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Editorial

There is history only as long as people revolisteact.
Total institutions are attempts to institute the efhistory”

The idea about this issue’s pivotal theieeatres of Resistancgemmed from a
genuine interest in theatre’s ideological efficacgn theatre effectively challenge
and/or change social institutions? In contempoipitalist societies politics have
been demystified and as Baudrillard contends, heisized in the spectaclé.”
Theatre, as a commodified institution itself, hasdme either a normative medium of
capitalist propaganda, or a spectacular simulatioresistance. Have we reached the
end of history? If contemporary capitalism is aalitdrian institution, is there any
form of resistance left? In this issue we triedctmpile articles that addressed the
notion of resistance in order to explore the waywhich it can be achieved.

The fact that we received papers from around tlegyinterrogating issues
about forms of resisting theatre (or theatres sistance) in Argentina, New Zealand,
Greece, Nigeria and the States, reverberates dfitls fthe scope of our initial
intention: to demonstrate the global aspects abeating and challenging art that can
prove motivating for political action, and to offan insight into current debates on
nation and identity, sexual politics, totalitarigmi (in any form) and resistance. The
selected papers shed light on various theatregsi$tance against several forms of
totalitarian institutions: military dictatorshipgatriarchal society, (post-)colonial
contexts, capitalism. Are the terms ‘theatres dfistance’ and ‘political theatre’
synonymous? Can theatre shake up the complaceribg afudience and disrupt their
habitual role as spectators/consumers?

In “Moving Targets: An ‘lllogical’ Theatre of Resance in (Pre)Occupied
Territory,” Ryan Reynolds puts forward the questwinether theatre of resistance is
viable in a consumerist, postmodern society. Ineprid overcome capitalist logic
which is no longer crystallized but constantly nmayi insidiously infiltrating social
structures, Reynolds proposes a specific stratédiyeatre of resistance. His account
of The Last Days of Mankina type of interactive street spectacle, is aifiasing
example of this strategy, mainly resisting the isitgband primacy of meaning,
unveiling the audience’s entrapment in the consehserciety.

The interactive and disruptive element is also evidn “Confusing Gender:
Strategies for resisting objectification in the waf Split Britches” where resistance
is of a sexual nature, involving the performer'dpoEmily Underwood makes the
case for a type of theatre that resists the offigation of the female body imposed by
the spectator’s gaze. The insightful analysis & Warious strategies employed by
Lois Weaver inWhat Tammy Needs to Knosuggests the potential of undermining
the tantalising power of the audience’s gaze amtamming the circumvention of the
lesbian performer’s body.

Interactivity in the realm of performance and theats a means of criticising
audience’s complicity and urging for political axtialso permeates “Accusing and
Engaging the Audience through Theatreform: GriseéBambaro’sinformation for
Foreigners” Selena Burns considers Argentinean playwrighis€da Gambaro’s
“experiential promenade” utilized in this particulgiece where she dramatises the

! Bourdieu, P. and L. J. D WacquaAn invitation to Reflexive Sociologg€ambridge: Polity P, 1992)
102.

2 Baudrillard, JeariThe Transparency of Evil: Essays on Extreme Phenaifi®@ndon & New York,
1993) 9.



human rights violation through torture that toolqa in Argentina during the early
1970s under military regime. The scope of suchha¢istchoices is to stimulate both
the emotional and critical awareness of the au@ieconfronting them with their
complicity and individual/collective guilt. Overalhe paper raises thought provoking
guestions on the political efficacy of theatre, yding links to contemporary forms
of ‘legalized’ violence and repression.

Philip Hager's paper provides a geographical ttasito the colonel’s
dictatorship in 1970s Greece, exploring Greek playht Lula Anagnostaki’#\ntonio
or the Messageand the political implications of its 1972 protioo in Athens. He
attempts to show the ways in which theatre estaddisa political alliance with
audiences in order to undermine the military regiared challenge the social
structures that produced it. This paper exploresrtthe of theatre in the resistance to
the pseudo-ideological conflicts of the Greek mestition of the Cold War.

Remaining in the same geographical location butingpforward in time, the
next paper provides a link between Greece and iBritén “Contextualising
Reception: Writing about Theatre and National ldghtMarilena Zaroulia raises
guestions on Greekness and discusses the noti@sisfance against the hegemonic
images of national identity, through the productadrforeign plays. She produces a
methodological model for the analysis of receptiang a theoretical outline of her
stimulating work on post-1956 British drama in postonels’ Greek society.

Finally, in a different context, “The Literary Astiand Social Cohesion in a
Multi-Lingual Setting: A Study of Ola Rotimi'$f... A Tragedy of the Rulednd
Hopes of the Living Deddurther explores the complexities of nationalntigy in a
multilingual framework. He probes how Nigerian plaight Ola Rotimi portrays
multilingual diversity onstage, aspiring to brididpe gap between the language of the
ex-colonizer and indigenous dialects, and to sumholbe exploitation of linguistic
diversity by Nigeria’s post-colonial corrupt leadeHe thus makes a case for a
political agency and progress based on unity atidesdy among Nigerian people,
which should not be halted by linguistic heteroggnéut reinforced by cultural and
linguistic syncretism.

As a final note, we wish to thank Royal Hollowayadaespecially the
department of Drama & Theatre, Nick Hern BooksgRale Macmillan and Intellect
Books, as well as everybody who assisted to thatiore of this issue and believed in
its potential.

Marissia Fragou and Philip Hager (co-editors)
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Moving Targets: An “lllogical” Theatre of Resistance in
(Pre)Occupied Territory

Ryan Reynolds (University of Canterbury, New Zed)an

The notion of a theatre of resistance implies aie$pcof coercion. It is
difficult, but necessary, to gauge the efficacysath theatres at a time in which
everything, and consequently nothing, is politicetat is, almost all theatres today
proclaim a politics, and yet there is widespreaigreation regarding the inevitability
of capitalism — which is itself the predominant e force. This article proposes a
theory of resistance via the theatre: radical tleetmiday must assume that our nations
and we ourselves have become (pre)occupied bgdkicive force and therefore, like
the FrenchRésistanceduring German occupation, must act “undergroundd a
employ a strategy of “moving targets”.

| evaluate a performance from my own experiendé wie Christchurch Free
Theatre: a devised production of Karl Kraus’ plHye Last Days of Mankinthat
occurred uninvited in public spaces primarily tosuspecting audiences. This case
study led to the determination that, in an age mctv any political intervention is
seen as senseless disruption and a form of pantiesence, theatres of resistance
must employ strategies increasingly similar (ashwtite Résistance to those of
terrorist actions.

Confusing Gender: Strategies for resisting objecti€ation in the work
of Split Britches

Emily Underwood (University of Glamorgan)

In this paper | will explore the construction ofnger identity in the work of
the feminist theatre compar8plit Britcheswith a particular focus on the shdwhat
Tammy Needs to Knoly Lois Weaver. | begin by exploring two propamsis - that
all performance is inherently objectifying and thiis problem is doubled for the
female performer whose body is already sociallynified as sexual other. | will
examine strategies for resisting this social positig that | have identified iMVhat
Tammy Needs to Knowcluding:

1. Weaver's foregrounding of the construction of hemininity, both as herself
and as her character Tammy Whynot, and her higiniglof the labour and
tools involved in this construction.

2. Weaver's use of autobiography in order to transdbedsubject/object divide
and to create empathy with her audience.

3. How Weaver turns the gaze back on her spectators.

I will attempt to explordnow Weaver achieves this and the impact it has ontafues
of the work.
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Accusing and Engaging the Audience through Theatrefm:
Griselda Gambaro'sinformation for Foreigners

Selena Burns (New York University)

How can theatre use innovative forms to exploraasf human rights in a way that
engages the audience rather than merely presettiertt? Rather than writing for a
traditional proscenium stage, in her 1972 playormation for Foreigners
Argentinean playwright Griselda Gambaro has touides lead the audience in
groups through various rooms and hallways in whictors recreate scenes of torture
or oppression. Gambaro uses environmental themte sometimes Brechtian
presentations to deconstruct the expected reldtiprmetween audience and actors—
allowing her to use the audience’s passivity to m@nt on the ethics of being a
“silent observer” and to create opportunities feif-seflection and motivation for
political action.  The unique relationship withetlive audience allowed by the
theatrical medium and enhanced by the structu@amhbaro's play forcibly removes
the distance the news consumer has with a mediy. sttambaro's work has
contemporary relevance in the US in a time wheee rttedia presents pictures of
government sponsored torture, and the public isdagith the choice of responding
or ignoring.

Antonio or the MessageBourgeois conformism and the dictatorship
of the Colonels in Greece (1967-1974)

Philip Hager (Royal Holloway)

This paper will engage with the analysis of Anagakis play Antonio or the
Messagethat was produced in Athens by Théatro Téchnid9@2. Anagnostaki
commented onthe bourgeois society and its structures, focusimmgnly on the
institution of family as the molecular unit of bgeois society and the site of
bourgeois reproduction (both biological and socisliplence is the catalyst of the
play, blurring the borderline between private anblig spaces. | will argue that,
within the specific socio-political context (the ctitorship of the colonels),
Anagnostaki criticised bourgeois indifference taiions of extreme violence (both
psychological and physical). In this sense, inddfee means conformism and
passive support. Furthermore, | seek to demondtnatevays in which this particular
production was an act of resistance against thenetd’ regime, and the pseudo
ideological conflicts of its time.

Contextualising Reception: Writing about Theatre ard National
Identity

Marilena Zaroulia (Royal Holloway)

In recent years, theatre studies has seen an ifiyiagsinterest in the link between
theatre and notions of the nation and national tifenThis article proposes a
methodology for writing about theatre and natiadehtity, focusing on the reception
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of non-national, foreign texts in other nationsedkre stages. Starting from four
selected paradigms from my doctoral research omdbeption of post-1956 English
drama in Athens during the last quarter of the twedim century, | emphasise the
significance of contextualising reception for adsiag questions about national
identity. A comprehensive analysis of the histdriceoment in which a production
takes place unveils ‘hidden elements’ in the imafedhe nation, recognising the
theatre’s influential role in resisting to hegenmmionceptions of the nation and
national identity.

The Literary Artist and Social Cohesion in a Multi-Lingual
Setting: A Study of Ola Rotimi's If... A Tragedy of the Ruled
and Hopes of the Living Dead

Busuyi Mekusi (Adekunle Ajasin University, Nigeria)

No doubt, language forms one of the viable meansuaian communication, which
in turn enhances social cohesion most especiaklynulti-lingual setting. Efforts are
made in this paper to examine the functional dpson of language in its direct
relevance to Nigerian society. The paper equalbcuses the multi-lingual issue,
focusing on Nigeria of Ola Rotimi’s descriptionslin.a Tragedy of the Ruleand
Hopes of the Living Deadvhere polyglots are used to bridge the gap ‘eddby
linguistic multiplicity. Consequently, the paperbsuits that linguistic differences are
amplified to establish a foundation for margindi@a by the perfidious leaders
whose inclination is to keep the unwary massesenpgtual subjugation. The paper
concludes that active participation by all, achteWlerough the use of an interpreter
for the benefits of the various linguistic groupsthe texts and the audiences they
elicit, is what is paramount in Rotimi’s mind, dibéwhich has necessitated his sense
of togetherness that pervades the two plays sétsigae discord of an exploitative
selfish elite class.
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Moving Targets: An “lllogical” Theatre of Resistance In
(Pre)Occupied Territory

Ryan Reynolds (University of Canterbury, New Zed)an

The notion of a theatre of resistance implies aespaf coercion. Yet it seems
accurate to say that few of us — at least of myeg#ion and younger — feel as though
we live in a forceful and oppressive society. Salvgears ago | was studying Augusto
Boal's “Theatre of the Oppressed” in a universityise. The lecturer asked one day
that we share our own experiences of oppression which to base a Forum Theatre
session. The students went silent. Nobody couldktbif an instance of oppression
from his or her experience. We ended up creatingirolheatre on other people’s
behalves, such as a friend of a friend whose fathstreated him because he was gay.
A partial explanation for this scenario is cleathat the students from my class,
almost exclusively middle-class and white, haveemnorcommon with the oppressors
than oppressed in this society. That observatidmlewprovocative, is insufficient.
Most members of my generation, myself included,msadterly unable to think
politically or evenimaginea society fundamentally different to the presem¢,cand
one’s ability to perceive society as oppressivaeierely limited if one cannot fathom
any alternative.

Fredric Jameson sees nearly all art today as pesgetb instigate political
change because of an advanced mode of capitalismhich the cultural realm (of
which theatre is a part) is inextricable from trewmomic and political realms. The
logic of late capitalism is pervasive. It may seeounterintuitive to posit such a de-
politicised society at a time when political debatel protest (and theatre) are rife.

This “post-political” condition, however, is due tnto a lack of political theatre,



Moving Targets

actions, and ideas but precisely to their omnipresk Jean Baudrillard claims that,
since 1968, everything has become political andefbes nothing is political (9).
Being “political” or “resistant” — by traditionalrteria — has arguably become the
norm. Many or most theatres today proclaim a msjtand yet there is widespread
resignation regarding the inevitability of capisafi’ But in this society of coercion
that must meet with “resistance” from the theattrés clearly capitalism that is the
predominant coercive force.
| wish to propose a contemporary theatre of restda la the French

Résistancaluring World War 1l radical theatre today musswase that our nations
and we ourselves have been “occupied” by this ceeapitalist force and therefore
must operate “underground” making tactical strikegainst an overwhelming
opposition. But capitalism is a daunting opponé&ndwarfs the coercive force of the
German invading army yet is often completely impetible, fluid, constantly
changing form. Paul Virilio compellingly theorisélte disappearance of power into a
vector of speed where any traditional notion of pow knowledge, wealth, or might
— Is eliminated and replaced by “moving power” (@R8The fortress of capitalism
remains impenetrable because, in fact, no fortcessever be located. | have titled
this article “moving targets” because of thesetdratapitalism itself is perpetually
moving, shifting its loci of accountability and ogting potentially subversive
elements not by brute force and antagonism buhbgrporating them into consumer

society. Everything potentially threatening to doamt power, from theatre to

! See Ryan ReynoldMoving targets: Political theatre in a post-poliicage (University of

Canterbury, 2006), from which this essay has beleptad.

2 There was a time when political theatre was cansid to be that which sought for revolution. With
that possibility seemingly gone in the “postmodegrd, there is no consensus on what it is to be
political. A glance at the latest theatre jourmalgeals the confusing range of what is considered
political: any unconventional interpretation of 8aaspeare or Greek myth, any production
investigating or representing identity (what itasbe black, Chicano, male, female, homosexual,
Jewish, etc.), the aesthetic spectacles of Robi#sbw the use of animals onstage, solo performgnce
guerrilla theatre, performances about activism k#ctheatre in prison, questioning copyright law
onstage, and so much more.
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political movements, can be disarmed into a capitgroduct — and the speed at
which this happens is constantly accelerating.

The traditional and established strategies of ipalittheatre — employed by
Piscator, Brecht, many troupes of the ‘60s, Bo&}pically had fixed targets. These
theatres were most often directed at (and agamsigrtain target audience, being
theatres for the revolutionary proletariat and asgfaithe bourgeoisie As Western
capitalism has evolved, however, it is now arguapBopled by a vaspetit-
bourgeoisie those with a vested interest in following capsialogic but victimised
and limited by that very logic. The “oppressed’tois society, to use Paolo Freire’s
(and later Boal's) term, are perhaps indistinguidadrom the “oppressors.” If a
threatening sub-class or sub-culture arises, itldyibecomes commodified and
complicit in the capitalist system. Most peopleapdnd up achieving a sense of
identity through commodities — the clothes they meathe tunes on their iPod —
rather than through class alliance. Modelling atreeon theRésistancesnables it to
be more adaptable. This theatre can seek out thvngtargets of capital and track
down target audiences as they move through puphces since everyone is both a
potential “enemy” and a potential “ally.”

The established models of resistance above alstedeto advocate a fixed
political programme — such as socialism — as atieoluwhich was substantiated by
the radical cultures of their times. Since thewr, dismantling of the Berlin Wall and
collapse of the Soviet Union helped usher in, arqhuate, the widespread belief that
any political structure other than the present aaeitterly unreasonable. This is
especially true for those of my generation who camrmeaningfully recall the Cold
War and a time when various social systems weragvior legitimacy. Again, the

Résistancenodel provides a more apt scheme: interconnectidones with a range

10
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of ideologies but unified by a paramount objectvalisrupt dominant power without
necessarily positing an alternati/&loreover, a theatre in this fashion daecomea
moving target to avoid amalgamation into the cdipitaystem of exchange. Unlike
the accepted paradigms, then, this flexible theatiidikely not be recognisable as a
theatre of resistance.

The paradigm of th&®ésistancas useful, but must evolve to meet this new
kind of coercive force, given that those wishingnmunt a theatre of resistance
cannot extract ourselves from the capitalist systémhich we are a part, nor can we
isolate its source of power. Most people do notneperceive that there is an
occupying force. Perhaps, then, one could saydbatations and our selves have
been both occupied and “pre-occupied” by this edigitforce: for all its violence, it
is idly obeyed as though a law of nature. In aetyainable to conceive of a different
way of being (or why one would wish to), any actithrat does not conform to
capitalist logic is seen as senseless disruptittentton-seeking, a form of pointless
violence. Consequently, this propoghdatre de résistancen-political by traditional
criteria, is doomed to be misconstrued. Conceivablig precisely in its inability to
be interpreted that its resistant potential lay.

In seeing a need to expand ideas of what migltobsidered political theatre
and what it might achieve, my hypothesis is on sdéewel plainly “postmodernist”.
Philip Auslander is possibly the most influentigloStmodern” performance theorist.
His book Presence and Resistandéke this essay, seeks to redefine the political.
Auslander argues that the apparently un-politieafggmances of Andy Kaufman, the
Wooster Group and others were in fact political. dgdesistently maintains that these

performers were political by maintaining ambiguatyd frustrating expectations. He

% Certainly links could be made between this propasd Deleuze and Guattari’'s notion of
“Nomadology” and “rhizomatic multiplicities” or siitar concepts that appear in the works of Negri
and others.

11
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certainly seems correct in terms of their aestbetis in Kaufman’s refusal to drop the
“mask” of his character Tony Clifton or the Woost8roup’s ambiguous use of
blackface. What Auslander may neglect to recogisgbat, as overtly commodified
art, the examples he cites paradoxicdlifil expectations by challenging them.
Wooster Group audiences are expecting the unexpeeated paying for it. This
argument does not entail that Auslander’'s examgrlesmpotent, but if the argument
for their political worth is that they frustrate pectations, then fulfilling expectations
as a luxury or even mainstream commodity seemsadenmine the argument. Theatre
of the Résistancenodel frustrates expectations not only aesthéyidalt functionally
as well, as it is unable to be interpreted in teoinsapitalist logic.

My first experience in the theatre, apart from oolke in a high school play,
was in late 2000 when | was invited to join the \msity of Canterbury’s end-of-year
Theatre and Film Studies production callElte Last Days of MankirfdRehearsals
began with what was called “Boot Camp” week, whiah from 10am to 5pm every
day. We students arrived on Monday morning, notkng what to expect, and were
promptly ordered to go for a 45-minute run in taenr We were treated throughout
like the stereotypical new recruits in the army.nyiaf the exercises were strenuous
and unpleasant, mentally as well as physically.e@thwere nonsensical, such as
facing a wall and repeating our own names out Idod 30 minutes. | was
simultaneously apprehensive and excited. | founaddly enjoyable spending long

hours doing something “senseless” without havingistify or rationalise it.

* The Last Days of Mankind a World War | era social satire by Karl Krahatthe began writing in
1915. It is more than 800 pages long and genetaltgidered unstageable. Kraus himself
acknowledged the difficulty, writing in the introckion: “The performance of this drama is intended

for a theatre on Mars” (3). The production in whiakas involved — performed throughout October
and November 2000, in association with the Freeafrbeand directed by Peter Falkenberg — used little
of Kraus’ actual text and instead was a “devisesffgrmance inspired by Kraus’ themes and aims.

12
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| anticipated that the oddity of this process wioeihd after Boot Camp week,
when we would begin more traditional theatre rebaar but the strange methods
continued for weeks and culminated in a performannéke any theatre | had
imagined. For three consecutive days, we set uprmepments in public gathering
places in downtown Christchurch (New Zealand) asdgomed for 12 straight hours
from midday to midnight. Even our meals were takeoharacter, served as military
rations. The performances were free, unadvertiseelpected, and often unwelcome.
Much of the performance consisted of similarly adsmilitaristic drills as those we
had been doing during rehearsals, though they weve being done in public. As
with the rehearsal process, this theatre engenderate contradictory reactions of,
on the one hand, terrible embarrassment and anarety on the other hand, extreme
feelings of liberation and joy. The source of bo#actions was the same: | was
publicly behaving in abnormal and improper ways.

Looking back on this experience six years lateis astonishing to me that |
underwent such a monumental process — a demandiogfrontational, and
“inappropriate” performance — without once consiugrthat it was somehow
political. At the time, however, | knew only thabrsething aboutast Dayswas
appealing to me, that participating in such thegimevided a sense of challenge,
courage, and satisfaction that | had never befoqgergenced. In this regard |
“misunderstood” the performance, evaluating it purea aesthetic and not political
criteria. My misunderstanding did not prevent tieef@rmance from having long-term
political effects, though, as it was this (aest)etixperience that lured me to continue
studying and practicing theatre, and eventuallwtibe a PhD on political theatre. In

fact, my inability to interpret the performance nfave been crucial. Had | sekeast

13
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Daysas political (something at that time distastetuhte) | may not have embraced
the experience as | did.

Interestingly, Last Days provoked a range of reactions from the actors
involved. Several actors were, like me, motivatedotirsue more such experiences
through continued work with the Free Theatre — augrwhose name implies
emancipation from conventions, both artistic anciadoOtherLast Daysactors hated
the experience and dedicated themselves to thestream theatre, or ran away from
theatre entirely, as a result. This divergencajrik;, is a sign that the experience was
a political one. That which is political separapeple; it cannot and will not appeal
to everyoné.But it is interesting that people’s “political”aetions to theit.ast Days
experiences were not grounded in political awareres in aesthetic judgements or
rather indefinable “feelings.” To me the procesk fevigorating and “right.” To
others it felt embarrassing, uncomfortable, possjeand “wrong.” Neither faction,
however, viewed it as a political assault on céipitéogic. Last Dayswas apparently
un-political by traditional criteria — it did noffer resistance via articulate argument,
head-on opposition, or by engaging with politicgdues — but nevertheless seems to
have had a political impact.

The FrenchRésistanceanalogy is a retrospective one, but the simiksitire
provocative: the structure of theast Days ensemble and performance was
paramilitary; the performances, or “actions,” weianned in secret and executed

without warning; and the object was, in whateveakmvay, to destabilise the power

® Mainstream society opposes aesthetics and pdditids at least since Piscator and Brecht, makers of
political theatre have struggled against the “beoig’ tendency to de-politicise performances by
discussing only their aesthetics. Perhaps theratvasheen an inversion: that whichuisderstoodo

be political is the norm, and actually complicithvthe capitalist system, whilst that which is
(mis)interpreted or experienced only on aestheticigds could potentially have political effects.

® Anything universally agreed-upon is not a politissue. A local group recently did a performante o
anti-Nazi cabaret sketches from Weimar Germany I&\the original performances may have been
political — dividing audiences, expressing contrsiagd opinions about one’s immediate society —
replicating them in Z1Century Christchurch is not political since evergdiere already “knows” or
agrees that Nazis were “bad.”

14



Moving Targets

of a seemingly insuperable opponent on one’s harfe$ignificantly, the three-day
performance mentioned above was not the extehiast Days The campaign, like
the Résistancehad been slowly gaining momentum, adapting, andimg targets for
months.

We began by doing street theatre performancesalledc'Slow Walking” that
happened roughly three days a week, for one tohwos a day, for more than two
months. At various days and times between four Emdnembers of the cast would
dress in black business suits, ties, and blacksshared hide on their person a plain
white mask of their own face. Actors would sepdyateake their way to a
prearranged location — a parking garage or alleywayhere they would don their
masks and begin walking a set route to a similadgcure locale where they would
secretly remove the masks and scatter in sepana&etiodns. The walking was very
slow and stylised. A six-block walk would endure ftbout 60 minutes. Only the
lower body was meant to move, with the upper boalgsting on top as if floating.
Eyes were wide open, unblinking, and focussedgitaihead. Arms were unmoving,
with hands half-clenched at the waist. All turnsrevenade at 90 degree angles. No
talking was permitted. If people in the streetsradsed us or asked questions, we
were allowed to stop and stare at them but nooresn any other way.

Reactions to this Slow Walking were many and \hrlaterestingly, the vast
majority of people ignored it — or tried to ignateor pretendedo ignore it — as much

as possible. Everybody was “pre-occupied” with theweryday business. Many

" Comparisons to Benjamin’s notion oflaneur (Arcades Project), Debordd#rive or de Certeau’s
analysis of walking in the city are imperfect baspibly fruitful. Flanerie and its parallels are clearly
urban notions developed in Berlin, Paris, and NekY Christchurch is a provincial town of 300,000,
primarily a sprawling suburbia unsuited to thesmanrforms. Moreover, dérive for instance, was not
done to be seen whereas Slow Walking was firstfaramost a performance intended for an audience.
And the models above were all considered to bediirey experiences, whereas Slow Walking was
highly stylised and codified. Despite these vafedinces, the Slow Walking actors had a privileged
perspective of “observing” Christchurch without fp@pating in it, which arguably created a critical
distance for reflection akin to that of thi@neur. Perhaps in an “open” society in which everythiag i
permitted, freedom is found only via restrictions.
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people seemed not even to look or notice. Othemacgld briefly and carried on
unconcerned, or even quickened their pace to aveidVithout wishing to deny the
possibility that the performance had some impa&newn those who ignored or
avoided it, | want to focus on the small percentafgpeople who stopped to watch or
engage with the performance in some way. Of this tloe desire to interpret or
ascribe meaning to the event seemed great. Thesaotten overheard observers
pondering the meaning of the action. Busking ofiotss sorts is common in
Christchurch and was probably many people’s fitiam of what we were doing.
This interpretation would be quickly rejected. Thlew Walking did not strive to be
entertaining, was not directed at an audience, thede was no mechanism for
payment. We nevertheless heard observers spedhktave were actors, but that
interpretation was always insufficient, never explteg why we were walking in this
strange way. There was no advertising, no acconipamjessage, and no apparent
purpose — aesthetically or functionally.

Hypotheses the actors overheard were often elabhdaimeone supposed that
we were drama students doing an exercise to busdipline and confidence.
Someone guessed that we were a cult of religimetitas. Someone theorised that we
were advertising for a new menswear store. Someweae posited that we were a sign
of the apocalypse and was visibly agitated. Butmerpretation was ever confirmed
or seemed fully to satisfy an observer’'s curiosiew if any ever came to a

conclusive decision.

® There seem to be surface similarities betweerShiw Walking and the short-lived phenomenon of
“flashmobbing” (arguably a contemporary versiorHafppenings). Flashmobs involved large groups of
people seemingly spontaneously performing actooéense, such as entering a furniture store and
simultaneously saying “Oh wow, what a sofa” (BB@)hile apparently purposeless, this phenomenon
is functionallyunderstandable: there is a common recognitionflésttimobs are meant to hen to
participate in, and are therefore perfectly exgiieaas a form of exclusive leisure or entertainment
Slow Walking, by contrast, was not perceived asisute activity: the strict form, discipline, arahg
hours make Slow Walking appear a tedious occupaiiirere flashmobs seem inane and fun, Slow
Walking seems serious, intense, and purposefuithewdh that purpose is not apparent.
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Watching this performance seemed to be an unsgttikperience. Unable to
rationalise the event, people were consistentlysimderstanding” or fearful of
misunderstanding what was happening. Audiencesoafse tried to explain the
spectacle in terms of conventional logic, the lagficapitalism. The proposal that we
might be advertising suits was sincere, and spakkeatbnversation between two
people about the marketing approach. Even the yhibat we were actors doing an
exercise to build confidence is a capitalist idghat we were training to improve our
marketable skills to become *“successful” (paid)oext (The coercive force of
capitalism is constantly moving and adapting, stgaskeping into any new and
threatening realms). Nevertheless, the uncertaihtile Slow Walking — its tendency
towards misunderstandings — made it unsettlingthacefore resistant to co-optation
into the system of exchange.

The Slow Walking, like th&eésistanceapplied a strategy of “moving targets.”
Obviously the performance itself moved throughditg, changing routes day by day,
targeting different parts of downtown at differéimtes. Moreover, the technique itself
evolved, adapting to its context. New rules or giples were gradually introduced.
The actors studied footage of shell-shocked sddiand trained our bodies to
dissociate — for the movement of one limb, saggpear independent from that of the
rest of the body. After several weeks an adaptatias added: during the course of a
one- to two-hour walk, each actor would have oresspin which a limb would flail
uncontrollably while the rest of the body maintainthe discipline of the stylised
Slow Walk. Over the course of weeks, more movememet® initiated. Actors would
step as high as they could and lift their eyesamas to the sky as if expecting to be
lifted away. Or actors would faint forward, catdtemselves with their hands, and

place an ear down to the ground as though listemitgntly. The infrequency of the
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additional movements was a key aspect of the padnce. Spectators could watch
for a few minutes and, just as they were comingtpoint of acceptance or an
understanding of our “rules,” those rules would aeptly be broken. These
modifications helped the ongoing performance remairmoving target against
reprisal, unable to be categorised or “capturedth®y depoliticising mechanisms of
capitalist logic.

One particular change was made to target thoseerows spectators who
sought to ignore or avoid the performance. On savakks, our designated leader
would pick a disinterested bystander, stop, stamd, menacingly point at him. At that
signal, the other actors — often spread acrossntire ecity block — would stop and
point as well. The spectator thereby became a peeig the object of everyone’s
attention. Even ignoring the performance then becam active act, and one that
other spectators were invited to examine. As tlpectator moved, the pointing
fingers would follow him, forcing an engagement A some level — with the
performance. The adaptations, that is, helped ¢npnance target a wider audience
based upon our reconnaissance from previous walks.

Those who engaged with the Slow Walking often endp asking for, or
demanding an explanation from the actors. When the perfosmefused to answer,
ignoring the observers and continuing our focussalk, some people got angry and
stood in our way, threatened us, and even (onagepddeer on our heads and ripped
a performer’'s mask off. Several times someone i@t us for an hour or more, all
the way to our designated finishing point. Thesactiens and this persistence in
demanding an explanation suggest that people’slityato satisfyingly understand
this performance really did shake their faith isaiety they thought they knew. In

searching for some explanation for this spectaot# thade no sense in terms of
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capitalist logic, people were pushed to think aldsthat capitalist logic, opening
themselves up to expanded ideas of “sense.” Oretha®ns, if this performance
impacted an observer, it was precisely becausashat seen as being a political act.
The inability to comprehend the purpose of the granince is what might, in some
small way, have conjured up the possibility of dteraative logic. Had it been
discovered with certainty that we were actors,|tigec of the performance would still
have been opaque. Even the truth of the situatiaat,we were voluntarily spending
such long hours Slow Walking for no apparent reasareward, was inconceivable in
terms of capitalist logic.

In analysing this performance as “uninterpretable’might be guilty of
interpreting the event somewhat against the dirsctmtent. In large part, this
production ofLast Dayscan be seen as a critique of the aestheticisafiovar and a
culture in which war is a defining facet in theatien of national identity. Many New
Zealanders trace their identity as belonging to irslependent nation, and not
“merely” a British colony, to New Zealand’s parpeition in World War I. The
number of young people today making pilgrimagesGtilipoli, the locus of New
Zealand’s first major WWI campaign, is on the rige. they ostensibly search for
unique identity in an increasingly globalised Westeulture, New Zealanders often
define themselves through war. The last day oflast Daysperformance coincided
with Armistice Day, a commemoration of the end loé Great War, a day in which
many New Zealanders were attending commemoratingamies and experiencing a
sense of national identity. This correlation wds;aurse, intended by the director.

An exhaustive account of theast Dayscampaign is impossible. It comprised
numerous simultaneous actions, improvisations,sadfjents for the weather and other

environmental conditions, alterations due to eqeipnhiailures, and more. It was, like
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the Résistancealways in flux. Most performers wore full milisafatigues, with hair
and faces painted white. The troops marched indtion to a prominent Christchurch
location — the Arts Centre, Cathedral Square, Rridf Remembrance (a war
memorial) — where we unloaded two truckloads ofrgeal built an encampment,
erecting tents and makeshift stages in a rectangal#iguration thereby designating
a performance area.

Audiences were free to explore the encampment Eat could be seen as an
exploration of war as entertainment. One tent goatha salesman peddling war
figurines — plastic soldiers, tanks, and guns —ttehag about the thrills of staging
battles and eliminating whole races, in the styfetmy advertisements during
children’s television. The salesman was also gebirvideo of buxom girls in bikinis
firing automatic weapons. This video was “found’teral (like much of Kraus’ text)
that associates guns and war with the commodifinadf sex and the objectification
of the body. Another station comprised a life-gpzénting of a dead soldier with the
face cut out so that audiences could stick theiegathrough and get a Polaroid of
themselves as dead soldiers. Using these gimmidksdwertising and tourist
attractions, both war and thieast Days performance itself were “reduced” to
entertainment, but in an exaggerated parodic mahaernvited critique.

The different tents and stations, many more thestibed above, enclosed a
central performance area that was a hive of agtihitoughout. There were routines
from the troops that decomposed from precise magchnd the singing of patriotic
war songs, into shell shock and the menacing lgssinsongs, and finally into
macabre death scenes and moaning — while someoné&dhthrough a megaphone:
“When | want war, | want the real thing. | wantdeeblood andgutsand rotting flesh

— not some namby-pamby theatrical, impressionistiishit You make mesick”
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Brecht's Cannon Songfrom The Threepenny Opera stark questioning of the
morality of capitalism), about mincing one’s enesieto steak tartar, was sung by
uniformed marching girls — emblems of an iconic N&saland sport that renders war
aesthetic. Through these routines, nationalistigiesgm was shown to glorify the
gruesome.

On the final day of the performance, the Cathetadls rang incessantly to
mark Armistice Day (nationalist patriotic) celeboms while, in our little
encampment below, Maori performers conductedtaagihanga ceremony of
mourning the dead. It was a striking image: a kdsst barefoot Maori warrior
shouting a traditional ritual while dwarfed by tlage Anglican cathedral in a grey
stone square. The colonisation of New Zealand wdseged with soldiers and
Christianity, which were being celebrated in tandeynthe Armistice Day church
bells. This celebration was starkly juxtaposed véitMaori ritual of mourning — the
outcome, perhaps, of that very colonisation.

In 1936, Walter Benjamin critiqued fascism forrattucing aesthetics into
political life, claiming “All efforts to render pdlcs aesthetic culminate in one thing:
war” (‘Work of Art’ 251). Last Daysexaggeratedly celebrated and distorted the
current mainstream aestheticisations of war, sapstheticising them, to reveal a
capitalist society strikingly similar to the fadcisne Benjamin analysed. The
Résistancenovement against fascism is accordingly a pertineydel for a theatre of
resistance today.

Despite the ability to analyse the performanceragjuing the aestheticisation
of war, it is highly unlikely that any audience maen explored the encampment and
decided: “It's a comment upon the aestheticisatbbrwar.” That “meaning” was

certainly available, butast Dayscreated its own frenzied universe and logic that
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likely transcended any attempt to explain it. Therg was public and free. It was not
advertising anything or trying to generate memhprshsome organisation. It clearly
involved arduous physical work and very long hodos,no apparent gain. That is,
despite an obvious interpretation, the event reathisn overwhelming and singular
aesthetic experience that was, for most peoplexpleable. And this
incomprehensibility is, | contend, the source efrigsistant or disruptive potential in
territory that has been (pre)occupied by capitaitaviour and logic.

I wish to conclude with the open-ended observatimat the September 11
World Trade Center attack, certainly a super-aéstispectacle, produced a similar
reaction on a much larger scdl@he event had clear and obvious interpretations —
attacks on the most prominent icons of capitalsivgr — and yet many or most
Westerners were unable to make sense of it. Perbapstime in which fundamental
political dissent is considered futile and irradgna theatre of resistance will
necessarily have similarities with terrorism. Fréme fascist perspective, what was

the Résistancdut an underground network of terrorist insurgents

° Baudrillard has analysed the radical prospectimige, an act that utterly lacks exchange-value
(Symbolic36-37) and even dubbed the September 11 ewvemttieatre of cruelty, the only one we
have left” Spirit 30). Many scholars of late have picked up oninid analyse the links between
theatre and terrorism.
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Confusing Gender
Confusing Gender: Strategies for resisting objectification in the work

of Split Britches

Emily Underwood (University of Glamorgan)

In this article I am concerned with three strated@ overcoming objectification of
the female form found in the work of performancenpany Split Britches and how
their strategies lead to a possible reading of dbmpany’s work as a theatre of
resistance. This article particularly focuses an showWhat Tammy Needs to Know
by Lois Weaver | will discuss how Weaver resists the female subpasition of
objectified sexual ‘other through foregroundingethonstruction of her femininity,
both as herself and as her character Tammy Whwmok,by highlighting the labour
and tools involved in this construction. | will alsletermine how Weaver’'s use of
autobiography has enabled her to transcend theectiddpject divide and to create
empathy with her audience. Finally, | will examimaw Weaver returns the gaze back
to her spectators. For the purposes of this artloéeterm objectification is defined
within a feminist framework and refers to the feenfdrm as representing the ‘other’
in the psychoanalytic sense and this ‘othernedswalg the female body to be
fetishized as sexual object.

Split Britches are a theatre company based in Mevk. The three principle
members are Deb Margolin, Peggy Shaw and Lois Wed\eir first show, Split
Britches (from which they took the name of theaujpe), was premiered in October
1980 at the WOW café in New York. Weaver first peried the character of Tammy
Whynot in the Split Britches sholpwardly Mobile Homen 1984, although Tammy
has only been given her own show recehtyeaver’s one-woman performariééat

Tammy Needs to Knovells the story of Tammy Whynot, an ostensibly fas

! For a detailed performance history of Split BrésHrom 1980 to 1995 see Case 1-34 and for the
script for Upwardly Mobile Home see Case 87-118.
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country and western singer who now wants to becantesbian performance artist.
Tammy conveys this and other stories to the audighcough a combination of
country and western song and monologue. The piapiart of the show is comprised
of discussions with the audience. The script tlweeethas to allow for Weaver to
repeatedly open up the performance space for hiberaee to speak and respond to
what is presented and then find a way to returnth® main structure of the
performance. Due to the extremely high level ofiancke participation every show is
different and can never be replicated, so in thigla | am examining two particular
performances oWhat Tammy Needs to Knoa shortened version that took place in
the foyer of the Nuffield Theatre in Lancaster @V Z\pril 2006 and a full length
performance that was staged in the Drill Hall The@ London on 2%t May 2006. |
am also considering the appearance Tammy Whynot mtithe Performance Studies
International conference at Queen Mary UniversityLbndon on 18 June 2006,
although on this occasion Weaver presented a caatieer than a full show.

Two essential problems confront the female performieo is attempting to
resist objectification in performance:

1. Performance is inherently objectifying.

2. As Mulvey outlines, female gender is socially consted as carrier rather
than creator of meaning, and the feminine bodyoatly positioned as an
object to be viewed. (15)

All performance can be read as objectifying (andtg | mean performance in the
realm of theatre and live art) since it relies be tudience being able to visually
engage with the body of the actor as the spaceemmsaning is constructed and
located, that is, the performer’s body is used @®hkto create meaning. The spectator

must gaze at the body of the performer as the &bg# the performance: that is,
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something separate from them. In this way the pero is alwaysother for the
spectator. Mulvey uses a Lacanian model to exarhim@ the objectifying gaze
functions in narrative cinema. She argues that dinematic viewing experience
places the spectator in a privileged position whtey are allowed to look on the
unseen. This voyeuristic vantage point enablespeetator’'s psychic separation from
the image of woman they are presented with andvallinem to view the image on
screen as sexual other, separated from them ysémexl for their ‘visual pleasure’
(17). Drew Leder notes that it is only possiblemove beyond looking with the
objectifying gaze when empathy comes into playakgies that empathy enables two
people to experience the world from one viewpaiaemoving any possibility of the
objectifying gaze (96). He goes on to contend #sasoon as either one of the two
people stops extending her/his viewpoint from arethdook outwards towards the
rest of the world and begins to see the other peascseparate from them and as part
of that ‘rest of the world’ the objectifying gazemes in to play.Leder's model of
separation is always present in performance wheiieace and performer are
entirely without a shared viewpoint, the audietmek atthe performer rather than
look withthem. This problem of objectification is doublext the female performer
who uses her body on stage - as a woman she iya&keady othered, resulting in
her being objectified on two levels, both as woraad as performer.

Weaver begins the version of the performance showthe Drill Hall in
London walking into the space as herself. She duces herself to the audience by
giving her name and her age. She also immediassdgres her sexuality by talking
about a “she” who she hasn’t seen for a long-timeeshill thinks about, and gives a

sense that the performance is going to draw heanlyher own personal history

2 Leder's model of empathy is part of a wider argutm@mcerning how the body is experienced under
the gaze of another, however for the purposesigfittiicle | am only considering his notion of
empathy involving looking from a shared viewpoint.
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stating “I'm itinerant, but I'm loyal.” For most @iences of the work this information
will confirm what they already know about the shosither from the pre-show
publicity, or from a more in-depth knowledge of &oWeaver as part of Split
Britches. There is no shortage of knowledge abowaWer and her work; as
Gwendolyn Alker notes Split Britches were one of timost widely debated
companies of the 1980s and ‘90s amongst lesbiatrtheommunities. After the first
introductory section of the show Weaver begins hange into Tammy both by
putting on costume and by adopting the mannerismisadtitudes of her character.
Weaver’'s Southern drawl, perhaps diluted by yedrdiving in New York and
London, becomes stronger and more pronounced andbesyins the physical act of
putting on her costume, cowgirl style clothes, éaemnd very obviously fake blonde
wig, brightly coloured jewellery, make up and faksgelashes. As she does this she
talks the audience through the process. She dissube difficulties of putting on
false eyelashes when you are over 40 and how shes lthem because “you are
acknowledging that your own eyelashes are inadetjuat the end of the
performance Weaver performs a strip tease. Shetstwub6, her age, while removing
all the signs of Tammy until she is simply hersedfthe performer in a red dressing
gown. However, in both the Drill Hall and the Neffil Theatre performance, she does
not remove Tammy entirely and finishes the showhwvé@h acoustic country song
complicating our understanding of which elementshef performance just witnessed
were presented as Weaver and which as Tammy. Bgriounding her ‘putting on’
and ‘taking off’ of costume both through her actoand her speech, Weaver is
highlighting how easily roles, and by extension dgmroles, are constructed and is
naming the props and attitudes used to do this. t8ires into the uber-feminine

Tammy through changing clothes and adding makenapaalopting the conventions
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of country and western and burlesque performaneth forms which foreground a
very particular type of femininity. However Tamngyalso presented as someone who
has just adopted a lesbian lifestyle and who igist to become a performance artist.
She can neither be located as the tame, slighylywecsion of femininity of burlesque
and country and western or as the perhaps mor&opalg version of femininity of
the lesbian performance artist, instead she inhahitsomewhat marginal space
between the two.

Elin Diamond examines the performance of male agbtetying female roles
in historical theatre models. Diamond states:

Most disturbingly, when male actors impersonate denctharacters, though

they are merely theatricalizing a discrete set @hymade gender gestures,

they are, by participating in a mimetic activitycbening dangerousliike a

woman (368)

As | have outlined, this mimesis is also preserdbaondance iWhat Tammy
Needs to KnowThrough her performance of theharacter of Tammy, Weaver
becomes more like a woman than aegl woman could ever be. Not only does
Weaver engage in this mimesis but she pointedlyotstnates it is nothing more than
an impersonation. This tactic of foregrounding pleeformance of gender and of the
labour it involves is one that Split Britches uspeatedly in their work. Jaclyn Prior
remarks on it in Peggy Shaw’s performanc®ness Suits to Hirstating “[...] every
lip pucker and shoulder roll working as a kind afffbaked citation of the repertoire
of the feminine” (751). This makes for a compellegample of a way to expose the
falsity of any essentialist view of female gend@ur gender and our objectification as
women is something that is socially constructed thedefore something that we can
deconstruct. As Sue-Ellen Case notes when she a@gat Tammy Whynot in the

earlier showdpwardly Mobile Home“Tammy is both the country-western star, and
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the deconstruction of such a persona” (23). Wedestabilises the notion of fixed

gender identification by presenting how artifidiaé construction of gender is as well
as how this mimesis is adopted. Indeed, Weaverlsasused this play of gender to
adopt the conventions of masculinity limst and Comfortvhere she performs as a
man. Butler argues that gender is created througtoeess of repeated performative
and linguistic acts. She states:

The subject is not determined by the rules througiich it is generated

because signification isot a founding act but rather a regulated proce§s o

repetitionthat both conceals itself and enforces its rulegipely through the

production of substantializing effects. (originahghasis) Gender Trouble

145)

What Tammy Needs to Knaeveals this ‘regulated process of repetitionaation?

If gender is simply constructed through repeatedopmance of certain codes and
conventions, as Weaver's work suggests, then we mamaps overcome the
objectification inherent in playing one versionvadman simply by playing something
else.

Throughout their work Split Britches have perforngedariety of femininities,
be this the dangerous, dark world of the film-rfemnme fatale irDress Suits to Hire
the working women of historical rural America irethfirst show Split Britches or the
woman adopting masculine performance in Peggy Shawelo showMenopausal
Gentleman When read as a whole, their work highlights tlessbilities for plural
femininities rather than positing a singular femity. Weaver exaggerates a
particular construction of femininity iwWhat Tammy Needs to Kndwt contrasts this

construction with a performance as herself. A farthersion of femininity is opened

up by Weaver's common identification as a femmdbibas woman. What unites all

® For a full discussion of the social constructidmyender see ButleGender TroubléNew York:
Routledge, 1990) and ButléBpdies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of $isondon: Routledge,
1993).
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these performances of female gender is the ndtianfémininity becomes something
that Split Britches can adopt and disrupt as theyose and they never attempt to
convince an audience that any of this is anythimgenrthan performance. The actors
draw attention to their play at being these peoglleer than their adoption of a role in
the usual theatrical sense and this adds to thepofvSplit Britches deconstruction

of gender?

Tammy Whynot often bears a striking resemblandegetocreator, also a white
lesbian performance artist in her mid fifties rdisemong Southern Baptists in the
Blue Ridge Mountains of Virginfa although Weaver has never had a career as a
successful country and Western singer, and in legfopnance at Queen Mary
University she confessed this to the audiencehiddo bring “authenticity and truth”
to her work. Weaver does not use personal narraiieelp the actor become more
like the character; instead Tammy Whynot becomerertike the actor. During the
performances Tammy tells a series of stories afgthishe has done or might have
done, the line between truth and fiction is dekibely obscured. The audience don’t
know if these stories belong to Weaver, to Tammydth or to neither. For example,
an audience with background knowledge on Weaver wellybe aware of her strip
for peace protest where she paraded naked at gnebR=an convention in America
carrying a sign emblazoned with the words “morekiing, less fighting.” During the
show, Weaver tells this story as Tammy and hanolsnar photos for the audience to
have a look at. However, the woman in the pictisetearly Weaver without the wig,

false eyelashes and other accoutrements that nearkshTammy. But then again in

“ For a discussion of the play at work in Split Bniés performances see Geraldine Harris, “Double
Acts, Theatrical Couples, and Split Britches’ ‘Déildgency,’ "New Theatre Quarterlg8 (2002):
211-221.

® Biographical information on Weaver gained fromcdissions with Weaver during a four day
workshop run by Split Britches at Lancaster Uniitgras part of their Women Writing for
Performance series of events.
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these photos she has just performed a strip asghisnaked; so is this Weaver or just
Tammy undressed? Or is it Weaver performing Tammdressed? These

photographs immediately ask the audience to questlmse story this is and who is
telling it.

The level of autobiography and ambiguity between ¢haracter of Tammy
and her creator is essential in terms of the shanitgqjue of the performance and
construction of gender. Without this complexity Tagn would not be an
exaggeration of femininity at all, she would simply a comic book character

Laura Marcus notes that autobiography is a powedal that enables the
author to move between subject and object positiba; performer who employs
autobiography in their work is both the object tfdy and the speaking subject that
creates the work. Marcus argues that in this waghaography “transcends” these
subject positions making them redundant rather thaansgressing” a binary
opposition (14). Weaver's use of autobiography &salthe audience to share in her
view of the world, looking out together from oneswpoint as in Leder’s call for
empathy in order to overcome the objectifying gdfeas Marcus argues and as |
have argued through my application of Leder's psaho through the use of
autobiography it is possible to transcend the mositof subject and object,
autobiography must also be a powerful tool to owere objectification. Claire
McDonald maintains that autobiography enables aafenartist to “confirm her
legitimacy and coherence as a speaker while exglothe complexities and
fragmentation of her experience” (188). WeaveiWhat Tammy Needs to Knas/
drawing on this “complexit[y] and fragmentation’ttélugh her use of autobiographical
material. She employs her own seemingly contragidsackground both as ‘country

gal’ raised among Southern Baptists in rural Angeramd as cutting edge lesbian
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performance artist. She finds a way to bring thege elements together in the
character of Tammy Whynot. Altogether, the complexif the performance and the
shared viewpoint force the audience to engage WWéaver -the speaking and
multifaceted subject- rather than simply viewing &g the site of performance. When
coupled with Weaver’s stressing of the construcobgender it removes any chance
of seeing Tammy as the normalised version of femtyithat Mulvey argues is
essential in order for the objectifying gaze toduwmn. This is a significant step
towards overcoming the objectification in perforroan

Lacan states that the gaze can be a multidiredtiooael where the person
viewing is also the object of their object or a hewmtroduced third person’s gaze
(72). That is, he develops the gaze from the ongm@del he first proposes (and that
is employed by Mulvey to examine how the gaze fiomst in narrative cinema) and
makes it reciprocal, the person being viewed cak lmack and the original spectator
is placed within the visual frame. Lacan’s modelesants some interesting
possibilities in live performance where the perfermcan directly return the
spectator’'s gaze and the audience can see oneeandkis possibility of seeing the
people looking on is avoided through the use ofveations such as the raised stage
and darkened auditorium in much West End/Broadwesatre. In Weaver's work
these devices are dispensed with; the performakes tplace in a studio space where
both audience and performer are well lit and seatdd-style with the performance
taking place around the audience’s seats and talesver looks back at her
audience and directly engages them in conversatieventing them from inhabiting
the voyeuristic spectator position outlined in Maks gaze. Thus, the audience is as
much part of the spectacle as the performer amichas the visual and aural focus of

everyone in the room will be directed at individaaldience members. Not only does
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Weaver make the audience the centre of attentionslbe also brings the focus to
individual members of the audience preventing thiem hiding as part of a larger
crowd. In doing so, she turns the gaze back taatlkence. The audience members
are forced to write the performance on their owdié® and with their own words. If
they are going to objectify Weaver with their galzey are also going to have to face
being viewed themselves, placing the spectatos similar subject position to the
performer.

Weaver’'s use of the devices of returning the gazeobiography and the
foregrounding of the construction of femininity pemts a compelling set of
theoretical strategies for resisting objectificatim performance. For the two full
length performances discussed in this paper theeacel has been almost exclusively
female. It has also been staged in a venue notedtdging lesbian work and in a
feminist theatre conference. Weaver's cameo appearat the Performance Studies
International conference at Queen Mary Universigswart of a discussion about the
role of artists in debates on human rights. Thesealh arenas in which, it might be
assumed, the audience is going to be supportive pesentation of the possibilities
for deconstructing gender and obijectification, hesve certain audience reactions to
the work bring this into question. At the Lancagperformance Weaver had some
difficulty taking off her neckerchief and an audiermember offered to assist calling
out “can | help you with that.” Weaver accepted tiedp. Later in this scene she
comes to remove her bra, this was greeted withn#musiastic cry from the audience
of “can | help you with that!” Although this coulae read as an ironic response with
audience members highlighting the performance géadification that Weaver has
presented, | propose a more complex reading ofdleof sexuality and desire in

Weaver's work. Instead of seeing the eradicatiomlgkctification as necessitating
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the destruction of desire, Weaver presents a plhese alternate models of desire are
privileged. In order to overcome objectificationgtnot necessary to become sexless.
As another performance artist, Carolee Schneentasaid, we should still express
our desire and be desired by others and we shalkidoasledge and embrace our
existence as sexual beings in our performances.(Y¥@daver’s work offers strategies
which allow women to take control of our object#imn and to define it within our
own terms; not to be limitednly to being the sexual object or other for a pathalc
society but to determine how we both celebrate exjaloit our own sexuality and
desire. As Elin Diamond says when discussing Taridvimynot in Upwardly Mobile
Home
Through subtle exaggeration, Weaver defuses theowbvfetishization
inherent in that role, even as she reroutes Tammegthuctiveness for the
spectatorial pleasure of her generally all-womamegally lesbian audiences
at the WOW Cafe in New York’s East Village. Weat@regrounds Tammy’s
exploitation “without” (as Irigaray puts it) “allowg herself to be simply
reduced to it”. On the contrary, Weaver, a skilpsdformer, can explore the
desire that drives the fetishizing, exploitativeg@abut in a “stage set-up” that
deliberately privileges the female eye. (373)
Through her strategies of foregrounding the corsibn of femininity, her use
of autobiography and her turning back of the gazéhe audience Weaver performs a
theatre that goes beyond resistance of objeciificaShe completely transcends the

binary opposition of ‘objectified’ or ‘not objecifd’ and offers an alternate way of

looking at the female from outside the patriaradalstruction of sexual ‘other.’
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Accusing and Engaging the Audience through Theatrefm: Griselda

Gambaro's Information for Foreigners

Selena Burns (New York University)

Information for Foreignerswritten by Argentine playwright Griselda Gambar1971 and
1972, reads more like a tour through a hauntedenthen a stage play. In the preliminary stage
directions, it is suggested that the play shouke galace “in a two story residential house with
empty rooms, some of which interconnect, and pasgags, some dark and some crudely lit’
(Gambaro 69)The audience is to be divided into groups who edgetthrough the house (and thus
through each of the twenty scenes scripted by Geohly guides. “I ask that you stay together
and remain silent. Careful on the stairs,” sayshequide before breaking off with his or her
group to witness the scenes in a different ordeti] the final scene where all the groups gather
together (Gambaro 70-71). However, rather thando&d into rooms with ghosts and ghouls
and peeled-grape eyeballs, Gambaro’s unsuspedigajré audience is lead through a horror
house of torture. They are taken past prisonersambdept locked in vertical wooden boxes and
into rooms where they view sometimes highly re@liahd sometimes highly theatrical scenes of
torture, abduction, punishment, and deference thoaitly. Some of the scenes they witness are
recreations of incidents being reported in Argesdim newspapers of the time.

In 1971 and 1972, incidents of disappearances arndré¢ of civilians labelled as
dissident were indeed being reported in the mdulia,at that time, play translator Marguerite
Feitlowitz suggests, there were both Argentiniamsl non-Argentinians who were either

actively ignoring such reports or accepting thd-trath explanations for it— thus prompting the
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ironic title of the play (Feitlowitz 6). Accordin Antonius Robben in his anthropological study
of political violence in Argentina, torture and &dippearances” of criminal suspects, both
common and political, had occurred in the courttrptighout the 2D century irregardless of the
particular government in power, with torture tumgpimto a “routine practice” in 1970, as
guerrilla organizations rose in number (Robben 216)1976 under the Videla military junta, a
reign of terror lasting through the early 19804 tteane to be known as Argentina’s “Dirty War”
would begin, during which time as many as 30,0@@ens labelled as left-wing subversives by
the government were arrested, tortured, and ofterdened or “disappeared” (Taylor, “Theatre
and Terrorism” 207). Gambaro, who had thematicaltidressed political disappearances in
previous works, including in her more traditionadiftaged playrhe Wallswritten in 1963 and
performed in Buenos Aires in 19¢6ambaro 14), is seen as somewhat prophetic asthora
though she explains this as stemming from her bieingd into the data “floating around” in her
role as artist (Betsko 188).

Why in 1971 did Gambaro move to an experimentaradtive play structure to explore
the escalating situation of human rights violationé\rgentina? Robben notes that in 1971, there
was a marked increase in the number of disappessaand that the system of abduction, torture
and disappearance that the Videla junta would Etstematize and expand was already in place
by 1973 (263-264). Marguerite Feitlowitz arguest tmmbaro’s work “.....is a combative
theatre, and grows out of the belief that the huowaition can change” (3). If this is so, then it
is possible that ilnformation for ForeignersGambaro is responding to the escalating political
and artistic repression by escalating the intensityner communication with her audience.
Information for Foreignerstands apart from Gambaro’s earlier works on dipgctof political

violence in that, in combining an experimental pemade play structure with unusual
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presentational modes, it attempts to harness tierent interactive possibilities of the theatrical
medium in order to not just present information &hehs, but to actively critique the audience,
and to create opportunity for reflection and mdima for action. One of the concepts Gambaro
presents through these means and asks theatrefgoemsgage with is the idea that state
sponsored torture is a performance for which thgeAtine citizens are the complicit audience.

In keeping with the ideas of dramatic theorist Rich Schechner, who describes
performance as a continuum that ranges from tliititvaal staged theatre performance to “life”
performances such as public events and demonsisafechechner 41), Diana Taylor, in her
afterword to Marguerite Feitlowitz’s translation tfiree of Gambaro’s playsTlie Walls
Information for Foreignersand her 1986 plajntigona Furiosa argues that spectacle of arrest
and torture in Argentina is a real life performanicéended to demonstrate the authority of the
military and police to the public. She notes thaintbaro deliberately mirrors this performance
of torture in her plays of the 1960s and 1970srdepto “expose the theatricality of Argentinean
political violence” (Taylor, “Violent Displays” 161 In Information for Foreigners this is
explored not through narrative storytelling, butotigh the staging of a variety of scenes
representing experiments, children’s games, abohgtiand torture, that are seemingly
unconnected to one another, except that they exiheséheatrical nature of those techniques
used by those in power to control, persuade aed@l. Furthermore, in this play Gambaro uses
interactive techniques in order to comment on ttiece of being a silent observer to these
theatrics. In one scene for example (scene fopublication, but the order the audience might
see it in varies), Gambaro does this by recredtieginfamous Stanley Milgram psychology

experiment conducted at Yale University in 19612.96
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Stanley Milgram, in an attempt to discover why &éeras so little resistance to authority
and so much complicity in Nazi Germany, designe@xgreriment intended to test obedience to
authority. He attempted to see how far subjectsldvgo when instructed by a scientist in a
techniciars coat to “teach” another supposed subject by zapghiem with increasing volts of
electricity every time they missed an answer onoedvassociation game. In Milgram’s original
experiment, the “student” subject was an actor #mal electrical volts were not actually
delivered, but the student would scream in paimetones driving the “teacher” subject to tears
as he or she continued to deliver shocks of inangaslue in deference to the instructions of the
scientist (Milgram 13-26). Sociologist Erving Gofim, whose ideas provided a foundation for
the theories of Schechner, pointed out that perdoces take place in everyday life that indicate
rank or power. Furniture and décor might servesagriery” and “setting” presented to make an
impression while clothing might serve as a “costuthat indicates the hierarchical “role” one
will play in interaction with others (Goffman 22-R4ccordingly, in Gambaro’s reproduction of
the Milgram experiment in a room in her house afdis, she places emphasis in her stage notes
on the laboratory accoutrements and the lab codheo“setting” and “costume” of authority in
the experiment, thus highlighting the legitimizatiof inflicted pain through costumes and
institutional settings of authority (Gambaro 74-75)

Further, Gambaro plays with some of the word ass$iotis used in the learning game in
order to connect the scene to current events iretnga. “Nation-Germany” and “torture-
dissuasion” are initially given as word pairs by ttientist. At one point the “student” subject,
who has been screaming in pain as he is “electedtun response to wrong answers, is asked to
recall which word was originally paired with Natioand given the multiple choice options

“prison, bars, Germany, torture”. He ends up scregmArgentina” as the answer rather than
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Germany. At the end of the scene, the scientlata® to the audience that 85% of subjects in
Germany and 66% in the U.S. went up to the maxinwattage of 450 volts in Milgram’s
original experiments. Further, he informs the andéethat many of Milgram’s subjects, when
debriefed after the experiment, claimed lack opoesibility for their actions due to the fact they
were only following the rules. The guide quicklyhess the theatregoers out with chiding words
to the scientist: “Don’t wear out the audience sthexperiments took place in Germany and the
U.S. Here among ourselves it would be unthinkabkesurd,” (Gambaro 84). In recreating
Milgram’s experiment and explicitly suggesting pkla to Argentina, Gambaro enacts a
commentary on torture as a performance, enhanceddiymes and settings of authority. At the
same time, by having her actors break the fourtth avel acknowledge the role of the audience
as spectator, Gambaro implies an uncomfortable exiiom between her theatre audience and
the public who turns a blind eye to what is happgnin Argentina —suggesting that citizens who
accept the arrest and torture of political dissidesut of respect for rules and authority are
complicit in their torture or death.

Torture as performance and audience complicityals®@ explored in scenes more directly
and explicitly tied to the particularities of thieustion in Argentina. In another scene in the play
(scene 3), a clearly terrified woman sits in a chdiile a man establishes his control over her
with language and gestures of intimidation. Evenghhe says to her is a performance, but one
designed for her to see through. His words takettheir own seem benign and possibly even
kind: At one point he says to her “What a messy fiiethe tub but don’t put any of the towels.
Was it [the water] warm (Gambaro 72)?” What is ewidfrom thesubtext of the scene,
however, is that the bath is clearly for holding tirlI's head down under dirty water, a torture

method that was used on the “disappeared” politméoners in Argentina (Robben 217).

42



Accusing and Engaging the Audience through Theatref

Further, seemingly innocent comments to the girlthg man such as “Don’'t you have a
boyfriend,” become suggestive of implied threatrage through his physical caresses, alluding
to women political prisoners being frequent rapetins of their guards (Robben 227). Both the
man and the girl reference the presence of theeaadiin this scene, with the man pointing to
the spectators and offering the false comfort atolds his gun “Nothing will happen to you.
There are lots of people. They're watching us” (®aro 73). Later, when the man tells the girl
to go to the bathroom her response is a humiliatéerence to her exposure to an audience:
“They’re watching me (Gambaro 73).” Gambaro in $gene uses the breaking down of barriers
between the audience and the actors to commenherethics of being an audience to the
theatrics of torture, as the theatregoers becommkat in the gir’'shumiliation in their role as
silent, passive observers. The author takes adyamtthe interpersonal nature of the theatrical
medium in order to move the relationship betweenttrturers, the tortured and the Argentine
public into the same shared physical space. Ingdey Gambaro confronts the theatre audience
with the active role the inactive public plays lnre tface of human rights abuses.

As her use of audience-actor interaction indicatesot just through the content of the
scenes that Gambaro presents in the various robiie douse but through the “guided tour”
format of the play that the playwright makes hemaotentary on citizen inactivity in the face of
government sponsored torture. Gambaro manage$ote tileatregoers to be engaged in typical
and expected modes of audience behaviour (her stage specifically indicate that they should
never be forced to participate) while simultanepigkingadvantage of the power of the shared
actor-audience space to implicate the audienchdrattion of the play. One can guess that the
cognitive dissonance between the physical proxitaitguffering and the adherence to regulated

modes of audience behavigan audience member on a guided tour typically dmesnterfere
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in the presentation) has the potential to inspiser of witness guilt in audience members. The
interactive elements of the play related to itaufist and tour guide” format seem designed to
foster and enhance such guilt. For example, atetite of scene seven, the theatregoers are
offered wine and refreshments (all included in phiee of the ticket) by an usherette just after
they have witnessed another scene between th@rggdner and the guard, in which she has
clearly recently been tortured and begs “I'm thyitsivhile raising her hands to the audience
(Gambaro 90).

One might assume thd#his creation of witness guilt in the audience nsline with
Aristotelian notions of creating pity and fear retspectator, or even an Artaudian eruption and
reformation, yet the goal of Gambaro does not steebe purging these emotions or providing a
type of therapy, but rather politically harnessihngm. Gambaro says of Argentine theatre: “Our
theatre is [...] connected with a social element andplays deal directly with a political and
social content. We also believe that society is ifradzle, changeable” (Betsko 195). She adds in
response to the relationship between the audiemtédner plays “I believe that all theatre means
to produce not shock but a response in the spectdtccould be an emotional response or a
rational, sensible response” (Betsko 196). In kegpvith this aim, Gambaro also, at several
points, seems to use what might be described ashBaa distancing techniques in order to
prompt the audience not just to feel, but alsohioki Brecht suggests techniques such as
unrealistic and exaggerated costumes and gestui@siér to “alienate” the spectators from the
action on stage in order to allow them to thinkicailly about what they are seeing (BretB6-
47). In her recreations of disappearances repantédgentine newspapers, Gambaro frequently
uses stage directions and modes of presentationevdie calls for exaggerated acting. For

example, the stage directions for scene 9 read:
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The room is lit with a rosy light. Four chairshdre is a group comprising a man,

a woman, and two other adults, disguised as cijdaegirl and a boy. Their

makeup is exaggerated and their clothes are chedgar. The MOTHER is

sewing, the FATHER is seated a little apart and@hHLDREN are playing at

throwing a hoop.

On the far side of the room are the CHIEF and t@dIEEMEN. They sit very

erect with their arms crossed over their chestse dharacters act very broadly, a

little like marionettes. The tone is grossly exagged. (Gambaro 92)

This is a scene of an arrest, but it is preseniéd aver the top falseness, including gestures that
are described as being like those from a heroiree sitent movie. Other highly stylized scenes
that seem intended to remind the audience they are observing performance include an
abduction scene staged as a musical comedy (sd¢ramd a scene in which an actress who has
supposedly just been killed is told in the stagedions to make it obvious she is “only acting”
and still alive (scene 13).

In addition to potentially providing the audiencembers with moments of emotional
distance where they can think and reflect rathan the caught up in feeling, the very artificiality
of the abduction recreation scenes seems to commenthe trustworthiness (or rather
untrustworthiness) of the official story being toidthose papers and recounted by the guides.
Rosalea Postma points out in her 1980 article, ¢8@and Spectator in the Theatre of Griselda
Gambaro,” that ininformation for Foreignersthe guides are frequently telling the audience
deliberate lies. Postma notes that from the firstmant of the play the audience must see the
guides as untrustworthy, when they claim they wtst'anyone in who is younger than 18, older
than 36 or younger than 35 (but let in everyone whgs) and claim there will be no foul
language in the play (while proceeding to use atgieal themselves) (Postma 39). Because the

audience is put in a position of being dependartherguides and deferent to their authority, the

play itself then reflects the wider political sitioem of those reading news vetted by the
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Argentine government. The artificiality of certaolramatized scenes juxtaposed with the
“explanation for foreigners” extracted from realnspapers and police blotters and delivered by
these untrustworthy guides certainly seems a pointenmentary on the untrustworthiness of
Argentinean authorities. Further, it calls attentio the lies the audience members (be they in
Argentina or abroad) must tell themselves in otdeacquiesce to being guided by untrustworthy
authorities.

On the other hand, in spite of these unrealistneintswhich it would seem to cause
distancing and space for analysis and reflectioa,particular environmental theatre context in
which Gambaro places the audience may indeed peoaokemotional response rather than a
critical one even to such exaggeratedly presemaliecenes. After all, “distanced” performance
is juxtaposed with excerpts the guide reads frara stories taken from Argentinean newspapers.
This juxtaposition highlights the fact that the ise® being presented, in spite of all the costumes
and fake acting being used to represent thema&emtfrom events that are real. Thus, the aim is
perhaps not necessarily, or at least not only, l8ra&c “alienation” or distancing as much, as
once again, an attempt to provide an interactivevmentary on the reaction of a passive
audience to the political spectacle of arrest andite. What does it mean after all if you are able
to distance yourself from this performance of alidunc murder or torture which is based on
eventsthat are actually occurring in your own country elgrbecause of the stylized means
through which the information is delivered to yoWhat does it mean if you are able to distance
yourself from the reports of the disappearances ngad in the news? Is there a difference?
Gambaro’s play begs the question of whether otlmpublic has a reciprocal obligation to the

news and to the arts —that of not being uncritsiént and passive consumers.
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In Information for ForeignersGambaro exposes what was happening to Argentiistsar
and journalists in 1971 in a scene recreating duwent arrest of troupe of actors, whom she
shows performingOthello at the time of their arrest. She also presentsathesting officers as
themselves speaking lines fro@thello, again exposing the performative nature of theddct
arrest and perhaps (through her choic®tfelloin particular) indicating the harm to innocents
based on false information that was then occuringrgentina. At the end of this scene, the
guide informs the audience that all the membeth®facting troupe plus a journalist were jailed
for 9 months before being absolved. The 1980 Orgdioin of American States Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights in their “Report on 8iiation of Human Rights in Argentina”
confirms that, even before 1976 and the militamgtguthat officially started the Dirty Warr,
newspapers were subject to government censorsHippamalists were being arrested, detained
and probably tortured (Inter-American CommissionHuman Rights, Chapter VII, pars. B1,
D1-D2). According to the Report, by 1980, with thety War well underway, the press was
“refraining from assigning any importance to th@éaations’ involving the seizure of citizens
regarded as terrorists or subversive elements dwdlhorities” and refusing to print paid insert
lists of the missing which even the commission dbed as “understandable in light of the
circumstances” (Inter-American Commission on Hunkaghts, Chapter VII, par. B2). If real
information does not lead to action and clearlysdalnformation is met with passivity and
acceptance —is the audience also complicit in ¢pgmthful news and truthful political art
altogether?

The multitude of questions that are brought up mBaro’s play seem particularly
relevant to a contemporary US audienadeo, particularly since 2004, have been exposed to

media images and reports of US soldiers and irgatoos torturing detainees in Abu Gharib and
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Guantanamo, from the April 28, 2068 Minutes lltelevision news magazine report and May
10, 2004 Seymour Hersh New Yorker article that broke story in mainstream media by
revealing photographs of Abu Gharib torture victins the recent March 312007 New York
Timesarticle detailing the experience of a prisoner wéjgorted that he made a false confession
at Guantanamo after being tortured (Liptak and Mfils A10). Does the distance provided by
the mediated nature of these images and stories thakn easier to ignore? Is it too easy to turn
away from a painful media image —to turn off thiewesion or avoid clicking on a link— to be an
audience who goes back to their wine and refresksvadter being rushed away from witnessing
something unpleasant? Are we complicit in the tertif we watch someone’s humiliation
without acting, or if we accept political spin watlt questioning it? Can the interpersonal,
proximal and potentially interactive nature of ttieglay a role in creating citizen reflection and
action by confronting them face to face with thelitg of torture? Can it do so by highlighting
the fact that a silent spectator performs acticendwy their lack of action? Can theatre provide
an alternative to making news consumers complicé victim’s torture through their role as an
audience to humiliating photographs? Can theatrea bgnique tool for combating citizen
complacency about human rights violations? Cegawith the multitude of new plays
surrounding the issue of torture —including thoaedd on real stories of contemporary human
rights violations, such auantanamo: Honor Bound to Defend Freedaohe 2004 ethnodrama
by UK playwrights Victoria Brittain and Gillian Slo— the question is an important one. Are
such plays “preaching to the choirgs Chicago Tribunecritic Chris Jones indicated of
Guantanaman its original London production (Jones)? We ntighagine that the response that
Information for Foreignersmplicitly gives to this accusation is that knoadge that something is

happening and belief that it is wrong does not yngaition.It is worth noting that Slovo’s words
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about the urgency of the themes of her own playesthe major theme of Gambaro’s play.
“We are all complicit,” says Slovo. “If it raisessdussion, that is the way art can effect change”
(Rourke).

“| ask that you stay together and remain silear® the words that begin her play, but
Gambaro herself harnesses the possibilities offtbatrical medium to try to get the audience —
be they Argentinian, or those outside Argentinascmonming the news and free to act with fewer
restrictions— to do just the opposite: to resigharity, to stand apart from the crowd and to
speak for change as she herself does as an bhtigte the contemporarguantanamowhich
has been performed not only in the UK but in sdvaigor US cities, including Washington DC,
Information for Foreignergould not be performed inside the country the plag written about
at the time it was written as it would have put #ughor’s family in Argentina at risk. Gambaro
smuggled the play out with her when she went ixiteen 1977, and copies circulated on the
international scene (Feitlowitz 6). The play was$ poablished in her home country until 1987,
four years after the restoration of democracy igeftina, and as late as 1992, twenty years after
it was written, the play had still never been proetli (Feitlowitz 6). Today however, the play
gets produced both in Argentina and abroad. Jusintly, in March 2006, the city of Junin,
Argentina included an adaptation bfformation for Foreignersby El Groupo Experimental
Teatro in its “week of memory” events commemoratthgse affected by the March 1976
military coup that started the Dirty War (“Noticiasin the US, City College at CUNY (City
University of New York) put on the play in March @D (“CUNY Events Calendar”), and in
April 2007, the Undergraduate Theatre Associatibtha University of Wisconsin at Madison
staged a full production of the play (“ProductianThe current interest in mounting the play in

US perhaps indicates that students and artiststifiatithe play indeed speaks to contemporary
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US political issues in a uniquely powerful way. ¥iga Lantz, director of the Wisconsin
production commented on what they hope to accomplith their own distinct staging choices,
“I am hoping to walk a fine line between comfortdadiscomfort [...] hopefully taking the
conversation of the play outside the time and spdi¢he performance and connect discussions
to present-day oppression and antagonism.” Thirsy-five years after it was written, the play
continues to raise questions about the citizen&s ae spectator in human rights violations and to
serve as an example of the potential power ofhibattical form to speak for action and change

on an individual, national and global level.
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Antonio or the Message: Bourgeois Conformism and the Dictator ship
of the Colonelsin Greece (1967-1974)

Philip Hager (Royal Holloway)

2007 marks the fortieth anniversary of the ‘Reviolutof the 21" of April,” the coup
executed by a military troika, the junta that sdipewer for seven years (1967-1974).
During this specific period theatre gradually beeaanmedium through which the
people of Greece participated in the public affdinsa coercive society defined by a
military State, political activity was reduced teetprivate sphere. Theatre publicised
private opposition and created a condition of prdltcomplicity between stage and
auditorium. Audiences were not sole observers ofetion, but a living group of
acting individuals that fulfilled their part as iz#éns. Theatre, as it is a place of
illusion, offered the illusion of citizenship. Mareer, since it created the conditions
for the forbidden to occur, theatre functioned aglace of resistance to the
dictatorship of the colonels. It must be clear tiflmuthat resistance through theatre is
only symbolic; that is, it can onipspireresistance in the social sphere.

The period of Greek history that begun at the eénd/orld War 1l in 1945 is
defined by the civil war between nationalists aminmunists, and its consequent
polarisation. The dictatorship of the colonels whs climax and the end of this
situation of partial democracy; partial, because part of the population experienced
an ordinary bourgeois capitalist everyday life, iwhanother part of the population
(the communists) was violently repressed. The Graek war is seen by many
historians as the Greek manifestation of the Colar:\Breece, as a dependent State
participated in the global policies of polarisation

Haralambis argues that the dictatorship was atre$icontradictions within

Greek social structures and observes that the amsyidentified with the idea of the
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nation [...as its] source, and guarantor; the pretmmdof the nation’s existence’
(Xaparaunng 77)* National identity was defined by the repressivpaaptuses as the
opposition to the anti-Greek other, the communigtsp were also referred to as
Slavs, or reds. According to this logic, democrecoyld only be maintained when the
traitors of the nation would be extinct. ‘The ravtdn was not aiming at the death of
democracy, but at democracy’s salvage from death would come with the red
totalitarianism, as a result of actions carried bytthe politicians of the time’
(Mokapéfog 14). A gradual democratisation of the State o@iuring the 1960s
when a party of the centre won the elections. Harethis government was deposed
by the palace. This led to a period of politicalnatmality and popular
demonstrations, requesting a more democratic reglmeas a period in which
political awareness was growing in parallel witle thxplosion of oppressed leftist
activity.

Poulantzas, inrhe Crisis of the Dictatorshipgiscusses the existence of the
para-State in post-war Greece, and defines it @stwaork that ‘functions behind the
facade of the State Apparatuses, which carefulgguse it [...and] provides a
permanent recourse for the bourgeoisie in theuggle to maintain and safeguard
their power’ (Poulantzas 100-101). Therefore, theagState and its practices were
illegitimate. When the colonels seized power in 7,9they claimed legitimacy on
behalf of the para-State. The purposes of the tdictiip were the conservation of
bourgeois State, the rescue of the national chemaend the elimination of the

communist dange.

L All quotations from Greek sources are translatedb.

2 Nikolaos Makarezos, of the leading troika of tl8Z coup, in his booklow We Were Driven to the
21% of April 1967 claims that ‘[tlhe need for an effective confratiin of the [political] dead end
created by the pre-April national crisis, dictatdte following double mission to the Military
Revolution of the 2% of April:

I.  Theprevention:
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The ‘Revolution’ came as a result of the destadtilis) of the bourgeois order
aiming at the reinforcement of law and order. Huat tthey employed practices of
‘brute violence’ (Close 282). The coup was an dcaudonomy of the para-State. It
was an attempt to legalise unlawful aggressionvamlénce. The bourgeoisie trapped
in its (nationalist) contradictions remained indrént to the new social condition,

hence providing passive support to the colonels.

In 1972, Théatro Téchnis in Athens produced Luladwostaki's playAntonio or the
MessageAnagnostaki was a fairly young playwright andstproduction marked the
initiation of the celebration for the 30 years diéhtro Téchnis. The socio-cultural
event itself (the celebration) added significanmehis particular production. Carolos
Coun (the artistic director and founder of Théatfkchnis) was one of the most
acknowledged theatre directors in Greece, and Tdwéaéchnis was a highly
legitimate institution in Greek avant-garde theali®st of the production’s reviews
start with a quick reference to the celebratoryrati@r of the occasion and Coun’s
overall contribution: ‘Theatro Technis has reach@dy years of activity, constantly
devoted on creative work of a higher artistic l1eyalbéag 2). ‘One of Coun'’s finest
traditions is that he gives the chance to youngndtasts to break théarrier of
silence The ones, however, who manage to walk throughNbBeow Gate are
subjected to the danger ofashingagainst the wall of thenacceptable(KoAxkdavn
4). The latter quotation reveals the difficulty efiteringthe (re)strict(ed) world of

Théatro Téchnis and the conservatism of the boisgeainstream theatre audiences.

a) Of the pre-arranged outbreak of the fourth ComistlRound and the consequent massacre.

b) Of the overturning of the bourgeois order arel@ktablishment of a Stalinist Dictatorship.

c¢) Of the incorporation of Greece behind the [Ir@ujrtain and its geographical mutilation.

Il. The safeguarding of the preconditions for a normal functioning iyt of the public life in the
Country, and the return, as soon as possible,f@pentarism on healthy ground. In other words,
the settlement of the clearly political problemdxapéloc 13).
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I will argue that this production was an act ofisesce to the cultural and physical
submission of the country to an illegitimate (aliterate) military regime, as well as
an attempt to raise political awareness among diegeoisie.

Antoniois set ‘[ijn a room without walls where people frafarious countries
live together. The room has view over streets, sepjand gardens where soldiers and
policemen meet in an attempt to impose a new oKdénoniiong 35). This house is
located, according to descriptions, somewhere igldm: ‘On Sundays, after the
meal, we always have tea here. With lemon. | diket tea. | warn you... You will
have to get used to the habitavryvootaxn 10-11). The house is shelter for refugees
from places where the ‘new order has been impo#estsembles a prison, or an
asylum. The regime constitutes an invisible and igodus threat of violence that
eventually becomes visible and physically affectergone inside and outside the
house.

Threat generates action, which comes in the formartlis spoken by men and
women that enter the house. The message of feavialghce is announced through
their language in increasing waves, to conclude igpectacle of brutal physical
violence by the regime. Anagnostaki pointed out thahis play the characters are
given freedom; they are fragmentary, and theiroastiare often incomplete or
completed by another character. Moreover, evermgrpss ‘freely and are introduced
by the characters; accordingly they lead everybdiglly shaping the play, with
their own meaning and autonomyyoyvootakn 15). Therefore, the characters are
not complete individuals, but fragments of a cdliecunconscious, and it is up to the
events to construct the plot. Anagnostaki createdalbstract sign-system that is

characterised by lack of logical consistency angtipslogical causality.
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The residents of the house live in constant fday ffear what is to come; a
certain establishment, an order from which theyehild is a totalitarian order that
spreads like a plague; so does the fear. The tefraotalitarianism and violence
(reality) generates fear, and creates tendenciesaape. The house offers an illusion
of privacy, which means detachment from realityd &nerefore safety. The shelter
they seek is the very illusion of the house beirgpalter: they escape reality in order
to feel safe. Reality is fear. The illusion is s&h damaged when it is clearly
exposed: physical violence invades the house iallpawith a counter-message of
reaction that has been spread by a group of yowergand women, Antonio’s trusted
friends. Antonio is a double figure within the pldne is the adopted son of the owner
of the house (Aliki), and a mythical revolutionafyhe former is an oppressed boy in
a man’s body and physically present, while thestatd the representation of an ideal
and physically absent. The former is matter, wthkelatter is spirit. Antonio’s friends
appear as friends of Aliki’'s son, but reveal thelvese as followers of the ideal. They
appear to play a game, and discuss the futureeaf rthsistance. They are interrupted

by State agents who appear to confirm the thredbang violence on stage.

Meaning within the play is produced by its irratidity and its resistance to traditional
structures of realist drama. The characters angpsul off their individuality and act
accordingly. In this chaotic universe only the stanal variations of the theme of
threat do not fall apart. The structure of the pdayives from the notion of threat of
violence. The rest of the structural elements (eamic relations between events
and characters) are built upon this ground, follmyvian internal causality of

succession of events, and not a logical/psychadbgrausality of behaviours.
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Moreover, threat spreads and gradually dominatesplace in the form of a disease
surrounding the house.

The atmosphere of the play consists of a poetikndgs and constant
menacing signs, creating a claustrophobic enviraitmBhe domestic space can be
described as a closed circuit, from which themoipoint of escape. The circle asserts
a certain degree of continuity, in that it does hate a starting or an ending point.
Threat enters the circle of the house from theppeny of a wider homocentric circle.
It surrounds the space of the house, thus creatimgcular notion of siege, that
gradually closes down to the centre. The outeldecic defined as the State. It is a
continuum of oppression and violence, which is @spnted by waves of threat that
occupy the whole of the outer circle, and graduedisade the inner circle. The latter
is the private space of the house: it is a sma#iproduction of the outer one. They
share hierarchical structures and power organisatbemes, but reversed. The inner
circle is the structural centre of the play; ittle exemplary case within a wider
context. Fear/threat comes in an outsidénside scheme.

The two circles are presented as the Family andSta¢e. However, the
specific case of family is consisting of variousraénts, often with opposing needs
and wills; they are strangers to each other. Thus not a typical example of a
bourgeois family. Fear (of the outside) graduadlgds to conformism, as a medium of
anonymity and safety, which again leads graduatly ldss of identity, mass
stereotypes, separation from the experience andselie alienation. The slow but
steady invasion of fear creates events within theranosm of the house. The
reactions to the outside are only passive; thdgvothe events without participating.
It is only a matter of time for the menacing vilwat to invade the private in material

form: physical violence.
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The only active resistance to the threat comes fAmtonio’s friends. Their
actions radicalise the inside/private by makingatt of the outside/public struggles.
They invade the inner circle before the agentdefState. They dissolve the private,
in order to confront the terror of the public. Téennection between the youth and the
environment of the house is established by Elem& sepresents the house in the
game® The inside space of private safety has been shgngince she joined the
strange family living in this house. The privateasp of the house is defined by
conformism to the local habits, and the bourgedéoliogy of passive observation of
spectacular life. For its residents, the house daae of anonymity, a safe place in
which they can continue an unsuspected life. Tletysaf the private is the last thing
dissolved by the State. The physical invasion ofgmy by the public/State is the
ultimate mechanism of suppression and oppressiqioged by the established order.
Slater points out that, according to Marxist thegoyivate life appears free yet has in
fact been colonized by public commercial and paditinstitutions’ (148). Therefore,
the safety of the private appears as a vital midbkion of the bourgeoisie.

In the scene with Antonio’s friends, a messageainter-action is delivered,
reversing the dynamics of relations and events. iagn struggle of the play is
encapsulated here: the various power structurésalrt and their mythologies are
disillusioned to reveal reality. Reality expose® tState Apparatus as a set of
repressive and reproductive institutions. For thestpart of the play the private is
dominated by the public (on the symbolic/psychatabievel). At the end the private

is physically eliminated: the lack of the illusiai safety, will remove individuals

%It is a game of questions and answers: its logithat each one answers to the previous question.
Thus, truth reveals itself, but hidden under a seginillogical order. Eleni asks the questions dnel
youth answer. The universal character of the yontivement is revealed in some of the answers:
‘Have you ever honoured your parents? Not me, myher has. | was doing other stuff. Were you ever
in Paris, in the spring? | can't remember any m@vere you ever a follower of fire? Whenever it was
needed, yes'Avayvootakrn 84).
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from their alienated privacies, and turn them ttivacagents. This scene is at the
centre of the circular structure of the play; ittssclimax and counter action. It marks
the explosion of the private, and its consequehtipstruggles.

The structure of the play creates a spatial birfaoyy which various signifiers
arise. Themessageof the title is to be found in the succession wfabes; it is a
reaction to these binaries, or even reaction tonthteon of binary and polarisation,
which was integral part of the collective conscimess and a determining factor in the
historical developments in post-war Greece.

The spatial binary (inside — outside) implies theaby safety — danger. It is,
moreover, the distinction between two phases ofityeathe familiar and the
unknown. The inside forms the private space, wthikeoutside is that of the public.
Bourdieu argues that ‘[olne might add to this theaieprivacy [...] that of the
residence, the house as a stable, enduring loaighenhousehold as a permanent
unit, durably associated with a house that is esstifetransmissible’ (65). In the
sphere of the private/household we find the notibthe family: ‘[...] when we think
of privacy as the domestic, intimate and familiabrid, we associate it with (for
example) emotion rather than reason [...] persorthkerahan monetary or material
bonds’(Slater 144).

The people in Aliki's house share a bond of felagytstay together in order to
survive. They form a stereotypical family, in order escape participation in the
violence of the public. Bourdieu again suggests #wording to ‘[tjhe dominant,
legitimate definition [...] the normal family [...] i& set of related individuals link
either by alliance (marriage), or filiation, or,ste commonly, by adoption (legal
relationship), and living under the same roof (¢otadion)’ (64). The individuals that

form the household iAntonio are not related by blood, and are not marrieds thi
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household consists of strangers. However, the obrthe family is Aliki and her
adopted son, and they all share a bond that ceristust and immaterial motives.

Anagnostaki presented on stage the nucleus sooigl the oppressed and
oppressive bourgeois family. The State is the ahs@ner structure that appears only
at the end, forceful, invasive, and oppressive.ghoataki underlined the domestic
oppression and violence, which is succeeded bySthée violence. The former is
mostly psychological, whereas the latter is physica

For the characters of the play the private spaceiges the illusion of safety.
‘The bourgeois idealization of the private was bwp with the idea of home as
haven from the public world’ (Slater 146). Family, basexh regularities and
stereotypes provides this illusion of safety, whalethe same time ‘it is the main
subject of reproduction strategies’ (Bourdieu @9)is, according to Bourdieu, the
locus of both biological and social reproductiorespectively, the State aims at
forming a corpus of regulations that will promotespecific type of family, thus
encouraging ‘logical conformism and moral conformis(Bourdieu 71). The
individuals that live in the house, under Aliki'sle, conform to the local logical and
moral stereotypes to be accepted by the local gsmis) community, and eliminate
any suspicion of irregularity.

Bourdieu concludes that ‘family is indeed a fiatioa social artefact, an
illusion [...], but a “well-founded one,” being proced and reproduced with the
guarantee of the State, it receives from the Sthvery moment the means to exist
and persist’ (72). IlAntonio’s case the illusion is demystified due to the vickof
the State and its physical presence within theapeispace of the family. When the
State physically crosses the line that separatepublic from the private, it suspends

the distinction between the two levels of socidivagy/reality; it breaks the ruleshat
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itself has established. The characters of the fdaythisunlawful deed, and they find
shelter in escaping reality: Aliki insists on thentinuation of the conformed life she
leads, although the menacing waves bring the messhgiolence closer. It is the
bourgeois myth of safety within the private worlfltbe household. Thenlawful
order imposed by the State, illustrates an oppressitaditi@rian bourgeois State, and
implies the regime of the colonels: it was a cabdlegitimate para-State agents
claiming legitimacy. Aliki's reaction to it reflestthe reaction of the bourgeoisie to
the dictatorship of the colonels in Greece: theas,wintil then, no public reaction to
the regime. Inaction means, in this sense, suppdhie established order.

The domination of the private by the public iseally revealed from the very
beginning of the play (or even before that); th#edence at the end is that the
domination has become material, physical, violent.

Whereas family life, leisure and consumption hagerbpresented as sacred

and as autonomous spheres of freedom, they hafeetimecome the objects

(and vehicles) of modern forms of social controthslias advertising and

marketing, State policy, bureaucratic rationali{§later 148)

Aspects of totalitarianism, such as oppression, @otence, complete an idea of
Anagnostaki’s indirect point of reference: the 8taft Greece in 1972.

When the private sphere is discredited, the ordystance to the State is the
group of Antonio’s friends. Michailides argues tiraAntoniothe youth undertake the
difficult role of raising collective awareness: ‘Mhhappened betwedine Gathering
[Anagnostaki’s first play] andntoniowere the events of May 68 in Paris. The youth
have taken on their part, found their charact®fiyfmiriong 39). Antonio’s friends
reflect the generation of the 1960s; they echo dblective consciousness of a

generation that negates the bourgeois logic. Theater sphere exits from the

domestic space, it becomes public: ‘the personapdbtical’ (Slater 149). The
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dissolution of the private points at the every days of resistance: revolutions in
every day life.

Plant points out that ‘daily acts of disruption aedistance to work, authority
and consumption showed that the spectacle was lwangested’ (32). And this is
exactly the kind of action the young revolutionaneant to undertake:

YOUNG MAN B: It will be a bizarre invasion. We wikll wear the same

clothes, nothing special or fancy; for example @weldhirt and a pair of tweed

trousers. We will be silent. [...] From now on theylwonstantly find us in

front of them, because we will never leave any m@xeayvootdaxn 81-82)

The ‘they’ of the above is the bourgeoisie; the gheothat ‘suspect nothing’
(Avayvmotdaxn 79). The youth must go and ‘talk to them abounges they can't see
anywhere’ Avayvootdakn 79).

Kristeva argues that ‘liberation of social behaviauas experienced as a revolt
against bourgeois morality and family values’ (18)d this is what Antonio’s friends
are determined to do; scare them with unconventidmaviours, so that the
bourgeoisie will be able to recognise their entrapmwithin the bourgeois
contradictions. The youth reverse the structurdlese (inside— outside), thus
signifying that private must become public in ortteresist the new totalitarian order.
The reaction starts from the private sphere, inetreryday lives of the oppressed: the

intimate, non-material relations of the private esghshould expand to the public and

construct a new society free from the bourgeoisestgpes.

The reception of Anagnostaki's play by the critigas positive, but with question
marks. A part of the establishment was supportivenethough they had spotted
problems in the play. The critical responsétdonioreflected the expectations of the
theatre establishment in regard to an emergingnplgiit, as well as their scepticism

towards Modern Greek playwrights; the discourse feassed on the originality and
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especially the binary content — form. A clear mgesavas expected due to the
peculiarities of the socio-cultural context; a naggs against the regime, which the
opposing feeling would grasp. Anagnostaki hersetficainced a message in the title
of the play, but then created a complex univeraewas not easily deciphered.

Antonio was mainly criticised for its lack of causalityettabsence of fully
drawn characters, and the lack of action; all th@va add up to the absence of a clear
message: ‘no one can really see the message opllye (Ad&ag 2). Kritikos,
delivering the most intimidating critique of theaglargues that Antonid includes
nothing truthful and significant under isgriousskin. [...] Violence and oppression
are to Ms Anagnostaki just words, and not real Bfgperiences’ Kpitucog 4).
Margaritis, in his own account of the play and therformance, disagreed with
Kritikos suggesting that ‘whatever may seem likelediciency in the eyes of the
uninformed spectator [...] is in fact intende®d¢pyapitng 2). Furthermore, Kalkani
argued that ‘[...] my logical and poor frame of arsadyis betrayingAntoniqg that is,
its musicality, the surreal narrative of the plthe very deeply drawn and fascinating
small scenes in which humans reveal themselesiavn 4). She implied that the
depth of the play is far beyond reason and merehatter of sensitivity, which cannot
be analysed in a review.

Kalkani grasped and clearly reflected what Anagmastried to expose, a
plague created by humanity. Abuse of power, opmessiolence are the main
themes of the play; ‘all the characters are fuggivn indoor spaces that are not
asylums, because fear has dominated them, anddseta® epidemic spreads closer
each time, more monstrous, present, constant; there safety anywhereK@Aikdvn
4). Here she points out the imprisonment of theviddals within their own space;

they are fugitives, their asylum/prison is the hgutheir illusory space of safety.
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Within the social context of the performance, timydogic according to which she
could approach Anagnostaki’'s dramatic world wast tbh everyday life under
colonels: oppression, threat, and fear were theadis that was spreading among the
Greeks.

Georgousopoulos argued thantonio or the Messages without a doubt
Anagnostaki’s best product. [...] She always gaveitmgression of a sensitive and
cultivated receiver of the zeitgeist of our timé§ewpyovcomoviog 41-42). Her
message was delivered in an unconventional matimeiyrationality of the play not
only proposed a new contemporary form, but alsatedce meaning in itself. In other

words, the logic of the form corresponded to tlggdf the play in terms of content

In Antoniq Anagnostaki negated the constitution and divismh society that
intimidates the weak. Anagnostaki’s point of refere was the bourgeois society, and
more specifically the Greek bourgeois society, mol fear was the main component
in the post-war years. The youth do not belongiwithis logic, therefore signifying a
radically different vision. Anagnostaki, part ofettyoung generation, participated in
the youth movement. The productionAritoniowas a celebration for the thirty years
of Théatro Téchnis, and at the same time the catielrof a growing movement. The
students were carrying out a noisy protest, whiels Wimited in range, but constant
and spontaneous. This movement gradually grew gdroand reached its climax in
November 1973, when it managed to incorporate bloeirgeois) public of Athens.
Anagnostaki understood her position within times{biy) and space (Greece); her
play was inspired by and inspired the flowing idezsher time. Anagnostaki

criticised the bourgeoisie, which was sinking iareeand traumas of its past.
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Contextualising Reception: Writing about Theatre aml National
Identity

Marilena Zaroulia (Royal Holloway)

In October 1974, three months after the downfalthef colonels’ dictatorship, Alan
Ayckbourn’s Absurd Person Singular (1972) opened in Athens. Reviewers deemed
the play ‘too English’, irrelevant, alien. Indeadhen locating the play - a farce about
English middle-class of the 1970s - in the periotfiisatrical context, defined by
growing demands for politicisation and an emphasis‘the Greek’, the critics’
response appears valid. But is this the only ptsséading of the production, or can
contextualisation open up new ways of interpretifig

In December 1983, two years after Greece’'s acaeswothe European
Community, the staging dfop Girls (1982) introduced Caryl Churchill’'s work to the
Athenian audience. Since the early 1980s was makeh upheaval of the women’s
movement in Greece, the selection of Churchillayps the first production directed
by a woman at the National Theatre comes as naisergiowever, some reviewers
denied the play’s feminist politics, suggestingtéasl that it is a play about ‘all
people’. How can contextualisation provide insiigtib this response?

In October 1990, almost a year after the demolitibthe Berlin Wall, Edward
Bond’s Summer (1982) was staged. The production of the playt éxplores the past
and present relation of two women in a non-defi@edhmunist country - was praised
by Greek critics, for it was seen as capturing pedgod’s momentum following the
cataclysmic shifts at the end of the 1980s. But thasplay’s selection pertinent only
due to these international reasons or was it in\&ay resonant for the Athenian
audience? What is the significance of ‘building teois’ for addressing such

questions?
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In December 2001, a month before Greece’s enttiienEuropean Monetary
Union, Mark Ravenhill’'sSome Explicit Polaroids (1999) premiered. In a context of
intensifying debates about globalisation and itsant on local and national identities,
the play was considered a theatrical articulatibglobal issues. But does this imply
that the play raised only global problems, thusa@iffg local concerns? Can the
context challenge this reading of the play and pctidn?

Each of the abovementioned productions-examplaes friy doctoral research
coincided with a turning point in the history ofgpecolonels’ Greece, a moment when
debates about Greek national identity were intasifFollowing the development of
new approaches to such vexed terms as the natailgnsstate, nationalism and
national identity in other disciplines, the relatibetween theatre and nationhood has
emerged as a key area of enquiry in theatre arfdrpence studieS A number of
studies examine how theatre and performance asraufiractices might offer insight
into notions of the nation and contest the estabtisvision of national identity as a
natural and stable condition. The editorsThéatre, History and National Identities
recognise the theatre’s pivotal role in the proagssation-building: ‘From creating
national ideologies to dividing audiences, and leinging national histories, the
theatre can be seen in its ongoing role of sustgiand critiquing notions of national

identity.”

! The main aim of my research is to investigate lihk between theatre and national identity, by
exploring the staging and critical reception oftair post-1956 English texts in Athens in relatton
the evolution of Greekness during the last thiggng.

2| am referring to current debates in the fieldsadial and political studies and new
conceptualisations of nationhood as a construcmthap with discourse and socio-political
institutions. Among these theories, | regard Bectefinderson’s perceptive reading of the nationign h
seminallmagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (1991) as the

most relevant for an examination of theatre anchtiteon. Anderson disassociates the nation from the
nation-state as a political entity, suggesting thation-ness’ is a ‘cultural artefact’, tied tocan
disseminated through a variety of cultural practi¢®.

% Makinen, Wilmer & Worthen, 2001: 14. Indicativebther studies that offer divergent perspectives
on the topic include: L. Kruger'she National Stage (1992), S.E. Wilmer'Sheatre, Society and the
Nation: Staging American Identities (2002), S.E. Wilmer (edWiting and Rewriting National Theatre
Histories (2004), J. Harvie'&aging the UK (2005).
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In this article, 1 employ the abovementioned exasams a starting point for
proposing a methodology for writing about theatnel aational identity. My main
argument is that a comprehensive analysis of tbepten of non-national, foreign
texts by means of building contexts and locatingdpctions and reviews within
them, can provide insight into the complexion ohation’s identity at a certain
historical moment. In other words, contextualisthg reception of ‘the Other’ might
enhance the understanding of ‘the self’ - in theecaf this research, ‘the Greek'.

Brian Singleton, in a discussion of intercultunadjs has suggested that
approaching foreign theatrical traditions ‘can lesaibed as “the pursuit of otherness
for the investigation of self” (94). Even thougln§leton develops his argument in
the context of a different scholarly debate, | rélael reception of English drama in
Athens as indicative of a similar process. Theistagf English drama as ‘the Other’
can be perceived as a potential way of comprehgnithe self, ‘the Greek’, in the
last quarter of the twentieth century. Locating ®taging of ‘the Other in an
historical context, offers evidence and paves tlag ¥or a reconstruction of, or an
imaginative approach to, what it meant to be Greekach period. This approach
does not reduce ‘the Greek’ to a static conditiahdxplores the dynamic dimension
of national identity as a lived experience, shapgdand manifested in different
aspects of public life.

The article begins with two ideas that stem from #malysis of the selected
example and outlines the methodology of this reteafhe brief discussion of the
four examples that follows, offers some reflections the significance of
contextualisation when addressing questions ableatite and national identity,
mainly drawing on Tracy Davis’ thorough and astdtscussion of ‘The Context

Problem.” Davis’ starting point is that ‘the enctem with “gaps” is a major
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conundrum of the discipline’ and her article, whidompares methods of
contextualisation with painting techniques, elutédawhat kinds of ‘gaps’ theatre
historians encounter and how ‘context’ might filetn in (203). ‘Gaps’ are usually
equated with absences in documentary evidencehengrocess of contextualisation
helps ‘to convey the immediacy of performanceshia past, compensates for their
perishability, and conveys their relevance to thstpand the present’ (204). Davis
also considers ‘gaps’ as corresponding to widerhouklogical issues in theatre
historiography, acknowledging that one must alwaymtest ‘what “context”
accomplishes and what it does not’ (207).

| interpret ‘gaps’ as not only the missing primawidence that render the use
of context inescapable for reconstructing produnsid argue that contextualisation is
instrumental for unveiling ‘gaps’, what remains deth or not acknowledged even
when there is plenty of documentary material at hitorian’s disposal. In my
research, contextualisation provided ‘explanatoeci@anisms’, producing a complex
picture where theatre-making and theatre-reviewairggbound up with socio-political
and cultural networks and illuminate conceptiongha nation at a given historical

moment.

‘The Other’ and the Image of ‘the Greek’

Researching the staging and critical receptionost41956 English drama in Athens, |
have identified a trope articulated mainly in revsebut also practitioners’ arguments:
the development of a clear ‘border’, an opposigeparating Athenian productions or
audiences from English plays. In other words, Eigtirama is considered as ‘Other’
when put on Athenian theatre stages and criticenofassess the merit of a

performance based on whether practitioners manemgeehder the play less ‘Other’
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for the audience. Such critical positions subtlyerate the fundamental element of
Greek national identity, what | consider Greeknégiological cornerstone’, the
clear dichotomy of ‘Greek’ and ‘non-Greek’, ‘Othé&rThis conceptualisation of
Greekness is bound up with an emphasis on ‘therQtloeated outside the Greek
borders, and the critical reception of English daagnforces this image of the Greek
nation, often regardless of the actual stagindnefglays that might resist to this static

dichotomy of ‘Greek’ and ‘English Other’.

Contextualisation, or (Resisting to) the Image ofthe Greek’
By focusing on ‘the Greek’ rather than ‘the OtheHjs approach to Greekness is
destabilised. The notion of ‘the Greek’ as opposedan imagined ‘Other’ is
problematised by exploring productions within breadocio-political and cultural
frameworks. In other words, instead of focusing ‘e imagined Other outside,
manifestations of ‘the Greek’ inside the countrg arvestigated. As Susan Bennett
has pointed out in her importaftheatre Audiences, ‘the relationship between
production and reception, positioned within and igfacultural values, remains
largely uninvestigated’ (86). Positioning the protions and reception of English
drama against cultural values or notions of theetergtion is pertinent for addressing
wider issues about the link between theatre andmedtidentity.

Based on the four selected examples, | want toesiggptential ways of using
contextualisation in order to re-write these moreent Greek theatre history,

unveiling ‘gaps’ - what | interpret as hidden omglexted - in their contemporaries’

* Greekness is used here as a short term for Gragénal identity and corresponds to the often-
debated wordHellenikoteta, which is considered tantamount with the essefdialure that defines the
Greeks and emerges as a quality that can be tiacadd enforced through culture. The political
analyst, Constantine Tsoucalas, discussing notiérisreekness in the context of expanding Europe,
historicises and explains the main connotationdeffenikoteta: ‘Greekness is mainly and explicitly an
individual “quality”, emanating not from a recogaige and conquerable system of thought or norms
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critical reception. Ultimately, by contextualisitigese productions, a new approach to
Greek national identity is developed: one thatadamger bound up with a process of
imagining ‘the Other but instead focuses on thenarete, lived experience of
Greekness in each historical moment and the waysvhith theatre reflected,
corresponded to, or ignored these present maritasseof ‘the Greek'.

a. ‘Binocular Rivalry’, or Juxtaposing Contexts

The negative reception of the productionAtlsurd Person Sngular in 1974 can be
read as a direct repercussion of the historical emamsince the play and the
production did not seem to contribute to the theatsocial and political purposes.
However, taking into consideration the complexityttos transitional period from the
dictatorship to democracy and the conflicting eleteehat shaped it, this response to
the production can be challenged. In an alternagading of the period, Ayckbourn’s
play is no longer ‘the Other’ but, instead, cor@ss to class relations in Greece
during the dictatorship and the immediate post+rels period.

The Greek translation of the play’s title as ‘TheulBgeoisie is Playing Jokes’
emphasises the play’s social critiqu#hile the word ‘absurd’ in the play’s actual
title can be read as raising general questions talwaoan relations, absurdity and
falsity, the term ‘bourgeoisie’ in the Greek tratgln makes an explicit statement
about a particular social class. Ayckbourn assesiabsurdity with the individual,
‘the singular’, while Matessis’ translation hints asocial class. Research of socio-
political events during the first year of the demamy (1974-5) showed that one of the
major public demands expressed mainly in the fofnrmarches was the need for

‘purging’ society from those classes who still sofied or were associated with the

produced by man [sic], but from “something” thataiseady there preceding and transcending him.’
(1993: 70)

® The actual Greek translation by Pavlos Matessi#f isotixii 0ény aoteicteror; here | cite my
translation of the title.
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colonels’ regime: the bourgeoisie and some partthefpetit-bourgeoisie.For the
purposes of this article, a detailed analysis abglrelations in the immediate post-
colonels’ period cannot be provided. Nonetheledg significance of these
developments for a more comprehensive analysibeohistorical moment should be
emphasised. Considering these elements, a new xtootn be built where
Ayckbourn’s play is no longer the farcical critiga&the ‘alien, English Other’ but a
subtle, dark critique of ‘the Greek (petit) bourgo

Davis argues that the context is inescapable, awpyesent in any
historiographical approach but the question lww it [i.e. a historical event in a
context] is perceived anshy’ should always be addressed (209)aking an analogy
between theatre historiography and neurology, smes cases of divergent or
opposing perceptions of the same historical evéim¢atrical productions - ‘binocular
rivalry’, suggesting that it is the individual'stisiulus’ that determines the perception
of the event. In this paradigm, juxtaposing thentemporaries” perception of the
production with my reading does not only validatavi3’ assertion about the
partiality of any historiographical account of adlrical event. It also indicates how
reviewers have ‘painted’ a particular backgrounarder to place the production; in
so doing, they reiterate the ‘ideological cornemstoof Greekness’, the static
dichotomy of Greek and ‘alien, English Other’.
b. ‘Blank Spots’, or Producing Wider Contexts
When Top Girls opened in Athens, the production was promotedhastheatrical

celebration of the growing feminist movement in &’ However, a number of

® Resources included the period’s press and anheatre journals — mainljroniko (Chronicle) — that
published lists of significant political and theest events of each year following the transitian t
democracy.

" Davis’ emphasis.

® The Library of the National Theatre in Athens toldfile of press cuttings where the production is
presented as ‘the female conquest of the stage DEc. 1983)
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critics argued that the play is not a feminist pbay a play about ‘all people’. This
response could be mistaken as a claim for the playiversality but, in fact, implies a
key element that defined notions of Greekness e dgbrly 1980s. Following the
election of the socialist government in 1981, disses about the legitimate needs of
‘the people’ saturated the public sphere. In tholtipal climate, the obscure term ‘the
people’ was equated with ‘the nation’, ‘the poptikgith ‘the national’.

Research on the development of the feminist moveémeareece after the fall
of the colonels showed that most women’s orgameatiwere strongly affiliated to
political parties and, gradually, women’s issuesreneonsidered part of wider
demands of ‘the people’. However, Greek feministotars suggest that this equation
of the feminist with ‘the popular’ and, | would adthe populist’ led to the demise of
the movement. Hence, the reviewers’ argument that Churchill’aypls about ‘all
people’ resonates with the period’s populist amégerthat did not allow an
autonomous expression of women’s issues; insteaddey differences remained
hidden behind the all-inclusive concept of ‘the pled

Davis refers to ‘blank spots’ in historiographicrradives, suggesting that in
some cases contextualisation cannot construct pleterpicture of the moment when
the event took place, and historians must be awérthe limitations of theatre
historiography as a mediuth. For the example ofTop Girls, | approached
contextualisation considering this notion of ‘blamsiots’. Scrutinising the link
between feminism and the wider political ambien€gapulism led to unveiling a

‘blank spot’ in that historical moment. This ‘blardpot’ cannot be fully analysed

° See Kyriazis (1995) for an elaboration of the éssu

1% Davis refers to the technique mHssage - the use of ‘white spaces of canvas amid pigmeint'some

of Paul Cézanne’s later paintings; through thishmeéf ‘the ideal’, what the painter has in mind, has
not yet found a way to be represented (204). Alammirocess can define theatre historiography, when
the historian leaves ‘blank spots’, ‘white abseht@sorrespond to ‘the ideal’ beyond ‘explanatiafs
time and culture’ (205).
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since it is hard to research actual experienc€&reék women at the time; at the same
time, though, it can offer insight into the paradakreception offop Girls, revealing
that being ‘Greek’ in the early 1980s was synonyswith being one of ‘the people’.
c. ‘Rondeur’, or when Context and Theatre Blur

The analysis of the reception &immer is paradigmatic for further understanding and
appreciating the method of contextualising receptieven though the production was
considered a pertinent reflection on the changtatys quo following the downfall of
the Eastern Bloc, research on Greek political everitthe threshold of the 1990s
provided further insight into the production. Dwepolitical and economic scandals,
the end of the 1980s was a turbulent time for Greaqgeriod of crisis of democracy,
marked by trials of politicians and a wider puldiemand for justice. Considering that
justice is a key issue in Bond’s play and readimg director’s interviews where he
emphasises the need for a ‘theatre of public setvit became obvious that the
production aspired to constitute a theatrical wgation on Greek civil society rather
than make a comment about the changing interndtavdaer.

Davis borrows the termrondeur from Cézanne’s painting techniques,
suggesting that sometimes, when writing theatréohis the line separating event
from context cannot be distinguished and the tveobdurred. By means of an analysis
of the staging ofSummer and the development of a distinctive theatricatiat
corresponded to actual experiences in the pubhersp such a picture where theatre
and context cannot be disassociated was createédisiway, the reviewers’ response
that focused on ‘the European Other’ was destailiand a complex picture that

resonated with concrete socio-political situationthe country emerged.

76



Contextualising Reception

d. ‘What do we miss?’, or Contextualising ‘the Loc# in ‘the Global’ **
WhenSome Explicit Polaroids was staged, reviewers recognised that Ravenplls
constitutes an acerbic critique of global phenomeral lifestyles that are
consequential of liberal, late capitalism. Nonetse] many of them suggested that the
play did not correspond to actual Greek experientésinteresting that almost thirty
years after the production ébsurd Person Sngular, the ‘Greek/Other’ dichotomy
resurfaces in reviewers’ discourse. However, byating the production ofome
Explicit Polaroids in the period’s political and ideological framewpras well as
debates about notions of ‘Self’ and ‘Other’ at #ye of globalisation, a new reading
that resisted the reviewers’ responses, emergesthbdr words, ‘the global’ operates
as a catalyst that destabilises the static dichptoinGreek’ and ‘English Other’.

During the late 1990s, Greek political and publiie lwas defined by a
movement for modernisation and convergence witkrotiiestern countries-members
of the European Union. This impetus was manifestecbncrete reforms introduced
by the government but also permeated other aspégsblic life, including theatre.
Such aspects of public life can be interpretechascountry’s attempts at responding
to global orientations and developments. Indeedsame respects - for example,
considering that the late 1990s was a time of achla of English plays on Athenian
theatre stages - the production of Ravenhill's may be interpreted as a theatrical
manifestation of this impetus for Europeanisation.

However, the juxtaposition of some aspects of tley p significantly the
nostalgia for greater political causes - with martar, Greek memories and conditions,
such as the disillusionment with the generatioryaing radicals of the 1970s that

was considered compromised, paved the way for @aging of the staging and

1 Here, | refer to Davis’ intriguing question ‘whatight the unseekable be?’ when writing theatre
history (208).
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reception of Some Explicit Polaroids. This process of contextualising reception
proved that if the production is approached onlg asanifestation of how ‘the Greek’

becomes part of ‘the global’, ‘we miss somethirggmething remains ‘unseekable’.
Instead, when recognising that local, Greek expegs can be traced within a
‘global’ condition of disillusionment with politigsnew potential open up for

comprehending the shifting complexion of Greeknassthe dawn of the third

millennium.

As demonstrated through these indicative examplestextualisation reveals
‘gaps in reception’ or how theatre reviewing opesafs an apparatus that often
maintains ideological constructions of nationalniiky. Building contexts introduces
alternative readings of reception, resisting statitons of Greekness.

However, as Davis acknowledges, context shouldaqgierceived as a panacea
for the historian. It can always be questioned aed@ contexts can replace existing
ones and new readings of the same historical esemtbe introduced. Contexts are
built based on precise research questions and tiseralways an element of
incompletion in any historiographical narrative.\Ww&ver, as Erika Fischer-Lichte has
argued, this element of incompletion or, in hem®r ‘partiality’ is necessary for
writing theatre history. In ‘Some Critical Remar&s Theatre Historiography,’ she
argues:

A partial perspective is a condition of the podgibiof a history of theatre.

Everyone must delimit the subject area of theimatiee history in accordance

with their specific epistemological interests amminpetence, select the events

that are likely to be productive in terms of theesgtions they are asking, and
construct their history from their examination bétdocuments related to these

events. (3)

My methodology of contextualising reception is imed by Fischer-Lichte’s

perspective since the subject area - the recepfidnglish drama - is defined with
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respect to questions of national identity and tretemal discussed is selected based
on these theoretical criteria. Indeed, my readihthe reception of examples of post-
1956 English drama in Athens is partial, hence esttbjo revision and contestation;
yet this partiality is necessary for writing natbritheatre histories. If, for example,
multiple paradigms about the link between Greeknélssatre and reception are
introduced, a comprehensive image of Greek thdas®mry might emerge. Most
importantly, though, such a process of writing owail theatre histories by locating
theatre events in multiple or even contradictorstdrical contexts can indicate how
national identity is not a stable condition buivad experience, subject to change.
Finally, this methodology emanates from identifyiige ‘Greek/Other’
dichotomy as the cornerstone of Greekness. HowéwerSelf/Other’ opposition as a
key element in the construction of national idesgitis not a particular Greek
phenomenor? The analysis of the reception of ‘Others’ in diyemt national
contexts can lead to the crystallisation of a widethodology for writing national
theatre histories by means of contextualising ‘©#her’'s’ reception in order to
imagine ‘the self’. It would be interesting to coamp the findings of research
conducted in this field, in order to unveil potahtsimilarities in constructions of

‘Self’ and ‘Other’ through paradigms of receptian different parts of the worltf.

12 Jen Harvie makes similar observations about theptexion of British national identity through

difference and opposition from other European caesit See Harvie, 2005, chapter 5.

'3 This final suggestion resonates with discussidisug‘borders’ and ‘border-crossing’ in the field.
Reinelt's ‘Staging the Nation on Nation States'{@Pis exemplary of this perspective; | believet tha
her observation that ‘the staging of other natiomafratives and texts redeploys “foreign” national
images and tropes for local purposes’ (126), exdimplkey issues when writing about theatre,
reception and national identity and begs furthéicat attention.
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The Literary Artist and Social Cohesion in a Multi-Lingual Setting: A
Study of Ola Rotimi’s If... A Tragedy of the Rulechnd Hopes of the
Living Dead

Busuyi Mekusi (Adekunle Ajasin University, Nigeria)

Introduction

Human beings naturally communicate with one anotbe¥nhance social cohesion and
sustainable development. That language is one edfiriadia of communication and a
reliable one for that matter, has almost becomdataityde. Sapir sees language as “a
purely human and non-instinctive method of commaiing ideas, emotions, and desires
by means of a system of voluntarily produced sysib@8). This is handled slightly
differently by Christophersen who emphasizes thatexpression of one’s thought and
feelings should engender understanding from theiver(s). However, Barber describes
language as “the great machine - tool which makesam culture possible” (1). Velma
Pollard, quoting James Baldwin, submits that “peoeVolve a language in order to
describe and thus control their circumstances arder not to be submerged by a reality
they cannot articulate” (60). Whichever way langaiagdescribed, what is imperative, as
observed by Femi Akindele and Wale Adegbite is ihas used “to establish social
relationship” (2).

However, borders created by diversity in languageduby individuals from
different backgrounds have the potential to impdte establishment of social
interactions. Different inter and intra interacsoamongst people, mostly across borders,
have led to the emergence of multiplicity in lingiic usage. One of the many
manifestations of such, is multilingualism. Thissspported by Gerda Mansour who

holds that “forced labour migration, military congtion under colonial rule added to
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other movements that led to a new linguistic hefeneity” (24). The characters in Ola
Rotimi’s If... A Tragedy of the Rulednd Hopes of thd.iving Dead are reflective of
people in multilingual societies whose diversity egploited by corrupt leaders to
perpetuate their nefarious activities in power. @ttempt by Ola Rotimi is to bridge the
linguistic divide so as to attain a utopian socieyyexperimenting with multilingualism
on the stage. Based on the use of literature heeae national unity in a multi-lingual
state, this paper examines how Ola Rotimi envisisasial fusion and sustainable
progress in a multi-lingual setting as reflectedfjra tragedy of the ruledndHopes of

the Living Dead

Multi-Lingualism

Multilingualism represents a situation where anivittial or society speaks more than
two languagesThe Oxford Companion to the English Langudgénes multilingualism
as “the ability to use three or more languages$eeiseparately or in various degrees of
code-mixing” (222). Gerda Mansour simply capturasdtiimgualism as “communication
through several languages” (1). A probable explanator this is found in theHoly
Bible’s account of the “confounding” of the existing laage (tongue) at Babel (Genesis
11:4-9). Tracing the origin of language diversiythe story of the Tower of Babel, Einar
Hangen concludes that “when men are separated foiedsaof time and distance, their
languages deviate in regular, if sometimes astorgshvays” (1). In another account of
the origin of linguistic diversity similar to thatf Hangen, Ben Elugbe opines that
“movements in time or in space or both result imglaage diversification” (44-45). The

annexation of the geographical space of the regroght together people of varying
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languages for the purpose of administration, leatiina complex system of multilingual
language use. As long as literature reflects andonsi life, it can be written to explicate
virtually all human endeavours. Oftentimes, a pietéterary work could be expanded
beyond the art-for-art’s sake principle advocatgdnitrinsic approach favoured by New
Criticism to the functional responsibility of inuegting the sociopolitical life of the
people. Penina Muhando Mlama describes arts asoltalization and conscious raising
tool” (14), submitting that theatre, among all otti@ngs, makes “a conscious attempt
not only to bring to the fore the voice of the doated classes, but also to involve them
in a process of bettering their way of life” (20herefore, the effort made by Ola Rotimi
in these texts to use literature as an instrumenabonal cohesion, most especially in a
pluralistic cultural and linguistic environment,dsmmendable.

Adegbite and Banjo have acknowledgeat tdigeria is a multi-lingual nation,
with an estimated 250 ethnic groups that speak 408rlanguages (75; 90). Language
issues, since the amalgamation of Southern andhdlortProtectorates in 1914, have
been tied to politics and thereby threatening th@ivisible entity instituted by the
colonialists. The political readings to languageues did not make the idea of evolving
an indigenous language possible, following the deson of the use of foreign
languages as an extension of imperialism. This deesn corroborated by A.D. de V.
Cluver, citing Kelma, who pontificated that theesztion of one of the many indigenous
languages in a multilingual country “might leadttee domination of the other groups
within, resulting tension that could lead to fragration” (48; 44). Such tensions are
precipitated because of the attachment every iddali has to his culture based on the

view of Noam Chomsky who writes that the “allegedial factors in language use often
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have a natural individualist-internalist interpteia” (32). All the political delineations
in Nigeria since independence have been done alingssstic demarcations, leaving the
nation with the uneasy idea of majority versus mitgpand the idea of marginalization.
This reechoes the nature of exclusion feared imgusine of the languages in a
multilingual nation, since according to Vic Webldatembo-Sure, “language has been a
useful tool for the purposes of political manipidat discrimination and exploitation”
(8).

However, the adoption of ‘marginalization’ is avelisionary tactic to blur the
view of unwary masses in unveiling the innocuouskiog but inimical activities of their
leaders. It is commendable enough that differeitever such as Ngugi, Soyinka, Achebe,
Armah and others have painstakingly reflected tisendl performances of indigenous
neo-imperialists who took over from their Westerasters. With the investigations done
by Gabriel Okara inThe Voice Achebe inAnthills of the SavannabArmah in The
Beautyful Ones Are Not Yet Borand with the redefinition of a nation-state given
them, the oppressed masses have been reorienfedgéna common front in order to
challenge their arrogant ‘lords’.

The foregoing, therefore, reiterates toncept of the ‘empire writes back’ that
permeates post-colonial discourse. Efforts haven beade to investigate the various
hybridizations that took place between the cultuogésthe center and that of the
peripheries, mostly the act of what Wolfgang Isatsc’laying bare how knowledge and
fantasy are superimposed on distant lands thatideel by the metropolitan centre”
(177). Obviously, the past subjugated knowledgehiea®d by the imperialists,

necessitated a contrapuntal reading in order toentmte the “new configurations of

85



Platform, Vol. 2, No. 1, Theatres of Resistance, Springr200

culture, which Said takes pains to illuminate” (I483). Making a reading of race and
postcoloniality, Apollo Amoko posits that the lattdraces the vexed historical and
enduring relationship between culture, race natignaand imperialism” (127)
concluding that “the colonial encounter resultedtle consolidation of the idea of
European or Western modernity at the apex of huwiaitization” (132). Language
forms one of the enduring legacies the centre athed to its former colonies, and what
the latter has appropriated in the remapping optst charted by the colonizers.

As part of the desperate moves taeaehdecolonization, Frantz Fanon being
the first proponent of anti-imperialism, has advedathat a flight away from one’s
language is a departure from one’s culture, siiee ttvo are inseparable. Although
attempts were made to replace the languages otdlmmizers leading to the serious
consequence of narrowed audiences, part of theposicolonial readings, syncretism,
has located the positive impact the imperialistglaage has on the literature of the
peripheries. Tracing the origin of the word synierat to comparative religion,
Christopher B. Balme posits that theatrical synsnetis “the process whereby culturally
heterogeneous signs and codes are merged togétheAnalogous to what Ola Rotimi
does in the two texts under study, Balme holds ttie# emergence of post-colonial
syncretism is thus a natural response to situatbbnsultivocalism” (11) in order to reach

a multilingual audience.

Literature and Multi-Lingual Society: Ola Rotimi's Position

By its characteristic nature, language can be tsemnstruct and reconstruct identities

based on the spatial location the user occupiea pbint in time. However, some
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measures of complexity arise because accordingteald K. Ndoleriire, “the possession
of a distinctively socio-cultural identity is pobki a non-negotiable and basic human
need, with members of a particular group both uinwgland unable to relinquish their
identity and to vanish into universal inconspicumess” (284). The dual possibilities
attributable to language are aptly captured by RdbeHerbert who posits that

language has been used unconsciously to mark Isboiandaries’. Language

diversity acts at once, then, as a social resdimcghaping social action) and as a

social problem (at the level of the nation-stat@eve linguistic diversity is often

seen as a barrier to the integration of populatidh.
This is what Vic Webb and Kembo-Sure refer to & ‘tinding or separating function of
language” (2). Nigeria becomes susceptible, ndyyra these disintegrating tendencies,
being a multilingual nation. Ola Rotimi’s doubleteaction, with an ljo mother and an
Egba father, earns him what Reuben Abati callsf“Naruba, half ljaw” (16). In a
collection of interviews with Anglophone African iers, Ola Rotimi enthuses that “my
knowledge of the vernacular is miserable becausgrew up in an ethnically
heterogeneous family. My dad hails from Yorubalang,late mother hailed from ljaw in
the Rivers State” (Lindfors 348). The position ofa@Rotimi on the use of colonial
languages by writers from the empire quoted by €£typiher Balme is instructive: “The
real issue should not lvehy an African writer resorts to perpetuating a caddmongue.
Rather,...it should bear dmow the writer uses that tongue to express the camditand
yearnings of his linguisticallgliversepeoples” (108).

Rotimi’s dual ethnicity, the socio-cultural andaduistic differences between his
parents, and the concomitant problems of ethnazity the need to foster cohesion amidst

linguistic divisions, could have informed his praima of social cohesion in the face of

linguistic variations. He makes language the legdnotif, as shown by his reliance on
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the use of polyglots iif andHopes Reuben Abati sees this as using varieties ofigmg|
language as a thread that may unite a countryvarsity (40). Aside the fact that the
English language has enhanced the sharp dividi@aexkist within people in these plays,
it, at least, offers Ola Rotimi what Balme captuassthe “growing political commitment
as a result of the ethnic disputes in Nigeria, Wrace closely tied to issues of language
and language status” (113).

Rotimi’s major concern ilf andHopesrevolves around some emasculated or, in
his words, ‘chosified’ individuals in the contempoy society. The setting dff iinvolves
certain depraved characters in a multi-tenanteddiogi, whose lives the landlord
ungraciously threatens with quit notices to sedhsdr votes. The landlord becomes a
signifier of the ruler in Nigerian nation struggdirto make sense of multiplicity in
political transition, towards achieving manipulatiand exploitationHopesis a satire of
a group of people whose ‘insignia’, leprosy, syndes poverty and deprivation in a
society unknown to beautiful objects of experimé&ota

Both Hopesand If are full of characters who could pride themseleasthe
leadership qualities of Papa and Whyte, respegtivdbwever,Hopesis set in Port-
Harcourt and has people analogous to Fandistched of the Eartlsurviving the
malice of their oppressors as a result of collectavolt. In a similar vein, the unfortunate
people inlf are not lucky enough as they face the brutalinagiod dehumanization of the
landlord that culminates in the death of Onyema, libacon and symbol of hope, who
should have enliven the struggle and precipitate dbsired egalitarian society. The
demise of Onyema is reminiscent of Wole Soyinkarsapsulation of the wasted

generation.
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Though reflective of the balkanization of Africa colonial times, Nigeria’s
linguistic proliferation and physical splits, callestate creation measures, have been
exploited by the elite class to hold unfortunat®gle down in perpetual subjugation
aimed at bringing back erstwhile political and ewmwmic violations of the pre-
independence era. This is affirmed in the view &rfih Banham, reiterated by Balme
that “the vulnerability amongst the patients tha authorities hoped to exploit was the
diversity in their backgrounds and languages [..he Pparallel with the political unity of
present day Nigeria is clear” (114). Rotimi therefeoelives the consciousness that the
literary artist uses his work as a veritable instent for the liberation of the masses from
all sorts of life-taking elements around them. Quiethe devices through which the
‘haves’ abuse the ‘have nots’ is the divide-an@nethod occasioned by the apparent
linguistic plurality existing among them, and whiahvariably threatens to destroy
mutual understanding. Ola Rotimi salvages the stdnaby bridging the gulf with the
interpretation done in English to secure smoothratdtions between the players and the
audience to achieve what Vic Webb and Kembo-Suwyetsahe effect that “the role of
the ex-colonial languages and the indigenous lagggiaare complementary, not
oppositional” (127).

Considering the pivotal role the sending and rBoepof codes play in
communication, Rotimi realizes that the inabilifytioe people to understand one another
remains the only thing that consistently and temasly forces them apart. Ola Rotimi
reflects on this when he declares that “the frightg ogre of tribalism stirs in almost
every form of our national life. Politicians capiza on this for partisan ends; labor is

infested with it; even human relations are someditnted by tribal bigotry” (Lindfors
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349). To ensure communication, cohesion and mutndérstanding in the face of this
variegation Rotimi engages the use of interpretelsandHopesso as to educate people
on the need to recognize their common enemiesightthem accordingly.

Rotimi’s multi-tenanted building iff becomes the microcosm of Nigeria as a
nation-state creating characters that representlifferent geo-political zones that now
form the basis of most discussions in Nigeria. €helsaracters include Akpan, Chinwe
and Dokubo from the East, Malam Garuba Kazaurelandamidu (alias Che Guevara)
from the North, Banji and Betty from the West an@MVest respectively. Apart from
people such as Papa, Mama, Banji, Hamidu, and savlbo speak ‘standard English’,
others such as Adiagha, Betty, Mama Rosa, Chinwletlam fisherman speak, according
to Saint Gbilekaa, “either in their mother tongupslgin or simple everyday English”
(169). The foregoing is evident of the use of laagg to achieve social distinction.
English language is seen as the language of tteeaddiss while the use of the indigenous
language and pidgin is indicative of people who peasants, petty traders and land
workers. The use of language as a social markeonsidered by Rajend Mesthrie et al
who enthuse that language “is indexical of one’'siadoclass, status, region of origin,
gender, age group and so on” (6).

More particularly, Rotimi relies on the serviceMéma Rosa as a polyglot ihto
amplify the repressed voice of the fisherman whaddest articulate his plight by using
Kalabari, understood only by a select few, modilyse in the murky water around him.
Banji and other characters ihare expected to share the trouble of the fishermiém
him. The fisherman is a symbol of a group of pedpléhe Niger Delta area whose

blessing has equally been a source of anguishr Tdral is blessed with crude oil, which
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is depleted and ‘impoverished’ in desperation ey riulti-nationals to achieve economic
aggrandizement without adequate palliative measurethe face of environmental
degredation.

The exploration of crude petroleum leaves theitewaolluted thereby making it
absolutely impossible to either engage in aquatidimg or get drinking water. This
nefarious act is often done in collaboration witte tgovernment officials and their
stooges, who embark on open or subtle exterminatibridissidents’, if possible.
Analogous to this amplification of anguish and exti@ation are the activities and death
of Ken Saro-Wiwa. Martin Banham reviewing the imlwation of the Kalabari fisherman,
believes that “Rotimi uses translation as a dracndévice and underlines the way in
which language can be used to divide and rule”).715

Rotimi’s intention in using this polyglot itf is to acquaint the ideologist Baniji,
and others, with the forces of exploitation and tieed to be freed from that which
Hamidu says has “gripped them in the stranglehéldnoinguinal hernia” If 16). The
catalyst for change, according to Hamidu’s bigisRthe people’s votes on the one hand,
and a mass struggle on the other, each of the me=safieing a product of mutual
understanding and solidarity. Hamidu appears talsgige mind of Rotimi about what the
latter preaches among ‘chosified’ individuals:

HAMIDU: [...] Which brings me to the final point. Ihas to do with the way

Papa handled the Betty issues. Solidarity. Thealaysolidarity dissolved

is the day our humanity ends, and our worthlessbegms. [f 16)
Similarly, Rotimi advocates a sense of physical psygthological display of togetherness
among the invalids irHopes, in the face of abandonment by the government and

discrimination from the elite class. The case afiistic multiplicity is made evident
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since Whyte and Hanna speak Kalabari and Englisilalh speaks Hausa, Nweke uses
Edo and English, Catechist converses in Ibibio Bnglish, Dancer and Inmate relate by
using only Ibibio and Edo respectively. Jimoh isdoof articulate good Yoruba while
Mama Musi speaks Yoruba and what Ayo Banjo callsléeotic form of English” (9),
just as Alibo solely expresses his feeling by uskyika. Saint Gbilekaa posits that
“Hopesmakes use of at least eight diverse Nigerian laggs” (169).

In spite of this variegated linguistic milieu, Wby in a move characteristic of an
ideal leader, strives to seek the participation emdsent of the people in the decision
making process as concerted efforts are similayento settle rifts exposed by the
various interpretations of the existing polyglofgart from the essence of dramaturgy
which this device stands to confer on Rotimi’s glay allows or every section of the
Nigerian state to be maximally involved in thindgsatt affect their well-being. This
participation has been referred to by Rotimi agoading to Gbilekaa, “ultra-realism,”
and that “the attempt strives at reaching a widess-section of Nigerians who might be
alienated by the use of a foreign language likeliEing(169). The experimentation with
multilingualism on stage by Ola Rotimi smacks otispolitical significance which
Christopher Balme claims is close to Brecht's u$etloe stage as an experimental
preview of a better society” (115).

Considering the nature of the audience in a Nagetheatre, emphasis is placed
on the type of language a writer infuses his charaavith. Therefore, as a result of the
concern Rotimi has for the meaning Nigerian listenmake of his work based on
language use, he declares in an interview with Degelugba that “the language should

be simple and necessarily simple enough so theduld bounce on the plays [...]", as a
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result of this desire he continues that he has‘déass turned to linguistic vernacular
phrases which conjure up beautiful images which woaldn't find in the drabness of
our everyday English colloquialisms” (34-35).

Hopesis, therefore, Rotimi’'s miniature representation Nifjeria as a multi-
lingual nation fraught with dehumanizing and frasitrg tendencies. The assertions
made by Harcourt Whyte to the leprosy-ridden irdlingls succinctly re-echo Rotimi’'s
heart-felt desire:

HARCOURT WHYTE: Now, | want everybody to remembleist We all are part
of this land. We are not fighting the people. We &ghting for the
people. We are fighting for the simple things whesterybody wants. The
strong or the sick; Fulani or ljo; man or woman;riftea or Ibibio: old and
young, Hausa or Urobo; rich or poor, Kanuri or legerybody wants one
thing in life [...]. (Hopes58)

The above comment is a condemnation of the bulwlauikls by political charlatans who
always deprive the masses of life-giving measunmgly to perpetuate themselves as
“saviours.” The divisions we have today, most esdl across the linguistic line in
contemporary Nigeria, are meant to bring ethnictisemts into the relationship that
exists among various groups of people from thegemns.

Akanji Nasiru examines Rotimi’s preference for thee of the English language
to reach different levels of his audience. He ewithat Rotimi claims to handle the
English language in his plays by striving to “temjie phraseology to the ear of both the
dominant semi-literate as well as literate class@#i a view to getting “assimilation and
clarity in identification” (22).

Examining Rotimi’'s If and Hopes Gbilekaa also recognizes the need for

grassroots participation and submits that “Rotias planted polyglots who convey to the
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monolingual dramatic personages of these two pleyat is being discussed to obtain
their own views” (169). In another vein, Reubenafitholds that “language became an
interesting tool” inlf andHopeswhere Rotimi “deployed varieties of English to Ipeo
thoughts and define situation and character, aranago reflect the diversity of the

Nigerian nation and the common threads that urst€40).

Conclusion

We have been informed of the complimentary role Emglish language plays in a
multilingual society where it is viewed as a vestigf imperialism. The language has
offered itself as an instrument through which tleeighery reflects on its sociopolitical
precarious situation often exploited by corrupt der@. By experimenting with
multilingualism on stage with the use of an intetpr, all shades of people that constitute
the audience are well reached and informed. CipfiioBalme submits that in “Rotimi’s
view the use of the colonial language has certalmamatages in terms of mutual
understanding in a linguistically heterogeneousntyulike Nigeria” and therefore the
deployment of multilingualism on stage “is not jastiramaturgical device but is rather
an integral part of the political message of thay(d) that linguistic diversity does not
automatically exclude political unity and coopevati (114). Rotimi’slf...A Tragedy of
the RuledandHopes of the Living Deadre a recreation of the multi-lingual Nigerian
state where the only forms of panacea to push spjame, dehumanization and frustration
to the background are togetherness, unity in dityerand solidarity, even in the face of
linguistic plurality.

Rotimi’s dramaturgy and vision are closely linkéd the two plays. The
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playwright seems to believe in the survival of altirethnic Nigerian nation, but the
dehumanized and frustrated characters warn hiereawt to be foolishly optimistic.
Unlike the epic and romantic values that charaoterRotimi's Kurunmi and
Ovonramwen Nogbaisif and Hopessmack of satire, comedy and farce. The varying
problems associated with multilingualism have besade bare, even as a concerted
effort is made to achieve creative reconstructiod political mobilization of the masses
in the face of the bourgeoisie’s infiltration andstaught. For once, the language of the
ex-colonizer is used to pull together the chunkshefdepleted past of the periphery in

fostering the realization of an ideal nation uding stage as the spring-board.
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A Beckett Canon by Ruby Cohn
University of Michigan Press, 2005, 423 pp.

Magda Romanska (Emerson College, Boston)

Do We Need Another Book on Beckett?

During the year 2001, there have been 21 booksemkddt published in English and
French alone, the same number in 2000 and 15 if. ®@8ong them are such titles as
The Complete Critical Guide to Samuel Beck2@00, Pattie David)The philosophy
of Samuel Becke{001, John CalderBeckett and Religio(2000, Marius Buning)
Beckett and Ero$2000, Paul DaviesBeckett and Postructuralisifi999, Anthony
Uhlmann)Beckett and Beyond 999, Bruce StewardEngagement and Indifference:
Beckett and the Political2001, Henry Sussmanghronicles of Disorder: Samuel
Beckett and the Cultural Politics of tiodern Novel(2000, David Weisberg)The
Painted Word: Samuel Beckett's Dialogh&th Art (2000, Lois Oppenheimfamuel
Beckett and the Art§1999, Lois Oppenheimfaying | No More: Subjectivity and
Consciousness in the Prose of Samuel Be¢k8€9, Daniel Katz)Empty Figure on
an Empty Stage: the Theatre of Samuel Be¢R8a1, Less Essif)Samuel Beckett's
Theatre: Life Journeyq1999, Katharine Worth),After the Final No: Samuel
Beckett's Trilogy(1999, Thomas Cousinaugails of the Herring Fleet: Essays on
Beckett(2000, Herbert Blau), plus memoirs and criticallections:How It Was: a
Memoir of Samuel Beckef001, Anne Atik), and others entitled simgBamuel
Beckett(2001, Peter Brockmeier, 2000, Manuel Montalvd)@®Qennifer Birkett) or
even simpler,Beckett (1999, Didier Anzieuf.Only a few authors in Western
Literature have been written about so often, betthting keeps coming, and Beckett

has the luck (or misfortune) to be one of the npoftular targets. We can’t go on, but

! Year 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 were comparativelykeeto previous years, so there were only 30
titles all together (in English alone), but 200&iagpicked up with 11 English language tomes.
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we go on. Fact: there is a vast body of work todesrand Beckett's elusiveness is
particularly open to generating what Gordon Rogalfs the Beckett Industry. Can it
be that, by now, we don’t need another book on Beek

With Roland Barthes and Michel Foucault’'s essayshendeath of the author
as function of criticism, it would seem that pagating in any cult of an Author
would be a criticafaux pas Not so with Beckett. The critical worship of Betkas
Author-Prophet and existential therapist-mysticll siboms heavily in Beckett
criticism. In 1968, Barthes wrote: “criticism stilargely consists in saying that
Baudelaire’soeuvreis the failure of the man Baudelaire, Van Gogk’fis madness,
Tchaikovsky’s his viceexplanationof the work is still sought in the person of its
producer, as if, through the more or less transpakegory of fiction, it was always,
ultimately, the voice of one and the same perdomatithor, which was transmitting
his ‘confidences? And following Barthes, Foucault added in his 1888ay, “What is
an Author?”: “the subject [Author] must be strippefdits creative role and analyzed
as a complex and variable function of discourseWhich is like saying that the
author truly does not exist. Or, at the last, hgykaphical self has no relevance while
approaching his work. If Beckett's criticism stihrgely consists of saying that
Beckett's texts are the reflection of Beckett, wtie@n does the Beckett Industry tell
us about the current Beckett discourse? And wherthis context does the latest
Beckett publication, Ruby Cohn’s Beckett Canofit?

Those in the writerly business know that the refahip between creative
writing and criticism has always been ambiguousnot to say, antagonistic. In

Beckett’'s case, the problem becomes even more exinpghd not only because of

2 Roland Barthes, “The Death of the Authdntage, Music, TexEd. and trans. Stephen Heath (New
York: Hill, 1977) 50.

% Michel Foucault, “What is an Authorl’anguage, Counter-Memory, Practidéhaca, NY: Cornell
UP; New edition, 1980) 138.
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Beckett’s candid derision of “the critic.” Beckegppeals to what is highly mature and
highly immature in us; he arouses both the highlyonal and highly irrational, and
the highly analytical and highly emotive. Thus, #malytical aspects inspire criticism
while the immature impulses inspire idolatry. Papadally, between the need to
worship and the need to criticize, the critic whezldres his love for Beckett is caught
in a double-bind. He finds even his own laudatonitimg sacrilegious: if one truly
claims to understand Beckett, one should underdtaaideven the desire to analyze
him undermines the very claim to comprehensionkBte- or so it seems - should be
absorbed like a religious experience - no explanati no understanding, and God
forbid, no criticism needed. Any other approach ateg the very essence of his
oeuvrethe same way that the scientific formula for liglatticles negates the aesthetic
experience of the sunrise. The critics self-consziof their treachery validate their
right to criticize the “uncriticable” by appealing what will prove that theyid
absorb Beckett on the mystical level; their crémi they might say, came only as a
secondary response to Beckett's unsurpassablerstybli

In A Beckett CanonRuby Cohn, is conscious of the dilemma. Indee@, sh
even entitles her opening chapter “Rather Highlif-Senscious,” and as with many
before her starting with Martin Esslin, Cohn empbes the personal nature of her
Beckett endeavor. The opening paragraph recalldits¢rencounter with Beckett's
work which generated her long-lasting relationséuqa many books on the subject.
The important fact, however, about this initial Bett encounter was that Cohn had
never heard of Beckett before and thus, her fasomayerminated from Beckett's
pure genius, or rather from her own pure geniuge@ognizing him as such without
having other critics as arbiters of his greatnésmlyzing Beckett we are like adults

explaining ourselves as former teenagers to ouragge children. Why indeed do we
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love Beckett? There is something shameful in lovBerkett without wanting to
analyze him. Yet, there is also something shamefuhnalyzing Beckett without
asserting that once upon a time one has loved Begkbout wanting to analyze him.
Ad absurdum..lt is this dilemma that makes Beckett criticismdsadgerous to read.
The relationship with Beckett — as Cohn also asseid always personal, but on this
personal level, the writing loses its object argkbitself in one’s own divagations on
Beckett's greatness and the ontological impactvinsk had on the eager critic.
Obviously, not all critics are Becketts and thespeal on Beckett becomes neither
Beckett nor personal.

Although Cohn is not like other self-respectingics who need their “take on
Beckett” for the sake of having their “take on BeittK the question still remains
which “take on Beckett” is worth our forever unragble weekend we have spent
reading it, with twenty other books published ygam Beckett alone, and a couple of
thousand on other subjects? Or are we just bettesimply reading Beckett? Alas,
Beckett scholars should read all Beckett books t@ewmore Beckett books for
another Beckett scholars to write their owlBeckett Canons a culmination of
Cohn’s life work on Beckett and without questionss a thoughtfully researched and
well-organized book. Every theatre scholar or driamgawill find it a useful reference
tool, but does it add any astounding intellectualaldth or originality to the Beckett
canon? After the highly self-conscious first chap@ohn catalogues chronologically
all of Beckett's works, including his lesser knowaoems and critical essays,
summarizing each one and pointing out its refea¢mtosition in the entire Beckett
oeuvre The references to Beckett’s life construct adnisal framework for his texts,
and the book abounds in logistical details andctiral and semantic connections

which solidify the Beckett Canon as a unified amthesive body of one Author’'s
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work. But “Literary criticism is not a bookkeeping’ wrote Beckett in the opening
sentence of his Proust essay, Cohn reminds usedndas not.

Cohn publishedBeckett Canotfor the first time in 2001, and she reprinted it
(as new edition) in 2005. The new edition does amd much to the first Beckett
Canon (especially in light of other books on Betkeipping up on every corner), yet
it was readily reprinted. Why? Cohn is one of thstIcritics who knew Beckett.
She’s aware that she is a part of the passing eageu“For some of us,” she writes
about Alan Schneider’s death — Beckett's forendastctor - “it was the end of an era
of fidelity to Beckett.” For the coming generatjdhe history of the twentieth century
and the history of the twentieth century literatwi# become indeed only history. Is
it “good” that our most shameful century will ceds@ng memory and will become a
history or is it “bad”? | don’t know. Along withhe Twentieth century becoming
history, Beckett himself is becoming a history ahd few remaining scholars who
knew Beckett and his times have an obligation porewhat they know before the
second-hand Beckett Industry completely overflowswith cultish quasi-criticism.
As critics, however, they also have an obligatiordésacrilize their idol. What is a
better tribute to one’s master than trying to calegthim? As Foucault would say, our
books on Beckett say more about us than about Bedkea hundred years, scholars
will read Beckett criticism analyzing how we proddcour truth to ourselves via our
truth to Beckett. And they will be right, for whgives us more access to the truth to
ourselves than trying to analyze someone else? ®gay about Beckett that which
we don’t dare to say about ourselves? Do we thed aaother book on Beckett? No,

we don't. Yes, we do.
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Performance and Place edited by Leslie Hill and Helen Paris
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006, 296 pp. ¢pagck)

Michael Pinchbeck (New College Nottingham)

Odd. The word Leslie Hill uses to describe tounst® queue to see the Mona Lisa
only to take a photograph. I8tealing the Mona Lisa: What Art Stops Us From
Seeind Darian Reader points out that more people visited.buvre to see the empty
space left behind. Hill bemoans the fact theread.ive Art Louvre we can visit to
see Carolee Schneeman unravel her infarhdesior Scroll (6). And if we did would
we take a photograph?

Edited by artists Hill and Paris, with insightfudrdributions from placers and
makersPerformance and Places a timely, and at times, poetic engagement aith
elusive sense of place. Operating between oppogakes of “place” and
“placelessness”, writers hop from personal recttdecto academic rhetoric. Lois
Keidan reminisces about Forced Entertainment’sliswddy bleak’ early work for
audiences ‘who grew up with the television alwags(@2) before describing a ‘place
for audiences to contemplate their own relationshighh “the Other” (14). Perhaps
Emily Puthoff's television is always on, her claithat the notion of ‘place’ has
become ‘so multi-faceted it shimmers’ (76) credithair commercial bracketed by
live coverage of the Indonesian tsunami. The uiglddebate is controlled by a
creative but restless editorial remote controtdh be difficult to locate the “place”
inhabited by writing on “place”. The words, likeethotion, shimmer.

Where there are ludic games they are best play#ueichapter titlesOut of
the Furnaceand into the Cyberplari34) is Martha Wilson’s erudite description of
Franklin Furnace’s online forays. Wilson echoes edéors’ view that cyberspace is

‘the ultimate example of placelessness, a meetiagepthat is no place at all’ (3).

* Darian LeaderStealing the Mona Lisa: What Art Stops Us From &eélLondon: Faber: 2002).
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Johannes Birringer plays games of site and sensamie argues that place ‘no longer
holds a self-evident authority nor provides stataatext; it is as fictively constructed
as any other mediated reality.” Birringer proposste-specificity as medium-
specificity in the case of videodance, where thaeara is implicit in both content and
context and the dancer's body when remediated oredgraphed digitally is ‘no
longer in (one) place’ (89).

Theatre in a Crowded Fir€09) invites artists or incites alchemists to Wwrea
havoc with their laptops, what Hill calls ‘electiortinderboxes’ (211). As | write,
news breaks of a book shop raided in Birminghansédling ‘incendiary works™ As
| read, Hill asks ‘Where are the contemporary spdhat offer the heat and friction,
the danger and excitement the theatre tenderedibdbk days when it was the most
combustible building in the city?’ (211). Though dkew Koétting gathers wood for
the fire and words for the text at his Pyreneanrd¢tin Hidy Hole and Inner
Sanctum(234), there is nothing inflammatory here. Onlgders and curators burning
their candle at both ends.

Mark Waugh quotes Derrida via Sir Christopher Fray(30) as he comments
on the disorientative, making sense of the margfrtgas 1980s notebooks. He asserts
that ‘Live art is a passport that simulates belogdgio multiple states of perception’
(29) in relation to the anarchic interventions chdfor Real. Pinning up a certificate
banning them from the Tate as an artwork in anogjadlery. Raising the politics of
belonging and a smile. Performance memories collille curatorial remit as Helen
Cole reflects on the dislocative and relocative powf the medium. In response to
the post-event statement ‘“You had to be there’asths the question, ‘If Live Art is

placeless, where then is ‘there’?’ (21). Live Ast'leaking’ (19) she says. Seeping

® Byers, Davidlslamist bookshop was known to sell ‘incendiaryksbifimes Online. 31 January
2007 <http://www.timesonline.co.uk/article/0,,2-B281,00.html#cid=0OTC-RSS&attr=Britain>
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through the walls of venues. Eluding definition dodation before we can pin it
down. Or pin it up. Like a certificate.

For Lin Hixson, Director of Goat Island, ‘there n® place for performance
until taped lines go down on the floor (213). ka#y outlining where ‘the
beginnings of landscape architecture take place4)2and time becomes a
perpendicular bisector of performance. The gymmasfloor where Goat Island
conceive their work is covered in traces of tagmmfreach piece they have created.
Palimpsests of performance. Perhaps the companghusen to make their current
work their last because there is no floor leftdpe. On tour, as a rectangle of tape
delineates audience and location, so the locatelmehtes time zone. London or
Chicago. Their work is conscious of its differeotdlities. And the time the ‘get out’
takes is as important as the time it takes to perféds Mark Waugh points out ‘the
journey [is] as significant as the destination’ 3R is no coincidence that Matthew
Goulish forensically follows the architectural fpants of Lawrence Steger ifihe
Ordering of the Fantasti(252). Goat Island are architects of both spacktiame.

Through the Wrong End of the Telescagges Graeme Miller ‘peel back the
present’ (104) in his account of a forgotten lamgecalong the M11 rebuilt in radio
transmissions until the transmitters fail. On reeglan emotive visit to Dungeness he
writes ‘A moment overtook me, place-full and tinsdeurgent and meaningful with
meaning which seems not to refer to anything omdugye else. In an overpowering
second you are revealed exactly where you are. 84w are is a kind of who you
are’ (105). His tracing of lost cartographies libgstrates the need for a narrative of
nostalgia from those who were there witnessingdifugn curating or creating the
work as and where it was ‘placed’. As if now theeo land left to map, we must

map the past instead. As Hill says: ‘They happeel then they were over. You
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really had to be there’ (6). Perhaps wRatformance and Plackils to map is the
process of placing rather than the product placéniér® conceptual space rather than
the space left behind. Not a placelessness. Blacefplness. Perhaps as a result this

is a photograph of the empty space. Odd.

Against Theatre: Creative Destructions on the Modernist Stage, edited
by Alan Ackerman and Martin Puchner
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006, xii + 259(yardback)

Amy Simpson (University of Hull)

The title, or more accurately sub-title, of Ackermand Puchner'dgainst Theatre:
Creative Destructions on the Modernist Stag@eceptive. What presents itself as a
study of modernist theatre (the ‘modernist stagein fact a far more wide-ranging
project. There is, surprisingly, little discussiofthe key modernist movements in
performance, with Dada and Futurism, arguably epitoof ‘creative destruction’
getting only passing mentions. Instead, the cableacincorporates analysis of play
texts, scenography, opera, and the Symbolist amditRist trends, amongst others,
alongside wider arts movements (fine art, cinenna, tae novel). Running through
the diversity of the articles is the central thethe, question of ‘anti-theatricality’, the
‘Against Theatre’ of the title.

It is good to see the (anti-)theatricality debatmtextualised in terms of
modernist culture, and Ackerman and Puchner’s ciblle encourages the reader to
see the multiple facets not just of the term ‘theality’, but also of the modernist
movement itself. It is the scope and variety of té which is most beneficial to the
reader. The essays themselves range from adequaggceptional in their form,
content, and expression. Marjorie Perloff's expliora of the work of John Cage

(133-148) is particularly strong, and, shirking tttend towards anti-theatricality,
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begins with Cage’s whole-hearted avocation of tleeas an expressive medium.
Perloff analyses the theatrical in Cage’s less thyvéheatre-centred’ performances,
clearly demonstrating the artist as striving after theatrical moment in opposition to
the anti-theatricality of his counterparts. Simyarwell argued is Herbert
Lindenberger’s discussion of ‘Anti-Theatricality ifwentieth Century Opera’ (58-
75), which achieves the difficult balance of bebajh accessible and engaging to the
non-specialist.

However, it is the sum of the book, rather than pgsts, which is most
valuable. The interdisciplinary focus allows thader to make connections across the
diverse subject matters. Like the modernist artisdgainst Theatre clearly
understands and exploits the potential of collageaatechnique. Ackerman and
Puchner encourage the reader to make connectionssaarticles in their concise
introduction and contextualization, and this isifeiced by the clear structure of the
book which, by dividing the essays into three ma@as manages to give diversity a
certain coherence. As a result, it is impossiblsge the articles in isolation, and each
impinges on the reading of the others. This cresslization is effective in prompting
the reader to engage with the ideas presentedehsasymaintaining interest in the
central theme of anti-theatricality.

Paradoxically, although the scope of the articketibe commended, it is also
the text's greatest source of problems. The ternigeatricality’ and ‘anti-
theatricality’, as the editors acknowledge in theiroduction, are multi-faceted in the
extreme. As a result, Ackerman and Puchner wiséfigr @ broad and workable
definition, that “anti-theatricalism always emergasresponse to a specific theatre
and, by extension, that the modernist form of #meatricalism attacks not theatre

itself but the value of theatricality as it arose theoretical and practical terms
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throughout the nineteenth century” (2). In light tbfs statement, as Herbert Blau
asserts in the collection’s concluding article (23247), Ibsen and Brecht are both
equally ‘theatrical’ and equally ‘anti-theatrical’.

The definition of ‘anti-theatricality’ encouraged Bckerman and Puchner is
without a doubt inclusive. It is also, however, [ematic: each contributor defines
‘anti-theatricality’ on their own terms. These ctamgly shifting definitions make it
difficult to orientate oneself as reader, althoubk best articles make their use of
terminology clear from the outset (for exampleEimor Fuchs’ contribution on anti-
theatricality in clown shows, 39-57). Articles whido not immediately make these
definitions clear are harder to engage with, andimaés the reader is left playing
catch-up on the author’s argument.

If there is a further criticism to be made Apainst Theatreit is the
assumptions made in certain articles regardingptioe knowledge of their readership
or the material with which they are working. Charfeil’s ‘All the Frame’s a Stage’
(76 - 91), for example, although an interestingcaésion of the advent of sound in
cinema in light of the anti-theatricality debatesames a degree of understanding of
film terms on the part of the reader. This is dteg#st a result of the restrictions in
terms of space placed on articles in a volume isfrihture. Although understandable
in light of the interdisciplinary nature of the Hmation, the theatre-specialist -
attracted by the ‘modernist stage’ referenced anlibok’s title - can find engaging
with the text problematic.

In other articles, notably Kirk Williams'’s ‘Anti-Téatricality and the Limits of
Naturalism’ (95-111) or Rebecca L. Walkowitz's ‘Mative Theatricality: Joseph
Conrad’'s Theatre of the Page’ (171-188), connestiare assumed but not fully

interrogated. Walkowitz repeatedly references tieeat terms of the stage adaptation
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of Conrad’sThe Secret Agenbut never makes explicit how her discussion & th
novel relates to the stage. Analysis of the stagsion is repeatedly deferred or
referenced tangentially, leaving the reader deginmore from the article. In contrast,
Williams’s work presents as natural assumptionsctvidould easily be challenged:
his claim that the weavers in Hauptmann’s play‘ty anti-theatrical in that they
are, for all intents and purposes, dead bodiesd)(1for example, does not take into
account Roland Barthes well-known claim that treeatnd death are synonymous
(Barthes 31).

These are, however, minor criticisms of an overwinayly worthwhile
project. The indeterminacy of ‘anti-theatricalitgs a term, combined with an
interdisciplinary focus, leads to a productive aswigaging plurality inAgainst
Theatre The reader is encouraged to read one articlexsiganother and to seek out
their own location in the matrix of ideas. The mnle of the book is Blau’s masterly
‘Seeming Seeming’, reflections on the plausibilitgyen possibility, of ‘anti-
theatricality’ as a concept. Both challenging abdaabing, Blau's poetic style pulls
the reader into a world of questions and doubtsiiérocosm of the book as a whole,
‘Seeming Seeming’ raises more questions than iwearss Appropriately, Blau
ensures thafgainst Theatreends on a note of thought-provoking uncertaintyctvh

is, arguably, no bad thing.

Barthes, Rolan€amera LucidaLondon: Vintage. 2000.
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Here We Stand: Politics, Performers and Performance, by Colin
Chambers
London: Nick Hern Books, 2006, 256 pp. (hardback)

Vicky Angelaki (Royal Holloway)

In Here We StandPolitics, Performers and Performan&olin Chambers, Reader in
Drama at Kingston University, London, does not erkhgon an easy task. There is
one main reason for this: The fruit of Chambersholar is not a primarily
critical/theoretical work that draws its conclussdnom its many case studies. One the
contrary,Here We Standeatures three main protagonists: Charlie Chapdiaciora
Duncan and Paul Robeson. It is these three anststal enough to their place and
time to bestow upon the performing arts universsigmificant inheritance, that
constitute Chambers’ respective case studies. mbagement with the life and work
of these performers, however, only forms the fuatt of Chambers’ extensive study.
The second section, more general in its scope, i@egmissues that are highly
pertinent to the domain of performance in our tinEhese relate to the
artist/performer’s position in societies of cendigpsand to the link between questions
of politics and the performing arts. Chambers’ walko provides the reader with a
bibliography of print as well as electronic res@gcelated to his undertaken analysis.
These are valuable suggestions for further reathnthe researcher, who will be
interested in pursuing questions and exploringsasaailar to those that the author
visits in this work.

As regards the three case studies, the readerfindlthat Here We Stand
follows an approach whereby the individual as a@eality shaped through concrete
life experiences and the individual as an artispldiying a range of career choices are
two entities irrevocably linked. This is a charaistiec element throughout the first

part of the work and accounts for one of the vstoé Chambers’ study, as we are
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presented with a wealth of varied information. That only illuminates the realities

of Robeson, Duncan and Chaplin as performers, lsat enables one to arrive at
interpretations of their respective artistic cosrsattempting to trace the causal
relationships between the life and the work. Chasilaecision to provide complete

portraits of these intriguing personalities mak@s book a helpful tool in the hands
of an academic, researcher, or student.

We must bear in mind the intensity of the life aartl of these individuals:
Robeson was a renowned and politically vocal Afriéganerican performer, who did
not sacrifice his convictions in spite of mainstreapproval. Duncan was a female
dancer/choreographer who exceeded gender and g@béaomah limitations and
articulated her stance through her work, embraamigmiliar environments without
hesitation. Chaplin, finally, was a legendary filaker who bent the boundaries
between the commercial and the political and likeedndure the public consequences,
while even recognition in later life did not allate the severity of the political cost he
paid in previous decades. The substantial levedatéil disclosed in the three case
studies will be largely appreciated by part of thadership and perhaps to a smaller
extent by another share, interested in less bibgrapaccounts of artists’ activity.
This does not necessarily constitute a shortconfonghe book: Chambers merely
follows the route more commonly pursued in dealinth case studies such as these
investigated here and it rests with the individtedder to focus on that degree of
information that s/he deems essential for the wtdeding of these practitioners’
work.

The second part of this book is what will undodbtebe of more use to the
reader who is not specifically researching thedifiel/or art of the three performers on

whom Chambers focuses in the first and more extersgction of this work. “Would-
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Be Gaolers of the Imagination: Contexts of Coer@ad Control,” the first of the two
chapters in this section, offers a rich, highlyomhative account of situations
whereby the production and consumption of perfolcean variousmediahas been
directly affected by sociopolitical conditions. Thiedings of Chambers’ research are
such that the reader will encounter a wide rangexamples, some extremely recent,
which are handled with remarkable ease and succeadapping a territory so
extensive that most of the readership is boundi¢mtify areas that are pertinent to
individual interests and/or research. However, autireducing the relevance of what
has been addressed by Chambers until this potheifook, it is the ensuing chapter
that deserves a particular mention. This sectiarceotrates on what has essentially
been one of the most intriguing questions of tleesttated discourse: Namely, the
relationship between politics and aesthetics ardatllys in which politics can be or
have been conceptualized in the performing arisil&ily to the preceding chapter,
this one takes into account a variety of cruciatdes, too, providing a study that is
detailed as much as it is engaging. Indeed, Chaamdmems to further advance this
ongoing debate by entering into the consideratibrpltenomena where art and
politics intermingle, taken directly from the realshcontemporary quotidian reality.
By virtue of this fact, the readability and appbday of his text are significantly
enhanced. While this is an area that will be ofgrese to those sharing Chambers’
research concerns, it is also a section that arvegidare of the readership will be able
to appreciate.

In these two chapters the link between Chambeis® saudies and the more
theoretical pat of his work is not severed: Thernattion is maintained and it is more
an instance of placing the specific in a more ganeontext, enriching the study in

terms of content and providing an altogether moltigl substantiation. OveralHere
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We Standffers an insightful look into its chosen subjettter, constituting a helpful
source of reference to those interested in the ssacg connection between artist,
performance and politics. The wide chronologicalpec of this study must also be

noted as one of its main advantages. Certainlymeoendable.
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