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PREFACE  

 
It was a wonderful and spiritual experience to go through a 

topic related to moral consciousness. Moral consciousness has been 

the prime function of literature. I passed through thrilling 

sensations while working on different aspects of moral 

consciousness presented in select plays. I am most grateful to my 

guide Dr.Vasant S.Patel who made close, helpful, encouraging and 

often indispensable comments on various aspects related to the 

thesis. I am obliged to him for considering me fit as a student. In a 



  

world torn by all kinds of conflicts, the voice of Alan Ayckbourn 

breathes the tone of sanity and the spirit of humanism – the 

significant values of modern life. Alan Ayckbourn’s excellent 

study of human nature and human motives pertaining to changing 

trends of morality is absolutely realistic and convincing. The 

divergent trends and tendencies of morality appearing in his work, 

are relevant to the present times and it has influenced me a lot in 

learning how to live better life.  

I hope that the thesis may help the readers and learners of 

Alan Ayckbourn in comprehending his work with a new angle. I 

would like to thank Shri Nanabhai V. Nadoda who helped me in 

downloading my ideas in computer with speed and excellence. I 

am obliged to him for his kind support. I am also grateful to Shri 

Kiritbhai Sharma, his family and relatives residing in London for 

their kind support in sending books and reference books from 

London in case of unavailability in India. I am obliged to my 

principal Dr.S.S.Patel, colleagues -Shri.P.M.Prajapati, 

Shri.M.H.Vankar, Shri.V.B.Patel, Shri.Dr.B.M.Prajapati, Shri 

P.R.Pandya for their guidance if and when needed. I thank the 

department of English comprising of Smt.J.K.Vohra and Shri 

A.S.Kapoor who showed their eagerness to help me at every step. 

Dr.J.M.Patel encouraged me for completion of the thesis in time. 



  

Besides, I am grateful to non-teaching staff members Shri 

V.M.Patel, Shri R.R.Ravat, Shri D.N.Patel, Shri S.M.Patel, Shri 

R.J.Brabhmbhatt, Shri J.J.Rathod, Shri D.S.Kharadi, Shri 

B.L.Bhangi who supported me indirectly for moral strength with 

their wishes. I am grateful to them all. Shri S.K.Parmar, librarian 

extended his help to me at every step. In addition, I am most 

grateful to my parents Shri A.N.Patel, Smt.I.A.Patel, wife Ritaben, 

brothers – N.A.Patel, K.A.Patel, sisters-in-law Alpaben, Anilaben, 

sister Gayatriben, brother-in-low Pravinkumar, younger members 

Archita, Mileshkumar, Nirav, Archit, Arpit, Rutvij, Heli, Utkarsh, 

Zil for their blessings, compliments and best wishes. 

Rajeshkumar A.Patel 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 
“In life, you get moments – just 

occasionally which you can 

positively identify as being among 

the happy moments. They come up 

occasionally, even take you by 

surprise and sometimes you are so 

busy worrying about tomorrow or 

thinking about yesterday that you 

tend to miss out on them all 

together.” 

 
 

 



  

 

 
ALAN AYCKBOURN AND MORAL 

CONSCIOUSNESS 

 
 Art implants in people unorthodox ideas; it breaks the molds 

of  provincialism in which people have been brought up; it disturbs 

and disquiets since it tends to emphasize individuality rather than 

conformity and works of art are often created of rebellion or 

disenchantment with the established order. Literature is the finest 

form of art which mirrors society. As literature teaches us to be 

better, it also preaches moral lessons. Improving the society, moral 

values are at the depth of literary works. Though aestheticism and 

moralism differ from one another yet they are entirely related. 

Plato and Tolstoy favoured moral values in literary works. John 

Addington Symonds discussed literature as a criticism of life and 

added: 

 

If one thing is proved with certainty by the whole history of 

literature down to our own time, it is the self - preservative 

instinct of humanity rejects such art as does not contribute to 

its intellectual nutrition and moral sustenance… All art to be 



  

truly great, must be moralized -- must be in harmony with 

those principles of conduct,  that tone of feeling which it is 

the self - preservative instinct of civilized humanity to 

strengthen… 1 

 

 Alan Ayckbourn, after Shakespeare alone, is Britain’s most 

performed playwright and acknowledged as one of its most skilful 

directors. Dismissed first as mere boulevardier he is now seen as a 

modern comic playwright. In 1997, for services to the theatre, Her 

Majesty Queen Elizabeth II bestowed upon the playwright who has 

for thirty years written plays for the Theatre- in- the- Round, 

Scarborough,the title of Sir Alan Ayckbourn. He may be 

introduced in the following aspects. 

 

1.1 Life 

 
 Alan Ayckbourn is still writing for the stage.  A brief report 

of his life is as under: 

 Alan Ayckbourn was born in Hampstead, London on 12 

April, 1939. His mother was a novelist Irene Worley (Mary ‘Lolly’ 

James) and his father, Irene’s second husband Horace Ayckbourn 



  

was a distinguished orchestral violinist with the London Symphony 

Orchestra. 

 Alan Ayckbourn was educated at the historic Haileybury 

Public School in Hertford. In 1946 the mother remarried a bank 

manager and he had to live at Billingshurst, Wisborough Green, 

Horsham, Uckfield, Heyward’s Heath and Leaves.  Ayckbourn got 

Barclay’s Bank Scholarship to Haileybury school. At 17 he left 

school and started writing house plays. He edited house magazine. 

He toured Netherlands in school production of Romeo and Juliet 

(1955) as well as eastern USA and Canada in 1956 for Macbeth. 

         Ayckbourn was good at cricket. He left school with “A’’ 

level in English and History. He joined the renowned theatre 

impressario Sir Donald Wolfit’s acting company for three weeks 

working as an assistant stage manager. He worked as unpaid 

student assistant stage manager at Worthing.  From there he moved 

to Thorndike Theatre, Leatherhead. Ayckbourn met Rodney Wood 

who invited him to join the Library Theatre, Scarborough. 

 Stephen Joseph, one of the forces, got on well with 

Ayckbourn and became a mentor to him. His acting inadvertently 

led to his first professional commission as a writer. In 1958 Alan 

Ayckbourn. Complained Stephen for better roles. Stephen made a 

condition that he should write his own play. Alan Ayckbourn wrote 



  

The Square Cat which was a big success for the company in the 

summer, 1959. Stephen commissioned a second play. 

 Alan Ayckbourn married Christine Allen in 1959. They had 

two sons but separated some years later. He continued to act and to 

write for the Studio Theatre Company in Scarborough until 1962 

when he was involved in the formation of the Victoria Theatre, 

Stoke - on - Trent with Stephen Joseph and Peter Cheeseman. He 

produced Mr.Whatnot in London in 1964. 

 He started his career as radio producer for the B.B.C. in 

Leeds. He used the pseudonym ‘Peter Caulfield’ during 1965-9. He 

became director of productions at Scarborough in 1970. After the 

death of Stephen Joseph he worked hard with Ken Boden, Alfred 

Bradley and Rodney Wood to keep Library Theatre active. He left 

Scarborough for two years to direct for the National Theatre 

Company in London during 1986-7. In 1987 he returned to 

Scarborough. Since 1996 he has directed plays at Stephen Joseph 

Theatre. 

 In 1997 he married Heather Stoney and was honoured with 

the title      ‘Sir Alan Ayckbourn’. He has been writing, directing 

plays. He has written 69 full plays and more than 20 revues and a 

few short plays for children. There is a fine chart of biographical 

outline in Alan Ayckbourn by Michael Holt as follow:  



  

      

 1939   Born 12 April in Hampstead, father a violinist 

,mother a  writer    of  romantic novels  

1940   Weekly boarder at local boarding school. 

Mother remarries a bank manager. Lives at 

Billingshurst, Wisborough Green, Horsham 

Uckfield, Hayward’s Heath, and Lewes. 

 1941   Barclay’s Bank Scholarship to Haileybury 

School. Writes house plays; edits house 

magazine; tours Netherlands in school    

production of Romeo and Juliet (1955); and 

eastern USA and   Canada in Macbeth (1956) 

Also’ quite good at cricket’ 

1956-7  Leaves school with A levels in English and 

History. Acting assistant stage manager with sir 

Donald Wolfit’s production at Edinburgh 

Festival. Unpaid student assistant stage manager 

at Working with small walkon barts. Then 

weekly rep in Leatherhead, summer season in 

Oxford as stage manager/actor. 

1958-9  Work with the Stephen Joseph company at 

Scarborough for summer seasons at Library 

Theatre, touring to Stoke and elsewhere in 

winter. 

1959  First two performed plays, The Square Cat and 

Dad’s Tale written under nom de plume Roland 

Allen. Marries Christine Allen-they have two 

sons and are separated some years later. 



  

1960-3 Continues to write and perform at Scarborough 

Theatre-in-the Round Founder member and 

associate director of Victoria Theatre, Stoke-on-

Trent, writes further plays including Mr 

Whatnot and acts in repertoire. 

1964  Joins BBC Radio at Leeds as drama producer 

staying until 1970. 

1965-9 Combines summer season work at Scarborough 

with BBC work. Meet My Father  retitled  

Relatively Speaking staged in London Further 

plays follow starting life in Scarborough and 

transferring to West End. 

1970  Become director of production at Scarborough. 

1971-6  Continues to write play for initial performance 

at Scarborough in Library. Theatre and from 

1976 at the Westwood Theatre. Most transfer to 

London stage and are performed 

internationality. 

1986-7  Leaves Scarborough for two years to direct for 

the National Theatre Company in London. His 

production of A View from the Bridge transfer 

to the Aldwych Theatre and for it he receives 

plays and player Best Director (1987) award. 

Also receives Evening Standard Best Play 

award for his NT production of his own play . 

1987  Returns as director of production to 

Scarborough, first to west wood Theatre and 

then, following a lottery Grant, to the 



  

refurbished Odeon Cinema, now the Stephen 

Joseph Theatre (1996)  

1997 Marries Heather Stoney and is honoured with 

the title Sir Alan Ayckbourn. 2 

 

 

Career 
 

1956-57 Stage manager and actor, Donald Wolfit’s company, 

in Edinburgh, Worthing, 

1957-62 Actor and stage manager, Stephen Joseph Theatre-

in-the-Round, Scarborough, Yorkshire 

1957-63 Associate director ,Victoria Theatre, Stoke-on-Trent, 

Staffordshire 

1964-70    Drama producer, BBC Radio, Leeds 

1970        Artistic director, Stephen Joseph Theatre-in-the-

Round 

1986-88    Associate director National Theatre, London  

1991-92    Professor of contemporary theatre, Oxford 

University 

 

 

 

 

 



  

Honours 
 
Evening Standard award, 1973, 1974, 1977, 1985, 1987, 1989, 

1990 Olivier award, 1985 

Plays and Players award, 1987 

D.Litt: University of Hull, Yorkshire,1981 

D.Litt: University of keele, Staffordshire,1987 

D.Litt: University of Leeds, 1987 

C.B.E. (Commander, Order of the British Empire), 1987 

     Sir Alan Ayckbourn (knighthood) 1997   

 

 Alan Ayckbourn is renowned for his plays internationally. 

His plays like The Norman Conquest are regarded as classics of 

20th century British Theatre. Since 1980 his work has become more 

expansive dealing with wider social issues and often utilizing more 

fantastic ideas and settings to explore his themes Alan 

Ayckbourn’s preferred territory is that of the English middle 

classes at war with themselves and depicts that war in linguistic, 

moral and sexual terms. His privacy remains largely though a 

biographical outline.  

 

 

 

 



  

1.2. WORKS 
 

 Alan Ayckbourn is known for his works and not 

name. John Russell Taylor estimated that Alan Ayckbourn, 

“avoided any suggestion of deeper meaning,’’ that one would not 

classify him as “important,” and that he “looks certain to remain, at 

best, one of our most reliable light entertainers…”3 Michael 

Billington pronounced that Alan Ayckbourn’s, “Sole aim is  to 

make us laugh. His plays contain no messages, offer no profound 

vision of the universe, tell us nothing about now to live our lives.’’4 

 The young man was already deemed an outsider and 

for a much of his career he suffered from a critical prejudice that it 

took many plays written over many years to shake. Alan 

Ayckbourn did not fit into the new wave that followed Look Book 

in Anger. His Plays were not set in working class environment. 

They described middle class settings and pre-occupations. He was 

rarely linked with the generation of Osborne, Wesker, Arden, 

Pinter and Delaney. 

 Later on he proved his skill both as a playwright and 

actor-director. The following is the brief outline of his works, from 

a writer of light comedies to serious plays. Stephen Joseph’s 

challenge resulted The Square Cat 1959 written under the name of 



  

Roland Allen as a comedy with stuff. Its plot hangs on the idea that 

a repressed middle aged wife, Alice Glover makes a secret 

assignation with young Jerry Wattis. The script shows quite talent 

as a first play by a 19 year old author. 

 Dad’s Tale (1960) involved sections of dance drama 

and the same action described from several different perspectives. 

Alan Ayckbourn recalls.’’ It was my first children’s show… it was 

my first theatrical failure.’’5 Standing Room Only (1961) was, he 

says ‘’quite a step forward for me as a writer’’ 6 the exploration of 

overpopulation becomes merely a comic background to other 

themes. Alan Ayckbourn is once again focused on family 

relationship with an optimistic sense that stranded humanity will 

survive come what may. 

 Mr.Whatnot (1963) is play that reveals in its 

theatricality. A piano tuner striking chords from an invisible 

pianoforte or a starting handle indiscernible car, are part of 

theatre’s usual vocabulary. Alan Ayckbourn senses the essential 

theatricality arising out of this limitation and exploits the device to 

the full in Mr. Whatnot. 

 Relatively Speaking (1967) was a triumph both 

critically and commercially. It’s a play that starts the playwright’s 

investigation into the world of his audience. Unfaithful husband 



  

Phillip thinks that Greg is his wife’s lover and that he wants to 

marry her. But Greg is really the new boy friend of Phillip’s own 

mistress who announces that she has had a proposal of marriage. 

The relationship between men and women and the particular strains 

which the process and the State of marriage inflict are the subject 

matter of the plays. Deceit is the mainspring of the plot. 

 In Alan Ayckbourn’s world, the married state itself 

frequently becomes a weapon of destruction. It is explored in How 

the Other Half Loves (1969). It is under-pinned by comic 

characterization. The three couples are drawn with a vivid 

observation that wittily individualizes every Character and 

contrasts very different marital relationship. 

 Alan Ayckbourn is not a political didacticist but it’s 

hard to ignore the class differences in his plays. For Alan 

Ayckbourn. Class is not imposed on his characters. Absurd Person 

Singular (1972) won international acclaim. It is as cruel as it is 

laughable for, as it moves across its three acts, it traces the 

disintegration of a comfortable social order and its transformation 

into a meritocracy. The values are less certain. The end of ambition 

is success and it is also power. Alan Ayckbourn fears and mistrusts 

power because its abuse creates and exploits the underdog. At the 

close of the play, there are many forms of power-sexual, social and 



  

professional-grabbed by Sidney Hopcroft as he dictates the action- 

blackmails for sexual favours and displays the fruits of his success. 

 The Norman Conquest (1973) is a trilogy of plays. 

The work describes an eventful weekend in a house. Each Play 

stands alone. It is not only funny but impossibly wise about sex, 

marriage love and loneliness. He turns to focus on the sexual and 

social mores which govern the interplay of men and women. In his 

Plays the family home is crucible in which the concept of the 

family can be tested. 

 In Absent Friends (1974) Diana breaks down onstage. 

She has suffered humiliation by her partner at a gathering to 

console a bereaved friend. But friends are hard to define and are 

bonded by their own definitions of friendship not a legal contract. 

Though nominally a caring assembly, these six people are isolated 

by their individual self-interest. As their sexual, social or 

professional drives dictate, their loyalties and their definitions of 

friendship shift. 

 Alan Ayckbourn has insisted that he is as much a 

theatre director as he is a playwright. He has been artistic director 

of Stephen Joseph Theatre, Scarborough since 1970 with 

responsibility of directing the majority of plays mounted in any one 

season and for writing at least one play a year. 



  

 Bedroom Farce (1975) demonstrates Alan Ayckbourn’s 

mastery of lighting effects. The Stage picture is of three rooms set 

side by side.  We see bedrooms of Nick and Jan’s flat and that of 

Malcolm and Kate in their new house, simultaneously with Earnest 

and Delia’s comfortable bedroom. The domestic harmony in each 

one is shattered by visits from the neurotic Susannah and the 

selfish Trevor who bring their post-divorce angst to disrupt their 

friends’ sleeping hours. 

 In Sisterly Feelings (1979) Stafford is given great line, 

‘stupid old bag has fallen down a hole ‘to enter with. Taking Steps 

(1979) demonstrates many of Alan Ayckbourn’s technical skills 

and his use of them to support both plot and thematic structures. 

There are comic characters too. Elizabeth, a frustrated dancer with 

a very melodramatic personality is leaving her husband Roland. 

There is struggle for personal liberation, a desire frequently 

misunderstood or misinterpreted. The motif-necessity to resist the 

expectations of others. Alan Ayckbourn offers us message that the 

innocent and the meek may find a reward. It plays one of Alan 

Ayckbourn’s most intriguing spatial jokes. Alan Ayckbourn always 

employs his mastery of technical skill, conventional or unorthodox 

to enhance the fusion of theme with the means of delivery.  



  

 Alan Ayckbourn remains far from political references. 

He achieves cinematic effect in his plays. For him technique is 

means of control over the realization of his script. It is a skilful 

weaving of means of delivery and theme together. Alan 

Ayckbourn’s lecture; televised in 1996 has clarified his influences 

at the university of Wales as: 

People ask what were my stage influences… My stage 

influences were entirely from cinema. I spot the whole of my 

misspent youth in cinema. My stage geography is… the sort 

of grammar that is common in film rather than on the stage I 

use the cut… It means that action can be moved very 

quickly… Narrative techniques have speeded up… thanks to 

film and TV… Film techniques have a vital part to play in 

the staging of my plays today.”    7 

 

 The first phase of his works ends with Way Upstream. The 

voyage from realism to allegory was a departure for Alan 

Ayckbourn. By 1981 it moved him into a new territory. It was hard 

to find out any real villains in his works before Way Upstream. 

Vince wants his own way, Fleur is rich enough to side step social 

norms and niceties. Both abuse hospitality, good nature and 



  

compromise to serve their own ends. It’s power cruelly abused. 

The plays Way Upstream onwards are concerned more and more 

with a discussion of the abuse of power. The new polarities in his 

plays are between society’s manipulators of power and the victims 

of its abuse. The new locations herald a discussion of larger issues.  

 After Way Upstream (1981) Alan Ayckbourn has 

looked outside his domestic battle grounds and examines factors, 

institutions, organs of state which impinge on the lives of the meek 

and unassuming. A Chorus of Disapproval(1984)  is about tragic 

view of human nature. It is set in a world in which corruption taken 

for granted. Ayckbourn hands the stage to the most unlikely of 

protagonists – Dafydd, an unhappily –married, small-time solicitor 

who stages an amateur production of The Beggar’s Opera to 

admonish his fellow citizens; ‘in the real world out there’, as he 

admits, ‘I actually am in serious trouble and I couldn’t give a 

stuff.’8 

 Alan Ayckbourn has tackled one by one areas of moral, 

political and religious vacuum. In Woman in Mind (1985) Susan is 

as much let down by the inadequacies of the moral teaching and 

example of the Church of England in the shape of her cleric 

husband, as she is by the mythical cast she surrounds herself with. 

Both conspire in her fall into insanity and are conjoined in a final 



  

dream sequence in which everyone is addressed as a devil or 

Beelzebub. At one point Susan’s fantasy husband appears in 

saturnine form. ‘Oh dear God’ she cries, ‘I’m making love with the 

devil.’ 9 

 A Small Family Business (1987) endorses absolutely 

the virtues of entrepreneurship with its emphasis on self-help, 

personal profit and individual fulfillment. But in the end it proves 

inadequate. The moral compromisers in the family draw Jack 

McCracken into their world of corruption; it is one which involves 

stealing, prostitution, drug dealing and murder, Driven almost 

entirely by materialistic hunger, in the play’s final scene they offer 

a devastating theatrical image on the multiple set. In one room our 

hero is conspiring with the mafia in drug trafficking whilst in 

another the family celebrates its unity of purpose. Upstairs in the 

bathroom, Jack’s daughter, Samantha, is injecting heroin into her 

arm. 

Henceforward… (1987) is about the danger of putting art 

away from people. Jerome is faced with the decision of whether or 

not to return to his wife and daughter from whom he was separated 

four years earlier. Jerome cohabits with a female robot called Nan 

who, he says, has more dignity, more sense of loyalty and 

responsibility than any other fifty women you can name put 



  

together. In Henceforward… there seems to have a good way of 

living and a bad way of living. It is irony of life that Jerome’s 

alienation with machines seems to have more attraction than real 

human beings and their emotions. 

Alan Ayckbourn Sides with Brenton and Hare in 

regarding the betrayal of personal ethics as analogous to political 

corruption. Man of the Moment (1988) depicts a direct 

confrontation between good and evil. Man of the Moment is a 

vivid indictment of the power of the media to act as a succubus. 

Television is a mighty tool, and, Alan Ayckbourn implies it in the 

wrong hands invites its own abuse by the ambitious, the insecure, 

the exploitative and the ruthless. He shows us its victims misled by 

half-truths and distortions made in the name of television impact. 

There is the adoring fan, now a cruelly bullied nanny to Parks’s 

children, the wife who knows the real personality of the vicious 

criminal but is forced to lead a life of lies, and the innocent star-

struck audience member who is persuaded to be used as a prop in 

the further self-glorification which lies at the heart of the process. 

  The Revengers’ Comedies (1989) is about ruthlessness of 

Henry Bell. Henry Bell enters into a devilish pact with the 

fearsome Karen Knightly in The Revengers’ Comedies (1989), 

little realizing the ruthlessness with which she will sweep 



  

through the world of multi-national big business, capitalizing on 

the moral ambiguities of some of its practices. Karen is sworn 

to wreak revenge on behalf of H. Bell, and we relish the defeat 

of the arch opportunist, Bruce Tick. But, having watched, this 

with conspiratorial glee, it dawns upon us that this lady is not 

for turning. Her relentless pursuit of power and self-interest is 

fanatical to the point of perversity. Henry, who has found it 

impossible to keep his side of the pact with any pleasure 

becomes aware or the evil of a truly power-hungry personality 

when allowed to enter a moral void. 

 Wildest Dreams (1991) explores the possibility that 

we are increasingly seeking an escape route in avoidance and 

through fantasy lives. Wildest Dreams (1991) is a daring Play. It 

explores the modern phenomenon of our retreat, let down by 

society’s social, political and moral structures, into escapist 

dreams. It marks Ayckbourn’s freedom to pursue narrative lines 

beyond naturalism and into fantasy. He may claim that this is a 

result of his having written ‘family plays’ with their less 

constrained storylines. But this seems to be a liberation that he will 

continue to exploit and its subject will be escapist fantasy.   

Time of My Life (1992) is Ayckbourn’s one of darkest 

works. He asserts his philosophy that paradise is to be found on 



  

earth in our dealings with those closest to us rather than in art or 

abstraction. In his personal life Gerry, a moral absolutist, so 

dependant on the rules that establishes the outward respectability of 

that he is unable to cope when they break down. True love seems to 

be the best way of all and it is denied by the Stratton family. Gerry 

seems to epitomise a tendency deeply embedded with the human 

psyche which is connected to our moral vision. It seems to be 

warning against our becoming deceptive. 

In Things We Do for Love (1997) the subject is the use of 

fantasy to cope with a situation that has no social or moral 

guidelines. In Things We Do for Love (1997) Barbara is a 

successful school mistress with a very sorted out existence. She is 

capable and happy in both her professional and home life, and quite 

content. Until, that is, a visit by an old school friend, Nikki, and her 

very attractive fiancé, Hamish. In that eternally inexplicable way, 

Barbara and Hamish fall head over heels in love and consummate it 

on her bed whilst Nikki is taking a bath. The result is turmoil in 

everybody’s life as the decision to tell Nikki is faced. It will of 

course shatter the comfortable but soppy fantasy that her 

engagement to Hamish has become. And she is not the only one to 

have to face a disillusioning experience. 



  

Alan Ayckbourn is a classic example of the theatre 

apprentice who learned his trade on his job. In his works Alan 

Ayckbourn shares with Anouilh, Priestley and Pirandello an 

interest in the effect of theatricality on the narrative. His comedies 

of manner reflect the growth of the middle class and the strains of 

the tensions inherent in comfortable conformity. 

His works include plays for children, revues, short plays 

one–act plays, collections, articles. The works are listed as under: 

 

The Square Cat (1959) 

Love After All (1959) 

Dad’s Tale (1960)  

Standing Room Only (1961) 

Xmas V.Mastermind (1962)  

Children’s Play Mr.Whatnot (1963)  

Relatively Speaking (1965) 

The Sparrow (1967) 

How the Other Half Loves (1969) 

Me Times Me Times Me (1970) 

Time and Time Again (1971) 

Absurd Person Singular (1972) 

The Norman Conquests (1973) 



  

Absent Friends (1974) 

Confusions (1974) 

Bedroom Farce (1975) 

Just Between Ourselves (1976) 

Ten Time Table (1977) 

Joking Apart (1978) 

Sisterly Feelings (1979) 

Taking Steps (1979) 

Suburban Strain (1980) 

Season’s Greetings (1980) 

Way Upstream (1981) 

Making Tracks (1981) 

Intimate Exchanges (1982-3) 

A Trip to Scarborough (1982) 

It Could Be Anyone One of Us (1983) 

A Chorus of Disapproval (1984) 

Woman in Mind (1985) 

 (1987) 

Henceforward… (1987) 

Man of the Moment (1988) 

Mr. A’s Amazing Maze Plays (1988) 

The Revengers’ Comedies (1989) 



  

Invisible Friends (1989) 

Body Language (1990) 

This Is Where We Came In (1990) 

Callisto 5 (1990) 

Wildest Dreams (1991) 

My Very Own Story (1991) 

Time of My Life (1992) 

Dreams From a Summer House (1992) 

Communicating Doors (1994) 

Haunting Julia (1994) 

The Musical Jigsaw Play (1994) 

A word from our Sponsor (1995) 

By Jeeves (1996) 

The Champion of Paribanou (1996) 

Things We Do for Love (1997) 

Comic Potential (1998)  

 

Miscellaneous - Revues, Short 

Plays, One-Act Plays 

Follow the Lover/Double Dutch (unpublished).Reviews. 

‘Mixed Doubles’ (1969) A one-act Play in a collection of five by 



  

various authors. 

Ernie’s Incredible Illucinations (1969) A Short Children’s Play. 

Service Not Included (1974). A review. 

Men on Women on Men (with Paul Todd) (1978) A review. 

First Course/Second Helping (1980) With Paul Todd – a review. 

Me, Myself and I (1981) With Paul Todd – a revue. 

Incidental Music (1983) With Paul Todd- a review 

A Cut in the Rates (1983). A Short Play. 

The Seven Deadly Virtues (1984) A review. 

The Westwoods (1984) 

Boy Meets Girl (1985) With Paul Todd – a revue. 

Girl Meets Boy (1985) with Paul Todd – a revue. 

 Mere Soup Songs (1986) With Paul Todd – a revue. 

The Inside Outside Slide Show (1989) A Short Play. 

 

Articles by Ayckbourn 
 

‘Alan Ayckbourn (lecture) Drama,1 (1988), 5-7 

‘Provincial Playwriting’ The Author,81 (Spring 1970),25-8. 

‘A Westwood Diary’, 22-page article in programme ‘Celebrating 

25 

Years at Westwood’ for production of Just Between Ourselves, 

1996. 



  

1.3 Moral Consciousness 

 

 There are theories of art that differ from one another in what 

they allege to be the real purpose of function of art but are at one 

with each other in the belief that art is a means to some end. 

Whether the end be the titillation of the senses or the 

communization of the nations of the world or the conversion of 

mankind to belief in god or the improved moral beliefs or moral 

tone of the reader or viewer. In every case, the work of art is 

considered as a means to some end beyond itself.  

 Literature provides pleasure morality, truth, knowledge. The 

objects of ethics and art are distinct. The one analyses and 

instructs; the other embodies and delights. The whole struggle of 

the human race from barbarisn to civilization is one continuous 

effort to maintain and extend its moral dignity. It is by the 

conservation and alimentation of moral qualities that we advance. 

The organization of all our faculties into a perfect whole is moral 

harmony. Therefore, artists who aspire to greatness can neither be 

adverse nor indifferent to ethics.  

Aesthetic values and moral values are different from one 

anther yet they are interrelated in literature. Art may undermine 



  

beliefs and attitudes on which it is thought the welfare of society 

rests and so may be viewed with suspicion by the guardians of 

custom. When art does not affect people morally one way or the 

other, it is considered a harmless pleasure. It can be tolerated if it 

doesn’t take up too much of the viewer’s time but when it 

promotes questioning and defies established attitudes, it is viewed 

by the moralist as insidious and subversive. 

 Plato is the champion who strongly favoured moral values. 

Poets without consciousness of morality must be banned. Passages 

that spoke ill or questioningly of the gods passages containing 

excessive sexual passion and even passages of music that were 

disturbing to the soul or the senses were all condemned to the same 

fate.His concern was with the purity of soul of the men. In other 

dialogues of Plato. Such as Ion and Phaedrus he extolled the 

virtues of art and even held the artist to be divine but when it came 

to a conflict between art and morality, it was art that would have to 

go. 

 Another most famous moralistic view of art is from Tolstoy. 

He had finished the influence of primitive Christianity, the 

principal tenet of which was the brotherhood of all mankind. The 

moralistic view of art is the whole unarticulated view of art held by 



  

the masses particularly when they are under the sway of a 

dominant religious or political doctrine. 

 Art and morality are intimately related and neither functions 

wholly without the other. It is admitted that works of literature can 

teach valuable moral lessons through explicit presentation. 

Literature presents characters and situations through which the 

reader can deepen his own moral perspectives by reflecting on 

other people’s problems and conflicts which usually have a 

complexity that his own daily situations do not possess. He can 

learn from them without himself having to undergo in his personal 

life the same moral conflicts or make the same moral decisions. By 

viewing these situations objectively and reflecting on them, he is 

enabled to make his own moral decisions more wisely when life 

calls on him in turn to make them. Literature can be a stimulus to 

moral choice in its total context with nothing of relevance omitted. 

The chief moral potency of literature lies in its unique power 

to stimulate and develop the faculty of the imagination. Literature 

perhaps more than anything else, exercises a leavening influence 

on the temper of a man’s moral life. The art of the past molds in 

countless ways the attitudes, responses and depositions of modern 

man’s daily life. Wide and serious reading of literature has an 

observable effect, people who do this kind of reading, no matter 



  

what their other characteristics may be, do tend to be more 

understanding of other people’s conflicts to have more sympathy 

with their problems. To have moral effects, it is not necessary that 

a work of literature present a system of morality. Everything that is 

alive and imaginative about morality comes from the leavening 

influence of art. Other civilization and cultures may be sources of 

facts and theories that enlighten modern understanding, but what 

enables contemporary man to share directly their feelings and 

attitudes towards life is not their politics nor even their religion but 

art. 

 The most famous supposition about the moral effects 

of art on its audience is Aristotle’s theory of catharsis. Quite apart 

from the ultimate effect of a work of art on a man’s emotions it 

would appear that the very art of experiencing the work may have a 

moral effect. The aesthetic experience which involves nothing less 

than a total concentration on the perceptual details of the aesthetic 

object is an experience that heightens consciousness, exercise 

man’s capacity for perceptual awareness and discrimination and 

helps him come alive to the sight and texture of the world around 

him. 

Art provides the most intense, concentrated and sharply 

focused of the experiences available to man. Because of this art, art 



  

can have an enormous influence on the tenor of a person’s life 

more influential no doubt than any particular system of morality. In 

its ability to do this it has an effect on man’s life that, in an 

extended sense at least, can surely be called moral. Morality 

transcends particular systems of morality and art by being for many 

persons the dominant influence in their lives, thus transcends them 

also. 

It is no accident that this change of mood has coincided with 

a crisis in arts funding, and especially that of the theatre. The 

resultant changes have prompted established writers to become 

more insistent in defining their role and the part theatre can play in 

the world. If the ferment of activity in written drama during the 

1960s and early 1970s is not to be seen again; some consolation 

may be drawn from the renewed emphasis placed by dramatists on 

morality – a subject that takes us, not just to the roots of the art, but 

to the question of our survival. “If we do not live in such a way that 

the free self – realization of each is achieved in and through the 

free self- realization of all’, Terry Eagleton has suggested, ‘then we 

are very likely to destroy ourselves as a species.”10 Grounds for 

hope may be found in the joint conviction that ethics are the true 

subject of drama (whether live, filmed or televised) and that 

playwrights still have much to say about what constitutes just 



  

behaviour. Whether, in coming years, they will be able to resist the 

despair detected by John Russell Taylor is another matter.   
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“A symptom is simply 

something trying to 

signal. Something put 

very simply. Try to 

suppress it and you’re 

putting your thumb over 

the valve of a pressure 

cooker.” 

 

 

 

 

 



  

WRONG CHOICES LEAD TO 

FURTHER WRONG CHOICES: A 

STUDY OF WOMAN IN MIND 
 

 After Way Upstream (1981) Ayckbourn pointed a change of 

direction, the voyage from realism to allegory was a daring 

departure for the playwright who by 1981 established his 

credentials as a keen observer of the battlefields of marriage and 

small town morality. He looked onside his domestic battle grounds 

and examines factors institutions, organs of state which impinge on 

the lives of the meek and unassuming. He found the characters to 

personify the malign effects of these forces. They emerge as 

epitomes of evil, to confront the ordinary man or woman and to use 

them as their plaything. Aycbourn is fond of the notion that 

comedies are “tragedies that have been interrupted.” 1  

The pervasive sense of waste gives Woman in Mind its tragic 

shape, for Ayckbourn conceives of tragedy in structural terms 

rather than as moments when the affective energy of the drama 

precipitates in a single, appalling apprehension as when 

Desdemona dies defending Othello. Ayckbourn thus defines 

tragedy in distinctly moral terms: “It is to do with choices we 

make, wrong choices, leading to further wrong choices.”2 Woman 

in Mind portrays idealizing world turning bad in some way  



  

 Technically Woman in Mind is skilful as it is in first person 

narration. Moreover, we find filmic conventions by examining the 

opening stage directions to Woman in Mind (1985) 

Darkness is the first stage directory, a common enough 

theatrical starting point but one which here assumes a dramatic 

purpose. For out of it dawns a picture of the vicarage garden with 

Susan, the vicar’s wife, prostrate on the ground tended by her 

friend Dr Bill Windsor (one of a whole gallery of incompetent 

medics who inhabit this playwright’s work). Susan has been 

concussed after stepping on the end of a garden rake. The first few 

minutes of dialogue are a mixture of gibberish from Bill ‘Wo! 

Won’t spider slit up pikelet’-
3 and distressed incomprehension 

from Susan- ‘Why have I gone to hell? Why me? I’ve tried so 

terribly hard, too. Terribly hard’. 
4 Suddenly she understands what 

Bill is saying, as he identifies her by name. ‘Susan, yes thank 

heavens’, 
5 She answers in relief. But Ayckbourn has his opening 

big joke ready : ‘December bee ? says Bill. ‘December bee. Oh 

dear god, he’s off again’, 
6  Susan cries. 

The  stage directions offer explanation: Throughout the play 

we will hear what she hears. See what she sees. A subjective 



  

viewpoint therefore and one that may at times be somewhat less 

than accurate. The lighting effect and dialogue imitate her 

regaining consciousness and the dawning recognition of her 

familiar surroundings. With minimum effort the convention is 

clear; by using action and the simplest of technical means, 

Ayckbourn has explained to the audience the comment he has 

hidden in the stage directions.  

Another stage direction tells us that Susan is an unassuming 

woman in her forties, used to and happy to play second fiddle to 

more determined personalities than her own. But the audience, 

awakening with Susan, must wait to have this one elucidated. For 

When her family first emerges, they are a most engaging group, 

healthy, charming and totally dedicated, offering champagne, love 

and consideration. Pleasing Susan seems the object of their 

existence. They are, of course figments of her imagination, the 

result of her accident and general state of mind. Consequently, they 

are overwhelmingly ideal and a disturbing contrast to the untidy, 

bumblingly incompetent, and all too real figure of her friend Dr 

Bill Windsor. 

After ten minutes of the play, Susan and the audience are in 

the same situation. They are both aware that reality has been 

disturbed and perception upset. With the choices available, they are 



  

not very clear with which set of characters to engage. Surely the 

fawning, considerate and charming ideal family is far too good to 

be real, but they are much more comfortable to be with than the 

suburban, authentic alternative, when the real husband and sister-

in-law eventually make their first drab appearance. 

Five minutes with both families, one real and one imagined, 

has but the audience in the same dilemma as Susan. But 

Ayckbourn has done more than that. For when Susan cries why she 

has gone to hell, he is outlining his dramatic theme. Susan’s real 

world is no heaven, as she long ago realized. The vicarage comes 

very close to being some kind of hell. The Reverend Gerald 

Gannet, her husband, is a self-obsessed man in retreat from 

responsibility, dedicated to writing his history of the parish from 

the middle Ages to the present day. But he is incapable of real 

affection for his wife, offering only empty pious platitudes. Muriel, 

his widowed sister, is a woman who has known her share of 

suffering and is anxious others should know about it too. She seeks 

reunion with her dead husband through spiritualist mumbo-jumbo. 

Susan’s son has rejected his parents to become a member of some 

Trappist cult. But we quickly see that there is on consolation in any 

of these religious escape routes. Susan feels that each member of 

the household is avoiding proper human love in their own 



  

formularized self-interest, and by so doing they are the authors of 

her unhappiness. Michael Holt rightly speaks:  

At first we are very sympathetic, inclined to agree. And no 

wonder. The alternative family is so attractive; they are a 

picture of what Susan aspired to before sexual affection died 

between her and Gerald and with it any real companionship-

even the gardening is a lonely chore now. Surely she has 

indeed tried so terribly hard to accept her role; playing the 

part of good cleric’s wife stepping in when Gerald found it 

impossible to tell Rick, their son, the sexual facts of life, 

putting up with Muriel’s incompetent. Cooking which, 

alarmingly, includes omelettes fines herbes’ made with Earl 

Grey tea. 7 

But gradually it dawns upon both Susan and the audience 

that she might well be the author not only of her own unhappiness 

but also that of the other members of her family. Rick in particular, 

on a final visit home, contradicts her notion that it was Gerald who 

made life at home unbearable for him. Certainly Susan’s attitude to 

sex seems unusually prim; we learn, for instance, that she could 

never consider undressing in front of her husband. Rick points out 

that hers is a personality no child could find comforting. “I don’t 



  

want to hurt you any more, Mum, but God help any daughter who 

had you as a mother’.  8 

Meanwhile, Susan’s alternative fantasy family may be no 

consolation after all. They start to make inconvenient appearances, 

interrupting at crucial moments and no longer playing a purely 

passive role. Worse, they seem to be acquiring sinister aspects. The 

bloody animal corpse hanging from the gun bag of Susan’s perfect 

brother may be linked to the howling dog in the garden next door. 

The horrifying climax is sexual consummation with her idealized   

husband, at the height of which Susan realizes that she is making 

love to the Devil. Eventually, both real and idealized family come 

to be seen in a devilish incarnation conjoined in a lunatic social and 

ecclesiastical tableau. 

The effect of this realization is intensified for the audience 

because Ayckbourn has fulfilled the ambition implicit in his initial 

stage directions. He has united audience and protagonists, making 

both see the world entirely from her viewpoint. The horror is that 

to the discomfort of the audience, and as a consequence of the 

completion of his stage direction, she slides into total insanity, the 

stage lit by the blue flashing light of an ambulance. 

Woman in Mind an interesting play in that it’s a first-person 

narrative. And we get all from her viewpoint. The first half of the 



  

play is all as told by Susan. There are very few others who we 

could possibly hope to link with--the dream people are impossible, 

and there’s an awful vicar, and a dreadful sister-in-law. So this 

woman is all we’ve really got, besides the barmy doctor who’s 

obviously totally incompetent. 

But having stuck with her and getting onto the boat we then 

realise that we’re on a sinking ship, because by the second act you 

realize, to our horror, that what she’s telling us is unreliable. This is 

confirmed when reality and dream start getting confused: that’s a 

rule we’re supposed never to break in playwriting because it’s 

inconsistent. (It’s justified in this case by dramatic effect). The 

alarm is first given by Rick, the son, when his real character (as 

opposed to the character she portrays for us) seems to break 

through to us. And there are moments towards the end, 

immediately before she goes into what is called a supernova state, 

when the whole thing gets very bright and it’s like Alice in 

Wonderland, completely dotty, when you get a glimpse, just for a 

second, of the real Gerald. There are still a lot of things wrong with 

him, but we begin to see his point of view-that he is dealing with a 

woman he doesn’t understand because he doesn’t recognize mental 

instability as an illness. This is a very English, middle- class 

failing. Ayckbourn says:  



  

If a guy breaks a leg, fair enough, we can all gather round 

and get him to hospital and we know what to do. But the 

number of women who saw that play in London and wrote to 

Julia McKenzie (who played Susan) saying, ‘I went through 

the same experience and nobody knew’! There was one 

classic tale of a woman who went with her father. He was in 

his seventies, she in her forties. He wrote the letter. When 

the play ended he turned round and she was crying. He was 

surprised, said he’d had a thoroughly good laugh, and took 

her to the Savoy to buy her a drink and see what was wrong. 

She told him that what happened to Susan happened to her. 

When? She said, ‘Ten years ago’. When he said he couldn’t 

remember, she said to him, ‘Daddy, you didn’t even notice.’ 

She hadn’t suffered complete catatonia, but she had gone 

right down into state of depression. And he admitted in his 

letter that he had failed at the time to see it as any sort of 

problem. That’s what Gerald represents.     
9 

 The central character of the play is Susan; Ayckbourn has 

made her mouthpiece so that she may reveal her double spirit. As 

the play opens she is found in a garden moaning as she regains 

consciousness. The dialogue opens with introduction of Bill 



  

Windsor, a general practitioner. Susan is in a state of fantasy. She 

doesn’t even realize that she is in her garden. 

BILL: … No, no. Not as far as I know, anyway. We’re both 

very much alive, Susan. This is your garden. You’re in your 

garden… 

SUSAN: My garden? This isn’t my garden… 
10

 

 

In her fantasy state when Bill leaves her Andy, an imaginary 

husband comes to her through whom she seeks warmth:  

 

ANDY: (Sitting beside her, immensely concerned) Darling, 

what on earth happened? I can’t leave you for five minutes 

can I? What happened? He said you knocked yourself out.. 

SUNAN: I just – banged my head. It’s nothing, Andy, really. 

You mustn’t fuss…. 

ANDY: Of course I fuss. You’re my wife I love you. How 

on earth did you do it?   
11

 

 

Even she recalls an ideal family- her daughter Lucy and brother 

Tony, all caring her : 

 

LUCY: Champagne at eleven in the morning, I ask you. 

He’s actually playing with the glass in his hand. 



  

TONY: The thing that’s really annoying her is that I’m 

inflicting a crushing defeat as well.(Offering SUSAN the 

glass) Here. It is vintage. 

ANDY: Drink it, darling, it’ll buck you up. 

SUSAN: Do you think I should? 

ANDY: Best possible thing isn’t it, Tony? 

TONY: Absolutely…. 

LUCY: But what happened to Mother? I’m dying to know. 

How did she bang her head?   12 

 In Ayckbourn’s plays family home is crucible in which the 

concept of the family is tested. When a family get together 

everybody should hope for harmony but the problem is that the 

getting together of a family group often accentuates all the stresses 

in family life. Susan craves for an ideal family always looking after 

her. In her unconsciousness she recalls the ideal family, Andy - the 

husband, Lucy - the daughter and Tony - the brother. 

 When Gerald appears to her at the garden there is stress 

between them. Gerald takes everything lightly and considers 

Susan’s sleeplessness only insomnia:     

   

SUSAN: Has it ever occurred to you why I can’t sleep at 

night? 



  

GERALD: Insomnia? 13 

 

Moreover, Gerald considers that he can sleep because of 

exhausting from a full day’s work. He ignores Susan’s works for a 

day. : 

 

GERALD: All right. All right, dear. We don’t need the 

catalogue.  

All I’m saying is- you still don’t seem to have enough to do. 

SUSAN: No, you’re absolutely right, Gerald. I don’t Not 

nearly enough. Not any more. 

GERALD: Something the matter? 

SUSAN: There must be. I don’t know my role is these days. 

I don’t any longer know what I’m supposed to be doing. I 

used to be a wife. I used to be a mother. And I loved it. 

People said, Oh, don’t you long to get out and do a proper 

job? And I’d say, No thanks, this is a proper job, thank you. 

Mind your own business. But now it isn’t any more. The 

thrill has gone.  14 

 

Day by day decreasing concern in Susan both from her son Rick 

and her husband Gerald brings Susan psychic problems. Even she 

considers the people seen in fantasy far better:   



  

 

GERALD: (Amused by this) what sort of people did you 

see? Were they nice? I hope so. 

SUSAN: Very nice, thank you. Most attractive and dishy.  15 

 

Love and sexual pleasure - very significant elements of married life 

are missing from her life:  

 

GERALD: I do. At least, I’m not aware that my feelings 

towards you have altered that much- 

SUSAN: What? Not at all?  

GERALD: Not that I’m aware of  

SUSAN: Oh, Gerald- 

GERALD: I still feel the same – 

SUSAN: We don’t kiss – we hardly touch each other – we 

don’t make love – we don’t even share the same bed now. 

We sleep at different ends of the room- 

GERALD: That’s just sex you’re talking about. That’s just 

the sexual side- 

SUSAN: Well of course it is- 16 

 

Susan seeks concern and warmth but Gerald is no more interested 

as he is committed to finish a book. As she explains Gerald that it 



  

is the jo- yous task of both of them, as she couldn’t deliver herself 

a baby without the help of Gerald, Gerald takes it other way:  

GERALD: What you’re really saying is that I’ve let you 

down. Failed to deliver. Is that it?  

SUSAN: That’s not what I mean. It’s nobody’s fault. It just 

happened, over the years. 

GERALD: My fault I see. 

SUSAN: I knew you’d say that. 

GERALD: That’s how you make it sound anyway. 

(He paces about) 

I rather thought you’d lost interest in all that, you know. (She 

does not answer) 

I thought that when a woman got to – our age – she more or 

less… switched off. 

SUSAN: Yes,well I’m a freak, Gerald. I’m afraid you 

married a freak…17 

 

Gerald on the contrary understands agony of Muriel; her sister but 

fails to understand mental turmoil of Susan. Her only son Rick 

doesn’t write her any more. As he is to visit them she is not 

enthusiastic about it. She feels a lack of another child:  

BILL: He’s your one-and-only, isn’t he? 



  

SUSAN: Yes. Our one-and-only. We’d probably have had 

more if it handn’t been for my husband’s book 

BILL Oh, yes? 

SUSAN: That’s tended to burn up most of his midnight oils. 

If you follow me.18 

Rick as we know is coming to get his room’s furniture to get 

money. Susan feels aback. 

 

SUSAN: …….. Why is he coming, Gerald? Did he say in 

his letter? 

GERALD: He –er … (To Bill) He’s allowed to write to us, 

you see- 

SUSAN: Gerald,why is he coming?  

GERALD: He- asked me… well, he’s in need of funds and 

he’s- 

SUSAN: He’s getting nothing from us. Not for that lot. 

GERALD: So he wants to sell all his personal possessions 

to raise money…  

 

SUSAN: What personal possessions? 

GERALD: His things. In his room. He wants to sell his 

room. 



  

SUSAN: His room ? He can’t sell his room. You mean, the 

furniture? 

GERALD: I think that’s the idea… 

SUSAN: (Furiously) you’re going to let him sell his 

furniture? 

His desk? His bed? His swivel chair? 

GERALD: Well, I can’t see how- 

SUSAN: I won’t have it. You are not going let him do that, 

Gerald. He can’t sell them. They’re things we gave him. 

They’re our things. We gave them to him. 

GERALD: No, dearest, they’re his things. We gave them to 

him. That makes them his. You see? 

SUSAN: (Suddenly deeply distressed) But… that’s all that’s 

left of him . If we sell… his bed….and his-swivel chair… 

then he’ll have gone completely. We’ll have nothing left of 

him at all.19 

 

Lucy  appears to balance her mental turmoil who  talks about 

family waiting for her. The comparison between Rick and Lucy’s 

love is administered as Lucy speaks : “But what about us ? What 

about the family? You can’t leave us….”20 

 



  

The  concept of family always tortures her as she gets love and 

family concerns from fantasy as against hatred and self- 

interestedness in real life both from Rick and Gerald. The words of 

Tony and Lucy touch her : 

SUSAN: (Pulling back) No… No. Why won’t you  

understand ? Why won’t you let me go inside? 

TONY: (Letting go of her hand) The truth? Because we love 

you and we don’t want to see you hurt. If you want the truth. 

SUSAN: What are you talking about? What nonsense. 

Nobody’s going to hurt me. 

LUCY: (Sadly) they will, Mummy. They always do. Admit 

it. 

SUSAN: (A moment’s deliberation) Very well, I’ll eat with 

you. (She moves slowly to the table) 

TONY: (with a whoop) I’ll get the rest.21 

 

Susan’s talks with Rick reflect moral struggle in act  two. Rick 

unwraps his life which stuns Susan. Rick appears self-centred to 

both Susan and the spectators from his arguments. Susan feels 

happy as he has left the group and shifted to London. Nevertheless 

her happiness doesn’t go longer as he talks about his wife, Tess. 



  

Susan gets disappointed as she is informed about their marriage at 

registry office and Rick didn’t even inform about it. She says, 

“No,no.No. …You didn’t even tell us. Send us a – card”.22 

 

 Her palace of dreams falls floor by floor as Rick argues with 

Susan revealing no concern for them: 

DOUGLAS: Why does anybody? We love each other. 

SUSAN: Oh, yes. Of course. I just thought perhaps- 

DOUGLAS: What?  

SUSAN: You’d got married as another way to get back at 

us. Your father and me. Silly idea, is it? 

DOUGLAS: It’s a bloody ridiculous idea.23 

 

         Against her disappointment Lucy tries to sooth Susan. Rick 

avoids Tess to meet Susan and Gerald for he thinks that they won’t 

respond well to her. That depresses Susan. The suppression leads 

her to respond with the following words :  

 Don’t be so silly. Right. Your lecture is noted and 

understood. Thank you. All through your childhood I 

embarrassed the life out of you. Well may I say from my 

side, Ricky, I think you are selfish, insensitive and priggish. 

(RICK doesn’t reply.) 

Mention the word sex to you go pink the ears. Just like your 

father. I presume that’s the reason you buried yourself in 



  

Hemel Hempstead. Was it? With that bunch of cranks. To 

avoid me? 

(No reply) 

Obviously; from that, I assume it was. Wonderful. So I’ve 

been a total failure, have I? As a mother as well as a-24 

  

She considers herself failed in his nourishing. Susan tells Rick that 

she should have had a daughter. Rick’s answer frightens her: 

 

 I don’t want to hurt you any more. Mum, but God help any 

daughter who had you as a mother. 

(A pause) 

Look, don’t take it all personally. It wasn’t just you, There 

was Dad as well. Looking them all up and down. Terrified 

they’d turn out to be daughters of Beelzebub. Scarlet women 

after his son’s body. Tess came straight to the group from a 

convent education and training. She knows all about the 

theory of life. Don’t worry. But she’s still a bit short on the 

practical. And she needs to be introduced to certain elements 

of it gradually. Elements like you and Dad.25 
Gerald responds to Rick’s shifting to Thailand differently blaming 

somewhat to Susan. It irritates her. She finds help of Tony and 

Lucy in that case : 



  

GERLAD : No. I’m saying, there are usually two sides - 

SUSAN: How dare you ? 

LUCY: How dare he ? 

TONY: Perfectly easy to shoot him … 

SUSAN: (To TONY) No. (To GERLAD) How dare you 

stand there and- 

GERALD: Now, Susan, I’m not going to start on this. We 

have argued our lives away over that boy and we’re not 

going to do it any more. I refuse to become involved- 

SUSAN: You smug – 

LUCY: Self- satisfied – 

SUSAN: Self- satisfied – 

TONY: Conceited- 

SUSAN: Conceited … bastard! 26 

Susan doesn’t get moral support from Gerald in any case 

which irritates her. She responds sarcastically, “I don’t know what 

you know about these thing, Muriel, I’m sure…” 27Lucy pacifies 

her by diverting her mind to talk about her marriage and 

appreciating her: 

LUCY: Mother? … Mummy, don’t be unhappy. (Kneeling 

by SUSAN) Can we talk about my wedding?  



  

SUSAN: (Rather more curly than normal) Yes, we will do, 

darling, but not just at this moment. 

LUCY: Even if they don’t appreciate you, we love you, 

Mother. 

SUSAN: Yes, thank you, darling. 

LUCY: I think you’re just the most marvelous person-ever. 

Do you know what it said in the Sunday Times about you, 

last week? It said you were the most brilliant woman heart 

surgeon there was in this country. It said- 

SUSAN: (Snapping) Oh, do shut up, Lucy. For heaven’s 

sake, don’t be so stupid. I’m not a heart surgeon. I never 

have been. Now go away.28 

 
As a last chance Susan proposes Gerald to talk about their god 

days. But Gerald does not agree : 

SUSAN: You don’t feel we should perhaps talk. 

GERALD: No. I don’t quite honestly. I don’t at all. I think 

talking has got us precisely nowhere. East is east. Never the 

twain shall meet. Jack Spratt could eat no fat. We beg to 

differ.29 

 



  

Susan’s utmost attempts to talk to Gerald and readiness to 

bring harmony are suspended by Gerald: 

SUSAN: If you leave me now for that damn-book, I warn 

you, Gerald, you will have nailed up the final-door-in our 

relationship… 

GERALD: Nailed up the final door? What is this nonsense? 

(He turns and goes.) 

SUSAN: You will have dug that final yard of moat between 

us! 

GERALD: (In the distance) Rubbish! Rubbish! 

SUSAN: (Still ploughing on) You will have – You will have 

uncoiled the final strands of electrified barbed wire that 

serve to keep us – (Giving up) what’s the use? … 30 

 

The hatred from Gerald leads her to bliss as Andy appears and talks 

about family matters. She longs for love through imaginary 

husband Andy: 

ANDY: (Moving closer to her) I hear you were angry with 

Lucy.  

SUSAN: I’m sorry. Did she tell you? 

ANDY: She only wanted to please you. 

SUSAN: I know, I know… 



  

ANDY: Her whole world falls apart when you do that- 

SUSAN: All right, Andy, don’t keep on at me. I’m sorry. 

ANDY: (Kissing the back of her neck) Forgiven. 

SUSAN: (Wriggling with pleasure) Mmmm. How do you 

make me feel so helpless? You only have to touch me and 

my knees give way…31 

As she revives from unconsciousness her morality threatens her 

and she asks   them to go away from her life. She in fact, tries to 

involve herself with her family as she says: 

 Of course, I meant it. I want to see Gerald now. Go away. 

I’m going to have a chat with Gerald about his book. It’s 

absolutely riveting, you know. It’s all about the parish since 

1386.Did you know that until 1874 there used to be sheep 

grazing where the town hall is now? I bet you didn’t know 

that. Or I might just pop upstairs and embarrass my son and 

discuss sexually transmitted diseases with him. Or help 

Muriel make a soap flake soup. (Desperately)What do you 

want from me? Just tell me. What do you all want? 32 

The conversation between Andy and Susan brings Susan’s real 

wish to be at ‘home’, her own home: 

SUSAN: (As Susan) No, everywhere. (As LUCY) Mummy? 

(As SUSAN) Oh God, I’m everywhere. What am I doing 



  

everywhere… It’s like not … (Slowly) …Not being-

anywhere. Where am I? Where am I now? 

ANDY: (As TONY) It’s all right, Susie, you’re there. 

SUSAN: I’m here? 

ANDY: Home where you belong. 33 

In absence of imaginary loving characters she gets Bill at her 

rescue (help). Whatever she feels she presents it to Bill to find a 

solution. As Bill suggests her to get solution of her questions from 

Gerald she doesn’t agree to find a solution from Gerald as her 

husband, “That would be even worse. It would be like. Undressing 

in front of him. You must understand, surely? Isn’t it the case that 

some doctors’ wives prefer not to consult their own husbands? 

Isn’t that true?”34 

 
To this Bill presents a universal argument that can be with most of 

the couples that the husband thinks his wife to be all right but there 

may be problem of which the husband fails to detect : 

 
Oh, yes, quite common. Nora doesn’t use me. She always 

goes to my partner, Geoff Burgess. Quite frequently, 

actually. I mean, she always looks perfectly fit to me, 



  

blooming. But she keeps finding all sorts of things wrong 

with her still…35 

Bill tries to console her to get a solution from her mental turmoil 

but Susan can’t get solution because she can see what others can’t. 

Her condition is like that of putting thumb over the valve of a 

pressure cooker which can explode and bring harm to the person 

who puts thumb over it. She herself feels: 

But nobody else is going to, are they? Because they’re all in 

my head… I know… that somehow…. Like those genies 

that live in bottles, you know… If I can only keep them from 

getting out... I’II be all right. They mustn’t get 

put….Whatever happens…36 

It reveals her mental turmoil. On one side she considers it better to 

maintain harmony with her ‘real’ family but on the other hand their 

hatred and selfishness lead her to idealized family in fantasy. Hers 

is a critical condition which causes problems with her 

consciousness. 

 Even she is so much possessed that she finds presence of 

these people at any moment. When Bill tries to create sympathy for 

him and tries to kiss her she stops Bill saying that Lucy watches 

them: 



  

 
LUCY: Mother? 

SUSAN: There. That’s my daughter. That’s Lucy. 

BILL: ( Staring at  the spot where SUSAN’s pointing)Lucy. 

SUSAN: Do you see?37 

Susan finds Lucy talking against Bill. She finds Tony and 

Andy interrupting them and all, the idealized family, warn Bill not 

to speak filthy things to Susan. Susan gets them at her rescue at any 

time. She even imagines them doing injustice with Bill. Susan tries 

to stop them but they don’t want anybody doing harm to the 

family. Susan calls Tony and Lucy naughty. Andy favours the girl 

and considers her behaviour simply as over excitement before 

wedding day. Both of them fall into sweet dream remembering 

their wedding: 

 
ANDY: Remember our wedding day? 

SUSAN: What a question …  

ANDY: We must try and make Lucy’s day just as 

wonderful. 

SUSAN: Nothing could ever be like ours. Remember our 

honeymoon? Remember Portugal? 

ANDY: I do. 



  

SUSAN: And our first house? How poor we were, then. 

ANDY: I had to sell my desk and my swivel chair, so we 

could eat… (They laugh.) 

SUSAN: Eat? What about that first meal I cooked for us? In 

the pressure cooker? 

ANDY: Best meal I’ve ever eat off the ceiling. (They laugh 

again) 

SUSAN: You’ve never let me live that down. Not after-what 

is it? – ten years. 

ANDY: Eleven. You’re still as young. You haven’t changed. 

Just the same. 

SUSAN: Will Lucy’s husband like me? 

ANDY: He will adore you? She will be wild with jealousy, 

mark my words. (Moving to her) and if you reciprocate in 

the slightest way. So will I be. (He kisses her softly. They 

sink to the ground.) 

SUSAN: (Murmuring) Oh, Andy… 

(ANDY kisses her again, fleetingly.) 

ANDY: Shhh, 

(He gently lies her bank on the grass. He starts to kiss her 

neck. As he does so, SUSAN opens her eyes in brief horror, 

suddenly aware of her predicament.) 



  

SUSAN: (As he continues kissing her, softly) Ho, dear God! 

I’m making love with the Devil… 38 

Ayckbourn is successful in deciding Susan’s expectations setting 

dialogues- Susan and ideal family following Gerald and real family 

or vise versa. After such a lovely fantasy with Andy, she 

experiences practicality with Gerald. The climax reaches up to the 

point that she remands divorce. Susan’s words demanding divorce 

are unexpected to Gerald for he doesn’t think anything like that in 

their relationship. She is so much drawn that she is ready hot to 

hurt him anymore: 

SUSAN: I’m fine. Fine. You mustn’t worry, Gerald, you 

really mustn’t … 

GERALD: (Calling) Rick! 

SUSAN: We’ll get nice quiet divorce. 

GERALD: (Very startled) Divorce? 

SUSAN: I promise I won’t let it affect your career. I 

promise.  

GERALD: What? 

SUSAN: I won’t make a scandal for you. I don’t want to 

hurt you, really. I won’t mention names, if you won’t…39 

 



  

Gerald is not at all interested for her feelings, he is much concerned 

with his book. He blames Susan for putting five to his book : 

 

SUSAN: Fire?  

GERALD: The fire that mercifully woke me up before we 

fried in our beds. The fire in my study, presumably started 

by you… 

SUSAN: Me? Never … 

GERALD: Don’t try and deny it, Susan.40 

 Gerald is so much possessed with the idea of his book that 

he doesn’t care for her illness. Susan, listening to him becomes 

conscious of his hatred and no concern for her. He is sorry for what 

he has lost in firing the pages of his book. He ignores what he has 

lost with Susan after spoiling nights in writing his book. He weighs 

it more to his responsibility than Susan of satisfying her in the 

bedroom. After all Gerald’s concern for the production of book is 

more valuable than the production of a child for what Susan craves. 

Gerald is so possessed that he is interested in past – history not in 

present as he speaks: 

 

All sixty pages blazing away. Do you realize the years of 

work that went into that book? The research? The 

background reading? The hours of grubbing around, rubbing 



  

tombstones? I was on my final chapter, Susan. How could 

you do it ? ‘And finally, what lessons are there to be learnt 

from the past 600 years of parish history? For is it not the 

duty of the present to learn from the past in order to prepare 

for the-’ Oh, God… 

Forgive me for my feelings towards you at this moment, 

Susan. For they are unspeakable. Please come inside. I will 

forgive you in the dry.41 

He goes to the height that he even doesn’t care to respond Rick’s 

concern for mother:   

 
DOUGLAS: Sorry, Dad, I did my – (Seeing SUSAN) Mum? 

What’s the matter with Mum? 

GERALD: Did you manage to save any of it, Rick?  

DOUGLAS: What’s the matter with Mum? What’s she 

doing out here? 

GERALD: Never mind her. Did you manage to save any of 

my book? 

DOUGLAS: Well, yes. That. That’s all. 

GERALD: …Page 57.(Brandishing the page at SUSAN ) 

That’s it. That’s what’s left. Are you satisfied, woman? 

SUSAN: It wasn’t me… 



  

GERALD: (Dropping to his knees on the grass) Why, 

Susan, Why?  

SUSAN: … I’ve been out here. 

GERALD: Why? What terrible, nameless, unmentionable 

thing can I possibly have done to you? 

SUSAN: Married me?42 

Gerald, finally accepts that he doesn’t care for the loss that Susan 

has got, “Who cares, now? Who cares?... Well…,”43 

Gerald is more careful for his sister Muriel than his wife Susan. As 

when Rick trios to look after his mother Gerald sends him to 

Muriel saying, “Go with her, Rick. It’s nothing important. It 

happens to Muriel twice a week regularly. But for goodness’ sake, 

go with her. Leave us. We’ll manage somehow”44 

Susan justifies that she is hot responsible for firing his book but 

Tony is responsible. Gerald doesn’t believe it but Susan shows her 

contentment in being fantasy with Andy. She repeatedly suggests 

Gerald not to look after her as she considers herself being looked 

after by an idealized imaginary family: 

GERALD: Listen, I don’t honestly have the energy left to 

drag you in by your hair.  If you won’t come of your own 

free will, then for your own sake, I shall be forced to phone 

an ambulance.  



  

SUSAN: Oh, not another ambulance… 

GERALD: You need to be looked after, Susan  

SUSAN: I’m being looked after perfectly well, thank you. 

Now go away. (Shouting) Bugger off!45 

 Ayckbourn brings climax in dialogues creating situations 

alike as Muriel finds written words on the ceiling tempting her for 

sexual bliss, likewise, Susan finds no possibility of such a bliss 

even with her living husband. Finding the truth that both of them 

won’t get pregnancy and reacting Gerald’s statement she yells, : 

GERALD: Defeated) I’m going! I’m going! I give up, 

Susan, I give up. You’ve won. I’m afraid I can’t do any 

more. That’s it. Finished.  

SUSAN: (After him, as he goes) I don’t care. I’m free of you 

all now, you see. All of you. You with your prim little, frigid 

little, narrow-minded little meanness. And that priggish brat 

who’s ashamed of me. Who’d faint at the sight of a pair of 

tits. As for her with her dead husband. No wonder he dies. 

(Yelling) What are you hoping for, Muriel? A phantom 

pregnancy? (She laughs) Too late, dear. Too damn late. You 

and me both. Over the hill. Over the…Where’s everybody 

gone? They’ve all gone. (Sings)Rain, rain, go away… 

Andy?... Lucy?...  Tony? Remember me? (Silence) Oh.46 



  

 
Tony shows his concern as she is wet with rain. It pleases her:  

 
TONY: (Approaching) Dear Big Sis. What are you doing 

now? You’ll catch your deather. 

SUSAN: I know, I’m so silly. I got caught in the rain… 

TONY: We really do have to keep an eye on you, don’t we? 

You can’t be trusted out on your own… 

SUSAN: You’ll just have to take care of me, Tony… 

TONY: (Hugging her briefly) We will. We will. (Opening 

the umbrella)  Now, let’s get you dry…There ! Isn’t that 

better? 

SUSAN: Oh, yes (She around her with pleasure.) Much, 

much better.47 

Ayckbourn heightens everything in colour and design at the end of 

the play to suggest Susan’s own extreme mental state. What we see 

are images remember by her from films she has seen, books she 

has read, TV she has watched. In her mind Lucy’s wedding is 

much obsessed. She finds Lucy in a weddings dress and she carries 

a number of extra for Susan. Meanwhile, she remembers Rick’s 

marriage to Tess. When Bill, Tony, Andy, Gerald, Lucy all talk 

about race, she gets confused and feels helplessness. She means 



  

wedding a worth thing in life for women as she says to Andy, “I’ve 

never seen her so excited. Thank you for making it so perfect for 

her, Andy. You’re being terribly patient. You know what these 

things mean to us women”.48 

 She is also possessed with children as we find Andy’s 

inquiry to Muriel about her baby. Though she doesn’t have any 

baby she answers ‘tenth Harry’. Finally, when Susan is tired of 

complexity of images she hears words of Andy bringing her 

pleasure: 

ANDY: … Ladies and Gentlemen, I want to propose 

a toast to the woman who is not simply the most 

important person in my life-but I suspect, is the most 

important person in all our lives… 

ALL: (Variously) Hear… hear…. absolutely… (etc) 

ANDY: Susan, you are uniquely precious to us all. 

You are irreplaceable. (SUSAN glows.)So, without 

further frills. To you, dearest Susie.  

ALL: (Toasting) Dearest Susie…49 

The last speech, she is requested to deliver by all is her aspiration 

for an ideal family with children like Rick and Lucy. In fact, she 

goes towards self-destruction. The play fulfils a psychological and 



  

emotional turmoil that a person may face in inadequacy and lack of 

warmth and love in life. Susan concludes: 

“Dearest friends. Family. My happiest moment has been to 

stand here with you all and share this, my most precious of 

days. I grow hugh, summer few bald teddy know these two 

wonderful children, Lucy and Rick. I cannot tell you now 

heaply cowed siam…Tinny beers a show. High December 

how rotten high trade fat haywood throw twig and throng 

hike hair share rents. Pie lank hod hat day lid ! Hens, hang 

few saw paw up-short. Hang few. Hang few, hens, sizzle pie 

part insole. Grey ice way chew…?  rey ice way -? … Hair 

growing, hens? Goosey? Gandy ? Chair old ?  

(Pause.)…Hair shone ? Hair hall shone ? Tone show, fleas. 

Fleas, tone show. December bee? Choose’un. December 

choosey. December bee? December bee ?”50 
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“In the past … we have both been 

selfish, we have been thoughtless 

and stupid and – human. But we 

have also been, in our time, warm 

and spontaneous and amusing and 

joyful and – loving. Which is 

something we can also be, because 

we are human. But which that 

machine can never be.”   

 

 

 

 

 



  

IF A HUMAN BEING BEHAVED A BIT 

LESS LIKE HUMAN BEINGS AND BIT 

MORE LIKE MACHINES WE’D ALL BE 

BETTER OFF: A STUDY  OF 

HENCEFORWARD…  

 

Alan Ayckbourn has genuinely dealt with the issue emerging 

of the mechanical world in Henceforward…  Ayckbourn confirms 

some autobiographical approach as related with the creative artists 

in Henceforward … He himself describes the contradiction 

between the artist and abstract feelings on which he works: 

Henceforward … is slightly different. It’s not exactly 

autobiographical but it is the closest I’ve come to writing 

about the so-called creative artist, and feelings about using 

your life, recycling in dramatic form experiences you may 

have shared with other people. It’s a difficult thing to discuss 

if you’re writing about a writer because they just sit and 

write. There’s nothing to look at really, except a man with a 

pen or a word-processor. And even watching composers 

compose isn’t much fun. (I know that Hollywood have tried 



  

raindrops falling on Beethoven’s music and so on.) But I 

thought it was more interesting once you’d got sampled 

sound, making it possible to see the act of creation. One 

didn’t need to be convinced that it was brilliant; all one 

wanted to know was that the composer was obsessed with 

his work.  

The irony of the play is that he’s obsessed with the 

very thing he’s destroying in his own life. He wants to 

produce a piece of music that will zock people into loving 

each other - pure subliminal advertising for the good life, 

Then there’s the meeting at the end where old ironsides- his 

wife, Corinna, who, out of defence I think, is as tough as old 

bricks-cracks in half and shows all to him. I said to the 

actress playing her, ‘Never should a woman have said “I 

love you’’ with more conviction than this woman does; 

never has a man been quite so loved with no holds barred; 

and never has he turned away a bigger bunch of flowers.’ 

Because instead of accepting it he recognizes it as the very 

sound he wanted for his piece. 1 

 

 It is impossible to think of any other British dramatist who 

could write a science fiction play, complete with robots, high - tech 



  

gadgets and banks of winking electronic equipment. The striking 

matter is Ayckbourn’s art of transforming it into a superbly 

constructed comedy that also encompasses moments of desperate 

human sadness. The very introduction of the play opens with an 

uncommon setting, Jerome’s studio and home: 

The living-room of a flat. It’s a curious. No windows, or, at 

least, what there were are curtained off and no light comes 

through the heavy steel shutters outside. There is a sofa. two 

swivel  chairs and a low coffee-type table-all modern. That’s 

really the extent of the recognizable furniture. The remainder 

of the room is filled with some very sophisticated electronic 

equipment. Not an amateur electronic rat’s nest of wire and 

cable but custom-built units containing computers, tape and 

disc recorders-racks of amplifiers, filters, reverb units and 

gismos of all descriptions. At one end, several keyboards. 

Some of these are covered and remain so until much later in 

the play when we realize for the first time what a vast array 

of equipment Jerome actually owns. The room, in fact, 

betrays the contradictions in his own character. For while the 

immaculate technical equipment is kept lovingly protected 

from the slightest speak of dust. 2 



  

Further, the setting, apart from machines indicates that house 

seems to be cared less as, “…the rest of the room-the living area-is 

in fair chaos. Remnants of instant meals. old tea and coffee cups, 

the odd item of clothing. The signs of someone who lives alone and 

has stopped caring much”. 
3
 

 Jerome’s dealings limit to electronic instruments, the 

messages are recorded on answering machine and phones are 

attended with audio/video aids. Jerome finds communication with a 

robot girl- Nan who was programmed for taking care of children. 

Jerome spends his time after composing music, talking to Nan and 

operating answering machines and electronic instruments. Though 

a man of art, he spends time after machines. 

 In the opening the answering machine plays sounds and 

visions introducing Lupus, who is disturbed by his wife Deborah’s 

infidelity and bankruptcy: 

  Hallo, Jerry. It’s me. Lupus. I thought I’d just call 

you, mate… keep you up to date with how things are- …  

Ah, now don’t do that, Orson… That hurt Daddy. The point 

is, Jerry, it’s come to the big N.C.H. Ultimatums from 

Deborah. Threats from the Bank Manager. I mean real 

threats, Jerry. Two heavy lads in camel-hair coats kicking at 



  

my front door. So it looks like I’m going to have to take that 

job with those geriatrics. I never thought it would get this 

desperate. Jerry. Look at me, I’m a top session-player- … 

Orson- don’t do that, darling, Daddy’s talking – Jesus – what 

am I reduced to - ? – relief drummer in a three-piece band 

for an old folks’ dance in Finchley. Who needs it, Jerry? 

Answer. I need it. Desperately I need it… My God, I do. 

Because there’s nothing else. But I don’t have to tell you… 

And if Deborah leaves me., Jerry, which it looks as if she’s 

going to – it’s sorting out the suitcases time, you know- but 

if Deborah goes – on top of everything else… I mean, I’ve 

been a loving husband. I’ve been a forgiving husband. God, 

have I been forgiving? I let her play around with – every 

bastard who could make it up our stairs. Present company 

excepted. I just don’t know what I’m going to do, old 

mate…4 

 Next to Lupus, Zoe Mill is introduced through her voice on 

answering machine. Zoe Mill is from Blaise Gillespie agency, 

demanded to play a role of Jerome’s wife:  

 Hallo, Mr Watkins, this is Marry Hope-Fitch, calling once 

again from the Blaise Gillespie Agency. It’s ten-forty on 

Friday. Just to remind you of your appointment today with 



  

Zoe Mill who plans to be with you by fourteen hundred this 

afternoon. I hope that’s still convenient. She’s looking 

forward so much to meeting you. We feel certain she’ll 

answer all your rather specialized requirements. If there’s 

any problem at all, please don’t hesitate to call. Thank you.5 

Mervyn Bickerdyke, an officer from the Department of Child 

Wellbeing is introduced who fixes time to meet Jerome Watkins to 

decide the case of Jerome’s daughter Geain. Ayckbourn introduces 

the clue for the forthcoming actions. As introduction of Mervyn is 

clue to meeting of Jerome and Corinna after a gap of time, Zoe’s 

introduction is clue to his conspiracy to impress Corinna, his wife 

showing Zoe his partner. 

 A man among machines is the reflection of modern society. 

It also reflects Jerome’s personality. He seems fed up with 

artificiality. He needs to hire a woman to impress his real wife, 

Corinna. 

 It is ironical that the man creates the world of art around him 

as he wears a T-shirt reading ‘MUSIC IS A LIVING THING’, the 

sentence doesn’t suit to him. In feet he is a music composer, a man 

of art and runs away from love. Jerome talks with Nan as he talks 

with living being, “Look what I’ve brought for you. (He balances 



  

the circuitry casually on Nan’s back as he passes her) Who’s a 

spoilt girl, then?” 6 

 Ayckbourn introduces the readers with noises from machines 

and human voice from Nan - a robot. Jerome listens to Lupus, the 

friend. Lupus is surrounded by agonies from his wife Deborah. On 

the contrary Jerome’s life also reflects the same feeling. Lupus 

informs his position to Jerome. In fact a man concerns about his 

wife whose wife has gone away. Jerome is also having the same 

type of experience in his life. His wife Corinna has gone away 

from his life. Though he is suffering from separation for his wife’s 

living away with their child. It is contradictory that Lupus asks 

about remedy from the person who faces the same type of disease.  

Jerome keeps himself engaged in conversation with Nan showering 

his love as a husband and father in place of Corinna and Geain: 

 
JEROME: That’s better. You’re not bumping into things 

like you were. I’ve still got to fix your leg, though. It’s the 

pivot. You need a new pivot, old girl. Only they’ve stopped 

making them you see. 

NAN: (banging into a piece of furniture) Oh, for goodness’ 

sake, you extremely stupid old bat. Who put that there, 

then?7 



  

Jerome faces violent attacks of Nan if there is problem in 

comprehending the message. Jerome finds the difference clearly 

but he is helpless to find solution. In his attempts to seek love he 

fails. 

 Even, Ayckbourn warms Jerome through Nan’s conversation 

and attempts to provide message that it can no longer perform a 

woman’s role: 

 I don’t know why I bother, Jerome, I really don’t. When you treat 

me like this. I’ve done everything I possibly can. I can’t cope any 

more. If you want to go and live with her, I don’t care. Go on! Go 

on! Go and live with the bloody woman. See if I care… Oh, for 

goodness’ sake, you extremely stupid old bat. Who put that there, 

then? 8 

Nan’s words surprise him but the door bell strikes and Zoe, a hired 

actress to impress his wife, enters. The area where he lives is no-go 

area of North London where punk thugs violently rule the deserted 

streets. Zoe describes them. 

 
ZOE: Yes, I’ve just said. And then these monsters… came 

from nowhere. What sort of area is this? Don’t you have any 

police at all? Any security patrols? 

JEROME: Not any more. 



  

ZOE: Neighbourhood vigilantes?  

JEROME: Not lately. 

ZOE: You mean, this area is not protected? At all? What 

about this building? 

JEROME: The security staff kept being found dead. It got 

very expensive…9 

Zoe is startled after reaching Jerome’s flat. She is a professional 

and is to perform duty of a woman living with Jerome. The 

reference of wife made by Jerome surprises Zoe while changing 

clothes of Corinna. Zoe feels it odd looking old fashioned clothes. 

She asks about the clothes and knows that Jerome is separated from 

his wife. Zoe is frightened at the scene of one of the daughters of 

darkness on the screen. Moreover, Nan’s sudden attack to wash her 

face terrifies her and she decides to leave the place saying, “I most 

certainly am. I’m not stopping here with that deranged machine, 

thank you very much.”10 

She feels herself trapped in circumstances as she cannot go 

without permission of the daughters of darkness. She rightly calls 

Jerome ‘a raving lunatic’ and Nan ‘a homicidal tin woman’. 

 It is surprising why Jerome keeps Nan as Nan was registered 

to look after children. In fact, Jerome gets warmth communicating 

a machine. Jerome appears to be surrounded with music organs 



  

without harmony in life. He can compose music but cannot set the 

tune of his life. 

 Jerome has feelings for Geain. He is interested to possess 

Geain. The recording of her voice takes him to Corinna and Geain. 

Jerome argues that Corinna prevents Geain talking to him. Jerome 

calls her ‘selfish, vindictive unforgiving bitch’. Geain’s recording 

shows her eagerness to meet the father. 

Zoe loves children and wishes that a caring hand should be 

to look after them. Jerome shatters her dream as he exposes the real 

function of Zoe to be ‘loving, caring companion’: 

 In just about a week’s time, my wife and my daughter, 

together with some-petty official from the Social Services - 

are coming here, to his flat, for the first time in four years. 

And between them, my wife and this official will decide 

whether or not they consider this a fit place and, more 

important, whether they consider me a fit person for her to 

spend time with in the future. On their one visit everything 

rests. If I fail to meet their high standards of homeliness and 

hygiene, then it’s unlikely I shall be allowed to see my 

daughter again. 11    



  

Zoe explains that he should meet Corinna and Geain at their home. 

Jerome answers, “She lives with my wife. How can I visit there? 

The woman loathes the sight of me”. 12 

 
Jerome’s pretensions emerge as he says, “I want to present them 

with a relationship that’s so perfect that not only can she not find 

fault with it, but it doubles her up with jealousy. It leaves her eating 

her heart out with envy and frustration.” 13 

 He considers that he has reason to be vindictive for she 

hasn’t been forbidden to see her daughter, denied those precious 

moments watching her child grow up, left to live alone in an empty 

flat, unable to write a single note of music for four years. Jerome is 

biased with women as Zoe argues on behalf of Corinna. 

 Meanwhile, Lupus’s introduction as a man who has lost 

everything after his wife Deborah is suggestive to show parallel 

wreak of marital status. Ayckbourn describes marriage and its 

consequences in his plays. Deborah leaves Lupus and he requests 

Jerome to save his life as ‘final straw’, ‘last burning bridge’. It 

seems paradoxical that Jerome fails to mend with his life and 

Lupus appeals him to help. 

 



  

Even Nan understands Zoe’s role to be harmful. Nan calls 

Zoe ‘Deborah’ and terrifies Zoe as Nan says: 

 

NAN: I know what you’re after, Dear, and you’re not going 

to have him. If you want Jerome, the only way you’re going 

to get him is over my dead body, you calculating little 

trollop. 

ZOE: (very indignant) I beg your pardon. 

NAN: You’d better watch your step, Deborah darling, or one 

of these nights you’re going to wake up with your throat 

cut.14 

Jerome blames Corinna for splitting up their relations. He is not 

ready to accept his mistake. He claims that his wife left him 

because she thought that he had driven her mad. Zoe finds the signs 

of Jerome’s inner distress. Jerome says:  

 
 She wasn’t, in the end, prepared to live with a creative 

person. That’s what it boiled down to. She wasn’t prepared 

to fit in with the lifestyle of a creative entity. Such as myself. 

That’s all. I’m not saying she was a selfish woman. Nor am I 

saying she was a woman who refused to adapt or even. 



  

Begin to understand the pressures that - a creative person can 

undergo. I’m not saying that about her. After all, why should 

she? She’s just a bloody bank manager. 15 

 Jerome agrees that he was inspired by his wife for music. He 

feels sorry for he hasn’t written anything in her absence. He simply 

needs Geain back for inspiration. Jerome feels helpless to write in 

their absence. He knows what to write but doesn’t know how to 

write. It’s ironical that a man, who has denied his love, seeks love 

in machines, wants to write on love. He seems embarrassed: 

 
JEROME: (more to himself) I know what it’s going to be. I 

know what I want to say. It’s how to say it. I haven’t got 

sound. I haven’t heard it. Three years and I’m still waiting to 

hear the sound. 

ZOE:  What do you want to say? 

JEROME: I want to say - what I want to say is - well, I 

want to say – love. Really. 

ZOE:  (mystified) Love? 

JEROME: Yes. 

ZOE:  I see. What sort of love? 

JEROME: Just - generally. Love. You know… 

ZOE:  (puzzled) No. I’m not sure I- 



  

JEROME: (tetchily) Love. You’ve heard of love. I 

presume? 

ZOE:  Yes, yes. Sorry, only you’re not putting it 

awfully well. 

JEROME: (irritably) Of course I’m not putting it a awfully 

well. If I could put it awfully well, there wouldn’t be a 

problem. I want to express the feeling of love in an abstract 

musical form. In such a way that anyone who hears it - 

anyone - no matter what language they speak - no matter 

what creed or colour - they will recognize - it and respond - 

to it and relate it to their own feelings of love that they have 

or they’ve experienced at some time - so they say- yes, my 

God, that’s it ! That’s what it is! And maybe who knows. 

Consequently, there might be a bit more of it. 16 

Jerome wins Zoe’s heart by such sentimental words. She is 

prepared to be a companion to impress Corinna and get Geain. 

Jerome and Zoe share the bedroom and both enjoy the night. It’s 

Jerome’s quenching thirst of love. Nan speaks ‘Deborah’ twice 

symbolically as Jerome doesn’t care for morality.   

 The second scene is significant as it depicts Jerome’s 

intentions and conspiracy. Jerome uses recorder to record Zoe’s 

words. Zoe moves to Jerome with sympathy and reluctant to go: 



  

 
I -was wondering. Whether I should be coming back? 

Whether you’d like me to come back again? I mean, sooner 

than - like this evening? Or tomorrow? We’ve still got a lot 

to discuss, haven’t we? If we’re going to get everything right 

for this meeting with your wife? And your daughter? What 

do you think? I mean, I’m not trying to push. Just as you 

like. What do you say? 

A silence 

I don’t mind. Only do say something. Please. 

Jerome kisses her gently  

Is that a yes? 17 

Again she finds a flash of love in Jerome and she says, 

“Well, you’ll soon get the hang of it again …”18  

The turning point comes as Jerome exposes recording of 

their making love and everything. Zoe is helpless to change her 

decision. She is aghast and yells, “You’re sick. You’re diseased. 

You’re  perverted…”19 

Jerome is requested to wipe out the recording. Jerome is 

shameless and doesn’t consider it serious. Zeo requests, “Well I 

can tell you the parts you’re not going to record. You are not 

recording me making love, me having a bath or me in the loo- 



  

that’s three for a start… My God, did you do this sort of thing to 

your wife? To your daughter? … ‘’ 20 

 
 Jerome doesn’t show any sign of guilt in his action. Zoe 

understands the reason of Corinna’s separation: 

 
JEROME:  I don’t know why you’re suddenly behaving 

like this. 

ZOE:  If you honestly don’t know, then that’s probably 

the reason you are living on your own, Jerome. 

JEROME: What are you talking about? 

ZOE:  I’m sorry to disappoint you but you’re going to 

be very hard pressed, even today, to find any 

woman prepared to have an affair when she 

runs the risk of having the thing released later in 

stereo. (She makes to go) 

JEROME: Don’t forget your pass, will you?... 

ZOE:  God, I’m so upset, you’ve no idea. I really 

cared, you know. Did you know that? Oh, it was 

only supposed to be a job but I actually 

genuinely cared about you and your wife and 



  

your daughter and your music… And now, it’s 

all been betrayed… 21 

 Jerome has no sense of professional ethics as he tells Zoe to 

use her recording for composition. Jerome confesses that as an 

artist he has to use things repeated. Zoe answers that some things 

are more important than work. The matter of other things important 

in life is not understood by Jerome and he sees no difference 

between Zoe and music. She exclaims Jerome that a person who 

cannot recognize love can’t write about love. 

 
JEROME: Why? what makes you so bloody important ? 

ZOE:  Because I’m a bloody human being, that’s why. 

And if you can’t see that, I’m sorry for you. I 

really am. Jerome - I know you don’t like 

people giving you advice - but if you’re still 

thinking of writing your piece about love, really 

I should forget it. 

JEROME: Thank you so much, I’ll bear that in mind. 

ZOE:  I mean it, Jerome. Love? How could you ever 

possibly, ever, in a million years, conceivably 

describe something you can’t even recognize? 

(Indicting the motionless Nan)If you don’t 



  

believe me, ask her. Even she knows more 

about it than you do. 22 

  

The recorded voices echo as ‘love’ hovers Jerome’s mind. 

He asks Nan, “What do you know about love then?...” 23 Nan 

copies the word but Jerome considers it useless as he can’t make 

love with machine.It significant that Ayckbourn has considered the 

contradiction of a man. As Zoe leaves him, he prepares Nan with 

some changes as Zoe to impress Corinna and Mervyn. 

  The second act highlights Jerome’s cunningness as 

well as his sense about no difference between man and machine. 

He turns machine into a woman to replace Zoe. Nan appears in the 

role of Zoe but her walk is distinctive from Zoe. Jerome trains her 

for the meeting. Jerome seems eager to welcome, though as speaks 

out, ‘those warm vibrant tones’ listening to Corinna’s voice. 

Corinna shows her acquaintance with her house as she reminds that 

the door was with a fault when she left. Jerome opines that it might 

he due to Corinna’s slamming very hard. Corinna isn’t ready to 

accept blame, she answer that she had very just cause for slamming 

Meanwhile, Jerome reminds of Geain and asks, “where the hell’s 

Geain ? What have you done with Geain?” 24 



  

 He tries himself to be more conscious and curious about 

Geain. Though Corinna answers that she will reach soon, Jerome 

shows his reluctance for meeting without Geain. A man tries to 

show his concern and irresponsibility of Corinna as he asks, “You 

left that child out there in a car on her own …?” 25 

 As Corinna and Mervyn declare the facts about Geain’s 

safety and Mervyn is ready to endorse for that Jerome finds no 

excuse. He leaves everything to Geain to decide what she feels. 

Corinna appreciates tidiness in the room and Jerome gets chance to 

impress Corinna introducing  

 ZOE: 

JEROME: Well, we wouldn’t want you picking up any 

nasty germs whilst you were visiting us, would 

we? 

CORINA: Us? 

JEROME: What? (A great show of having forgotten)  Oh,  

dear. Oh heavens. Ah. How could I have 

forgotten? You haven’t met Zoe, have you? 

CORINA: Zoe? 

JEROME: Zoe. Corinna Who or what is Zoe? 

JEROME: Zoe is my fiancee. 25    



  

Corinna doubts the matter. she considers it an obscene, 

grotesque joke. Before it is disposed, Jerome tries to build a wall 

and warns Corinna from asking awkward questions. He says, 

“Before you meet her, dearest, could I ask you, please - she is very 

sweet, rather shy - and a little unused to strangers… So, please, 

don’t try and be clever with her or embarrass her with awkward 

questions…because she couldn’t cope with that…”26 

 Jerome introduces Zoe to Corinna and Mervyn, Mervyn has 

never seen anyone quite like her. Jerome passes through the first 

hurdle and suggests Zoe to fetch tea for all. Jerome praises her as a 

classical actress. Nan who is enacting role of Zoe makes several 

mistakes but succeeds to impress Corinna as she kisses Jerome in 

presence of them. Corinna exclaims, “I think I’m going to be 

sick’’27  Impressing her further he adds that Zoe works all the day 

and eats nothing. Even Corinna is impressed, she appreciates, “well 

I have to confess, Jerome, that I am simply amazed. I didn’t think 

anyone could do it, Zoe. Make a civilized animal out of this 

man’’.28 

 Corinna suspects quietness of Zoe (Nan) and is disgusted by 

Zoe’s kissing Jerome - the ‘blissful scene’. She feels agony for 

man’s being spineless and flaccid in character: 



  

CORINA:  Don’t think I don’t know why you’re doing this, 

both of you. Trying to impress that- (indicating 

Mervyn) - limp lettuce over there… God, he’s 

wet. Three hours we were in that car with him 

bleating away. That’s when his bleeper wasn’t 

going. He was either bleeping or bleating, like a 

radio controlled sheep. God I despair of men 

these days, I despair. They’re all so lank. And 

dank. 

JEROME: (to Nan) My ex-wife airing her views in general. 

CORINA:  Well, ask Zoe. I bet you she feels the same. 

Zoe, outside this very special little love –nest, 

this haven of domestic fervour, don’t you find 

most men these days utterly spineless and 

flaccid? I mean, that’s just talking to them I’m 

not even talking about bed. Don’t you agree, 

Zoe? 

Nan looks blank 

Yes, she does. She’s just being loyal, poor thing. 

JEROME: She knows when to keep quiet, don’t you, Zoe ? 



  

CORINA: She’d need to. Living with you…Yes, you’re a 

deep one, aren’t you, Zoe ? Quite a lot going on 

in there, I imagine. 29 

 Jerome doesn’t let any point of impressing go. As he 

impresses Corinna by praising Zoe’s hard work in kitchen, good 

acting. Likewise he praises Zoe’s dancing: 

 
CORINA:  Has she hurt her leg? 

JEROME: What?  

CORINA:  She appears to be limping. 

JEROME: Oh, she damaged it while she was rushing 

around dancing. 30 

 Again he praises her singing ability and avoids the 

discussion to be lengthy by saying, ‘She’s saving the voice’31 

 The reference to Lupus provides Corinna chance to discuss 

about Deborah as universal breaking marriages and betraying 

husbands. Corinna says,   

“Everyone should know about Deborah, shouldn’t they ? 

The Deborahs of this world need discussing. They need a 

constant airing - in her case, literally, Zoe needs to know. 

Forewarned is forearmed And I’m sure Mr Bickerdyke here, 



  

who can get undressed very, very quickly if called upon to 

do so might like to be warned about Deborah too.’’ 32 

 Jerome frightens at Zoe’s showing interest in Deborah. 

Corinna wants Zoe to be aware of Deborah - ‘a man’s greatest 

nightmare.’ Corinna shows her maturity as she says to share 

responsibility for Geain’s growth. In fact, Corinna had certain 

doubts of Jerome’s neighbourhood and her own option - a woman 

(mother) caring her. She allows Geain to meet Jerome whenever 

she likes. Mervyn also agrees with her.  

 Meanwhile, Jerome introduces Nan to Geain. Geain has put 

on clothes that of a boy. He has joined the Male Dominance 

Movement. Zoe showers her so called ‘love’ upon Geain as she 

was programmed (trained) to look after children. Mervyn considers 

it good sing for their acquaintance. He says, “And that way a bond 

will be formed between them. We call that, in my line of work, a 

Self - Seeding Relationship’’33 

Jerome doesn’t consider any concern in Geain’s growth. When 

Corinna warns Jerome about Geain’s kicking and punching, 

Jerome exclaims, “Let me get one thing clear. That- thing in there 

is no relation of mine that transvestite truck driver…”34 

Corinna is, in fact, very transparent that she speaks out about her 

treatment, 



  

It’s all right, Mr.Bickerdyke, I’m accustomed to these 

outbursts, believe me. In reply to your question, Jerome, I 

have done nothing - because there was nothing that I or 

anyone else could do. Geain does what Geain likes and stuff 

the rest of the world. I can’t think who she - sorry he - 

inherits that particularly unpleasant side of his nature from, 

so we can only hazard a guess. But he - she - it does what it 

likes. It goes to school, it has friends, it wants to be like its 

friends. If its friends choose to dress up like that, I can’t stop 

it. Because, as it explains to me, if it doesn’t dress up like its 

friends then it won’t have any friends any more. I have to 

admit that it’s not a great deal of fun having a female male 

chauvinist kicking me all day, demanding to be waited on 

hand and foot and referring to me as a dozy cow. But 

looking at some of the alternatives it might have chosen, I’ve 

decided to grin and bear it. Now if you want to try and alter 

her, you’re welcome to try. Go ahead. Please. Because I 

really do need help, Jerome. I can’t do it alone. I rally 

believed, after I left you, that I could cope with anything. I 

was wrong. I cannot cope with Geain as she is now. May be 

in a few years, when she’s… There you are, I admit it. And I 

am shocked by my own inadequacy. I am even a little 



  

ashamed. It’s made a trifle more bearable because I’m 

absolutely certain that nobody else, in these circumstances, 

could have coped any better than I did. 35 

 Even Mervyn appreciates her attempts in Geain breeding. 

Corinna is impressed with Zoe’s treatment and at the same time she 

feels jealous of the situation. She congratulates Jerome and meets 

Jerome before leaving. The meeting is crucial for their relationship. 

She permits Corinna to stay with Jerome for a couple of weeks. In 

fact, her heart and words differ. Corinna is full of grief thinking 

about Jerome’s love with other women. Though she feels awkward 

for what she hasn’t done, she appreciates Zoe’s performance as, 

 
CORINA:   I mean obviously she’ll have to return to me - at 

some point - she has to go back to school for 

one thing. But she could stay here for a couple 

of weeks, anyway. See how it works out. 

JEROME: You’re happy to do that? You think that’s best? 

CORINA:  Frankly, Jerome, I feel so demoralized I don’t 

know what I think. All I actually feel like doing 

is crying. I mean, that woman’s done more with 

that kid in five minutes than I managed in five 

years. 



  

JEROME: That’s just her being a stranger, she- 

CORINA:  I might have been able to cope with that, if 

Zoe’d at least been - terribly plain or- homely - 

or… I thought for one glorious moment she was 

actually very dim. But then, of course, it turns 

out she isn’t. she’s obviously very intelligent, 

shrewd, cool, sexy, wonderful with kids, a great 

actress, singer, dancer, terrific in bed- the only 

thing she lies about are her cakes - and it’s 

bloody unfair, Jerome. 36 

 Jerome is made conscious of what he has done to Corinna. 

Corinna’s problem seems universal as she tries to say that she 

didn’t choose anybody to sleep with and Jerome didn’t care for her. 

It’s a great moral appeal to Jerome. Ayckbourn puts the words in 

Corinna’s mouth against injustice traitorous deed of Jerome.  

 

CORINA:  How can it be allowed to happen? After all 

you’ve done? All the rotten, traitorous lousy, 

underhand things you’ve done to me. What 

right have you to somebody like that? You’re a 

bastard. Jerome. You’re barely human. What 



  

have you ever done in your life to deserve 

anyone?  

JEROME:  Well, I can’t answer that... I really can’t. 

CORINA:  There is no justice. That’s all. None. Here’s 

me… (She sniffs) I haven’t found anyone, do 

you know that? Nobody. 

JEROME: Ah, that’s only because you have very high 

standards. Quite rightly… 

CORINA: I’ve got no standards at all. Not any more. I’ll 

take anyone who’s available. I’m a forty year 

old bank manager who sits crying in her office. 

What use that to anybody? Do you know I gave 

a man a loan the other day solely on the grounds 

that I wanted to go to bed with him? 

JEROME: My God. And did you? 

CORINA: Of course I didn’t.  I found out he only borrowed 

the money so he could get married. I’m losing 

my judgement, I’m losing my confidence and 

then that bloody child comes home from school 

and kicks me because of a packet of biscuits. I 

can’t cope any more. I just want to go 

somewhere and lie down… There! I bet you 



  

never thought you’d hear me talking like this. 

(pause) How did she get Geain to wash? I never 

got her to wash. She stank to high heaven. 

Sweat in macho. Well. Tell Zoe to keep up the 

good work. I’ll collect the exciting Mr. 

Bickerdyke and slink away. 37 

Corinna aspired to live together with Jerome and wished to live all 

there under one roof. Corinna appears to be wife, mother and 

woman hoping for better. Looking at what she didn’t expect, she 

feels uncomfortable. 

 
CORINA:  As you usually do. (Pause) I’ll tell you 

something amusing, shall I? You know, half the 

reason I came here was to see how you felt 

about - felt about, you know, coming back. 

JEROME: Coming back? 

CORINA: Yes, I - well, when I thought you were still on 

your own here, I thought that we might all three 

get together. Have another go. But I didn’t 

know about Zoe, of course. Now she’s staked 

her claim. I don’t think I could compete with 



  

that. Not the state I’m in at present…Still, I 

thought that would amuse you. 38 

Even Jerome is taken aback by listening her warm ideas. 

Jerome, in fact, needs her warmth and love, still pretends to be 

happy with Zoe, feels caught in his own web. Jerome, finding 

Cornna’s affection for him shows truth saying, “No, you see, things 

are not- altogether as they seem. The reason Zoe is here at all is 

because - I needed someone here - to impress you.” 39 

Jerome’s declaration surprises Corinna. He informs Corinna 

that she has just a ‘short engagement’, but here also he doesn’t 

speak the truth. He introduces Zoe as ‘actress’ not Nan - a machine 

disguised as Zoe - an actress. Corinna hears the words unexpected 

from Jerome:  

 … I mean, now you don’t have to be upset. Do you ? You 

don’t need to feel jealous of Zoe. Or - or inadequate. Or 

unattractive. She’s just an actress – who - who looks good 

and can handle children. But she’s nothing compared with 

you. I mean, if you’d only said you - you wanted us to – 

Well, that’s great. You know, that’s what I wanted? Isn’t that 

amazing? That’s exactly what I wanted. There we were, the 

two of us both wanting the same thing and… Isn’t life 

sometimes little short of miraculous? (pause) Alleluiah ! 40 



  

 

Corinna doesn’t believe Jerome’s affection and she doubts 

whether he records their conversation to laugh later on. Corinna 

decides to leave. Even Mervyn is surprised with her decision for he 

was happy with the treatment of Geain. Mervyn thinks about some 

‘inner stress’ in her behaviour. When Mervyn knows about the 

truth of Zoe he is embarrassed. Jerome’s excuses for Zoe’s loyalty 

get him more confused and irritated: 

 

MERVYN:  Now, let me get this straight. Are we saying that 

this woman -that Zoe is not living here with 

you? She is not a permanent companion but 

someone you have rented …? 

JEROME: I don’t see that the terms on which she’s staying 

here make the blindest bit of difference, 

anyway. 

MERVYN: No difference? 

JEROME: Either she’s suitable or she isn’t suitable. It 

doesn’t make any difference whether. I’m 

paying her. 

MERVYN:  I hardly think that argument holds water- 

CORINA:  Of course it doesn’t. Don’t waste your breath. 

Come on. 



  

MERVYN: I mean, you may as well say there’s no 

difference between a legal wife and a prostitute- 

I don’t think I can accept that argument … 

JEROME: Let me tell you that that- that woman (he waves 

his hand in Nan’s direction) has more dignity, 

more sense of loyalty and responsibility than 

any other fifty women you can name put 

together … 

CORINA: You? What do you know about women… ?41 

 
Considering Geain’s favour to stay, Jerome calls him ‘natural 

father’ contrasting his own statement about truck driver. Corinna 

objects it and warns for novelty appeal. Mervyn explains Geain 

that Zoe is not the woman that can look after her for she is a 

woman ‘pretending to be friend’ of her father and rented by 

Jerome. All except Jerome are surprised as Geain declares her a 

machine. It turns irritation into surprise. Jerome’s answer of 

Mervyn’s comment that a machine can’t work like a human being 

is the central idea of the play. He says, “ If human beings behaved 

a bit less like human beings and a bit more like machines, we’d all 

be better off .”42 



  

 The central idea exposes the fact that the human beings 

should be programmed like machines so that they may follow the 

control and do not get troubled. Listening to all about the machine 

Corinna asks Jerome to make Geain free from the machine’s 

clutches. Mervyn is attacked by the machine Nan, it doubles 

Corinna’s worries. 

 Ayckbourn plays fine game of circumstances and feelings 

and provides Jerome with contradicting his own statements. 

Further in the play Geain doesn’t want to let the machine go. 

Corinna explains that she can’t stay with the machine. Geain asks a 

poignant argument, “Dad did.’’43 

Even Jerome contradicts his statement and says, “Because. Human 

beings are – better. They’re far superior to machines because…’’44 

Jerome doesn’t clarify why the human being are better. Corinna’s 

explanation remains praiseworthy as she says, 

 She’s not right. You are not right, Geain. And neither is he. 

Listen. In the past, your father and I, we have - we have both 

been selfish, we have been thoughtless and stupid and – 

human. But we have also been, in our time, warm and 

spontaneous and amusing and joyful and - loving. Which is 

something we can also be, because we are human. But which 

that machine can never be. You see? 



  

Geain seems to be still waiting to be convinced) 

What we are going to do now, the three of us you, me and 

Jerome - we are going down to that car and we are driving 

home together. And we’re all going to start again. All of us. 

As of now. Isn’t that right, Jerome? Jerome?45 

Jerome is forced to think about option of choosing eihter ‘gear’ or 

Corinna and Geain. Jerome finally selects Corinna for which she 

thanks God. They are under siege of the daughters of darkness but 

Corinna’s will wins. She tells Geain that she won’t see Zoe again.. 

Corinna comes back worrying about Jerome and the conversation 

between them affirms their restarting: 

JEROME:  Listen, when you- 

CORINA:  (impatient) What?  

JEROME:  When you said all that about us- restarting –was 

that just to get Geain to leave or- 

CORINA:  No, of course it wasn’t. I wouldn’t have said it 

for that. 

JEROME:  You sure? 

CORINA:  yes. 

JEROME:  You want me back with you? 

CORINA:  yes 

JEROME:  Why? 



  

CORINA:  (desperately at the end of her tether) Because 

we both love you, Jerome. God knows why, but 

we love you. Love, love, love! All right. Now, 

come on, please. 46 

The final words of Jerome expresses his discovery of the thing he 

was to seeking. He feels triumphant getting Corinna and Geain’s 

love, feels that he is alone without them. Jerome feels elated 

listening to Corinna’s words, “…. both love you, Jerome. God 

knows why. But we love you. Love, love, love ! All ri-...Love! 

Love! Love!...”47 

 It’s well framed play that conveys the value of eternal 

feeling ‘love’ for human beings.    
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“If I do nothing else, and during the 

coming months I can assure you I 

plan to do plenty, but if I succeed in 

doing nothing else I am determined 

to introduce one simple concept. 

And that concept is the basic Trust.” 

 

 

 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FUTILITY OF IDEALISM AND FAILURE 

TO DISTINGUISH BETWEEN 

SUBSTANCE AND SHADOW IN A SMALL 

FAMILY BUSINESS 

  

                     Ayckbourn’s modified image has been slowly but 

steadily developing in the history of English drama. He has 

modified himself from one of our most variable entertainers to a 

serious playwright of the modern literature. John Russell Taylor 

judged that Alan Ayckbourn, “avoided any suggestion of deeper 

meaning,”  that one would not classify him as “important,” and that 

he “looks certain to remain, at best, one of our most reliable light 



  

entertainers…’’1 Likewise, in 1973 Michael Billington 

pronounced that Ayckbourn’s, “sole aim is to make us laugh. His 

plays contain no messages, offer no profound vision of the 

universe, tell us nothing about how to live our lives.’’ 2 A few 

critics have recognized the growing seriousness of the plays and 

tried to grasp the new emphases in various fashions. Even he 

himself quoted, “…I want to move further in to the Chekhovian 

field, exploring attitudes to death, loneliness etc.... themes not 

generally dealt with in comedy.”3 In 1975 he remarked that in his 

later plays, “The characters aren’t necessarily getting nastier but I 

do feel that they’re getting sadder.’’4 He explains: “…it seems to 

me that the deeper you go into a character, the sadder the play must 

inevitably become.” 5 

 He justified his changing tone in an interview in 1977, “… I 

started with broad farce and I’ve been getting more and more 

gloomy ever since’’6 In a preface dated 1976, he accepted 

seriousness and the pursuit of truth : 

 
As a nation, we show a marked preference for comedy when 

it comes to playgoing, as any theatre manager will tell you. 

At the same time, over a large area of the stalls one can 



  

detect a faint sense of guilt that there is something called 

enjoyment going on… it’s to do with the mistaken belief that 

because it’s funny, it can’t be serious -which of course isn’t 

true at all.  Heavy, no; serious, yes … [I]t can be funny, but 

let’s make it truthful.7 

  The seriousness that Ayckbourn started to display in his 

plays since 1974 has been prolonged till the end of the century with 

exposure of evils. Ayckbourn has considered the business 

enterprises and attempted to show its malpractices. Jack 

McCracken, the central character of the play. Breton’s statement, it 

is impossible to recognize an honest man in a world of dishonest 

people, is exercised here. It becomes more surprising that Jack falls 

morally not because of external evils but his own family leads him 

to fall. The play is considered a cleverly crafted morality play by 

many articles in newspapers. It leads the readers and spectators to 

reveal futility of idealism and Jack’s failure to distinguish between 

substance and shadow. By the way, it exposes Thatcher’s 

ambitions to make every body a businessman, satirized through the 

character of Jack a businessman. 

 Alan Ayckbourn sets the play in an ‘executive - type estate’ 

with four rooms including sitting rooms, bed rooms. He rightly 

calls it ‘a modern or recently modernized’ house. The play opens 



  

on an evening in winter. Ayckbourn introduces ten  persons 

chattering away in the sitting room where as Poppy, Jack’s wife a 

woman of 40 is standing by the front door looking out of the 

window into the night. She seems to be waiting for somebody. The 

ten members are introduced one by one. Ken Ayres, a man in his 

seventies, Poppy’s father, Jack’s father - in – law, who was once a 

driving force in business but now he appears to be eccentric and 

unpredictable. Desmond, Ken’s son and Jack’s brother – in - law is 

an over weight, ineffectual, fussy man of 43. Harriet, Desmond’s 

wife of 44, a thin, nervous woman with love for her dog. Harriet’s 

older sister Yvonne, 50 is by contrast simply dressed, calm, 

impassive and efficient, taking care of Ken’s needs silently and 

efficiently. Jack’s younger brother, Cliff likes to be thought of as 

an easy going wheeler – dealer, though his need to be loved gives 

him a certain weakness. Cliff’s wife Anita, 36, an attractive woman 

expansively over dressed is out going and shrewd. She takes more 

interest in an Italian businessman of 35- Uberto. The younger 

family members of the family are Jack’s and Poppy’s daughter 

Tina Ruston, 23 looks mature looking after two children and 

impractical husband Roy Ruston, who is 25 and a hopeless 

dreamer, lastly Tina’s younger sister Samantha, 16, represents a 



  

new and different generation. She is at the stage when life is often a 

painful, intensely private experience.   

The first act opens with Poppy’s looking out through 

window for somebody’s arrival. As she finds somebody she warns 

others that Jack has just turned into the road. Ken’s introduction 

with eccentric nature is done as he asks ‘Jack who?’ The opening 

includes love between the couple Poppy and Jack. As the family 

members have gathered in a sitting room, they wish to surprise 

Jack. It’s also clear that Jack has to look after business of furniture. 

Jack is considered a loving husband and a man of trust, as Ken 

speaks to all: 

 

When I started this firm, I started it with twenty-five pounds, 

a hand cart and a good woman. Well, over the years the 

money’s devalued, the cart’s disintegrated and Gracie?  - 

well, Gracie bless her, has departed. Only her name lives on 

in the firm. Ayres and Graces. Ayres, that’s me. Gracie, 

that’s her. And I know if she was here which she probably is, 

since she’s never been known to miss a party - she would 

undoubtedly reiterate me that if there was anyone who can 

move this firm forward into the twenty-first century, it has to 

be Poppy’s Jack who’s the man to do it. He’s done wonders 



  

for that duff load of frozen food merchants he’s just been 

with. What the hell’s he going to do good firm? 8 

 It reveals that even Ken has full trust for Jack. Jack 

responds Ken’s doubts positively. The lecture he delivers, lays 

emphasis on moral values like hard work faith and trust. He 

considers it the ‘small family business’ to achieve more with 

‘trust’. The irony of the play is that the following speech remains 

contradictory to his actions further: 

 

JACK: … I’ll do my best. I’m bracing myself for the 

culture shock of jumping from fish fingers to 

furniture - and I hope you’ll have observed that 

all the fixtures and fitting in this house have 

come from the right place. Well, a man’s got 

enough problems without in-law trouble as 

well… 

Well. I think we’re all aware that the business hasn’t been as 

healthy as it might have been, just lately. Demand is 

sluggish, we know that. Consequently, productivity’s also 

down and generally, I think it’s fair to say - so far as I can 

gather, everyone’s lost a bit of heart. Now it’s very hard in 

this country for a business man to say something even half-



  

way idealistic, without people falling over backwards 

laughing. To them it sounds like a contradiction in terms, 

anyway. But Putting it as simply as I can. If I do nothing 

else, and during the coming  months I can assure you I plan 

to do plenty, but if I succeed in doing nothing else I am 

determined to introduce one simple concept. And that 

concept is basic trust.  

KEN:   Basic what did he say? 

Yvonne:  Trust. 

KEN:  Oh, basic trust. Yes. 

JACK:  I’m talking about establishing the understanding 

that so far as every individual member of that 

firm is concerned, working there is no longer 

going to be purely a question of take, take, 

take... whether it’s raw materials from the shop 

floor, an extra fifty quid on our car allowances 

or paper clips from the office, we’re there 

because we actually believe in what we’re 

producing. Let’s try and put across the idea that 

many of us believe in it so strongly that we are 

even anxious to put something back in. Effort. 

Hard work. Faith. Where do you think we’d be 



  

if we could do that? I’ll tell you, We’d be top of 

the bloody league, that’s where we’d be. We’re. 

Even today, we’re still essentially the same. As 

we always were. There’s no them and us a 

about it. When it comes down to it, it’s all us. 

That’s all there is. Us. Ken and Des and Roy, 

there. All the lads we have working for us; all 

the girls in the office. They’re practically family 

themselves, aren’t  they? It shouldn’t be that 

difficult to achieve. All I’m saying is - let’s start 

with the paper clips, shall we? Let’s start with 

trust, that’s all …9  

 

The speech is significant and decisive of his nature in 

commercial world. The values he talks of as significant to raise are 

hard -working, faith and trust seem very deteriorating in their 

efforts. All appreciate Jack’s speech. Ayckbourn’s feeling for need 

of trust in business is revealed here. Jack McCracken thus reveals 

necessity of moral values for sound status of business. Here Jack 

seems honest and upright as he takes over as Managing Director of 

the family furniture business. 



  

 Poppy is right to think about universal goodness to avoid 

problems. She appreciates Jack’s goodness, “If the whole bloody 

world was as good as you there’d be no problem.” 10 Further 

appreciating his goodness in speech she warns, “Only don’t make 

any more speeches or we’ll never get anything to eat…”11  

 Poppy appears with practical knowledge and hints that the 

speeches can’t make livelihood. She even warns Samantha her 

daughter to ‘socialize’ herself.She even considers Jack’s speech 

like political broadcast.  

 Meanwhile, Harriet’s nature is expressed. Harriet has full 

contrast with Poppy. She is Desmond’s wife who hasn’t art for 

cookery and household work: 

 
HARRIET: I think this is the first time I’ve had the courage 

to walk into a kitchen for over a month. 

POPPY:  Lucky you. I wish I was that nervous. 

HARRIET: You can laugh. It’s all right for you, Poppy; 

you’ve always got a job you can escape to. 

POPPY:  I have to work. We need the money, dear. 

(Through the hatch to Tina) Move those side 

plates round. You should fit that on the end 

there. By the mousse. 12 



  

 

Harriet brings out wreck of her marital life. She doesn’t like 

Desmond’s nature. Harriet, though, is not ready to leave Desmond 

as she says: 

HARRIET: Well, he’s not going to get rid of me that easily, 

that’s all I can say. He’s had years from me, he 

can pay for them. I’ll have him for every penny. 

He’s got thousands salted away. I know he has. 

Thousands. 

POPPY:  Really? Desmond has? How’s he managed that? 

HARRIET: He never spends anything, that’s why. He’s a 

mean man. I’ve never met such a mean man. 

The only thing he spends money on is food. 

That’s his god, that is. Food is his good (She 

sits, sniffing) He used to care about me. Now he 

won’t even look up from his plate. 13 

 
Simultaneously, Samantha’s addicted nature is unconcealed. 

Ayckbourn informs Samantha’s addiction in her talks with Roy. 

Samantha doesn’t consider any party valuable without ‘Columbian 

talc i.e. cocaine’ It seems doubtful in Jack’s house to have ‘trust’ as 



  

Ayckbourn introduces one by one gap. Meanwhile, a comparison 

between Jack’s and Cliff’s marital status is revealed. Goodness of 

Poppy’s nature is revealed by Cliff too. Cliff shows lack of trust in  

his marital life : 

 

CLIFF:  You know something. In my opinion, you’ve 

got a really good relationship. You and Poppy. 

JACK:  (modestly) Yes. I think we have. 

CLIFF:  I reckon she’s really crazy about you … 

JACK:  You needn’t sound so surprised. 

CLIFF:  No, but- after, you know – all this marriage. It’s 

quite rare, in my experience. 

ROY:   (now engrossed in Samantha’s book) 

Bloody hellfire! 

JACK:  Who’s that Italian poncing about with your 

Anita, then? Who is he? 

CLIFF:  (evasively) Oh, he’s just business. You know. 

JACK:  You and Anita all right ? 

CLIFF:  Oh, Yes. Yes. We’re all right. But. Well. Once 

you’ve been round the circuit a few times – 

well, you get to know the hairpins. If you know 

what I mean. 



  

JACK:  Getting bored with her, are you? 

CLIFF:  No. No. Not at all. she may be getting bored 

with me, but that’s another story, eh ? (He 

laughs) God, she’s expensive, though. You’ve 

no idea. Jack. I have to sleep in our spare room 

these days. There’s no room for me in our 

bedroom, it’s full of her clothes. Ball gowns to 

the bloody ceiling, I’m telling you. You’re dead 

lucky with Poppy, mate. 

JACK:  No, Poppy doesn’t wear that many ball 

gowns…14  

 The gradual exposure of the each family member as either 

morally weak or disloyal is well presented gradually. Benedict’s 

introduction in the opening as a private investigator exposes theft, 

one of the sins, though, considered as a common practice. Looking 

Benedict at the door Samantha, Jack’s daughter feels embarrassed. 

Benedict, even warns her when she closes the door that he can 

obtain legal assistance and a warrant if needs be. It reveals fear of 

crime in Samantha’s behaviour. Samantha tries to get him out and 

frenziedly she cried to keep him out. She clings to the door very 

hard and tells her father not to let him in. The fear is within her 

attempts. That fear seems to be of being caught. When  Benedict  



  

reveals that Samantha provided him with false address and false 

name. In her rescue she calls him a ‘loony’. Benedict gets himself 

irritated when she speaks abuses and calls him ‘pukeface’. Jack, 

realizing the situation tries to handle the case alone. Benedict’s 

revelation of Samantha’s crime surprises Jack: 

 

JACK:  Now. What are you doing here? 

BENEDICT: It’s a personal matter, Mr McCracken. 

(Looking towards the others) A delicate matter. 

JACK:  Why were you creeping round the back door? 

BENEDICT:I wasn’t sure if this was the right house. 

JACK:  (angrily) What do you mean, the right house? 

Slinking about in the dark, terrifying the life out 

of my teenage daughter. What’s your game 

then, sunshine? 

BENEDICT: (agitatedly) She shouldn’t have given me a    

false address then, should she? 

JACK:  Who gave you a false address? 

BENEDICT:Your daughter. 

JACK:   Who? Sammy? 

BENEDICT: If that is Sammy, then yes. 

SAMANTHA: Dad, he’s a loony… 



  

JACK:  (pointing to Samantha) You’re talking about her  

BENEDICT: She gave me a false name as well.(Producing 

a small notebook) Imogen Gladys Braithwaite. 

Of  twelve-A Crab Apple Lane… 

JACK: (to Samantha) Is that what you told him? 

SAMANTHA: What? 

JACK:  Did you tell this man your name was  

Gladys…? 

SAMANTHA: Never. 

BENEDICT: Oh yes, you did, young woman, don’t try   

making me out a liar- 

SAMANTHA: Oh, shut your pukeface. 

JACK:      Hey! Hey! Hey! 

BENEDICT: Don’t you call me pukeface 

JACK:  Hoy! Hoy! 

BENEDICT: I’m not standing here to be called pukeface. 

POPPY:    Sammy? What’s all this about? 

JACK:     Look, would you all like to go into the other  

room and enjoy yourselves, please? While I sort 

this out? 

POPPY:  I want to know what Sammy’s supposed to have 

done. 



  

JACK:  Please, Poppy. It’ll be easier on our own. We 

won’t be long. 

POPPY:  (with a last anxious look at Samantha) Sammy? 

SAMANTHA: It’s nothing. 

POPPY:  (reluctantly) Come on then, Roy. 

ROY:   Check… 

JACK:  Now, what exactly are we talking about? 

BENEDICT: We’re talking about shoplifting, Mr 

McCracken. 

JACK:  (incredulously) Shoplifting? What, Sammy? 

BENEDICT: I regret so. 15 

 
In his attempts to protect his dignity Jack asks about it to Samantha 

to speak on her word of honour. Samantha refuses to accept the 

truth and it inspires Jack to speak against the crime, 

All right, Sammy, you don’t need to say any more. I know 

you well enough, to tell when you’re lying. You have denied 

this accusation, Sammy, and I believe you. (With some 

dignity) I think you should know, Mr Hough, that 

traditionally in this family, when we give each other our 

word we mean it. On the strength of this, I am prepared to 

believe my daughter rather than you. 16 



  

 
Benedict’s confident and his providing the proof, leaves Jack 

nowhere, 

 … number one, a video recording taken by a security 

camera of your daughter in the act of removing and 

concealing goods about her person; two, an eyewitness who 

also saw her; three, the fact that, subsequently, having 

furnished me with a false name and address she physically 

assaulted my colleague, Mrs Clegg, and made off, discarding 

the stolen goods as she went, in front of two further 

independent witnesses. 17 

A sudden bursting of Benedict about Samantha’s criminal proof, 

Jack find him self helpless. When he knows about the crime of 

stealing goods worth one pound and eighty seven penny Jack 

attempts to get Benedict aware of   more expenses on that case 

against the sum of stolen goods. Benedict  puts it practical, 

If you want to put it in perspective, Mr McCracken, perhaps 

you’d care to multiply that sum by several thousand similar 

cases and you’ll appreciate how much that firm expects to 

lose in a year. And as to whether it’s several hundred pounds 

worth of photographic equipment or merely a handful of - 



  

hairgrips is hardly the point, is it? Theft is theft is theft, Mr. 

McCracken. 18 

Jack has no option but to believe the words of Benedict hence Jack 

gets angry and bursts,“A bottle of shampoo? The bloody 

bathroom’s swimming in it. And what else? Eye-liner, was it? For 

crying out loud, Sammy…”19 

Samantha attempts to blackmail Jack emotionally refuting 

her crime, “Don’t believe me, I don’t care…20 

 As a mother even Poppy doesn’t get ready to accept 

Samantha’s being engaged in shoplifting. She reveals her doubt in 

her speech, “She’d no need to do that, had she? She’d no need.’’ 21 

 

As Jack comes to believe Benedict’s blames, Jack takes it easily to 

handle the case and find out a solution. Jack shows Benedict a way 

to overlook his daughter’s crime as he says, “Now, look… Sammy 

gave you the wrong name, didn’t she? for all anyone knows, you 

could still be looking for this Gladys-”,22 Benedict warns Jack that 

he shouldn’t attempt to bribe him. Jack’s good co-operation leads 

him to think positively for Samantha’s momentary lapse. 

Moreover, it inspires Benedict to reveal further secrets of Jack’s 

firm. Jack’s honesty is to be tested when Benedict asks to find out 

the trouble in the firm through proper investigation. Benedict 



  

reveals to Jack that he should differentiate the business tactics from 

bribery. He considers it essential for business profit. He camps out 

as the most practical man who handles the case properly as we 

assure his tact in the following word, 

 

I think you should listen to your father-in-law first, Mr 

McCracken. As his new managing director, he will be 

expecting you to make certain investigational arrangements. 

And when it comes to the choice of investigator, it would 

obviously be in your gift just as much as …this other affair 

is mine- (Noticing a rather dangerous look in Jack’s 

eye)Now that is not bribery, Mr McCracken. No tainted 

money will have passed hands. That is a bona fide business 

proposal which is something quite other. A man in your 

position will appreciate that distinction, I’m sure. (He smiles 

at Jack) I’m sure you do. Yes. (A slight pause) Terrible 

thing, all this shoplifting. Can’t blame the kids sometimes. 

The temptation must be insuperable. Trouble is, it’s usually 

just the beginning. Before you know it, they’re setting about 

senior citizens. (With a certain relish) You know what my 

solution would be? Corporal punishment. You take my 



  

advice. Mr McCracken, you give it a try. She’s not too old 

for it, you know. The bigger they are…23 

 
As Jack gets irritation of his words, he shows Benedict the way to 

go out. Benedict doesn’t even leave any chance to irritate and force 

to consider his proposal. Leaving Jack he speaks,“Be careful, Mr 

McCracken, be careful. All right then, all right. Forget what I said. 

Forget every word. I’m doing you no favours at all then, Mr 

McCracken. Forget it. Forget I spoke…”24 

Further he adds, “You don’t get anything for nothing in this world, 

Mr.McCracken, just you remember that. I’ll see your daughter has 

the book thrown at her. I’ll see she—” 25 

Ayckbourn sharply and steadily leads Jack torwards compromises 

about moral values. As Jack is seen angry Poppy is very eager to 

know about some agreement. Poppy’s words to save the family 

member are initiating for compromises, “…I’m sure you did what 

you could. We’ll just have to make sure we stand by her, won’t 

we? All of us. The family. She’ll have to face the consequences. 

But we’ll face them with her.” 26 

Poppy doesn’t even accept Jack’s statement that Samantha doesn’t 

listen to him. When Jack doubts Samantha’s love for him Poppy 

carries on the dialogue to open compromise, 



  

JACK:  She hardly talks to me these days at all. Hardly 

get five words out of her. 

POPPY:  Maybe she’s little nervous of you… 

JACK:  Nervous of me? What’s she got to be nervous 

about? 

POPPY:  Well, You’re a lot to live up to sometimes, Jack. 

You set very high standards for yourself and 

you expect them from other people. I mean, fair 

enough but—27 

These words of Poppy surprise Jack so much that Jack 

remains amazed. Roy’s statement that Samantha spends a big price 

for the book hints her to be criminal. Though Poppy provides her 

full support with the words, “Whether the out come of all this 

darling we’re going to stand by you. We’re family’’28 

Ayckbourn plays upon the term ‘family’ as the title has the 

word ‘family’ ironically suggests that family doesn’t stand only 

during happy moments but the members always support one anther 

in unhappy  moments. Family is to fight against anything to gather 

if a single fellow has problems. Further, family is to be tested in 

Samantha’s stealing goods. Jack is puzzled to listen to family 

members involved in stealing. The following dialogues reveal how 

Samantha involves. 



  

 
SAMANTHA:  (louder) Everybody steals things. 

JACK:  Oh, do they ? I see. That’s the reason. We 

all steal things. Tina steals things. Your 

mum steals things, does she? Are you 

saying I steal things ?   

SAMANTHA:  No, you don’t. 

JACK:  Of course I don’t Neither does Tina. Nor 

does your mum. You’re on your own, 

Sammy. You’re the only one that steals 

round here, I’m afraid. 

SAMANTHA:  Mum does. 

JACK:   What? 

SAMANTHA:  Steals. 

POPPY:   I do not. 

SAMANTHA:  You do. 

POPPY:   When? 

SAMANTHA:  From where you work. You nick things 

from your office. You’re always bringing 

things home. 

POPPY:  Oh, come on, Sammy, that’s hardly the 

same, is it?...Well, it isn’t. I mean, all I 

take is the odd pencil or paper… clip. 29 
 

 

Blaming doesn’t stop here, Tina, Jack’s daughter is also caught 

during their conversation that she used to steal, things like ‘jar of 

jam’, ‘tin of sardines’ when they were ‘hard up’. Jack doesn’t 

believe because he tells her that he set her up in a flat with some 

cash and job for Roy, her husband. Ayckbourn goes on to reveal 

that ‘excuses’ are the means to avoid moral compromise. Tina 

excuses that the reason for steeling goods was their poverty. It 

reveals the bitter truth that moral compromisers ignore values 

under excuses. 



  

 

            Roy supports Tina with the universal argument from moral 

compromisers, “Everybody steals a bit, don’t they?”30 Jack might 

be thinking that his moral values are being tested. The family 

members shake him so much off that he doubts, “Am I the only 

person here who actually thinks it’s wrong? It can’t be just me, can 

it? Am I the only one left with any moral values at all?”31  

 

Looking at Jack’s irritation Poppy attempts to change the subject. 

Jack gets more hurt and exclaims,  “Well, that’s one down, isn’t it ? 

Nine to go. Next! Thou shalt not kill. What about that then? Let’s 

have a crack at that one next, shall we?”32 

 

Poppy, practically considers that Jack could have kept a bit calmer 

and Benedict might have been more co-operative. She advises Jack 

not to get so excited. Indirectly, she considers Jack responsible for 

spoiling the case. As Jack says that Benedict attempted to 

blackmail him by asking for job in place of Samantha’s release. 

Poppy doesn’t have any effect of his impressive words with 

morality. She is interested in Sammy’s release. Both Jack and 

Poppy come across in arguments, 

 

JACK:  Do you realize if I’d given in to him--- 

Poppy:  Sammy wouldn’t be prosecuted.33 



  

The family members Poppy and Tina take Jack in a way to be soft. 

They impose their arguments to consider him about his 

responsibility more than principles. They blackmail emotionally in 

the following dialogues: 

JACK:  You can’t give in to a man like that. 

POPPY:  Why not? 

JACK:  Because. Where does it end, For one thing? 

Anyway, I don’t want him working for me. I 

don’t even want him in the same town. 

TINA: So, Sammy has to go to court…  

JACK:   You cannot simply buy your way out of things 

by giving into blackmail and threats - 

TINA:  Dad, we’re talking about Sammy’s future- 

JACK:  Look, to hell with Sammy, there’s a principle at 

stake here…I didn’t mean that. 

TINA:  (going after Samantha) Oh, terrific. That’s 

amazing, that is, absolutely amazing. My own 

father. Why don’t you put the handcuffs on her 

while you’re about it? 34 

Jack has to surrender the family blackmailing and he begs 

their pardon. Ahead Ayckbourn sets him in helpless position to 



  

explain his ideas. The family members are not ready to listen to 

him. Poppy goes on to get him ashamed of his action. 

POPPY:  …I never would have believed it of you. 

JACK:  (following her) What? 

POPPY:  That you’d do that. To your own daughter. 

JACK:  Do what? 

POPPY:  You had a chance to save her and you refused it. 35 

Jack attempts to justify his action as he considers Poppy’s 

blows powerful against his moral favour. He says, “...All I did was 

stand up to blackmail and insist she face the consequences of her 

own actions. She knew what she was doing-” 36 

Alan Ayckbourn tactfully handles the plot further and puts 

Jack against himself. As the dialogues go ahead Poppy argues with 

solid statements pertaining to practical solutions. Meanwhile, 

Poppy emerges as strong defender for Samantha; against Jack’s 

idealism. She explains Jack about her temptation to play fiddles at 

times. Poppy considers Jack’s honesty as good but she thinks it not 

useful for living life with style Ayckbourn talks about the some 

very aptly in the following conversation :   

POPPY:  But let me tell you that there have times when I 

could have become one without the slightest 



  

difficulty. And I have been tempted. God, I 

have been tempted at times… 

JACK:  Rubbish… 

POPPY:  (handing him a tea-towel) Jack, you are the 

nicest, most honest, upright, undevious man I 

have ever met. And I love you for that. I always 

have done. I’ve admired you. And I’ve tried to 

live up to you, I promise. But I am here to tell 

you that at times it has not been easy. 

JACK:  What, living with me? 

POPPY:  No, trying to make ends meet… 

JACK:  We’re comfortable enough… 

POPPY:  Only because I budget to the last penny, we 

are… 

JACK:  We manage perfectly well… 

POPPY:  Jack, you don’t shop. When was the last time 

you went shopping? I mean serious shopping. 

Not just for hi-fi… 

JACK:  You make it sound as if we’re on the bread line. 

We’re both earning, aren’t we? 

POPPY:  Do you think I like going to work? 37 

 

 

Jack responds to it that he assumed Poppy liked working. In fact, 

she says, she works, “Because otherwise we couldn’t manage. Oh, 

we’d live. We’d still live a bloody sight better than most people, 

but we wouldn’t live in the style to which you and the kids have 

gradually grown accustomed.” 38 



  

Jack’s idealism doesn’t consider all these arguments, even he 

doesn’t understand reason for Poppy’s working that he considers it 

her liking to do so. Jack seems to be like an idealist without 

knowledge of practical world. This is now Ayckbourn brings 

conflict in his mind. Poppy goes further in her argument and utters 

statements very solid to soften Jack from rigid idealism. She 

considers it universal trend of bending against evils for personal 

means. She says,   

…everybody else works little fiddles. That’s what the 

system’s designed for. That’s what it allows for. Everybody-

everybody but us, that is- everybody else bends it a little; 

just a little bit here and a little bit there; and they don’t quite 

declare that; and they tell a little lie about that. Not 

dishonest. Jack, just a little bit fuzzy round the edges 

sometimes…39 

Poppy and Roy firmly believe in it. To make her arguments strong; 

Poppy confirms it providing examples of shah fiddles even in their 

family. She reveals that ‘everybody does’ it. She argues, “How do 

you think Harriet manages three holidays a year because of her 

nerves? And Cliff drives that damn great Porsche? And Anita never 

ears the same outfit twice? God, I’d kill for some of her 

clothes…”40 



  

She defends Jack’s argument that Desmond does better without 

doing anything wrong. She confesses that Desmond is salting it all 

away somewhere; not only Desmond but also Roy does better than 

them. As a wife she even takes care of the family. Irritated by 

Jack’s response Poppy breaks down and bursts into tears. Her 

irritation is against idealism for which they have to face failures. 

She expresses her grief, 

Even him – (indicating the departed Roy)-even that – oaf- 

he’s doing better than we are… Here I am married to a very 

successful man, and we’re living like failures. It’s not fair… 

(From the landing) Jack, I admire you and I will defend you 

and your principles with my dying breath, but do you always 

have to be quite so unbelievably honest? 41 

 Jack is surprised with Poppy’s statement. He is baffled to 

believe it. Ayckbourn brings practical approach through Jack’s 

statement stressing involvement in further evils to avoid evil. He 

says, “I see. So, if Sammy breaks the rules and then I bend the 

rules, two wrongs will make a right? Is that it?” 42 

Ayckbourn rebukes the society with absence of trust, the very 

essence of all firms. Jack asks, “Can’t trust anyone these days, can 

you? Even God got it wrong.” 43 



  

 It’s ironical that Jack emphasized need of ‘trust’ to 

strengthen any organization and it should be honestly practiced. 

But what a coincident! He himself confronts the statement as he 

finds lack of it in his family. The universal truth about people’s 

immorality against domestic immorality is well focused in Jack’s 

statements. An honest man facing dishonest family members; 

becomes unbearable and leaves the home at once. Even Poppy 

doesn’t take Jack’s principles seriously or with honour. She 

explains her daughters that their father’s principles are the cause of 

problem. 

 The exposure of truth by ken regarding to fraud and deceit 

leads Jack to be surprised. Ken surprises him closing himself with 

Jack inside the bathroom and showing proof of deceit and fraud in 

their business. Contrasting Jack’s emphasis on ‘trust’ Ken 

emphasizes ‘security’ prior to it. He says, “…The big one these 

days, is security. No use having the good ideas if they’re not 

secure…” 44 

 Ken shows Jack duplication of their own production simply 

by the stamp ‘Donizetti, Made in Italy.’ Ken explains Jack the 

common tendency of people having attraction for foreign goods. 

Jack is shocked to know that the customers would buy the foreign 

tools paying more money than of native stamp. It is surprising that 



  

the tools of furniture manufactured in their factory are sold with the 

stamp of Donizetti -Italian identity. It shows lack of nationalism in 

people and rise of globalization. Ken expresses the change in 

perception to buy the foreign goods as he says, 

 
Look at that label, Jack, look at that label. Italian. They’ll 

pay twenty quid more just for that. You know this country. 

Stick an “i” on the end of your trademark, they’ll mortgage 

their testicles for it. Custom-made designer stools fashioned 

by Mediterranean craftsmen. All that cobblers. Time was, 

whatever you bought in this country, you looked for just one 

word. Birmingham. And you bought it, no questions. 45 

 

 Ken hints that it’s impossible without help of some insider. 

He considers that such robbery has no end, at the top for it’s like 

‘ball of string’. He warns Jack against such a ‘daylight robbery’,    

…I tell you, Jack, they are releasing our new lines almost 

simultaneous with us. That new three-drawer vanity unit, 

Miss Felicity, we’d hardly got them out of the drying shop… 

I’ve tried tracing their end but it’s a maze, Jack. It’s a ball of 

string that disappears up some Swiss banker’s back passage. 

We’ll have to catch it this end, if we’re going to catch it at 



  

all. It’s an inside job. Someone’s selling us short from inside 

the firm, that’s fact Industrial espionage. Which is a fancy 

name for daylight robbery? 46 

 

It’s the power of social evils like greed and infatuation that 

leads the lay man to enter into malpractices even among the family 

members. In the modern society, though globalization, 

Individualization wins over and quest for individual satisfaction 

may break the institutions and societies. It’s notable that Ken sees 

involvement of family members in duplicating their own goods. 

Ken finds essentiality to keep it very secret from others about 

appointing a man to handle and investigate the matter. Ken doesn’t 

rely on his son though he is a partner. He says, “Don’t mention this 

to Des, either”.47 

 

Ayckbourn switches over to another end and illuminates 

family members’ expectations and blackmailing. Samantha, 

unaware of financial status, expects everything automatic. 

Samantha asks Poppy, “I don’t know why you still hang the 

washing out. Why don’t you get a drier? Everybody else has a 

drier”. 48 

The universal desire to furnish everything is well projected 

in her words. Poppy doesn’t agree with her and answers very 



  

calmly realizing her condition, “I’m not wasting money on driers 

when there’s good fresh air” 49 

On the contrary Poppy appears different when she is found 

with new dress. Jack is surprise to find it and Poppy tries to justify 

her buying a new dress, “Oh, yes. I got it this afternoon. Anita 

came round and we both went shopping. She helped me choose 

it”.50 

 
She doesn’t consider her responsibility for buying a dress but 

she blames Anita for it. Samantha doesn’t care for household 

activities and tries to be away from domestic responsibilities. She 

shows her dislike when her mother hands a pile of Jack’s 

underwear. Poppy appears like blackmailing Jack that she indicates 

Samantha to great her father. She succeeds in playing with her 

father as she speaks, even Jack is moved, 

 

SAMANTHA:  (rather as if she’s been rehearsed in this)  

Thank you for what you did in getting me 

out trouble and I promise I won’t do it 

again and I am very sorry for bringing 

shame on the family. 

JACK:   (a little taken aback) Yes. Good. 

I’m sorry if I’ve-er… I’m sorry. I don’t 



  

know if I have done anything but if I 

have, then I’m sorry. 51 

 
Benedict’s appearance reveals her appointment as a special 

person to handle the case. Benedict informs about Donizetti trading 

under the name of Rivetti. Benedict’s mentioning Rivetti reminds 

Jack of Uberto Rivetti whom he met at the opening with Anita. 

One of the immoral practices is confronted by Jack as he 

rushes into Anita’s house. Anita is found naked except for a sheet 

is wrapped round her. Anita is so much tactful in handling the 

situation that she consoles Giorgio that Cliff, her husband can’t 

knock at the door for she says, “You’re quite safe. Cliff has got his 

own Key”.52 She even tries to avoid Jack as she requests,  “Jack 

it’s not very convenient at the moment. I wonder if you could come 

back”. 53  

Having been surprised with Jack’s furious entrance Anita 

doesn’t lose her mental balance. She remains unmoved. Anita hides 

Giorgio inside. She behaves as if nothing has happened. When Jack 

hears something dropping he goes upstairs and doubts about the 

presence of Cliff. Jack gets aware of Anita’s illegal relations with 

Italian fellows. He comes to know eye to eye prostitution in his 

brother’s house. Though Anita is caught she defends Jack’s claims: 

 



  

JACK:  Who is it, then? 

ANITA:  It’s Giorgio. 

JACK:  That Italian? The one I met the other night? 

ANITA:  No, that was Uberto. This is his younger 

brother, Giorgio. 

JACK:  How many of them are there? 

ANITA:  Five. 

JACK:  Five ? 

ANITA:  Uberto, Vincenzo, Orlando, Lotario and 

Giorgio. 

JACK:  All called Rivetti ? 

ANITA:  Yes, 

JACK:  And you’re working your way through them all, 

are you? 

ANITA:  Mind your own business… 

JACK:  This is very much my business, Anita. I have 

one or two urgent matters of my own to discuss 

with the Rivettis… Oy, you! Out! 54 

 

Jack bursts upon Anita finding Giorgio inside the cupboard 

whereas Anita doesn’t listen to him properly. Jack asks about 



  

moral values. Ayckbourn sets important conversations between 

Jack and Anita about lack of morality as under:- 

 

ANITA:  Don’t frighten him, he’s only a kid. He hasn’t 

done any harm. He’s a good boy, he’s very 

religious… 

JACK:  Yes, I can see he is. Says his prayers regularly 

in married women’s wardrobes. Anita, does 

Cliff know this is going on ? 

ANITA:  May I get dressed, please, Jack ? 

JACK:  Poor bastard. He doesn’t, does he? He’s down 

there playing his darts match and he hasn’t got a 

clue, has he? 

ANITA:  Please let me get dressed, Jack. 

JACK:  What’s this doing to Cliff? What’s it done to 

him already? Ask yourself, Anita. What is this 

doing to yourself as a human being? Your 

husband’s due back any minute, you’ve got a 

fourteen year old Catholic Boy Scout in your 

cupboard and you don’t give a stuff, do you? 

You defy belief. 



  

ANITA: (wearily) Oh, God. Hold on a minute, Jack I’ll 

go and put on some organ music. 

JACK:  I’m not a prude. If people want to bore 

themselves rigid with soft-porn movies or read 

newspapers full of tits, I don’t mind. I don’t 

want to interfere with that. But surely 

somewhere, Anita, there’s got to be a minimum 

level of decent human behaviour, there? hasn’t 

there? Beneath which none of us sink? Like not 

screwing around in your marriage bed with men 

who are busy swindling your own family out of 

thousands of pounds? Something aground that 

level, eh? 55 

 
Anita holds the last words of Jack about swindling and she gets 

calm and understands the reason of Jack’s anger. When Cliff 

arrives Anita and Cliff talk with maturity as if they were innocent 

in the matter. Cliff doesn’t show any surprise and Anita doesn’t 

bring any sign of mental disturbance on her face. Both of them 

pretend as if they were unaware of the swindling. They say: 

 



  

CLIFF:  What’s the problem? (To Anita, without undue 

surprise)What are you doing? 

ANITA:  Jack’s just been telling me that someone’s 

swindling the family out of thousands of 

pounds, Cliff. Do you know anything about 

that? 

CLIFF:  No such luck. Hasn’t come my way. What are 

we talking about then, Jack? 56 

 

Cliff has full contrast in nature from Jack. He has shifted his area 

of interest to deal with Anita. Even he doesn’t seem to have any 

role in act of swindling. He says, “Jack, you know I wouldn’t do 

that. I’d never rip old Ken off like that. You know me …” 57    

   
When Jack hits Cliff Giorgio cries from inside. Jack is more 

surprised when he knows that Cliff knows Giorgio and doesn’t 

show any anger or wonder looking him in his house. Jack feels 

very sorry for his brother’s life. Cliff has left expectations to be 

happy and he ignores Anita’s affairs. As they talk: 

 
CLIFF:  (as they go) When I explain it, Jack, you’ll see. 

It’s not as bad as you think, I promise. 



  

JACK:  (his mind still on the other matter) You mean to 

tell me you knew about Anita? And that boy? 

CLIFF:  Yes, I knew. 

JACK:  And it doesn’t worry you? 

CLIFF:  It’s a free country, Jack. She does what she 

likes, I do what I like. 

JACK:  You’re happy the way things are, then? 

CLIFF:  You know me, Jack. I’ve never expected much 

from life. Why should I expect to be happy, for 

God’s sake? 58 

Cliff has changed his way of life. He finds love in driving, sailing, 

listening music. He has no interest in women where as Anita wants 

every material thing in life. Cliff can’t offer everything to her 

hence he believes in her freedom. On the contrary Jack believes in 

morality prior to material property. Anita doesn’t take risk as she 

doesn’t give chance to Cliff to talk about the issue with Jack. She 

knows that Cliff would be dragged against feelings. Anita answers 

the questing very calmly without any hesitations. Ayckbourn sets 

the conversation aptly : 

ANITA: What was it you wanted to know? 

JACK: You don’t deny you’re doing business with this 

Rivetti family? 



  

ANITA: No, We don’t deny that. 

JACK: By helping them to manufacture and sell exact 

copies of our furniture under their own label? 

ANITA: No. Any furniture we sell, or rather any furniture 

we resell to the Rivettis and they then resell, that all comes 

straight from your factory and is delivered to us in your 

lorries, driven by your drivers. 

JACK: Just a minute. Are you saying you are reselling our 

actual furniture… 

ANITA: Yes, We’re buying it quite legitimately. And then 

we’re reselling it. What’s wrong with that? 

JACK: Selling it under another label? 

ANITA: No. 

JACK: You know you bloody well are. 

ANITA: When it leaves us, it hasn’t got any label on at all. 

JACK: But it has when it arrives from our factory. 

ANITA: No, it hasn’t. 

JACK: How the hell are you buying goods from our factory 

without a name on? 

ANITA: I don’t know. You’d better ask your factory that, 

hadn’t you? we’re doing nothing illegal. 



  

JACK: Well, somebody’s selling off our furniture via the 

back door. Presumably at give-away prices? 

ANITA: I don’t know. 

JACK: And who relabels it, then? 

ANITA: I don’t know. 

JACK: Presumably the Rivettis? 

ANITA: I don’t know. 59 

 

During their conversation Cliff attempts to show his knowledge 

about swindling but Anita cuts him off and says, “we don’t know 

anything, Cliff, nothing.”60 

 
Disappointed and tired Jack warns Cliff and Anita that he will turn 

that factory upside down till he finds who is responsible for selling 

them short. He also warms that even God can’t help to save if they 

are responsible. Moreover he warns that he has appointed ‘a 

voracious’ detective who will find out the swindlers. Anita proves 

to be cleverer than his expectation. Surprisingly she speaks out the 

name of that person. In fact, Jack expected that nobody except he 

and his wife would know his dealing with Mr. Hough. Jack is more 

baffled when Anita reveals the secret and he finds his wife’s hand 

to disclose the matter. Anita exposes Jack’s secret: 



  

 
ANITA:  I go shopping with your wife, Jack. We’re 

friends. I help choose her clothes. Greater trust 

hath no woman… 

JACK:  (disconcerted) Well. That’s as may be. 

ANITA:  She also told me how you came by him, your 

Mr Hough. It sounds a bit underhand, Jack. Not 

like you at all. I mean, I’m sure people would 

be amazed if they heard…61 

 
Jack attempts to maintain his dignity as a man of principle. He 

wants to defend Anita’s claim but can’t speak with that dignity 

found in his address at the appointment. He straggles to say, “Oh, 

Oh, Don’t you try that Oh. Oh. Oh. Don’t think you can try that. 

Not with me. You won’t find me yielding to that sort of blackmail 

ever, I can tell you. (Pause) Hardly ever. If at all. (Pause) Very, 

Very, Very rarely indeed. 62 

 

 As Jack doesn’t get anything from Anita he blackmails Cliff. 

Jack tries to hit him and knows that Cliff can be broken 

emotionally. As a brother he assures that he will keep him out of 

the case. Cliff nervously speaks out the name of Desmond. Jack 



  

can’t listen to Desmond’s name as a swindler, he says, “Heads are 

going to roll I can promise you, heads will roll. Desmond Ayres!”63 

Anita shows her cleverness when she knows that Cliff has exposed 

Desmond. She suggests Cliff to inform about it to Desmond before 

Jack reaches to him. 

 The second act intensifies further process of Jack’s entering 

into immoral strategies activated by family members. There is 

simultaneous conversation between Jack- Harriet and Anita - 

Poppy both reflecting indecent behaviour of the family members. 

Anita’s immoral relations provide her with luxuries. Poppy comes 

out as some what woman with moral values. She earns by work 

where as Anita earns too much through immoral profession of 

prostitution. She tells Poppy that the gifts she has are ‘heartfelt 

tokens of appreciation’. Alan Ayckbourn sets a meaningful 

conversation between Anita and Poppy to highlight Anita’s 

immoral nature and her attempts to infect Poppy displaying her 

possessions:  

 

POPPY:  I mean, for you to be able to afford all this. 

ANITA:  This? This is nothing to do with Cliff. 

POPPY:  Isn’t it? 



  

ANITA:  (trying a necklace on Poppy) No. I bought all 

this. 

POPPY:  Oh, I see. I’m sorry, I - 

ANITA:  I’m a hard-working girl, me. 

POPPY:  I see. 

ANITA:  Who do you think runs our business then? 

Cliff? (She holds a brooch to Poppy’s breast) 

POPPY:  I am sorry. You know, I never realized… well, I 

knew you worked but I never realized… I 

thought you must have well, I don’t know what 

I thought really - I thought you just a job like 

mine. You know. Ordinary. Sorry. 

ANITA:  (reproachfully, as she tries rings on Poppy) 

You’ll have the heavy women after you, you 

know… 

POPPY:  Yes, I know. Awful. I’m sorry. It’s just, you 

know, you see Cliff driving around in his smart 

car and you naturally think- 

ANITA:  The reason he drives round in that, dear, is 

because I bought it for him for Christmas. Only 

don’t let on I told you or he’ll die of shame. 

POPPY:  Well 



  

ANITA:  Mind you I mustn’t lie. I do accept the 

occasional little gift occasionally. (Displaying 

the gold bracelet she is wearing) Now, I didn’t 

buy this. Pretty, isn’t it? 

POPPY:  Lovely. Where did it come from? 

ANITA:  (putting away the rest of the jewellery) I don’t 

Italy, I suppose. 

POPPY:  (slightly embarrassed) Oh, yes. Of course. 

ANITA:  Well, if you ever feel like a bit of relaxation. A 

nice evening out - just let me know. I could 

probably fix you up. 

POPPY:  What? 

ANITA:  With someone nice. 

POPPY:  What, a stranger? 

ANITA:  He needn’t be strange for long. 

POPPY:  You mean for - money…? 

ANITA:  No, no, no. Amateur status, love. Must keep 

that, mustn’t we? Otherwise you are on the 

slippery slope. No, you can accept heartfelt 

token of appreciation, that’s all. But they’ve got 

to be heartfelt. 64 



  

 Poppy understands Anita’s immoral ways after all 

possessions. She even doesn’t find any need of all such possessions 

for a house. Anita feels proud of all these possessions. She even 

considers it to be an art to satisfy the customers and her self. Poppy 

doesn’t like her argument.  Ayckbourn puts it in the following 

way,: 

 
POPPY:  I’ve never seen such a collection of things. I 

must be terribly innocent, I don’t even know 

what half of them are or… 

ANITA:  Oh, darling, don’t ask. Over the years I’ve 

accumulated so much gear. You’d need a 

degree in engineering just to lie down in that 

bedroom. 

POPPY:  It’s more like a stable. Does Cliff go for all that, 

then? 

ANITA:  I wouldn’t know, love I’ve never asked him. 

Don’t forget your handbag. 

POPPY:  Oh, heavens. 65 

 
 Ayckbourn discloses one by one secrets of Jack’s family in 

polluting his business. Jack identities gap in the relationship 



  

between Desmond and Harriet. As he is informed about 

Desmond’s hand in breaking down business, he reaches to 

investigate to him but confronts Harriet. Jack has been descending 

in his anger as he deals with Desmond. He was sharp when he 

reached to Cliff’s house but gradually he becomes calm to 

investigate the matter. Desmond is to start his restaurant and Jack 

argues, “You mean to tell me, that you’ve been bleeding dry your 

own business, the business your father spent fifty years of his life 

putting together, a business dozens of people have given the best 

part of their lives to - just to open a bloody restaurant…”`66 

Desmond doesn’t consider it seriously and believes that it is his 

business and nobody should interfere. Jack explains with a 

desperate note, “It’s not your business, it’s his business. No, it’s 

not even that, it’s ours. All of ours. It’s our business”. 67  

 

 

 In their further attempts as they know one another involved 

in the loss of business they get together to discuss solution. It is 

ironical that Jack addresses the family members to establish 

descent, honest small family business’ who, in fact, are not at all 

honest. Jack considers it a matter of disgust that the family 

members conspired to swindle Ken. As a matter of solution Jack 

suggests to stop doing business with the Rivettis. He further 



  

suggests for no more cut - price sales and to sell the products 

through the proper outlets at the correct prices. Roy considers that 

the workers won’t like such steps as their wages are low. Anita 

brings a doubt about Mr.Hough’s detection. She reveals that 

Mr.Hough wants to meet Desmond and her as he has found their 

involvement in the matter. Desmond is frightened. Against 

Desmond’s fear Jack consoles him, “I’ll cancel him. I’ll phone him 

tonight and tell him we no longer require his services. That solves 

it”. 68 

It’s in fact a suggestion towards getting loose in moral values. Roy, 

Anita end Cliff suggest rightly that Mr. Hough might not be 

satisfied with stander payment and he ask for more even to leave 

the job. By the way Anita tries to introduce Orlando for help, 

indirectly blackmailing Jack. Jack’s goodness is witnessed in his 

speech as he says,  

…I have no intention of indulging in any more blackmail, 

bribery, corruption or anything else. Is that understood? 

From now onwards, all our business is going to be conducted 

above board. My God, if we start giving five hundred quid 

here and five hundred quid there to every-69 

  



  

As a collective effect they try to sort out the sum to give Mr. 

Hough. When Jack listens to the sum in thousand he is ‘boggled’. 

Cliff and Anita get him more angry as they reveal: 

 
ANITA:  Yes, you’ll have to be the one to deal with it, 

Jack. 

JACK:  You want me to do the bribing as well? 

ANITA:  Seriously. It’ll have to be you. 

JACK:  (rising in fury) That’s it. No more. Not another 

word… 

CLIFF:  Wait a second, Jack. Wait a sec… 

ANITA:  It has to be you, Jack. You’re employing the 

man. 

JACK:  Good day. I am leaving now before I commit 

damage. 70 

Poppy and Tina converse about the business and the roles of 

Desmond, Anita and Cliff. They are surprised to find out 

involvement of the family members. Tina’s statement related to 

criminality surprises us more to think about morality. They put it in 

the following conversation:  

TINA:  I mean, I’d –I’d got really sick of him, I can’t 

tell you. I mean, that’s dreadful, isn’t it? The 



  

man I loved - had my children with - promised 

to share my life with - and my heart used to sink 

when I heard him at the door. I mean, some 

evenings  I used to sit and pray he’d been run 

over, just so’s we wouldn’t have to talk to each 

other… There. Isn’t that awful? I feel so 

ashamed even saying it. But now all this 

business. Well, he can’t be completely daft, can 

he ? Otherwise he couldn’t … well, if you’re 

going to be a criminal you’ve got to have some 

sort of brain, haven’t you? I mean, any fool can 

be honest, can’t they? You know what I mean?   

Poppy: …  yes, I thinks so. I don’t know your dad would 

agree, though. 

TINA:  (doubtfully) Well, he wouldn’t would he? That 

makes him out a complete idiot, doesn’t it?  71 

  
Tina appears to be somewhat mature to Samantha. She has 

understanding and social attitude whereas Samantha is childish but 

rude. She uses to steal things and take drugs. Tina warns Samantha 

against all these criminal acts. Samantha is enough to shatter Jack’s 

morality. Against all Jack’s moral concepts she stands opposite.  



  

 

TINA:   What? What have you stolen now? 

SAMANTHA:  Don’t tell Mum. (She unwraps the bundle 

partially to reveal its contents) 

TINA:   Whatever is it ? 

SAMANTHA:  CD player. Compact disc. 

TINA:  Sammy! Honestly, you’re mad. Haven’t 

you got enough sound gear already? It’s 

like Abbey Road Studios, your room. 

SAMANTHA:  I’m not having this, I’m reselling it. 

TINA:   Why? 

SAMANTHA: Because I need the money, that’s why. 

TINA:   What for? 

SAMANTHA:  To buy things. 

TINA:   What things? 

SAMANTHA:  Things. Mind your own business. (after a 

pause) Things.  

TINA: Oh, Sammy, you’re not into that, are 

you? 

SAMANTHA:  Into what? 



  

TINA:  You know what I’m talking about. Those 

things - whatever you call them. Drugs. 

Are you into drugs? 

SAMANTHA:  Sssh ! No. 

TINA:   Truthfully. 

SAMANTHA:  No! Not seriously, anyway. 

TINA:  Sammy, they’re terribly dangerous. They 

keep telling you… they can kill you, you 

know. 

SAMANTHA:  So can picking your nose with a 

screwdriver… 

TINA:  Oh, don’t be so childish… 

SAMANTHA:  Look, you don’t know anything about it. 

It’s only if you do it regularly. I’m not 

doing it regularly. I can’t afford to, 

anyway. 

TINA:   Sammy… 

SAMANTHA:  Bugger of, Tina. Go and pot your 

baby…72 

 

Jack is very much embarrassed to deal with the issue. As an 

honest man, it’s very unsuitable to him to bribe Mr.Hough. He 



  

even lies to his wife when asked about the briefcase. Even his 

behaviour leads her to doubt that he might have stolen money. The 

act of hiding the suitcase in the kitchen gets her worried. Jack 

justifies, “This is the last bloody favour I’m doing that lot…..’’ 73 

Jack doesn’t know to deal with person like Hough and he 

underestimates him with five thousand pounds. When Hough 

doesn’t become ready and says that he feels offensive with that 

sum, Jack fumbles in his speech and pretends to find out a paper of 

the sum and he says, 

 …I may have got it slightly wrong, the sum… you know, 

I’ve had a head full of figures all day… it could have been 

nearer six thousand, now I come to think of it…where did I - 

? I wrote it down somewhere… No. It’s not in there. No, I’m 

almost certain now think about it, that it was six. Six, seven, 

something like that. 74 

When Benedict Hough asks for fifty thousand Jack stands shaken. 

He knows that the sum is unbearable for the family members 

though he tries to maintain as much dignity as he can muster. He 

informs other members about it and with Cliff he goes to Desmond 

with hope. They get disappointment as Desmond can offer only 

seven thousand. Roy and Desmond force Cliff to sell the car but 

Cliff doesn’t take decision himself and phones Anita. Anita is 



  

engaged with Vincenzo in her bedroom and rebukes Cliff when he 

phones her. When they reach her house she is found slightly naked. 

It brings her prostitution in light. Even Desmond and Cliff verbally 

fight for the matter of money. 

On the another end Benedict doubts the waiting. Benedict is very 

intelligent man he doubts the movement and hypnotize Poppy 

saying, “I’d walk straight into the room where whatever it was had 

been hidden and I’d look straight at whoever I knew had hidden 

it…”75 

 In his search Benedict finds out the suitcase and tries to run 

away. He hurts Poppy where Poppy calls for Tina. They fight 

fiercely on the ground for the attaché. Benedict, when attacked by 

two women talks of dignity and threatens them. He says “I warm 

you, ladies, I’m much stronger than I look. I don’t want to hurt 

you. But I may be forced to if you don’t - Aaah! ...Now, this is 

becoming very undignified…” 76 

 

Jack is tested against immorality of the family members. 

Ultimately, when there is no way out for solution, Anita reveals the 

solution saying, “The only solution, as we see it, and we’ve talked 

it round and round, is that we hand the original money over to 



  

Vincenzo in there and he’ll get his brother to do the rest. Arrange 

for Mr Hough to have a little accident. Nothing dramatic.”  77 

Hearing the final solution Jack leaves for the home. At home 

Jack finds Benedict fallen motionless. In their attempt to save 

money Poppy, Tina and Samantha strangle with Benedict. 

Samantha hits him fiercely on his head and he falls breathless. All 

are frightened but they get their strength as Jack shows his favour 

for the action. He says, “All right. That’ll do. THAT’LL DO.” 78 

The expressions really surprise the family members. Jack consoles 

them as if explaining a child that they will get rid of Benedict with 

his murder.  

An honest man turns very immoral in his actions gradually. 

He informs Poppy about her father’s seventy fifth birthday on the 

next day. Jack is found detached to morality. He doesn’t care for 

Benedict but calls for a party. He is the different Jack from the Jack 

who talked about trust and principles. The circumstances lead him 

to enter into immoral ways. The party scene amid the crimes is 

surprising. The family members along with Italian show their 

victory over circumstances and they enjoy it. The scene with 

climax is well set by Ayckbourn where he sets with immoral 

blackmailing. The following conversation highlights their final 

crime of selling drugs: 



  

JACK: …. What’s the matter with the Italians, then? 

CLIFF:  They’re proving a bit expensive, Jack, that’s all. 

I mean their bill for the removal and disposal of 

our friend is costing an arm and a leg, if you’ll 

pardon the expression. 

JACK:  How much? 

CLIFF:  Fifty. 

JACK:  That’s blackmail, that is. 

CLIFF:  I know. But we weren’t in much of a position to 

argue, Jack. And, I mean, with the Rivettis you 

got all the equipment, the van, the boat. They 

probably even had the proper lead weights. 

JACK: Right. So where’s that leave us? Overdrawn, 

doesn’t it? 

CLIFF:  Well, I took the liberty, Jack. I took the liberty 

of doing a deal in kind. 

JACK:  What deal? 

CLIFF:  It appears they could find a use for our own 

domestic furniture distribution network for the 

circulation of urgent medical supplies. 

JACK:  Urgent medical supplies? what are we talking 

about here? Are we talking about drugs? 



  

CLIFF:  No, medical supplies. 

JACK:  Don’t try telling me the Rivettis have joined the 

International Red Cross. They mean drugs. No 

way. 

CLIFF:  Now, Jack 

JACK:  Forget it. 

CLIFF:  Jack, I know it’s a dirty, filthy, stinking 

business.  

JACK:  Right. 

CLIFF:  And normally, I would say no, with you. 

Categorically no. But these are what they term 

urgent medical supplies. Meaning they are only 

intended and I have their solemn now on that - 

they are only intended for established users 

who, if denied their regular supply well, it 

would entail a great deal of unnecessary 

suffering… 

JACK:  No, I’m sorry, I- 

CLIFF:  Yes, I know it’s a dirty, filthy, stinking, lousy, 

disgusting business, Jack- but we do have a 

solemn undertaking that there will be no first 

time user involved here, Jack. Otherwise, I 



  

would say no with you. No, no and again 

categorically no. 

JACK:  We have that undertaking? 

CLIFF:  we do. 

JACK:  Well. This is just a one-off, you understand. 

You tell them I’m not doing this on a regular 

basis. It’s only till we’ve paid them off. 79 

Anita tackles even Harriet for good relation with Desmond 

so that she may not go away from family decisions. They all 

collectively celebrate Ken’s birthday with party. When Poppy 

argues about Yvonne’s wearing jewels that she has stolen them as 

they are her mother’s diamonds Jack tries to stick to his pseudo 

morality. The last speech of Jack reveals no trust, no principles but 

only unity for avoidance of uncertain troubles. He says, “… We’ve 

had our share of troubles and we’ve seen them off. And together, I 

can promise you this, we will continue to see them all off- whoever 

they are and wherever they come from. Ladies and Gentleman, I 

give you the family business!” 80 

 There could scarcely be a more comprehensive picture of a 

world without a complete ethical foundation than that shown us in 

(1987). It is not world without a value system; it endorses 

absolutely the virtues of entrepreneurship with its emphasis on self-



  

help, personal profit and individual fulfillment. But in the end it 

proves inadequate. The moral compromisers in the family draw 

Jack McCracken into their world of corruption; it is one which 

involves stealing, prostitution, drug dealing and murder. Driven 

almost entirely by materialistic hunger, in the play’s final scene 

they offer a devastating theatrical image on the multiple set. In one 

room our ‘hero’ is conspiring with the mafia in drug trafficking 

whilst in another the family celebrates its unity of purpose. 

Upstairs in the bathroom, Jack’s daughter, Samantha, is injecting 

heroin into her arm. The play develops questions about the 

prevailing moral and ethical national mood through the medium of 

comedy and on an apparently domestic level.  

 

 It’s surprising that Jack starts with good intentions but his 

corruption is total. In the final scene, unaware that his daughter has 

become a heroin addict, he delivers another speech indicating his 

complete acceptance of their dishonesty. Any resemblance Jack 

may by this point bear to a mafia grandfather is intentional, for the 

methods by which he might ‘see off’ any future troubles are bound 

to be underhand. His story serves to emphasize futility of idealism 

in a world ruled by commerce. In fact, this is not just a play about 

the assimilation of an honest man into an evil world, given its 



  

historical context, it’s hard not to read it also as an attack on Mrs. 

Thatcher’s ambition to make businessmen of us all. It equates the 

business with crime and corruption.  
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 “Life is not a game… There’s 

a much bigger board, for one 

thing. People keep stealing your 

counters and changing the 

rules.  Life’s a lot more 

complicated and a good deal 

harder to play.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

THE RELATION WORLDLY 

MATTERS TO PERSONAL 

MPRALITY AS A CENTRAL THEME 

IN THE REVENGERS’ COMEDIES. 
 

Drama has become one of the principal means of 

communication of ideas and, even more importantly, modes of 

human behaviour in our civilization: drama providers some of the 

principal role models by which individual from their identity and 

ideal, sets patterns of communal behaviour, forms values and 

aspirations, and has become part of the collective fantasy of the 

masses – with the adventures of the heroes of television series, the 

comic characters of situation comedy, the powerful demi-gods of 

the cinema taking the place occupied by the heroes of the popular 

culture, folklore and myth of previous ages. There remain two 

central, core concepts – the sense of conflict, the question of 

realism and one important distinction – between physical or surface 

realism important in drama. The “Slice of life” drama (called 

naturalistic) gratifies us by showing the emotion, conflict, tragedy, 

comedy to be found in everyday life. Drama presents more a form 

of psychological realism-for it is the thoughts, the emotions, the 

desires, the needs, the fears – the inner life of human beings – that 

the dramatist wants to be realistic and ring true in his play. John 



  

Cadden rightly estimates, “A sense of Conflict – between the 

individual and his ideals or values, the individual and his 

environment, the individual and spiritual (even supernatural) 

forces, or between the individual and other individuals – is 

frequently important in novels and poems. However, in drama, it is 

crucial ever-present.”  1 

 Among the twentieth century dramatists Alan Ayckbourn 

diversified in the last two decades of the twentieth century in his 

treatment of plays with seriousness and bleakness. Look Back in 

Anger and the Wesker trilogy offered powerful explorations of 

social and political issues from the standpoint of the idealistic 

individual who is constantly at the mercy of a stultifying, wrong – 

headed and all – powerful bureaucracy. The works of Pinter and 

Stoppard combine absurdist elements with social comment of 

which printer has developed an effective comedy with ambiguous, 

deceptively casual dialogue, intriguing situation and a fine balance 

between comedy and strange suspense. Stoppard teases his 

audience with a seemingly flippant treatment of deep philosophical 

and psychological themes, bizarre character and situation, and 

scintillating comic dialogue. O.Neill adapted the seriousness of 

Ibsen exploring the tormented psyches and relationships of his 

characters in a range of different techniques. Arthur Miller 



  

concerned for liberal values and individual and social morality in 

The Death of a Salesman and The Crucible. Tennessee Williams 

provided emotionally tense plays that observe the ways in which 

sensitive individuals are destroyed by failure, loneliness and 

obsessions they can not fulfill. The English plays experienced 

variety of treatment in various hands. 

 Alan Ayckbourn, among them considered middle class 

issues prior to politics. One by one he has tackled socio-moral 

issues in his comedies. Andrew Sanders rightly appreciates: 

“Alan Ayckbourn’s success has been based not simply on his 

sure ear for ordinary conversation or on his sharp 

observation of the whims, vices, irrationalities, and 

snobberies of precisely the kind of people who come to see 

his plays, but on his ability to amuse and provoke without 

giving offence.” 2     

It is an exploration of man’s unconscious inhumanity to man that 

forms the heart of Alan Ayckbourn’s work. Ayckbourn sees 

underdogs everywhere, amongst men and women, in families and 

friendships, sympathetic personalities and unsympathetic ones. 

Ayckbourn depicts virtual non-existence of set moral codes any 

more, and the fallacy of trying to live by one in . Duncan Wu aptly 

puts difference between  and The Revengers’ Comedies- both 



  

based on Thatcherite world of business, “True love is the best way, 

of all – and it is the one thing denied to the man of Stratton family. 

That is what makes Time of My Life tragic and The Revengers’ 

Comedies comic.”3 

 It’s tendency of modern society that human beings are led to 

isolation in place of society. Isolation either brings creativity or 

destruction. Ayckbourn portrays Jerome, a modern man who 

ignores real love and attempts to compose artificial love without 

realizing, ignoring love of his wife and the child. He faces self- 

destruction, like wise most of the characters like Susan, crave for 

love and warmth. The last phase of twentieth century forces man to 

be a machine. Ayckbourn handles the business enterprises with 

corruption and malpractices both in A Small Family Buisness and 

The Revengers’ Comedies. Long before Thatcher era, Ayckbourn 

had initiated plays on a critique of a ‘Mammon- based’ society. He 

depicted avarice and greed in Absurd Person Singular. 

 The corrupt political environment which these characters 

inhabit is instantly recognizable as that of the late 1980s – even the 

Iran-Contra scandal gets mention. As usual, Ayckbourn uses it as 

the back it as the backdrop for a discussion of ethics on a more 

immediate, individual level. The Revengers’ Comedies exposes 

Henry’s character as a victim of shrewd business. 



  

 The first act opens with introduction of Henry Bell, the 

protagonist working for a multinational. He is very innocent in the 

world of business like so many of Ayckbourn’s protagonists. 

Henry Bell is fired by the cunning officers in the name of 

‘restructuring the management team.’ Henry Bell rescues a young 

lady with moral codes who was trying to commit suicide. With a 

striking exposition Henry confronts his own nature. He meets the 

lady - a company who condemns multinational. Surprisingly Henry 

Bell comes to know corruption and conspiracies going on in 

practical life. Henry Bell innocently asks Karen whom he rescues 

and talks after her attempt of committing suicide. 

 Alan Ayckbourn sets the plot in a way that it fits to the 

structure of the play well. His main job is to expose reality of the 

Thatcher world of business and corruption prevailing in that world. 

Having been fired by the executives for unknown reasons Henry 

Bell is disappointed. Alan Ayckbourn gives the modern 

surrounding framed for invitation to temptation. 

 Henry Bell is diligent end technically well – built in 

business. Henry experiences the same quality and mental stress as 

Jack McCracken faces in . His anger and dissatisfaction is marked 

in the speech after her attempt of committing suicide on Albert 

Bridge. He says: 



  

HENRY:  Multi. Multi. Multi. 

KAREN:  Polluting the rivers, poisoning the atmosphere 

and secretly funding right – wing 

revolutionaries. 

HENRY:  Those are the chaps. 

KAREN:  Why did they fire you? 

HENRY:  Oh. All the jargon. Redefining the job profile. 

Rationalizing the department. Restructuring the 

management team. Which essentially meant 

either get promoted or get out. And, innocent 

that I was, so certain that I’d been doing a good 

job, I sat there fully expecting to be promoted.4 

Henry’s realisation of organisational politics becomes 

turning point. As an innocent fellow he is starkly opposed to the 

inhumanity of organisational politics - a feature thinly disguised by 

the jargon used to justify his redundancy Realising the  politics 

Henry feels shocked and tries to comprehend the situation. Karen 

rightly satirises the multinational companies as polluting rivers, 

poisoning the atmosphere. Practicality wins over ethos, remains to 

be the centre of Henry’s arguments. Both Karen and Henry face the 

same situation. Karen is less practical and flexible than Henry 

hence she reacts powerfully on the politics of abusers. Henry Bell 



  

is Alan Ayckbourn’s mouth – piece searching an identity of a 

modern honest man in the world. He is suspicion on morality 

echoes here. It is doubtful to find out an honest man in the 

dishonest world. It reminds us the golden proverb that everything is 

fair in love, war and politics. It’s the organizational politics – 

success is not granted to those who work diligently but it is granted 

to those who use politics without any hesitations and relation. The 

play has some alikeness with the new dimensioned Stoppard’s play 

Arcadia. Duncan Wu rightly puts: 

Arcadia is a kind of passage from innocence to experience. 

On the verge of her seventeenth birthday (and her death), she 

understands not merely why the earth and its inhabitants are 

doomed, but why such things mean little in the face of love. 

She is not the only one to make this journey: though engaged 

in several affairs of a purely carnal nature at the outset, 

Septimus is compelled on the eve of Thomasina’s death to 

realise that a more profound passion exists between them 

than any he has previously experienced. None of this is 

explicitly stated, but by the moment of his final remarks to 

Thomasina, the audience is ware that after her death he will 

spend the remainder of his life grieving for her in the guise 

of the hermit of Sidley Park.5 



  

 

  Henry Bell and Karen’s journey is also from innocence to 

experience. Henry Bell knows well that success doesn’t worship 

the innocents. The sentence is significant in bringing awareness of 

politics prevailing at every stage.  Karen Knightly, on hearing 

Henry’s arguments decides to enter into revenge. She is so 

possessive of the case of Henry that she irritates Henry for revenge 

on the multinational. She even believes them to be the centre of 

pollution and corruption. Her revenge pact is to destroy the 

multinational in the company of Henry Bell. 

 Justification of his redundancy with the jargon used by the 

executives brings mental turmoil for him. Only belatedly he 

realizes that success is granted to those who break the rules. He 

realizes one practical aspect that rules and ideals become resistant 

power for success. He realizes that it needs techniques for getting 

promotion. Hard-work, values and sincerity only do not work for it. 

He rightly says:  

You’ve also got to be working the system. Chatting up the 

right people.Buying the drinks that matter. Arranging the 

cosy little dinner with the boss’s P.A. Taking the right lift at 

the right moment with the right people. Going down – Hallo, 



  

Mr Pride, Sir – fancy bumping into you, remember me? 

Losing the right game of squash. Missing the right putt. 

Winning the right rubber. Licking he right shoes. Sending 

the right Christmas cards. Driving the right car. Choosing the 

right suit. Wearing the right bloody underwear. Screwing the 

right secretary. 6 

 The world in which Henry inhabits is the world of 

practicality and Duncan Wu rightly appreciates,  “The losers in the 

society Henry inhabits are those for whom love is more than a 

means of self-advancement. All human activity, from the most 

banal to the most personal, has been debased to the level of a game 

in which worldly success is all.” 7 

 

There is difference between realizing love and falling in love. Love 

is used with the same ethos as postulated Jerome in  

Henceforward…, that love can be logged on to a floppy disk: 

I want to express the feeling of love in an abstract musical 

form. In such a way that anyone who bears it – anyone- no 

matter what language they speak – no matter what creed or 

colour – they will recognize it – and respond do it – and 

relate it to their own feelings of love that they have or 



  

they’ve experienced at some time-so they say – yes, my 

God, that’s it! That’s it is! And may be who knows, 

consequently, there might be a bit more of it.8 

  Jack in  feels the same embarrassment as he believes in trust 

and honesty but he enters against them slowly and deeply.    

 Alan Ayckbourn handles the characters flourishing in their 

roles and then he gets them fall down to bring seriousness in his 

dramas. Bernard Levin has identified the growing power of 

seriousness with the play Just Between Ourselves(1976) saying, 

“The verdict must be that with this Mr.Ayckbourn has grown up… 

Alan Ayckbourn has gained immense reputation with a series of 

plays in which puppets dance most divertingly on their strings. 

Here he has cut the string then stuck the knife into the puppets. 

They bleed.” 9 

 Ayckbourn has used the same treatment with Henry Bell. 

Disappointed and scared he has to face the consequences of 

redundancy. Alan Ayckbourn moves ahead to highlight the 

question of living justly. Henry Bell has fallen in darkness due to 

injustice done to him. He is somewhat consoled by Karen 

Knightly. Karen and Henry are allowed remission from a watery 

grave so that they can attempt to find a way of life that transcends 

the degraded morays of Thatcherite Britain and that reasserts some 



  

concept of humane conduct. Henry is unable to find out a way but 

Karen, a willful woman is the first to provide an answer:  

KAREN:  Revenge, Henry Bell, revenge. 

HENRY:  Revenge? 

KAREN:  (Excitedly) that’s why we’re being kept alive, 

Henry Bell, you and I. Why we weren’t allowed 

to die. We’re unquiet spirits, if you like, with 

unfinished business. The wrongs that have been 

done to us have got to be put right. We’re never 

going to rest, either of us until we’ve done 

that.10  

 

 Karen finds the only aim at their life and that is revenge. She 

is perfectly committed to take revenge. She finds no place of values 

in taking revenge. On the contrary, Henry Bell is uncertain to 

decide his side. He asserts unknowingly,  “No! yes… I agree with 

you.”11 Ayckbourn leads the scene to the multinational. Karen 

assumes that she and Henry are doomed; they are ‘being kept 

alive’, ‘unquiet spirits’ who will die after they’ve revenged each 

others wrongs. Karen hopes for Henry’s company in that way. 

 “The whole revenge motif”, as Duncan Wu writes “is 

borrowed from Patricia Highsmith’s Strangers on a Train, and 



  

Karen shares with Bruno, the effete, well-to-do-bachelor of 

Highsmith’s novel, a deranged psychology.”12 

 The play moves to schematizing the plot to face the spiritual 

desolation that  epitomized 1980. Designing revenge Karen uses 

sharp psychological traits with Henry Bell. Henry Bell, though 

“enters into a devilish pact with the fearsome Karen Knightly…, 

little realizing the ruthlessness with which she will sweep through 

the world of multinational big business, capitalizing on the moral 

ambiguities of some of its practices.”13  

 Karen handles her motif with efficiency that she leads 

several executives in Henry’s multinational either to collapse or to 

kill themselves to gain her bargain. On behalf of Henry, Karen is 

sworn to take revenge and Bruce Tick, the arch opportunist is 

defeated. In company of Karen Henry becomes slightly inactive but 

accompanies her in conspiracies. Experiencing power of Karen’s 

desolate psyche Henry exclaims, “God knows what will happen! 

Bruce Tick is drowned.”14 Having been blinded with Karen’s 

conspiracies, Henry attempts to find a relief from turmoil. Henry 

Bell attempts to set free from such heavy, serious business of 

setting executives to corruption. 

 Meanwhile, Karen offers Henry a responsible duty of 

murdering and harming her sexual rival, Imogen Staxton- Billing, 



  

her neighbour as climax of her malpractices and conspiratorial 

glee:  

KAREN:  Henry, do whatever you to Imogen. Even 

murder. I don’t wish her as rival. 

HENRY:  What! No! 

KAREN:  Follow the rules. I want her away from the 

world…15 

 

 In his operations with Imogen Staxton Henry loses his heart. 

On the contrary, Karen goes deep in her conspiracies. Having 

watched it with conspiratorial glee, resulted from success in 

revenge, Karen doesn’t stop only to revenge on multinational but 

she takes it to every step and stage. She is like Dr. Faustus - 

severely seeking power and self-interest. She focuses her centre of 

attention only to pursuit of power and self - interest. She becomes 

relentless and fanatical to the point of perversity and forces to 

murder even innocent lady Imogen. 

 Ayckbourn is clever and tactful enough to draw a thorough 

picture of injustices and malpractices of the society. He draws 

pictures of abused and abusers of power efficiently. In the modern 

world moral values are left aside which leads people to destruction. 



  

In her attempts to seek pleasure through revenge she becomes 

power seeker. She avoids all chances leading her to values. In his 

attempts, Alan Ayckbourn moves to highlight moral vacuum. 

Karen Knightly asserts “In a world of power no place to humanity 

and sympathy.”16 

 As Karen moves ahead in her devilish pact of revenge to 

seek power Henry Bell seeks a way that may lead him to values. 

He says, “I can’t stay any more with power hungry Karen. No more 

with evil…”17 Alan Ayckbourn shows confrontation or right and 

wrong, good and bad.  He says, “Most of the time we know the 

right decision, but sometimes we choose to make the wrong one. 

All I’m saying is that in the end we live to regret that wrong 

decision. There is a right way to live.”18 

 Henry Bell selected wrong choice with Karen but finally he 

diverts to right choice as he falls in love with the victim of Karen- 

Imogen. Revenge melts away with warmth of love. Henry becomes 

aware of the evil of a truly power hungry personality when allowed 

to enter a moral void. It is the question of living justly taken 

seriously and it makes The Revengers’ Comedies comparatively 

optimistic that it attempts to respond that question. Realising 

Henry’s gradual detachment of their agreement with revenge, 

Karen becomes upset. When she knows about Henry’s sharing love 



  

with Imogen in place of murdering she feels broken. Her sticking 

to rules leads her to destruction. In the wake of a series of dramatic 

works in which love is disempowered, mocked and rejected, The 

Revengers’ Comedies attempts to revalue it, to redefine it in the 

face of the spiritual desolation. The conspiratorial glee becomes the 

central force of Karen’s power. Karen appears like Iago who finds 

pleasure in other’s destruction. It is moral that the vice of 

conspiratorial glee ultimately leads to destruction of the self. Moral 

absolutists face bitter consequences as Susan in Woman in Mind, 

Gerry in Time of My Life and Karen in The Revengers’ Comedies 

all move towards self - destruction. Against Jack McCracken in  

Henry Bell doesn’t surrender Karen’s evil nature but finds a secure 

moral locus through his love for Imogen Staxton - Billing and 

saves his life. Having been fed up with conspiracies, Karen falls 

down morally and reveals Henry’s fault: 

 

KAREN:  That is entirely contrary to what we agreed. I’m 

afraid you’re not able to do that, Henry Bell, 

that is breaking the rules. I’m sorry, I can’t 

allow you to break the rules. Out. Fault. Out. 

HENRY:  Karen, I’m not talking about rules. I’m talking 

about real life – this is real life- 



  

KAREN:  (Blazing) And I’m talking about rules which are 

a bloody sight more important- 

HENRY:  Karen, Karen. This is reality. Real, do you 

understand? It is not a game. Life is not a game, 

Karen. 

KAREN:  (Quietly) Who told you that? 

HENRY:  It happens to be the case. There’s a much bigger 

board, for one thing. People keep stealing your 

counters and changing the rules. Life’s a lot 

more complicated and a good deal harder to 

play. Take it from me.19 

 

Only by his acceptance that life is essentially anarchic, 

innately resistant to laws, has Henry reconciled himself to injustice. 

His earlier innocence gave rise to a rule bound philosophy whereby 

he believed that hard work would necessarily lead to promotion. 

Karen on the other hand will never outgrow her need for a world 

governed by invisible structures. She ignores abstract feelings like 

love, virtue and benevolence. She prefers only rules in business to 

anything else. 

 Ayckbourn works on moral consciousness all suit to one 

characteristic that self - destruction is resulted through abstraction. 



  

Duncan Wu appreciates aptly, “Inappropriate though it may seem 

to intellectualise about an essentially anti - intellectual posture, the 

feature of Ayckbourn’s work has vital implications for an 

understanding of his work.”20 Ayckbourn is found assuming that 

though naturally well intentioned, our moral nature is thwarted by 

the routine injustices of the world. He follows Rousseau’s 

statement, “Man was born free, and he is everywhere in chains.”21  

It is said that on being in chains everyday injustices lead to 

our birthright of benevolence and virtue. 

 Ayckbourn differs in his understanding Rousseau’s 

statement in a way that he believes that the chains are neither 

forged by government nor they may be shaken off; they are what 

we are. It is with the same truth that Karen in The Revengers’ 

Comedies fails to see beyond the rules and with no option commits 

a suicide. 

 Henry is redeemed on the other hand through his 

relationship with Imogen. He knows that outside world is lawless 

but love carries its obligations and is strong enough to fulfil them. 

With the power of love he reveals Imogen, “You know I have to 

murder you as a rule of revenge…”22 Though he knows that it 

might imperil their relationship, he takes the risk for the sake of 

love. Henry’s moral courage enables The Revengers’ Comedies to 



  

reclaim some of the hope relinquished in earlier works. Ayckbourn 

is against moral absolutists and has the massage that we can be 

true, we can recover our lost innocence, we can indulge our 

romantic aspirations providing that we do not deceive ourselves 

into thinking that such aspirations are governed by absolutes. The 

play displays relation of worldly matters to personal morality. 
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“If paradise exists, it is 

to be found on earth, in 

our dealings with those 

closest to us rather than in 

art or abstraction.” 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TIME OF MY LIFE 

 

 THE ABILITY TO SEPARATE 

GOOD FROM EVIL IS VITAL TO 



  

OUR SURVIVAL: THE THEMATIC 

HEART OF THE PLAY TIME OF MY 

LIFE 
Drama has become one of the principal vehicles of 

information, One of the prevailing methods of thinking about life 

and its situations. Gone are the days when experience of a dramatic 

performance was either a rare feast- day occurrence or restricted to 

the social elites of courts; or accessible only to the more affluent 

classes in the larger cities. Drama has become one of the principal 

means of communication of ideas and, even more importantly, 

modes of human behaviour in civilization: drama provides some of 

the principal role models by which individuals form their identity 

and ideals, set patterns of communal behaviour, forms values and 

aspirations.  Alan Ayckbourn has been a dramatist presenting 

issues of communal behaviour and values. He considered the 

relationships of abused and abuser in his plays. In Ayckbourn’s 

world the married state itself frequently becomes weapon of 

destruction and not only for the husband or wife. For when 

marriages break down they rarely implode. We get picture upon 

picture of the destruction caused by the fall out from a 

disintegrating nuclear family.  

 



  

Ayckbourn sets the play at the restaurant- it’s a family 

concern, shabby but clean. The tables set in the restaurant on 18th 

January indicate a family party. The characters Adam and 

Maureen, Glyn and Stephanie, Laura and Gerry are introduced one 

by one. Gerry is introduced as successful self-made businessman. 

Originally a builder, he has diversified and managed to weather 

economic storms and recessions through a combination of 

astuteness and ruthlessness. The ‘force’ Laura, the wife has played 

a vital role in her husband’s success as she is just as astute and 

every bit as ‘determined’. Ayckbourn introduces each character 

before opening the dialogues. The event of gathering is Laura’s 

fifty fourth birthday. Gerry and Laura is a well matched couple. If 

their ambitions and drives have diminished slightly over the years 

and given way to a certain complacency and self satisfaction, the 

pair is still on the board and in play in their own family concerns. 

Glyn and Adam are two ‘sons’. Glyn is at first glance his father’s 

son. He has tried to compete with an over competitive parent and 

failed. He has charm but little of his father’s ambition or drive; 

Stephanie is disturbed looking weak as she has got uncertainly 

marrying Glyn. Introducing Adam Ayckbourn calls him “the apple 

of his mother’s eye.’’ Maureen, the new introduction in the family 

is Adam’s girl friend.  



  

Ayckbourn reveals the past and future around the evening by 

clever use of flashbacks and flash-forwards. Ayckbourn opens the 

play at nearly the end of the party and concludes the play with the 

beginning of the party. In between the readers / spectators 

experience moral gaps of the family. 

At the opening of the play Ayckbourn uses technique of 

simultaneous conversations between Laura and Stephanie and 

Gerry and Glyn. Laura seems dominating as she talks about 

jewellery where as Stephanie simply affirms her beliefs. Gerry and 

Glyn talk about their business. Their conversations show us their 

business at recession: 

 

GERRY:  We’re not talking twenty years ago when a 

supplier was prepared to wait six, nine months – 

a year sometimes before he got paid. 

GLYN:  No, no- 

GERRY:  Most of the fellers we deal with nowadays, 

they’re not prepared to wait at all --- 

GLYN:  No, no, no- 

GERRY: -Because they, in turn, have got cash flow 

problems just like anyone else- 

GLYN: Yes, yes … 



  

GERRY: -  just as we have-1 

 

Their conversation is interrupted as Maureen, the girl friend of 

Adam, rises from the table and makes a dash for the door. Laura’s 

dislike for Maureen is expressed in the opening: 

 

LAURA:  Where does he find them? Where does that boy 

find them? 

GERRY:  (magnanimously) Well- 

LAURA:  No, seriously, Gerry, there are dozens of girls 

who’d be glad of him. Literally hundreds 

walking about out there. They’d give their right 

legs for a boy like Adam…2 

 

Laura differentiates both the sons as she finds problems with Adam 

and feels it easy for Glyn to find out a Girl. Glyn’s cleverness is 

revealed is such affairs: 

 

 



  

STEPHANIE:  It’s meeting them, you have to get to 

meet them first, don’t you? I don’t think 

Adam meets that many girls, does he, 

Glyn? 

GLYN:   No, I don’t think he meets that many-  

LAURA:  He could do if he wanted to- I don’t care 

what they say, even today it’s still easier 

for a man. I mean Glyn met you, didn’t 

he? 

STEPHANIE:  Yea, he did  

LAURA: I mean Glyn’s never had trouble meeting 

girls... 

STEPHANIE:  He hasn’t - 

LAURA:  There we are, then. No, the trouble with 

Adam is they meet him. He doesn’t have 

to look. They come out of the woodwork 

and seek him out, like that one did. He’s 

a sitting target for every little tart in the 

district. 3 

Gerry’s gentle nature is experienced as he expressed his 

concern for Maureen’s health. Laura sweeps out his goodness with 

bitter comments: 



  

 

GERRY:  Shouldn’t someone see how she is? 

LAURA:  She’s all right, Adam’s with her…. 

GERRY:  He’s not going to be much use, is he? Not if 

she’s bolted herself in the Ladies… 

LAURA:  She’ll manage. It’s her own fault. She was 

knocking them back like a goldfish… She had 

that champagne cocktail down in one gulp to 

start with, then she had three glasses of the 

Chablis…4 

 

 Laura is not ready to listen to any comment on Adam as she 

favours him more than Glyn. She isn’t ready to consider him older. 

She defends any remark pertaining to his maturity. Gerry explains 

her that Adam is not a ‘kid’, he’s twenty four years old, in response 

Laura says, “He is twenty three. He’s not twenty four till next 

October…” 
5  

 

 As Gerry considers him ‘a grown man’, Laura doesn’t agree. 

She even answers Glyn’s doubt of protection from girls and tries to 



  

convince all that it is her motherhood that inspires her to look after 

Adam: 

 

GLYN:  Twenty-three’s a grown man… 

LAURA:  Maybe for you it was, for Adam at that age he’s 

still finding himself. And he needs protecting 

from girls like that, who are just out for the 

main chance— 

STEPHANIE: I think you’re being really unfair to her, you 

know… 

GLYN:  Nobody protected me from girls like that… 

LAURA:  Well, you. You both went into your marriage 

with your eyes open. Nothing I could do about 

that. You had to find out for yourselves. Well, 

you’ve been through the tunnel, you’ve both 

come out the other side, sadder but wiser and 

with a bit of luck you’ve learnt your lesson, I 

hope, and you’ll know better next time. But 

with Adam, It’s different. He needs help, he 

can’t cope with these things on his own. He 

never could. 



  

STEPHANIE: He’s going to have to one day, isn’t he? 

LAURA:  Not while I’m around. I’m amazed at you, 

Stephanie. I thought as a mother yourself, you 

might understand how I feel. 6 

 

 Laura’s dominating nature is revealed everywhere in the 

play. Even Stephanie and Gerry understand it well. She answers 

Glyn that his mother is not of compromising nature and she has not 

been content with a hairdresser as the wife of Adam: 

 

GLYN:  What’s wrong with being a hairdresser 

…? 

STEPHANIE:   Nothing wrong with being a 

hairdresser… 

GERRY:   You know your mother….7 

 

Ayckbourn provides a chance to Glyn, Stephanie and Gerry to talk 

about Glyn and Stephanie’s bitter past. Gerry shows his 

satisfaction on seeing them together at the party. Gerry considers it 

the ‘better birthday present’ for Laura. Gerry tries to justify Laura’s 



  

nature and considers it a good sign that Glyn and Stephanie’s 

problem has been solved: 

 

GERRY:  I hope you appreciate, this business with 

you two getting together again - patching 

it up between you - it couldn’t have been 

a better birthday present for her, I’m 

telling you. 

STEPHANIE:  (not wishing to prolong this) Well, 

maybe- 

GERRY:   No, Steph, I don’t think you 

properly- I mean Glyn and I, we know 

her - and sometimes she comes over, you 

know, as maybe a bit blunt, plain spoken, 

you know. Even tough, sometimes, yes. 

Well, yes, Laura can be tough. But 

underneath all that, she’s a very 

vulnerable woman. A very caring person 

and someone who gets hurt quite easily. 

STEPHANIE:  Yes, I’m sure. 

GERRY:  Now you two, you’ve had your moments- 

you and her, Steph. I know you have. 



  

You’ve had your disagreements but let’s 

say. Starting today, it’s a new leaf, all 

right ? A new leaf for you and her, Steph. 

And a new leaf for you two. Right. 8 

 

Gerry goes to the height of justification for Laura’s family 

concerns that he relates it with Laura’s concern for grandchildren. 

Stephanie seems disagreeing with the matter. Stephanie argues that 

she could look after Timmy if she really loved grandchildren. 

Gerry clarifies that Laura didn’t look after Timmy for Glyn and 

Stephanie washed up their relations. Stephanie understands 

Maureen’s position and she shows her real concern for her. She 

asks for Maureen’s goodness and health. She understands the 

feelings of a woman as a woman and explains Adam about her love 

for him: 

 

ADAM:   Not like this. Never like this. 

STEPHANIE:  She’s certainly in love with you… 

ADAM:   you think so? How do you know? 

STEPHANIE:  Because I was looking at her- 

ADAM:   You could tell by looking at her? 



  

STEPHANIE:  Of course. It was obvious. She couldn’t 

take her eyes off you. 9 

 

 Laura, on the contrary shows her dislike for Maureen and 

doesn’t leave any chance of insulting her. She tries to convince 

Adam that she dislikes her because she and Gerry care for him and 

she warns him for Maureen is alcoholic: 

 

 

LAURA:  Well. I think you know what I’m going to 

say, don’t you? 

ADAM:   yes. 

LAURA:   Do I need to say it? 

ADAM:  No, You don’t like her. She’s not right 

for me. She’s common. She ate her melon 

with the wrong knife, I don’t know - 

LAURA:   Now, come on, be sensible- 

ADAM:   She wears her shoes on the wrong feet- 

LAURA: Now I’m not like that, you know that. 

I’m not. You know you’re free to choose. 

You’re perfectly free. You’re twenty- 



  

four years old in October and you’re old 

enough by to make your own mistakes. 

ADAM:   Then I will. 

LAURA:  All I’m saying is, we both care for you. 

You know that. We care for you more 

than anything in the world. So you have 

to see we both can’t just stand by and say 

nothing at all. What sort of people would 

we be if we did that?   

ADAM:  Yes, I realize that what you’re saying you 

feel is for the- 

LAURA:  If we stood there watching you throw 

your life away? 

ADAM:  I’m not throwing my life away- 

LAURA:  Adam, she’s an alcoholic- 

ADAM:   She’s not an alcoholic- 

LAURA:  Adam, darling, I’ve seen alcoholics. I’ve 

lived with them. Your own father’s 

brother, your Uncle David. He was an 

alcoholic. Please don’t try to teach me 

about alcoholics, Adam. Please. I’m 

telling you, that girl is a virtual alcoholic. 



  

ADAM:  Mum, it was only tonight. She was 

nervous. She never drinks normally. 

LAURA:  No, Adam. Listen. Listen to what you’re 

saying. What you’re saying is, you’ve 

never normally caught her drinking… 10 

 

 

Laura blackmails him emotionally with his uncle David’s 

example. She intensifies her claim with emotional blackmailing. 

She irritates Adam Saying that it will kill his father. Any how She 

tries to dominate her son: 

 

LAURA:  Maureen’s a young woman with a serious 

personal problem and a shrewd eye for 

the main chance- 

ADAM:   I’m not listening to this - 

LAURA:   Adam- 

ADAM:   I’m not. I’m sorry. 

LAURA:  Adam, do you want to break your father’s 

heart? Because that’s what you’re going 

to end up doing- 



  

ADAM:   Oh, bollocks- 

LAURA:  You want to kill your own father, go 

ahead— 

ADAM:   Oh, bugger off. 11 

 

 

Laura has complaints for Stephanie too. She doesn’t like her. 

Gerry likes her. Laura tells Gerry that she is ‘self-centred and 

selfish’ underneath. She says that she leads Glyn a dance. Laura 

defends Adam and criticizes Glyn. Gerry doesn’t like Adam’s 

profession but Laura considers it. Even Laura admits Maureen’s 

misbehaviour to Gerry. Gerry agrees with it. Laura seems to he 

‘worrier’ for Adam: 

 

LAURA:  Good health….What’ll happen to Adam, do you 

think? What’ll become of him? 

GERRY:  No. idea, he’s like you. I’ve never understood 

him, either. 

LAURA:  He is. He’s exactly like me. He’s a worrier. 

That’s what worries me. He ought to be settled. 



  

He ought to have found himself a career by 

now. A proper career. A proper woman. 12 

 

She refutes Gerry’s matter of job in the business. She considers 

Adam’s running poetry magazine worth: 

 

GERRY:  The job I offered. Adam had good money, good 

prospects. Not a desk job either. Not at all. 

Using his brain, getting out and about. Meeting 

different people. There’s a lot would be glad of 

that. But he’d rather waste his time with his 

poetry magazines and what have you… 

LAURA: That’s not wasting time …. 

GERRY:  He’s got a genius for timing. That boy. Four 

hundred businesses going to the wall every 

week, three million unemployed, world 

recession, God knows what else and he decides 

to start a bloody poetry magazine. I Mean, he’s 

a nice enough lad and he’s your son but in my 

opinion he’s a couple of sandwiches short of a 

picnic, that one. 



  

LAURA:  Our son, He’s our son. And it’s an arts 

magazine. It covers all the arts. Locally. 13 

 

 Ayckbourn takes us to ‘future’ time as Glyn and Stephanie’s 

story move ahead. Stephanie realizes Glyn’s character. They talk 

about family matters. Glyn suggests that he remains busy after his 

father’s death so he rarely looks after his wife and child. When 

Glyn shows his concern for them Laura is surprised: 

 

GLYN:   I miss you. 

STEPHANIE:  Do you? Really? 

GLYN:   Of course. 

STEPHANIE:  You really miss us? You’re not just  

saying that? 

GLYN:  Of course not. I wouldn’t say it if I didn’t 

mean it, would I? 

STEPHANIE:  You might. 

GLYN:   Why should I? Why should I do that? 

STEPHANIE:  Well- to keep me quiet. 

GLYN:   You think I’d do that? 



  

STEPHANIE:  You have done in the past, haven’t you? 

Said you loved me when you were- 

GLYN:  Now, that’s in the past. Well in the past. 

All right? That’s forgotten. We agreed. 

All right? 

STEPHANIE:  Yes 

GLYN:  I gave you my word, didn’t I. 14 

 

Glyn tries to confirm his truth by making the matter 

emotionally heightened. Stephanie reminds him of past promises. 

He says that he will keep promise to be with her for he has 

promised it to his parents, on the night of his father’s death. 

Stephanie aptly embarrasses him by doubting ‘happiness’. She 

considers their happiness to be their private matter and it doesn’t 

belong to anybody. Their efforts can make their life happier not 

promises. Stephanie and Glyn echo Gerry’s philosophy that 

nobody knows when he is happy. Glyn promises to make others 

happy but doesn’t keep them: 

 

STEPHANIE:  Why did you promise them? What’s it to 

do with them? 



  

GLYN:  It’s everything to do with them. I’m their 

son for one thing. 

STEPHANIE: It’s our marriage … 

GLYN:  Yes, and they-they were anxious that it 

succeeded. 

STEPHANIE:  Why? 

GLYN:  Because they wanted us to be happy. 

That’s natural, isn’t it? 

STEPHANIE:  But we weren’t happy, were we? 

GLYN:  maybe we weren’t them. But we are now, 

aren’t we? 

STEPHANIE:  Yes, we are now. But they weren’t to 

know we would be, were they? When 

you left me and went off to live with her 

that was because you were no longer 

happy with me, wasn’t it? You were 

happier with her, weren’t you? So if 

they’d had your happiness at heart they’d 

have suggested you stayed with her, 

wouldn’t they? Instead of coming back to 

me? 



  

GLYN:  I came back to you because I wanted to 

come back to you…. Me I decided it. 

Nobody else. Me. All right? 

STEPHANIE:  Then why did you need to make promises 

to them? 

GLYN:   Just to keep them happy, that’s all …. 

STEPHANIE:  I see. Did you promise her anything? Just 

to keep her happy? 

GLYN:   No, I did not. Don’t be stupid. 

STEPHANIE:  I Just wondered. 

GLYN:  She’s got a name you know. Her. She’s 

got a name. 

STEPHANIE:  I prefer her. 

GLYN:   Fair enough…  

STEPHANIE:  We are happy, aren’t we? 

GLYN:  Yes. We’re happy. I think we’re happy. 

Aren’t we? Pretty happy, anyway. Who 

the hell ever knows when they’re happy? 

I don’t know. 15 

 



  

 Ayckbourn moves us to present time where Gerry and Laura 

talk about recession in business. Gerry explains her that they are 

fair from being ‘bankrupt’. Laura’s arguments get him 

disappointed.   Meanwhile, Adam and Maureen are set in past time. 

Maureen is shown sitting miserably. Adam attempts to know the 

reason Maureen asserts that she is confused with the idea of 

Laura’s approval on the first meeting. She argues Adam that he 

needs them to approve Maureen. In efforts to impress Laura she 

has changed herself and she justifies that she likes to do what 

Adam likes and not Laura. Adam is confident of his love and he 

assures Maureen that it won’t make any difference to him whether 

they approve or disapprove her:  

 

MAUREEN:  Because you keep going on about it 

“Maureen, when you meet them, don’t 

say this, will you? Don’t say that” 

ADAM:  When. did I -? 

MAUREEN:   “Don’t wear that, will you, they won’t 

approve of that. Be careful not to swear. 

Will you? Don’t say condoms. pessaries 

and penis in front of my mother, will you 

?’’ 



  

 

ADAM:   (looking round, alarmed) Sssh! 

MAUREEN:  I’ve even dyed my bloody hair for her… 

ADAM:   Oh come on... 

MAUREEN:  It’s true. 

ADAM:   You didn’t dye it for her… 

MAUREEN:  Who else? Who else did I dye it this 

bloody boring colour for?  

ADAM:   You. 

MAUREEN:  Me. Why should I do that? I hate it like 

this. I loathe it I detest it like this. I can’t 

bear to look at myself… 

ADAM:   Well. For me then.  

MAUREEN:  Do you like it like this? 

ADAM:   Well, I ….yes…. 

MAUREEN:  Better than the way it was before? 

ADAM:   Er- well… 

MAUREEN: Exactly. It’s for her. I dyed it for your 

mother. So I’d look dead ordinary. I 

haven’t even met the woman and I’ve 

dyed my hair for her, 

ADAM:   You didn’t need to.  



  

MAUREEN:   I did deed to. 

ADAM:   Why? 

MAUREEN:  Because. 

ADAM:   Yes? 

MAUREEN:  Because. I want to be right for you. I 

want to look right for you. Because it 

matters so much to you- no, don’t argue, 

it does -and it has to be right. You need 

their approval so I have to be right for 

you. 

ADAM:   You are right for me. 

MAUREEN: I hope so. I really, really hope I am. I’ve 

got all my hopes on you, Adam. 

ADAM:  So what if they don’t approve? What the 

hell? What’s it matter? We’ll have to 

spend next Christmas on our own. Won’t 

we? Won’t make a scrap of difference to 

me, the way I feel about you. Just be you, 

that’s all. Be yourself. That’s who I fell 

in love with. That’s who I love. Don’t 

you see?  

MAUREEN:  I hope you believe that. 16 



  

 

Nevertheless, Maureen acquaints herself with everything to 

impress Laura. She asks about Laura and Stephanie’s dressing. In 

the state of uncertainty, Maureen tries to be sure about her 

impression and look so that they may like her. Maureen attempts so 

hard that she is not ready to accept their dislike as she says, “And it 

they don’t like me- well, fuck ’em.” 17 Maureen’s wish is to give 

something good to Laura from her self and she selects it as made 

by herself. 

 Laura doubts Maureen’s information about her parents and 

residence. Laura makes laugh of her dress on the birthday and she 

considers it as common as dirt. Corresponding the story of Glyn 

and Stephanie. Ayckbourn provides further gap in their marital 

status. Glyn, under the excuse of business, rarely meets Stephanie:  

GLYN:  Then why the hell do you come out to 

lunch if you don’t want to eat?  

STEPHANIE:  Why the hell do you think? 

GLYN:   I can’t imagine. 

STEPHANIE:  (angrily) To see you. How else do I get to 

see you? Book an appointment. 18 

 



  

 Stephanie gives good news of her getting pregnant and Glyn 

doesn’t hail heartily. He considers that illness is due to her not 

looking after well. Stephanie has to repeatedly ask whether he is 

pleased: 

 

STEPHANIE:  It’s all right- 

GLYN: -  haven’t I told you again and again to eat 

properly -? 

STEPHANIE: - it’s all right -  

GLYN: -  all this bloody stupid slimming- 

STEPHANIE:  (shouting him down) It’s all right. I’m 

pregnant, that’s all, I’m only pregnant, 

that’s all! 

 

GLYN:   (stunned) Pregnant? 

STEPHANIE:  Are you pleased? I hope you’re pleased. I 

am. Well, I am if you are, let’s put it that 

way. 

GLYN:   I’m- 

STEPHANIE:  You’re angry, aren’t you? 

GLYN:  No, of course not, I’m- 



  

STEPHANIE:  You’re pleased? You’re delighted? 

You’re ecstatic? You couldn’t give a toss 

either way? 

GLYN:  No, I’m pleased, I’m pleased for you. Of 

course I am. (He searches for something 

to say) Congratulations. 

STEPHANIE:  You had a hand in it, too. Well, maybe 

not a hand but  

GLYN:  When did we -when was it we…? 

STEPHANIE:  I things it was the night of the party- 

Mother’s birthday…. 

GLYN:   Oh, yes. 

STEPHANIE:  It had to be. We were in a bit of a 

hurry… 

GLYN:   (smiling) Yes, Bit drunk. 

STEPHANIE:  Not that drunk, do you mind? 

GLYN:   No, not that drunk. 19 

 

Looking Glyn embarrassed Stephanie realizes his intention and 

asks, “That’s shut you up, hasn’t it?” 20 

 



  

 On the contrary Maureen is aggressive and speaks out 

everything fairly. She doesn’t even spare her family as Adam asks 

about her family’s celebration of Christmas. Maureen reveals, :  

 

No, of course you can’t. Anyway, I wouldn’t subject you to 

that. I hate them. I hate them all. I hate my sister, she’s foul - 

she got horrible crinkly hair and pink wallpaper. And she has 

this revolting bald husband who puts glass doors in 

everywhere and a squealing baby with an orange face that 

you really want to sit on. And my mother, She’s vile, She’s 

so low, She’s really low. She sits there smoking this horrible 

home - made fags and coughing and complaining. And me 

grandad’s incontinent and the dog’s always got worms and 

the whole place stinks of stale bacon fat and I wouldn’t go 

back there if you paid me. 21 

 

She doesn’t feel startled to clarify Adam’s intention: 

 

ADAM:- (anxiously) Are you sorry we got 

engaged? 



  

MAUREEN:  Of course not. I’m very excited we got 

engaged. It’s the most wonderful thing 

that ever happened to me. It’s the only 

wonderful thing that ever happened to 

me, as a matter of fact, getting engaged to 

you…. I just wish we could…. 

ADAM:   What? 

MAUREEN: I wish we could tell somebody else about 

it. 

ADAM:   We will. 

MAUREEN:  When? 

ADAM:   Soon, as soon as- 

MAUREEN:  As soon as you’ve told your parents?  

ADAM:   Yes-  

MAUREEN:  And as soon as I’ve had their seal of 

approval, presumably. And when will 

that be -? 22 

 

Maureen doesn’t like Adam’s idea of approval. She gets angry and 

expresses, “Sometimes parents have a lot to answer for, don’t 

they?”  23 She is some what able to defy Laura’s intentions 



  

 

 Laura is shrewd like Iago who smells everything in advance. 

She doesn’t believe promises of Glyn and she considers Stephanie 

responsible for his lust: 

 

GLYN:  Glyn and Stephanie. And Timmy. At 

least they’re settled. 

LAURA:   Till the next time. 

GERRY:   There’ll be no next time. 

LAURA:   You sound very certain. 

GERRY:   He gave me his word.  

LAURA:   He what? 

GERRY:  Glyn. That he wouldn’t do it again. He 

gave me his word. 

LAURA:   Rubbish! 

GERRY:   This evening. In the Gents. 

LAURA:   How can he do that? How can anybody 

give his word on that? Certainly not 

Glyn. It’s in his nature. First good-

looking typist he meets in the lift, he’ll 



  

have his trousers round his ankles soon as 

look at her… 

GERRY:   He’s not like that- 

LAURA:  Mind you. Married to a dried up prune of 

a girl like her, who’d blame him. 

GERRY:   Oh, come on- 

LAURA:  I’m certain she keeps him on short ration, 

I’m sure she does… 

GERRY:   How can you know that? 

LAURA:  You can tell. You can always tell. You 

can tell from woman’s appetites. She toys 

with her food, she sips at her wine, she 

picks at her men. 

GERRY:  I’ve never heard any of this. It’s all 

nonsense. 

LAURA:  How do you know? You don’t know a 

bloody thing about women. You never 

have done. You think we’re from another 

planet. You’re not interested in them. 

Take them or leave them, you.  Mostly 

leave them.24  



  

Gerry is surprised at her reference, “Glyn’s like me. He’s 

inherited my needs. My appetites. We’re not the sort to sit and 

pick’ at our food. Never have been.” 25 Gerry thinks morally and 

doesn’t agree. Laura tempts him like Iago- tempts Othello. Gerry 

thinks according to his moral codes and assumes that Adam, 

Stephanie and he can control ‘appetites’. : 

 

LAURA:  No, in that respect -and only in that 

respect I hasten to add- Glyn’s like me. 

He’s inherited my needs. My appetites. 

We’re not the sort to sit and pick at our 

food. Never have been. 

GERRY:  What are you talking about? You’re both 

the same as everybody else. We’re all 

made exactly the same. We all want the 

same thing equally badly. Only some of 

us control it. Some of us don’t. It’s 

strength of mind, that’s all it is. I can 

control it. I’ve never strayed. I won’t say 

I’ve never been tempted but I’ve 

controlled it. Whereas Glyn obviously 

can’t Adam, well, I think he probably 



  

can, who the hell knows with him? You 

can, Stephanie can -so far as I know… 26 

 

Laura admits with overpowering force that Gerry can’t think that 

people can control their appetites and she says that they shouldn’t 

try to control. She heightens the intensity of Gerry by ignoring his 

arguments. She does the exact what Iago did with Othello. The 

critical situation for Gerry is created by Ayckbourn considering 

moral consciousness. Ayckbourn handles that poison of jealousy as 

slow and steady as Shakespeare does in “Othello” where Iago 

pours poison into Othello’s ears. Laura’s arguments get Gerry to be 

miserable. : 

 

GERRY:  No, hold on. Who are we talking about 

here? Not Stephanie, we’ve established 

that. We already know about Glyn. Not 

Adam, we think. Not me. Who does that 

leave us with, I wonder? 

LAURA:  I don’t know. 

GERRY:   (staring at her hard) Who is it? 



  

Laura appears not to hear him 

(Rising)Who is he, Laura? 

She continues to ignore him. 

(Moving closer to her and bellowing) 

Laura, who the bloody hell is he? 

For a second he makes as if to hit her but 

as he does so she turns to face him fully. 

The expression on her face causes him to 

check the blow 

LAURA:   (hissing at him with loathing) Don’t you 

dare. Don’t you dare lay one finger on 

me… 27 

They are interrupted with Calvinu, the owner of the 

restaurant, as he enters. The lateness of the hour and the drink have 

caused them to fall asleep. Laura and Gerry whisper furiously for 

Calvinu snores. Laura is repetitively asked a question about the 

name of the person who could not control his appetite. Laura 

suggests him to calm down otherwise he will drop dead in a 

minute. The biggest casualty of Gerry’s deluded nature is himself. 

Told to calm down for fear of giving himself a heart attack after 

Laura discloses her infidelity, he retorts, “I won’t be the one who 

drops dead. Have no fear about that. Whoever he is, he’ll be the 



  

one that drops dead because I’ll murder the bastard. I’ll kill him 

and I’ll thrash the living daylights out of you” 28  

His anger is true to the psychology of jealousy and to literary 

representations of it. Like Othello, Gerry depends on the security of 

his personal life in a world shaken by uncertainty. His trade is hit 

by recession and his crooked dealings keep the business afloat. The 

security of business is also in doubtful position as Glyn remarks 

after his death, “Goad knows what the old boy was playing at. 

Money missing from here. Money deposited there with no record at 

all of how it got there. Where it came from. I don’t know how he 

got away with it.” 29 

 

 Laura ignores his jealousy and reveals her infidelity not 

putting it straight in words but gives hints step-wise. In act II Laura 

responds that Gerry can not murder that person because, ‘he’s been 

dead since nineteen seventy four’. Gerry forces her to reveal it but 

Laura goes on hinting slowly with cold blood. Laura justifies that 

the person got her drunk and drove her station wagon and he was 

married. Calvinu’s interference delays the revelation of her 

infidelity. Even Calvinu is deceived by his wife who ran away with 

the inspector. Laura is so powerful that she doesn’t move or show 



  

any movement when Calvinu refers to David. She doesn’t care for 

Gerry’s stress as she asks, “You’ve been gone ages.  I thought 

you’d drowned yourself”- 30 Gerry replies to show his grief that he 

could well have done. It doesn’t provide any shock to Laura. She 

tells him not to take it seriously for ‘it was nothing.’: 

 

LAURA:   Oh, don’t be so melodramatic. 

GERRY:  I’ve reason to be, haven’t I discover, after 

thirty-two years, my whole marriage is 

based on a lie. I’ve been betrayed by my 

wife—with my own brother… My whole 

personal life been made a mockery – 

LAURA:   (impatiently) Oh, for God’s sake. Fifteen 

minutes. That’s all it was. In nineteen 

seventy-four. A month before he died, 

poor bugger. From the little pleasure we 

had from it, probably helped him on his 

way. 

GERRY:  God, you’re a cold woman sometimes, 

aren’t you? 



  

LAURA:  It’s the truth. Come on, Don’t be so 

stupid. It was nothing. 

GERRY:  Then why bother telling me if it was 

nothing? 

LAURA:  I don’t know. I thought it might amuse 

you. 31 

 

 Laura gives shock after shock revealing her infidelity to 

Gerry at ease. For Laura it was nothing but it was ‘pleasure’ for 

fifteen minutes at lunch time on Sunday once in their married life. 

She considers it to be helpful to ‘David’ to die happily. She asks 

Gerry to consider it positively for she doesn’t hide her secret. Laura 

reveals that her infidelity was the result of Gerry’s actions of 

hitting her. Laura mentions it in the play:   

 

LAURA:   Oh yes, you’ve hit me before now… 

GERRY:    Rubbish. 

LAURA:   It’s true. 

GERRY:   Only- only when you drove me to it… 

LAURA:  Only when you cared enough to bother, 

you mean. 32 



  

 

Laura reminds him and justifies that she has been faithful to him 

even those days: 

 

LAURA:  No, I didn’t. I just never told you about 

him at all. That’s not the same as lying. 

GERRY:  Don’t play with words. Don’t try and get 

clever with me. 

LAURA:   There’s been no-one else. Ever. All right? 

GERRY:   Well, I can’t believe you. I’m sorry. 

LAURA:   (suddenly furious) Then you’re a bloody 

fool, aren’t you? That’s all. If you knew 

how faithful I’ve been to you over the 

years… Oh no, not just sexually - but that 

as well - standing up for you time after 

time, fighting your corner even when I 

knew you were in the wrong… And you 

just took it, as if it was yours by tight. 

Your right that I’d always be there 

whenever I was wanted. Saying what I 

was expected to say, doing what I was 



  

expected to do. And never once - Well, 

bugger you, that’s all I can say, bugger 

you! … (Quietly) And I’m sorry for 

swearing. 33 

 

 Ayckbourn brings out the loose joints of the body called 

‘family’ one by one. Revealing Laura’s infidelity he reveals 

infidelity of her son Glyn with the came craft, intensity and 

justification. The striking element of their revelation to their life 

partners is that they don’t consider their acts shameful on their part. 

Glyn doesn’t think leaving Stephanie for Sarah ‘shocking’:  

 

GLYN:  I’m not doing anything that we haven’t 

agreed on between us. Right?  

STEPHANIE: Right. 

GLYN:  It’s best for you, it’s best for the kids, it’s 

best for me- 

STEPHANIE:  And best for her. 

GLYN:   I don’t think she enters into this, do you- 

STEPHANIE:  Oh, I think she probably does. You know. 



  

GLYN:   ((determinedly ignoring her sarcasm) 

It’s not like I’m leaving. I’m not walking 

out on you. I am not abandoning you. I 

gave my word on that and I stand by my 

word. I am still there when you need me, 

at the end of the phone, night or day, 

Rain or shine. And you come first, Steph. 

You know that. You and Timmy and 

little Jess will always come first. I have 

made that crystal clear to Sarah, She is 

strictly number two in the pecking order--

- 34 

 

 As Glyn approves his action of leaving Stephanie, he doesn’t 

blame himself for his action. He considers it their agreement. He 

consoles Stephanie: 

 

And you’re not to worry about money, either. I won’t keep 

you short. You’ll probably find you’re better off. Anyway, 

without me to worry about. Well, it may get a bit tight. I 

admit, for a week or two- until I’ve got this problem at work 



  

sorted out…  But there’s no way they re going to treat me 

like that and get away with it. I am demanding full 

compensation and I intend to fight them till I get it. And I 

don’t mean an offer of a so-called golden handshake where 

all I finish up with is two fingers. No, we’ll survive, never 

fear. There’s a lot of people showing interest in me at the 

moment. Word’s got round I’m on the market. I’m not going 

to be short of offers, don’t worry. Some of these little firms, 

they’d give anything go get a Stratton on their board… 

Boost their credibility no end. 35 

 

Glyn seems shameless as and when he refers that he will take only 

his clothes and ‘everything else is yours.’ Glyn doesn’t be sad or 

sorrowful leaving her but he is so happy that he feels gratitude 

towards Stephanie, even doesn’t understand her mental condition 

as she was left with two children. Stephanie’s mental status is like 

that of Gerry violated by her own partner. She feels desolation that 

she cannot control her emotions and weeps burying her face in 

Tuto’s jacket. 

 

 



  

 Realizing Gerry seating still Laura tries to justify her role. 

She doesn’t be sentimental all about it. As Gerry thinks it too much 

Laura asks him not to take it by hearts as love: 

 

GERRY:  Did you really think wouldn’t matter to 

me? Telling me about you and David? 

LAURA:   Well, does it? 

GERRY:   Of course it does. 

LAURA:  Oh, come on, It isn’t as if we’re great 

lovers, is it? 

GERRY:   Maybe we aren’t now, not now, 

but in nineteen seventy-four we were. 

LAURA:   We weren’t 36 

 

 Laura’s attempt to strengthen her loyalty towards family is 

‘further expressed by Ayckbourn as he extends Laura and Gerry’s 

conversation about their early days of married life. She reveals her 

capacity that she could manage to keep girls away from Gerry by, 

“…a quiet word in the toilet and a bottle of nail polish remover” 37 

Though as she says they weren’t great Lovers with burning passion 

where they couldn’t beer to he out of each other’s sight, went mad 



  

with jealousy every-time they saw one of them talking to someone 

else who was half – way attractive. It surprises Gerry that she loved 

every terrifying minute with him. She says, “At that time, just 

wanted you. I was far too frightened of you then to love you.” 38 

 

 For Laura ‘marriage’ is nothing but ‘a partnership’ like ‘a 

business arrangement’, ‘a legal agreement’ ‘a contract’. Laura 

extends it to say that diversification of their attention towards their 

children happen between two partners. The parents love their 

children not with equal share of love. As she loves Adam more 

than Glyn for Adam’s creativity and imagination where as Glyn’s 

conventional life, treating marriage like one night’s stand. She even 

dislikes Stephanie who she considers her ‘selfish’. She goes on to 

reveal her dislike for grandchildren as she says that she likes them 

only on television. She confesses   what she believes she commits, 

“Anyway we can’t….change the way we are. I can’t pretend to 

love him if I don’t, can I ? Now, Adam I do love. I understand 

him”. 39 Laura becomes terrifying as she tells Gerry that she can 

use the some tactics to draw Adam’s girl friend out of his life for 

she doesn’t like her. In fact, Laura has fear of Maureen’s sharing 

love of Adam and driving him away from her. 

 



  

 Laura is further portrayed very selfish and expressed as 

mean in her wish fulfillment. She did attempts to overpower the 

girls who might come in her way in her own style. Likewise, she 

dominates the family. Glyn, though hated by her, intends that 

Stephanie may reveal everything to her about their life. As Glyn 

promised Gerry not to go out of Stephanie’s life, he had broken the 

promise; he told Stephanie to let her mother know it. Stephanie is 

left with two children by Glyn to live with Sarah. When Stephanie 

reappears with new impressive look, Glyn doesn’t recognize her at 

first. Stephanie, after a long period of separation, has a proposal for 

divorce: 

 

STEPHANIE:  Listen, I know you haven’t got much 

time, so – The point is, I think I would 

like a divorce. I know you’ve always 

said, let’s not make irreversible decisions, 

let’s leave things unresolved just in case 

we decide to… Well, let’s be honest, it’s 

not going to happen is it, Glyn- 

GLYN:  I don’t know, it- 



  

STEPHANIE:  Well, it isn’t. Not from my side. Not 

now. It’s too late. We’ve moved on. We 

both have. All I’m saying is, let’s tidy 

things up, shall we? I think- I probably 

will remarry sooner or later- For the kids. 

No, not just for the kids but- And then 

there’s you and Sarah, isn’t there? How 

does she feel about this arrangement? 

Dragging on? I’m sure she’d like it tidied 

up, wouldn’t She? I can’t believe she 

wouldn’t… Surely? …So? What do you 

say? It makes sense, doesn’t it?...Glyn ? 

It does, doesn’t it? Really? Yes?... OK. 

Well. That’s all I came to say, really.(She 

looks at her watch) I ought to- I ought to 

get on…. (Gently) It’s best. Honestly, it 

is. 40  

 

Glyn tries to blackmail Stephanie with a statement that he has been 

looking after her from a distance as he promised not to disappoint 

his mother. He tells her that his mother would love to see the kids. 



  

Stephanie rightly judges that Laura can’t love anybody but she can 

only deceive with her pretension of love: 

STEPHANIE:  Glyn, get it through your head- she 

doesn’t care about you or me- or Sarah or 

the kids… She is not interested. She is a 

selfish, self centred, destructive old 

woman and she’s not worth ruining your 

life for. Forget about us two, you and me, 

we’re history. Start again, live your own 

life and to hell with her- marry Sarah, 

have fifteen kids. Your mother’s not 

worth it. She doesn’t love you. She 

doesn’t love anybody except her self, all 

right? 

GLYN:   She loves Adam. 

STEPHANIE:  I even doubt that, you know. 

GLYN:  Oh, no. She loves Adam. She may not 

love me. I know she doesn’t. But she 

loves Adam. 

STEPHANIE:  You know what I heard the other day? I 

was in the hairdressers. My regular one 

was off sick and guess who I got instead? 



  

Maureen. Remember, that girl of Adam’s 

he was so keen on? And, do you know 

what she told me? Why Adam stopped 

seeing her? Apparently your mother told 

him that Maureen’s behaviour on her 

birthday evening upset his father so 

deeply, that was the reason he got drunk 

and drove off. The road. 

GLYN: I don’t believe it. Mother would never 

have said that. 

STEPHANIE:  Maybe not, I don’t know. Anyway, 

Maureen’s all right. Flashing a brand new 

engagement ring with a diamond the size 

of a dinner plate. Listen, what’s going to 

happen to Adam? Is he ever going to 

move out of there? Live on his own 

again? 41 

 

 This is one of the most sinister disclosures in the play. Like 

Iago, Laura is a hardened opportunist, ruthless in her exploration of 

others’ weaknesses. 



  

 

 Dejected and retreated Glyn weeps over loss. He reminds of 

his father’s speech on Laura’s birthday and expresses her grief over 

what he has lost. Ayckbourn considers it in moral terms that 

inability of human beings to realize happy moments of their life 

and seeking happiest moments, lead their lives to self - deceiving. 

Glyn is like any modern young man wandering aimlessly to get the 

happiest moments without realizing them when he realizes they 

have gone away from him he expresses: 

And you and I, we were all set to start again-and Adam had 

his new girl and Mum and Dad looked so happy and well, 

the point is- I doubt if any of us knew it at the time-it was 

something Dad said, actually- that was probably one of the 

best, the happiest moments of our lives. Only the trouble 

with those sorts of moments is that you seldom ever realize 

that they are - until they’ve gone. Do you see? I mean very 

rarely do you find yourself saying to yourself, I am happy 

now. Sometimes you say. I was happy then. Or sometimes 

even. I will be happy when… But rarely do you get to realize 

it now… 42 

 



  

 Ayckbourn creates critical moments where Adam and Glyn 

face each other womanless. It is ironical that both consider their 

parents’ sticking out exceptional, being unknown of the fact of 

their mother’s infidelity. It is surprising that Ayckbourn handles 

the plot cleverly with the element of time to expose moral gaps and 

bleakness. It becomes not only a metaphor for real time but an 

alternative element to chance as a determiner of character. 

Ironically, Ayckbourn puts the element in words of Gerry, unaware 

of infidelity, at the opening of the birthday party: 

  

... you know, in life, you get moments-just occasionally 

which you can positively identify as being among the happy 

moments. They come up occasionally, even take you by 

surprise, and sometimes you’re so busy worrying about 

tomorrow or thinking about yesterday that you tend to miss 

out on them altogether. I’d like to hope tonight might be one 

such moment. And if it is - let’s not miss out on this one, all 

right? All that really means is, enjoy yourselves…43 

 



  

 Probability of the night’s happiness is suggestive. It reminds 

us of Iago’s practical remarks that seeming is not being. The happy 

moments of three couple on the night of Laura’s birthday, no 

longer, prevail. Gerry meets with an accident and passes away, 

Stephanie is left, Glyn temporarily sets with Sarah breaking their 

married life, and Adam loses Maureen through emotional 

blackmailing of Laura. Rightly, self-deceived are lead to self-

destruction. 

 

 The thematic heart of the play - the ability to separate good 

from evil is vital to our survival, Maureen possesses it and is brave 

enough to act upon it. By contrast, the men of Stratton family are 

flawed by a fundamental moral blindness such that they are unable 

to recognize Laura for what she is. In different ways, she has 

managed to cripple each of them, either psychologically or 

emotionally or both. 

 In Ayckbourn’s world angels do not masquerade as 

policemen, intervening in human affairs so as to avert disaster. 

Time of My Life is an accomplished tragedy not just because Laura 

effectively kills her husband and lets away with it, but because she 

succeeds in using it as a means of possessing her son forever. By 



  

the end Adam is living at home, without Maureen or job, reduced 

to looking after his mother’s dog. Duncan Wu rightly appreciates,  

The play’s bleakness is qualified only by the benevolent 

hope, expressed by Gerry, for those moments ‘which you 

can positively identify as being among the happy moments’. 

It may not sound like much, but its virtue lies in its 

pragmatism and its belief in small, everyday pleasures. But 

Gerry is unredeemed by this conviction – in fact, as I have 

suggested, it rebounds ironically in view of what happens 

later. It is, however, the most Ayckbourn is willing to 

concede, and is typical of the reserved, conditional stance of 

the plays of the 1980s and early 1990s.44 

 

In Ayckbourn’s plays the family home is the crucible in 

which the concept of the family can be tested. When a family gets 

together to celebrate or to holiday, the intention is probably as 

Norman declares: ‘For god’s sake, this is family… if we don’t care, 

brothers, sisters, husbands, wives… If we can’t finally join hands, 

what hope is there for anybody?’45 It clearly strikes a chord with 

everyone on stage and probably those in the auditorium. The 

problem is that the getting together of a family group often 

accentuates all the stresses in family life. Individual people are 



  

sometimes strained to breaking point at a celebratory event. Alan 

Ayckbourn constantly makes merry with this irony of the human 

condition turning the observation of its consequences into social 

comment.         
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“This is the real world where 

heroes are easily forgotten, this is 

the real world where the villains 

may, themselves, become 

heroes.” 

 

 

 



  

 

 

 

 

 
                                         

 

CONFRONTATION BETWEEN 

GOOD AND EVIL IN MAN OF THE 

MOMENT 
 

 
The sparkling urge not to play a light weight role in a 

comedy Bell, Book and Candle forced Stephen Joseph, the director 

to answer, “ If you want a better part, you’d better write one 

yourself, write a play, I’ll do it. If it’s any good.’’1. It worked as a 

challenge for him. The Square Cat (1959) proved him with stuff as 

a good writer.  The dialogues, characters and construction all stood 

fit to achieve success. Then the journey went on and Standing 

Room Only (1961) was quite a step ahead for him as a writer. 

Ayckbourn touched family relationships in his comedies of 

seventies. When playwrights sought new audiences from the class 

that continued to find the cinema and television its natural media, 

Ayckbourn wrote plays for the next twenty years which described 



  

the values, concerns and angst of the emerging lower middle class. 

An increasingly wealthy, mobile, articulate, educated society, 

found in his plays descriptions of their own lives, personalities 

from their own environment, problems from their own experience. 

 It is an explorations of man’s unconscious inhumanity to 

man that forms the heart of Alan Ayckbourn’s work. Michael Holt 

rightly puts it: 

Audiences rock with laughter at these plays; they contain 

many wonderful scenes of comic dialogue and farcical 

action. But at their heart is a disenchantment born out of this 

playwright’s affinity with the underdog. He sees underdogs 

everywhere, amongst men and women, in families and 

friendships, sympathetic personalities and unsympathetic 

ones. As he says to Ian Watson, ‘My biggest recurrent theme 

is that people do care about each other; it’s just that they 

handle each other in boxing gloves most of the time And I 

remember that all the screaming and shouting and hurling of 

food against the walls that happened in my early relationship 

had to do with wanting to get closer to that person I wanted 

to share my life with. It wasn’t that I wanted to hurt them 

(although occasionally I did because I felt they were hurting 



  

me). It was to do with caring and loving; it wasn’t to do with 

anything destructive’2 
By 1981 he established his credentials as a keen observer of 

the battlefields of marriage and small town morality, Ayckbourn 

had moved into new territory that his purpose was larger than mere 

observation of domestic frailty. The plays from Way Upstream 

(1981) onwards are concerned more and more with a discussion of 

the abuse of power. He employs characters who wield power on a 

supra-domestic level and use it to malign purpose. The new 

polarities in his plays are between society’s manipulators of power 

and the victims of its abuse. He discusses organs of power within 

late twentieth century Britain- media, small and big business, local 

politics, science and medicine and the church. The dramatic milieu 

also sets outside Pendon in villa restaurant, landscapes, and 

futuristic households. The new locations herald a discussion of 

larger issues. 

  

Man of the Moment (1988) as Michael Holt writes, “is a 

vivid indictment of the power of the media to at as a succubus.’’ 3 

Television is a might tool and it is abused in wrong hands by the 

ambitious, the insecure, the exploitative and the ruthless. Vic Parks 

remains at the centre of the play. 



  

The setting of the play brings us to villa with three bedrooms 

in a Spanish speaking area of the Mediterranean. It introduces us to 

a rich man’s house. Jill Rillington, ‘the assured charming TV 

reporter/presenter’ introduces the play with a preview of the 

programme ‘Their Paths Crossed’ that it about the story that started 

seventeen years. ago in the snow and sleet of a Surrey November 

morning. The heart of the play is well addressed by Jill Rillington, 

“This is the real world where heroes are easily forgotten; this is the 

real world where the villains may themselves become heroes.” - 4 

 

It indicates that the villains become heroes by changing their 

roles after a lapse of fourteen years. Vic Parks, who shot a girl 

while robbing a bank, is being interviewed. Martyn Hoyle rightly 

viewed in Financial Times: 

It is all too likely that a convicted thief should endear 

himself to the great British public; all too feasible that he 

should become a media pundit… all too probable that he 

should live in luxury, tended by suave managers and courted 

by ambitious TV directors. And all too consistent that a 

bright BBC lady should arrange a meeting after fourteen 



  

years between this ex-thug and the wet little bank clerk who 

“had a go”. 5 

 Jill Rillington has set a meeting of Douglas Beechey and Vic 

Parks at Vic’s villa. Jill’s introduction reveals Vic’s character. Jill 

Rillington finds Douglas Beechey not comfortable at interviews 

whereas Vic is a ‘pro’- experienced for interviews. Trudy, Vic’s 

second wife is good matured woman. She is only a few years older 

than Jill but looks rather more. Possibly due to an over - eagerness 

to please her husband Vic, Trudy has attempted to retain the look 

of someone ten years younger, an image presumably with which he 

originally fell in love. She shoes her hospitality by serving them all 

coffee. Meanwhile, Jill and Kenny wait for Vic and Beechey’s first 

meeting in camera. They are eager to take that shot. Jill doubts for 

Vic’s delay but Kenny pacifies her saying him a star:  

JILL:   I don’t see what makes him so special. 

KENNY:  He’s a star, darling. A star. Isn’t he? 

(Pause). He won’t you let down. Don’t 

worry. 6 

Trudy, doesn’t Like the programme and she blames Kenny 

for the programme for it opens the wounds. She is good to show 

her hospitality as she serves them coffee. Trudy was not around 

when the actual incident happened yet she cares for Nerys. Who 



  

was shot by Vic. Trudy is the second wife to Vic. Vic has written a 

book in which he has written about his romance with Trudy. Vic’s 

first wife was Donna. Trudy is not interested to know the past. The 

programme is hurtful as she says. : 

No, what I’m saying is, I had nothing to do with that 

part of Vic’s life. If they to know about that- for this 

programme-then they’ll have to ask Donna. Providing they 

can sober her up. By the time I met Vic that was all in the 

past. I wasn’t a part of it and I don’t really want to know 

about it. We’re all different people now. At least I hope we 

are. And I have to say that I don’t agree with this programme 

anyway. I don’t honestly think they should be doing it. I’m 

sorry. I’ve said it to Vic and I’ve said it to her. That Jill 

Rillington. And now I’m saying it to you. I’m sorry. I think 

it’s unnecessary. And hurtful. I think it’s raking over old 

ground and opening old wounds. I’m not at all surprised 

your wife isn’t here. If I were her, I certainly wouldn’t be 

here. Not after what she – Still. As I say, I’m an outsider. I 

wasn’t even around when it happened. And what Vic. does is 

his own affair. But I am his wife and I think I might have 

been consulted. I’m also the mother of his children-though 

you wouldn’t think so sometimes …7 



  

It’s surprising that even Douglas, Nerys’s husband praises 

Vic though he harmed his wife. He says, “I mean, from what he 

was then- to what he is now. He is an example to us all, isn’t he?” 8   

Jill’s questions to Douglas about jealousy on Vic’s 

succeeding; clarifies Douglas’s good nature. He doesn’t even feel 

envy. On the contrary he considers envy a deadly sin. Douglas’s 

goodness contrasts Vic’s evil nature. Douglas expresses his favour 

to Vic, “Hallo, Great to meet you. I’m a real fan” 9 

He watches Vic’s programme, ‘Ask Vic’ every Tuesday. 

Vic’s popularity appears in other programmes on TV. like ‘The Vic 

Park’s Show’, ‘Ask Vic’. Jill and the team are to shoot a 

programme on Vic- ‘Their Paths Crossed’. The central ideas appear 

as Jill exposes her plan to shoot how they (Vic and Trudy) fared 

over seventeen years and it seems ‘contrast’ as she says. The 

dialogues between Vic and Trudy after Jill’s hinting ‘contrast’ 

expose Vic’s dislike and his treatment to Trudy. 

 

VIC:   (Off, calling) Trudy! Trudy! ((Calling 

back to JILL) Seventeen years, yes, I’m 

listening… 



  

JILL:   (Battling on ) And perhaps- I don’t want 

to dwell on it too much-perhaps just 

recalling the last meeting between you 

both- 

VIC:    (off) Where are my bloody cigars? 

TRUDY:   (Off) They’re in the drawer there. 

VIC:    (Off) They are not in the drawer. 

TRUDY:    (Off) Well, they were there. 

VIC:   (Off) Look at that. Look. Is that in the 

drawer? Is that what’s meant by in the 

drawer? 

TRUDY:   (Off) Oh, O Know where they are, just a 

minute… 

VIC:   (Off) Well, bring them out here. We’re 

trying to talk out here. Come on out. 

(VIC re-enters from the house.) Sorry, 

Jilly, Sorry. I apologize. Carry on. (JILL 

opens her mouth to do so.) No, sorry, 

excuse me- before you do, let me say – 

Doug- Duggie- can I call you Doug? 

DOUGLAS:  (Delighted) Yes, of course- 



  

VIC:  Doug – this girl-discovered me. Can you 

believe that? This little kid – ankle socks- 

how old were you, then? Seventeen, 

something like that-10 

It’s a matter of contrast that even Douglas ‘who had a go’ 

comes to meet Vic. It Shows his popularity and lack of concern for 

values. It shows the power of the strongest. It reminds us of 

survival of the fittest. It’s surprising to find that an ex-thug, is 

entertained as a media ‘pundit’ and lives in luxury as well as 

excreted by the ambitious TV directors. 

 Vic’s behaviour is full of mastership He has an essence of 

ego in his behaviour whenever he talks about programmes related 

to his biography, he feels elated. In the first act when Jill, Douglas 

and Kenny are talking about success-rate of Vic’s programmes Vic 

attempts to make them realize  incredible viewers of his 

programme ‘Ask Vic’ telecast every Tuesday. : 

VIC:  (To jill and DOUGLAS) you  know, they did a 

survey as to what categories of kind  make up 

the viewing sample for Ask Vic and they 

actually found that-15 per ent, wasn’t it ? 

KENNY:  Thirteen and a half- 



  

VIC:  Nearly 15 per cent of our viewers were adults 

over the age of twenty one- 

KENNY:  Age of eighteen- 

VIC:   Isn’t that incredible?  

DOUGLAS: Incredible. 

VIC:  No, you think about it for a minute. That’s a big 

percentage, that is,15 per cent. 

DOUGLAS: Amazing. 11 

Trudy is absolutely right in her understanding about Vic. Vic 

likes people nodding at him. 

VIC:   (sourly) Yes, you take him down the 

beach, good idea. 

TRUDY:  (Faitly sarcastic) Oh, dear. You haven’t 

been disagreeing with my husband, have 

you? I hope not. 

DOUGLAS:  No, I- 

TRUDY:  You mustn’t do that, you know. He only 

likes people. Who agree him all the time 

it’s one of his little whims. 

VIC:    What are you talking about? 



  

TRUDY:  It comes of being surrounded by people 

who nod at him all day at work. He 

prefers us all to nod at home, too…. 

VIC:   (Innocently) what did I do, eh? What am 

I meant to have done, now? 

KENNY:   (laughing) Can’t imagine. 

TRUDY:  He surrounds himself with these little 

nodding animals. It’s like the back shelf 

of a car in our house. We all do it. 

VIC:    Bloody rubbish. 12 

 There are several instances of mastership that Ayckbourn 

brings to us. In the opening of the play he shows his mastership to 

Jill, Kenny, Douglas. 

VIC:  No, I can’t stand guests being left on their 

own. That’s terrible. I can’t stand that 

(Feeling the coffee pot) this is cold and 

all. (Yelling) Marta! Marta! Sitting here 

drinking cold coffee. What the hell’s 

going on here? Marta!  Come out here. 

Sit down. Go on. Sit down. 

MARTA:   Yes, Mr. Vic.? 



  

VIC:  Marta, coffee. More coffee. Hot. More 

cups. Clean Quickly, All right?  

MARTA:   (Taking the tray from the table) More 

coffee, more cups.  

VIC:    Hot coffee. Understand? 

MARTA:   Hot coffee. 

VIC:    Hot not cold. 

MARTA:  (Hurrying away) Hot not cold. Yes. Mr 

Vic. 13 

Again he shows his sense of mastership:  

 

 

TRUDY:  Thank you. Marta, I can manage, thank 

you 

VIC:  No, let her serve round. She’s waiting to 

serve round Trudy … 

TRUDY:   I can serve round. 

VIC:  No, let her. That’s her job. That’s what 

she’s paid for. We’re paying her to serve 

round. (To MARTA) Go on. Serve round, 

you silly cow. Serve them round. 14 

 



  

Vic even rebukes Marta showing his mastership: 

 

VIC:  Thank you, Marta. Is my wife coming out 

here, then? 

MARTA:   Mrs. Parks is doing washing up, Mr. Vic. 

VIC:    Why is she doing the washing up? 

MARTA:   I don’t know, Mr. Vic… 

VIC:  You should be doing the bloody washing 

up, not her. That’s what you’re paid for. 

MARTA:   I don’t know, Mr.Vic… 

VIC:  You do the washing up, all right? Tell her 

to come out here. 15 

 

Again to Sharon he behaves as a master: 

 

 

VIC:    Where’re Timmy and Cindy? 

SHARON:  They’re having their tea in the kitchen 

with Marta, Mr Parks. 

VIC:    Sit down, then. 

SHARON:   I’ve go to go and- 



  

VIC:    Sit down. 

SHARON:  Yes, Mr.Parks (SHARON sits, still 

holding on to the toys. She is obviously 

hotter than ever and slightly breathless) 

16 

 

In the case of training Vic seems master to Sharon to the extreme 

that Sharon is to cry : 

VIC:  Twelve rum babas. Can you imagine 

that? Turns you over, doesn’t it? Still, 

we’re working on you, aren’t we, 

Sharon? We’re slowly melting you down, 

aren’t we? 

SHARON:   Yes Mr.Parks. 

VIC:  Getting her fit, giving her some exercise. 

Working it off her what were you 

learning this morning then? What was I 

teaching you this morning, Sharon? 

SHARON:   Scuba diving,  Mr. Parks. 

VIC:  Scuba diving, she enjoyed that – didn’t 

you? 



  

SHARON:   Yes, 

VIC:  You should have seen her in her big 

black rubber suit flailing about in the 

water there, first thing. Like a big shiny, 

beached, humpbacked whale, weren’t 

you…  

(SHARON suddenly starts to cry very 

quietly) 17 

Even Douglas seems shocked at Vic’s behaviour, he doesn’t like 

his approach to Sharon but in response to that Vic rebukes him too: 

 

DOUGLAS:  Look, I’m sorry, this is very, very cruel 

and unnecessary and I really don’t think 

you should go on tormenting this girl 

simply because- 

VIC:    You mind your own business- 

DOUGLAS:  (Undaunted) simply because she’s a 

shade overweight and obviously very self 

conscious about it, anyway. It is cruel and 

it is hurtful and it is-  

VIC:   (Suddenly yelling at him) I said, mind 

your own bloody business….I hope I 



  

don’t have to remind you again that you 

are a guest in this house. And the way I 

choose to treat my staff is entirely my 

concern. OK? 18 

 

Trudy’s goodness appears when she finds Douglas disagreeing 

with her husband, she alarms:  

TRUDY:   (Faintly sarcastic) Oh, dear you haven’t 

been disagreeing with my husband, have 

you? I hope not. 

DOUGLAS:  No, - I 

TRUDY:  You mustn’t do that, you know. He only 

likes people who agree with him all the 

time. It’s one of his little whims.19 

 

Though Vic has rough nature, she considers her a part of Vic. She 

suggests Douglas to tell her about his feelings whether they’ve 

forgiven the: 

 TRUDY:  No, you must tell me. I need to know. We 

must talk, you see. Mustn’t we? It’s been 

a lovely walk but we haven’t really 

talked, have we? And we need to. We do, 



  

you know. And it has to be you and me. 

You can never talk to Vic, not about 

something he doesn’t want to talk about, 

anyway. Nobody can. I mean, I’d have 

talked to you wife if she’d been here. But 

she isn’t. And she obviously doesn’t want 

to meet us or have anything to do with us, 

which is perfectly understandable. So it 

has to be us two, you see. Doesn’t it? 

(Pause) I mean, I need to know how you 

feel. How you really feel. You’re very 

good at covering up, but … (Pause) Do 

you see why I need to know? You must 

see. I have to know if you’ve forgiven us, 

you understand?  

DOUGLAS:  Us? 

TRUDY:  Yes I’m a part of Vic. I married him, 

knowing what he’d done to another 

human being. To another woman. And I 

had his children knowing that. I took on 

all of him. What do they say these days? 

(Smiling faintly) A wife should be 



  

responsible for her husband’s debts. 

(Pause) So. I need to know. 20  

 Trudy considers it her moral duty to listen to about feelings 

of Douglas and Nerys. She considers it her responsibility for her 

husband’s debts. Trudy is surprised to find Douglas’s relentless 

attitude on the topic. Douglas tells his sorry with Nerys about how 

they met each other and how she was shot. He says:  

“And we married quietly. And we got a joint mortgage on 

number fifty three and we’ve lived there ever since. With 

never a cross word, I’m happy to report… I hate Vic because 

of what he did to the most beautiful woman in the world? Or, 

thank you very much, Vic, for being instrumental in 

arranging for me to marry the unattainable girl of my 

dreams? Difficult to know which to say… 21 

Douglas justifies his act of marrying Nerys. Listening to Douglas’s 

story Trudy says with a sigh, “There’s nothing we can do for you, 

then? Vic and I?...”22 As Trudy finds Douglass without any needs 

she considers herself successful either on the assumption that he 

doesn’t want anything or they are offering him. Douglas thanks for 

Trudy’s hospitality. She even shows him way but Douglas’s words 

are enough to understand the role of villainous hero. He says, “…I 

think I’m best remembered now as idiot who tackled an armed 



  

robber and nearly got someone’s head blown off in the process. I 

think you ended up with the hero, Trudy, not poor old Nerys. You 

stick with him. You stick with Vic. If you’re loving for heroes…” 
23 

 In fact, Douglas himself recognizes Vic as a hero and 

himself to be idiot. In between Ayckbourn sets Sharon’s episode 

who is shown loving Vic Parks since she has seen him in television 

serial. She discloses the matter that Vic used to write her. Trudy, 

on the contrary discloses the secret matter to coax Sharon. She is 

embarrassed to hear Douglas and Sharon worshiping Vic. She 

intensely clarifies to Sharon:  

The only thing you did wrong …the one and only thing you 

ever did wrong was to love him in the first place… Because 

he is not a man to love, Sharon, I promise you. Not if you 

can possibly avoid it. I speak as one who has tried for eight 

years, Sharon, to keep loving him. While that bastard has 

abused me and ignored me and taken me for granted – while 

he has been screwing his way round Television Centre and 

half of I’TV – I have looked after his kids and his house and 

his bloody, bad – tempered old mother in Beckenham… And 

I have tried to keep loving him… I swear to God I have 

tried. And if you are honestly clinging on to life in the hope 



  

of getting one tiny scrap of care or consideration back from 

that self- centred, selfish-scum bucket – then all I can say is, 

you’d better jump in there now, Sharon, and cut your 

losses.24 

 Trudy behaves good with Sharon but she feels hurt when she 

faces Vic’s cruelty to Sharon. Vic is not interested to care for 

Sharon even if she drowns herself. In return he attacks Trudy who 

uses unworthy words for him. In his attempt to rescue Trudy 

Douglas blows Vic and he falls into the pool and loses his life. All 

people attempt to save themselves from police and find out a story. 

Meanwhile, the crew follow them and replaced actors enact the 

scene. In the episode Vic is made hero for rescuing Sharon. Jill 

sums up the episode with remarks:  

How best to sum up Vic Parks? A man whose life, ironically, 

ended as violently as it had started. But in between how to 

describe him? Hero or villain? Latter-day saint or merely 

late-twentieth-century showman? The arguments will 

continue. Perhaps his best epitaph is a piece of advice given 

spontaneously to a young viewer to whom he said: ‘Don’t 

complain to me that people kick you when you’re down. It’s 

your own fault for lying there, isn’t it? 25 



  

 Surprisingly an annual award for youth founded in memory of Vic 

Parks is announced. It’s true that villain becomes hero.  

 The premise for the action has in it so many moral 

ambiguities and dilemmas that the narration becomes full of ethical 

ironies. Jill Rillington is at her wits end to make Beechey 

interesting in television terms, finding his humble Christian 

simplicity and forgoing nature entirely unsuited  to television 

saying, “Happy contented people are box office death, Douglas… 

and we really don’t want to know about them. Not at all.”26 She 

and Park’s manager are ruthless enough to care more about 

television shot than rescuing Sharon- a gardener drowning in the 

swimming pool. Ayckbourn shows media’s victims misled by half 

truths and distortions made in the name of tele-visual impact. There 

is the adoring fan, now a cruelly bullied nanny to Vic’s children, 

the wife of who knows the vicious personality of the vicious 

criminal but is forced to lead a life of lies and the innocent star - 

struck audience member who is persuaded to be used as prop in the 

further self-glorification which lies at the heart of the process. The 

reenactment of the real incidents with changed facts is to add 

glamour to the scene. The studio appears even after Vic’s death, an 

apt home for the pure evil of Vic. 



  

 

 Man of the Moment is direct confrontation between good 

and evil. Its concept of wickedness allows little room for Trudy’s 

denials. Douglas Beechey (the man who foiled the robbery) is now 

married to Nerys, into whose face Vic shot his gun. When Vic asks 

the reason for his visit, Douglas replies: 

You’re still there In our dreams, you see. After seventeen 

years. We still both dream about you. We wake up 

occasionally. In the night. Nerys has this terrible fear- it’s 

quite ridiculous, I’ve told her – that one night you’re going 

to break in downstairs and come up to get her. I’ve said to 

her, it’s ridiculous – I mean, there you are on the telly twice 

a week or something, helping the kids or telling the old folk 

to mind they go – I said, he’s not going to want to break in 

here, Nerys – Not after seventeen years, is he? Still. You 

can’t always control your imagination, can you? No matter 

how hard you try. So, don’t take this wrong, but I was 

hoping this – meeting – might help to exorcise you. If you 

follow me. I told you it would sound peculiar.27 

Amused rather than offended, Vic fails to see that Nerys remains 

undeceived by his adopted role as guardian of public safety, bound 



  

forever to her apprehension of him at the moment he shot her in the 

face. She identifies him – correctly, as it turns out – as a malign 

spirit. But the play’s hardest lesson is that such forces defy 

exorcism. Like Trudy, we remain in some sense wedded to evil, 

and mere recognition is not sufficient to disempower it.  
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“Life has to go on. You get hurt, 

too bad, you get up, you lick your 

wounds, you go on. You find 

your happiness over again 

somewhere else. And may be 

someone else gets knocked in the 

process. Sorry, hard luck.”  

 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 FANTASIES RAISING ISSUE OF 

MORALITY IN THINGS WE DO 

FOR LOVE  
 

Since 1991 Alan Ayckbourn has explored the modern 

phenomenon of our retreat, let down by society’s social, political 

and moral structures, into escapist dreams. It marks Ayckbourn’s 

freedom to pursue narrative lines beyond naturalism and into 

fantasy. It may be claimed that this is a result of his having written 

‘family plays’ with their less constrained storylines. But this seems 

to be a liberation that he will continue to exploit and its subject will 



  

be escapist fantasy. Fantasies in  Ayckbourn’s play Things we do 

for Love raise the issue of moral values. The play won the 1997 

Lloyds Private Banking Playwright of the year Award. 

 

The setting, of the building divided into flats, on one side the 

front door the street leading to small hallway with stairs up to the 

first floor flat and another flight down to the basement flat, is 

suitable to expose fantasy in each flat. The ground floor is owned 

by Barbara, a school mistress living alone. The floor has order and 

cleanliness in it. Down stair in the basement below Barbara there is 

Gilbert Fleet, the postman’s flat. 

 

At the start, Gilbert is not in his own flat but upstairs in the 

top one. He is seen with his bag of tools on the floor near by, lying 

on the floor wrestling with an old-fashioned radiator value. Gilbert 

is in his mid-forties but he is one of those people whose age is hard 

to guess. Gilbert chats away happily as he works. Barbara barely 

seems to be listening to him but it doesn’t seem to bother Gilbert at 

all. Gilbert is repairing the valve water connection in Barbara’s flat. 

Gilbert talks loudly whenever he works, he talks about the system 

and problem in that system of water connection. He finds out the 

fault as if he were an expert and explains Barbara about the science 



  

of the connection and failure of pressure in the system. Their 

conversation has probability of symbolic references. As Gilbert 

says, “…a single system is never going to be as efficient as your 

two-pipe system…the net result is that the water at the end of your 

loop is going to be cooler than at the beginning, so what you end 

up with is UDH. ‘Unevenly distributed Heat’.” 1 

Barbara’s single life can be symbolized with single-pipe 

system, moreover, Barbara answers that it is her father’s work. It 

reveals that it was not her wish to be single in life. Gilbert, with a 

sigh appreciates Barbara’s high standards when Barbara talks about 

cleanliness in lavatory.   

Meanwhile Ayckbourn introduces Nikki, Barbara’s school-

mate, pretty, rather superficial woman, a few years younger than 

Barbara. Ayckbourn brings Barbara’s beauty in comparison with 

Nikki in their conversation. Nikki reveals twice that she is fat and 

appreciates Barbara, “You still look seventeen.”2 It is very 

important remark for further action in the play. Nikki appreciates 

Barbara’s qualities one by one. She appreciates her beauty first, 

and then she appreciates her cleanliness as well as practicality as a 

household woman. She even appreciates Barbara’s bedroom as 

doll’s house. Nikki supposes that one needs everything on a 

massive scale to live with men - huge chairs, vast beds, great big 



  

cupboards filled with enormous trousers. Barbara defends that 

there is no room for a man there. The sentence is very significant in 

relation to the future incidents. The overall impression of their 

conversation appears that Nikki is comparatively not practical and 

happy: 

 

NIKKI:  I’m not! I love it. I’m terribly jealous, 

Barbs. Mind you, I could never keep the 

place as tidy as this. I never could. It 

would be total chaos ten minutes. I think 

you’re terribly lucky… 

BARBARA:  It’s not luck. It’s simple choice. I chose. I 

chose to live alone. I can choose how I 

live. Better let this brew for a second. No, 

we all have a choice. Live alone or 

compromise. Take your pick. You want 

to compromise, that’s your choice. 

NIKKI:  I don’t necessarily want to compromise. 

It’s just that I can’t live on my own. 3 

 

 At the school even, Barbara was ‘adored’ by the girls of St. 

Gilbert’s. Nikki praises her that she was fierce, strong, clever and 



  

honest and they adored her so that they’d have died at her feet. It’s 

surprising that she never realized her familiarity. Gilbert, 

meanwhile, completes his work and reveals the universal truth 

when Barbara thanks him, “It’s a lovely old world if we can’t help 

cash other along the way.”4 

 Nikki has missed Barbara throughout within eleven years. 

When Barbara responds Nikki that she also has missed her, Nikki 

calls her, ‘a hermit disagreeing with her.’ Barbara explains, “I’m 

not a hermit… I just don’t want some heavy relationship. I’ve been 

very lucky. I’ve never felt the need.” 5        

 Ayckbourn sets both Nikki and Barbara to reveal Nikki’s 

pathetic days. Nikki’s married life with Micky had been like hell. 

Everybody had warned Nikki before she married him. She 

confesses that everybody- her mother, friends warned but she did it 

only for the sake of ‘Love’. She confesses that she knowingly fell 

into the hell. Her marital life with Micky ran well for little time and 

then she experienced his mental cruelty who broke her jaw and put 

in hospital for three weeks. He even locked her in cupboards. Nikki 

rightly says, 

… Am I a born victim, Bards? That’s I ask myself 

sometimes. Do I bring out the worst in people? I mean, it 

happened before Micky with other men, in minor ways. Not 



  

as violent as him. But they used to throw things at me. I’m 

wondering if it’s me. 6 

 

Barbara consoles that she is not victim and there should be no such 

torturing in relationship which is based on trust, and respect and 

love. But Nikki’s answer that all happens because of love, is 

pathetic. Nikki, though, lives in fantasy hoping for sunshine in her 

life. She says, 

Oh, I’m so pathetic sometimes, aren’t I ? No wonder people 

punch me. Never mind, Bards, it’s all going to change, I 

promise. You’re right. I’ve got dear, sweet Hamish now. I 

have to keep pinching myself to remind me I’ve got Hamish. 

I’ve been rewarded, Bards. I wake up in the night and there 

he is. On the pillow beside me. God, he smells so beautiful. I 

look at it this way, Bards. I’ve been through the valley of 

pain and unhappiness. I’ve lived in the shadow of loneliness 

for so long. Now at last the sun has started to shine for me 

again. 7 

 

Nikki praises Hamish her fiancé as kind, gentle and patient 

with her. He is everything that Micky wasn’t. Again Barbara 

warns when she praises Hamish saying, "Just so long as 



  

you’re sure. Don’t go through all that again, Nix. Be very 

certain this time, won’t you?” 8 

 

Though Nikky has bitter experience of love she has been possessed 

with fantasy of marital status enjoying sex with several men. She 

considers herself happy in that matter. The conversation between 

them about their private life violates their fantasies. Barbara is 

happy with a nice book, a hot water bottle, a bit of good music. 

Their conversation about personal matter irritates Barbara and it 

leads her to disappointment. The conversation follows as below. 

 

NIKKI:  What do you - I have to ask you - have 

you never had – never - ? 

BARBARA:  If you’re asking if I’ve ever had sexual 

intercourse, Nix, the answer is yes. And it 

really wasn’t worth the time or effort. 

NIKKI:   How often ? 

BARBARA:  Enough. Enough to know. Once or twice.    

NIKKI:  No, I mean was it ongoing or just the odd 

one night stand? 

BARBARA:  I can’t remember, Nix. Why are you 

asking all this? 



  

NIKKI:  I just think you probably haven’t given it 

a property, that’s all.  

BARBARA:  Well, once was at St Gertrude’s with the 

caretaker’s son. That was the first time. 

NIKKI:  What, with the Coote? With Barry 

Coote? 

BARBARA:  I think that was his name. 

NIKKI:  He said he had. He told us he had. We 

wouldn’t believe him. 

BARBARA:  He told you? 

NIKKI: I’ve had’ er. I’ve had ‘er. He said. I had 

your Spike. And we said bollocks, Barry. 

Go and screw yourself. 

BARBARA:  I can’t believe he told you. 

NIKKI:   That’s amazing. Was he any good? 

BARBARA:  He had a nose bleed in the middle, I 

think. It was all very messy. I’ve wiped it 

from my memory completely. 

NIKKI:   And the other time? 

BARBARA:  Other time? 

NIKKI:  You said once or twice. What was the 

twice? 



  

BARBARA:  (after a moment) That was it. 

NIKKI:   Just Barry Coote? 

BARBARA:  Yes. 

NIKKI:  Oh, Barbs, that’s so sad. The sun of your 

whole love life is Barry Coote. That’s so, 

so sad. 

BARBARA:  What’s sad about it? Don’t you start 

pitying me, Nix. It’s you who ought to be 

pitied. Wasting your life ducking plates 

and being beaten up. I’m fine. Don’t 

worry about me. 

NIKKI:   There are other times. Good times… 

BARBARA:  I’ll do without them. I’ve got this far. The 

only reason would have been to have had 

children and I can’t stand them so that’s 

fine. My role in life is to stay single and 

take care of romantic little fools like you. 
9 

 

 Nikki’s behavior with Hamish as he enters, is rather 

artificially heightened by emotion. Nikki tries to approve her 

fantasy. By the way Hamish praises Barbara’s kitchen and flat. He 



  

sees everything with interest for his house is to be decorated. 

Hamish expresses sense of gratitude to Barbara for her help to 

Nikki at a very difficult time. Nikki feels proud of Hamish and 

expresses in an excited whisper to Barbara of Hamish being 

gorgeous.  

 

 The second scene of the first act opens with Gilbert and 

Hamish’s struggling up the stairs with a trunk. Nikki is seen 

unpacking things. Nikki draws Hamish’s attention to Barbara as 

she rebukes Hamish for not being well with Barbara. The following 

is the piece of conversation that can attract Hamish to BARBARA: 

 

 

NIKKI:  No, you disliked her, big bear. I could 

tell. 

HAMISH:  I didn’t. I just… didn’t instantly warm to 

her. She’s quite hostile, isn’t she? 

NIKKI:   She can be, I suppose. No, not really. 

HAMISH:  Maybe it’s just men. She certainly didn’t 

warm to me. As soon as we met she 

seemed to want to put me down. 

NIKKI:   No… 



  

HAMISH:   That’s the impression I got. 

NIKKI:   She liked you. 

HAMISH:   (unconvinced) Really? 

NIKKI:  Yes, She said she thought you were 

gorgeous. 10 

 

 Nikki explains that it’s Barbara’s good manner and 

friendship that she has let them her flat. On the contrary, Hamish 

argues that she has let them flat for a price. They both fall into love 

making. Nikki is found always protesting Hamish when he 

demands sex with her. Hamish starts removing Nikki’s jeans but 

they are disturbed at Gilbert and Barbara’s conversation. They are 

invited at tea. In their talk, Barbara and Hamish cross each other 

though Barbara invites them for a dinner. Both Hamish and 

Barbara have a cross on the matter of food. As Hamish is 

vegetarian Barbara doesn’t like vegetarians. Whenever Hamish 

changes the subject she returns to the topic of vegetarian. There is 

change in her nature. She even doesn’t care for Hamish’s praises 

but curses his being vegetarian. She appears different at the topic. 

Finally, she finally tells out what she intends to in their 

conversation. 

 



  

BARBARA:  No, I think it’s all right for women to be 

vegetarians. I mean, they have to be 

sometimes. For health reasons. Or for 

their figures. But I think men need meat, 

don’t they? A man never looks right 

sitting behind a plate of vegetables. 

HAMISH:   I’m sorry, I’m not discussing this. 

NIKKI:   (softly) Barbara, please.  

BARBARA:  No. Just let me say this, then I’ll shut up. 

I think vegetarian men – I mean, don’t 

take this personally, I’m sure you’ve got 

very good reasons for being one, Hamish 

but I mean in general, I think vegetarian 

men always come over as rather wimpish. 

If you know what I mean. All wispy 

beards and limp wrists. 11 

 

 Hamish without consent of Barbara invites Gilbert for dinner 

party. Gilbert’s fantasy and his adoration for Barbara is 

experienced when he answers Barbara’s question about not being 

vegetarian. He says that he’ll eat anything she cares to throw at 

him. White departing Barbara has image of Hamish as a wimp and 



  

Hamish whispers her as a fucking bitch. Meanwhile, Gilbert is seen 

murmuring and confusing the time of the party. He takes it to his 

heart. It reveals his fantasy about Barbara. 

  

The third scene is set to highlight fantasies of Gilbert about 

Barbara. It opens with Barbara and Nikki’s conversation. They are 

waiting for Hamish and Gilbert. Barbara is fund finishing glasses 

of sherry. She loses her control over speech. She in her 

uncontrolled state tries to kiss Hamish and they collide. Barbara 

has taken ten glasses of sherry. Again, Hamish and Barbara start 

showing each other’s follies. Hamish praises Barbara’s old dress, 

in reply she finds revolting tie with Hamish’s colour. Meanwhile, 

Nikki tries to keep them calm. Nikki feels that Barbara is unhappy. 

When Nikki sings song of St. Gertrude Barbara is distressed and 

curses her becoming old. Hamish makes to leave but he meets 

Gilbert in the door and surprises with Gilbert’s behaviour. He is 

drunk, carries a battered bunch of flowers. He praises Nikki in 

uncommon words saying, “You’ve looking a picture. A positive 

picture”. 12 

 In a drunk state he brings his fantasy in words, “…Big 

occasion for me this, you know. The first time I will have crossed 



  

these portholes as a guest. It’s a great honour for me. Brought some 

flowers. For the lady of the house”. 13 

 

When he shows for Barbara even she is surprised finding him 

drunk. Again he goes on praising, “Barbara, Barbara, my dear. I 

was saying to these good people that this evening is a great honour 

for me. Living in this house, which a person such as you, Barbara, 

has been a privilege and a joy”. 14 

 

When he finds Barbara expressing gratitude for his words he 

exaggerates: 

 

No, no, listen. Barbara, Barbara. Listen. Listen. When my 

dear, darling, late wife died, I thought, this is the end of the 

world. I thought, I have nothing left to live for. Life for me is 

an empty space. A lonely ballroom where once we had 

danced through life together…15 

 



  

Further, he speaks out from the depth of his heart, the fantasies he 

has bred: 

 

… I have to say this to Barbara. When the lights in that 

ballroom went out, Barbara, I found myself in the dark. The 

orchestra had gone and that glittering ball had stopped its 

spinning. I was alone and lost, Barbara. And then, dear 

Barbara, into my life came you. Not a dancing partner for 

my dancing days were over. Don’t get me wrong. But 

someone to whom I could look up to and admire. A face in 

which I can relive all my memories. Barbara, if I say I love 

you, my dear, do not misunderstand me…16 

 

 He clarifies that he has affection not to enjoy physical 

pleasure but to seek warmth in fantasy about her.The climax is set 

when Hamish and Nikki enter Gilbert’s room to leave him safely. 

They get bemused as they see paintings on the walls. Hamish and 

Nikki’s conversation in surprising and rather embarrassing tone 

lead towards Gilbert’s psyche and fantasies in the following 

speech: 



  

 

NIKKI:  Darling, What is it? 

HAMISH:   It’s painting, isn’t it? 

NIKKI:  Who is it meant to be? Is it meant to be 

Barbara? 

HAMISH:   Presumably. There!. 

NIKKI:  Barbara? But she’s all over his ceiling 

with no clothes on. She’s enormous. 

HAMISH:  Yes, I can see, darling… Now you go 

upstairs, I’ll take it from here. I’ll just get 

Gilbert undressed. 

NIKKI:   Hamish, look at her… 

HAMISH: I’d prefer no to darling, now go upstairs, 

please. Leave this to me. 

NIKKI:  What about all this other stuff, too? 

These are her clothes, aren’t they? 

What’s he doing with her clothes? 17 

 

Nikki remains possessed with the scene of Gilbert’s room stuffed 

with Barbara’s underwear and her pictures. She refers it to Hamish 



  

when he returns from Gilbert’s room. Hamish rightly calls it 

‘harmless obsession’. That obsession is so powerful that he even 

keeps Barbara’s personal clothes for satisfaction. He thus quenches 

mental thirst in place of physical pleasure. In absence of sex he 

craves fantasies. It’s a means for satisfaction for him. Though it 

leads to immoral obsessions Gilbert doesn’t confess it to Barbara.  

 

 Nikki’s illogical argument estimates her to be innocent. She 

asks a fool question, “… you once said you were obsessed with me 

but you don’t hang my underwear round the room, do you? 18 

 

 Nikki’s mind remains possessed of Gilbert and Barbara. She 

afraids of the result when Barbara will know it. She finds 

everything unsettled on that night. She holds Hamish and finds, 

herself embraced. Hamish tries to have physical pleasure with 

Nikki but she prevents him to do so. In fact, it disappoints Hamish. 

She finds her upset and gives the reason that she is in the time of 

the month. Rather she praises Hamish saying, “There’s not another 

man like you in the world. Who’d understand. No man who’d be as 

patient with me as you are.” 19 Hamish uncertainly agrees. He 



  

leaves the bed and says, “I feel a bit hungry. I’m just going to make 

sandwich.” 20 In fact, he is physically hungry too. He attempts to 

have physical satisfaction but Nikki doesn’t respond. It may 

become reason for his infidelity. 

 The fourth scene opens on the Saturday night. Barbara 

attends phone swathed in a towel. She is not in a good mood. 

Gilbert comes up and he apologizes for his behaviour on the last 

night. Gilbert confesses his animal like behaviour but he says that 

it wasn’t to hurt her. Meanwhile, Hamish joins Gilbert in 

conversation. He gets a chance to explain Gilbert. When Hamish 

shows his doubt about Gilbert and Barbara’s private relations, 

Gilbert denies  that Barbara doesn’t know it. It’s one side affection 

rather obsession only. Gilbert is happy in fantasies; he never 

intends that Barbara should know it. Hamish gently persuades 

Gilbert to draw Barbara decent saying: 

…“Don’t you think you would give her even more respect 

and love if you painted a few clothes on her, Gilbert? I 

mean, that’s not a dignified picture, Gilbert, let’s be honest. 

That’s Barbara reduced to page three. Sprawled out like 

that… she deserves better than that, doesn’t she? Don’t you 

think? She’s an intelligent woman, with human dignity, 

Gilbert. And that demeans her…”21 



  

 

 Hamish persuades Gilbert to have garments like dress and 

scarf to have fantasy for her. Gilbert is kind enough that he thanks 

Hamish for advice. Meanwhile, Nikki feels a bit under the weather 

and she thinks that she’ll get well with a bath. Hamish suggests that 

she can have bath in Barbara’s bathroom. Hamish takes Barbara’s 

permission and leads Nikki to Barbara’s bathroom. Ayckbourn sets 

a device for Hamish and Barbara’s isolation. Nikki feels like a 

heaven in the bathroom. Hamish asks her to take time in bathroom 

for he has got signs of Barbara’s favours. Barbara talks some 

indecent matters with Hamish. Finding a problem of Nikki she 

says, “I once read an article somewhere that said if you had regular 

sex it helped. But I don’t really believe that…” 22 In fact, she 

invites Hamish to talk on that personal matter. She gives a sign that 

she doesn’t have any problem for sex at the time. Hamish with an 

excuse for towel leaves her. Barbara stands against mirror 

appreciating herself and suggests Nikki to take full time in 

bathroom. As Hamish returns, he is also reluctant to go away, 

though there is no reason for his stay. Barbara appears with a little 

make up. She offers him tea, sherry and wine but Hamish denies 

them to take. Barbara gives him hint finally saying, “Well. That’s 

all I have on offer.” 23 Hamish agrees. He approaches Barbara 



  

when Nikki starts singing which provides background to romantic 

encounter. Both stand close to each other. They breathe deeply and 

swiftly on the last word ‘St. Gert’s’ of Nikki’s song. Hamish grabs 

Barbara and both fall on each other in a fierce, ferocious kisses. 

They enjoy their physical love with romantic sound in the process. 

Barbara reminds Barry Coote and her fantasy of that day. She 

speaks out “…You’re a lot better then Barry Coote.” 24  Barbara 

leads him to upstairs in a bedroom. Both of them enjoy sex and 

quench their physical thirst. They enter into immoral relations. 

They enjoy bliss satisfying each other. Barbara makes a condition 

at the end, “…we’re both out of control and we’re old enough to 

know better. But this has got to be one night stand.” 25 She breaks 

her own condition calling Hamish ‘gorgeous bastard’ having sexy 

look whereas Hamish calls her ‘beautiful bitch’ and hauls her back 

on to the bed and they resume their lovemaking. Nikki bawdily 

sings with changes in the long setting sexy comments of boys of St. 

Alfreds : 

Open your legs, girls, 

Not just your minds, 

Show both your tits, girls, 

Bare your behinds. 

 



  

Come, girls! And lift your skirts!  

St Gett’s! St Gert’s! St Gert’s! 

Let’s do it till it hurts!  

St Gett’s! St Gert’s! St Gert’s! 26 

 

 The second act is comparatively more important in raising 

moral questions against fantasies. The first scene opens with 

Hamish’s waiting outside Barbara’s door where Gilbert finds him. 

Hamish is waiting for Barbara. Both Hamish and Gilbert appreciate 

Barbara as dedicated to work and a living saint. Gilbert is happy 

painting clothes on Barbara’s picture of naked body. Barbara warns 

Hamish to reveal what he wants to say within a minute. She also 

warns that there won’t be repetition of lovemaking. Though she let 

him come in. She appears disturbed as she wonders about Gilbert’s 

behaviour as well as Devonia’s responsibilities at the office. She 

clarifies with Hamish, “…We’ll have to see each other socially 

occasionally otherwise it would get ridiculous. But never on our 

own. It’ll only lead to more bedrooms. You shouldn’t even be here 

now, Hamish. Go away”. 27   

 



  

 Ayckbourn sets a very remarkable conversation raising 

moral question between Barbara and Hamish as Hamish gives 

another option instead of Barbara’s. Hamish’s dissatisfaction with 

Nikki emerges as he gets ready to make permanent relation with 

Barbara. They interact: 

 

HAMISH:   Look, there is another option, you know. 

BARBARA:  What? 

HAMISH:  That we-get together. I break it off Nikki 

and-we become a unit. 

BARBARA:  A unit? 

HAMISH:  Partners, lovers, husband and wife if you 

like. 

BARBARA:  You’d marry me? 

HAMISH:   Yes. 

BARBARA:  On the strength of twenty minutes 

wrestling together on a bed you’d be 

prepared to spend the rest of your life 

with me? 

HAMISH:   I would, yes. 

BARBARA:  Then you’re utterly batty, that’s all I can 

say. 



  

HAMISH:   What do you mean-? 

BARBARA:  Hamish, for heaven’s sake, we don’t even 

like each other. 

HAMISH:   What? 

BARBARA:  You’re not that bright, you’ve got a 

ghastly clothes sense, an awful schoolboy 

sense of humour, you’re a vegetarian and 

you’re Scottish! What more is there to 

dislike about you? 28 

 

 Barbara still tries to persuade him to go to ‘nice, simple, 

uncomplicated Nikki’ for she tells him that she is ‘a cantankerous, 

bad tempered old woman’. Hamish. On the country praises Barbara 

as ‘the most exciting woman’ he has ever met in life. Finding 

Barbara’s favours for Nikki, he feels jealous of her. Barbara 

becomes more pessimistic and expresses her grief that she can’t go 

through such relation again. She says, “I’m like a jellyfish. A 

useless, shapeless drifting lump that stings anyone that comes 

within range.” 29 

As Hamish appreciates her beauty, both of them fall over each 

other and Barbara expresses reality that she wants him. Physical 



  

satisfaction wins over morality. She talks to stop on one side and 

on the other side she says. “I love you so much. I want you inside 

me…”30 

 

 It’s her experience of bliss that though she resists it, she 

loves it too. Every time she forces Hamish to be it the last time but 

she can’t live without it. As the thirsty land quenches thirst in the 

first rain it craves for full satisfactions with continuous rain. 

Barbara experiences bliss with Hamish. When they are interrupted 

with Nikki’s knock at the door both curse the moment very much. 

 

 Nikki’s words with love oppress Barbara more. She feels 

need to look after her. She doubts Barbara in distress but Barbara 

pretends to be on phone. When she reveals that Hamish is waiting 

for her at the house, she appears to be sentimental fool. Barbara 

feels herself guilty and she feels grief over it. She considers it 

morally unacceptable. She is helpless against fantasies. She says: 

 

I’ve never behaved like this. I am an honourable person. I do 

not betray my best friend. I do not hide other women’s naked 

fiancés in my bedroom. Other women do that. I do not do 

that. I refuse to come down to their level. I am a civilized 



  

woman. A caring, loving member of the human race. I will 

not have you reduce me to less than an animal. (Silence. She 

sits.) God I’m confused. What are we going to do ?  31    
 

 It’s a battle between her mind and heart. Reasonably she 

hates her action. She detests herself as an animal. Hamish is likely 

to leave Nikki on any cost. He is ready to expose the truth and he 

feels no reluctance. Barbara finds it very difficult to face her. She 

thinks that they have betrayed the person who adores them. It’s 

really a sin to hurt such a person like Nikki. Barbara is ready to let 

Hamish stay with Nikki. Hamish expresses that he will be unhappy 

to live with Nikki. It is very much confusing to find Hamish’s 

approach with Nikki. When Hamish is introduced first, he is 

caring, romantic, patient husband for Nikki. Hamish appears at the 

stage all together different. Barbara is helpless to find Hamish’s 

attraction. Barbara, though, finds Hamish’s betrayal to Nikki she 

confirms her status in the following conversation: 

 

BARBARA:  A week ago you loved her, what 

guarantee is that?  

HAMISH:   No. A week ago I thought I loved her. 



  

BARBARA:  God, you men. You can argue anything 

round to suit yourselves, can’t you? 

HAMISH:   It’s the truth. 

BARBARA:  What is to say that next week you won’t 

be saying to Devonia Hargreaves or 

someone that you only thought you loved 

me? 

HAMISH:   Because I’ve never felt like this 

about anyone in my whole life. I swear. 
32 

 

 They agree to enlighten Nikki about further darkness to 

come in her life in  her life. In such a state of betrayal both Barbara 

and Hamish don’t let any moment go away. Barbara can’t control 

herself against the flood of bliss that she has fallen into. She doubts 

Hamish to have experience before for he smoothly operates it. At 

the moment Hamish makes to kiss her but she draws back and says 

not to touch her. She says, “Because we’ll only start again. I can’t 

cope at the moment. Just go away”. 33 She can’t cope up with such 

situations. She feels something unexplainable happening to her. 

 



  

The second scene opens with Barbara’s waiting nervously. 

Nikki and Hamish are talking and they are ready to go to Barbara’s 

room. The scene is valuable in shattering Nikki’s dreams. Nikki’s 

innocence and good spirit are exposed. She honours Barbara so 

much she feels uncomfortable in creased cloth. She asks an 

innocent question, “Can you bear to face her on your own?” 34 

 Ayckbourn sets dialogues between Barbara and Hamish 

before Nikki’s entry. They talk about reasoning of exposure of 

their betrayal – immoral relationship. Hamish considers it heartless 

and clinical whereas Barbara still doesn’t want to keep her in 

darkness. Hamish indirectly has interest to keep on with Nikki and 

Barbara both. Barbara is certain about Nikki’s ignorance in the 

case. Hamish, on the contrary believes that as a general psychology 

of women, she knows due to his change in behaviour. Barbara hints 

that Nikki is not that much brilliant. 

As Nikki enters unexpected movements prevail there. 

Barbara doesn’t respond enthusiastically. Ayckbourn heightens the 

feelings of Barbara. As Nikki has brought with her an album of her 

school days, she enthusiastically reveals about their roles. Even 

Barbara responds little when Nikki forcefully invites her to see the 

photos of annual dance. Finally, Nikki guesses something wrong 

with Barbara. Barbara’s rushing in to the bedroom slamming the 



  

door intensifies Nikki’s worries. Hamish has to justify his betrayal 

alone.         Hamish exposes devastating revelations of his relation 

with Barbara to Nikki. She blankly feels aghast when Hamish 

reveals, …“You see, the other chief point is – the other- chief point 

is I’m in love with her. I love Barbara”. 35   

The climatic expression of Hamish shatters all her fantasies 

within no time. She even can’t digest the matter that they disliked 

and crossed each other. Nikki’s helpless condition embarrasses 

Hamish and Barbara as well as it creates pathetic scene. She speaks 

in a little voice, “What about me? ...(to Hamish)  What about us ? 

(to Barbara) Barbs?” 36 When Hamish bluntly responds, “I’m afraid 

it’s over, …”, 37 she appears to be losing her breath, panting. She 

leaves the room slamming the door.  

Hamish tries in vain to (pacify) relieve Nikki but she doesn’t 

open the door. Gilbert’s fantasy is along with shattered dream in 

the scene further. Gilbert asks Barbara about the domestic issue 

with Nikki and Hamish. Their further conversation brings 

devastating effect on Gilbert as his fantasies are shattered. 

BARBARA:  Miss Wickstead – Nikki, has just learned 

that her fiancé is carrying on with another 

woman.     



  

Gilbert:  Good gracious! Oh dear, oh dear, oh 

dear. Do we know who it is? 

BARBARA:  Yes, It’s me. 

Gilbert:   (stunned) You? You and – you and 

Hamish, Barbara? 

BARBARA:  Yes. I thought you should know, Gilbert. 

Gilbert:   (seemingly losing his power of speech) 

I…I…I…I… (incredulous with the 

shock) Oh, Barbara! Oh! Barbara! 38 

 

 At the end of the scene Gilbert expresses a sigh saying, “Oh, 

Barbara, Barbara, What have you done?” 39 

 

 The third scene leads to Nikki’s flat. She executes her 

revenge destroying all belonging to Hamish. Barbara attempts in 

vain to gain admission in Nikki’s room. Again Barbara and Hamish 

are found crossing each other. Meanwhile, Barbara afraids of 

Nikki’s suspicious locking her in. She doubts something harmed 

herself in that state. She worries about Nikki and Gilbert 

simultaneously. She feels that Gilbert has also locked himself in his 

house and left his work. Meanwhile, she finds that she will have 

problem at her job for Marcus takes Devonia with him to Rome. 



  

Barbara expresses her grief over it. She feels loosing her best friend 

and job in getting love. On the other side Nikki destroys Barbara’s 

belongings in flat. Meanwhile, they listen to a painful cry of 

Gilbert. He falls from the ceiling with a cry, 

‘Barbarrraaaaaaaaaaaaa!’.  Barbara and Hamish rush downstairs 

and find him crying on which Barbara philosophizes that it’s better 

to cry. She says, “… Sometimes it’s good to have a cry. I mean, 

why shouldn’t men be allowed to cry? Women do it all the time. 

It’s very therapeutic. Far healthier than bottling it all up. That’s 

why we have less heart attacks,…” 40 

 

 In such a critical condition, Barbara wishes to have 

breakfast. Hamish wonders at that. He doesn’t believe a word if it. 

Barbara, contrasting her nature, seeks love in epicurean philosophy 

saying, “What else is there to live for? Eat, drink and be merry, 

…”41 

 

 

 Nikki knocks at the door. Barbara feels frightened to open 

for she thinks that Nikki may attack. She holds a knife to protect 

herself but Hamish suggests her to put away and instead. She 



  

clutches a rolling pin. Nikki in a cursing tone bids farewell, “Enjoy 

your pastry, Barbara.” 42 

 It’s surprising that Barbara harries to see damage of her flat 

in place of feeling for Nikki. Both shout at finding their personal 

damages. As they come back to ‘their’ room Barbara feels grief for 

what ever they have done. She gets moral consciousness. Hamish, 

on the contrary, doesn’t believe it. He considers it only as ‘life’. 

Ayckbourn, thus puts the words in Barbara’s mouth that it is 

selfishness of people that destroys somebody’s life. The dialogues 

are apt to understand moral consciousness:  

BARBARA:  We’re never going to be happy again, are 

we? It’s all gone, hasn’t it ? 

HAMISH:   No, it hasn’t. 

BARBARA:  We’ll never be able to go on as we were. 

We’ve caused so much unhappiness, so 

much misery… 

HAMISH:   It happens, that’s all … 

BARBARA:  Well, it shouldn’t happen. We’re 

destroyed someone’s life because of our 

own selfish needs. 

HAMISH:  Listen. Yes, sure, feel bad. We should 

both feel bad about it. But we shouldn’t 



  

let it destroy everything we’ve got, 

should we ? Otherwise what’s the point? 

Life has to go on. You get hurt, too bad, 

You get up, you lick your wounds, you 

go on. You find your happiness over 

again. Somewhere else. And maybe 

someone else gets knocked down in the 

process. Sorry, hard luck. Listen, Nikki 

came into my and out went my wife. Ten 

years together and suddenly it’s Nikki. 

Next week it could hap-pen to me, I don’t 

know. Are you listening to this? 43 

Hamish snatches away Nikki’s scrapbook from Barbara and 

it hits Barbara’s home made shelving unit which collapses, spilling 

the contents on to the floor. Barbara gets furious and orders him to 

get out. She pushes him to get him out. It’s all under the pressure 

of moral consciousness she does. As she refers in angry tone about 

kicking in the balls, Hamish warns to punch her tits. In a combat 

they fall on the floor injured. They blame each other. Barbara, 

especially thinks that she is turned into animal. Hamish calls it 

‘being in love’. Both Hamish and Barbara seek bliss in each other’s 



  

lap. Gilbert’s cry disturbs them. He has broken his leg but comes 

wearing Barbara’s cloth. 

 

 The fourth scene opens with conversation between Hamish 

and Gilbert. They talk about Gilbert’s injuries and behaviour. 

Hamish explains Gilbert not to put on Barbara’s dress. The last 

sign of Hamish and Nikki’s love, the new house, is proposed to sell 

by Hamish. He wants to split the money with Nikki. Finding out 

that Nikki has gone to her mother’s house, Barbara expresses a 

sign on her mother’s being dead. She in fact, feels scared of love. 

Though crossing initially, it ends into happiness. Hamish begs 

pardon and he assures her that he won’t disturb anymore and pay 

for damages that Nikki did. He wants to cross Barbara’s opinions 

about scots. The concluding dialogues of the play reveal that the 

base of Barbara and Hamish’s relationship will be compromise-

settling in a family. They aptly put the words in the following 

worthy speech:   

 

HAMISH:  I mean, saving your presence, we’re both 

middle-aged people and we’re really past 

the stage of plunging into destructive 



  

relationship, surely? Smashing up the 

place. You’d agree with that? 

BARBARA:  Yes. 

HAMISH:  Hell! It’s about time we both grew up, 

isn’t it? We’re sane, adult, responsible 

human beings, for God’s sake. Come on. 

Get a life! Yes. Right. Absolutely. 44 

 

 The words have miraculous effect that Barbara eagerly waits 

for Hamish’s return. On the last mutual stamp of understanding 

there is no crossing, no waiting only surrender to live life full of 

love. Like life, they tightly clasp each other kissing, wincing, 

fondling with a loving mixture of pain and pleasures. The 

impression that comes out of the play is that all’s well that ends 

well.      
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CONCLUSION 
 



  

 Throughout his journey of a dramatist, Alan Ayckbourn has 

shifted his focus from domestic values to social, political values 

and then to ethical values.  Duncan Wu rightly evaluates, “… Alan 

Ayckbourn sides with Brenton and Hare in regarding the betrayal 

of personal ethics as analogous to political corruption.”  1 Apart 

from Watson and Page’s interviews with Alan Ayckbourn in 1988 

and 1989 respectively, Duncan Wu interviewed him on 5 

December, 1992 at the Old Parsonage Hotel, Oxford which implies 

Ayckbourn’s occupation with moral consciousness. The following 

interview is helpful to search moral consciousness in his works: 

 

Duncan Wu:  What ought we to make of the last scene 

of A Chorus of Disapproval, in which 

Guy is hugged by the rest of the cast and 

everyone makes up ? Is it a sign of hope? 

Alan Ayckbourn:Well, the play runs parallel to The  

Beggar’s Opera, and there’s a wonderful 

moment in The Beggar’s Opera where 

they say If you want a happy ending, you 

can have it’. And I wanted the same with 

Chorus. So that’s happens at the point 

where the play would normally come 



  

round to the end of the flashback: I 

change course, and say, If you want a 

happy ending, here it is.’But what I liked 

is the slightly cynical way in which Gay 

uses the device- if the town wants a 

happy ending, we’ll tag one on. It’s from 

years of hearing the public (not so much 

the critics) saying to me, ‘I think you 

could have made it a bit happier at the 

end’. I thought, ‘I know exactly how Gay 

feels’. Okay, snip! The man turns round 

and he’s terribly nice. 

DW:  He’s been behaving like a total bastard 

throughout, though. 

AA:    I don’t think so. He’s an innocent. 

DW:    Really innocent? 

AA:  Well, he’s not by any means beyond 

criticism, because you might argue, from 

the way he gets involved with two or 

three women, that he’s quite happy to sit 

back and let events flow in his favour. 

 



  

 It’s my theory that if a man the 

stature of Jesus of Christ came back now, 

we’d all be trying to figure his angle. 

We’d all be saying, ‘He must be up to 

something.’ This is true even in a town 

like Scarborough. I think people now 

know what I’m doing there. But a lot of 

the shaper members of the community-

the amusement arcade boys, for instance 

– they never knew what I was doing 

there. The papers said, ‘Here’s a guy 

who’s very successful’, and yet I was 

there running a very small theatre, and 

they couldn’t figure my angle. In the end 

they figured me for Mr Big, that I 

obviously had some operation going that 

was of such scale-a major importation 

from Columbia Pictures, or something – 

that it was unfigurable. 

 Similarly, in Chorus, the characters 

tend to see themselves mirrored in Guy. 

The fact that he demurs or doesn’t react 



  

in the way they expect – far from making 

them think he’s an idiot- leads them to 

think that he’s deeper than they thought. 

In a world of dishonest people, could we 

recognize an honest man? (Hopefully, 

that’s actually a rather jaded view.)  

DW:  This leads me to ask whether we should 

read the play as a critique of 

Thatcherism. 

AA:   Well, it’s a critique of a society 

that’s Mammon-based, I suppose. And it 

certainly applied to the Thatcher era, as 

did . But! was writing about the subject 

long before Mrs. Thatcher, and it’s aimed 

at more than just her. Absurd Person 

Singular is also about avarice and greed- 

a lot of my plays are about the seven 

deadly sins! 

 It’s my theory that you can become 

amazingly rich if you have a modicum of 

intelligence, an incredible obsession and 

determination, can dispense with a few 



  

niceties like other people’s feelings, and 

have a certain ruthlessness. The nice 

people, the gentle people, the people I 

like, are the ones that – well, I wouldn’t 

say they give it all to Oxfam, but they 

don’t go through with it for various 

reasons.  

 

DW:    People like Dafydd, I guess. 

AA:   Yes. Who I love very much. He’s a 

terrible man in some ways. He resembles 

many of the people I knew when I was 

young, a type you don’t often meet 

professionally. They’re characterized by 

in obsessive commitment, a desperate 

love for the theatre. 

 When Michael Gambon was doing 

A Chorus, and I was directing him the 

National Theatre, we gave Dafydd this 

tiny house in which he lived, with little 

rooms, much too small for him. He’s only 

ever fully alive when he’s in that big 



  

auditorium. He’s pacing around and this 

is his land, his realm. There he’s master 

of his own domain. But at home he’s like 

this big animal that’s been shut in a very 

small crate, bashing his head against the 

walls. I always told Gambon to pace 

around inside the house, constantly 

meeting walls, never quite sure of the 

architecture of his house. He’s always 

doing very big, passionate gestures in 

much too small a space. 

 

DW:  You mention the seven deadly sins, and 

you are a very moral writer. But seems to 

suggest that there are no moral absolutes. 

How do we know right from wrong in 

your work? 

AA:    In the absolutes are felt to be 

impossible to achieve. I mean, who 

hasn’t done something in their lives that 

makes them blush – lifted a book out of 

Smith’s, done something in some 



  

drunken spree (or even sober)? The point 

I was trying to make is that although 

we’re all prone to this, there’s a direct 

link between a tiny crime and a big 

crime. It is a dangerous slope that you 

step on if you condone one crime-one 

racial incident, one anything. Again, at 

the centre of the play is this totally honest 

man, a rather belligerent man, Jack, 

who’s almost impossible to live with. 

He’s a cross between Don Quixote and St 

George, Always going off looking for 

dragons.  

 The mark in that play is his firs 

speech to his family, which is awkward. 

He talks rather self-consciously about 

moral value in a very clumsy way, and he 

phrases it wrongly-and I deliberately 

wrote it with hesitations and repetitions. 

He talks about things that in decent 

society aren’t talked about, like having 

principles. Everyone nods and looks a bit 



  

embarrassed and wishes he’d shut up, 

because they’d rather get on with the 

party-and also it’s painfully close to the 

bone because everyone in the room is a 

crook! But by the end of the play he’s 

mastered the speak, and he’s giving the 

smooth politician/Mafioso speech about 

family and ties; it’s all very smooth and 

honed, says almost the same things as 

before, only much more briefly, swiftly, 

and shallowly. The movement has been 

very small in real terms. He’s shitted 

from being a totally honest man to being 

a corrupt man. But without being aware 

that it’s happened to him. The moral of 

that play is that we can change without 

realizing it, if we compromise on what 

we believe in and we are a nation of 

compromisers. It’s that combined with 

our apathy that has saved us from doing 

the unspeakable. I wouldn’t put it down 

to moral fibre so much as a reluctance to 



  

leave the pub. I can’t imagine, for 

instance, our farmers ever behaving like 

the French farmers. And hopefully our 

politics aren’t quite at the stage that 

German politics have reached. But it’s 

dangerous to assume that they won’t. 

We’re not immune. We might suddenly 

find ourselves there, simply by taking no 

action. 

DW:   Should I be looking for a 

consistent moral core to your plays, or it 

that the wrong way of thinking about 

them? 

AA:  You only find out about your work from 

what people say. All I do is write it. But 

Peter Hall once said to me that thought I 

was a modern Ben Jonson, that I write 

morality plays – I mean plays about good 

and evil. I don’t consciously set out to do 

it, but I suppose there is an inevitable 

sense of justice in my work: as ye sow so 

shall ye reap. That sort of thing is quite 



  

often in my work. That is a recurring 

theme. 

DW :  I notice that in your work there’s often a 

good way of living and a bad way of 

living and a bad way of living. In 

Henceforward…we know that the good 

way of living is for the man to go back to 

his wife and child, but I don’t want to 

schematize it, but you frequently present 

your protagonists with moral choices. In 

Jack knows what the right way to live is, 

but he gets sucked into the wrong way. 

AA:  It’s not easy is what I’m saying. At every 

stage I wanted Jack to be presented with 

tough choices. In the first case it’s either 

take the guy’s offer or have your 

daughter prosecuted and possibly appear 

in a juvenile court. Of course he wants to 

protect the kid, even though he’s almost 

strong enough to say ‘No, she must be 

punished.’ But then his whole families 

come back and say, ‘Can’t have that.’ 



  

Once he’s capitulated to that then every 

corrupt decision is justified. 

 Henceforward…is slightly 

different. It’s not exactly 

autobiographical but it is the closest I’ve 

come to writing about the so-called 

creative artist, and feelings about using 

your life, recycling in dramatic form 

experiences you may have shared with 

other people. It’s a difficult thing to 

discuss if you’re writing about a writer 

because they just sit and write. There’s 

nothing to look at really, except a man 

with a pen or a word-processor. And even 

watching composers compose isn’t much 

fun. (I know that Hollywood have tried 

raindrops falling on Beethoven’s music 

and so on.) But I thought it was more 

interesting once you’d got sampled 

sound, making it possible to see the act of 

creation. One didn’t need to be convinced 

that it was brilliant; all one wanted to 



  

know was that the composer was 

obsessed with his work. 

 The irony of the play is that he’s 

obsessed with the very thing he’s 

destroying in his own life. He wants to 

produce a piece of music that will zock 

people into loving each other pure 

subliminal advertising for the good life. 

Then there’s the meeting at the end where 

old ironsides-his wife, Corinna, who, out 

of defence I think, is as tough as old brick 

– cracks in half and shows all to him. I 

said to the actress playing her,’ Never 

should a woman have said “I love you” 

with more conviction than this woman 

does; never has a man been quite so 

loved with no holds barred; and never has 

he turned away a bigger bunch of 

flowers,’ Because instead of accepting it 

he recognizes it as the very sound he 

wanted for his piece.5  

DW:     That’s very painful. Is it tragedy? 



  

AA:  It is, it is. His family almost certainly dies 

as a result, and he’s left with a piece of 

useless junk, really. I think what the play 

says is that drama, or any art, can’t exist 

outside society. 

  We live in a society that puts art 

outside. It’s a sort of twin culture. You’ve 

got so-called art that everybody can 

understand, like EastEnders –things that 

are popular. And then you’ve got after 

ten o’clock art, which is often theatre. In 

Scarborough the other day someone said 

to me, ‘I never knew that theatre was like 

this, I thought everyone would be in 

evening dress.’ Well, outside Covent 

Garden, when was the last time I saw an 

audience in evening dress? And that’s 

what Henceforward…’s about: the 

danger of putting art away from people. I 

always say to anyone who writes for our 

theatre in Scarborough: ‘It’s go to be 

relevant. I don’t care what you want to 



  

say but it’s got to relate to these people.’ 

And the bigger the subject, the more 

personally involved you’ve got to get 

them. Because most people in this 

country can wriggle free from most 

hooks; if it’s happening further than 20 

yards away, forget it. Although it’s true I 

write about individuals rather than issues, 

you could say, for ‘’ read ‘a whole nation 

state’. It isn’t that it’s just a family, it 

goes further and wider than that. In 

dealing with a family, I try to indicate 

that it happens at 44 Hollyhock Street;  

it’s not something cooked up by Mrs. 

Thatcher and a whole load of people who 

I don’t know anything about. 

 When Mrs. T. was around and 

people were complaining about her, I 

always said that she embodies what the 

majority of this country believe, and aim 

for, and strive for. She’s there because 

they put her there, or somebody put her 



  

there. I never met anyone who voted for 

her, and yet a lot of people did, and a lot 

of people made a lot of money out of it. 

You get what you deserve. She was our 

representative on earth, really – what we 

all jointly created. 

DW:   Do you feel that the ethics of the 

Thatcherite society had any effect on 

your work?   

 

AA:  You can’t reduce everything in the end to 

a profit sheet. And that’s the legacy 

we’ve got in the arts. But not just in the 

arts. 

 One is aware of a tremendous 

leveling. Take a small town like 

Scarborough. We’re looking for money at 

the theatre, just to survive. We’ve been 

told, ‘Go out into the market-place; no 

more direct handouts from the 

government’ Be prepared to generate 

your own income, and hassle local 



  

businesses’, and so on. But you find 

yourself standing in the queue with the 

local hospice, with schools, with sick 

children, with all sorts of huge emotive 

cause – the dying, the young and the old 

and the homeless. You’ve all got the 

same tin. And in a sense it puts things 

that the British are naturally suspicious 

about – art, culture – in a very vulnerable 

position. It’s just unfair to compete with a 

hospice. I mean, people are going to go 

where their hearts are hit, and a 

production of Hamlet next month is 

neither here nor there. But it is here or 

there because I really do believe that, 

without these things, society is a thinner, 

more ugly, sicker place. You close your 

libraries, your art galleries, start to make 

them more difficult to go to, and you 

close your theatre. I genuinely think that 

on good nights there we give great parties 

– I mean, great spiritual parties. 



  

DW:   It’s not as if there’s anything 

boring or didactic or funless about it, but 

your plays do give us an experience that 

enables us to see a better way to live. 

AA:     I hope so. That’s what I 

would hope comes over. As you say, I 

don’t want to stand there pointing 

accusing fingers. All one says is that it’s 

not easy, but that we often make fatal 

mistakes for the best reasons. Most of the 

time we know the right decision, but 

sometimes we choose to make the wrong 

one. All I’m saying is that in the end we 

live to regret that wrong decision. There 

is a right way to live. 

DW:  And it’s just something we know 

instinctively? 

AA:  Yes we do, I’m sure, most of the time. 

It’s just that we live in an age where 

everything we used to believe in got 

turned upside down. 



  

 At one stage there was this terrible 

old patriarchal society where Mr. 

Macmillan was obviously the most 

honest man in the world; he’d shot a few 

grouse and things but knew what was 

good for you. He was like some sort of 

old uncle, really. And then somebody 

discovered that was as much corruption 

in politics as in the rest of the world. One 

wasn’t so surprised by that, because 

politicians are representatives of us – we 

voted in. But then everything became 

corrupt! I mean everything. We didn’t 

believe in anything. And there was this 

terrible attitude for a very long time that 

nothing was worth anything – a 

completely nihilistic thing. 

 

 Now, take a play like Man of the 

Moment, which depicts a direct 

confrontation between god and evil. It 

posed a tremendous challenge for me as a 



  

dramatist because I knew I could write 

Vic Parks and make him very 

entertaining because there’s something 

fascinatingly awful about this snake-like 

man. I knew that in a sense violence is 

like a drug- that if I made him physically 

very violent he could, dangerously, 

become even more attractive to the 

audience. Which was when I thought up 

his relationship with Sharon – a kind of 

hidden violence, when he attacks her for 

being fat. A lot of people found that quite 

unbearable, but I was interested by how 

much more shocking it was than if he’d 

taken a piece of wood to her. I don’t like 

to see people beaten up and there’s a sort 

of fascination with it which shouldn’t be 

there. I also wanted to write a good man 

in Douglas, and found it very hard 

because good is often seen as rather dull 

and worthy. In performance, however, I 

felt the audience stampeding onwards 



  

Douglas for safety, like Trudy. The thing 

about Trudy’s marriage to Vic is that she 

went into it with her eye on the main 

chance. He was a very attractive man 

with a known violent record, and she 

chose to take up with him. So that when 

he is violent to her, she’s only got herself 

to blame. She went into the relationship 

for the wrong reasons. Whereas Douglas, 

who would never attract that sort of 

adulation, is the bloke who, In the end, 

she prefers. But I hope I was realistic 

enough in the end to say that, as long as 

the human race exists, the Vics of this 

world will always survive the Douglases. 

DW:    Quite. So would you say that 

I’m right in believing that you’re not an 

idealist? The idealizing world, when it 

occurs in your work (Woman in Mind, 

Invisible Friends), very frequently turns 

bad in some way. 



  

AA:     Well those two plays are 

obviously very closely related, because I 

rewrote Woman in Mind with children in 

mind. The moral lessons there are almost 

a memo to myself: instead of trying to 

make an adjustment in the people you 

live with, or have to live with, you bypass 

them and create counterparts But in the 

end the problem lies in you. Both those 

sets of characters are figments of the 

central woman’s imagination, and in all 

cases they’re made in her own image. 

They’re uncontrollable in the end. It’s as 

if she’d cloned herself – and you don’t 

expect clones to be better than the 

original. Susan has the bigger problem in 

that she lives with a vicar of the Church 

of England, Gerald. There’s an 

impregnable calm about Gerald, partly 

because he has God on his side. All of 

which generates a residual guilt in her 

own mind, that every time she kicks a 



  

vicar she’s getting closer to hell. What 

makes it even worse is that Gerald is 

quite adept at turning the other cheek – 

she  could deal with a man who slapped 

her but a man who just allows himself to 

be slapped and looks more and more 

sorrowfully at her is impossible. 

DW:  He’s horrible. He’s sanctimonious 

character. 

AA:    But you see, Woman in 

Mind is an interesting play in that it’s a 

first-person narrative. And we get it all 

from her viewpoint. The first half of the 

play is all as told by Susan. What I 

wanted to do was to get the audience to 

identify with her – to say to them, this is 

the central character, this is the one I like. 

There are very few others who you could 

possibly hope to link with – the dream 

people are impossible, and there’s an 

awful vicar, and a dreadful sister-in-law. 

So this woman is all you’ve really got, 



  

besides the barmy doctor who’s 

obviously totally incompetent. 

 But having stuck with her and 

getting onto the boat you then realize that 

you’re on a sinking shop, because by the 

second by the second act you realize, to 

your horror, that what she’s telling us is 

unreliable. This is confirmed when reality 

and dream start getting confused: that’s a 

rule you’re supposed never to break in 

playwriting, because it’s inconsistent (It’s 

justified in this case by dramatic effect.) 

The alarm is first given by Rick, the son, 

when his real character (as opposed to the 

character she portrays for us) seems to 

break through to us. And there are 

moments towards the end, immediately 

before she goes into what I call a 

supernova state, when the whole thing 

gets very bright and it’s like Alice in 

Wonderland, completely dotty, when you 

get a glimpse, just for a second, of the 



  

real Gerald. There are still a lot of things 

wrong with him, but we begin to see his 

point of view – that he is dealing with a 

woman he doesn’t understand because he 

doesn’t recognize mental instability as an 

illness. This is a very English, middle-

class failing; the Americans have trouble 

understanding it, although they have done 

the play there. If a guy breaks a leg, fair 

enough. We can all gather round and get 

him to hospital and we know to do. But 

the number of women who saw that play 

in London and wrote to Julia McKenzie 

(who played Susan) saying, ‘I went 

through the same experience and nobody 

knew’! There was one classic tale of a 

woman who went with her father. He was 

in his seventies, she in her forties. He 

wrote the letter. When the play ended he 

turned round and she was crying. He was 

surprised, said he’d had a thoroughly 

good laugh, and took her to the Savoy to 



  

buy her a drink and see what wrong. She 

told him that what happened so Susan 

happened to her. When? She said, ‘Ten 

years ago.’ When he said he couldn’t 

remember, she said to him, Daddy, you 

didn’t even notice.’ She hadn’t suffered 

complete catatonia, but she had gone 

right down into a state of depression. And 

he admitted in his letter that he had failed 

at the time to see it as any sort of 

problem. That’s what Gerald represents. 

DW:  Woman in Mind is tragic; 

Henceforward… is tragic; is tragic. What 

does tragedy consist of, for you?       

AA:  There is a traditional definition which I 

suppose I subscribe to, which is that it is 

to do with choices we make – wrong 

choices – leading to further wrong 

choices. I’ve made a number of choices 

in my life that I have known to be 

honourable. (I’ve also made some very 

bad choices.) But I’ve always known 



  

when I’ve made the right choices. And I 

think tragedy is about not doing that, in 

its vaguest sense. 

  I once made a remark that I think is 

reasonably original – that comedy is a 

tragedy interrupted: you just stop drama a 

fraction before the denouement. I 

suppose if the went on long enough you 

might get back to comedy again! It is 

possible to stop most plays at a point 

where it could go either way. 

 The way my plays work I just 

allow them to take their course. Play I’m 

working on at the moment – it’s still very 

embryonic – is as close to good and evil 

as I can get. It’s about a man who, for the 

best intentions, chooses the wrong way. I 

originally wanted to write a play about 

sponsorship of the arts, but it’s winder 

than that. It’s really about how we get 

into bed with the most extraordinary 

people. It’s set in the middle of a 



  

recession, when the spirits are down, and 

concerns an enthusiastic vicar who 

decides to revive mystery plays, to stage 

them on a huge scale. He’s halfway 

through it when the sponsors drop out. 

This dark man turns up offers him some 

sponsorship – he knows very well who it 

is! And the man starts altering the script, 

until you’ve got Arnold Schwarzenegger 

slicing people in half because that’s what 

would appeal to the young.  

 That’s a familiar theme of mine – 

that the wrong decision is almost right. 

Very rarely are we confronted with 

black-and-white choices; usually they’re 

very difficult and demand a lot of 

thought. But I think in the end there is a 

way, and if we think about it for a minute 

we know which way we should go. The 

danger is that some part of our brain is 

always there telling us, ‘Don’t worry, it’ll 

be all right, just this once. Take the £10 



  

note, they’re very rich people.’ That’s the 

real devil.  2 

 Ayckbourn has rightly proved himself to be a practitioner of 

drama and a Well-known dramatist in English literature. He has 

gradually developed himself. His journey as a dramatist has been 

of a social commentator. Ayckbourn has shown his concern for 

moral values and lack of these values in modern society in his later 

plays. His initial reputation was of being the most undemanding of 

entertainers. The initial reputation has obscured depth and the 

seriousness in his plays of 1974-78 and onwards, particularly 

Absent Friends, Just Between Ourselves and Joking Apart   

 Ayckbourn’s subject generally embraces people between the 

ages of twenty five and forty, of middle class, living in British 

suburbia in the present. Malcolm Page rightly observes, “His 

recurring theme is marriage, usually its miseries…”3 Susan, 

living in British suburbia faces marital problem with her husband – 

vicar of the church of England - Gerald. She craves for physical 

bliss with imaginary family Andy, Tony, Lucy against Gerald and 

Rick both self-centred figures. The play exposes the moral concern 

how the wrong choices further lead to wrong choices.  Truly, 

Woman in Mind   reflects universal moral trend for ideal concept 

of family.   



  

 Henceforward demonstrates contrast between principle and 

practice. Jerome is obsessed with art of music and attempts highly 

to compose tune on ‘love’ but on the contrary he destroys it in his 

real life – he fails to have it in his life. He seeks love in machine – 

Nan- a robot ignoring love with his real wife Corinna and his child 

Geain. The play demands value of love in marital status. Corinna’s 

emphasis on Jerome’s responsibility and family brings moral 

consciousness. The problem hints modern trend of one’s searching 

for good qualities like love, warmth, loyalty though they possess 

them. In fact, people seek outside and forget to look inside. The 

real happiness is not in isolation but in love. Jerome destroys his 

and Corinna’s life realizing that machines cannot take place of 

human beings. They can be programmed to function but can’t 

express eternal qualities like love. Jerome is a representative of 

modern man who destroys his life living with machine.       

 A Small Family Business reflects failure to distinguish 

between substance and shadow. In the world of commerce futility 

of idealism is exposed. Ayckbourn warns the spectators that the 

interplay of substance and shadow leads to immoral steps. Jack 

McCracken, an honest and committed business man is turned to be 

dishonest due to the force of family members and he surrenders 

himself to the extent that he ignores bribery and murder and 



  

celebrates well-being of small family business. Ayckbourn 

considers the basic problem of investigation, ‘In a world of honest 

people, could we reorganize an honest man?’ In the modern 

society, in the world of commerce ideal and moral values are futile. 

Ayckbourn has been successful in bringing consciousness among 

business tycoons. It also reflects Thatcherite English where 

everybody was motivated to become a business man. Ayckbourn 

arranges the incidents logically so that the play exposes Jack’s 

journey from a man who believed in trust and honesty but turns to 

be dishonest man. Ayckbourn uses the concept of family that leads 

Jack to destroy his ideals. It is surprising and sarcastic that family 

members involve Jack in dishonesty on behalf of other values like 

love and responsibility for family members. His wife Poppy 

teaches her daughters the lessons of content but finally she is 

attracted to materializing seeing Anita’s gifts; got through immoral 

relations with Italians. Knowingly, Jack’s brother Cliff permits his 

wife Anita for prostitution. Samantha, Jack’s daughter is caught in 

stealing goods and taking drugs. All the family members around 

Jack are dishonest. Jack struggles to think to idealism but against 

circumstances he falls down. It shows tendency of human being to 

prostrate against immoral forces. The play awakens the society 

against dishonest business practices.  



  

 The Revengers’ Comedies highlights the worldly matters to 

personal morality and it estimates the effects of worldly matters – 

especially business on personal life. The corrupt political 

environment of the late 1980s causes immorality at individual 

level. In fact, he attacks pollution of business of multinational 

companies, “Polluting the rivers, poisoning the atmosphere and 

secretly funding right-wing revolutionaries”4  

  

The protagonist Henry is an innocent like so many of 

Ayckbourn’s protagonists in corrupt world. His realization that 

success is granted to those who break the rules, drags him into 

organizational politics. Ayckbourn attacks the society claiming that 

the losers in the society Henry inhabits are those for whom love is 

more than a means of self-advancement. Karen’s failure to see 

beyond the rules that govern her life leaves her with no option but 

to commit suicide. Henry’s moral courage enables The Revengers’ 

Comedies to reclaim some of the hope relinquished in earlier 

works. We can be true, we can recover our lost innocence, we can 

indulge our romantic aspirations, providing that we do not deceive 

ourselves into thinking that such aspirations are governed by 

absolutes. 



  

  

Time of My Life is the darkest play that highlights 

Ayckbourn’s philosophy that our dealings with the closest to us 

decide our happiness rather than art or abstraction. Gerry, the moral 

absolutist, leads his life to self destruction by living with the rules 

when they break down. Laura, selfish, self-centred, destructive old 

woman overbears her family members’ psyche. The play is nice 

presentation of emotional turmoil in personal life. Laura’s 

revelation of infidelity drags Gerry’s life to death like Othello. Like 

Iago, Laura is hardened opportunist, ruthless in her exploitation of 

other’s weaknesses. Her sons and even Gerry deny true love and 

face the consequences of deception. Ayckbourn is successful to 

awaken the human psyche for ability to separate good from evil for 

survival. 

 Man of the Moment deals with direct confrontation between 

good and evil – the very essence of morality. Vic Parks, a thug is 

the representative of the real world where heroes are easily 

forgotten, villains may become heroes. Vic Parks who was accused 

in a bank robbery, enjoys personality as a media pundit. Trudy’s 

innocence, good nature and hospitality are against Vic’s villainous 

character. The play reveals the modern tendency where honest and 

good persons are forgotten and the pretenders become heroes. Even 



  

the husband of the lady whom Vic shot, praises Vic after a lapse of 

time. In a way the play preoccupies the corruption that despite 

being a convicted criminal, having robbed a bank and blasted a 

shotgun into a woman’s face, Vic Parks resides in a Mediterranean 

Villa on the spoils of his success as a television personality. 

 From facts and fiction to fantasy is the departure in moral 

consciousness for Alan Ayckbourn. He moves to fantasy and 

illustrates the role of it in self - destruction in his play Things We 

Do for Love. Barbara and Hamish’s infidelity with Nikki leads to a 

basic moral question. On the other side, Gilbert’s revelation of 

secret love for Barbara and his obsession create fantasy. The 

subject with the use of fantasy copes with unaccepted social or 

moral guidelines. Fantasies, at every stage. creates issues of 

morality. 

 Apart from the selected plays Ayckbourn’s real essence is in 

his belief that our deeds on earth are decisive of our destiny-either 

good or bad. Ayckbourn has tackled areas of moral, political and 

religious vacuum. Ayckbourn has written plays for the last twenty 

years of the twentieth century which describes the values, concerns 

and angst of the emerging lower middle class. An increasingly 

wealthy, mobile, articulate, educated society found descriptions of 

their own lives, personalities from their own environment, 



  

problems from their own experiences. Ayckbourn is a great writer 

who transcends subject matter and genre. Michael Holt rightly puts 

it: 

He produces great drama by observing the lives of those 

holidaymakers and their landladies. His subjects are mostly 

ordinary upper – working – or middle – class people living 

in small town communities, straggling to fit into small time 

morality, afloat on a sea of problem largely of their own 

making. The plays are all uproariously funny and therefore 

attract that holiday audience. They are also accurate, and, in 

that accuracy, painfully bleak, dance and tragic. 5 

 

The relationship between men and women and the particular 

strains which the process and the state marriage inflict are the 

subject matter of his plays. For Ayckbourn most relationship 

contain abuser and abused. After 1975. the characters grow 

increasingly cruel and vulnerable. They are rarely truly evil and 

rarely completely innocent. Often they cause suffering by default, 

by neglect, or by the careless use of a defence mechanism. They 

are nearly always driven by emotional necessity. The picture drawn 

is of a battleground where the struggle is unending, truces are 

mostly temporary, and any happy peace time a fleeting illusion. 



  

Marriage is not necessarily the cause of the abusive situation. But 

marriage is the structure that reinforces the difficulties inherent in 

the understanding of any partner. It is obvious that many women in 

Ayckbourn’s plays fight a losing battle against their marital 

circumstances. They struggle to maintain dignity within their 

relationships, but it is a hard conflict. Torn between duty and 

personal happiness, they suffer embarrassment, neglect and even 

cruelty. Roles are clearly defined in this world. Men do not lay 

tables, look after children, prepare food. Women, saddled with 

these functions, tend to suffer disappointment and lack of 

fulfillment. Men are indecisive in Ayckbourn’s world.     

All plays of Ayckbourn are impeccably plotted and shaped, 

exploiting their two-act structure with carefully placed comic and 

dramatic climaxes. Commenting on Ayckbourn’s designs, Michael 

Holt writes: 

Starting with his themes, Ayckbourn will spend many 

months organizing the structure before he ever tackles 

dialogue; the scripts are thus often written in a few days, but 

as a result of a very long planning period. He has already 

identified protagonists on both sides of his theme’s argument 

and frequently another character to provide the motor to the 

action. Thus his plays are strong architectural constructions 



  

within which actor and director can develop the action. But 

sound plotting is only the start of his skills. 6 

 He is in fact, a master of plot construction, a wordsmith of 

great precision and an organizer of moments placed in the action to 

perfection. Beyond technical perfection he has been a commentator 

of society. 

 The playwright sought departure from realism and moved to 

allegory to observe battlefields of marriage and small town 

morality. His departure led him to expose the abuse of power. 

Billington is right to note, “Ayckbourn embarks, in plays after 

Way Upstream, on a discussion of the organs of power within late - 

twentieth century Britain. In turn, he examines the media, small 

and big business, local politics, science and medicine, and the 

church.” 7 

Ayckbourn has projected the nature of evil in our society in 

his own way. There remains the focus on ordinary apolitical human 

beings who just wish to get on with their lives. He never loses his 

concern for the little man or woman and their desire for self-

fulfillment in a domestic bliss. There is possibility of less 

satisfaction for moral and political absolutists but he is essentially a 

describer and arbiter, not a judgementalist. He may he linked with 

Pirandello and Priestley as he has experimented with chance and 



  

time. In life these two elements are catalyst in the forging of 

innocence or guilt. The plays develop questions about the 

prevailing moral and ethical national mood through the medium of 

comedy and on an apparently domestic level. The plays from 1981 

to 1991 suggest if we are let down by our national institutions and 

culture, where the ordinary man or woman is to go for solace or 

comfort. The last phase of falling into escapist world through 

fantasies heightens moral values.           
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	A silence
	Jerome kisses her gently
	Laura appears not to hear him
	They are interrupted with Calvinu, the owner of the restaurant, as he enters. The lateness of the hour and the drink have caused them to fall asleep. Laura and Gerry whisper furiously for Calvinu snores. Laura is repetitively asked a question about th...
	His anger is true to the psychology of jealousy and to literary representations of it. Like Othello, Gerry depends on the security of his personal life in a world shaken by uncertainty. His trade is hit by recession and his crooked dealings keep the b...
	Laura ignores his jealousy and reveals her infidelity not putting it straight in words but gives hints step-wise. In act II Laura responds that Gerry can not murder that person because, ‘he’s been dead since nineteen seventy four’. Gerry forces her t...
	LAURA:   Oh, don’t be so melodramatic.
	GERRY:  I’ve reason to be, haven’t I discover, after thirty-two years, my whole marriage is based on a lie. I’ve been betrayed by my wife—with my own brother… My whole personal life been made a mockery –
	LAURA:   (impatiently) Oh, for God’s sake. Fifteen minutes. That’s all it was. In nineteen seventy-four. A month before he died, poor bugger. From the little pleasure we had from it, probably helped him on his way.
	GERRY:  God, you’re a cold woman sometimes, aren’t you?
	LAURA:  It’s the truth. Come on, Don’t be so stupid. It was nothing.
	GERRY:  Then why bother telling me if it was nothing?
	LAURA:  I don’t know. I thought it might amuse you. 31
	Laura gives shock after shock revealing her infidelity to Gerry at ease. For Laura it was nothing but it was ‘pleasure’ for fifteen minutes at lunch time on Sunday once in their married life. She considers it to be helpful to ‘David’ to die happily. ...
	Again he shows his sense of mastership:

