguage has become such a famous phenomendristimztime has been adopted
as descriptive of a type of theatre under the tgnimteresque” or “pinterish”. Despite Pinter's owefusal of this “pinteresque” label,
Hayman describes the “pinteresque” drama as basetthe irrationality of everyday conversation, id syntax, tautologies,
pleonasms, repetitionspn sequiturand self-contradictions. The characéeesnot only uninterested in listenjrtgey’re hardly
interested in what they'’re saying themselves” (2).

Pinter is famous for possessing an ear for everggagch. Taylor claims that Pinter has depicted tinstant tugs-of-war in
normal speech” (24). But instead of merely repobay such speech, however, Pinter cuts it to minimshapes it and makes poetry
out of it. As he does so, he gives this languadeep meaning. Martin Esslin describes Pinter'stictimanipulation of an everyday
speech as following:

Pinter's dialogue is as tightly - perhaps moretljgh controlled than verse. Every
syllable, every inflection, the succession of l@mgl short sounds, words and sentences,
is calculated to nicety. And precisely the repetifness, the discontinuity, the
circularity of ordinary vernacular speech are hesed as formal elements with which
the poet can compose his linguistic ballet. (Es3lire Wound217-218)

Naturally, Pinter's dialogue is familiar and retitson one side but not at all familiar on
the other side. Immediately familiar is the useclaluses and the use of everyday phrases,



repetitions and hesitations. What makes it unfamis that Pinter then orchestrates this
and uses it to create something artificial. Butadlthese serve to show absurd situations
and conversationghis plays reflect real life without scruples anid bharacters reflect

ordinary people in ordinary lives.

Pinter’s language is also expanded by its rhythtif his plays have a rhythm that
makes them proceed quickly, regularly and the ngesshey carry is very clearly
transmitted. Pinter artistically plays with the tty throughout his plays creating passages
of tension or relieve. The overall pattern of Hisyg is musical and rhythmic. Esslin wrote
about Pinte “He is a fine craftsman and makes superb usehgthms and silences”
(Esslin,Encyclopaedia214). Not only are tempo and rhythm important &lsb stress is
the point that matters in Pinter's play. Sometirtfes main point comes just in a long-
awaited key word and the stress can tell wherarteaning is. Pinter himself said: “I'm
very conscious of rhythm. It's got to happen “srag@p” — just like that or it's wrong. I'm

also interested in pitch” (as quoted in Lahr,)129

Pinter is able to reproduce everyday conversationsll their repetitiveness,
incoherence and lack of logic and grammar. Hisioalgperfect ear for such spoken
language helps him to reproduce all the repetitidtagtologies and nonsense of actual
speech. He records the misunderstandings thae dr@am an inability to listen,
mishearings, the deliberate use of grand wordsmjaress less articulate characters, the

continuing small-talk:

As a dramatist Pinter explores such inadequaciesvafls, the presuppositions of
speech and the barriers to comprehension. But hetia destructive investigaidne
also delights in words, teases them, appears to fmaithem, and purposely avoids
them. Interplay between confidence in words and &fathem and between what is
meant and what is betrayed, is a constant sourcexoitement in Pinter's stage
dialogue, as if it were the lifeblood and the nervef all his writing.
(Brown, Theatre Languagel?7)

Pinter says that “communication is so frightenihgttrather than do that there is
continual cross talk about other things” (as quatedynan, A13). This idea is highly
developed in Pinter’s plays. His characters usually about non-relevant things in order
to avoid certain topics, or to fill empty momentsdaunpleasant encounters. Such small

talks can be also strategically used to find ouealetails about the other and so start a



power struggle game. The linguistic strategy ofsgjo@ing will be further discussed in the

following chapter.

Such irrelevant conversations with cruel intentima® be found irThe Birthday
Party. When Goldberg and McCann arrive, the former ores tto find out as much as
possible about his future victim Stanley while gsiis strategic small talk. Meg, the
owner of a boarding house represents an easy viciinGoldberg’s superior linguistic
techniques as well. Goldberg’s use of manipulateahniques makes Meg answer all the

gueries without realizing possible danger:

Goldberg: What does he do, your husband?

Meg: He’s a deck-chair attendant.

Goldberg: Oh, very nice!

Meg: Yes, he’s out in all weathers.

She begins to take her purchases from her bag.
Goldberg: Of course. And your guest? Is he a man?

Meg: A man?

Goldberg: Or a woman?

Meg: No. A man.

Goldberg: Been here long?

Meg: He’s been here about a year now.

Goldberg: Oh yes. A resident. What's his name?

Meg: Stanley Webber.

Goldberg: Oh yes? Does he work here?

Meg: He used to work. He used to be a pianist.darecert party on the pier.
Goldberg: Oh yes? On the pier, eh? Does he plagespmano?
Meg: Oh, lovely. The Birthday 31)

Such small talk seems to be an unimportant soomalersation with no special reason in it.
But if analysed deeply, it represents Goldbergratsgic questioning in order to prepare
himself for the taking over of Stanley. Goldbergaislominant character ifhe Birthday

Party and Pinter artistically depicts in this play Gatdlp's linguistic strategies used for his

manipulative purposes.

Consequently, another typical feature of Pinteranth is a struggle for dominance.

It is one of the most important and significantrties in several of Pinter’s plays. It is the



language in his plays that serves as a powerfupareased for blistering tactics in a series
of encounters in order to get the floor, and ovesgroothers. In Pinter’s plays, language
not only serves to hide true feelings or to confodieers, but also to manipulate and
dominate them. In order to do so, Pinter's charaatise all possible weapons — cunning,
potency, intelligence, and also the authority hesloe possesses. Such tricky language
represents a “language where under what is saithanthing is being said” (Kennedy,
174). Brown describes the linguistic struggle formdnance in Pinter’'s plays as follows:

It doesn’t particularly matter who comes off hdsr life, ultimately, still has to be got
on with. Hence, although the struggle for dominanmey, as Pinter has conceded, be
a “repeated theme in my plays”, at its most expvesi$ is not an abstract, chessboard
struggle, or a staking of territorial claims in @amotional jungle, but an exploration of
the consequences of interaction between peoplegedgan usually insignificant
endeavours that may not seem particularly civilisatlare always, for better of worse,
the products of civilisationlheatre Languagel85)

A struggle for linguistic dominance, in other worlgower struggle, is a topic of all
the three sample plays by Pinter being analyseougfirout this paper. The linguistic
struggles are elaborate and the cunning attempertonate and use other people in these
plays are very cruel and calculating. Such dialsgle/ays represent life-and-death battles

under a constant sense of threat. The followingngta is taken fronThe Homecoming

Max. On the back seat? What about the armrestjtwgsor down?
Sam: I've never done that kind of thing in my car.

Max: Above all that kind of thing, are you, Sam?

Sam: Too true.

Max? Above having a good bang on the back seayare

Sam: Yes, | leave that to others.

Max: You leave it to others? What others? You pesed prat!
Sam: | don’t mess up my car! Or my...boss’s car! Lokieer people.
Max: Other people? What other people?

Pause

What other people?

Pause

Sam: Other people. The Homecomingl5)

Similar dialogues appear constantly in this plageyl depict the power struggles and the
constant fights among the characters. During caatiems like in the extract above, shifts in

power happen and Pinter’s plays likeke Homecomingr The Birthday Partyshow verbal
battles for dominance and control of the other ati@rs. InThe Homecomingall the



members of that strange family fight for dominanoea different way: “They[family
relativeg walk over him[Teddy, as they have always done, and then his wife,, dethe,
imperturbably in control of the situation, proce¢dsvalk over them” (Taylor, 21).

Pinter has created many dialogues that are almasically absurd showing various
possibilities of domination iThe HomecomingThe verbal duels are of a deadly nature and
the connection between cruelty and sexuality besoveey strongly apparent to the surface.

But there is no physical violence; all the battes fought linguistically:

Max: Not that paper. | haven't even read that paper talking about last Sunday’s
paper. | was just having a look at it in the kitche

Pause

Do you hear what I'm saying? I'm talking to you! \@fie’s the scissors?

Lenny: (ooking up, quietly. Why don’t you shut up, you daft prat?

Max lifts his stick and points it at him.

Max: Don’t you talk to me like that. I'm warning yo (The Homecoming/)

There is a life-and-death struggle going on in dsdogues between Lenny and Max, his
father and between Max and his brother, Sam. Naemathether they quarrel, discuss
something or ask questions. In every single woey tlitter, the tension appears and the verbal
fight for dominance becomes visible. Pinter's miaictic in this play is the usage of dialogues
based on principles in which words that the characactually say are divorced from what
they mean.

In the three sample plays, a dialogue in whichrtauter, or an oppressor, always lurks
behind all the verbal exchanges occurs very offdrey contain a typical Pinter's feature:
menace. A combination of this menacing atmospherdal assault and physical threatening
appears imThe Mountain Languagé&Vhat is more, the torturers are speaking in tlesgnce
of their victims, talking about them as if they warot there, giving so to their utterance even

deeper importance and significance:

Sergeant: Your husbands, your sons, your fatheesetmen you have been waiting to
see, are shithouses. They are enemies of the SHtey are shithouses.
(The Mountain9)

The officials keep on telling to the mountain peofiiat their language is forbidden. They deprivarttso of the only language
they have. By doing so, the torturers have an insmgrower and influence over the oppressed. Suchgsprowerful combination of
tools used for getting dominance is threatenindfgctive. Moreover, the torturers are helped by plosver of institution they are
members of; by their hierarchical status in thatifntion and by the language they speak:



Silence. The officer and sergeant slowly circle. Hdre sergeant puts his hand on her
bottom
Sergeant: What language do you speak? What langleageu speak with your arse?

Officer: These women, Sergeant, have as yet comito crime. Remember that.

Sergeant: Sir! But you’re not saying they’re withsin?

Officer: Oh, no. Oh, no. I'm not saying that.

Sergeant: This one’s full of it. She bounces witliTihe Mountain10-11)

This extract is a clear evidence of how Pinter’arabters fight for domination through verbal
fencing. Such dialogues represent a cruel strivedominance, power and authority over
others by all meanghey use their social status, verbal possibiliiad physical strength as
well. Pinter's plays are full of life-and-death pewstruggles, linguistic and also crudely
physical in the shadow of mysterious organizatiarsinstitutions creating thus menacing
atmosphere full of verbal torture and indicatiofploysical execution.

Personal violence rather than public politics ih@me that runs through Pinter’s early
plays. Typically, these power struggles take placenclosed spaces, detached from the real
world. Pinter's most characteristic stage represesttabby houses with threatening
atmosphere. There is the menacing possibility stranger entering. His is the theatre of sad
boarding houses and inhabited rooms. The poweygies and seedy interiors are main topics
in The Birthday partyr The Homecoming

There is a boarding house irhe Birthday partyin which the atmosphere alone is
menacing. After the arrival of two strangers whasasons and motivations are never
explained, a brutal power struggle and verbal terstarts. The proceeding of this game is
stunning. Goldberg and McCann’s interrogation cinBty demonstrates how verbal power
can intimidate and eventually oppress the indivickrdirely. Whereas imfhe Homecoming
two members of a strange family are coming to yv@ianging the family rituals completely,
initiating a bloody game for dominance, a variefytypical “pinteresque” power struggles.
The gender topic is raised The Homecomingepresenting a social play of high importance
as well.

In Pinter’s later plays, which become more politicaore clues are given, as the source
of the violence that lurks in most of his playdrensferred from the interior lumber-rooms to
the exterior world of totalitarian politics. In the plays, the threat that the powerful one can
exercise the torment over the less powerful becoimdsave much greater occurrence and
significance. The oppressors Tine Mountain Languagboth “are and are not the Turkish
Government, and their victims both are and aretim®tKurds” (as quoted in Lahr, 35). The

play is situated in a military prison but there apeuniforms so it can be any kind of regime.



The play represents a powerful image of oppresaiah suffering imposed by authoritarian
regimes. This intensely powerful short play depietsors of political oppression using verbal
torture and physical violence.

A prisoner sitting. The elderly woman sitting, wiilisket. A guard standing behind her.
The prisoner and the woman speak in a strong racaent

Silence

Elderly woman: | have bredd

The guard jabs her with a stick

Guard: Forbidden. Language forbidden.

She looks at him. He jabs her

It's forbidden. [To prisonejJ Tell her to speak the language of the capital.
Prisoner: She can’t speak it.

Silence

She doesn’t speak it.

Silence

Elderly woman: | have applés

The guard jabs her and shouts

Guard: Forbidden! Forbidden forbidden forbidderdukeChrist! To prisone) Does she
understand what I'm saying?

Prisoner: No.

Guard: Doesn’t she?

He bends over her

Don’t you?

She stares up at hiniThe Mountain13-14)

This extract is an example of the language usaigdolitical play. The play describes how
the language can be manipulated and distortedfliotimiolence to another person. But, as
Pinter once said, “the violence is really only apression of the question of dominance and
subservience” (Benskynterview 29). However,The Mountain Languageepresents a clear
example of how people can destroy each other throlaspguage and describes an
unspeakable horror when one human being has usiresdr power over another. The play
focuses on the violence and verbal torture of tidkviduals that just happen to be in power.
To sum up, Pinter is one of the most important @t#sts in modern history. His
masterly use of language proves his linguistic amtd a sensitive ear for everyday
conversation. Language itself is a tool of domwmtipower and authority throughout his
oeuvre. Pinter makes his characters play with drgguage that is always part of the
mechanism of power and serves to manipulate othersingly, showing how much can be
done or reached by language. But how does suchidgegwork? How is it possible that some

words or phrases uttered in a certain way have poarer that can influence others? These



are the questions that the following chapter isngoio answer, describing some of the

linguistic strategies.



5. Linguistic strategies

| am pretty well obsessed with words when they g@ing. (Pinter, as quoted in
Kennedy, 165)

For discourse, in order to proceed smoothly, sorasicbrules must be followed.
Fairclough suggests that “turns have to be everdirilbuted, topics established, questions
answered, etc.” (as quoted in Thornborrow, 18)., Baitstress, the order, or symmetry in
a discourse is something that is accomplished legtwibe participants of the interaction.
Discourse in this view is thus “the constructionimterpersonal social relationships through
features such as interactional control, turn-takexchange structure, topic control, agenda
setting, formulating, modality and politeness” (Timoorrow, 16).

Moreover, meaning should be expressed and trarsinitrefully and the attention on
its proper understanding must be paid. The paditgp should divide the control over topics,
guestion raising and turn taking evenly in ordekéep the equality between them as much as
possible. But such ideal discourses are very rawen impossible according to some
theoreticians (for example Thornborrow, 16). Togetlwith the Foucauldian concepts of
power and with taking into account the principleswhich power relations work, one can
come to a conclusion that there are mostly asymeaéinteractions and that power is present
in all discourses. “All interaction is subject toetsocial and institutional constraints of the
context in which it is produced, constraints trestd to the reproduction of existing relations
of power and status” (as quoted in Thornborrow, 21)

As a consequence to this statement, the examinatiearious linguistic strategies used
deliberately or unconsciously in order to get irtomore powerful position during an
interaction follows.

There are resources and strategies available theaipeakers who can use those in their
utterances and conversations. The effect that stralbegies can have depends not only on
who uses them but also how skilfully the speakars @perate such strategies. What is more,
the social context and the situation these strasegre used in are very important. In other
words, the speakers’ success in getting the flegredds upon their skilful use of various
linguistic devices and strategies influencing tHeole discourse and thus helping individuals
to gain the floor and get the desired influencer dre other participants. The power relations,
as explained previously, are present in all veibtdractions between the participants of

a discourse. And as Bourdieu claims, one must eara of the many ways in which



linguistic exchanges can express relations of po(lgr And he continues with a description
of the linguistic strategies as “the innumerabld anbtle strategies by which words can be
used as instruments of coercion and constrairthas of intimidation and abuse, as signs of
politeness, condescension and contempt” (1).

The basic theoretical division of the linguisticaségies in this paper is based on the
work of a feminist researcher Deborah Tannen (aseguin Cameron, 268). Such strategies
are: indirectness, interruption, silence versusiwity, topic raising, and verbal aggression.
This listing is then broadened by a strategy ofstjpes based on a research by Joanna
Thornborrow (24) and a repetition strategy that tMaEsslin suggestsThe Wound 214).
These are “practical strategies which have numelunstions and which are tacitly adjusted
to the relations of power between speakers ancereggBourdieu, 7). All these strategies can
be effectively used to create dominance or subatitin over others and their effect will be
proved on example extracts from the sample playsiénpld Pinter, namel{fhe Mountain

Language The HomecomingndThe Birthday Party

5.1. Indirectness

Not to express a message directly can be a sigpowfer. Indirectness represents
a skilful method of getting one’s will in practicé. is a method of having demands met
without expressing them directly. The power benefisuch method can be immense when
a hearer fulfils the speakers demand even wherbeioig told directly. Thus indirectness
represents a prerogative of the powerful paudicts of a discourse.

A specific example of this strategy can be foundl'e Homecoming. Teddy, a Doctor
of Philosophy in United States, comes home to tg giart of London to visit his family. Just
according to his social status he is in a more pfulposition but starts to be questioned by

his younger brother whose job is not so socialtyegtable about philosophical theories:

Pause.

Lenny: Eh, Teddy, you haven't told us much aboutirydoctorship of Philosophy.
What do you teach?

Teddy: Philosophy.

Lenny: Well, | want to ask you something. Do youedé a certain logical incoherence
in the central affirmations of Christian theism?

Teddy: That question doesn’t fall within my prouwnc(The Homecoming1)

By starting a conversation about philosophy, Letrigs to place himself on the same social
position of Teddy. Indirectly, this short conversatrepresents Lenny’'s message to Teddy

that philosophy is really not that socially highdathat as a Doctor of Philosophy, he is not



able to answer such theoretical questions. Themny.é&eeps on asking Teddy philosophical
guestions that Teddy obviously does not want tpaed to: “Teddy: I'm afraid I'm the
wrong person to ask.The Homecoming?2).

The language that Lenny uses in this discoursésibly different from the one he uses
throughout the rest of the play. Lenny’s jargon angar words do not appear in this piece of
conversation. Such sudden change of the languagemmediately gives him an apparent
identical social position of Teddy. This is a claadirectly transmitted message of Lenny for
Teddy letting him know who is the dominant in tharte place. At the same time, this is an
indirect message for the other present inhabitdms Lenny is not going to give up his
dominant position.

In The Mountain Language political play about an institutional oppressianother
example of the indirect strategy used to get ihi powerful position can be found. In the
second scene, a guard watches a prisoner tryingneerse with his mother. She comes from
the mountains and she is not allowed to use hemtaoulanguage. Whenever she tries to
speak with her imprisoned son, she does use it apyas it is the only one she can speak.

The guard always screams at her that her langsagebidden. The scene continues:

Prisoner: She’s old. She doesn’t understand.

Guard: Whose fault is that? He laughs. Not miregn tell you. And I'll tell you another

thing. I've got a wife and three kids. And you'léapile of shit.

Silence

Prisoner: I've got a wife and three kids.

Guard: You've got what?

Silence

You've got what?

Silence (The Mountain14-15)
The sentence “I've got a wife and three kids.” iracial one in this dialogue. Both the guard
and the prisoner indirectly express a certain nggssa the other one. By the guard’s use of
this sentence, he speaks about his dominant posiv@r the prisoner. Such position is
strengthened by the fact that he is an officiakasing the language of the capital. The
powerful effect is then emphasized by the wholereggive situation in which he expresses
this statement.

But the prisoner replies by using the same phrdsieen he tells to the guard about
having three kids as well, he indirectly speaksualtbe equality. The prisoner dares to use
the same phrase like the guard in the languagéhefcapital. He utters it in the same

oppressive situation and thus the effect of thegmer's sentence is immensely powerful.



Indirectly, the prisoner shows his equality withetiguard and stresses that there is no
difference between them. Such answer disarms taedgrompletely at that moment and the
prisoner wins the situation.

Both the examples above prove how powerful caritigiistic strategy of indirectness
be. No matter whether this technique is used inhaeds of the powerful and attacking
participants or in order to protect oneself agathst oppressing ones, it has very potential
effects and plays an important role when analydisgourse power.

5.2 Interruption

When an interruption of the other participant aoaversation is made, it is a clear sign
of dominance. An interruption can be made in otdezontradict the other, change the topic,
make the other one stop speaking or for other mapavith the goal of gaining power.
According to Tannen, an interruption representsatempt to wrest the flopa power play”
(as quoted in Cameron, 270). Thus, the interruptiaking participant must be a skilful
conversationalist. His or her interruptions mustdagefully planned and thought through.
Such conversation is not equal, and power is higmylved. Tannen puts it as follows:
“If one speaker repeatedly overlaps and anotheeateply gives way, the resulting
communication is unbalanced, or asymmetrical, &edeffect...] is domination” (as quoted
in Cameron, 270-271).

The use of interruption in order to gain dominarscanother common feature appearing
in Pinter's plays. His characters use this stratégsng their cunning power games. In the
following example taken fronThe Birthday Partythe constant interruptions appear in the
conversations between Goldberg, McCann and Stamheytwo strangers come to a boarding
house to interrogate, torment and verbally des@tgnley. During the long interrogation
scene, the interruptions made by the two strand@emnsinate the conversation. Moreover, the
effect of such interruptions is that Stanley is ptetely under their control without having
a chance to reply and protect himself. The grousdcompletely taken by the two

interrogators:

Goldberg: Enos or Andrews?

Stanley: En- An-

Goldberg: Did you stir properly? Did they fizz?
Stanley: Now, now, wait, you-

Goldberg: Did they fizz? Did they fizz or didn’tef fizz?
McCann: He doesn’t know!

Goldberg: You don’t know. When did you last havies#h?



Stanley: | have one every-

Goldberg: Don’t lie. The Birthday 48)
The effect of such conversation is destructiven8tadoes not have any chance to react. He
is not allowed to respond to any of the questidibenever he tries to tell something, he is
interrupted. The strict interrogators do not give lime to think and the pace of this cross-
examination is very quick which stresses the wiogpressive atmosphere. Moreover, there
are two interrogators, both of them interruptingrii¢y constantly. Thus interruptions made
by both of them at this pace, completely break I8tas resistance and towards the end of this
cross-examination he is not able to speak properly.

Interruptions with similar destroying effect appeam another Pinter's play
The Mountain Languageén this play, there is a guard in a prison watgha meeting of an
elderly woman, visiting her imprisoned son. She esrnfrom the mountains and her own
language is not allowed in the capital. The gudirtly keeps this absurd rule and constantly

interrupts the elderly woman whenever she triespeak:

Elderly woman: | have bread —

The guard jabs her with a stick.

Guard: Forbidden. Language forbiddehh¢ Mountain13)

The absurd fact that she is not allowed to speakni@untain language is stressing and

oppressive on its own. Together with the guard&simg on keeping this rule, the woman is

in an even more tormenting situation. The inteinud that the guard makes are used as
a tool in order to keep this rule. It is a toolvdeg to dominance, to overpower the elderly

woman. Together with the physical violence the duases, such tool has destructive effects.
Towards the end of the play, the woman is not ablatter a single word, despite a new

decree, which makes the mountain language offasatell.

Interruption as a tool of power and dominance ve®y stressing way of making others
behave in a wanted way. The constant interrupteny mmake others feel tired, stressed and
completely confused. When the interruptions aredpeepeated over and over, their effects
can be even destructive. The immense powerful pitisis of such strategy should not be

underestimated.

5.3 Silence Versus Volubility

To shout[...] is a weakness. You have to contain everythingu@hoto be silent is
a different form of weakness). (as quoted in LaRy,



Silence is a complex linguistic problematic. Ofténs difficult to decode the message
being transmitted through it. Every single sileme@inique. Silences have multiple sources,
various durations, different topics and messageteltoand different effects. Thus through
silence, important information can be revealed. uBglerstanding the differences in use of
silence and volubility, one can better understdredstrategies characters use over others and
what power games do they play. Silence can be ¢lagdy used as a weapon to influence
others and to get control over them.

Pinter is a skilful silence user in his plays. Heesi these for various purposes without
giving hints for revealing their meanings. UsualBinter's silences are used to increase
tension and verbal torment. If a silence is usddsmplays, a question of power always comes
into mind. Thus silence represents a strategy, hwisen be used as an effective tool for
manipulation. Cameron states that “meaning of edeis more complicated than the simple
equation of it with powerlessnegs..] sometimes silence is a strategy of resistance to
oppressive power. Conversely, it can be a weapdmegbowerful” (4).

Moreover, silence makes the other participants disaourse wait for the words of the
speaker. This not only stresses the potency oithred, but dramatically illustrates its power
to capture the intensity of a present moment angossibilities over the others. The here and
now situation is very important for silence to hake desired effects. It is not just who are the
participants of a conversation but also where dbkappen and under what conditions. For
silence, to be understood properly, the words ataumust be analysed. For Pinter, what is
happening during the silence and what comes wétlsillence is extremely popular. A director
of some of his plays, Peter Hall, explains it diofes: “Pinter's ambiguity in technical terms
is that he makes silence speak by defining sildncéhe noise around it. He equally well
makes movements and action unbearably meaningftidogtillness on either side of them”
(as quoted in Lahr, 11).

Consequently, a participant of a conversation vghaware of silence and its power in
a specific situation has an advantage in winnirggftbor over others. Whoever can use this
linguistic strategy skilfully enough can always npanate the others and play a “pinteresque”
power game with them. Despite the general opinibaut silence, that it is a result or
a symbol of passivity and powerlessness, ofteraiit gerve as a tool of the more powerful
participants. It represents a display of paveeway to disconcert the opponent.

On the contrary, silence can also be used and takenform of resistance and protest
against an exercise of power, so becoming a coegdsm of power. But one must be thus
aware that silence is a powerful weapon used faows reasons in different settings. As said



before, the silence can be ambiguous. It can bd tmevarious purposes, with different
effects and it can also be interpreted subjectiaaly according to the situation.

Therefore, Pinter’s silences do not representthesiabsence of speech. They have their
true, raw and usually brutal self. For Pinter, ¢hisrnot just silence. He uses pauses and these
pauses and silences have different duration. Heulbkiand artistically operates with these
being therefore able to create such moving sitnation a stage that clearly explain the
motives of the characters. Pauses represent thggtdr of a character to open himself to
others. They are an indication that a mental poéshe character is continuing. The pauses
are used as markers of interpersonal and sociatiorships. Because there seem to be
informationnot stated, the characters thus show that they hawetbing to say. Hall reports
that “if there is a pause in the proceedings, femall pause hfPintel puts three dofdor
a large pause he puts "Pauder a very, very long pause he puts “Silence™ daeted in
Lahr, 16).

During a silence, the characters regroup their alefarces, plan their next moves,
control or hide their aggressions, think aboutdtnategies to be used upon the opponents, and
prepare themselves or the others for a new sitwagidence usually represents the end of
a movement. When a pause is taken into considaratirequently evokes a crooked, black
humour, it also gives more importance to the waidsady uttered and it stresses and gives
more opportunity to feel the atmosphere of a Sibnat

In a culture of total repression such as thatTine Mountain Languagereal
communication never happens except through sildhdg.the silence, during which all the
thoughts are shared. In order to explain such thisugPinter has created so called
voice-overs. They are very carefully chosen ang thecur at moments of utmost brutality
when spoken communication is impossible. The volers serve as a contrast to the absurd
oppressive situation and they are the only weapoth® oppressed people to face the
powerful practices. And as according to the Yeat$ement that “the human voice can only
become louder by becoming less articulate” (asepuot Kennedy, 24), as the play proceeds,
the voice-overs serve as the only tool of the oggwd to win over the tormentors. As
language has become the tool of the oppressorpnhe real communication is possible
through silence. As Pinter himself has put it:

There are two silences. One when no word is spokiea.other when perhaps a torrent
of language is employed. This speech is speakiagpguage locked beneath it. That is
its continual reference. The speech we hear isdication of that we don’t hear. It is

a necessary avoidance, a violent, sly, anguishedamking smokescreen which keeps



the other in his place. When true silence fallsaneestill left with an echo but are nearer
nakedness. One way of looking at speech is totseyd constant strategem to cover
nakedness. (as quoted in Lahr, 124)

In the voice-overs, no words are being spoken. Wthenbeaten hooded young man

representing the oppressed prisoner is held updogtards and his wife is at a distance from
them, the two lovers are still, staring at eachentffhe guards hear nothing and they think

that by silencing the “mountain people” they hasaquered them. But this is just apparent:

Lights to half. The figures are still

Voice over

Man’s voice: | watch you sleep. And then your egpsen. You look up at me above you

and smile.

Young woman’s voice: You smile. When my eyes opsed you above me and smile.

Man’s voice: We are out on a lake.

Young woman’s voice: It is spring.

Man'’s voice: | hold you. | warm you.

Young woman’s voice: When my eyes open | see yavane and smile.

Lights up. The hooded man collapses. The young wagraams(The Mountain18)

Simply, the power of the victims lies in the povedrtheir silence through which their
love is expressed. Silence here is a powerful to@hich everything is communicated. The
oppressed have won over the brutal, tormenting pdoyeusing silence, the only linguistic
strategy available to them in such absurd situation

The Homecomings a play where pauses and silences take ovempariant role as
well. All the characters use these during their eegames, often with various effects. The
two brothers Lenny and Teddy meet after many yeduesn Teddy is visiting his family. As
said at the beginning of this chapter, silencereaeal a lot when analysed properly. During
the first conversation of these brothers, pausstamily reveal the past hostility of the

brothers:

Teddy: Hullo, Lenny.
Lenny: Hullo, Teddy.

Pause.
Teddy: | didn’t hear you come down the stairs.
Lenny: | didn't.

Pause (The Homecoming5)

Both of them try to conceal their mutual hatredpanses become irrelevant, even comical.
With the first and second pause, the brothers tabe#r isolation but the third one shows

Lenny’s cat-prowling habits — a comical moment tmvealing his inner chaos:

Teddy: Oh, Did I...wake you up?



Lenny: No. | just had an early night tonight. Yoookv how it is. Can't sleep. Keep

waking up.

Pause(The Homecoming5)
After still another silence, Teddy tries to comnuatée with Lenny once again, but the latter,
out of context, tells about his “tick” — not onlyfanny point, but also another expression of
his discomfort. Pauses are extremely repetitive,ramathe brothers desperately try to control

ill will and bitterness:

Pause

Lenny: Well, if it's the clock I'd better do soméntly about it. Stifle it in some way, or
something.

Pause

Teddy: I've...just come back for a few days.
Lenny: Oh yes? Have you?

Pause

Teddy. How’s the old man?

Lenny: He’s in the pink.

Pause

Teddy. I've been keeping well.

Lenny: Oh, have you?

Pause (The Homecomind5-26)

Both of them try very hard to avoid a conversaaout their feelings towards the other and
perhaps towards the past. The language they wsgsigd, indirect and devious; it functions
as a means of hiding rather than expressing thelinigs. This proves Pinter’s skilful usage of
pauses and silences. His silences are so powentliimoving that in his plays they have
become as important as verbal language itself. @Anesay, that Pinter is even obsessed with
pauses in his plays, as a result of which the [zagaee acquired a great significance.

Another pause with great effect also occursTime Homecominglt is a typical
“pinteresque” pause revealing more than a possibdeof words. This pause not only stresses
the previous sentence but also suggests much nem@uge of the context and the given
situation. Max, the father of Teddy, probably hasiraster past relationship with his sons. It

came out when his eldest son Lenny says:

Lenny: You used to tuck me up in bed every night. thicked you up, too, didn't he,
Joey?

Pause

He used to like tucking up his song'hé Homecomingdl7)

This pause is one of the most powerful ones indPmbeuvre. It heightens the ambiguity and

importance of Lenny's last line, suggesting Maxdsgible sexual abuse of his sons. But it is



the son, not the father, who evokes this ambigpaiss, and in doing so, Lenny's menacing

posture becomes clearly visible.

The following instance is taken froithe Mountain Languagé.his extract proves the
generalized assumption that powerful people dot#lieng and the powerless ones are
silenced. When the oppressors in this absurd wadriche Mountain Languageave outlawed
the mountain people’s language, they robbed therof gbeir ability to speak and of their
humanity as well. The oppressed and tyrannized lpemply have silence, as a weapon of
resistance. But they take this weapon and usevdrtds the officials in order to face the brutal

oppression:

Guard: ... I've got a wife and three kids. And youalea pile of shit.

Silence.

Prisoner: I've got a wife and three kids.

Guard: You've what?

Silence.

You've got what?

Silence.

What did you say to me? You've got what?

Silence.

You've gotwhat? (The Mountain15)
The prisoner has decided not to respond. Thisasathy to show the guard how absurd his
behaviour is and how powerless he is by behaving T8§® prisoner uses silence as
a protective shield against the torment. But tHectfof being silent is much more significant
in this situation. Even if it has made the guardrgrand more violent, the fact is that the
prisoner is the winner in this situation. He useé strategy of silence, representing an
important linguistic strategy in order to gain poweer the tormenting guard.

To sum up, silence can be as powerful weapon a&®ans of words uttered. The effect
of power of silence depends on context of givenasibn and the linguistic ability of the

silence users. If silence is used just in the righhé, its powerful potential can be enormous.

5.4. Topic raising and changing

To raise or reject a topic successfully is a poulatiscursive strategy. Participants from
various social groups use this strategy differenfigcial status of a speaker or hearer is
particularly important when effectiveness of thisglistic technique is considered. All the
participants use this strategy for different pugsd\ot to omit when using topic changing,
a hearer can understand the overall message cetw&rsthe speakers’ intentions. Effective



raising, changing and rejecting of a topic is a edul, potential and threatening weapon to
be used over other participants of a discoursernidworow suggests that “if higher-ranking
speakers use different kinds of strategies to gpic$ raised or rejected than lower-rank
speakers, then this may be a way of maintainingtiexj power relations, while masking
those relations througholidarity politeness strategies” (31).

Generally, a speaker who raises topics more fraéguand succeeds in maintaining
these dominates a conversation as he or she ieaqomstly able to choose the kind of
conversation they want, to select its pace anddhusthe floor and more convenient position
over other participants.

This assumption is demonstrated in the conversditegween Goldberg and Meg from
The Birthday Party Goldberg represents the oppressive power, usargus linguistic
strategies over Meg in order to manipulate her. Mleg kind owner of a boarding house is
completely unaware of the cunning strategies Galglinbses over her. Goldberg knows how
to maintain his dominance. Not only he is a sudoésspic raiser, he also knows the secret of
turn taking, and succeeds in taking the active. foihe first part of the following conversation
shows how Meg makes awkward elicitation, and howderg first gains time to think. The
time he has thus gained gives him the chance to Ipis& avoidance of the topic. He then
changes the topic, and, to be on the safe sidesdhe reply himself. Meg does not answer so
she has no other way but to change the topic. Bld§erg avoids responding to Meg’s topic
by addressing Petey, Meg’s husband, and again ekatmg topic slightly. Thus he makes
a new start according to the altered topic:

Meg: Is he coming down?

Goldberg: Down? Of course he’'s coming down. On\&elp sunny day like this he
shouldn’t come down? He’'ll be up and about in riexio time.

He sits at the table.

And what a breakfast he’s going to get.
Meg: Mr Goldberg.

Goldberg: Yes.

Meg: | didn’t know it was your car outside.
Goldberg: You like it?

Meg: Are you going to go for a ride?
Goldberg: {o Petey A smart car, eh?
Petey: Nice shine on it all right.



Goldberg: What is old is good, take my tip. Themgem there. Room in the front and
room in the back.

He strokes the teapot.
The pot’s hot. More tea, Mr. Boles?
Petey: No thanksThe Birthday 70)

From this extract it is clearly visible, how Goldgemanipulates the others. He is able to
control and dominate the whole conversation by féctve use of linguistic techniques,
especially topic raising and changing. By such #futkuse of this strategy, one can
became the complete and unique controller of atttn. This linguistic strategy helps to
gain the floor very rapidly and entirely and undee circumstance that the other

participants are not such skilful conversationajigthey do not have a chance to react
properly.

In The HomecomingRuth is an experienced conversationalist. Shimaswife of
Teddy, whom she has come to visit his family wiBhe not only succeeds in being
accepted by the family despite the initial problelug towards the end of the play she
dominates and manipulates everybody. During a pbghical conversation of her husband
with his brother, she suddenly interrupts it byraating everybody’'s attention to her
sexuality. All the other participants of the discsmistop, watch her, listen to her and thus

are completely influenced and taken by her:

Ruth: Don’t be too sure though. You've forgotterm&bhing. Look at me. I...move my
leg. That's all it is. But | wear...underwear...whiclones with me...it...captures your
attention. Perhaps you misinterpret. The actiosingple. It's a leg...moving. My lips
move. Why don’t you restrict...your observation tatth Perhaps the fact that they
move is more significant...than the words which catm®ugh them. You must bear
that...possibility...in mind.

Silence(The Homecoming2-53)

Then, she skilfully uses everybody’'s surprise, ireal what influencing power she has
gained and how strong control she has over that&ituand decides to use it for her own
purposes. She quickly chooses a new topic in daléirect the whole situation towards

her needs and starts to develop the new subject:

Ruth: Teddy standd was born quite near here.



Pause
Then...six years ago, | went to America.
Pause

It's all rock. And sand. It stretches...so far...eveare you look. And there’s lots of
insects there.

Pause

And there’s lots of insects there.
Silence

She is still (The Homecoming3)

Ruth managed to silence everybody. She not onlgrrimpted a vivid male
conversation, she managed to attract everybodigstain to her and she even changed the
topic. The change was so influencing, that the ségite participants have no other choice,
except to listen to her and join in the conversatader on. The topic of such new talk was

hers.

All the examples above prove how effective theuisgc strategy of topic changing
can be. Speakers can raise, change or reject @ sapconsciously without any hidden
reason and purpose. But some speakers do so wiitioua intents, they plan every step
very carefully and their tactics are cold and cuogniThe effects of such skilful
manipulation can be tremendous and can have audbgé effect orthe others. With the
use of this strategy, one can reach different édsgi@ power and use it for various

purposes in order to influence and manipulate sther

5.5. Verbal aggression

There has always been a tendency to connect al\egbeession with power. The
fact supporting this statement is that the redudt werbal aggression is usually oppression
or dominance over the others. An oppressive pevgtn a skilful use of this linguistic
technique is able to get complete power over thegsed. Verbal aggression can not only
lead to gaining the floor, or achieving dominatiarthe specific situation but using such
language can serve to a total destruction of aopesis well. The oppressed whose verbal
techniques are not so developed can easily sucamdbsurrender, and let the more
powerful ones control him or her. According to Aimsg “the overall effect of a great
verbal assault is to reduce the opponent to a statatatonia” (45).



Harold Pinter is a dramatist who depicts the situngt of verbal aggression and
torment in many of his plays. Most significant diiee Birthday Partyand The Mountain
language A main topic in both of these plays is the as& misuse of the verbal
aggression technique. The plays describe verbalreoand verbal overpowering and a
follow-up destruction of the others. Trhe Birthday Partytwo strangers coming to take
Stanley away are the ones who often use a techmfjuerbal aggression. Goldberg and
McCann are evil characters who have only one dogjuistically destroy Stanley and
make him leave with them. They succeed in destrigc8tanley in the cross-examination
scene described previously in this paper. A cl@ample of tremendous verbal aggression
appears towards the end of the scene when Stasligy shock, broken and not able to

speak properly:

McCann: Who are you, Webber?
Goldberg: What makes you think you exist?
McCann: You're dead.

Goldberg: You're dead. You can't live, you can’intky you can’t love. You're dead.
You're a plague gone bad. There’s no juice in ygou're nothing but an odour!
(The Birthday 52)

Goldberg and McCann accuse Stanley by naming hiad,d@eaningless and incapable.
This kind of verbal aggression expressed by twtuters disarms Stanley completely and
deprives him of his resistance. The effect of limguistic technique iMThe Birthday Party

is thus the complete destruction of Stanley.

Following example is taken froihfhe Homecomingthere some characters use verbal
torment over others as well. In a dreadful housihatnny, a pimp, constantly tortures his
father, Max, throughout the play. Lenny is an aggire person, using not only the verbal
aggression over the others but also not hesitainge the physical one as well. Here are
some examples of the aggressive and menacing sigmeshe uses when talking to his

father:

(looking up, quietlyWhy don’t you shut up, you daft prat? (7)
Plug it, will you, you stupid sod, I'm trying toad the paper. (9)
You know what, you're getting demented. (9)

You'll go before me, Dad, if you talk to me in thtahe of voice. (11)



Didn’'t you hear what | said, Dad? | said | was kg aloud. (35)
Look, why don’t you just ... pop off, en? (35)

Lenny’s choice of vocabulary, together with the r@ggive tone of his voice and the
general atmosphere in that household, make sudsghmextremely effective. He uses the
verbal aggression technique as a tool to domiri&gehis words he shows his powerful

position and his dominance over the other membiekéaa’s family.

Verbal aggression is the most simplest and cledigtistic strategy that can be
used in order to manipulate others. Usually, iterjpretation is easy but the effects of this
strategy can be as tremendous as of others. Vg, oferbal aggression is connected with

physical violence, giving the powerful participaetgen higher power over others.

5.6. Questions

Questions and answers in a symmetrical conversationld be evenly distributed.
One participant asks a question, the other one emssand can put another question. But
usually there are discourses in which the questiewer relationship is not regular. The
distribution of questions is not equal and theeeras answers. When one participant asks
too many questions, raises certain kinds of questar does not give the other participant
time and possibility to answer, then it is a sigrdominance. In such relationship, power
plays an important role and the relationship betw#ee participants thus becomes a

relation of dominance and submissiveness.

A function and effect of particular types of queas can be help to the speaker to get
control over the others. Questions thus represgraveerful means of discursive control.
Yes/no questions, disjunctive questions or whaty hauch and how many questions, as

well as tag questions produce minimal response franparticipants.

The effect of such queries can even be accusatitmewthers, forcing the others to
respond in a way the speaker wants, or can be jusédo let the others complete a
suggested proposition. By moving on to another tijpesthe speaker or questioner can
also show what an inadequate question is. Suchuctind questioning serves as a
powerful means of control over the interaction #mgs creates or reinforces the power and
status of the speaker. Almansi says, that “thighis game of questioning to gain

ascendancy...] The aim is for one or more persons to addressiessaf absurd questions



and commands to an opponent, the loser being tinngpawho is eventually most
flummoxed” (43).

Almansi’s statement proves the fact that effectingestion asking can represent
a linguistic strategy with the goal of gaining paw€o know the art of questioning means
to know the art of manipulation as well. Questians a powerful device of the oppressors

and manipulators serving their purposes of donmmnati

In the oeuvre of Harold Pinter, to ask a questioh @emand an answer is a common
situation. The most typical, absurd “pinteresqugiagions happen just during questioning.
Almansi analyses the questions in Pinter's playd anomes up with the following
statement about two forms of questioning: “Eitheu yask a series of irrelevant questions,
just to keep the language game ggiogyou ask an awkward question so that the other i

unable to answer” (34).

In all three of Pinter’s plays being analysed iis {paper, both of these two kinds of
guestioning appear very often. Usually, the irralgvquestions are asked just for the sake
of questioning. To ask a question out of a cont#xhe situation, can serve to maintain
a conversation in order to hide topics that shdadddiscussed. Irrelevant questions serve
also for hiding true feelings and emotions in gig#ations. InThe Homecomingduring

an unpleasant meeting of two brothers, such questidappens:

Teddy: I've...just come back for a few days.
Lenny: Oh yes? Have you?

Pause

Teddy. How’s the old man?

Lenny: He’s in the pink.

Pause

Teddy. I've been keeping well.

Lenny: Oh, have you?

Pause (The Homecomin5-26)



The questions used in this short extract give arattue to how unwanted the encounter
after six years is. They serve the purpose of angidn unpleasant topic. Sometimes, this
kind of avoiding questioning can serve for manignf@a purposes in order to get

dominance over the other.

The second type of questioning stated by Almang &sk a question that is difficult
for the other one to be answered. That is a lingustrategy used for the manipulation of
others. Following example froffihe Birthday Partyproves how successful Goldberg and
McCann are in achieving their purpose and so méatipg and destroying Stanley,

winning so the power over him just by a skilful gtiening:

Goldberg: Why did you come here?
Stanley: My feet hurt!

Goldberg: Why did you stay?

Stanley: | had a headache!

Goldberg: Did you take anything for it?
Stanley: Yes.

Goldberg: What?

Stanley: Fruit salts!

Goldberg: Enos or Andrews?

Stanley: En — An — The Birthday 48)

For a short time, Stanley manages to reply but wthenpace speeds up, the questions
become awkward and irrelevant and Stanley is ngdoable to keep up. The whole cross-
examination scene in this Pinter's play represengame of questions. Goldberg and
McCann raise many queries, sometimes irrelevanty tbhange the speed of the
interrogation and often do not give Stanley a cbkaoncanswer. The result of the scene, as

described earlier in this thesis, is Stanley’s clatepbreakdown.

Questioning is a powerful tool of interrogationsdawverbal torments. By asking
certain kinds of questions that are very carefplgnned, one can get to know specific
information, make others tell or suggest what wamnted or can manipulate others
completely. Pinter skilfully uses the art of quesi and makes his characters play
tremendous and dangerous power games where quegtisnthe main weapon helping

language to be a means of power.



5.7. Repetition

When a word, phrase, or a whole sentence is rahedtean turn the others’
attention, and make them reply. Added to this, wherepeated utterance is carefully
placed and timed, it gives the utterance the sieaiieaning and supports the whole
message that is thus transmitted. The repetitidoofe parts of a discourse helps to stress
and speed up the pace and direction of the cori@nsdt can create a menacing tension
that puts the other participant in an uncomfortgdasition. In such created atmosphere, it

is much easier for the oppressor or the more palverfe to reach his or her goal.

Throughout all the three sample plays by Pintes, répetition is used quite often in
order to reach the above stated power-gaining &otlowing extract comes from the
interrogation scene in the third actTdie Birthday PartyThe final result of gaining power

linguistically is reached by an effective repetitiof some phrases.

Goldberg: You stink of sin.

MCCann: | can smell it.

Goldberg: Do you recognize an external force?
Stanley: What?

Goldberg: Do you recognize an external force?
MCCann: That’s the question!

Goldberg: Do you recognize an external force, rasjime for you, suffering for you?
Stanley: It’'s late.

Goldberg: Late! Late enough! When did you last Bray
MCCann: He’s sweating!

Goldberg: When did you last pray?

MCCann: He’s sweatingThe Birthday 50)

The tension is strong, because the pace of elmigtand accusations created by the two
interrogators is rapid and Stanley hardly ever gigeschance to respond. The phrase like
“Do you recognize an external force?” is irrelevamd very difficult to be answered.

Stanley is not a skilful conversationalist so haas able to react properly. But this absurd
guestion is repeated three times. The two intetowgashow its importance and confuse

Stanley completely. His answer “It's late.” seengs lte irrelevant as well but it is



immediately turned into another question, repeatgn: “When did you last pray?” This
time, Stanley does not answer. The effect of tpetron was reached. Stanley is silenced,

Goldberg and McCann reached their gtiady overpowered Stanley completely.

The extract fromthe Birthday Partythus proves how destructive effects can be
reached by repeating of sentences and phrasesidhadt seem so powerful when not
repeated. When the repetition linguistic tool igdisorrectly and in the right moment, its

powerful potential can be very dangerous.

All the linguistic strategies described in this ptea serve to achieve the same
goal — dominance and control over others. Becatisbeoasymmetry that appears in all
discourses, it is easier for these strategies mation in linguistic interactions. There is
always a participant, that is verbally more skilkeatd so he or she can manipulate others
by interweaving the linguistic strategies into bisher utterance. One must be aware of
such strategies in order to protect him or heraetf such strategies can be also used in

order not only defend oneself but to counter-at@skvell.

All the strategies were based on the theoreticdarches mentioned at the beginning
of this chapter. Their validity and powerful effeatver others were proved on extracts
from Pinter’'s plays but the general descriptionstt@dir functions are valid also in the
world outside his plays. As described previousiyghsstrategies can have menacing and
destroying effects over less powerful individuatgtee oppressed humans, so one must be

highly aware of such powerful potential of all fireguistic strategies.



6. Conclusion

In this paper, the term “power” is a crucial onéeTissue of its rules and a structure
of power relations is interwoven in the whole papédore profoundly, the thesis presents
and summarises the most important philosophicalgoalaeories and examines the topic of
power expressed in language in particular. Therdt®al scope of this paper is clearly

divided allowing thus readers to acknowledge thenrtteeoretical points correctly.

The purpose of this thesis is to find out to whetert are the main philosophical
ideas based on Foucault’'s power theories validranddoes Harold Pinter use them in the
three sample plays. Consequently, the paper exanuaeefully the topic of discursive
power, trying thus to find out what are the maimg@ples of power that is expressed in
language. Further on, the thesis analyses the weabal and nonverbal tools that are used
in language making it powerful and used as a mednswer while summarizing and
describing various linguistic strategies. Moreovd?®inter's language is analysed
profoundly in order to examine his very persona aklanguage that is based on the most
significant power theories and serves as a meapsvoér.

After analysis of the highly developed power thesyithis thesis comes to
conclusions that they are of a high importance ealii since they were stated. The
detailed look at the discourse power helps to wstdad how the power works in language.
The findings that come from such analysis are vsetgresting. Thanks to the detailed
explanations of power and discourse power, read@rget to know exactly what is power
and on what principles does it work and can redlizeomnipresence of power, especially
in all conversational acts. It comes out, that tmpacts of power expressed through
language are immense and how dangerous such pawérec

Further on, it is understood how does Pinter useldnguage that is based on the
principles of the absurd drama. The author of thissis explains not only the main
characteristics of Pinter’'s highly personal style describes also how Pinter’'s characters
use their language in order to win the floor ovéress, and what power battles they lead.
Moreover, on extracts from Pinter’s plays, the auhows specific sentences and phrases
through which power is expressed, allowing thuglees to understand the workings of

discursive power deeply.

In this paper, as mentioned above, the linguidtiategies that are used in language
to make it serve as a means of power are presemedanalysed very carefully. Such



theoretical summary is also explanative, giving@ckexamples from Pinter’s plays, helping
readers to understand the real meaning and systemes of such linguistic strategies.
The author stresses the terrifying potential ofsthgproviding that their users are fully

aware of the principles of power in these strategie

As the issue of power expressed through languageryscomplex, the author of this
thesis suggests a further research in this fielokdvbower theories by various theoreticians
should be analysed as they are appearing constamtlgdays. Consequently, a validity of
those theories should be proven as was done watpdlver theory by Foucault, Bourdier,
Thornborrow and Fairclough in this paper. The au#iiso suggests a follow-up discussion
about the given linguistic strategies. Their usedsy potential and their effect can vary
depending on who uses them and under what conslitMore strategies can be proposed

and further analysed, as their list in this paperdt final.

The author came also to surprising conclusions taboower. After deep
understanding of the main principles of power aodgr relations, one becomes aware of
the workings of power. It is stunning that poweelerywhereit is born from itself and it
IS omnipresent in every setting and in all enconbeetween humans. Also the findings
about tormenting use of powerful language are sing and one must be very careful
about such language use by strong and linguisgicMilful individuals. Thus the most
surprising and significant conclusion that the autas made is that the theoretical base of
this thesis is not just a simple thettyat cannot be applied behind the theatre stage
but this paper proves that the power rules anasysif power relations is a very important

topic to be discussed in the real world.



7. Resumé

V souwasné dob se téma mocicasto uziva P ruznych ilezitostech ve
spole&enskych, politickych i kulturnich souvislostechoRazdého jedince znamena moc
néco jiného a kazdylovek ji vyuziva fiznymi zpisoby a za jinym &elem. Rirozerg se
moc [ifazuje vyraznym jedirien nebo silnému statu, nicm&nato diplomova prace
vys\wtluje a analyzuje moc v daleko SirSich souvisldstec podrobdi popisuje moc
vyjadienou jazykem i konverzg&nich aktech mezi lidskymi jedinci.

Francouzsky filozof Michel Foucault je autorenieyratnych teorii o moci, jejim
fungovani a mocenskych vztazich. Teoreticky zakdaol diplomové prace je zaloZen na jeho
vysoce rozvinutych tvrzenich, ktera &mia pohled na problematiku véjghach lidstva.
Zakladni mysSlenkou této diplomové prace je Fouomaltdefinice pojmu moci, mocenskych
pravidel a systému mocenskych vAtahFoucault tvrdi, a tato prace jeho tvrzeni piati
podporuje, Ze existujitené druhy moci, ndgklad politicka, statni, muzsk&i Zenska.
VSechny vztahy, které se vyskytuji mezi jedinciiznych prostedich, se na zakladmininé
teorie moci nazyvaji mocenské vztahy. Vzhledem krdichickému rozfleni kazdé
spole&nosti se moc rodi, vistd a fisobi ve vSech jejich sférach. Mocenské vztahy pak
pracuji velmi efektiva.

Zakladnim progedkem lidské komunikace je rozhovor. Je to prazyk, diky #muz
Ize vSe paebné sdlit ostatnim. Na z&kladspol&ného jazyka se lidé dorozumivaji. A je to
opét Foucault, kdo definuje teorii moci, ktera se p@ravireci vyskytuje. Tudiz
s problematikou jazyka jde ruku vruce i moc, ktgea vzdy gitomna v mezilidské
komunikaci. Tato prace problematiku takzvané diskUmoci pedstavuje, nastuje jeji
zakladni koncepce a vy&luje jeji dilezitost. Neb6 kdyZz je moc obsaZzena v jazyce, pak
clovek, ktery si je tohoto faktuddom a @inn¢ jej umi vyuzit ve sj prosgch, mize svou
mluvu velmi efektive uzit pro dosazeni svych wilPotencial diskursni moci je nesmirny
a lingvisticky obratni jedinci mohou dokonce jazzfeuzit k ovladani druhych. Jazyk tedy
slouzi jako néstroj moci, jehoZ rozbor jerasinim tématem této diplomové préce.

Druha kapitola této prace se zabyva Foucaultovouitemoci. Spolu s popisem dalSich
vyznamnych mocenskych teorii shrnuje a analyzugésy fungovani moci a mocenskych
vztahi. AZ po pochopeni zakladnich mocenskych teoriizendojit k plnému pochopeni
problematiky fungovani moci v jazyce s naslednynroponenim principu mocenskych

vztahi, které jsou fitomny v konverzénich aktech.



Tato kapitola se taktéz zabyva pojmy instituce stitimcionalni rozhovor. Instituce je
zde chapana jako kterékoli¢ldéso ¢i skupina tvéena lidskymi jedinci, rodinou gtnaje,
jakymkoliv statnim #zenim korke. Kazda instituce je zaloZena na hierarchickénarspzeni
svych¢lena. Jakakoliv rovnost je té#h nemozna. Instituce ma rodin pravidla arady, ktere
jeji ¢lenové musi dodrzovat. Totéz plati i pro jazyk,rkiee v té které instituci pouziva
a preferuje. Préav v dasledku hierarchické nerovnosti podporované pravidlyady je
i institucion&lni rozhovor tési vzdy nerovny. Je chapan jako kterykoliv forméakii
neformalni rozhovor mezi jedinci v dané institiderovnost pozic pak poskytuje Siroké pole
pusobnosti mocenskym vztaim fungujicim prosednictvim jazyka. Kliovym prvkem druhé
kapitoly je vztah mezi jazykem, spotesti, tedy instituci a moci. Tento vztah je zde
podrobré vyswtlen, coZ napoméh&endi hlubSimu pochopeni problematiky diskursni moci.

Uvodni ¢ast teti kapitoly se zabyva skuteosti, do jaké miry ovliwje socialni
prostedi lingvistické vyjatbvani kazdeho jedince. Prioedi, v mZ je rozhovor veden
a socialni zadzemi, odkudcastnici pochazeji, ovliwuje nejen volbu jazyka a #pob
konverzace, ale také poslu¢bao celkové vnimani a chapaniékshi mluwiho. Jednou
z hlavnich charakteristik moci v jazyce totiz je,cZm mére si je ¢lovek védom gitomnosti
diskursni moci, tim &nnéji a 1épe moc a mocenské vztahy funguji. Posladieay mize
pochopit gipadné mocenské zé&ny recnika zcela jinak, coz ize mit rgkdy destruktivni
dopady. TFeti kapitola prace celkéwozebird moc vyja@nou jazykem a analyzuje jazyk jako
dynamicky proces, vdmzZ moc je nestabilni a neustale sénmV této souvislosti nasleduje
vyswtleni pojmu odpor. VSude, kde je moc, je totiz pod Tento vztah poskytuje prostor
acinnému fungovani moci prastdnictvim jazyka.

V neposlednitad je pii analyze jazyka v kontextu moci zndfra teorie vztahu moci
a pohlavi. Vysitleni tohoto vztahu je obzvl&thilezité s ohledem na rozdilné pouZzivani
jazyka a zpsobu vyjadovani gisluSniki obou pohlavi. Takové rozdily mohou tzobit
odlisné vniméani vigeného sdéleni a efekt konverzace takaie byt fzny. Ok pohlavi
raiznym zmisobem pouzivaji jazyk jako nastroj moci pro dosasegich citi. Déle je vefeti
kapitole analyzovana Zzenska mluva a verbalni i riéei prostedky, které Zena ve svém
vyjadrovani pouziva k uskutaéni svych zarara.

Cilem teti kapitoly je napomocétendi pochopit, jakym zpsobem niZze byt jazyk
~,mocny*, jaké nastroje se v jazyce vyskytujiciai ho tak silnym a manipulativnim. ProtoZze
praw takovy jazyk dava prostor pro komunékd rozepe a mnohdy i mocenské hry.



Jazyk jako nastroj nedorozeni, jazykové hry, lingvistické strategie moci, tdechno
jsou charakteristiky uziti jazyka Haroldem Pinteréitvrta kapitola se zabyvéa jeho jazykem,
ktery je vys¥tlen na pozadi avantgardniho divadelniho hnuti Absidrama.

Pro tuto praci autorka vybralé tPinterovy hry, v nichz jazyk slouzi jako mocensky
nastroj. Jeho hry prace analyzuje z&lem nazorného vystleni principi fungovani moci
v jazyce podle Foucaultovych teorii. Pro tuto prégly vybrany hryThe Birthday Party
The Homecomin@g The Mountain LanguagdJziti jazyka jako maniputaiho prostedku
v téchto hrach je velmi vyrazné, tudiz rozbéchto her napoii¥e ¢tendi lepSimu pochopeni
problematiky diskursni moci. Taktéz rozdilnost ol uziti manipul&nich lingvistickych
technik, kterou se zabyva kapitotett, je v €chto hrach vyrazna a je podra@benalyzovana.

Harold Pinter je dramatikem, jehoZ tvorba nese ckgiznaky absurdniho dramatu.
Kapitola c¢tvrta ¢éten&i struéné toto hnuti pestavuje a nastilje jeho zakladni divadelni
koncepce a charakteristiky. Nejvyznaljsim, a pro tuto praci nejtezitéjSim aspektem hnuti
je specifické uziti jazyka. V absurdnim dramatu jgzyk postaven na reprodukci
kazdodennich, dZnych rozhovatr a jeho autth zaznamendvaji a #adaziuji nedostatky
a nedorozurni vtakové konverzaci. Té chybi soudrznost a kehge plna verbalni
preslecti, vyhybavych odpasdi, Spatné syntaxe a nerelevantniho uziti slov.

Pinterovy postavy uzZivaji jazyk, ktery vzhledem dkdvé diskomunikaci, spiSe nez
komunikaci, obsahuje skryté,ckdy az zak&mé amysly. Jazyk vjeho hrach je piny
prohnanych lingvistickych strategii, pauz a odnii, hlag z pod¥domi postav a neustalych
irelevantnich poznamek. VSechny z#rié verbalni ¢i neverbalni progedky slouzi
Pinterovym postavdm pro ziskani vyhegh pozice v dané situaci nebdimpo za delem
verbalniho viézstvi nad druhymi. Je to pr&Wwintefim preciz& naplanovany a rozvrstveny
jazyk, ktery jeho postavy pouZzivaji jako nastrojzténi druhych, k jejich manipulaci
a zneuZzivani pro své vlastni cilelkdy takove uziti jazyka ma v jeho hrackiaé nasledky.
Tato prédce se snazi diky rozboru mocenského jaryk@ntextu divadelnich her jit dale
a nastinit spojitost filozofickych teorii moci, @tednictvim limitovaného divadelni uziti
diskursni moci az po jeji propojeni s realnynitemn.

Ale co konkrétg ¢ini jazyk mocnym? Co jsou to lingvistické strategigak se mohou
pouzit a zneuzitipkonverzaci proti druhym? Jakirbe mit jazyk tak destruktivni dopady, jak
popisuji Pinterovy hry? Cilem péaté kapitoly tét@pldmoveé prace je pod&ten&i uceleny
obraz o lingvistickych strategiich a pricich, které slouzi k uZiti jazyka jako nastroje

moci.



Uvod paté kapitoly rozebira problematiku rovnovahyzhovoru. Déle jsou rozebrana
kritéria, kteracini konverzaci asymetrickou, a problematikéenmosu séeni z jednoho
Gcastnika rozhovoru na druhého. Velkyiralz je v této kapitole kladen nejen na samotné
lingvistické strategie a jejich uziti v hovoru, alevréZz na SirSi souvislosti. tP analyze
mocenského efektu jazyka je totiz nutné vzit v iyade se rozhovor uskuiauje, za jakych
podminek, z jakého sociélniho pri@sti (Eastnici pochézeji, tudiz jaké celkové lingvistické
znalosti maji. Sirdi pojeti této oblasti napdm ¢tend&i lépe pochopit uZiti strategii
v mluveném projevu. Tyto strategie jsou tak rozepratiznych thl pohledu na teoretické
bazi a prakticky rozebrany a znazémg na relevantnictastech Pinterovych her.

Jak jiz bylo zmigno, i hlavni Pinterovy hry, jimiz se zabyva tato diplowd prace jsou
The Mountain Languagdhe Homecomin@g The Birthday PartyThe Mountain Language
a The Birthday Partysou hry o rolich instituci a pozicich jeji¢tenid uvnitr a nebezpmmém
uziti specifického jazyka zacélem uplného ovladnuti druhych. Tyto hry jsou zalyZ na
muéivych vyslesich, B nichZ tazatelé pouZivaji jazyk plny prohnanydtatggii, zaloZenych
na moci. Cilemd&chto vysleck a celkového uZiti jazyka je ziskat moc, ponéipodrobit
druhé, pipadre i jejich znieni. The Homecomingedstavuje hru, kde pohlavi a stim
souvisejici pohlavni rozdilnost v uzivani jazykbngvistickych strategii, hraje neajtezitejSi
roli. V této He je to Zena, ktera diky své lingvistické zdatnasschopnosti pohybovat se
v daném socialnim prastdi dokaze obratnvyhravat lingvistické rozeg, az do naprostého
znesSkodwuni a kompletniho ovladnuti druhych postav.

VSechny tyto hry postugnrozebira cela diplomova prace. \&tkonkrétnich uryvik
souvisi s pr&v feSenou problematikou od teorii moci az po lingulgdi strategie. Cilem
téchto praktickych vsuvek je ndzorné vyseni teoretickych baid s cilem napomodaitenéi
teoretické zalezitosti lépe pochopit. Relevantnaaldy také slouzi pro podaniilkhzu o
platnosti teoretického zakladu této prace a jelmpg@eni nejenom se &em Pinterovych
postav, ale i se gtem redlnym. Rozbory jeho her r@nslouzi pro velmi podrobny rozbor
samotné Pinterovy tvorby a dobré pochopeni spé&éific uziti jeho jazyka ve &tle
absurdniho dramatu.

Ucelem této prace jeipdstavit zakladnich filozofické teorie o moci a meskych
vztazich, vyjagenych jazykem ve vztahu k instituci a pohlavi. Detatoreticky ramec je dale
aplikovan na hrach Harolda Pintera zgelém podani ikazu, Ze zmigné diskursni teorie
maji Sirokou validitu. Pinter zpracovava jazyk wgah hrach takovym Zisobem, Ze jeho

postavy jej uzivaji jako nastroj moci s cilem magyat druhymi a dosahnout svého. Rozbor



téchto her podavétendi ucelené propojeni mocenské teorie s konkrétniitinuz/ raznych

situacich, pi vyuzivani rozlénych lingvistickych strategiich.
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