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ABSTRACT

METADRAMA, THEATRICALITY AND PERFORMATIVITY IN SAMU EL
BECKETT'S LATE PLAYS

Esberk, Hatice
Ph.D., Department of Foreign Language Teaching
Supervisor  : Assist. Prof. Dr. Margaret Jn®éz
Co-Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nursétoz
July 2013, 182 pages

In this study six of Samuel Beckett's plays arelgsed by concentrating on features
that are considered within postmodern aestheticdoing so, the study is separated
into three parts, being metadrama, theatricality performativity. For each part two
Beckettian plays are analysed. In the first sect@atastropheand Krapp’s Last
Tapeare investigated in terms of their use of the ahret@atic devices outlined by
Richard Hornby. In the second part, the theattigati Ohio ImpromptuandNot | is
studied through Beckett’s innovative strategiestafiing. Lastly, in the third section
the elements that make Beckettsootfalls and Rockaby among the best
representations of performative plays in general ahgender performativity in
particular are analysed. Within the metadramatedyses, the subversive quality of
drama is put forward. The critical understandingdoima about drama and the
versatile nature of drama are indicated. It is thtimat the metadramatic quality of
CatastropheandKrapp’s Last Tapenot only create multiple dimensions within the
plays but also reflect the multiplicity of a huméeing as a subject. I©hio
ImpromptuandNot |, there is a questioning of the qualities of a pleat make it a
theatrical piece. Also the plays are good exampfeBeckett’'s use of stage against
itself. Both Footfalls and Rockabyportray a challenge to authoritative masculine
power through their criticism of politics of gendés a result, in Beckettian theatre
the elements of postmodern theatre are observed.

Key words: Samuel Beckett, metadrama, theatrigapigrformativity, postmodern

theatre.
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SAMUEL BECKETT’IN SON OYUNLARINDAKI METADRAMA,
TEATRALLIK VE PERFORMATFLIK

Esberk, Hatice
Doktora, Yabanci Diller gitimi Bolumu
Tez Yoneticisi : Yrd. Dog. Dr. Margatde S6nmez
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nurs&oz
Temmuz 2013, 182 sayfa

Bu calsmada Samuel Beckett'in alti oyunu postmodern dstgaklaimlari
Uzerinde durularak incelengtir.Calisma ¢ bolimden olumaktadir, her bolimde
iki Beckett oyunu incelenrglir. Ilk bolimde Felaket ve Krappin Son Bandl,
Richard Hornby’nin metadramatigéleri ile incelenmitir. Dramanin sorgulayan ve
ters ylz eden yapisi ortaya cikargtm Drama ile ilgili drama, yani kendini
yansitan bir drama portresi ortaya kontou ikinci bélimdeOhio Dgzaclamasive
Ben Dgil, Beckett'in yenilikci sahneleme tekniklerinin yamssi olarak
incelenmgtir. Bu iki oyunda da Beckett'in, bir oyunu tiyatr@yunu yaparseyin
dogas! ile ilgili sorgulamalarini buluruz. Oyle ki, 8eett bu oyunlarda sahneyi
kendisine kagy bir olgu olarak dizayn etrgtir. En son olarak da, tg¢incu bolimde
Ayak Seslerve Ninni, hem toplumsal cinsiyet performatffiihem de genel anlamda
performatiflik bgliklari altinda incelenngtir. Bu iki oyunda da Beckett toplumsal
cinsiyet Uzerindeki ataerkil otoritenin baskisitestrir. Sonuc¢ olarak Beckett bu
oyunlarinda postmodern estetik yakialariyla yazan bir yazar olgunu ortaya
koyar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Samuel Beckett, metadrama, alady performatiflik,

postmodern tiyatro.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This study investigates Samuel Beckett's theatrims of its reflecting the ideas
of postmodern aesthetics. Beckett's theatre asxampgle of postmodern theatre is
analysed throughout three key terms: metadramajrtbality and performativity.
The study covers both the historical and theorktiaakgrounds of these terms since
their definitions vary within different periods. the first chapter Richard Hornby’s
metadramatic varieties are used in analyZlesjastropheand Krapp’s Last Tape.
The chapter includes the detailed definitions afheaf Hornby’s six metadramatic
varieties although not all of them are used in e¢h®g plays. Metadrama discloses
the multiple layers of drama and it is importantctoiver each of them in order to
unfold how this multiplicity works within seeminglynified structure of drama. In
the second chapter the theatricalityQiiio ImpromptuandNot | are investigated by
means of their staging techniques which are sh@nmetchallenges to any kind of
representative production of theatre and to angipdsy that theatre represents the
original through conveying a particular meaningic®i Beckett's theatre, which is
against itself, is simultaneously theatrical anti-treatrical, in the second chapter
various views on theatricality and anti-theatrigakmerging as a reaction to it are
provided. In the second chapter the theoreticakdpacind of theatricality is covered
with a wide range of approaches since in today’sldvof theatre theatricality is
defined differently by various critics. In the tthichapter the performativity of
Footfalls and Rockabyis analysed through their questionings of conwerai
understandings of the body and their emphasis oriorpgance. The term
performativity is used within various disciplines and this disel® the idea of a
plurality underlying the term. In an overall attentp categorize the approaches to
performativity we can say that performativity isattewith in the fields of linguistics,
philosophy, sociology and literature. It is not gibge for any one of these areas to

consider the theory of performativity without beiaffected by the others. Thus the



third chapter refers to various uses of perfornigtiin order to display the

interactional quality of the term.

Beckettian theatre subverts the views of traditioaad conventional theatre.
Throughout this study, what is meant by traditioaatl conventional theatre is the
kind of theatre that follows a regular plot and megful stage design which is
meant to create a particular message for its réad#ience. In this study plot is used
in the sense that E.M. Forster explains: accordingorster, “The king died and
then the queen died” is story, whereas “The kirgddand then the queen died of
grief” is plot (60). That is, plot has a causalisence of events. Beckettian theatre as
self-reflexive, multi-layered, and deconstructigeggbing to be analyzed by means of

the metadramatic elements and staging techniquasdsein his plays.

There has been an ongoing critical debate abouwtitengs of Beckett. Critics

discuss whether his works are modernist or postmmigte While some consider the
playwright to be the last modernist, others anneumm as the first postmodernist.
Irving Howe, in his “The Culture of Modernism”, csiders Beckett as one of the
modernists in his art’s reflecting solipsism. Maust interpretations of Beckett's
theatre take a particular sign system for grantetheir approaches to his art. In
considering Beckett's theatre as belonging to th#ooks of modernism, critics

evaluate Beckettian theatre as reflecting spesémiotic system of its own.

In the same way, while he has been considered fothe ioneers of the Theatre of
the Absurd, reflecting the alienation of modern pthe absurdity that he reflects in
his plays is also taken to be the beginnings ofrpodernism. Moreover, as a result
of a specific use of language in Beckett's works, works have been analyzed by

various critics from poststructural approaches.Albott suggests:

From early in the 1960s, Beckett has been a sitethef

modernist/postmodernist turf war. Unlike Virginia oolf

(modernist) or John Cage (postmodernist), Beclesttrbmained a

categorical rift, giving the lie to categories. Ndtimeless, after a

spate of early readings (often infected by Becketbnnection

with Joyce and Proust) casting him as a modernistate
2



modernist or, at times, the “Last Modernist,” momhuem has
passed to the other side as the postmodernistaraers have
steadily gained the high ground. (23)

The postmodernist categorizers take Beckett's works reflections of
indeterminacy, of a crisis of representation, & thll and determined subject in
crisis; they find his works to be naming the unnhlmaand problematizing the
concepts of drama, theatre, text and performamcaddition to these, the specific
operation of time and space in his works are akert to be one of the premises for
his works to be considered as showing a postmodtitade. Moreover, the self-
reflexive nature of his works is investigated sotasdisplay the metatheatrical,

theatrical and performative approach in Beckettsks.

Abbott likens the operation of the complete bodyBafckett's works to that of
language, which reminds us that meaning is a matftdifference and deferral. The
critic adds that, by means of opposing his artléssical modernism, Beckett is far
from meeting the expectations of the modern pe(gf). Therefore, the works of
the playwright are seen as outcomes of an expressatessibility of definite

meaning. As Abbott indicates:

Beckett's oeuvre, then, operates like the life ofpp, whose
successive self recordings and transcriptions (llke author,
Krapp works in more than one medium) alter as teegall what
went before and are in turn recalled and alterethbge to come.
Pressing on, Beckett kept the shape of his oeawnetthe relations
of all its elements, at play. Such a going on ithke going back
and also a kind of spreading out. His oeuvre itgalismutes the
trope of onwardness. (40)

The works of the playwright can be seen as higygteuto give a name to the ‘play’
in which his oeuvre takes place. In other wordswhiges “in the name of something
which has no name, but to which he struggles te givname” (Abbott 56). In her
Accommodating the Chaos: Samuel Beckett's Nonoslati Art (1982), Judith

Dearlove elaborates on Beckett's struggle with leuge in his works. She claims

that “[ijnstead of belabouring the lack of assdoré between a speaker and his
3



world, Beckett explores the possibilities of a wmunrelated to any world, hence
unrestricted” (5). In other words, rather than #eparation of the mind from the
external world, Beckett handles the multiple worldat the mind creates and which
can be considered as internal, arbitrary and selcious. This multiplicity leads to
an absence of order and a collision of structuré eontent in his works (5).
Language is not given the function of conveyingemuted speaker meaning in
Beckett's plays. Pattie believes that Dearlove’algsis of Beckett is in line with
deconstructive theory, since she examined in B&sk&brks the failure of language
to describe the world and “the extent to which lzage itself created the things it set
out to describe” (159).

For Pattie, the repetitive nature of Beckett’s pldisplays the deconstructive quality
of the playwright’'s works. Connor analyzes the téja that Beckett has dealt with
and claims that repetition shows the radical inBtegs within our experience and
representation of that experience. That is why SsrBeckett is preoccupied with
repetition as a writer dealing with the issues einl, identity and representation.
Just like the characters in his early works, lateracters of Beckett are struggling
to escape from habit but they are enslaved bystaAesult of this kind of repetition
“our sense of individuality of characters in Bedlsetvork becomes very difficult to

sustain” (1).

Connor elaborates on the nature of repetition addcates its dependency upon an
“original”. However, he claims that if repetitios dependent upon a preexisting
originality then it is also possible to considee thpposite argument, that originality
is also dependent upon repetition: “If repetiti@yuires something that is already
fixed and finished, already constituted as an essethen it is equally true that
originality or essence can never be apprehendsdasunless the possibility exists
for it to be copied or reiterated” (3). Pattie isother critic who investigates the
nature of repetition. He claims that repetition habnfirms and undermines the
original text in a classically deconstructive fashi Since no copy can be made
without an original, repetition confirms the originwhereas, it also undermines the

original because it is indistinguishable from its A& result, “[tlhe presence of
4



repetition in a text [...] fatally destabilize[s] th#&ext's claims to represent an
unambiguous truth about the world” (165). Thus, tise of repetition in Beckett's
works is the result of his undermining of “any wotiof the authentic and the
unitary: repetition in Beckett was never stale, ume it drew attention to the

process of writing and the process of reading” {166

When this failure is considered, Beckett’s artistieations can be regarded as the
results of the representation crisis and/or nomesgntation, as some critics say.
Albright differentiates between the young Beckettl dater Beckett and states that
the playwright is immersed in artificialities anelfsenclosed word games in his late
works. In order to overcome this labyrinth of ineegsibility, as Albright suggests,

Beckett displays two tendencies in his works:

First, in order to gain mastery over his art byctiéing the sheer
cussedness of the artistic phenomenon he devisegoaés of

artistic frustration. Second, he proclaimed an aft non-

representation, estrangement, and general failumgder to arrive
at some grasp of fact through an extremely indireate. If it is

true that art can do little or nothing, then to \pde little or

nothing is a form of facing the truth. (2)

Beckett’s own statement on his understanding ofeatals a parallel consideration

to Albright’s observation:

But when the object is perceived as particular andjue
and not merely the member of a family, when it @ppe
independent of any general nature and detached them
sanity of cause, isolated and inexplicable in tigit| of
ignorance, then and then only may it be a source of
enchanment. (22)

In Beckett's works, the problem of representat®iaken together with the problem
of the representation of character. Anna McMullaro thinks that especially

Beckett's late plays are reflections of a represtgon crisis, analyzes Beckett's way
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of representation as doubly framed. In his latayplBeckett conveys this double
frame through the texts’ constitution of the ché&ee attempts to represent
themselves and “to bear witness to their existehceugh their narratives” (4).

Neither the text’'s nor the characters’ attempteefiresent are successful. McMullan
adds that “[t]he fictional world of the plays théree revolves around the production
and performance of narratives. In many of the plélys performances occur on a
stage which is primarily a scene of judgment, butothers, the performances
constitute rites of passage or metamorphosis”. $cformances, of course, resist
the authority of the structure of identity and esg@ntation by dominant rules, and
they lead them to draw attention to their own statis performances. The critic
concludes that these attempts to create order @metence fail on the parts of both

the characters and the audience (5).

Beckett’s later drama can thus be considered aal @t the idea of theatre itself and
of the self and of the real world. This trial ofmeepresentation claims that theatre,
self and the world “could be ‘performed’ (thattisat any representation could claim
to describe and define that world)” (Pattie 171hisTis why his writings are

considered as attempts to represent the non-repadde, as McMullan indicates:

Beckett's theatre can therefore be seen as thefstenfrontation
between the attempt to assume a position of coatréljudgment
in relation to the visual and verbal representatiohself and the
laws of representation in general, and the opeomgf spaces
which challenge and disrupt the construction of ritles posited
by representation, including those of the self atiter, spectacle
and spectator. Beckett's drama frames the opesatibauthority,
but also stages the drama of a subjectivity whedists or exceeds
the dominant codes of representation, questionintpé process
the languages and limits of theatre itself. (9)

His questioning of the language and limits of thedself results in the theatricality
that he reflects in his works. The theatricality Beckett's works, which has a
significant impact on his use of language, can desicdered as a man talking to
himself, “in the first place the author, and in teecond place each individual

member of the audience; and this ‘outer’ languagievéen stage and audience

6



extends also to the ‘inner’ language of the stagmfj where the characters too are
men or women talking to themselves” (Fletcher apdrihg 37). In disclosing the
theatrical nature of his plays, the playwright nekese of the strategies of
metadrama and/or metatheatre. Fletcher and Spudingider Beckett's plays as the
stories he tells himself, which leads each membé#neaudience to tell her/himself
the story “in the form of Beckett's play, and withthe play the characters tell
themselves stories. What is on stage is an imagieeodlialogue between the author
and himself as audience, between the member ofatitéence and himself as
author” (38).

The self-reflexivity of Beckett's plays creates pefceptual disorientation” in his
audiences, which is reinforced by his extensive afs¢he play-within-a-play or
story-within-a-story. Moreover, his characters adlas the plays “reveal an acute
consciousness of themselves as works of art. Theacters’ search for perception
and expression of self replicates the artist’s diren quest for vision and form”
(Hale 155). Such a quest can also be seen in bidgmnatization of the concepts of
drama, theatre, text and performance. Both inibigoh and in his drama Beckett
undermines the genres he is using. That is, heestsblictional formulae in his
fiction and dramatic conventions in his drama: ‘Bgking the literary form within
that form, Beckett questions the boundary betwetaral life, between fiction and
fact” (Cohn 298). Brater analyzes this questiorohthe playwright in his late plays
and states that there is a need for a new kindboélwlary in the investigation of
Beckett's late style in theater. Brater claims tthet conventional categorization of
drama, narrative, and poetry that literary tradititas imposed is “tangential and

inconvenient” in Beckett's case. That is why, tleaig is “under stress”:

The theater event is reduced to a piece of monelaagua the play
is on the verge of becoming something else, somgtat looks
suspiciously like a performance poem. All the whalestory is
being told, a fiction closely approximating the mi&tic situation
the audience encounters in the theater. It is ngdp possible to
separate the dancer from the dance. Theater texhnaloo, is
called upon to strut and fret its hour upon thgestanore likely,
in this case, limited to fifteen or twenty minutégghting, “Faint,

7



though by no means invisible,” and especially meats
recording devices, frame the action, advance thig @hd function
more like dramatic principals than incidental sigdfects.
Something is taking course, but this particularrseuin such
efficient stage terms, is one that has not beesntékefore. (3)

Brater also claims that in Beckett's “new” thedtez performance becomes the play
and he useslot | as the prime example of such transformatibine physical (the
mouth) rather than the metaphysical is the mairceonof the playwright in this
work. That is why it needs to create its own spacghich we can observe the
performance which is the play. Beckett has reddfthe meaning of “text” witiNot

I which collapses our traditional way of thinkingoab drama “as something
separate and distinct from performance” (4). Assult, Beckett's writing indicates
the lack of any acceptable boundaries distingugspiay from performance and this

signals the breakdown of other generic distinctiamsvell ( Brater 4).

Beckett's operation of space and time also contesto his handling of theatricality
in his plays. It is not possible to talk about &ndime and a kind of space that
completes the dramatic action. In much traditiodedma, time is linear, which

makes the play easy for the audience to followeMiise, the theatrical space is
consistent with the events in the play. In Beckettiheatre, the indeterminacy and
inexpressibility that surround his way of writings@ affect his use of time and
space. The general attributes of Beckettian timé space can be defined as

emptiness, circularity, fragmentation, indetermindmundlessness, and fluctuation.

Les Essif classifies the space in Beckett’s playsrapty space. The reduction in the
empty space underlines things done rather than aeimns rather than words, and
the presence of the spectator (Pickering 171). fEssionsideration of the
contributions of empty space to a metatheatricatidacy in Beckett's plays is

significant:

Unlike the bulk of their predecessors, the protégisrof Beckett's
dramatic corpus are more solitary and, like thgestspace they
occupy, more empty. They represent extreme, reguctases of
the dramatic figure as a metatheatrical human ittwey convey a

8



sense of personal emptiness that reflects and idemavith the
emptiness of the stage space, becoming an emptg spaheir
own right, a metatheatrical space within a theatrépace, which
is arguably the most disturbing and theatricallfeeive stage
image of all time. (2)

Essif emphasizes the effect that empty space has tife characters in Beckett's
plays. As opposed to a stage space which is fullbpécts related to the play, the
empty space coincides with the characters withiokBttian theatre. In addition to
this, he notes that empty space is a non-reprégerahand non-referential space.
Thus, in addition to its metatheatrical use, enggsice can also be thought of as a
reflection of Beckett's struggle to express thexpressible. As Essif suggests,

Beckett has changed the category of space:

in order to attain some realm of hyperspace. Likewby relating

the emptiness of the stage to the character, theg bstablished

contact with a plane of human consciousness siuastgond the

sclerosis of the referential and above the chaodghef non-

referential, one that transcends familiar categoaesubjectivity

to attain the supra-referential realm of hypersttbjigy. These

authors “point toward” non-referentiality in a poohd way. (8)
Beckett's pursuit of the non-referential lies inettproblem of seeing in an
indeterminate world, that is why his charactersxdaccupy a stable and privileged
point in space and time “from which they may vi$yiarganize, give meaning to,
and institute relationship with other beings andeots” (Hale 1). Thus the
disintegration of his characters is also availdblehis audience. As the audience
moves along with the characters in their fragmenim& and space and while the
characters are seen from a different perspectian tthat of the characters’
themselves, the vision of the audience is no melialie or stable than that of the
characters. In other words, the audience’s permemf a stable time and space is
collapsed by means of the formless time and spatteecharacters (Hale 18). Thus,
Beckett makes his audience “adopt the mobile, gaviision of his characters,”
moreover, “he has drawn audiences further away tteenconcrete, stable space of
the stage, and deeper into the abstract, fluctyapace of his characters’ minds”

(Hale 149).



Hale also indicates that as the mobility of timel apace increases in Beckett's
plays, the movement upon the stage is minimizece décrease upon the stage
space causes the increase in the imaginary mobgidyired of his spectators.
Therefore, the stage space should be consideram abstract stage space which
contributes to the indeterminacy that surroundskBtt's drama. It is impossible to
“situate the exact time, place, and character adutb by a given line of text,
because images and phrases in Beckett’'s dramampadtceptibly into one another,

like disparate, unordered, repetitive, boundlesstp of his time and space” (153).

Circularity and repetition are other issues thapghthe time and space that Beckett
uses. Almost all of his plays begin by breakingipon the characters in the middle
of a situation that seems to have been going avésrand/or make references to the
ending from their very first lines. Thus, the spg¢ot can never be sure about the
beginning or the ending of the play and this “folizg]s] the indefinite boundaries

of the time and space that inform them” (Hale 158)le adds that Beckett’s use of
nonsyntactical language can be considered as ardelize in revealing the lack of

ending within circular time and space which stanpigosed to the classical uses and

concepts of language, perspective, and space-if%.(

As can be elicited from these analyses of timespate in Beckett’'s plays, the two
concepts are not only the playwright’'s devicesxpress the inexpressible but they
are also the reflections of a problematization loé trelationship between the
audience and the stage. As a result of this newudet towards the audience and
stage relationship, Beckett's use of time and sg@rees a postmodern approach,
since Beckett, in some sense, poses the problemeahing making and/or the
transformation of meaning by means of his extra@di operation of time and

space.

The concepts of metadrama, theatricality and perdtivity have been among the
most crucial issues in contemporary theatre studreshe contemporary period,

drama displays an innovative, challenging and expanrtal attitude not only in texts
10



but also in performances. The relationships betwext) author, audience and even
actor are problematized. Moreover, the idea thatmdr reflects life is rejected by
claiming that drama operates on life rather thdteectng it (Hornby 17). As a
result, postmodern drama presents drama on drareedrama), theatricality and
performativity in order to reveal its understandofgaesthetics as being opposed to
the autonomy of modern art. Samuel Beckett's plags be considered as
exemplifying such an approach since they are censitias a problematization of
representation. That is, in his plays he attempfgésent the unpresentable which is
a postmodern posture accepted by various crititeréfore, in Beckett's plays,
metadramatic devices, which serve to underlinettivadity, can be considered as

the performative acts working to demystify the idéautonomy.

The metadramatic devices that are used in Beckpl#igs do not serve to carry
forward the plot. Indeed, they are the reflectiaisthe playwright’'s attempt to
present the absurdity that human beings are exptwseahich is unpresentable
itself. That is why, metadrama in his plays is oveey of Beckett's expressing the
problematization and questioning of the modern idéaautonomy. As Waugh
declares, postmodernism can be understood as dugprdissolution of the modern
idea of the separate autonomies of the spherestofs@ence and morality or
politics, and can be viewed as an increasingly gswe aestheticisation of all
spheres of knowledge and experience, from philogogh politics and finally
science’(291).

Beckett's plays, as outstanding products of thistmodern stance, utilize the
varieties of metadrama suggested by Richard Horitbyhis book Drama,
Metadrama and Perceptiol1986), which are: play within the play, ceremony
within the play, role-playing within the role, Irery and real life reference, and self-

reference. Moreover, as Pattie claims:

The inherent theatricality in Beckett's work comf#sem his
revisioning of the central tension in the theatriegent between
the stage and the auditorium. For Fletcher andliBguBeckett
himself recreated this central tension in the stmécand style of
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his plays: he envisaged the plays as a seriesatifglies between
himself as author and himself as audience. (139)

It is obvious that Beckett’'s plays not only probkme the relationship between the
text and its performance by his “revisioning of tentral tension in the theatrical
event between the stage and the auditorium” bud glsestions the idea of the
unified self by being a series of dialogues betwiiemself as author and himself as
audience. Oppenhaim reflects S. E. Gontarski'sncldiat the latter tendency of
Beckett is the result of his “self-doubling”. Thetic claims that the domination of
the idea of performance is with Beckett well befbrg inclination to theatre. The
doubling of the self leads him to the notion of thesis of the subject” (194).

In dealing with postmodern aspects of Beckett'satitee it is better to start with
Patricia Waugh’'s understanding of “aesthetisatiorthe postmodern period may be
taken. Waugh claims that rather than Postmodernisma, should refer to various
Postmodernisms engendered by diverse philosopmerg/estern thought. She
underlines that there is, however, a common starpoint for each of these

Postmodernisms, stating that

[flirstly, a common element in the bewilderinglyvdise range of
theoretical Postmodernisms is a recognition andwatcof the
way in which the ‘grand narratives’ of Western bigt have
broken down. Without such metanarratives (God, ohystas
purposefully unfolding immanent dialectic, Reasdnistory itself
becomes a plurality of “islands of discourse”, ariese of
metaphors which cannot be detached from the various
institutionally produced languages which we briadgoear upon it
(Foucault), or a network of agonistic “language gafmwhere the
criteria are those of performance not truth (Lydja(5)

Lyotard defines postmodernism as incredulity towartetanarratives, resulting in a
break for the boundaries of the authoritative tewtes of previous periods.
Moreover, he defines the term from the perspedhaesthetics and states that

[tihe postmodern would be that which, in the modeut forward
the unpresentable in presentation itself, that widienies itself in
the solace of good forms, the consensus of a telsieh would
make it possible to share collectively the nostaldor the
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unattainable: that which searches for new presenttnot in
order to enjoy them but in order to impart a stemgense of the
unpresentable. (82)

Baudrillard’s contrast between representation amdilation can be taken as another
postmodern approach. According to him, the lacthef“real” and the origin creates
the production of simulation. As he states:

When the real is no longer what it used to be,algst assumes
its full meaning. There is a proliferation of mytb§ origin and

signs of reality; of second-hand truth, objectivatyd authenticity.

There is an escalation of the true, of lived expae; a

resurrection of the figurative where the object aoldstance have
disappeared. And there is a panic-stricken prodnatf the real

and the referential, above and parallel to the qari material

production: this is how simulation appears in theage that

concerns us — a strategy of the real, neoreal gpdrieal whose
universal double is a strategy of deterrence. (12)

Postmodernism, then, breaks all kinds of foundaliconcepts that were previously
held and it tends to celebrate plurality, rhetgpleyful language and performativity.
Therefore, as a result of such premises, postm@erim general implicates the
inseparability of truth from fiction and that is wHthe aesthetic, rather than
disappearing, has actually incorporated everythetgp into itself” (6). Waugh
investigates this tendency of postmodern theoryatd# aesthetics and claims that
such an inclination of the theory can be conside®@n attempt to address social
and political issues through an ‘aestheticisediwd the world. As a result, “[tlhe
aesthetic has now entered the ‘hard’ core of thedmu sciences: philosophy,
political theory, social science” (6). Moreovergestimphasizes that postmodernism
privileges aesthetic modes over the modes of lagicmethod.

In order to deal with the postmodern consideratibaesthetics in detail, it is better
to look through the process of the theory of admthebefore postmodernism,
briefly. In his book, Introduction to Aesthetics: An Analytic Approadbeorge
Dickie analyzes the historical process that aesthdtas undergone and briefly

explains that
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[tlhe questions included within the field of aedit® have
developed out of twin concerns in the history obupht: the
theory of beauty and the theory of art. These twibopophical
concerns were first discussed by Plato. The thedrypeauty,
however, underwent a drastic change in the eigtiieeentury.
Whereas earlier philosophers had discussed onlynttere of
beauty, eighteenth-century thinkers began to berédsted in
additional concepts: the sublime, the picturesqunel, so on. This
new activity may be thought of as either breakipgbeauty into
parts or supplementing beauty with additional coiteg(3)

While these changes occured within the field oftteetgcs, philosophers, such as
Burke and Kant, drew attention to the concept stietaHowever, after the eighteenth
century, theories about taste gave way to theabesit aesthetics. As Dickie claims,
“[tlhe word “beautiful” then came to be used eithess a synonym of “having

aesthetic value” or as one of the many aesthefecades on the same level as
“sublime” and “picturesque,” which are used to dismcart and nature” (4). From

the end of the eighteenth century till the middiehe@ twentieth century theorists of

aesthetics were interested in both the theorieesthetics and the theory of art (4).

After this time, the postmodern idea takes its tamal, as it does in every field, it
problematizes the previously held concerns on a@sth Postmodern assumptions
about, as opposed to modern implications of, theorh of aesthetics can be

described by Stuart Sim’s statement that

[tlhe poststructuralist and postmodernist projecizose
considerable problems for traditional ways of pcaat

philosophy and criticism. With their anarchic prdoees,
iconoclastic attitudes, preference for rhetoric rolegic, and
frequently counter-intuitive conclusions, they egent a direct
challenge to some of the most fundamental assungptiof

philosophical and theoretical discourse: for exanpthe
assumptions that theories must be rule-governed, rtiles and
concepts must remain constant once defined, thgtinants
require proof, that proof be logically demonstrablehinkers like
Derrida and Jean-Francois Lyotard have, by thgecten of

conventional methods of constructing value judgmecdlied into
question the validity of criticism and succeedegbiablematising
the whole area of aesthetics: traditionally the sif legislation
regarding the art and practice of critical valuggonent. (1)
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In other words, he designates the writings of Derand Lyotard as anti-aesthetic in
their intention which means that they aim at creptionditions for “a post-aesthetic

realm beyond the reach of value judgment” (1).

The concept of anti-aesthetics needs further eafitam here and it is best described
in Hal FostersThe Anti-Aesthetic: Essays on Postmodern Cultdiige critic
suggests that an anti-aesthetic assertion cannatdmmmodated with the modern
idea of “negation of art” or of representation. ‘gé¢ion” is the result of modernism
which has an “anarchic hope of an ‘emancipatorcéffa in the utopian dream of a
time of pure presence, a space beyond represeanitéthvy. However, the idea of the
“anti-aesthetic” takes for granted that “we are erevutside representation - or
rather, never outside its politics”, in other wardsis “the sign not of a modern
nihilism but rather of a critique which destructside order of representations in
order to reinscribe them” (xv). This approach igatlal to one of Lyotard’s
definition of postmodernism, that is, “the unprdsdie in presentation itself’ (82).
Moreover, as can be understood from its name, amsihetics also questions the
very notion of aesthetics and its web of ideas. ¥Mharoblematizes is the idea that
aesthetic experience stands apart, “all but beyastdry, or that art can now affect a
world at once (inter)subjective, concrete and uisiale- a symbolic totality”. At that
point it becomes obvious that the idea of the aesthetic rejects any tendency
towards categorization, like postmodernism. Iteeipn of such categorization is
the result of its denial of the existence of a ifgged aesthetic realm, the existence

of which was a modern idea rooted in the notiothefautonomy of art.

In the light of these, it is crucial to deal withet effects of such developments on
postmodern drama, as it can clearly be said theypotern idea of drama shares the
same denial as postmodernism and anti-aesthetic€ofnor discloses, “the theatre
[of the postmodern period], or theatrical form, @mpasses many of the themes that
we have already encountered in the postmodern elebapecially the refusal of
notions of essential form, the dispersal of thenig of the work of art, and its
immersion in social and political contexts” (13@Jhat postmodernism celebrates as

“fictionality” is reflected as the gratification dheatricality in postmodern drama,
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not only in texts but also in performance. Connarderlines the notion of

theatricality as:

Theatricality stands for all those falsifying diass which
complicate, diffuse and displace the concentragdfdidentity of
work of art, and so encompasses a number of diffesffects,
including self-consciousness of the spectator, ahareness of
context and the dependence upon extension in fitmeatricality
is the name for the contamination of any artifhett is dependent
upon conditions outside, or other than, its owB3{1

The concept of the dependence of any artifact gmtharg outside its own reveals
that one cannot talk about the work of art as autwous. That is why the “theatrical
Is taken up by theorists of postmodern as a pesiusal of the frozen abstraction
of the idea of the work-in-itself in favour of tidea of work-as-a-process” (134).
When the impact of postmodern theory on drama adyaed, it therefore inevitably
has to deal with the concepts of drama, theatrepanidrmance together. As it has
been mentioned earlier, contemporary ideas on dawialematize the relationship
between the text, its author and even the audigksa.result, the concept of drama,
theatre and performance should be dealt with gt Mark Fortier, in his book
Theory/Theatre makes a detailed analysis of these terms in dalelisclose the
theoretical background for dramatic criticism andéveal the relationship between
literary theory and theatre. He emphasizes thahdris often taken, by those who
study theatre, to be the language, namely the wasdsbed to the characters, which
is spoken by actors in the theatre. In additiothts, the critic adds, there is a close
relationship between drama and literature whiclseaditerary studies to be inclined
to consider theatrical activity as drama rathenttreeatre (4). What is conceived as
theatre is not words on a page, though “[tlhearpdrformance (though often the
performance of a drama text) and entails not ondyds but space, actors, props,
audience and the complex relations among theseealsin(4). As for performance,
Fortier expresses that recently the term has bsed with a number of meanings:

It can mean performance art, a certain parathehtictivity... it

can mean that aspect of theatre involved in agtymltting on a

show; it can mean the entire theatrical experieih@an expand to
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include other theatre-like activities such as spgrevents and
religious rituals; it can mean just about any atgjvincluding
private acts such as getting dressed or walkingndthe street.
(231)

The definition of Richard Schechner, who is onehsf most famous theorists of

performance theory, summarizes what Fortier indeat his definition:

Performance is an inclusive term. Theater is omlg node on a
continuum that reaches from the ritualizations mifreals through

performances in everyday life- greetings, displafsemotions,

family scenes, professional roles, and so on- giroto play,

sports, theater, dance, ceremonies, rites, andrpghces of great
magnitude. (xvii)

Another critic who takes a look at the relationshigtween drama, theatre, and
performance is Michael Vanden Heuvel. In his worktled Performing
Drama/Dramatizing Performang¢éhe suggests that with the appearance of avant-
garde theater there developed an “antagonistidtiogiship between drama and
performance. He defines drama as “that form of ttied expression that is
constituted primarily as a literary artifact, aatiog to particular “dramatic”
conventions, and empowered as text” (3). On therdtland, he notes the fact that
dramas do not remain merely textual and/or literbyt they are often performed.
According to him, this does not mean that thera arallel relationship between
them, that is, he insists that drama and performare two separate notions in

theatre studies (3).

When performance is conceived in the traditionaksegit is defined as “the staging
of the literary artifact and is thus implicated time reconstituting of determinate
meaning and authorial power”, which is no longecegptable (4). As a result,
Heuvel claims that contemporary approaches to peence leads us to think that

performance:

[Clan deconstruct Presence utterly, and empowereddss or
powerlessness. Since it is activated by nonperjodanlinear
activities- improvisation, play, transformation, rgixis, game
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structures- performance breaks down the illusionrational

control and power over meaning (and the structometaphor of
argument underlying the text), and substitutesspatsal of order
into disorganization. Its primary gesture is thawdrd chaos or
indeterminacy. (5)

On the other hand, Heuvel emphasizes that such s&rudgéve definition of
performance should not lead us to consider thaetieeno structure or system of
reference for performance. He compares performamite chaos theory and
suggests that they both have such a structure “t@hprises a moderated
randomness so complex that its underlying ordenaiibe recuperated entirely
within rational systems” (5). Moreover, when costedl to the text, performance has

networks that may appear disorderly but includénd kf internal “order” (5).

Therefore, Heuvel summarizes the implications ef ¢bntemporary understanding

of performance as follows:

Performance deconstructs authorial power and ltssidn of
Presence, and disperses its quanta of energies gartion
performers and the spectator as a potential safreedeferred,
hypothetical, and immanent power. Performance reflore
initially the displacement of Presence or power,d athe
affirmation of Absence and powerlessness. In sonstamces,
however, the deconstruction of an orderly systéke the text) by
the intervention of disorder or turbulence caniandt evolution
toward a higher order of complexity; and so ascaisdary effect,
performance has the potential to open up new sygstsometimes
new levels, of meaning. (5)

As for theater, Heuvel restricts his use of thentés mean the event that is enacted
before a spectator; the event may either be insgniithin a text or improvised by
performers. Nevertheless, theater cannot be limitedhat usage since it may
conceal “the dynamic space that theater occupidayton our culture” (6). Its
significance lies under its creating the groundtfa “fruitful interactions between

opposed categories like textuality and performariég”

18



The relationship between drama, theater, and pedoce acquires a different
significance for contemporary theater studies. €Thanging attitude towards the
relationship between drama and performance leagprbductions of experiments
in recent theater. As Heuvel suggests, as a rektlitese innovative tendencies and
“in some cases, incongruous combinations betweatadty” drama and nontextual,

performance-oriented work have shown us that todlas, relationship between

drama and performance is not stable” (7). Heuwakstthat critics today often deal

with this unstable relationship in analyzing draimatorks and he adds:

The growing movement in contemporary drama andop@idnce

toward deconstructive aesthetics centered on trssupmtive

potential of performance and the creation of hyltheéatrical

forms that problematize our traditional methods foeating

meaning in the theater, have created just suclaatichmotion. In

addition to producing some very provocative theaterk, these
experiments have disclosed theater as a decidetligaphrenic

entity that no single or stable hierarchical relaship between the
text and performance can describe adequately. (7)

Heuvel underlines the innovations of recent dramd @erformance studies in their
analysis of the transformation of meaning. Conterapo studies questions the
possibility of creating a definite meaning and ceying that meaning to an audience
in such a chaotic world. As a result, the problepaéion of the space between text

and performance is a reflection of such ideas.

In the light of these, Beckett's theatre as conwvgypostmodern features and
elements are going to be analyzed in its problerattin of the key issues in recent
theory of theatre. The matters related to textienak, performance their places
within todays theatre are going to be investigatedietail. As a starting point
metadrama is regarded initially in order to displdne multiple structure of
Beckettian theatre which makes it impossible toitlims art to the outlooks of a

particular school or movement.
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CHAPTER 2

METADRAMA

2.1History and Definiton

The terms metadrama and metathelaénee been used interchangeably after the term
metatheatre was first coined by Lionel Abel in 1968 the publication off ragedy
and Metatheatre: Essays on Dramatic Forfiine distinction between the terms of
drama and theatre is no more available when thiexpreetais added to them since
the emphasis shifts to the self-reflexivity thateta creates as in the term
metalanguage. When language is used in order to abbut language, it is
metalanguage. Similarly, when drama is about dratself, then it becomes
metadrama. Then it can be argued that when metatianechniques are used
within a particular play, the play offers more legyéhan a plainly organized play. In
other words, the play becomes a play which semwveagftect itself by means of an

other play or plays.

Abel describes his intention in writing on metatineaas follows: “one, to explain
why tragedy is so difficult, if not altogether imgmble for the modern dramatist,
and two, to suggest the nature of a comparativielipgophic form of drama” which
he designates asietatheatre The critic compares tragedy and metatheatre and
claims that while tragedy deals with the real wprigetatheatre deals with the world
of imagination (v). According to this approach,gedy deals with the “tragic sense
of life” and that is why it has a distinct perspeetof the real world. In addition to
this, Abel claims, one cannot treat tragedy withactepting “implacable values”.
However, modern dramatists are far from such ackedgement, and thus, instead
of tragedy, “we now havmetaplay a dramatic form for revealing characters whose
self-consciousness creates their dramatic situsitioui). In clarifying his definition

of the term, Abel indicates the common charactehefplays he calls metatheatre:
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[A]ll of them are theatre pieces about life seen aeady
theatricalized. By this, | mean that persons appgarm the stage
in these plays are there simply because they warght by the
playwright in dramatic postures as a camera migtaicthem, and
because these characters already knew they wemgatica They
are aware of their own theatricality. (vi)

Since Abel claims that there is a distinct form dsthma which he defines as
metatheatre, he defines the common feature ofttamcters, who he calls “heroes”,
of this new dramatic form. For him “[w]hat is essahfor the hero of metatheatre is
that he be conscious of the part he himself playsanstructing the drama that
unfolds around him” (167). Abel defines this cowns@ness of the metatheatrical
hero by exemplifying Don Quixote and Hamlet andestdhat these two characters’
consciousnesses can be seen in their madness dsamethod to it. “The value to
a playwright of such a character is that, he isabépof inserting himself into a plot
without ever consulting his author” (167). Thus, efb definition of the
metatheatrical hero underlines the problematizadiotihe relationship between fact
and fiction. As he states, “[tJragedy, from themodf metatheatre, is our dream of
the real. Metatheatre, from the point of tragedyas real as are our dreams” (183).
The critic summarizes the features of metatheayre&edmparing it to tragedy as

follows:

Tragedy gives by far the stronger sense of thétyesflthe world.
Metatheatre gives by far the stronger sense thatwibrld is a
projection of human consciousness. Tragedy glarifie structure
the world, which it supposedly reflects in its owiorm.
Metatheatre glorifies the unwillingness of the immagion to
regard any image of the world as ultimate. Tragedkes human
existence more vivid by showing its vulnerabilityp ftfate.
Metatheatre makes human existence more dreamlikehbwing
that fate can be overcome. Tragedy tries to mediatereen the
world and the man. Tragedy wants to be on both sside
Metatheatre assumes there is no world except tiestedd by
human striving, human imagination. Tragedy cannptrate
without the assumption of an ultimate order. Fortatieeatre,
order is something continually improvised by meig3)
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Thomas Austin O'Connor claims that the theatrigamphasized by Abel’s
definition of metatheatre is reflected by meanstlod theatricalization of the
characters within the plays. This attitude of nfegatre is principally disclosed in
six ways: there is an essential illusoriness ig; lthere is a loss of reality for the
world; the world cannot be proved to exist; theyailack of implacable values; life
is a dream; the world is a stage. O’Connor adds ‘tfthne latter two are the
manifestations we are most accustomed to seeiighbudormer are the bases and

premises upon which they are constructed (275).

Richard Hornby, who also elaborates on the subpécinetadrama, claims that
metadrama occurs “when the subject of the playstwut to be, in some sense,
drama itself” (31). However, there is much mordahe issue of metadrama than a
simple definition. When considered from the audesc perspective, “the
metadramatic experience is one of unease”, deditoasby, claiming that by means
of the metadramatic experience the perception efatidience is “dislocated”. As a
result of this fact, it becomes possible to tallowtbthe “degree of intensity of
metadrama which varies from very mild to an extredigguption”. The critic adds
that “[a]t times, metadrama can yield the most ésitpiof aesthetic insights, which
theorists have spoken of as “estrangement” or fiatien.” This “seeing double” is
the true source of the significance of metadran3®).( Moreover, the concept of
metadrama is not a narrow phenomenon and cannolinbeed to particular

playwrights or periods in the history of theater.

The metadramatic devices used in plays can be demesl as the attempts of
playwrights’ to alter and subvert the commonly hafations of truth. The use of
metadrama, in other words, has an aim to attack.Hasnby states, “[g]reat

playwrights tend to be more consciously metadramthtin ordinary ones, and their
plays to employ metadramatic devices more obvidy8l®). However, he adds, the
metadramatic devices can be found both in gregs@ad in ordinary ones.
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Hornby enumerates the possible varieties of ovetadrama as; the play within the
play, the ceremony within the play, role playinghan the role, literary and real-life
reference, and self reference. These varietiessaeldom found in pure form but

rather they are treated together or blend intoaoraher.

As a result, metadramatic devices may be concedivdthve a paradoxical nature
since they are used in order to emphasize fictignar artificiality through

theatrical presentations. This idea leads us tatiie@n of theatricality; the nature of
theatricality, its functionality and its usage ilays. Thus, the relationship between

metadrama and theatricality needs further inveitiga

2.2. Metadramatic Varieties

2.2.a The Play Within The Play

Hornby suggests that there are two kinds of they'plithin the play” as a
metadramatic variety: the “inset” type and the fified” type. In the inset type, the
inner play within a particular play is secondaryd/n there is a separate
performance from the main action as ifhe Mousetrap performance in
Shakespeare’slamlet However, when the inner play is the primary ond #he
outer play acts as a “framing device”, then it bmees the framed type like the Sly
episodes in ShakespeareBhe Taming of the Shrewin addition to this
categorization, Hornby claims that these two typesld be distinguished easily
until modern times since “it was always obvious ethof the two plays, the inner or

the outer, was primary” (33).

Moreover, the degree of the link between the oatef the inner play can change
with both the inset type and the framed type. lak&lspeare’$lamlet,as an inset
type, there is an ongoing connection between theriplay and the outer one, i.e.,
“the characters in the outer play fully acknowledige existence ofhe Mousetrap

performance, preparing for it, watching it, and coemting upon it. Hamlet himself
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breaks up the performance, thus actually intrudipgn it” (33). The plays in which
there is less integration between the inner andther play may contain interludes,
choruses, songs, dances, dumb shows that are tnatlpgart of the outer play. In
addition to these, there are plays in which theed@ng stories, set speeches, reports
of messengers, pageants, songs, or dances thatapable of standing apart, yet
which are still presented as fully part of the maation” (33). In such inset types
the integration between the inner play and the rpéay is even stronger than the
relationship betweehe Mousetrapperformance and the main action lamlet
Although it seems the contrary, the course of tlennaction cannot be separated
from the actions in the inner play. That is whyréhés much more connection in

such plays.

As for the framed type, the outer play can eititesngly or loosely be integrated
with the inner play. When, for example, charactemament upon the inner play in
the framed type, the integration is strong. Howgifdhere is a narrator or a chorus
employed as a frame then it is only loosely integgtawith the main play.Richard
Hornby claims that such categorization is essentialanalyzing the use of
metadrama in plays since it helps us to distingbistween the truly metadramatic
use of play within the play and those that are metadramatic. He adds that the

metadramatic use of either the inset or framed tgpaires that

the outer play has characters and plot (althougbetmay be very
sketchy); that these in turn must acknowledge Rigtence of the
inner play; and that they acknowledge it as a perémce. In

other words, there must be two sharply distinglbhdayers of

performance. (35)

Hornby considers the use of the play within theypiievice as a reflection or
expression of its society’s cynicism about life.cBase the idea behind the use of
the play within the play proposes that the worldlusory or false. “The fact that the
inner play is an obvious illusion (since we seeeottharacters watching it), reminds
us that the playwe are watching is also an illusion, despite its wads and
excitement; by extension, the world in which weelig in the end a sham” (45). The
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critic underlines that there is a projection oé lifself by the use of the play within
the play and it “becomes a means for gauging &).(Zherefore, it is not surprising
that the number of the examples of the use ofdéigce is extraordinary in our own
time. Hornby explains this tendency as a resulihefcontemporary understanding
that the world is false. He adds that “[t]his feglimay be existential, as with
Pirandello’s theatre or the Theatre of the Abswdpolitical, as with the epic

theatre; in either case, the world around us igah(46).

The difference between the use of the play withm play device in our own time
and the previous ages is that there is a breakdmtmmeen the layers of the plays
within the plays. Previously, the inner and theeoyilays were distinguished clearly
and the primary play could easily be recognizedweieer, today’s plays offer the
same characters moving between the inner and ql&ésr which makes the
boundaries between inner and outer play blurred aomhetimes disappear.
Moreover, in some cases there is even confusido akether the inner or the outer
play is the main or so-called “real” one. Hornbyfides this quality of the
contemporary plays as an expression of the cyniasour time which is different
from that of the previous ages. The world may hbeen an illusion too in the
previous ages, “but there was something else framinnirvana, heaven, God, gods
- that was the true reality. Today people ofter fieat there is nothing framing our
illusory lives at all” (46). There is no more a mise that one can attain, which
reminds us of the postmodern idea of chaos.

2.2.b The Ceremony Within The Play

Generally when the ceremony within the play is usidinvolves a formal
performance that is separate from the surroundatigra However, there may be a
certain blurring when categorizing ceremonies witthie plays. As Hornby clarifies,
“dramatic events may have a ceremonial qualityhewt being full-fledged, formal
ceremonies. Othello’'s murder of Desdemona, with high solemnity and
incantations (“Put out the light, and then put that light”) is an event of this type;

its sacramental quality resembles that of religiousls” (49).
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Hornby analyzes the relationship between the cen@san real life and theatre and
claims that ceremony operates in the same way eatrth Because, they both
employ sets of codes “that enable people to unaledsthemselves and their world,
through the medium of their culture”. However, thare significant differences
between them such as the full-fledged charactévizaif the participants in plays as
opposed to the participants of the ceremony. Magoa ceremony may have
strcitly prescribed roles and an overall structtirat allows for no change which
makes it more formal than a play. But this doesmean that the participants of the
ceremony leave their former selves (52).

Another difference between ceremonies and theatthat ceremonies are always
performed in the same way. When there is a chanhgssae for ceremony and
theatre, Hornby suggests:

Ceremonies carbe changed from without (always a drastic
matter), but they do not allow for change as patheir essential
mechanism. Theatre is always changing from witb@rgmony is
only changed from without. Ceremony becomes theatnen,
among other changes, numerous plays come to berped
within the original framework. (52)

The emphasis oplot in theatre creates the next difference betweeatitheand
ceremony. In theatre the plot may not be an Amdimt one with a definite
beginning, middle, and end but it will in some wimgus on a series of events.
Ceremony, one the other hand, is never plot orikht it is based on a plot which
embodies a change from maiden to wife, from stuttegraduate, from pollution to
purification. Ceremonies accompany the major tugruaints of personal life - birth,
puberty, marriage, death and “in the ceremony fijtgbe focus is never on the
process, or “plot” of the change, but rather ondteznal states of being that are seen

as surrounding it” (53).
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Hornby categorizes two kinds of ceremonies witheyg: those which are fulfilled
and those which are not due to ineptitude, inteéimap or corruption. When they are
fulfilled, whether onstage or in real life, thisuses the feelings of harmony, peace,
and happiness. On the other hand, ceremonies Ulefiliiffor whatever reason,
engender feelings of disorientation, discord, amdnsss. That is why, it is
significant to distinguish between the fulfilleddannfulfilled ceremony within the
play in terms of the emotional effect it create®)(5These two kinds function

differently within the play which is analyzed intd# further on.

The tragedies subsequent to Shakespeare are aeusake having three important
types of ceremony: the offstage ceremony, the @rtmony, and the quasi-
ceremony (Hornby 58). Although the ceremonyabsentin some way” in all these
types, it is of great importance since, as Hornbyoainces, “[tlhe significance of
what is not there, ‘the presence of absence,” temral idea in contemporary,

poststructural criticism, following the ideas otdaes Derrida” (58).

“The offstage ceremony occurs frequently in ne@itagagedy when there was the
restriction originally intended as prohibition agsti showing violence onstage. A
result is that full-scale ceremonies on stage elaively rare in neoclassic drama,
but they remain important as offstage events” (86j)nby also states that offstage
ceremony becomes important again in modern nasticatragedy. He gives Ibsen
plays as examples; the masquerade bal iDoll House the dinner and later the
prayer meeting irGhosts and the bachelor party iHedda Gabler(60). In these

plays offstage ceremony occurs in order to displag conflict between what

happens onstage and offstage.

As the next kind of ceremony within the play, Hoynthiscuses, the quasi-ritual
which is one of the characteristics of the Theafethe Absurd. He gives the
examples of the “nonsensical incantations” at tinel ef lonesco’sThe Bald
Soprang the vicious games in Albee8ho's Afraid of Virginia Woolf? the
playacting scenes in GeneThe Balconyas quasi-rituals within plays. He adds that

such ceremonies “have the air of being inventedh@mce, which only adds to their
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empty, grotesque qualities” (61). Moreover, theyplaf Samuel Beckett are full of
quasi-ceremonies as a result of his charactergedate attempts to make meaning
out of their worthless, and restricted lives. Alilgh in the Theatre of the Absurd the
meaning of ritual and ceremony is lost, characieeffectually try to invent them.
As Hornby claims, “[n]ot only are the results cruad perverted, but the very
impulses behind them seem mindlessly obsessiveotier words, there is an
emphasis of the obsession of the need for rituah vannot live without ceremony,
“but the traditional ones are dead, and the news dreeinvents are meaningless”
(61).

In contemporary drama there is also a tendencyrtbegremony and Hornby likens
the contemporary playwright to the characters ef Theatre of Absurd: they both
try to create ritual although it is a futile atteimphat is why contemporary drama
seeks a “ritualized” theatre. Hornby states thedlafor such form of theatre can be
traced as early as the 1930’s in the writings ofoAm Artaud. From that time on,
playwrights either “ritualize the production stydé an entire play, or occasionally
even create an entire, original production in tifoam” (62). Hornby defines such
kind of creating ceremony as “invented” and/or dgnea@semony and states that

[c]eremonies that convey no meaning to an audig¢heé make no
connections with a surrounding, stable culture,msemerely
bizarre or exotic. Unlike true ceremony, which otgits watchers
to a whole order of society and the universe, saciasi-
ceremonies confuse and disorient, increasing rattte@an
overcoming our feeling that the world is meaning!€62)

Therefore, ceremony within the play cannot be kaito particular periods in the
history of drama. It has been one of the indisplelesparts of playwriting since the
beginning. The reason for its necessity can bedbelt of man’s tendency towards
order, since ceremonies “signify stability” (63)hat is why, when there is an
“invented” or quasi-ceremony within a play, it unidees the instability, chaos,
disorder, and confusion in life. Hornby adds thahtemporary playwrights and

directors ‘invent’ personal ceremonies in their atiens and even when the
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ceremonies are fulfilled, it is a “neurotic kind &flfillment, an obsessional or

nostalgic attempt to create order where none éxi8ts.

2.2.c Role Playing Within Role

As a metadramatic device role playing within thiens distinct in its attempt for
delineating character, by showing not only who tharacter is but also what he
wants to be. “When a playwright depicts a charaateo is himself playing a role,
there is often the suggestion that, ironically, tbke is closer to the character’s true
self than his everyday, “real” personality” (67)itdby compares the use of the play
within the play to role playing within the role arstiates that just as the former
creates existential questions, so use of the ralging within the role creates the
questionability of human identity. Moreover, chdesization of role playing within
the role creates characters that are *“fluid, sigfti mysterious, and hence

fascinating” (68).

Hornby examines the function of role playing withime role and underlines the fact
that it goes “beyond the usual exploration of sjieables; it exposes the very
nature of role itself” (72). In other words, he dmapizes that role playing within the
role cannot be limited to the portrayal of partaouloles. However, it creates a more
profound way to the analysis of ‘role’ on its owhherefore, he adds, “[t]he
theatrical efficacy of role playing within the rakethe result of its reminding us that

all human roles are relative, that identities agrmed rather than innate” (72).

He categorizes role playing within the role in thitgpes: voluntary, involuntary,
and allegorical. In voluntary role playing, whichthe most “straightforward” kind,
the character’s taking on a different role otheantthis ordinary self is fulfilled
consciously and willingly. The character’s willinggs is the result of his having a
specific goal in role playing within the role. libbslen’s Ghosts as an example,
Engstrand plays at being pious in order to decane manipulate Pastor Manders.

Hornby declares that voluntary role playing witktie role is the most metadramatic
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type since it “creates a distinct uneasiness atmatgenerally, especially since we
cannot help but remember that the character hinisdieing feigned by an actor”
(74).

Involuntary role playing within the role may notlpte caused by outer factors but
also by some inner weakness of the character,usedaby the combination of inner
and outer factors. When the reason is the outéoraahe character may be made to
believe by other characters that s/he has anotteacter than s/he actually has. If
the character has reasons inside for creating anotthe within his role, then it is
caused by inner factors. In some cases these tev@ambined and the character
makes use of role playing within the role as altesfuboth inner and outer factors.
Hornby claims that in all these cases, “we fee$ lestranged than when the role
playing within the role is voluntary, because we amore secure as to who the
character really is. His false self has been forgash him” (74).

As for the allegorical role playing within the rol@ is more subtle than the
voluntary or involuntary types. Furthermore, Horrddgims, it can be seen instead
as an example of the fourth type of metadrama, hviecthe reference to other
literature, rather than role playing within theeddecause allegorical role playing
within the role arises whenever the play’s situatiaction, or imagery attempts to

relate a character to some well-known literaryistdrical figure (74).

Hornby states that the characters of modern drardareodern literature in general
are “either depicted as being always “onstage,” edse their “backstage”

personalities seem just as forced and artificidhas onstage ones” (81). Moreover,
these characters are split, double and multipkeis“thus impossible to say which
are their true personalities, or, indeed, if thayéd any, since they may all be the

imaginings of an unseen dreamer” (81).
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2.2.d Literary and Real-Life Reference Within the Fay

A play can refer to other pieces of literary woiksmany ways. The degree of
metadramatic effect depends on the degree of thegn&ion of the literary
reference by the audience. When the audience remgggthe literary allusion, the
illusory atmosphere of the main play is broken &nel play is considered as a
literary construct. That is why; the effect of tliterary reference within the play is
like the effect of the use of the play within thiayp they both disrupt the main
illusion of the main play (88).

On the other hand, Hornby analyzes different pfeys different periods in order to
reveal how the degree of the metadramatic effedhefuse of literary reference
within a play may change. Moreover, he points dw#t tthe degree of emphasis
given to the use of the literary reference wittia play by the playwright is another
effect on the metadramatic impact created by itotlmer words, “how recent and
controversial the literary work referred” to plays significant role in the

metadramatic effect (90).

Hornby emphasizes the conscious use of the litexfierence within the play and
categorizes four types of direct literary referentleat are metadramaticitation,
allegory, parody, andadaptation When the playwright uses a quotation or another
direct reference to another literary piece thesditation. Characters may either cite
directly or they may refer to specific events wittother literary works. In some
cases, the function of the use of citation mayiteealry criticism. Hornby suggests
that “[w]hen literary citation within the play mose¢oward literary criticism, it also
moves toward the play as self-reference. The audi@annot help but apply the
same standards that are being propounded againglay itself” (92).

As for allegory, obviously there is a literary reference to a vkelbwn literary or
historical figure in the play. Hornby intensifidset allegorical way of role playing
within the role and states that in literary ref@@mvithin the play the use of allegory

may not have a generalized nature as in the ragmg within the role. Hornby
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states that in some cases the use of allegory mloterelate to some kind of stock
figure like Christ, but it refers to a specific WorAs an example to this, he
compares Shaw'®#ygmalionto the stories of Cinderella and the Ugly Duckling
(92).

In parody, an archetypal character, situation, speech, tavrats referred to in order
to ridicule it. Just like the allegorical referenparodic literary reference within the
play may be more specific and recent so that fvé&y much in the audience’s
consciousness” (93). Hornby categorizes two kirfdsaoody as a literary reference:
a specific and an overall parody within a play. TKied of parodying which is
immediate and potent for the audience is a speafie. However, specific
parodying is less metadramatic than the playburfesquein which the parody is
“not intruding on the main action, but is merelgat of the generalized ridicule and

merriment” (93).

Adaptationwithin the play does not create a metadramatieceff the audience is
not aware of its use. In order for adaptation torleeadramatic, Hornby declares, the
audience must be able to “see double”; they mussbnly perceive the current play
but also the parodied play. Moreover, they mustsicier them as separate entities
rather than as being blended within a single pléye use of adaptation is often seen
in contemporary playwriting and, Hornby adds, “tinedating kind of adaptation
turned into a distinctly elite form of theatre” (94Hutcheon defines adaptation as
having the features such as an acknowledged traiigpoof recognizable other
work or works, a creative and an interpretive dcapropriation/salvaging, and an
extended intertextual engagement with the adapte# {8). Thus, when considered
from the adapter’s perspective adaptation is “abraylouble process of interpreting
and then creating something new” (20). Althougladiaptation there are the features

of parody, the interpreter does not need to creagething new in parody.

As for real-life reference, it is in many ways damito the use of literary reference.
In this case there is an allusion to real peomel places, real objects, and real

events. Another similarity between literary refarerand real-life reference is that
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the metadramatic effect is in parallel with the réegof the recognition of the
reference by the audience, with whether it is recamd unique (95). In the
contemporary theatrical practice there are intarggxamples of metadramatic real-
life reference. The critic exemplifies avant-gasti@ge directors and states that they
often delight in introducing “real” elements intbet otherwise fictive world they
have created. That is why the nature of the thedtperformance makes such
“toying” with the dramatic illusion all the moredainating. Moreover, it is possible
to introduce reality into any literary or artistigork. In painting, Picasso, for
example, “would paste bits of real objects, such agatchbook cover, a rag, a piece
of newspaper, or a torn playing card, into the madsis paintings” (97). When this
is done, the two modes of “so-called reality” ittt in the same work of art, both

complementing and interfering with one another (97)

As in the example of Picasso, in the theatre tBertron of slides and films can be
taken as the real-life references within the pNgvertheless, in the theatre, there is
always readily available a special type of rea-tiéference that does not require any
insertion at all. “On stage, real life itself is nipresent, as the ordinary ‘backstage’
reality of the actors, their costumes, properteds;. Furthermore, in painting, the
paint on the canvas is “transformed into imagesjlevin writing, words are
transformed into concepts, but in the theatre, j[geame “transformed” into people

and things into things” (97).

Hornby concludes that literary and real-life refexe@ may seem less important as a
type of metadrama than the other types. The redsemsd this idea is the fact that
such usages are rarely metadramatic, and even Wiesnare, the metadramatic
impact varies with time, and even from an audiemsenber to another audience
member. Nevertheless, the critic underlines thatsignificance of literary and real-
life reference should not be overlooked since ddtl of reference within a play is
probably the most important not so much in theditg playtext, but in performance.
In addition to this, if we consider performanceaasart form in its own right, rather

than just as a means of putting across a text,wikia recent approach, then literary
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reference and, even more important, real-life exfee, have often been major
dramatic elements (100).

2.2.e Self-Reference

As opposed to literary or real-life reference, seference is always strongly
metadramatic since with self-reference, the plagatly calls attention to itself as a
play, an imaginative fiction (103). Moreover, altlyh it seems that self-reference
creates the same effect caused by the play witleiplay usage, there is a difference
between them. Just like self-reference, the ugdagf within the play has the same
ultimate effect of reminding the audience that wtiegy have been watching is
actually a play. However, such reminders are imtline the play within the play,
while self-reference is direct and immediate, “&asp of cold water thrown into the
face of a dreaming, imagining audience” (104).

In addition to this, self-reference is also a atgrreference since the play itself is
also a literary piece. Moreover, self-referencealso an example of real-life
reference, or, more specifically, real-life ackneddement, since the ‘backstage’
reality of the play as an artificial construct kaowledged whenever the play refers
to itself. The difference is that real-life acknedfement relates to the individual
performance rather than to the play as a wholenaseif-reference. Another
difference is that real-life acknowledgement tents be fulfilled only in
performance, however, self-reference does notitesaeetadramatic effect when the
play is only read (104).

In addition to these, Hornby declares that we ghaligtinguish between true self-
reference and ‘mere acknowledgement of the audievigeh is fulfilled by the use

of choruses and narrators, or with characters thkms in monologues or asides.
These devices are conventions of a presentatitylalwhich means that rather than
destroying the world of the play, they enlargeaitinclude the audience. In other
words, they create such an atmosphere that thermaalitakes on momentarily the
role of the characters’ confidants. Also, choruaesl narrators do not stop the

dramatic action, but instead function as a contitiouto move it further (104).
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On the other hand, prologues and epilogues arerdosiramatic self-reference than
choruses, narrators, monologues, or asides, betaeyseo literally refer to the play
as a play, “but on the other hand they are notyreulrt of the play to which they
refer. Prologues and epilogues refer to the play,net usually to themselves. Nor
do they stop the action, which has either not pefuln or already concluded” (104).
What they provide whenever they are used is theyy gupply “a gentle transition
between the surrounding, real world and the innerdvof dramatic illusion, rather
than disrupting the dramatic world with a suddemirgler of its fictitiousness”
(104).

Hornby concludes by disclosing the function of geference within the play and
exemplifies the use of self-reference by the utteea of a character as, “I know you
all,” or “no one dies halfway through the last a(#15). By such kinds of statements
of the character the audience identification isvpreed. Then, “[tlhere is a sudden
collapse of the ego boundary back to one’s everga#fy’ and Hornby adds, such a

collapse of the self was the main aim of Bertokdht's“alienation effect” (115).

2.3 Function of Metadrama in Postmodern Drama

The postmodern is, ostensibly, simultaneously the
end of modern and the beginning of a new era, a
position from which the observer can both
evaluate the modernist tradition and assess the
relation of the latest cultural products to that
tradition. The concept is in short, a way of
historicizing the contemporary, in the Brechtian
sense of getting some distance on the world we
live in and thus gaining a better understanding of
it. (Auslander 6)

Since metadrama cannot be considered as limitegosimodern drama, it is
important to analyse the function of metadrama iwitbostmodern drama. The
difference between the operation of metadrama oieah theatre and postmodern

theatre is of great importance. The impact andcefdé postmodernism constitutes
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the crucial point in determining the place of mesawla in postmodern drama. Since
we are concerned with postmodern aspects of Beaketheatre by means of
analyzing metadramatic varieties in his plays, duld be better to investigate the

function of metadrama in postmodern theatre.

As it was mentioned previously, there are manynitéfins of postmodernism and it
is also the case when postmodern drama is conceHwuever, there are several
aspects which can be referred to postmodern plys.critic Janelle Reinelt sums

up these qualities under five items:

1. An emphasis on the plurality of performancesgwmiritten, the
playwright’s; visual, the director’'s; hermenuetithe actor’s;

provisional, the rehearsal’s). 2. The presence wfinsometimes
contradictory- social codes invoked and carriethisigns of the
various performance texts, resulting in the indlgamapping of
ideology. 3. A highly contingent and mercurial aardie

reception, which reads through the intertexts wemicocially

constructed meanings, some shared, some opposiionde

suspicion of textual closure as authoritarian andllfy terrorist,

whether of gender or race or class or narrativgpesh&. The
recognition of the body of the actor in space agja among other
signs, not as the privileged representative of rimgarauthority,

logos, unified subjectivity. (338)

Thus, when the function of metadrama is concernigairwthe field of postmodern
drama, it can be seen that metadrama, as repmegehé problematic relationship
between art and life and/or fact and fiction, rédseane of the propositions of
postmodernism, which is the crisis of representatiwhen a play includes another
play, either inset or framed type, it becomes maltered and multi-voiced. This
multiplicity can be seen as a result of the imgdmbsr of representing a unitary end.
Moreover, when a play refers to itself or to othrary pieces, again it loses its
position as a reflection of a determinate issueedch of these, the concept of
fictionality is underlined, therefore, metadramagilays as such are attempts to
disclose the illusory quality of life. Moreover,etfe is the ‘suspicion of textual

closure as authoritarian’ which is again a postmo@pproach in plays.
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Moreover, when drama is considered in the traditicense, it reflects the notion of
time as linear. However, metadramatic works brda& attitude by being multi-
layered. Just as we cannot talk about a determipkie there is no definite
consideration of time in such plays. In other wordse cannot be aware of the
linearity of time within an ‘illusion’. Thus, timas fragmented and non-linear is

another issue that metadrama handles just likermmtgrn drama does.

Another quality of metadrama that serves the podémo consideration is the
unattainability of a unified self. When the metadadic variety of role playing
within the role is considered, this aspect canlagfied. The character who is role
playing within his role actually demystifies theea of the unified ‘self’. By this
variety of metadrama the concepts of ‘identity’ awkn the ‘role’ are revealed as
multi-layered. Therefore, metadramatic plays usitgs device lead to the
“recognition of the body of the actor in space &sga among other signs, not as the
privileged representative of meaning, authoritgo®, unified subjectivity” for the

audience.

When Auslander’s definition of postmodernism isetaknto consideration, the close
relationship between metadrama and postmodernisnbeainderstood better. The
critic suggests that the notion of postmodernissnitii short, a way ofiistoricizing

the contemporary, in the Brechtian sense of gettomge distance on the world we
live in and thus gaining a better understandingt’o{6). Namely, metadrama by
referring to itself or by being a drama on dranmaaiway ‘historicizes’ the primary
play thus causing the audience to get away sontandis from the present play in
the Brechtian sense. As a result, metadrama, Wstinnovative attitudes towards

representation and identity, serves as one ofuiblsomes of the postmodern scene.
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2.4 What is Real? What Is Fiction?: The Play-withinthe-Play and Self-

Reference inCatastrophe

Catastrophe a one-act play which was written in French in 2@8d published in
English in 1984, is about the rehearsal of thedashe of a play. The characters are
a Director (D), his female Assistant (A), a Protaigb (P), and Luke, in charge of
lighting and offstage (L). In accordance with thagtice of critical writing on this
play, they will be referred to in this chapter Hbyeit capitalized roles/names.
Director is checking the last arrangements of & ghat is going to be staged. He is
giving directions to Assistant and Luke in order fbe play to be presented. The
play includes an intense use of metadramatic devidee degree of self-reference is
high because it not only consists of stage-relatdfdrences but there are also
references to the off-stage production through dharacter of Luke as well as
references to the audience. Moreover, the refeseticéhe character of the play by
means of the protagonist provide a rich groundrietadramatic analysis. Therefore,
the play can be analyzed through the metadramatices of play-within-the-play
and self-reference.

In Catastrophe the first metadramatic device, the play-withie-fplay, is what
Richard Hornby classifies as the “inset type”. Biog has just arrived at a rehearsal

and Assistant consults him:

A: [Finally.] Like the look of him?
D: So so. Pause] Why the plinth?
A: To let the stalls see the feet.
[Pause]
D: Why the hat?
A: To help hide the face.
[Pause€]
D: Why the gown?
A: To have him all black (457).

Director asks Assistant the details of the innay@nd the audience Gfatastrophe

does not watch another distinct action from themay. With the inset type of
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play-within-the-play there is an inner play whichsecondary to the main play as
opposed to the framed type in which the inner fdathe primary one and the outer
play acts as a framing device. Hornby also suggésisthere may be a separate
performance apart from the main action of the playatastrophet is obvious that
there are two plays on the stage although themm idisplay of action in the inner
play. In other words, there are not two distinctf@enances on the stage when
performance is considered as consisting action. ifiher play is made known by

means of the dialogues between the director anddsistant.

D: What has he on underneati#?rhoves towards
P.] Say it.

A: His night attire.

D: Colour?

A: Ash (457).

D: How are they? A at a loss. Irritablyl The
hands, how are the hands?

A: You've seen them.

D: I forget.

A: Crippled. Fibrous degeneration (458).

Director does not let Assistant show what he wemtsarn about the inner play. The
details of the inner play are told rather than sham stage. Moreover, the inner
play is the subject matter of the main play and thian innovative and complex use
of the-play-within-the-play device. Such an apploaeveals how Beckett manages
to mingle and combine various components to makeatidience rethink and re-
evaluate accepted notions. His use of the playhwite-play in Catastrophe
creates a “double” for its audience which is notyothe viewer of the play
Catastrophe,written by Samuel Beckett, but also becomes thaarajther play
which is unknown through most of the play and told the stage. Actually,
Beckett's not creating a separate performance ef itmer play causes an
atmosphere of ambivalence. It is obvious that tleeetwo plays within the play
Catastrophe however, the inner play is an “unknown” for thedeence. The plot
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and character(s) are not presented. This ambivalean be regarded as the main
point in using the play-within-the-play device withthe period of postmodern
drama: to blur the relationship between real aotlofn. As it is clearly stated by
Landfester, “[tlhe perception of reality that isetlsubject matter of postmodern
theatre does not allow for the secure knowledge sphere that is perfectly and
unshakeably authentic, untouched by any infestatiofictional elements” (130).
Thus, Beckett’'s use of an unknown and unclear ityget play-within-the-play is a
distinguishing feature which underlines the questility of reality. Sheaffer-Jones

clarifies the main function of the play-within-tipday:

In this theatre [where play-within-the-play is ugete borders of the stage,
like the ‘house of illusions’, are certainly diffitt to determine. What the
play within the play shows above all is not a widfined drama within
another, but rather the transgression of the bayraketween make-believe
and reality; it redrafts the limits of the sceneawing attention to the
fragility of the separation between the stage dwedauditorium. Both actor
and spectator are part of a theatre in which they yeossibility of
representation is at stake. For this theatre isabout a work with a clear
beginning or end, showing the ‘real’ world. It cmts of the endless
comings and goings, both on the stage and in td#oaiwm, of those who
are at once actors and spectators. Changing rpl$iaps dying and
reliving in another performance, is part of thigaspable game. (58)

The blurriness of any line between reality anddittis an important concept within
the field of theater because it is made manifeshénrelationship between the stage
and the auditorium. When the play-within-the-playide is used, the subject matter
Is not only what happens on the stage. The posttidhe audience as both an actor
and a spectator is emphasized when the play rétengself as a product of
artificiality. When the real audience of a partauplay watches another audience
within a play, then the audience realizes itsedbads an actor of a larger play, like
the audience it watches in the play. Thus, it caratgued that Beckett's original
way of utilizing the-play-within-the-play device @atastropheoperates as one of
the postmodern problematizations which undermicéear cut line between reality

and fiction.
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The second metadramatic device use@atastrophas self-reference which makes
it highly metadramatic since self-reference caiterdion to itself as a play and self-
reference is also a literary reference since thg ppéelf is work of literature. By self
reference what is added to the metadramatic effeagsed by the play-within-the-
play device is the direct reference to the audiembe play refers to itself as an act
of illusion within the realm of the reality of theudience. In other words, the real
audience sitting in the auditorium is being refdrte as one of components of the
inner play in the plagatastropheand this increases the metadramatic effect created
by the play-within-the-play device. Moreover, thelfsreferentiality is handled
through various roles of Protagonist. Protagosigtartrayed through his three roles:
the actor of the plagatastrophethe protagonist in the rehearsal of an unidettifi
play, and the actor in person (his real self).h@ outer play, through the references
of both the audience and the actor highlight tloe tlsat the audience Gfatastrophe

Is watching a play in which they are also included.

At the beginning ofCatastrophethe reference to the audience is an implied ane i
CatastropheDirector asks, “Why the plinth?” and Assistarplies “To let the stalls
see the feet” (457). This reference to the audisndelenly cuts the imaginary effect
of what the players present on the stage. Althdbghdirector refers to the audience
of the inner play, the audience Gatastrophds directed to remember that in a play
there are techniques and strategies. The plintheie in order for the audience at
the front row to see the feet of the protagoniserkthing is planned and designed
before the play is presented in front of the aucke his reference not only prevents
the audience from identification with the play lalgo undermines an understanding
of theatre as a finished product without any oetiéect other than itself. Samuel
Beckett’'s self-referential drama includes “reflaigty medium-awareness and
notions of an implied author, as well as audiern(tevy 2). As might be seen from
these componentatastrophedraws heavily on the techniques that reveal the
artificiality of the norms that have been constedctbefore. By doing this, it
becomes the critique of playwriting; a quality wiimakes Beckett canon special
and still discussable with contradictions and paxad. By means of references to

the audience, the effect and inevitable inclusibaroaudience in the presentation of
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a play is underlined. Moreover, these referenceketime the paradox of theatre as

an art form that does not avoid depicting its owtifieiality.

The next reference to the audience comes througtetid of the play, when the
director gives directions to his assistant andukd:-

D: A shade more.A advances, bows the head furth&top! [A
steps back Fine. It's coming. Pause] Could do with more
nudity.

A: | make a note.

[She takes out pad, makes to take her péncil

D: Get going! Get going!A puts back the pad, goes to P, stands
irresolute] Bare the neck.A undoes top buttons, parts the flaps,
steps back.The legs. The shinsA[advances, rolls up to below
knee one trouser-leg, steps backhe other. fame for other leg,
steps back.Higher, The knees.A advances, rolls up to above
knees both trouser-legs, steps bhéiad whiten.

A: | make a note.$he takes out pad, takes pencil, nptashiten

all flesh.

D: It's coming. Is Luke around? (460)

Then he gives directions to Luke about the lightang after he finishes he says:

D: Stop! [Pause] Now ... letem have it. fade-out of general
light. Pause. Fade-out of light on body. Light agat alone. Long
pauseg] Terrific! He'll have them on their feet. | caredr it from
here.

[Pause. Distant storm of applause. P raises his héads the
audience. The applause falters, dies. Long pauseefout of
light on face]. (461).

What the director refers by saying “It's coming”’nsthing other than the applause
from the audience. Here the director’s referena¢caudience is direct and clear as
opposed to the previous implied reference. The plags with lines above. Thus,
the ending is not only the end of the main playdiso that of the inner play. By not
drawing a separating line between the endings eftin plays, Beckett again
creates a degree of ambivalence. In this way tldkenoe ofCatastrophebecomes
also the audience of the inner play. Thus, whae@ar refers to as “them” in his

directions to Assistant is also the same audieratehingCatastrophe Therefore,
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Beckett not only points to the role of the audiemathin the performance of the
Catastrophe but also underlines the indeterminacy of thiserdfhe idea of the
indeterminacy of the role of the audience rejelatsitiea of a passive audience and
celebrates a mixing of the roles of audience, aatat director. Thus, the audience
may become the actor just as the director andfathor may become audience. As

Levy suggests:

The high degree of indeterminacy in Beckett's waskenhanced
by the self-referential elements of the text ankepttheatrical
means. Such self-referential manifestations maynseeexclude
the audience because they happen to and betwegiod

dramatic characters. Yet, the very act of perfognrem in front

of an audience is in itself an implicit invitatiéor the audience to
participate, at least vicariously, in someone slgeflection and
self-reference. (13)

As we have seen, Beckett's play’'s self-refereniatioes not suggest two distinct
worlds (that of the stage and that of the audiemgt)in the theatre building during
the act of presentation. The audience is stronghtad to join the procedure of the
illogical, absurd and indefinable process of wisapriesented on stage by means of
the indeterminacies Beckett offers in his playswideer, this invitation must not be
considered as the equivalent of the classical wtaleding that allows for audience
identification with a play. Rather, it is audiermarticipation in a recent sense which
denies any separation between real and fictionoantieatre and life. As Levy
indicates, “Beckett does not describe a human tsituan stage, he creates one in
front of an audience and, implicitly at least, dewfs full and real partnership and
cooperation from the audience” (16). In this plag audience is considered just as it
is considered in “real life”, the audience is noviaitor from outside that has to

identify itself with the play and create anothemldo
Catastrophe also pluralizes the roles of the director in theodurction and

presentation of the play. The director sits in acgpthat represents (although is not,

in fact) the auditorium:
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D: I'll go and see how it looks from the housé&xit D, not to
appear again. A subsides in the armchair, sprirgher feet no
sooner seated, takes out a rag, wipes vigoroustk laad seat of
chair, discards rag, sits again. Paupe.

D: [Off, plaintive] | can’t see the toeslrfitably.] I'm sitting in
the front row of the stalls and can'’t see the toes.

A: | make a note.

[She takes out a pad, takes pencil, npfRaise pedestal.

D: There’s a trace of face.

A: | make a note.

[She takes out pad, takes pencil, makes to]r(d&9).

Beckett makes Director, who is one of the charaaé€atastrophepretend to be a
member of the audience of the inner play. Thusyake of Director and director (as
being the manager of a play) is pluralized. Throtlgh multiple layering, the idea
that sees the roles of the participants of thettbgaroduction as determined and

fixed is further undermined.

As a result of Director’s sitting in the place b&taudience, it becomes clear that the
initial intentions of him have not attained theurpose. The plinth is there in order
for the front row to see the toes of Protagonistyéver, when Director sits there he
cannot see the toes. Also, Protagonist is madeetr & hat with the intention of
hiding his face, but as Director mentions a traicce can still be seen. Thus, what
Director intended does not coincide what the aumhesees and this is experienced
by the director himself. This can be taken as #pection of any idea of definite and
intended transfer of meaning from stage to auditori In other words, the
possibility of a unified meaning which meets theedior's and /or the playwright’s
intention within theatre production is problematizeThe phrase “theatre
production” is chosen to include all of the compatseof a presentation of a play

extending from its playwright to its audience.

The references to the protagonist of the play aisterline this plurality of the roles
and the meaning transfer. @atastrophe the director mentions that he does not
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want the protagonist to clench his fists duringphesentation of the inner play. The

assistant takes her note to remind her that thmgoaist will not clench his fists:

A: | make a note$he takes out pad, takes pencil, npteisinds
limp. [She puts back pad and pericil

D: Light. [A returns, relights the cigar, stands still. D srask
Good. Now let's have a lookA[at a loss. Irritably] Get going.
Lose that gown.He consults his chronometg6tep on it, | have
a caucus.A goes to P, takes off the gown over her arm. PPnéisb
inert. A steps back, the gown over her arm. P thgvky pyjamas,
head bowed, fists clenched. Pali$458)

Although the protagonist is not supposed to clemisHists, later the stage directions
show that he clenches his fists. Here, the sedfregitiality of Catastrophe gains
another dimension with the importance of the stdigections. The importance of

the contributions of the stage directions bothhe text and the presentation of a

Beckett play is emphasized by Levy:

Beckett's self-consciousness reveals itself in plsys through
self-referential utterances, in patterns of behafboth verbal and
non-verbal), and through elements such as setsisligetc. All

these elements are found in the dramatic textiéndialogue and
in the stage directions. (4)

Therefore, there are two references to the protagdrere: the first one is the
protagonist of the inner play who is prevented frdenching; the second one who
does not obey this rule is the actor in the pGatastrophe Thus, the audience
witnesses the presentation of two different achyrshe same actor simultaneously.

Moreover, in the play there is also a referendfécactor as a real person:

A: Like him better without? Hausel He's
shivering.

D: Not all that. Hat. A advances, takes off hat,
steps back, hat in hand. Pause.

A: Like that cranium?

D: Needs whitening.

A: | make a note. (458).

A: He’s shivering.
D: Bless his heart. (459)
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The one who is shivering is the actor as a reaqrerThe act of shivering belongs
neither to the on-going actions of the main playtoahe inner one. The one who is
shivering is the real person in the rehearsal efither play. Likely the cranium that
needs to be whitened is that of the actor in reakqn. It will belong to the

protagonist of the inner play after it is whiten@tierefore, the notion of the actor is
also made plural by the presentation of the cotemce of the multiple roles of the

same actor.

As a result, the metadramatic devices of the-pldktathe-play and self-reference
are the tools of Beckett in his attempts to subtestideas concerning the art of
theatre in the period of modernism. The notiona efable identity, the autonomous
text, and the definite meaning are being subvettemligh the metadramatic devices
in Catastrophe The self-conscious nature of Beckett's theatveats that theatre is

a means to express the inexpressible for Beckstt.eAy agrees:

When an act of self-consciousness is externalinddceapressed in
a play it can itself be the object of expressiomc&ity and

emptiness are inseparably linked. Because the refidictive

author makes his own consciousness the objectsoivhiing, he

usually avoids making clear-cut statements abaitsttuation of
Man, society or the world. (11)

Neither the reader nor the audience can be sunat & message and/or the theme
(if there is one) ofCatastrophe The play is far from making its witnesses reach a
definite and meaningful conclusion. It just sholWwe emptiness of doing so and it
achieves this aim by the emptiness it has. The mliasors itself, refers to itself and
against itself. The self-referentiality of the pliayalso the denial of itself because it
is “beyond the power of language, according to Bétk incessant self-referential
statements, to reflect anything but the inabilayréflect, thus reflecting inability in

a very able way and indulging it yet another paxdaehich is the inevitability of an

endless reflection (Levy 12).
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2.5 The Investigation of the Death of the Unified &ject through the
Unfulfilled Birthday Ceremonies in Krapp’s Last Tape

In Beckettian drama there are ceremonies and/oalsitwithin the plays which
cannot be thought of as full events with particldaginnings, developments and
endings. As may be recalled from the backgroundrmétion on metadrama,
Richard Hornby classifies Beckett's plays as phayth quasi-rituals. This refers to
the fact that Beckett does not portray ritualigients that have specific aims or
functions as means to reach these specific aimheR#&an simply being rituals,
they are events that are ritualized. That is wiey plays are categorized as quasi-
ritualistic. As Burkman declares, Beckett's playainuously show the ways in
which habit, “as it fails to deaden, takes on titspect; and ritual in these dramas
moves always toward the meanings that linger imtlgghical fragments that abound
— and even toward the creation of new myths” (18)Beckett's texts the use of
myth and ritual not only subvert the idea of reallbut also underline the

fragmentary quality of what is taken to be real.

Beckett’s process of ritualization is the resultlod fact that these events are taken
to be vehicles in the characters’ striving to lifée characters’ business with daily
events have long lost their significance and mega@am a result of the absurdity of
life. However, man is doomed to struggle with tmeaninglessness and to try to
seek a solution (despite premonitory failure). Dgritheir struggle with life,
ritualized events become means for Beckett’s chearscThus, ritual is re-defined in
Beckett's drama. As Burkman defines it, ritual @1 “obsessive repetitive activity”
in Beckett's oeuvre (14). When viewed from thisgperctive, rituals in his plays are
the signs of what the play wants to put into questin Beckett's plays rituals are
taken to be symbolic procedures which are systednubject and act symbols that

share a common psychological base (Burkman 14).

In addition to this, in Beckett's plays charactars generally trying to manage their

journeys through life by using their created rituaDne of the strategies that these
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characters use in forming these rituals is an ti@sce on repeating their habits. As
Burkman states, “[t]he slight changes in the enaatnof these habits turn them into
ritual” and by means of these habits the charaetersrying to create a link between
past and present (1&rapp’s Last Tap€1958)is one of the best examples of such
an operation of ritual and ritualization in Beckefplays. Not only does the play

take birthday ceremony as a subject matter butls® @&xposes the repetitive

activities of Krapp. That is why this play provides much data about the operation
of ritual and its function in Beckettian drama. Kpa who is 69 years old, is

celebrating his birthday, “the awful occasion” (21@ his words. The way he

celebrates his #9birthday is extraordinary: he listens to tape rdws of his

previous birthday ceremonies.

The ritualistic characteristic of the play showself not only through the birthday
ceremony within the play but also by means of #eetitive actions (mimics and
gestures) of the character. Before Krapp startstter his first words, the stage
directions require him to perform a chain of nombat actions on stage. These
actions are defined as a pantomime within the pidlgen the meaninglessness and
aimlessness of these actions are considered,pibssible to consider them as the
reflection of ritualized events born out of Krappabits. The repetitiveness of these
actions emphasizes Krapp’s dissatisfaction in dtiegn and his failure in attaching
a meaning to these actions. There is neither coionecor causal relationship
between his actions. Krapp begins his performamgs: t

[He] remains a moment motionless, heaves a great kighs at

his watch, fumbles in his pockets, takes out arlepe, puts it
back, fumbles, takes out a small bunch of keysesaio his eyes,
chooses a key, gets up and moves to and fronbiaf. tde stoops,
unlocks first drawer, peers into it, feels abougidle it, takes out a
reel of tape, peers at it, puts it back, lock drawmlocks second
drawer, peers into it, feels about inside it, takag a large

banana, peers at it, locks drawer, puts keys in gosket. He

turns, advances to edge of stage, halts, strokesrm peels it,
drops skin at his feet, puts end of banana in hautm and

remains motionless, staring vacuously before (ah)
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Krapp’s pantomime does not end here; however, nege the above actions form
the basis of his repetitive ritualized actionshe play. In addition to these actions,
the acts obtaring blankly front, peering at the boxes and léddger, loading spools
on the machine, rubbing his hands, broodiagggoing backstage into darknease
the other ritualistic behaviors. It is obvious thiase actions have neither a specific
cause nor a definitive end. As stated by Jeffexg See that these interruptions and
repetitions cause one Krapp to displace anothepgra an endless series of
unsystematic production of difference” (76). In didd, this practice of repetition
destroys the idea of hierarchy and origin. Amongséh meaningless repetitive
actions, one cannot talk of a primary or suprememadhat dominates the others.
Krapp’s repetitive actions neither affect somethmgy cause any other thing to
happen. In other words, as Jeffers indicates, ithfenite regress in repetition is one
in which the skill to discern a causal relationsisipost or put into question” (73).
The regress which is born out of the aimlessnesshefactions prevents the

integration of any cause-effect relationship betwiée actions.

Krapp, as a man who is aware of the impossibilitgreowing or mastering oneself,
inevitably displays repetitive actions since “repet dissolves and disperses the
identity. It is the hopelessness of being evehirremoved from the possibility of
a true knowing of one’s own identity that troubkespp” (Jeffers 73). He narrates
the past into the present and wishes to repeateffims keep the repetitions going.
With the help of his recordings, he celebratesdloey of repetition throughout his
birthday ceremonies. As a result of this, the idea Krapp with a definite and full
identity is subverted, “Krapp in the play is nothimore than an effect created by
endless displacement in which the identity of Krappan ‘empty slot, a place
without an occupant™ (Jeffers 78). In the playg tlepetitiveness is not limited to the
actions of Krapp at 69. The recorded voice of Kreyyo is 39 years old says: “Have
just eaten | regret to say three bananas and eflgimed from the fourth” (217).
Therefore, we understand that the repeated actionthe 68 birthday ceremony
were also repetitions of earlier birthdays, andg tireshadows that they will be
repeated on future birthdays. Therefore, the nrnapp refers to a man who is the

sum of his repeated past and future actions. Faglhlan this infinite cycle of
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repetition “suggests that the ‘truth’, of the claeas’ lives, or indeed of anyone’s
life, can never be fully known or spoken” (206).uighlin elaborates that the
postmodern quality oKrapp’s Last Tapeas the result of its “destabilizing of time
and history” through the repetitive use of Krappevious birthday recordings
(207).

The tape, which is used to listen to the recordentev of the younger Krapp,
functions as much as Krapp on the stage. Becket€a of presenting both the
character and his tape-recording simultaneouslputyiniout the whole play is
innovative. It also represents the death of tha iofea unified self. Tape recordings
are just as important and central as the charatt€rapp himself is. They are not
used as mere props or as secondary elements piayeThis not only subverts the
necessity of the existence of a human charactestage but also questions the idea
of a full and single subjecthood. The audience &app at 69 but hears Krapp at
39. Actually, in the speeches uttered by the voitéhe tape, the stage directions are
not only for Krapp at 39 but they also show theams of Krapp at 69. The stage
directions and script for the first speech of tyeetare as follows:

Tape: Btrong voice, rather pompous, clearly Krapp’s atach
earlier time] Thirty-nine today, sound as a Sdttling himself
more comfortably he knocks one of the boxes offathle, curses,
switches off, sweeps boxes and ledger violentlthéoground,
winds the tape back to beginning, switches on,mesuposturég
Thirty-nine today sound as a bell, apart from mg aleakness,
and intellectually 1 have now every reason to sospe the ...
[hesitatef ... crest of the wave — or thereabouts.Celebratbed t
awful occasion, as in recent years, quietly atMitieehouse. Not a
soul. Sat before the fire with closed eyes, sepayahe grain
from the husks. Jotted down a few notes, on the lmdcan
envelope. Good to be back in my den, in my old .r&tg/e just
eaten | regret to say three bananas and only wifficulty
refrained from a fourth. Fatal things for a manhaity condition.
[Vehemently Cut’'em out! Pause] The new light above my table
is a great improvement. With all this darkness tbme | feel less
alone. Pause] In away. Pause€] | love to get up and move about
in it, then back here to ..hésitatel... me. [Pause] Krapp. (217)
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The recording does not end here and Krapp at 39 godogether, with the actions
of Krapp at 69:

Tape: | close my eyes and try to imagine thelfrause. KRAPP
closes his eyes brieflyjextraordinary silence this evening, | strain
my ears and do not hear a sound. Old Miss McGloways
sings at this hour. But not tonight. Songs of lidhgod, she says.
Hard to think of her as a girl. Wonderful woman ugb.
Connaught, | fancy.Hause] Shall | sing when | am her age, if |
ever am? No.Hause] Did | sing as a boy? NoPpuse] Did |
ever sing? No. Rause] Just been listening to an old year,
passages at random. | did not check in the bodkit lmust be at
least ten or twelve years ago. (218)

The first stage direction in the above quotatiooveh us that Krapp at 69 repeats
what Krapp at 39 has done before: closes his €ljss, although the speech
belongs to the recording the stage directions aitew for Krapp at 69. Moreover,
the recording informs us that Krapp at 39 has Bd$ened the recording of an earlier
(ten or twelve years ago) birthday ceremony. Tleesf while listening the
recording of Krapp at 39 the audience is led taktof another Krapp who is 29 or
27 years old. The above quotation of the tape goewith Krapp at 39 defining
Krapp at 29 or 27:

Tape: At that time | think | was still living on droff with Bianca
in Kedar Street. Well out of that, Jesus yes! Heg®lbusiness.
[Pausel. Not much about her, apart from a tribute to hgese
Very warm. | suddenly saw them agaiRa[is€] Incomparable!
[Pause] Ah well ... [Pause] These old P.M.s are gruesome, but |
often find them —KRAPP switches off, broods, switches] ena
help before embarking on a new .hepitatek... retrospect. Hard
to believe | was ever that young whelp. The voilegus! And the
aspirations! Brief laugh in which KRAPP joins.And the
resolutions! Brief laugh in which KRAPP joinsTo drink less, in
particular. Brief laugh of KRAPP along(219)

Therefore, the first presentation of the voice fritva tape reveals much information
about the play’s rejection of an idea of a unifsedf. The above speech of Krapp at
39 has a design which gathers more than one Kiaggther and thus emphasizes
the plurality of the self. It includes stage direns that show the actions of Krapp at

69 and it reveals information about Krapp at 22%r In addition to this, the play
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presents a character who listens to and commentsisoprevious selves. At the
beginning of the play Beckett informs us that tHayptakes place at “[a] late
evening in the future” (215). Krapp that the audeisees on the stage is 69 years
old and he listens the voice of Krapp who is 39yedd. Therefore, the audience is
exposed to the idea of the simultaneous existehoautiiple Krapps (future Krapp
at 69, past Krapps at 39-29 or 27 and present Kuagpown of age). Thus, no one
knows how old the present time Krapp is. “[T]he ppahat we see or hear on stage
is never the ‘essential’ Krapp — Krapp never stépapping’ — and so, Krapp is a
holding slot, an ‘empty slot, a place without ancugmant (Jeffers 8). The
indefinetenes®f the present Krapp can be taken as exemplificatiothe rejection
of Cartesian self who is considered to be ablexist@s a result of thinking. The
concept of self in Cartesian sense is consideredet&known and made definite

through rationality. As indicated by Jeffers,

Krapp is taken out of his traditional role as asparwho seeks to
record the past and recougid] lost experience so that he can
profitably gain a sense of self or identity; inste&rapp is
displaced so that we can read the play more fot wiggves us —
not a singular individual — but rather multiple Kps which are
sometimes corporeal, yet are more often incorpo(@al

In addition to this innovative presentation of nplé selves, the play questions the
very possibility of the idea of the “self”. Kram 69 says, “Just been listening to
that stupid bastard | took myself for thirty yeago” (222). He says of himself at
39, ‘I took myself’, as if Krapp at 39 is an illasi, as if Krapp at 39 is just a product
and fabrication of Krapp at 69. This definition motly pluralizes the idea of the self
but also discloses self-fictionalization. Krapp38&tis defined as a fiction by Krapp
at 69 and this proposes that Krapp at 69 will eefittion of an older Krapp. This

fictionalization process will go on as Krapp staténd so on. Pause] Be again,

be again.Pause] All that old misery. Pause] Once wasn’t enough for you” (223).
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The play can thus be accepted as the revelatiothefinevitability of self
fictionalization through the use of a dramatic praation of different selves. The
concept of the self as fictional leads us to ingest¢ the relationship between
language and self. The self as a fictionalizeduistyc construct is reflected through
the ledger of his tape recordings that Krapp ke@p® ledger contains a written
record of all of the recordings that Krapp has mpoeviously. In other words, it
contains the written form of younger Krapps thaowé the way to reach. The
subject is fragmented just as is language itsdiis Tragmentary quality of the
subject is revealed by two forms in the play: figtthe fragmented use of language
and secondly by the fragmented presentation of iXrtgat is by the interruptions of
the tape recordings. These interruptions can baidered as the rejection of the

view that considers human subject as a full an@iathbeing.

The idea of a human as a construct created widmguage is reinforced when
Krapp at 39 talks about his mother:

Tape: - back on the year that is gone, with whatgde is perhaps
a glint of the old eye to come, there is of coutsehouse on the
canal where mother lay a dying, in the late autuafier her long
viduity. [KRAPP gives a stdrtand the — KRAPP switches off,
winds back tape a little, bends his ear closer s&xhine, switches
on] — a dying, after her long viduity, and the KRAPP switches
off, raises his head, stares blankly before hins. lifis move in the
syllables of ‘viduity’. No sound. He gets up, gbeskstage into
darkness, comes back with an enormous dictionays it on
table, sits down and looks up the wgrd

Krapp: [Reading from dictionary State — or condition — of being
— or remaining — a widow - or widowerLdoks up. Puzzled
Being — or remaining? (219)

Krapp at 39 uses the word ‘viduity’ when he defifmes mother and Krapp at 69
looks up a dictionary and reads the meaning ofwbed. The only thing that is
known about Krapp’s mother is her viduity and theamng of the word explains
whole self of Krapp’s mother. Her condition andf sglnothing other than what is

defined in the dictionary.
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Krapp’s Last Tape makes the reader re-think about the questiondentity. It
destabilizes the idea of unitary subject hood. fragmentary construction of the
meaning throughout the play mirrors the fragmentanyception of the subject. As a
result of the interruptions of several Krapps, flay is far from following a
meaningful design. The questions of who Krapp yealland what qualities he has
remain unanswered. The reactions of Krapp at 6%héotape seem to provide
answers to these questions but “we cannot make @mwections into a blueprint
that will allow us to interpret Krapp” (Jeffers 65)hrough the interruptions and
repetitions, a unified meaning escapes. Theretamg,reference for the identity of
Krapp cannot help mingling with the references wm@aby multiple Krapps

throughout the whole play (i.e. by the tape andréa¢ Krapp on the stage).

Krapp can be defined as any possible referencecratbe made for him. Maybe
that is why Krapp says, “[w]ith all this darknesgind me | feel less alone” (217).
When thought of as an opposition to lightness, wesk brings forth the idea of
possibility In the light everything is seen, but darknessate® a space for
possibilities. Possibilities produce the idea ofltiplicity and this is what makes
Krapp feel less alone. Darkness, for him, providespace for the co-existence of
multiple Krapps. In other words, darkness prevémsadherence of any definite and
explicit identity to Krapp. This is why Krapp isske alone, he is with all of the

possible Krapps within this darkness.

Krapp’s Last Tapeexplores the idea of the self as fiction. Krapphis combination
of various Krapps, whether on tape or at his variages. The multiplicity of the
self, reflected through tape recordings, is acconguhby the multiplicity of the
birthday ceremonies. Thus, the ideas of stabiliy presence are subverted through
the play. The need behind the act of ritual, whiighctions as compensation for

Krapp, is disclosed as inevitable for the humandpewho is fragmented.
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CHAPTER 3

THEATRICALITY

3.1 Historical Process

The understanding of the notion of theatricalityofscrucial importance since it
enriches the way that theatre is understood. Wiheatér is the subject matter, life is
under investigation. That is why approaches tottiedity reveal their outlook not
only on issues concerning theatre but also on Afea result of this, the conditions
of theatricality have been the subject of theatrecism for a long time. Since it
underlies the relationship between theater anditliie question of what theatricality
is remains open: today theater theorists still gdamdeal with different aspects of
theatricality, and the richness of the notion disek itself within these debates. The
Issues concerning representation and its ingreslipnbvide a rich ground for
debates over theatricality. In addition to thedee tstage, as a medium of
transference and signification, offers a wide ramdeperspectives. Theories of
theatricality extend from the specific handlingvedible components such as setting
and costumes, to particular techniques in direciimd/or acting. Moreover, with the
emergence of poststructuralist philosophy, the amsti of theatricality and
performance are re-evaluated. As a result of tthis, components of what is
theatrical are like chains of signifiers that esdlg lead us to other related subject

matters.

Definitions of the terntheatricalityshow themselves differently in different periods;
they are even sometimes used in opposition to ueviinderstandings of the term.
In the traditional view, theatricality has beenupbt of as an outcome afimesis
According to this view, theatricality emerges fréime act of representation on stage.
The act of representation is thought of as theaitioih of an original: thus mimesis

occurs as a result of the relationship betweenmeageé and its original. Moreover,
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the link this view constructs between an originadl @n imitation can be likened to
the view that sees the possibility of a meaningélationship between a subject and
an object, a cause and an effect, a word and aieimeaning. This idea of
theatricality draws a separating line between ezl fiction. The analysis of the
termmimesisis crucial in understanding the nature of thealitig since the shifts in
the understanding of theatricality base their psemion the first definitions of the

term. Potolsky analyzesimesis

The word has been used to describe the imitatiletioaship
between art and life, as well as the relationslgpvben a master
and a disciple, an artwork and its audience, aadhterial world
and a rational order of ideas. Mimesis takes ofemfit guises in
different historical contexts, masquerading undewaagiety of
related terms and translations: emulation, mimidigsimulation,
doubling, theatricality, realism, identification,orcespondence,
depiction, verisimilitude, resemblance. (1)

In this case, theatricality refers to a represantain fiction which is born out of
reality. In the traditional view of theatricalityhere is an effort to establish two
distinct spheres of life: the one which is représdrreal life) and the one which
represents (fictional world). This distinction cassan understanding of theatricality
that is dependent on what it represents. Thust{rihé@comes an entity that has to
refer to something outside of itself in order tasexas a field of art. This idea is
generally rejected by experimental theatre witlia period of modernism which
sought to create a distinct sphere for theatrenaartaform. Theatricality becomes a
copy of what is not theatrical and this is the liestia binary understanding. In this
approach, there are two concepts that are subvertetbr the influence of
poststructuralist notions. The first one is thalitianal idea of representation and
the second one is the understanding of the thetdge as a medium. The idea of
representation as an imitation of reality and ob@sition of the theatre stage as
distinct from life have now reached an end. As sulte in our present world,
theatricality comes to be understood as an inhayeality of life and it is accepted

that theatricality has long been fused into dargctice of life.
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Theatricality, when considered as an outcome ofrépeesentation of an original,
has recently been received as a negative view adttilcality in which what is
theatrical reveals itself as something inferiomtioat is real. Thus, life as an origin
of theatrical representation is considered as bsmgehow superior to what is
represented on stage. This negative view is basde same reasoning that made
Plato exclude the poets from his ideal republichBagree that there are two distinct
spheres of life: one being real and the other dewgi In addition to this, in this
negative view, the situation of the stage and iudience constructs a web of
determined rules and regulations. Theatre as a objife has to comply with the
regulatory forces of life. The places of both thegs and the audience are fixed and
stable. The stability of the place of audience Is anourished by the one way
transmission of messages from stage to audienceWaber highlights, “the
spectator is locked into place by a system thatdymwes a high degree of
acquiescence” (11). As a result of this systenwirtsideration, theatricality is made

just to belong to the realm of the theatrical space

The analysis of the need to name the concept afribality gives us clues about the
nature of the term. Theatricality’s coinage in Esiglhas a short history, which
starts in 1837. However, its denotations and catiwts have a long history
differing in various cultures. As Tracy C. Davisdafhomas Postlewait state,
“theatricality has been identified with both thee@k idea omimesisand the Latin
idea oftheatrum mundi”(2). Mimesis, in its original sense, stands for tiia@slation

of some other reality “whose representation depamdthe schematic binarisms of
inside versus outside, nature versus copy, preseecis absence, truth versus
mimesis, and signified versus signifier” (Murray)l1®owever, by means of the
modern understanding of the individual subject, wias the ability to oversee the
end of such representation, the idea of mimesthasmged due to the awareness of
the fusion of art and reality. Therefore, the modenderstanding of the subject is
capable of establishing itself through “sight anddguage on the empirical borders
of inside and outside” (Murray 10). Thus, mimesiceaeds its definition as an

imitation of an outer world and it is no longer satered as the product or copy of
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nature. In contrast to this it becomes *“reprodurctiof the production of
understanding through which subjects define thewasein specular and linguistic
relation to objects” (Murray 10). Thus, the undansting of theatricality shifts as the

idea of the subject has been changed.

The historical development of the subject of mirmesitil the emergence of French
poststructuralist thought discloses important fugnpoints. According to Murray,

mimesis, “ha[s] turned insistently to the figure tbkatricality as a self-reflexive

supplement to the models of language and image shape the untroubled

binarisms of structural linguistics, poetics, argyghoanalysis” (2). Therefore, the
concept of mimesis as a subject related to imiiahas turned into the notion of
theatricality as the problematization of represeoma The result of this shift created
another turning point in the understanding of tblatron between theatricality and
performativity and/or performance. The studies eoning theatre find themselves
obliged to separate the different handlings oftérens of theatre and performance.
Within the latter discipline the issues concernthg art of theatre have been re-

analyzed, re-interpreted and re-defined.

In addition to mimesis, the historical processtddtricality withnesses another term
which is the Latin concept @fheatrum mundi.Theatrum mundis defined as “[t]he
idea that human life is like a play scripted angkclied by a mighty producer (God,
Fortune, Fate), a play in which each player is giae allotted role, goes back to
Greek philosophy” (Hoffmeister 1). When viewed fraon@ history of literature this
image of theatricality “developed from a metaphorat recurrent formulat@po9
and, mocked early on because of overuse, expedemagbrant revival in the late
Middle Ages as an all-encompassing portrayal of tméverse, culminating as
powerful emblem of the spirit and art of an entige, the Age of the Baroque” (1).
The development of theatricality throughout thedrig of art has a relational nature
which brings various themes and subject fields istarp relief. Analyzing the
relationship between theatricality atftbkatrum mundiDavis and Postlewait claim
that the theatrum munditopos “articulates God’s judgment: death unmasks

everyone. The vanity of earthly shows is balancgthk hope that life here is but a

58



mere shadow of true existence” (9). In additionhis, the topos also “suggests that
human beings are required to act out their sodetities in daily life...Selfhood
disappears or is remade as the mimetic impulsaftyems identity” (10). Davis and
Postlewait liken the force of the mimetic impulse transporting identity to the
Bakhtinian carnivalesque: “the world of topsy-tumwiiere boys are bishops, women
rule, or commoners are kings — that theatrum mundfinds its limits, for at the
end of the day the prevailing hierarchy is restb(@@). By means of such an idea it
becomes obvious that behind the urge to transftlere is an inherent quality in
humankind, and theatre is one of the best fieldshith the desire to change can be
exercised. However, the determined, hierarchieglresentative, and autonomous
consideration of theatricality is also availabletive middle ages. As reported by
Ragnhild Tronstadbecause of the strong influence of religion upormrtiety,
throughout the Christian Middle Ages “the notiontbéatricality is defined by the
world being the stage and God being its directod apectator” (216). Since
representation is the main concern within the sidif theatricality, the ways that
this representation is handled and the norms thiatirthte the theatrical production
form an important area of study. The force behinel tirge to represent and the
desire to originate this force become inevitablerduthe analysis of theatricality.
However, recent studies have shown that it is mrfito connect and relate a
definite and particular originator to theatre. Asrfida emphasizes, “[t]he origin of
theatre, such as it must be restored, is the htiad hgainst the abusive wielder of
the logos, against the father, against the God sithge subjugated to the power of
speech and text” (301). When the hierarchy led Hegy amnipotence of the word

and/or the text is subverted, theatricality wouldifits proper place within life.

Considerations of theatricality consisting of thleationship between theatre and
religion take their premises from the idea of theabriginating from religious

rituals. Such an understanding of theatricality piegrs repeatedly in the
philosophical, religious, social, and artistic coamtary of the classical age (e.g.,
Plato, the Stoics, Cicero, Seneca, Juvenal, Ludiartullian, and Plotinus), and it

carries forward through the medieval and renaissaperiods” (Davis and
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Postlewait 8). According to this understanding ansan and an actor seem to be
similar figures for which they share the signs andes of theatricality (mask and
costume; gesture and voice). “But this apparentlaiity is complicated by, on the
one hand, the nature and belief and rite withirgi@ls practices and ritual action
and, on the other hand, the nature of play and ima#ign in theatrical
representations” (Davis and Postlewait 8). It isviobs that the performative
practices within religious ceremonies and thedtrerdertainments create different
effect upon their spectators. Thus, as Davis anstl®wait underline, “an all-
inclusive and singular idea of theatricality mayigamislead us when we are

considering these two different practices” (8).

Bearing this in mind, antitheatricalism emerges asaction to the idea that makes a
close connection between theatricality and religibine idea of antitheatre creates
“a central place in the attitudes, values, and centary of many people in the
West. During the Reformation, it contributed to teappression of vigorous
traditions of religious drama and radically changieel secular theater” (Davis and
Postlewait 6). In the eighteenth and nineteenthiucEs, there has been a great
effort to recover - and “sometimes to romanticzeséntimental or nostalgic ways —
the performance heritages of the disappearingdoltures (e.g., folk dramas, songs,
and festivals), a number of people celebrated ¢ollkure as the lost, true voice of
uncontaminated performance” (Davis and PostlewaiB§ means of such attempts,
theatre and performance are considered not as mediuthe service of a particular
concept but as an entity which has an integratesitipo in human life. Moreover,
the connection between theatre and culture is linddrand this gives way to

further analysis of the performative quality of rkiaxal within different cultures.

In the twentieth century, various people in the pradtheatre (e.g., Jerzy
Grotowski, Peter Brook, Richard Schechner, Arianaolthkine) attempted to
“revitalize theatrical performance by evoking thgppgosed ritualistic elements of
theatre or by returning theatre to its ritual bageavis and Postlewait 8). This

return in the idea of theatre to combine it with rtual base creates a specific
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theoretical space for the theatrical experience dih of theatre is considered as an

independent art form which has its origins in risua

In addition to these, as McGillivray states, in timst decades of the twentieth
century by means of the European avant-garde mavetimeatricality has been seen
as a metaphor for life itself (103). Thus, rathen working on a unified definition,
a set of relational descriptions emerge from th8onoof theatricality within the
history of theater. As a result, in all of thesevalepments, expanding “from the
search for theatre’s origins to the fascinationhwiblk festivals, the idea of
theatricality haunts the historical investigatiarsl inhabits the theoretical models”

(Davis and Postlewait 8).

The various outlooks on the issue of what thedityces create new debates about
theatre’s perennial. This is the question of theemxto which the theatre stage can
be considered as a reflection and/or a representati the real world and it has
become the predominantly challenging topic withimedries of theatricality.
Moreover, theorists are interested in eliciting sipecific techniques in establishing
the theatricality of the stage. The antitheatrazalsideration in the modern period is
considered as a “realist-theatricalist polarity,endby realist conventions sought to
erase the apparent operations of theatricalism”vidDand Postlewait 11). In
modernism the concepts of realism and theatricaity figured as binaries with
“realism aligning itself within the idea of ‘artlg’sart” (12). With the rejection of the
codes and logic of realism by the modernist outdoslsch as Futurism, Dadaism,
and Surrealism, “[n]ot only the styles but also tteas that defined modernism
came to be identified as theatricality” (Davis dhaktlewait 12). Thus the term “had
become, in great measure, positive in denotatioth @@nnotation. And it had
attained an aesthetic aura and justification afparh its long (im)moral heritage”

(Davis and Postlewait 12).

The idea underlying the realism-theatricalism didion covers the traits and
purposes of theatrical representation. The mairstopre of this debate is, “[d]oes

dramatic performance refer beyond itself to thelevar does it serve to make
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explicit the theatrical aspects of presentatiori®d\is and Postlewait 13). One side
of this debate is the naturalistic idea of theatteereas the series of antirealist
alternatives (such as symbolism, surrealism, apdessionism) takes the other side.
By the middle of the twentieth century, with theutnph of modernism in the arts,
the distinction between realist and nonrealist tileeavas also described as an
alternative between “representational” and “presonal” styles (13). For all
modernists in the theatricalist mode, “theatre [wamly acceptable if it
acknowledge[d] and [strove] to overcome its ownfoc@mment within the mimetic

traditions of performance” (14).

Martin Puchner investigates the antitheatricalisithiw modernism and, unlike
Davis and Postlewait, he claims that theatricalktywiewed negatively within the
tradition of modernism. In analyzing this anti-ttrézal hold of modern thought he
reports that the negative attitude and the rejectioherent in the termanti-
theatricalismis not to be understood as a doing away with teater, but as a
process that is dependent on that which it negatdso which it therefore remains
calibrated” (2). According to Puchner, what the mwist approach of anti-
theatricalism refuses “is a particular form of msgiseat work in the theater, a
mimesis caused by the theater's uneasy positiowdsst the performing and the
mimetic arts” (5). Thus, Puchner argues that mddermiscloses this contradictory
nature of theatre in its reaction to theatricalle defines the paradoxical nature of
theater in the following words:

[a]s a performing art like music or ballet, the atex depends on
the artistry of live human performers on stage.aAsiimetic art

like painting or cinema, however, it must utilizeese human
performers as signifying material in the service aofmimetic

project. (5)

The presence of the human performer in the thdmeomes the main issue in the
modernist anti-theatrical stance and various masisragree on one thing, which is
that “the theatre’s reliance on human actors igjieatest liability, and a modernist
theater can arise only out of an attack on therat iRer 6). For the modernists the

inherent quality of the theater as a “collaborafpreduction” is a problem which
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resulted in the modernist celebration of what Pechoalls “the modernist closet
drama” and “it is only through the closet drama tha can begin to understand how
modern drama relates to theater” (13). Howeves wrong to consider modernist
closet drama as a negation of the theater. “Orctimrary, we must ask what the
closet drama wants from the theater, how it fedtigocritique of the theater, and
how this necessary relation leads the closet drawiato do away with the theater,
but to transform it” (15).

Moreover, the insistence on the antitheatrical vstdading within modernism is the
result of an aim in ‘playing off’ its own litera@ss against theatricality (Puchner
20). The literariness can be observed in the eddblyr descriptive and narrative
stage directions of modern drama. This quality dites the fact that modern
dramatic conventions rely heavily on “language thatliates, describes, prescribes,
and interrupts the mimetic space of the theateutfider 20). The use of narrativity

in modern drama and its main aim are indicatedumhRer:

Pointing to these strategies does not mean takithgs sn the
endless struggle between text and performance. e means
recognizing, on the one hand, that theatrical perémce is part of
the horizon of any dramatic text — even the clodetma is
concerned with the mimesis of the stage, is largelst negative
manner — and, on the other hand, that a theatpiedbrmance
often inserts textual mediations between the vieavet theatrical
mimesis. | propose a term to designate the des@iphand
narrative strategies through which modern dranes to channel,
frame, control, and even interrupt what it perceiv® be
unmediated theatricality of the stage and its actdhis term is
diegesis(21-22, emphasis original)

Thus, for Puchner, by using narrativity modern dwxahas sought to include the
performance aspect of theatre in its analysis. bl@e the absolute power of the
text is subverted. Modern drama, as being diegetiblematizes the relationship
between the text and the performance. Marvin Carlsommarizes the causes and

effects of the negative view of theatricality iretfollowing quotation.

The parallel observations from sociology, art, filamd literary
theory, and even certain major theater theorigts Artaud, all
contributed to a distinctly restricted and decigeutgative view
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of theatricality in theoretical writings of the ¢a1970s and 1980s
a view that associated the term primarily with fatptraditional
and formally structured operations, potentially actually
opposed to the unrestricted and more authentic IsapLof life
itself. (242)

When theatricality is considered as a formally ctieed web of signs in
representation, it is approached negatively. Witkuch an understanding of
theatricality, the main aim is to provide a certdimd of establishment that
distinguishes the art of theatre from real expegenMoreover, this kind of
conception of theatricality expands the distandgvben life and theatre. As a result
of this, antitheatricalism offers a close connettibetween life and theatre.
However, it is still discussable as to whethessinecessary to name this approach
antitheatricalism. In other words, the questionvbether it is possible to cover both
the artificiality of theatre and to continue to reut theatrical is still open to

discussion.

Among the arguments that seek an answer to thistigneare some ideas relating to
those who see theatricality as making use of theceyat of theatricality while
legitimizing their other ideas. As one of those vdeek the answer to this question,
McGillivray claims that such people “utilize metayh of theatricality to reinforce
the truth claims of something else” (105). When tdven is used ambiguously, it is
aimed to “de-theatre it so that it can serve otheposes” (McGillivray 104). The
ideas behind these purposes are the primacy of mistlart and the supremacy of
performance over theatre (105). What McGillivraggests is that we should not
stand for or againsheatricality but rather:

[llnterrogate the terms in which particular argumseare couched.
Rather than enter into debates concerning art setheatre,
theatricality versus performativity, or reality ges (theatrical)
simulation, an attempt to assert a “truth” — cogeint or otherwise
— for the ideas clustered under the umbrella ocattieality; it is
better that we critically appraise just how metaptaf theatre and
theatricality are used in a particular argument fondvhat ends.
(113)
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Marvin Carlson pays attention to the similar painith McGillivray’s idea. He also
analyzes the opposing views of theatricality anddemtines the shifting
understanding in the notions of ‘subject’ and ‘sb&iehavior’. Thus, it is inevitable
for theatricality to be analyzed with different smaterations. He concludes with the

mixture of these different approaches on theattjcal

When one focuses upon pleasure in the displayeoétteptional
ability [theatricality] instead of on emotional i#ication and
sympathy, the valences of identification and distag reverse.
When sympathy is sought, identification is priviéely and
distance becomes a barrier. When the goal is dgisgh
exceptional ability, identification is useful oy establish a base
line, and all the joy arises from the distancenil @ human being
like that actor, that gymnast, that circus perfarnaad yet how
great a distance between the achievements thelayliapd what |
am presently capable of). Theatricality, viewed nfrothis
perspective, can admit to all those qualities trate historically
been cited against it — that it is artificial, rered from everyday
life, exaggerated, extreme, flamboyant, distractivigt despite —
indeed because of — these qualities, it can "illdzognized as an
essential element in the continued vitality andogment of both
theater and performance beyond that, as a posiiivideed
celebrative expression of human potential. (249)

What Carlson adds to McGillivray is the viewpoirittbe spectator. A negative or
positive value of theatricality is chosen by thedptor himself/herself and therefore
theatricality embraces both the negative and ttaatige references attached to it.
Indeed, by referring theatricality as the “celeiwaexpression of human potential”,

Carlson underlines the positive quality of the term

As opposed to the negative view of theatricalitygny drama critics and theatre
scholars attempt to reconfigure the term with atp@sunderstanding. According to
Davis and Postlewait, this tendency towards thetigesview of theatricality is a
“recovery project” which aims at searching for tiessential features that make the
theatre recognizable as itself, as a performetbart” (21). In order to achieve this,
critics and scholars tend to do two things. Firstiiyey “set aside the moral

connotations of antitheatricalism”.  Secondly, thegsignated the idea of
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theatricality as a “descriptive term that could b&ed to identify the essential
performance qualities of any dramatic performaria@ng time or place” as opposed
to limiting of the idea of theatricality to the nemodernist developments (Davis and
Postlewait 21). As a result, the term theatrigajains a new description which
designates those traits of performance that meemiaimum standard of

“stageability” (Davis and Postlewait 21). With teenergence of such theories, the
term gains other and new dimensions. Rather thdaarrdaing a lack or the

existence of a distance between life and thedtestticality is now considered as
the totality of the traits of staged performancHEsus, the term theatricality regains

its positive connotation as an art form.

The new identification of the term theatricalitytiwithe concept of performance
leads theorists to consider the nature of perfoomamhe latest tendencies in theatre
studies result in a distinction between theatre padormance art. When viewed
historically, performance art is claimed to havacés within the ideas of the
Futurists, the Dadaists, the Surrealists, and icerarn-of-the-century cabaret
performers. The differentiation between theatre p@dormance art created another
question related to their theatricality. If perf@nce art is defined as opposed to
theatre, what can be said about the theatricalitpesformance art? Davis and
Postlewait claim that this distinction can be @dlyi considered to be just as the
same as the difference between realism and amimeah modern theatre; however
“Iit carries the avant-garde and semiotic distingdiéurther towards a system of self-
referencing signs that articulate the performersspnce, the performer’'s body”
(27). Thus, notions of the body and the materiagjzapproaches within the field of
theatre arise. The body and its function in theaitebe one of the major points in
discussions of performativity.

The preceeding discussions have shown that unddistgs of the terntheatricality
have ranged from a negative and positive handbngntacceptance of its relational
nature. The multiplicity of the attempts to defitheatricality shows that it is not
suitable to draw definite lines in the understagdir theatricality. Recent studies

have shown that the extent to which theatricaliy be elicited from life itself is not
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clear. Therefore, the question and quest for thgimoand nature of theatricality

supply a versatile ground for theoretical approadbehe term.

3.2 Theoretical Assumptions on Theatricality

“Life is the nonrepresentable origin of represeatdt (Derrida, Writing and Difference
294).

Theatre criticism has been dealing with the coadgiof the notion of the theatrical.
From the time of Plato and Aristotle there havenbddferent and varying views
about theatricality. The questions underlying thesespectives arise from problems
related to the constituents of theatricality andnfrthe problematic relationship
between theatre and life. The common starting pwintlefining theatricality is
related to the subject of representation. In thaldished sense, theatricality belongs
to the realm of theatre and refers to the aesthefitheater in representing real life.
On the other hand, there are views which draw tloadity away from its grounds in
theater and expand use of the term to everythimgerming humanity. In order to
overcome the resulting over generalization of teemt various scholars have
attempted to redefine the terms drama, theateparfdrmance. By redefining these
terms, the theorists aim at positioning theatrigah its proper place. What qualities

sustain theatricality and what kind of limits thézdlity has are under investigation.

When theatricality is taken as a concept relatestage, its origins must inevitably
be sought on the stage, that is, in analysis ottmstituents of the stage. Eli Rozik
claims that acting is the producer of theatricadity stage whether it is achieved by
the actor [the human body] or the materials [prefrd (110-124). Moreover, she
argues that “[hJuman acting is the real act of imjgmg images on stage or
formulating such a description. The actor is thedprcer of signs; the text is the

imprinted set of signs on his body and the charatie described fictional entity”
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(122). With such an approach theatricality arisesnfthe materiality of the stage.
Theatre has its own sign system and theatricalitythe way that this system
operates. Acting, as one of the ways that servesnthteriality of the stage, is
considered as one the determinants of the degrdeeafricality. Rozik argues that
in theater “the principle of acting is more widehaterialized than usually thought,
and includes human and non-human actors, readynwgects and even

conventional signs”. Thus, she concludes, “iésing or enactinga fictional entity

coupled with similarity on the material level trainstitutes the essential quality of
theater or theatricality” (123). When viewed frohist perspective theatricality is
understood as a specific aesthetic (an art forny) iwaestablish a relation between

life and stage.

The conditions of theatricality and its dependemce¢he materiality of the stage are
not to be considered by themselves. In other wondgt is important for the
investigation of theatricality is the extent to wihithe materiality of the stage serves
the metaphorical level of understanding. Tronstaal\yaes theatricality in relation to
metaphor. He claims that the transfer of meaningnetaphorical use is like the
transfer between real life and the fictional waridheatricality (217). For Tronstad,
the occurrence of theatricality as a metaphorigitionship between the theater and
the world is best described by the Shakespeare#aphm “all the world’s a stage”
(216). When defining theatricality with metaphoe, ¢tlaims that, one can talk about
the degree of theatricality just as in the casenefaphor. Thus, something can be
more theatrical or less theatrical. “When what exf@rmed deviates from the
experience of ‘real life’, then the degree of thieatity is high” (221). The
consideration of theatricality in a relational pimsi with metaphor hints that there is
a gap between the fictitious and the real. Indéeldgap is the fundamental point in
theatricality since it creates a blurring of théatiens between reality and fiction
(223). Theatricality, thus, emerges within this gapd this quality makes it

impossible to define and impossible for it to agh&Iisingular meaning.
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The idea that offers the world as stage and the amehwomen as player on it is a
step towards blurring the line between real antoiic When this line is blurred,
theatricality is something that cannot be seen eeniging just to the realm of
theatre. Davis and Postlewait underline the inglisiature of theatricality in terms
of its application to everything concerning humgnithus, it acquires an empty
meaning to be filled in with the subject under camc This feature of theatricality

discloses how much theatre and life intersect aet eombined:

One thing, but perhaps only one, is obvious: theaidf
theatricality has achieved an extraordinary ranfjeneanings,
making it everything from an act to an attitudestgle to a
semiotic system, a medium to a message. It isradfigmpty of
meaning; it is the meaning of all signs. Dependipgpn one’s
perspective, it can be dismissed as little moren tlaa self-
referential gesture or it can be embraced as aitiedi feature of
human communication. Although it obviously derivissmeaning
from the world of theatre, theatricality can betedxsted from the
theatre itself and then applied to any and all etspef human life.
@

Even when the term is taken into consideration evithin the limits of theater, its
potential meanings are astonishing: “it can beraefiexclusively as a specific type
of performance style or inclusively as all the gatioi codes of theatrical

representation” (Davis and Postlewait 1).

The versatility of theatricality and its openingelf outside the realm of theater
means that the term is always useful and up to. ddtes quality comes from its

close connection with the human subject. As Dands Rostlewait reports:

[ljt is a mode of representation or a style of hebes
characterized by histrionic actions, manners, aadicés, and
hence a practice; yet it is also an interpretivelehdor describing
psychological identity, social ceremonies, commufegiivities,
and public spectacles, and hence a theoreticalkepbnit has even
attained the status of both an aesthetic and agaphical system.
Thus, to some people, it is that which quintesaéintthe theatre,
while to others it is the theatre subsumed intotthele world. (1)
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The tendency to consider theatricality within theld of theater resulted its
inclusion in the area of theatre semiotics. Thes¢miotics has contributed much to
construct an interpretive model for understandimgatricality. The center for the
discussion of theatre semiotics has been “an acalymodel based upon the
relation between the dramatic text and the perfagedext” (Davis and Postlewait
23). Until the emergence of the study of theatenistics, the autonomy of the
written text was accepted as absolute. Theaterodiemans, however, underlined the
sign systems within theater in making meaning. Thime performance text
(produced in the theater) and the dramatic texi(msed for the theater) have been
separated (Elam 3). As a result of these develommesat is “theatrical” is
understood to be “what takes place between and guperformers and spectators”
(Elam 2). The relationship between the written tartl the performance text is
clarified:

The written/performance text relationship is notoof simple
priority but a complex of reciprocal constraintsnsttuting a
powerful intertextuality. Each text bears the other’'s traces, the
performance assimilating those aspects of theemriiay which
the performers choose to transcodify, and the diarntext being
‘spoken” at every point by the model performancehisT
intertextual relationship is problematic rathernthaeutomatic and
symmetrical. Any given performance is only limitatbgree
constrained by the indications of the written tgust as the latter
does not usually bear the traces of acyual performance. It is
relationship that cannot be accounted for in termofisfacile
determinism. (Elam 209)

As a result of this problematic relationship betwége written and the performance
text, Elam questions the constituency of semiatialygsis in understanding theater
and drama. He emphasizes the interactions betweensémiotics of theater
“working on the performance and its codes” and ipsebf drama whose main
interest is in the dramatic text and its rules {210

Theatricality, as belonging to the theatrical systes defined as:

[tihe special position occupied by theater amorsgteetic systems
and the specific organizational form of its intdrrde are
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mutually determining and each provides the basistife other.
The specificity of theater is constituted in thialdctic, namely
“théatralité,” as French semiotics have termeddiawing an
analogy with the notion of ‘litéralité.” Theatriégl can
consequently not be equated with aestheticity, &vitns always
partially defined as aestheticity. (Fischer-Lich89)

Unlike the scholars considering the limitationssath an approach, Fischer-Lichte

puts forward the system behind theater aesthetics.

Theater puts its aestheticity into practice in atipalar way
unique to it, something described by the term tiesdity. For it
enables a regrouping of meanings attributed tossggeated by a
particular cultural system in the everyday reatitythat culture by
using these signs — in other words, heterogenetameats of
cultural reality, such as the human body or objdoten its
surroundings — as its own, as theatrical signss Theans that
theatricality permits a regrouping of the signifieca structure by
undertaking in the stage space a quasi-factualusting of the
material structure of signs in that culture andspreing this to the
audience. Theater thus generates meaning by ustngnéateriality
of the signs produced by the heterogeneous cukystiéms and in
this manner changing, regrouping, and recombinimgse
“primary” signs into theatrical signs accordingite own rules.
(141)

Theater creates its own sign system in an intenacivith the cultural signs in
creating theatricality. The cultural signs are ¢deed as the primary signs to which
theater refers. Therefore, according to Fischeheidheatricality occurs as a result
of its own systematic aesthetics:

Theater would thus appear to be the possibilitgver latent in
the “primary” sign of a culture of, as it were, aoriginary”
practice of sign generation that refers from thesetto the
respective culture as a whole. For, by using theer# products
of that culture as its own signs, theater createsveareness of the
semiotic character of these material creations @mbsequently
identifies the respective culture in turn as acfetheterogeneous
systems of generating meaning. (141)

What theater adds to the primary sign is its makirgaudience become aware of
these signs. By means of the dynamic relationstajpwéen cultural signs and

theatrical codes, the audience makes sense otitheat signs.
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The aim of theatre semiotics is to describe, imitléhe various theatrical codes that
make up performance. The dramatic text is thusuacsoof potential performance
codes, and each production is an articulation efftlll theatricality of both the
dramatic text and performance text (Davis and Pastit 23). The common idea
held by theater semioticians is that “meaning cated not only in the playwright’s
text but also in the complete register of signseach performance (including
gestures, facial expressions, make-up, costumelesggn, stage properties, actor’s
bodies, and movement patterns)” (23). Such attetmpt® provide a definitive and
particular handling of theatricality. However, bleil990s theatre semioticians
generally acknowledged that no systematic modelowating for the entire
mechanism of theatricality could be established).(Zhere can be no absolute
standards that apply to theatricality when the eptsg of reality and fiction are
being questioned.

Therefore, any attempt to adhere a meaning andifitagion to theatricality would
fail. The paradox of the attempts of theatre segsatesults from its assuming that
“the dramatic and performance texts, with theirusends and thousands of signs,
could be described as if there were one ideal afctvho would (or should) see
and read all of the signs (in accord with the seician’s model)” (Davis and
Postlewait 25). However, each spectator perceivespeaformance in an
“idiosyncratic manner” and that is why “the grandnsotic project of total
description” must be abandoned (Davis and Postte\2&). The theoretical
celebration of theatricality has delivered the def# theatricality and this shows the
paradoxical nature of the concept. As Davis andtl®weait underlines, it is
inevitable to try to construct a theatrical sengpgiven though this struggle leaves
us with another lack (25). This desire can be lekrio the inevitability of
representation when representation has lost itsgoyi meaning and function within

recent literary and theatrical theories.

As an alternative to theater semiotics, with tls= rof the new tendencies in the

fields of art and theater, the emptiness of theaity becomes again remarkable
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within postmodern thought. “Some people claim ih& the definitive condition or
attitude for postmodern art and thought; otherssinthat it already achieved its
distinguishing features in the birth of modernis(@avis and Postlewait 1). The
juxtaposition of the modernist and postmodernisbaties on the notion of
theatricality is of great importance. The diredatien of theater with representation
creates the significance of this debate. Accordiog Davis and Postlewait
theatricality discloses some of the most impresggees of our age such as “the
aspects and nature of performance, the historyesthatic styles, the means of
modes of representation, the communicative powartodnd artistry, the formation
of subjectivity, and the very operations of pulilie (from politics to social theory)”
(2). That is why, the critics draw our attention ttee fact that when the term
‘theatricality’ is used within a context, it is iragant that the user clarifies what s/he

means since the meaning of the term cannot be fakgmnanted (2).

When dealing with the recent understanding of tieadity, Bernard indicates that,
“[t]heatricality thus challenges textuality; theadmatic-fictional text becomes a
performance text” (937). The theories of perforneasiudies give way to a versatile
idea that theatricality can be enlarged and appieegolitics, “whereby political
behavior and its defining rhetoric are seen astticad In addition, the ideas of
national identity and imagined history are congs&dcas modes of performed
identity. The public realm is the performative real(Davis and Postlewait 29).
Thus, by means of emptying the traditional viewtléatricality, recent theories
point to the lack of border between daily life amldat is represented on stage.

In addition to these, in the realm of the theatriti?de function and place of the
spectator are also questioned. Josette Feral améldR®. Bermingham analyze
theatricality within the world of theater and disag with the semiotic

understanding of theatricality. What they rejecthes idea that the stage is full of
signs that are to be transferred and are deterntipede authority of the text. They
claim that “theatricality does not emerge passivetyn an ensemble of theatrical
objects whose properties one could enumerate Enae but as part of a dynamic

process belonging to both the actor and the smectaho takes possession of the
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action he watches” (102). Thus, the theatrical oarbe regarded as a one way
transmission of the theatrical vehicles. The aitavaluate the inclusive nature of
theatricality as a result of the nonexistence ph#dicular “place” to which we can

attach theatricality:

If the notion of theatricality goes beyond the teeait is because
it is not a “property” belonging to the subjectsitis that are its
vehicles. It belongs neither to the objects, thacep nor to the
actor himself, although each can become its vehiRather,

theatricality is the result of a perceptual dynamimking the

onlooker with someone or something that is look$1415)

As a result of an understanding that covers bathstage and beyond the stage has
become popular in the recent handling of the térhe interactions between actors
and spectators has started to be the subject diseman the emergence of
theatricality. With this new thinking, the moderdea of antitheatricalism is
subverted by demolishing the earlier notion of dlionomous text which assumes
that theatricality is created by means of the sextarrativity. Thus, theatricality
becomes a dynamic notion which needs the gaze eofottiooker. “[T]heatre is
possible only because theatricality exists and lmdhe theatre calls it into play.
Once evoked, theatricality takes on specificallgatinical characteristics that are
collectively valued and socially meaningful” (Feeald Bermingham 99) Therefore,
the negative attitude towards theatricality emenrg#tiin modernism is shifted by
the positive and inclusive understanding within tpuxdern thought. Feral and
Bermingham, investigating the conditions that eretlieatricality on stage, claim
that there have to be some conditions in creatiegtticality. A representational act
that transforms the reality, the subject, the baghgce and time must be at work.
This representational act is a creative act thahaabe limited by the borders of
daily life. Moreover, there must be “an ostentasi@et of the body, a semiotization
of signs” and “the presence of a subject who, thhotihe use of his body structures
the imaginary” (107). Then it is important to digjuish the theatricality of the stage

and to question the features of stage-related ribakily. When viewed from this
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perspective, theatricality is an act of represémtaand the construction of fiction.
Moreover, “theatricality is the imbrications of tiien and representation in an
“other” space in which the observer and the obskare brought face to face. Of all
the arts, the theater is best suited to this sbrexperimentation” (Feral and
Bermingham 105). The space of the theatrical isina lof hybrid place which

consists of multiple qualities simultaneously. Necdoireau also underlines this

quality of theater and theatricality:

Theatricality reveals the truth. The reality of ttreater lies in
artifice. Drama posits the artificiality of its owaonventions
within the framework of those conventions. Dramd Hreater are
forced to mediate on the validity of their own mediwithin the
limits imposed by that medium. (xii)

The postmodern investigations of theatre revealpde@doxical nature of theatre
which strives for the traditional understandingrepresentation by utilizing the
representation itself. The negation inherent iratbeis indicated by Jean-Francois
Lyotard:

A theory of theatrical signs, a practice of theatrisigns (dramatic
text, mise-en-scene, interpretation, architectuas) based on
accepting the nihilism inherent in representatidfot only

accepting it: reinforcing it. For the sign, Peirgsed to say, is
something which stands to somebody for somethingHide, to

Show: that is theatrality [theatricality]. (282)

Thus, theatricality is the undecipherable realnthef theatre. For Lyotard, Brecht’s
notion of distancing is the “extreme case of n#mij the actor performs such and
such an action in such and such a situation, mutext, his acting, and the whole
mise-en-scene take hold of this action in ordeshow that it could be another: to
act out all the scenes in terms of other possibénes” (286). In this process of
acting one can neither adhere himself/herself # dbtion nor can one identify
oneself with the actor. “This is a process thauoes its object to nothing, much as
the recounting of a witness on the street corraerfrbm actualizing the accident

distanciates it through discourse” (286).
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As previously stated, the relationship betweemtiteeand performance has gained a
crucial place within the debate about theatricalfgral analyzes the relationship
between performance and theatricality in orderiszldse the differences between
stage-related theatricality and inclusive thealiticgtheatricality concerning human
life). While relating performance with theatricality, Hergoints to three
characteristics of performance. The first is thenipalation of the body; the second
is the manipulation of space, and the last is #tation that performance institutes
between the artist and the spectators, betweesptrtators and the work of art, and

between the work of art and the artist (290).

For the critic the manipulation of the body is famtkental and indispensable to any
performing act. Within the performance the perfarrfexplores it, manipulates it,
paints it, covers it, uncovers it, freezes it...[tJ@dy is made conspicuous: a body
in pieces, fragmented yet one, a body perceivedrandered as place of desire,
displacement, and fluctuation, a body the performeasonceives of as repressed and
tries to free” (290). With such an exploration lo¢ tbody completed in performance
by the subject, “repressions have been broughghd, lobjectified and represented,
they are frozen under the gaze of the spectataw, apipropriates them as a form of
knowledge. This leaves the performer free to go@n acts and new performances”
(290).

The performer also manipulates the space withimpt#rérmance by “[c]arving out
imaginary or real spaces...the performer never setti¢ghin these simultaneously
physical and imaginary spaces, but instead traseeselores, and measures them,
effecting displacements”, meanwhile, “he plays whk performance space as if it
were an object and turns it into a machine”, sopiadormer becomes the conductor
(291). Thus, we cannot observe any occupationmitdtion of the space by the
performer. “It [the space] no longer surrounds amdloses the performance, but
like the body, becomes part of the performanceutth san extent that it cannot be
distinguished from it. Itis the performance” (292). That the space become
indistinguishable from the performance disclosey marformances “can take place

only within and for a set space to which it is sstlubly tied” (292).
76



The specific space created within the performdremmes a specific place for the
subject in exploring himself/herself. Within sucls@ace the performer seems to be
a living creature in slow motion. “Time stretchest @nd dissolves as ‘swollen,
repetitive, exasperated’ gestures seem to be gitime... [flrom then on, there is
neither past nor future, but only a continuous @més- that of the immediacy of
things, of amaction taking plac&(292). This immediacy of the performance makes

it, in a way, devoid of any meaning:

Performance is the absence of meaning. And yetany

experience is meaningful, without a doubt it is tthaf

performance. Performance does not aim at a medningather it
makes meaning insofar as it works right in thosé¢reamxely
blurred junctures out of which the subject everiyjuaimerges.
And performance conscripts this subject both asomstituted
subject and as a social subject in order to disboaad demystify
it. (292)

Feral, by suggesting “[p]erformance is the deatthefsubject”, claims that there is
a death drive inherent in performance and thiskddave makes the body function
like so many part-objects. This fragmentation @& bHody and the death wish within
performance is the result of the performance’s msdaom representation at all
costs, the escape “which marks both its fulfilmand its end” (292). Therefore,
performance offers a conflicting space in which atigmpt to define it fails. The
performance is the mixture of the experiences efglrformers and the spectators.
As such, the theatricality of a performance is higtomplex, has no end and can be

changed according to the perspective that onerhasalyzing it.

Feral, disagrees with the idea that theatre anfdipeance have similarities. Instead,
he claims, the two complement each other and #u@r¢hings that theatre can learn
from performance. Performance reveals theatricalitslow motion by means of its
exploration of the body and its specific handlirigime and space. Today's theatre
is that kind of theatre which has multiple layetBerformance explores the

underside of that theater, giving the audiencerapgle of its inside, its reverse side,
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its hidden face” (295). Therefore, within performeas both sides of the same coin

can be observable.

In order to achieve this effect, the traditionalywaf acting is considered to be
changed. The shifting idea of acting, which is take be one of the most important
conditions in creating theatricality, is underlinbeg Feral. The traditional way of

acting which creates a kind of illusion is subvensy the Brechtian acting style that
“called for distancing of the actor from his pandadistancing of the spectator from
the stage. When he is faced with this problem pérormer’s response is original,

since it seems to resolve the dilemma by completehouncing character and
putting the artist himself onstage”. The new teghei of acting causes the artist to
take “the position of a desiring — a performing ubject, but is nonetheless an
anonymous subject playing the part of himself @yst From then on, since it tells
of nothing and imitates no one, performance escajpétusion and representation”

(296).

Therefore, there is no determined way of approacperformance. Its immediacy
and fragmentation of the subject do not allow faicks an understanding of
performance. Having “neither past nor future, penfancetakes placelt turns the

stage into an event from which the subject will egeetransformed until another
performance, when it can continue on its way. Asglas performance rejects
narrativity and representation in this way, it ategects the symbolic organization

dominating theater and exposes the conditionse#tttrality” (296).

By referring to the “conditions of theatricality®eral implies the traditional view of
theatricality created by the actor in an illusooneention. Performance destroys this
illusory approach and theatricality is created bgams of the “endless play and of
these continuous displacements of the position esfird, in other words, of the
position of the subject in process within an imagynconstructive space” (296).
Therefore, as Feral argues, theatricality alsaimhes performance within itself:
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[tlheatricality can therefore be seen as composddm different
parts: one highlights performance and is made uihefealities
of the imaginary;and the other highlights the theatrical and is
made up ofspecific symbolic structureSThe former originates
within the subject and allows his flows of desice dpeak; the
latter inscribes the subject in the law and in ttiea codes,
which is to say, in the symbolic. Theatricalityses from the play
between these two realities. From then on it isessarily a
theatricality tied to a desiring subject, a factiskhno doubt
accounts for our difficulty in defining it. Theatslity cannotbe, it
must befor someone. In other words, it fer the Other.(297,
emphasis original)

Within the realm of performance we see a subjesiridg to speak and within the
realm of theatricality we see the play of the degisubject in theatrical codes. The
notion of theatricality as being in-between these tealms is closely related to the
unidentifiable and undetermined playful subject.efifore, by revealing the
fragmented subject and/or death of subjectivitgathicality demystifies the unified
subject. Thus, theatricality is subversive anddfarmative in its nature. As a result,
theatricality finds its proper place when analyredelation to what performance is.
The techniques and the implications of performanogly an undefined
theatricality. As Carlson states, such analysis tlugatricality in relation to
performance suggests a positive view of theatticain emphasizing the

deconstructive quality of theatricality that has been regarded before (243).

Philip Auslander, is another scholar who analytesrelationship between theater
and performance. He pays attention to the roldefspectator in the emergence of
theatricality. Moreover, the discursive quality tbkatricality is emphasized by the
fact that theatricality occurs when the audience&kesnause of what performance
transmits to him/her. Therefore, in order for thieatity to rise there must be a
specific context which includes both the spectatwd the performance. Auslander
claims:

Theatricality efficiently encompasses considerations of that
concept as an aspect of performance, a relationshtpeen
performance and audience, an affective, and aofigiiscourse. It
IS a bracing read that should provoke fresh disonsf
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fundamental issues in theatre and performance esudil66,
emphasis original)

In trying to elicit the features of theatricalitprae attempts to analyze theatricality
in connection to performativity have been made.thase attempts, theatricality
exceeds the borders of theatre and becomes ancalinpassing concept that has to
be noticed. Virginie Magnat approaches theatrigalitom the performative
perspective and in identifying the features of theality she considers theatricality
separately from the theatre’s imitative and subversature. She claims that
theatricality should not be included within the lijuss of theater; rather, it has its

own techniques and strategies beyond the realimeatér.

[T]heatre is often thought either tmitate the currently accepted
notion of reality too poorly, or ttransformit and subvertit too
artfully. Yet, theatricality is not bound to the aessity of
faithfully representing an “objective reality;” ni it bound to the
rejection of such “objective reality” — that is say, limited to a
position that might lead to a set of conventionsms and
techniques designed to produce a purely self-retexseparate
reality. (149)

For Magnat the inclusiveness of theatricality is thucial point since it leads us to
consider theatricality outside the theater. Théstetpractice is the result of the

search of the artists for the unknown and here whate most important are the
goal, impact and way in which this goal is achiewathen this procedure is related
to theater, it would suggest that “theatricalitynche perceived as a process
providing ‘a way of life and cognition,’” the resuleing at once inherent in and
comprised by the act of performing”. As a resultla$, theatricality “can never be

fully encompassed by result-oriented types of teecal analysis limited to and

dependent upon a system of signs, codes, formsentions, and other aesthetic
considerations” (164). Thus, Magnat stands for gbset-structuralist approach to

theatricality in her consideration of the term justt belonging to the text.

The rejection of the autonomy of the text is besstatibed by Roland Barthes. In his

analysis of Baudelaire’s theater, he claims thaathcality is,
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theatre-minus-text, it is a density of signs anasaéons built up
on stage starting from the written argument; ithigt ecumenical
perception of sensuous artifice — gesture, tonestadice,

substance, light — which submerges the text berthatprofusion

of its external language. Of course, theatricatityst be present in
the first written germ of a work, it is a datum @kation not of

production. (26)

Therefore, what Barthes draws attention to is thesitleration of theatricality not as
originating and ending within the autonomy of teltt as a concept that covers
everything starting from the written text to itoguction on stage. The struggle for
attention to be paid to the non-textual elements haen one of the major
promotions of the European avant-garde.

In recent years, some considerations suggestingixiegposition of theatricality and
performativity have been made. McGillivray evalgatbe turn to the concept of
theatricality in recent years as a reaction to gearhtivity and argues that, rather
than favoring one or the other, “theatricality istically formed by this struggle”
(101). The opposing views of theatricality are suammed as “[t]heatricality,
formed through such discourses [discourses of taditional view], becomes a
cipher that, in nostalgic interpretation, comes dsiand for inauthenticity of
something else; or else, when used for affirmativeerpretation, stands for
contingency, plurality, process and play” (104).u¥hthere are two kinds of
approach to theatricality; the first one is nostalgnd the second one affirmative.
“Strategically positioned as ambiguous, theatrigatan be nostalgic when it refers
to theatre as an originary Forand it can be affirmative when interpreted as
semiotically playful and not concerned with prodwgcultimate meaning” (111).
Such opposing ideas about theatricality resultanous evaluations of this nostalgic
vs. affirmative debate. Anne-Britt Gran argues thatodern self-perception
understands ‘the modern’ as non-theatrical, whilstipodern self-perception views
‘the postmodern’ through theatrical metaphors” (292oreover, she analyzes the

reasons behind these two approaches and claims:
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What characterizes the use of the concept of flcalty in
different discourses today is that theatricality viewed in a
relational and procedural manner, rather than maaner that is
substantial and essential. Theatricality as a pynsubstance
(Latin substantia in the philosophical sense, which implies
viewing it as an independent entity is rejectededtticality will
not be located in the world in this fashion. Northe theatrical
viewed as a set of ‘qualities’ of a thing. Theatlity does not
comprise the essence of things. (254)

Thus, there is a break from essence to relatidherunderstanding of theatricality.
“Theatricality has been connected to different sypé relationships: that between
two rooms/spaces, the actor's or spectators’ oglahip to the space, the
relationship between two worlds, the relation betwéhe metaphor and the literal
language and the relationship between the behaldé@rthe work of art” (255). In

this statement, Gran, in a way summarizes theirggapoints of different views of

theatricality and claims that all of them conndwdtricality with something else
depending on the beliefs of their advocates. Howeshee adds:

What distinguishes the modernist and postmodeattgtides in
questions of theatricality is solely their evaloatiof the same
thing — the fall of theatricality. Thus in conclasi | have also
introduced the beginning of the story of how thedemm and
postmodern address the return of theatricality ipoatmodern
world. But | doubt that it is the return tfie sameheatricality.
(262, emphasis original)

Alter classifies the features of traditional undamnsling of theatricality and theater
design, which are subverted by avant-garde theoessthe reliance of theater
performance on a prior verbal text, story, actioat imust be carried out by an actor,
autonomy of the performance space centrality oMiwed in the form of dialogues
(6-11).

For Alter, theatricality is defined by the theasettansformational process that is the
transition from text to stage inherent in theatrigaduction. The transformational
process of theater has a problematic nature sineean claim many other phases of
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transitions in the production of theater. Indeddré are other circular processes
starting from the playwright to the director, therthe spectators, and the readers of
the theater texts. Apart from these, what Alterarhides about theatricality is that
regardless of the kind of the transition proces®atricality emerges from the
transformation of the text to stage (149).
The postmodern tendency of theatricality, as a kihdgejection of all the previously
held notions, is clarified by Steven Connor:

[T]he theatre, or theatrical form, encompasses nudirtlge themes

that we have already encountered in the postmodetrate,

especially the refusal of notions of essential fattme dispersal of

the identity of the work of art, and its immersionsocial and

political contexts...Theatricality stands for all #eo falsifying

divisions which complicate, diffuse and displace tdoncentrated

self-identity of work of art, and so encompassesuamber of

different effects, including self-consciousnesshef spectator, the

awareness of context and the dependence upon Extendime.

Theatricality is the hame for the contaminatiorany artifact that
is dependent upon conditions outside, or other, tiiown. (133)

Connor emphasizes the rejection of the idea tresttitality is limited to the realm
of theater and it has a determinate nature. Whasidering theatricality the relation
between the spectator and the theater is as cagidle consideration of the context
of theatricality. Thus, “the theatrical is taken bp theorists of postmodern as a
positive refusal of the frozen abstraction of tthea of the work-in-itself in favour of
the idea of work-as-a-process” (134). In this sentsean be argued that each
theatrical piece has its own handling of theatigand it changes according to the
aim of the work. The postmodern rejection of theathical as a frozen limitation
suggests that theatricality opens itself within thelusive experience that theatre
offers. It is not possible to limit this experiensiace it includes the performer, the
playwright, the text, the performance and the siect That is why theatricality

cannot be generalized and discloses itself diftiravithin the realm of theatre.
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The common tendency in recent notions of theattyce defined by John Bernard,
“[iln the context of current academic debates, thieftricality] functions as a
counterforce to ‘textuality,” suggesting how appiappng agents query, contest, and
sometimes subvert established ideologies, thusctefte cultural change” (934).
Bernard indicates the subversive force behind tloadity as opposed to the set of
ideas dealing with theatricality in a one-way nelaship with life. Theatricality thus
should not be considered just as the componeriteagittical art which has a closed
system of its own. In our age theatricality hasngdia crucial position not only
within theater criticism but also within art crism in general and within other
fields of social sciences such as sociology. las a coincidence that critics make
use of the term of theatricality in dealing withcety. Rather, this shows how

theatre has a particular function or how it operatehin life not outside of it.

Thus, it is possible to reach the conclusion tiaatricality is a process which
cannot be identified with a singular and definitveaning. It is a process that is
experienced whether consciously or not, but unifieble. It is between the
Imaginary and the Symbolic belonging neither ofnthet is the stimulus to
represent its own in-betweenness which is unreptalke. It cannot be adhered to a

single authority whether that be the playwrighg ipectator or to text.

In this way, Beckett's theatricality should not tegarded as anti-theatrical in the
modernist sense, since it does not create a dest@metween theater and life)
between the spectator and the stage. Howeverhéagricality can be considered as
a reaction to the traditional understanding of timen as reflecting the world in a
realist way (mimesis). It is obvious that anti-ttiealism in modernism also rejects
the realist representation of life, but in denyibhgnodernism offers a systematic
mechanism of its own, as defined by Puchner (wighexploration of adiegetic

theater).

Beckett, in rejecting theatricality in the mimesiense, does not offer an alternative

solution to the traditional operation of theatntgalRather his theatricality displays
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the paradox of representation by means of utilizthg unrepresentable. The
theatricality of Beckett can be considered, usiatapof Lyotard’s definition of the
postmodern, as the display of the “unpresentabpgesentation itself” (15). Charles
Campbell analyzes the notion of the unpresentabfgesentation with reference to
Beckett’s Waiting for Godotand claims that “[a]n investigation of Beckett's
practices reveals the textures of a surface that twaught to be empty. If this
emptiness is allowed to remain so, without the isijgan of our interpretive stance,
this surface reveals the textures created by tlee fof the unseen. This emptiness is

a testament to the power and weight of an unprabbsit(63).

Beckett's theatricality underscores and de-thealires the accepted notion of
theater as a representation of life. His theatesdwt reflect real life in that sense;
on the contrary, he is reflecting the problem giresentation. His use of voice (as in
Krapp’s Last Tapeand Footfally shatters the primary demand of theater - the
presence of a human actor; his use of body orgauiseamain actor shifts the main
understanding of the necessity of the existenaddebody of the actor on stage (as
in Not I); his subversion of the master-slave relation dggagower relations (as in
Waiting for Godotand Endgamg his reflection of the artist's problematic reédat
with language not only destabilizes the autonomyhefcreator of an art work but
also puts forward the problematization of charaasr human within theater
production (as inCatastrophg& and his design of the text-performance relation
underlines the problematic relation between thd, téxe performance and the
spectator (as i©hio Imprompt). Consequently, both Beckett's dramatic and his
performance strategies take the notion of reprasientin theatricality away from
its safe relation with real life in a commonly apt®l sense. His dramatic
innovations are taken to be content-related issfidgs plays, while performance
strategies are seen as technical tools within hisatte. Indeed, Beckett's
theatricality is theatricality against itself, theeality that deconstructs theatricality
as a product of mimesis in a traditional sense. HKisthe theater of non-
representation by using the strategies of thedtsicen rejecting theatricality.
Therefore, we can consider a Beckettian theattycatanding among the debates of

theatricality, as the disclosure of the in-betwessnthat theater is caught up in: the
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in-betweenness resulting from the ambiguous relalipp between reality and

fiction.

3.3 Breaking the Conventions of the Theory of Theatality: Ohio Impromptu

The rise of ideas of related to loss of faith imgaage as a medium of
communication and to alienation of the modern i@l which results in an

emphasis on the body have affected understandihgjseonotion of theatricality.

Since considerations of humanity and its ways ofirtwinication have changed their
grounds, human actions need to be re-evaluated.rA@sult of this change, the stage
and its operation within art and life have beennterpreted by many theatre
scholars. Recent understandings of the relationsbtpveen theatre and life have
resulted in the notion of the theatricalizationliéé. The theatricalization process
reveals itself after the anti-theatrical approactbat reject the strict and

conventional rules that are constructed to drame lbetween life and theater. As
opposed to this monolithic idea, investigationshafatricality as an interdisciplinary

field have predominated in recent scholarship.

As well as being a theory of theatre, theatricabtplso considered as the operation
of the conventions of staging. From this perspeciivbecomes obvious that its
subject matter is the ingredients of theatre. Tdteralighting, setting, costumes and
space of the stage are under investigation wheatrtbality is concerned. Most
recently theories of theatricality have exploreéais of the inclusion of the audience
within the theatricalized space and of the playisdeepresentations of the death of
representation. In these theories theatricalityobexs more than that which pertains
and relates to what is happening on stage. As @tref these new approaches
theatre is re-defined as an art form which has loag an operative as opposed to
imitative function in life. However, the term stdarries all indeterminacies that also
exist within life. That is why there is no consessumong theatre theorists about the
meaning of the term. This inherent indeterminacy definitions itself carries

significance in the deconstruction of the convamdiof the staging process. When
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one cannot decide on the nature of theatricaligjther can one be sure about its

definite rules.

Samuel Beckett, as one of the best subversive pigigts of his period, exemplifies
this indeterminacy by breaking the rules of conimrdlity in theatre. His plays
cannot be thought of as displaying cause-effecatiogiships or regular plot
constructions. They are the representations ofasgremess of their own artificiality
and paradoxicalitiesOhio Impromptu(1980) is one of the best examples of how
Beckett creates self-reflexive and self-deconsitragblays. The death of character,
an extra-ordinary use of space, lack of dialogue jdea of the inclusion of audience
into theatrical space, and the problematization tlodatre as a genre with

conventional rules are preeminent qualities ofpias.

In this play two men, Listener (L) and Reader (R “alike in appearance as
possible” in Beckett's words, are sitting at a plaihite table. Before Reader there is
a book open at the last pages. Reader reads avelicit is about someone’s last
attempt to obtain relief. At several points Listemgerrupts Reader’s reading by
knocking on the table. The story in the book daatsgive any detail about either its
own characters or the on-stage characters. Whanghasized within the story is
that there is little left to tell and there is @ $ale which is told last time. There is no
information about the background of the story regtdReader; neither within the
story itself nor in the stage directions of the mpliay is a particular introduction or
exposition of the story provided. The only progressnformation about the story,

which lacks a cause-effect sequence, is given girdle end of the play:

R: ...One night as he sat trembling head in hands fread to
foot a man appeared to him and said, | have beenbse— and
here he named the dear name — to comfort you. dreeming a
worn volume from the pocket of his long black cbat sat and
read till dawn. Then disappeared without a word.

[Pause]

Some time later he appeared again at the samenhibuthe same
volume and this time without preamble sat and rigatirough
again the long night through. Then disappearedowith word.
[Pause]
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So from time to time unheralded he would appeaetal the sad
tale through again and the long night away. Thesambear
without a word.

[Pause]

With never a word exchanged they grew to be as(@4&)

As admitted by Acheson,

[w]hile there may be other ways of interpreting dreval of the
stranger, Beckett denies us wisic]] the possibility of a single,
definitive interpretation by restricting the amouwftinformation
Reader makes available to us. Why the strangeraappfrom
time to time unheralded ... to read the sad taleutlincagain and
the long night away”; [w]ith “never a word exchaddke and the
story’s character grow] to be as one”; and whydinanger arrives
one night to say, “I have had word from — and Herenamed the
dear name — that | shall not come again” ( Ol 28€@)questions to
which we are denied the answers. (203)

Since the story does not supply any practical midion that may elicit progress
within the play, the play can be taken as the tieaization of Listener’s listening

to a sad tale last time told by means of Readegsling it. As the story cannot be a
medium for action in the play, the actions of Liste and Reader are the main
processes of the play. However, their actions arknsited and repetitive that it is

not possible to follow a regular development in pii@y. The repetitive actions are
Listener's knocks, Reader's re-reading and pau3é®se repetitions have a

significant place within the play; they are as doamt as the other ingredients of the

play.

The beginning of the play gives us all we need mdenstand what Reader and

Listener do throughout the whole play,

R: [Reading] Little is left to tell. In a last -] knocks with the left
hand on the tabl¢ Little is left to tell. [Pause. Knock] In a last

attempt to obtain relief he moved from where theg Ibeen so
long together to a single room on the far bank.nfits single

window he could see the downstream extremity of Idtle of

Swans. Pause]
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In his dreams- Knock]Then turn and his slow steps
retrace.Pause. Knock In his dreams he had been warned against
this change. Seen the dear face and heard the kerspeords.
Stay where we were so long alone together, my sidtleomfort
you. (446)

Thus, Listener does not act passively during theetof his listening. Rather he
actively affects the progression of the story wihils interruptions.Through these
interruptions, Beckett again portrays his rejectioh single and meaningful
definitions of concepts of staging. Through Listen&nocks, used in manipulating
Reader, the audience-stage relationship is proliizeta The interruptions of
Listener reveal the fact that Reader’s reading deépen Listener. Thus, Reader is
not the reader in its main sense, neither is Lestéime listener. Listener becomes the
prompter for Reader with his knocks and Readerike Listener's actor. As
suggested by Witt, “Listener seems a shadow ofecttir and Reader a shadow of
an actor in that the former, with his knocks, téfie latter when to repeat his lines
and when to continue” (166). The words “reader” digtener” are not enough to
define what Reader and Listener do within the pl@iere is no referential

relationship between word and action on the stage.

In a general sense, this is another play withinplag in which Listener becomes the
director and Reader the player arises. Here ad@ckett undermines a single
approach to a play and he demonstrates the pludlikevels within a play. Thus,
the play collapses “the Cartesian division betwestcher and watched” (Davies
87). The subversion and mixture of the traditicioéds of the spectator, director and
player within the play deny any possible coherenanstanding in the designation
of a theatrical piece. Moreover, the design of thlay discloses how the
conventional procedures of theatricality are upeenhdly Beckett. The play states
that nothing remains to be designed for the sc€he.most important thing is the
scene itself or the urge that leads to the creaifahe scene. This emphasis on the
scene itself, rather than any underlying meanisigeilected in Beckett’s insistence

on the visual aspects in his plays. Such an emghasi
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reorients our attention away from questions abohatwa text
might “mean” to the arrangement and materialityhaf words on
the page. There are no hidden truths to be uncdyvere depths
beneath the surface of the text that it is our taskppropriate ...
His texts are therefore defined not by what theamdut by our
sense of the difference between meaning and nomnimga
significance and noise. (Williams 609)

The spectator (who can be understood as portrayédstener) acts actively within
the theatrical experience @hio Impromptu Thus, the role of the spectator is made
active and is not silent. The fourth wall constedctbetween the stage and the
auditorium has been damaged. The border that vendbg this wall can no more be
considered as a limitation to the relationship leetwthe spectator and the actors on
the stage. The one-way transmission of actions fiwerstage is transformed into a
complex web of interaction. Therefore, theatrigaldefined as the conventions of

the staging techniques in its classical sensehgested.

It may be argued that @hio Impromptuhe theatre stage is reflected as a place that
is also available to the audience to direct theracbn stage. Davies defines how

space is used in Beckettian theatre:

The audience's anonymous space becomes part péitftgmance
space, a penumbral anti-stage invading the stagdinm the
audience inhabitants of Beckett's universe whetyerike it or
not. What we cannot be sure of is whether thistadis world is
inhabited by the living or by the dead, and whethieose
inhabitants are benevolent or cruel. (83)

The relationship between Listener and Reader besmplifies such a kind of
Beckettian theatre space. According to Davies ickB#'s plays the inclusion of the
audience space in the performance space resulis the invading on-stage
darkness, language reduced to silence, and cheraetsembling creatures. These
outstanding features turn his plays irtamaticules Under these circumstances,
Beckett’s audiences cannot experience an idertidicgrocess and such an ignored

audience “become[s] an audience involved, implatadad, ultimately, liberated”
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(Davies 82).0hio Impromptuy defined as alaylet by Beckett, reveals the kind of
space use the Davies defines, the kind throughhthie audience’s sense of place is

subverted.

The innovative use of space in Beckett's late plesyslefined as his attempt at
creating a “theatrical (or televisual) uncanny,kéeg to render a physical, quasi-
tangible art form more immaterial by opening up tlhamaturgical space between
presence and absence” (Maude and Feldman ©5®). Impromptis main space, in
which what is dramatic takes place, is best defingdsontarski. For him “[t]he
difference between narration and stage action égfithe space within which the
drama occurs. Only the visual images suggest igériGontarski 1). Since there is
neither background information nor a cause-effettionship within the play, it
seems like a piece of a previous and a future flays, the work that the audience
sees on the stage is nothing but a fragment. Adasiged by Popova, “[w]hether
this is the very last time that we are witnessmgjust another rehersal, becomes a
pertinent question for the spectator” (456). Thagstspace of the play provides
nothing for the audience/reader on which to adl@eparticular meaning. That is
why the relationship between the narration andads important. What is dramatic

seems to take place somewhere within the storyit mihot read by Reader.

The last sentence Reader reads, “[w]ith never awachanged they grew to be as
one”, reminds us of the relationship between Reather Listener. We recall that
Beckett defines them “as alike in appearance asilges. Moreover, they do not
exchange a word. Reader reads and Listener bahtsliand listens to what Reader
reads. They are not portrayed as characters withimlg features in the play. They
are in some ways not even like humans, but seetherrato be just the

representations of the acts of reading and listers defined by Popova,

[plurged of any psychological detail, free of amaditional
dramatic coordinates of time and location, the att@rs are not
even named but instead given the generic desaniptid Listener
and Reader. They are called that because thatas tivay do as
actors on stage: they listen and read, respectifby)
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With its extra-ordinary stage operations, the gegblematizes the generic qualities
of theater. It is even difficult to gather the qties that make it a theatrical work.
“At first glance, the very short (11-minute) pieseems to have nothing to do with
theatre in theatre or theatre on theatre” (Witt)1&an E. Gontarski, the organizer
of the Ohio Beckett symposium, noticed this genanabiguity of the play in his

review of the opening performance, “What we witnessy be repetition,

performance, theatre. A play within a play. Listeaadience to his own telling, to
himself. The play poses the problems of origins andience. Whose voice are we
listening to? Who is watching what?” (1). The pldges not permit its readers
and/or spectators to reach a meaningful concludignto its complex design. As
Gontarski stated, “[the play contains almost noveroent, yet the final impression

was balletic, precarious, the gesture suspendeal#y balanced on its margin” (1).

In addition to these, the multiple layers of thayphre drawn with the mixture of the
narration and action in the play. Along with thema that is going on between
Listener and Reader, there is a narration thatwwswhroughout the whole play. As
underlined by McMullan,

[tlhe verbal component of the play is regressed the narrative
field and held distinct from the staged, visualeeff As several
critics have observed, this division establishesoatrapuntal
dramatic movement in which reading acts againstimdg fiction

against drama, ear against eye and in which the@apgosition of
the stage and textual levels creates various lexeEmbiguity.

(27)

The ambiguity explained here renders the theatvimak a combination of various
ingredients. Traditionally, a theatrical work cae baken as a combination of
narration and action in a meaningful way. HowewueIQhio Impromptuwe cannot
determine a definite line between the narrationactobn. It is not possible to define
a logical procedure between the knocks of Listemer the readings of Reader. Who
it is that decides on the process of what is regdReader is left unknown.
Moreover, Listener’s interruptions do not followegyular pattern. Neither the places
of Listener’s interferences in the reading progessthe places of Reader’s starting
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points follow a regular line. Thus, the two pro@sssf theatre, narration and action,

intermingle in a random way.

The narration within the play is limited to thergtéhat is read by Reader. Thus, the
narration cannot be thought of as the speech anttenance of Reader. Rather it is
a pre-written text. That is why it is possible #yghat not only Listener but also
Reader as a character is silent in the play. Thedsvthat Reader utters do not
belong to him as a character of a play. As a claraReader is just the person who
reads from a text. Therefore, in the play therals® an ambiguous revelation of
speech and narration. Reader does not speak hattesarThat is why he can be
considered as silent as Listener although his voacebe heard by the audience. The
emphasis on the silence of the characters in thg pan be considered as a

representation of the death of character.

Although the meaning of the word “impromptu” reféosa performance without any
preparation, the play deconstructs itself sincetéleis read on the stage, in front of
an audience. It is not even a memorized speechckwhiould seem closer to
improvisation since there is at least the appearahspontaneous speech). The play
Is the combination of a text read by the actor iabefruptions from the listener. As
Brater explains,

[a]s a theatrical form, an impromptu should appdight,
improvised, almost extemporaneous, even if thedectsf are
achieved through premeditation. Beckett’'s impromgptowever,
is really none of these things. It is “on the spetymologically,
only in the sense that it liga prompt in readiness, before the
spotlight. InOhio Impromptuthe framework is comic while the
drama that takes place within it is, as comedyrofte totally
serious. (127)

Thus, in the juxtaposition of the title of the playd its content, Beckett once more
uses theatricality against itself. In other worls, subverts any absolute meaning
that might adhere to the notion of theatricality.contrast to its title, the play does
not represent the dramatic sub-genre of impromibius it is a subversion of an

impromptu, and the play becomes a representatiaronfrepresentation. It denies
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the possibility of having a particular meaning treaty kind of representation
(whether it be an impromptu, play etc.) can achiendhe stage. Moreover, in the
play just as the genres of drama and prose co;existio the features of the tragic
and the comic. This can be considered as anothefl that makes the play an
exemplification of theatricality in an indefiniteay.

The play’s refusal to reveal the conventions ofrmetieam theatre lies also within its
lack of dialogue. INOhio Impromptuthere is no dialogue, no exchange of words.
The play’s not being dependent upon dialogue idagx@d as Beckett's drawing
heavily on his experience as a writer for film andeo and the play “makes us
rediscover that there are moments even in thettigater when the spoken word is
not needed” (Brater 136). This is another subversnessage, because one of the
main components of conventional theatre is its eagghon dialogue. In most cases
dialogue requires the agency and involvement déadt two participants who are

able to communicate by means of language.

In the “drama” of speech exchange the roles oflggreand hearer
are played by actual participants and the roles ex@hanged
during the course of dialogue. The speaker switoblesto that of
listener while the erstwhile listener becomes theaker without
any necessary change in place or setting, onlypefson”. The
switch from attendant non-speech to speech, thagehaf role

from listener to that of speaker, is undertakenrésponse to
another’s speech, since response is predicatelebyature of the
form. The temporal progression of such alternatiossd

interchanges constitutes the structure and coufsdiatogue.

(Hermann 2)

In Ohio Imprompty the idea that “little is left to tell” is nourisd by a lack of
dialogue. Since the existence of dialogue provideground for more and more
telling, it has nothing to do within a Beckettialayin which Beckett “aims to do
more and more with less and less” (Brater ix). &ratdicates that in the play stage
directions are contextually written as dialoguejoltwill “develop and contain the
rising action as well. Usually one searches fomelets of structure, such as
exposition, introduction, rising action, and recibign, in the dialogue rather than in
the stage directions” (111).
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The structural and contextual innovation that ey displays are the foundations
of its freedom from the limitations of the convem@l rules of theatricality. The
play is described as monologue but there are tvapvacters on the stage. Although
there are two characters, one is verbally silerduphout the whole play. However,
his silence is not just a simple silence. Therefohere is no direct proportion
between what is seen and what is happening ontdige.sThe actions are not only
repetitive but also simple and uncommon. Thereoishange in lighting. Moreover,
the play does not reflect any kind of dramatic goeshat the audience should elicit
from what is happening on the stage. There is mmection between what is told in
the story and what is happening on the stage. Tihus we who must postulate

harmony between what we see and the sad tale tanfastold” (Brater 128).

Such a fragmented style of the play is the reptasen of the fragmented self.
Seelig claims thaDhio Impromptuis a heavily autobiographical play in which
Beckett reflects a kind of self fragmentation. F®eelig, in writing the play

Beckett's stimulus is the fragmentation of his lsetid. In the play,

[tlhis fragmentation occurs in three basic stemverting the
heavily autobiographical monologue of (1) “I" intomonologue
about (2) “he,” and finally evolving into a storpaut (3) “they”.

The author’s self-fragmentation diffuses into histiwg, so that
the play he writes contains a deranging impetusdiaies on this
process within the play. That is, just as Beckedngformed
himself into the “they” (Listener and Reader)@io Impromptu
through the process of writing, Reader or Listelnecomes the
two people through the narrative within the dra(B886)

Thus, Beckett's separation of reader and listengether with his separation of
narration and action represent the fragmentatiothefself. This fragmentation is
complex since, as we have seen, the roles of Readekistener are complex. Their
existence as reader and listener is mingled wethrdthes of director and actor. This

reflects the idea of a multiple self.
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For all the reasons explored above, the audiencenhes frustrated if it seeks a
single design irOhio Impromptu The play is like a puzzle, in which every element
is mixed with every other. The concepts of narraad action are intermixed in an
indefinite way. Not only concepts but also physicaimponents are subverted: the
functions of roles, the necessity of dialogue amraction, and the regular story
line are all subjected to this form of questionigother words, the play is another

gift of Beckettian style that is self-aware andaguBoxical at the same time.

3.4 The Death of Representation: The Notions of Clnacter and Acting in Not |

The “characters” oNot | are MOUTH and AUDITOR. Except for MOUTH, the
stage is full of darkness and AUDITOR has nothimgld throughout the play apart
from four movements where indicated. It is difficub categorize, define and
determine the qualities of such a play in relatiortheatre The technique Beckett
utilizes here not only makes the form challengingt lalso makes the play
emotionally and conceptually demanding. Brater exdmits that it is not easy to

tell whethemot |is “primarily spectacle or literature” (Brater 18)

The stage directions of the play are extra-ordinary

Stage in darkness but for MOUTH, upstage audieiut#, rabout
8 feet above stage level, faintly lit from close-apd below, rest
of face in shadow. Invisible micropohone. AUDITOdywnstage
audience left, tall standing figure, sex undeteahla, enveloped
from head to foot in loose black djellaba, with dpéully faintly
lit, standing on invisible podium about 4 feet highown by
attitude alone to be facing diagonally across stagent on
MOUTH, dead stil throughout but for four brief mowents where
indicated. See Note. As house lights down MOUTH&ce
unintelligible behind curtain, 10 seconds. Witherof curtain ad-
libbing from text as required leading when curtfatly up and
attention sufficient into. (376)
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The rest of the stage directions consist of pawskesices, brief laughs, good laughs,
screams and the four movements of AUDITOR after fjoauses. Both the stage
directions and the “Note” within the text of theaplmake the play a versatile and
multidimensional theatrical piece. The detailedystdirections “provide the proper
cues to widen the resonances of the play” in wBiebkett attempts to translate “an
idea for a dramatic image into scenic space antenpat of speech and sound”
(Brater 27). The Mouth in the play is an image &nd turned into a phenomenon
that inhabits the center of the theatre stage. iBhlike putting an idea at the center
of stage. In addition, the role of Auditor creatasother level within the play.

Auditor functions just like the audience of theypldn fact, the presence of the
Auditor can be interpreted as an attempt to midke¢ | seem more like a play.

According to Brater,

[tihe presence of Auditor onstage [...] makes firmdter sense,
providing those other auditors in Beckett's audéenot only with
a human witness to Mouth’s suffering, but also raispensable
focal point from which to “see” the action of thiay unfold. It is
the eye, therefore, the rich itineraries of theiauck’s eye, which
makes the full text dlot | emerge in performance. (34)

Although the inclusion of the Auditor is an atteni@imake the play seem more like
a play,Not | is paradoxical in itself. The text of the play do®t resemble any kind
of theatre work. It consists of the speech of MOUWWHKich asks questions without
receiving answers, thus, it is a kind of speechctwhioes not fulfill its aim in
conveying a particular meaning. Neither its syntaoe its grammar fit into a
coherent design. As stated by TubridyNat | speech is a product of the body and
“it is an involuntary and uncontrollable corporeaicretion. The physicality of
speech is emphasized by the speed of its deligenyace which emphasizes the
sonority of the word over its signification” (Tuldg 113). The words of MOUTH
form chains of meaningless screams from a hystesigject. MOUTH starts its

speech in what appears to be in the middle ofgnfemted discourse:
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out ... into this world ... this world ... tiny little thg ... before
its time ... in a godfor- ... what? ... girl? ... yes ...\tilittle girl

. into this ... out into this ... before her time ... dodaken
hole called ... called ... no matter ... parents unknowmnheard
of ... he having vanished .. thin air ... no soonetdngd up his
breeches ... she similarly ... eight months later ...cslrto the
tick .. so no love ... spared that ... no love suchnasmally
vented on the ... speechless infant ... in the hom&76)(

MOUTH describes something about a tiny little giho came into this world before
its time. MOUTH’s statement is like the synopsisaokind of life this little girl
spends “a few steps then stop ... stare into spad¢ken.on ... a few more ... stop
and stare again ...so on ... drifting around ... wherndeaty ... gradually ... all
went out” (376). Just like the words it uses, MOUiBHragmented and is composed
of pieces. MOUTH, who has unknown parents, doeseek “a coexistence with its
authentic first person singular but is instead ticatly running away from such an
encounter” (Brater 23). The “not” in the name of filay foreshadows the sense of
rejection underlying the play. In the play theraisesistance to subjecthood, to any
kind of combination of the subject “I” with an enmtbment. The representation of
MOUTH as separated from its body is also a derfiddanly seen as a whole. The
idea of the whole body is erased by means of tiheevaf the mouth in the darkness.
Thus, not only emotionally but also bodily, MOUTH the representation of the
negation and rejection of fullness and meaningfkgneé'Disembodied, suspended in
space, and throbbing with a constant pulsationipd, lteeth, tongue, and saliva,
Mouth gives shape to words and phrases as segmesitlf” (Brater 18).

The theatricality of the play is produced by itsnigeable to represent paradoxical
issues on the theatre stage. MOUTH as the disiiegr and rejection of “I”
occupies the center of the stage, but it does memsto be in control of the
performance itself (Jeffers 13). Its speech isrinfged by several pauses and
silences, at which points it seems as if MOUTH &ting for some direction to go
on. Since there is no command during the pausesitertes, MOUTH bursts into

hysterical laughter and screaming.
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In Not | theatricality as a representation of the deathepfesentation, reveals its
self-deconstructive properties by the paradoxiegresentation of a disembodied
mouth at the center of the stage and by its denilaéing a character or an actor on a
stage. Theatricality arises in accordance with dbéng style of the play. It is
common knowledge that conventionally an actressnaactor puts himself/herself in
the role of the character that s/he is going toy,pland an actress/actor can
experience a kind of identification with the chaesc However, as Levy suggests,
Beckett’s self-reflexive plays “force the actorspost their selves in front of a live
audience, in a live theatre space, in order fordference to be worked out” (141).
As a result of this extra-ordinary demand, in Bét&elays actors need to “relate
their Beckettian texts directly to themselves, andonly to their roles” in order for
the play display its self-referentiality (Levy 141Moreover, through MOUTH
Beckett manipulates a character that has alreagtyit® ties with the concepts of
body and language. It is impossible for an acttesdentify herself with MOUTH

in the play. Billie Whitelaw, who acted iNot |, reports her first impression of the
play in these words: “All | knew was that it wouhdve to go faster than anything
I'd ever heard in the theatre, if possible as &ssthe speed of thought, and that of
course is impossible” (112). The impossibility, epresentability, and non-
identificatory properties dot | are denials of the conventional frame that is draw

for both its form and content.

Discussions of what consists of the notion of theality propose that acting is the
key element in the rise of what we call theatrigalin Not I, Beckett’'s style

demands an extraordinary way of acting. As Lyoatest

[tlhe theatrical energy manifest iNot I's questioning of the
subject, within the presentation of theatrical parfance that both
exploits and subverts the presence of the humanm, guovides a
paradigm of character and the questioning of tleattter that (1)
foregrounds drama’s need for the human actor amg@rbblematic
practices of discussing dramatic language outsid@eocontexts
of fictions of speech; (2) exposes the reductivenafsmimetic
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arguments that would ground dramatic speech aswibrl of

some “inner coherence” on the part of the actothercharacter;
and (3) reveals the need to assimilate both thegrétion of

characteras a dramatic function and the problematic ofgassg

subjectto character as anything other than an aesthiefid in

which language asserts itself as speculation. (119)

Thus the play can be seen as one of the first septations of the death of the
character. This death covers not only the physg@étence of the character in its
fullness but also the language that s/he uses erstdge. Since MOUTH is the
“character” of the play, it is impossible to attaghy kind of characteristics that
normally belongs to an actor/actressNat I, MOUTH is nothing but a figure, an
image and it can even be considered as merelyrayhlisual object. As Uhlmann
analyzes, Mouth is an “autonomous mental images.dffered to us as something
which must be interpreted but which will resist \easterpretation and lacks an
intended interpretation” (62). The actors’ diffigulin interpreting MOUTH as a

character results in unfamiliarity. Levy says:

Presented with a self-negating, self-avoiding dfregecting, and
almost fully disembodied dramatic character, actdidot | must

indeed ‘drag up the past’ and make it present thfan the here
and now of a unique, never-the-same performancehém they
are required to learn about their roles primarilpni the

physically immediate and often painful and confghimhereabouts
on stage while initiating a hermeneutic searchréait or fictitious

selves by means of their own ‘I" or ‘not I'. (141)

Therefore, acting MOUTH requires a close analy$isuzh concepts as irony, in-
betweenness (or the simultaneous existence ofridl’ ‘@ot 1”), self-reference, self-
negation and paradox. As can be inferred from thigs impossible to reach an
authentic and meaningful conclusion in defining MDUas a character. For Levy,
the “threshold situation is expressed in the catieh between the text and situation
of the character in space... In order to be truly-seferential, the actors must, in
fact, be completely themselves” (147). Thus, thl @ossible way of interpreting
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MOUTH resides in its performance. Through beinglyahemselves” the actors of
Not | interpret their roles during its performance oa stage and this property of the
play is another way in which it may be seen as @@&mgt in representing the

unrepresentable.

The idea of putting a mouth at the center of tlagestis a challenge to the idea of
presence on the theatrical scene. MoutNah | is seen as separated from its body.
The existence of the body within the darkness efdtage makes the appearance of
MOUTH blurry because MOUTH belongs to the body awad to the body. This
ironic strategy is of great importance since itresgnts Beckett’'s undermining and
eroding of the physicality and concreteness of tdrewhile being comforted by
these features (Gontarski 169). Beckett's undeglyhthe rejection of théhereness

of theatre makes his audience question what is sedhe stage. The audience of
Not | would experience such a questioning process suheg is seen on the stage is
not actually there. Connor argues thaliot |, Beckett places “the speaking body on

stage and then effaces it, leaving on the voic&1)1

In the play the death of “I” stands for the deatrewerything in representation. In
fact, MOUTH is aware of its theatricality and itsilhg fragmented from a full body.
As Levy underlines, the lines of MOUTH reflect laavareness of being an aesthetic

object rather than a character and,

are delivered from the straights of particularly oaiged
Beckettian space, from which both actor and characall in
doubt the authenticity of ‘a self’, be it the chetea’s, the implied
author’s self, or frequently, as we have seen, dhenactor’s.
Character and actor are thereby paradoxically megaand
confirming ‘selfhood’ at the same time. (147)

When “I” is dead, there is nothing left to represehhis life, thus, it is not “I” what
is represented on the stage. The only inevitabléy ds to represent the
unrepresentableNot I, with all of its ingredients, is Beckett's fuliient of

inevitable duty as being a playwright. The rejectaf the theatrical conventions
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makes itself seen within the disembodied voice &fWTH. “By refusing to say I,
Mouth both denies her position as a speaking stubjikin language and denies the
possibility of language” (Tubridy 117). The play Beckett’s insistence on art’s
resistance to any kind of modeling imposed on itug; inNot | (as in his art in
general) “instead of imposing purposes and templaggon art, he experimented
with the notion that an artistic medium itself midle made to speak, if approached

with a sort of intelligent humility” (Albright 2).

Through Mouth, it is not the human subject who kpgei is the theatre itself as a
medium for representation which speaks. The lactulbfbody of human actor on
the stage and the use of fragmented language révealejection of MOUTH'’s
saying “I”. However, Beckett gives voice to MOUTHrough the body of an actor
on the theatrical stage rather than a characi@rose. It is not the imagination of the
reader of prose that gives voice to MOUTH, it isteman actor. As Tubridy reports,
“[i]t speaks in the temporal immediacy of the tlieatather than from the temporal
duration of the printed page” (128). This paradakfeature of the play makéot |
one of the best plays for an analysis of theaiticabuch a conflict could only be

reflected through theatre which consists of théaadience in the auditorium.

In addition to these, the use of spacdot | is far from traditional understandings
of theatre stage. The space with its emptinessalev@eckett’s subversion of the
conventions of theatre. As Essif admits, the mbee dtage is made empty, “the
more it becomes self-conscious and about itseld).(The emptiness of Beckettian
stage is considered as his attempt to get rid pfastachments to the theatre stage
that are accepted by rationalism. The self-awarenéthe empty space is the result
of this rejection. The empty stage does not proaideound for the audience to see a
distinct world on the stage with which to identiffhe empty stage cannot be a
medium for a theatre piece that conveys sense aahing. The stage space, most
of which is formed by darkness, can be taken asidimy both on-stage and off-
stage simultaneously. The off-stage that is thgestilmatter is the “big darkness”
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that is available throughout the whole play, whatko covers the audience. In a
conventional theatre space, the stage is beindeligleaving the audience in full
darkness throughout the whole play. However,Nat |, there is an insistent
emphasis on MOUTH through lighting while the boaymains in darkness. This
creates multi-layers of space: that of the moutie, body of the actor and the
audience. Thus, what is conventionally considesedrastage becomes the off-stage
in darkness. Moreover, on-stage and off-stage carabined while also being

separated by darkness. As Brater analyzes,

[iIn the theater Beckett makes us desperately ¢onscof the
agonizing limitations of seeing, hearing, and spaakyet before
Not | such constraints never seemed so theatricalliegti...
Beckett sets into motion a multidimensional, muédia
extravaganza. (35)

As a result,Not | with all of its ingredients is like a counter migsitation to the
traditions of mainstream theatre. Not only its text also its representation on stage
deconstructs the ideas of meaning, design, bodgracker and space. Beckett's
choosing of stage to represent such a “charact@kes the play the voice of
postmodern theatre that represents the death sé tt@ncepts. The play represents
the death of representation and the paradoxicalitai@lity of representing this
death.
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CHAPTER 4

PERFORMATIVITY

4.1 Austinian vs. Derridian and Butlerian Performativity

The concept of performativity forms a multi-layerashtext within various fields of
study. The connection between performance studidsparformativity prepares a
rich ground for a reconsideration of the open emgigektioning of man and his life.
Different views of language, performance and subge investigated within the
theory performativity. “A performative understanding of discursive practices
challenges the representationalist belief in thevgyoof words to represent
preexisting things” (Barad 802, emphasis origin@kiginally investigated in speech
act theory, the concept of performativity gives waythe combination of various
ideas with performance. Underlying these combimatidhere is an investigation
and criticism of Austin’s theory of performativityrthe relationship between the
terms performance and performativity is still delsbdmong theatre theorists. While
some people find it difficult to make a connectlmgtween them, some others think
that recent investigations in performance studipsnothe way to a theory of
performativity. InPerformance and Performativit009), Mehmesiray underlines
the intersection of performance and performativity states that “[o]ne essential
guestion is whether we (human subjects) essenfidly an active or a passive role
in our acts, or simultaneously both, a question ctvhseems to underlie all
discusions of performance or performativity” (1Thus, both terms lead us to an
investigation of the human assabjecton the one hand and to his/her acts on the
other.

As a termperformativitywas first used by John L. Austin iow to Do Things with
Words (1955),which is the published form of a series of lectusgsHarvard
University. This influential work has been claimexdinspire not only theories of
modern linguistics but also studies in literaturel ghilosophy, performance and

cultural studies. As time passed, the term lostesahits influence within the
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discipline of linguistics, but it gained a secoifé Wwithin the discipline of cultural
studies and cultural theory in the 1990s. Dueganitiuence, the study of culture “as
structured webs of signs waiting to be deciphegal/e way to the investigation of
culture through its performative traits, and at faene time the term “was given a
theoretical reconsideration in order to accommodaicitly bodily acts” (Fischer-
Lichte 26). The theory of performativity has thuadhan impact within various
disciplines and has led them to investigate ratatigps between the body, language
and everything concerning human life and behawierBarad notes, “performativity
has become a ubiquitous term in literary studibeater studies, and the nascent
interdisciplinary area of performance studies, gsbng the question as to whether
all performances are performative” (808). Despiie inevitable difference between
their approaches to language, the general franteptréormativity portrays within
the field of linguistics is taken to be the primamnaterial for one of the art forms,
which is theatre.

What makes Austin’s theory of performativity an avative tool for investigations
Is that it discloses the relationship between gagmd doing. The idea is challenging
and new, since it has to move beyond traditionalswterations of language in
combining saying and doing. Traditionally, utteremcare viewed from as
functioning to describe some state of affairs ostaie some facts which are thought
to be true or false. Austin, however, claimed thait all true or false statements are
descriptions. Moreover, “[w]e very often also udéerances in ways beyond the
scope at least of traditional grammar” (3). Inri§féng such kinds of utterances,
Austin claims that utterances can be found satigfithe conditions of traditional
grammar, but still they may not “describe or repmrconstate anything at all” and
they may not be verifiable, or true or false (5)orgbver, there may be some
situations in which “the uttering of the sentengear is a part of, doing of an action,
which again would nohormally be described as saying something” (5, emphasis
original). Therefore, Austin differentiates what balls constatives, which can be
claimed to be true or false, from performativese Ttllowing are the examples that

Austin provides in his analysis of performativesudinces;
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‘I do (sc. Take this woman to be my lawful weddeifle)v — as
uttered in the course of the marrige ceremony.aiha this ship
the Queen Elizabeth'— as uttered when smashing the bottle
against the stern. ‘I give and bequeath my watamydorother’ —
as occuring in a will. ‘I bet you sixpence it within tomorrow’.

()

Austin reports that such sentences, when uttergderappropriate circumstances,
are not functioning as describing what is beingedoor are they used to state that
something is done by someone. Rather, when thegtated in suitable conditions,
they are actually being done. In other words, teruig these statements people are
doing them. Another feature of such utterancelasnone of them are either true or
false. For this new type of utterance, he suggastsermperformatives“[w]hat are
we to call a sentence or utterance of this typpfopose to call it gerformative
sentenceor a performative utterance, or, for short ‘a perfative’ (6). The word
performativity is derived from ‘perform’, “the uslueerb with the noun ‘action’: it
indicates that the issuing of the utterance ispddorming of an action — it is not
normally thought of as just saying something” (Au$-7).

Austin questions whether it is genuinely possibde consider “saying” as an
equivalent to “doing”. There may be some situatiamsvhich “it is possible to

perform an act of exactly the same kimaok by uttering words, whether written or
spoken, but in some other way. For example, | magome places effect marriage
by cohabiting” (Austin 8, emphasis original). Irder to avoid this confusion and to

exclude this kind of paradox, Austin claims that

[s]peaking generally, it is always necessary thatircumstances

in which the words are uttered should be in somg, wa ways,
appropriate and it is very commonly necessary that either the
speaker himself or other persons shaltb perform certairother
actions, whether “physical” or “mental” actions’ even acts of
uttering further words. Thus, for naming the ships essential
that | should be the person appointed to nhameftie(Christian)
marrying, it is essential that | should not be adhg married with a
wife living, sane and undivorced. (8, emphasisinal
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Therefore, there are some factors that have tobwleted in order for an utterance
to be the part of the performing of an action. Whese circumstances are not met,
the intended action fails to occur and the utteeaaainhappy or in other words they
are infelicities (Austin 14). Thus, as Austin adnialthough performatives are far
from being verifiable, they are still subject taticism. That is why he has to make a
distinction between the happy and unhappy perfawasit As Austin claims, in
order for an utterance to be accepted as perforedft]lhere must exist an accepted
conventional procedure having a certain conventiaeféect, the procedure to
include the uttering of certain words by certainspas in certain circumstances”
(26). In addition to this, “[t]he particular persoand circumstances in a given case
must be appropriate for the invocation of the pattir procedure invoked” (34). As
for the participants of these procedures, they rbasthe part of the performative
procedure “correctly” and “completely” (35-36). Asan clearly be understood,
Austinian performativity requires some particulaontextual factors to be
completed, which is a condition criticized by Ddaj as will be explained in detail

later.

Although it seems that Austin creates two oppgsities: the constatives on the one
hand and the performatives on the other, he cldiras “the performative is not
altogether so obviously distinct from the consgtiand the same sentence, on
different occasions of utterance, may be used #s @mnstative and performative
(67). Therefore, with performative speech actsaings at adding another dimension
to the traditional understanding of the true/fatlistinction of constatives. The
performative utterances’ requirement to accomptistiain procedures is the result

of this new way of analyzing speech acts.

The more recent shift of focus within the underdtag of performativity owes
much to the writings of Jacques Derrida and JuBlittier. Both of them are critical
of the contradictions they find within Austin’s thvg of performativity. The

paradoxical points that Derrida and Butler disclase related to the matters of
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writing and subject. What Austin emphasizes in thisory is that performative
utterances are uttered by a subject who is coresidas fully responsible for the
utterance. In addition to this, performatives aoasidered to be the only way of
communication. Therefore, the notion of subject histher speech, as the only way
of communication as suggested by Austin, are furihgestigated through the
claims of Derrida and Butler. In addition, the tlater philosophers’ conceptions of
the performative are opposed to the view that dpeets universalize and totalize
the conventions that are formed through a progressctheme. The rules and
regulations that are enumerated by Austinian perétivity manifest the normative
structure of the speech acts. This kind of peroeps the result of an approach that

sees language as a closed system.

Derrida identifies four points in Austinian perfaativity which make it worthy of
discussion. Firstly, Austin considers speech asterdy acts of communication and
“is led to consider every utterance worthy of thame (i.e., intended to
communicate)”. Secondly, this kind of communicatisra new one which suggests
that communicating means communicating a forceutindhe “impetusifmpulsior

of a mark”. Thirdly, Austinian performativity doest have its referent outside of
itself as opposed to classical assertion. Perfavemtlo not describe something that
is outside of language or prior to it. The effeéttloe performative lies under its
production and is the transformation of a situaticastly, Austin frees the analysis
of the performative from the authority of the “tiuvalug from the true/false
opposition” (13, emphasis original). Therefore, h@errida defines Austinian
performativity can be stated as a new way of comaation through a force, which
has no referent outside of itself and is free frima authority of the true/false
distinction. As Derrida elaborates, “[tlhe perfotiga is a ‘communication’ which
is not limited strictly to the transference of semma content that is already

constituted and dominated by an orientation tovisartth” (13).

In addition to the above mentioned innovations, this performativity displays

some paradoxes. Derrida questions the performatofispeech acts by disclosing
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two failed notions in Austin’s theory. The first ®ms Austin’s offering the use of
performative speech acts as a way of communicatbich is driven by the
intentions of the speakers. The second is the dutmiron of writing to speech in
Austinian performativity. AsSiray agrees, “[S|peech act theory presupposesthtieat
subject who utters is the source of the speechlaadtis why written utterances (and
writing in general) are always subordinated” (129)erefore, Derrida’s criticism of
Austin’s performativity identifies critical issuegout the subject and the notion of
writing. The Austinian subject is considered asatdg@ of communicating through

speech, which must be questioned for Derrida.

In addition to these, Derrida argues that Austihsory requires “a value of context
and even of a context exhaustively determinedh@oty or teleologically” (14). For
example the performative “I now pronounce you hasband wife”, requires a
wedding ceremony. The context is teleologicallyed®ined since consciousness is
taken for granted according to the Austinian theofyperformativity. In other
words, the consciousness of the performative stiljdaken as one of the elements
that affect the performativity of the utterance,isthmeans that the value of the
context is also determined by consciousness. Agid2erstates “the conscious
presence of the intention of the speaking subjethe totality of his speech act” is
at work and as a result “performative communicatimetomes once more the
communication of an intentional meaning, even dttmeaning has no referent in
the form of a thing or of a prior or exterior statethings” (14). For Derrida, this is
one of the shortcomings of Austinian performatistgice it does not allow multiple
meanings; rather it is determined, fixed and tt#ehn. “The conscious presence of
speakers or receivers participating in the accahpient of a performative, their
conscious and intentional presence in the totalitthe operation” hints that there is

no escape from a teleological totalization (Derrida.

Furthermore, the exclusion that Austin suggestiigntheory is another problem
which causes it to be paradoxical. Austin claims:
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[A] performative utterance will, for example, bea peculiar way

hollow or void if said by an actor on the stageifantroduced in

a poem, or spoken in soliloquy. This applies ifmglar manner to

any and every utterance ... Language in such cstamoes is in

special ways — intelligibly - used not seriouslyt lm many ways

parasitic upon its normal use - ways which fall under thetdoe

of the etiolations of language. All this we arexcluding from

consideration. (22, emphases original)
The dismissal of “non-serious” performatives fromsfinian performativity shows
the handicap that Austin falls in when defining fpemnativity. According to this
understanding, there is a kind of language that Skeuld strenuously distance
ourselves from and resolutely ignore” (Derrida 1Bgrrida asks “[l]s this general
possibility necessarily one of a failure or trapoimvhich language mafall or lose
itself as in an abyss situated outside of or imtfiaf itself? What is the status of this
parasitisn?” (17, emphasis original). The paradox that Deruederlines, with this
questioning of Austinian exclusion of non-serioasduage, shows that Austin tries
to create a kind of distinct language which is peyed and “serious” as opposed to
non-serious. This subordination is rejected by darand he further states that a
non-serious performative on stage, in a poem ooliéoguy, “is the determined
modification of a general citationality — or rathargeneral iterability” (Derrida 17).
Since language of such a kind (non-serious lang@sg@Austin defines it) is the
transformed and repeated type of serious langusaggin’s exclusion is once more

rejected.

The presupposition of the speech act theory, wisdhat by uttering performative

sentences meaning is transferred to a receiver &sender, is criticized by Derrida.

For him, it is not possible to guarantee a unifistéple and fixed meaning within

any kind of medium (whether speech or writing) $@orted by an addresser to an
addressee.

One writes in order to communicate something ts¢haho are
absent. The absence of the sender, of the recglestinateuy,
from the mark that he abandons, and which cut# ifisen him
and continues to produce effects independently i®fphesence
and of the present actuality of his intentiomsuloir-dire], indeed
even after his death, his absence, which moreosiengs to the
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structure of all writing — and | shall add furthaer, of all language
in general. [(imited Inc, 5)

The mark has long escaped from both the receivértlam sender. Moreover, the
receiver and the sender have already abandonddwtever, that mark still goes on
producing its effects on them. The effects of tharkmshow themselves both in
writing and language in general. The mark actuiagllthe communication itself that
is never fully achievedSiray indicates that “[i]f the absence of the reeeivs
essential to every communication, and if it is ieathrough repetition of a code,
then this rupture makes pure presence in repragentampossible” (131).
Therefore, the concept of communication is conakivextricably from the notion
of representation. “The conceptrapresentations here indissociable from those of
communicationand of expressioh (Derrida: Limited Inc, 5, emphases original).

Writing as one of the ways of communication has edsatures for Derrida,

If men write it is: (1) because they have to comivate; (2)

because what they have to communicate is theiught" their

"ideas," their representations. Thought, as reptasien, precedes
and governs communication, which transports thesdjt the

Signified content; (3) because men alecady in a state that
allows them to communicate their thought to thereeland to
each other when, in a continuous manner, they intba

particular means of communication, writingirfited Inc, 4)

The concept of writing, from Plato onwards, is “ceived of as a supplemented
communication in that speech has a priority to imgitin representation”Sfray
129). By classifying the properties of writing, Bida not only subverts the classical
subordination of writing to speech, but he also keasizes the combination of
writing and representation. What urges men to “Bpeadso available for him to
“write” and this is also the case with represeptatiWriting and representation
cannot be thought of independently from each otiveze they share the same goal
which is to communicate. On the other hand, itnipassible for both to achieve
their desired goal. Moreover, writing as a meanscammunication cannot be

thought of as “innocent, primitive, or natural’ (Dida 3). As Derrida claims,
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“‘communication is that which circulates a repreaBoh as an ideal content
(meaning); and writing is a species of this generammunication” (6). The
circularity of representation is the result of thepeatability of any kind of
communication, whether written or spoken. Below ridkx underlines the
repeatability of writing:
My communication must be repeatable-iterable-in #solute
absence of the receiver or of any empirically deieable
collectivity of receivers. Such iterabilitytér, again, probably
comes fromitara, other in Sanskrit, and everything that follows
can be read as the working out of the logic thes tepetition to
alterity) structures the mark of writing itself, rmoatter what
particular type of writing is involved (whether tographical,
hieroglyphic, ideographic, phonetic, alphabetic,cite the old
categories). A writing that is not structurally deble — iterable -

beyond the death of the addressee would not begurit.imited
Inc., 7)

Iterability discloses the fact that the repeatedcept is imitated and therefore is
detached from the idea of origin. When it is imettrepeated or represented the
concept multiplies itself by damaging an idea ofgsiarity, individuality, selfhood
and full identity. That is why Derrida emphasizége feature of multiplicity in
writing as a communication. Writing, as a specidstiie communication in
representation, gives way to ideas concerning wdmaesentation is. Derrida’s ideas
about representation are related to the paraddaxepeaesentation as an imitation of
an original is impossible, while there is no escémen representation. In other
words, for Derrida, the so-called “original” is alsa kind of representation.
“Representation is death. Which may be immediatalysformed into the following
proposition: death is (only) representation. Busibound to life and to the living

present which it repeats originarilyWMtiting and Differencg286).

Therefore, representation, by its nature, nourishesidea of iterability and the
denial of the original. Such assumptions by Dersatdad in opposition to the earlier

perspectives that see representation as man ingjtéfie. Unlike this, representation
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has already begun and it has also been closect ioléissical sense as a copy of the
real. Derrida points out:

Because it has always already begun, representdtérafore has
no end. But one can conceive of the closure ofwiéth is without
end. Closure is the circular limit within which thiepetition of
difference infinitely repeats itself. That is toysalosure is its
playing space. This movement is the movement ofvibdd as
play... To think the closure of representation isstho think the
cruel powers of death and play which permit presdnde born to
itself, and pleasurably to consume itself through tepresentation
in which it eludes itself in its deferral. To thirtke closure of
representation is to think the tragic: not as tbpresentation of
fate, but as the fate of representation. Its gtatisi and baseless
necessity. And it is to think why it is fatal thak its closure,
representation continuedV(iting and Difference316)

Thus, with its closure, representation createsaaesfor itself as a repetition of life.
Such kind of space does not form an autonomouespetached from life, it results
in the idea that the split between life and repnesen is a blurry one. That is why
this kind of outlook is called “the movement of therld as play”. Moreover,

representation is a self-contradictory concept, reshepresentation continues in
spite of its closure in a conventional sense. FeiriDa, the same kind of approach
Is also at work in ideas concerning theater. Astages, “[t]he theater is born in its

own disappearancet\(riting and Differenceg293).

Such an understanding of representation (taking l#s an originator of
representation) has long been closed and thisrdasumanifested through the work
of Antonin Artaud in his booklhe Theater and Its Doublértaud subverts the
metaphysics of the traditional idearafse en scenand/or theatricality. For Artaud,
there are no longer any masterpieces of the diseuteeater as accepted by the
classical tradition anymore. Civilization and cuétare in collapse and theatre, as
their “expression in space”, should be the firsacpl to show this decay by
subverting itself (89). In doing so, theatre is gbdten a representative function; i.e.
it is not considered as an art form which represdif¢. Artaud claims that “[i]f
confusion is the sign of the times, | see at thet mf this confusion a rupture
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between things and words, between things and thasiénd signs that are their
representation” (7). Artaud’s emphasis on the deftveen things and words can be
considered as forming the basis of the postmodda df unrepresentability. The
linkage between words and things is no longer guaeal and that is why confusion

arises. There can no longer be a consensus ontdefiaaning.

Artaud’s protest is “against the idea of culturedesinct from life as if there were
culture on one side and life on the other, asui ttulture were not a refined means
of understanding andxercisinglife” (10, emphasis original). Life and theatre, a
this point, are considered to be one and the s&rme. culture which finds its
disclosure within theatrical practices cannot beceived as distinct from life, just
as the idea that life is nothing distinguished frdmeatre. Artaud suggests, “[tlhe
theater, which is imo thing,but makes use of everything - gestures, soundsjsyor
screams, light, darkness - rediscovers itself atipely the point where the mind
requires a language to express its manifestatigh®, emphasis original). The
desired functionality of theater within life is @isle when theatre discloses itself

with its own language. As Artaud states,

[w]e must believe in a sense of life renewed bythieater, a sense
of life in which man fearlessly makes himself mastewhat does
not yet exist, and brings it into being. And evhigy that has not
been born can still be brought to life if we are satisfied to
remain mere recording organisms. Furthermore, wherspeak
the word "life," it must be understood we are referring to life
as we know it from its surface of fact, but to tHaagile,
fluctuating center which forms never reach. Andhiére is still
one hellish, truly accursed thing in our time, st dur artistic
dallying with forms, instead of being like victintsurnt at the
stake, signaling through the flames. (13)

Just like the inevitability of representation tHaerrida mentions, life, as it is

commonly accepted on the surface meaning, is cereido be unreachable since it
has not got a center. Although it can be eliciteat tvhat Artaud suggests can be
understood as another kind of referential mark eaming theater, it should be noted
that his view of the theater does not aim to eshldtrict and unchangeable rules;

what he suggests is looking at the concept of énewth naked eye and realizing its
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inseparability from life. By using the worduelty Artaud does not necessarily mean

the representation of physical violence and bloodtage. As he explains,

"[T]heater of cruelty" means a theater difficult and cruel for
myself first of all. And, on the level of performam it is not the
cruelty we can exercise upon each other by hackimgch other's
bodies, carving up our personal anatomies, or, Mesyrian
emperors, sending parcels of human ears, noseseatly
detached nostrils through the mail, but the muchenterrible and
necessary cruelty which things can exercise agasistVe are not
free. And the sky can still fall on our heads. Ahd theater has
been created to teach us that first of all. (7Qleasis original)

The Theater of Cruelty deals with cruel forces tha within life and surely they
will keep on their trial to dominate unless manefa¢hem. In this kind of theatre,
nothing controls and restricts the stage from detsin the theater of cruelty, what is
represented on stage is just the same as in bfeARaud,“[e]verything that acts is
a cruelty. It is upon this idea of extreme actipushed beyond all limits, that theater
must be rebuilt” (85).Such an understanding can be considered as tbeobescent
theories of performativity, which offers a new kiaoficonsideration of theater as life
and life as theater. In this kind of theater, Adaweports, the play “disturbs the
senses’ repose, frees the repressed unconsciautgsim kind of virtual revolt
(which moreover can have its full effect only ifréamains virtual), and imposes on
the assembled collectivity an attitude that is bdifficult and heroic” (28), thus
including spectator within the theatrical produntio

The specific language that is offered by Artaudhwitiiis new theatre is different
from the previous understandings of the use of Uagg. Speech is no longer
considered as the dominant part of the play. Thts phat exist apart from the text,
generally thought of as the minor parts of a plggin much more importance.
Gestures, intonations, wordless pantomime andidéts have been regarded as just
belonging to the production of the play, howevetafid suggests that these parts are
“theatrical” parts of the text, and theatre willch its aim when these parts are
understood as necessities of what makes theatetl(4Moreover, Artaud claims

that Western theatre is verbal and is “unawarevefyhing that makes theater, of
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everything that exists in the air of the stage,awnhs measured and circumscribed
by that air and has a density in space-movemeii@pes, colors, vibrations,

attitudes, screams” (56). However, it should beeddhat the function of speech
within Artaud’s theater is not to be suppressect fidte of speech is changed and its
position is reduced. Artaud remarks,

To change the role of speech in theater is to mesleeof it in a
concrete and spatial sense, combining it with dhérg in the

theater that is spatial and significant in the ceteedomain; -- to
manipulate it like a solid object, one which ovensiand disturbs
things, in the air first of all, then in an infialy more mysterious
and secret domain but one that admits of extensiaah,it will not

be very difficult to identify this secret but exteed domain with
that of formal anarchy on the one hand but alsd wlitat of

continuous formal creation on the other. (72)

Therefore, the art of theatre is reconciled with @l its parts and made into
something solid. Its spatial features (the feattias inhabit its space) are combined
with its use of speech. This causes theatre tobetegral part of life as opposed to
a reflection of life. This approach to theater ¢dass theatre not as a reflection but
as a simulation. The theater, “far from copyingliputs itself whenever possible in
communication with pure forces. And whether youeptcor deny them, there is
nevertheless a way of speaking which gives the nainirces to whatever brings
to birth images of energy in the unconscious aradugous crime on the surface”
(82). Furthermore, the forces are given names wiguch a theatre because it
recovers “the notion of a kind of unique languagdf-tvay between gesture and

thought” by means of physical language (89). Artauchmarizes,

| say that the stage is a concrete physical pldtehvasks to be
filled, and to be given its own concrete languagespeak. | say
that this concrete language, intended for the senaed
independent of speech, has first to satisfy theeserthat there is a
poetry of the senses as there is a poetry of layjeguend that this
concrete physical language to which | refer isytthleatrical only
to the degree that the thoughts it expresses gmntehe reach of
the spoken language. (37)
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Clearly, Artaud underlines the physicality of thexaih his claims. Such an idea of
the physicality of theater is also suggested byiBamwhen he claims that “whatever
can be said of the body can be said of the theatezatricality must traverse and
restore “existence” and “flesh” in each of theipests.” Writing and Difference

293). Therefore, what theatre consists of has daamother dimension in these

approaches. As Artaud analyzes,

It must be said that the domain of the theateroispsychological
but plastic and physical. And it is not a questadnwhether the
physical language of theater is capable of achigume same
psychological resolutions as the language of wordgther it is
able to express feelings and passions as well adswbut whether
there are not attitudes in the realm of thought iatelligence that
words are incapable of grasping and that gestundseaerything
partaking of a spatial language attain with moecision than they.
(71, emphasis original)

Here Artaud draws attention to the inexpressibiifysome attitudes with words.
This physical language that Artaud offers is a whirying to express that which is
inexpressible. The language of theater is, theeefextended from the written words
of the text in order to take a step further towattds aim. It is the “obligation to

express”, in Beckett's words. For Artaud,

All true feeling is in reality untranslatable. Taxpeess it is to
betray it. But to translate it i® dissimulate itTrue expression
hides what it makes manifest. It sets the mindgposition to the
real void of nature by creating in reaction a kwofdfullness in
thought. Or, in other terms, in relation to the ifestation -
illusion of nature it creates a void in thoughtl pbwerful feeling
produces in us the idea of the void. And the ldaityuage which
obstructs the appearance of this void also obstthet appearance
of poetry in thought. That is why an image, angily, a figure
that masks what it would reveal have more signifeeafor the
spirit than the lucidities of speech and its anedyt(71)

Therefore, theater is considered not as a refleatioa written text but as a much
more complex and multi-layered event. It is thejgetion of the so-called minor
parts upon the stage. “This active projection camiade only upon the staged its

consequences found in the presence of and upastabe;and the author who uses
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written words only has nothing to deith the theater and must give way to
specialists in its objectivand animated sorcery” (Artaud 73). The specialist
Artaud refers to can be considered as the spestatdhe play and in the “theater of
cruelty the spectator is in the center and the tapkx surrounds him” (81). By
Artaud’s innovations not only the minor parts bigoathe spectators regain their
importance. In addition to these, his emphasisasiuges and actions leads the way
to the materiality of theatre. Artaud calls foriakof theatre with “immediacy”, one
in which the themes arising from the conflicts betw man and his life “will be
borne directly into the theater and materializedmovements, expressions, and
gestures before trickling away in words”. (123-1243 a result of this suggestion
the text is not primary nor is its author its diota Moreover, there will be an
overlap between images and movements when the gmage re-filled with
movements, silences, shouts, and rhythms (ibid). IRerefore, it is not only the
images, arising from the words that the authorvaagen and that the actors give
voice to in their speech, that the presentationaoplay creates but also the

movements and their relationship with the images déine presented on stage.

As Siray indicates, by means of the rejection of therateve, discursive and
mimetic structure of traditional theatre, there hasn a growing interest in the non-
mimetic and non-discursive performance which isutia of as an “experience of
‘the’ event” (15). The theatrical experience, whminsists of series of events from
ticket buying to acting with the characters on stag seen as an event by itself.
However, it was considered in the past to haveracpéar place distanced from real
life experiences and the outer world. By means ohsaering theatre and
performance as events,"26entury approaches within theatre studies creétead’
space for theatre within “real” life. Since it is avent, it is not possible to consider

it far from functioning within life. It has its oweffects once it is presented.

Derrida, in his essay “The Theatre of Cruelty anel Closure of Representation”,
analyzes the major points of the new theatre thed first theorized by Antonin
Artaud. Derrida states, “[tlhe theater is born i8 own disappearance, and the

offspring of this movement has a name: man” (298g theater, in Derridian sense,
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iIs born as a result of the extinction of thoughtickhconsiders theater as the
representation dffe. This does not mean that the theorists of ti@® theatre (such

as Artaud and Derrida) do not consider theaterepsesentation. On the contrary,
representation is unavoidable but its older fornawvehreached an end. Since
representation has already started and is ineeitatlle new theater can be

considered as representationife. As Derrida points,

The theater of cruelty is not a representatiois life itself, in the
extent pic] to which life is unrepresentable. Life is the
nonrepresentable origin of representation... This di&rries man
along with it, but is not primarily the life of mamhe latter is only
a representation of life, and such is the limhie humanist limit -
of the metaphysics of classical theat&¥ri{ing and Difference
294-95)

The limit that the older considerations of theat@ked results from taking man as
the centre of its representation. According to ¢heensiderations, the theater is

taken as a place where representation is possibleflecting man and his life.

However, as Derrida argues,

Theatrical art should be the primordial and priyédd site of this
destruction of imitation: more than any other arthas been
marked by the labor of total representation in \Wwhithe

affirmation of life lets itself be doubled and emept by negation.
This representation, whose structure is imprintedamly on the
art, but on the entire culture of the West (itsigiehs,

philosophies, politics), therefore designates mtran just a
particular type of theatrical construction. ThisaiBy the question
put to us today by far exceeds the bounds of titehtechnology.
(295)

For Derrida, the understanding of theatre as artatron creates a kind of
autonomous realm for theatre. However, the repatitf life on stage should be
taken as emptying the meaning that has been adteiéd. Therefore, the stage of
the new theatre not only puts theatre within Idaf also makes us think about the
meaning and value of life as previously mention&tiaud agrees with this idea and

underlines:
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The theater as we practice it can therefore beoaghed with a
terrible lack of imagination. The theater must magelf the equal
of life-not an individual life, that individual aept of life in which
CHARACTERS triumph, but the sort of liberated lifghich

sweeps away human individuality and in which marordy a
reflection. The true purpose of the theater isreate Myths, to
express life in its immense, universal aspect, famu that life to
extract images in which we find pleasure in discogeourselves.
And by so doing to arrive at a kind of general maskance, so
powerful that it produces its effect instantanepus{116,

emphasis original)

The emphasis on universality of the new theatreadp® the old understanding of a
drama which is constructed upon cause and effdetiaeship. Namely, the
universal reflection of life upon stage does noly matention to the specific
conditions of man that resulted from particular fiiots within his life. Rather, the
stage functions within life and life is expressedts universal aspect. As a result of
the universalizing idea of humanity and life, tlaise loses its significant place on
stage since life as it is takes its place. If treedd taken to be a reflection and/or an
effect of something that exist outside of it, thbe stage would be theological for

Derrida.

The consideration of speech as governing the siadgethe status of the author as
the creator of the play are strongly rejected byrida. For him, these factors are
what make theatre distanced from life. When spegthe domineering factor of a

play, it is the result of the idea that speechiearthe thoughts of its creator, who is
the author himself. The author, in such a prenfisés representation represent him
through representatives, directors or actors, eadlanterpreters who represent
characters who, primarily through what they sayremar less directly represent the
thought of the creator” (296). Moreover, he arglastage which does nothing but
illustrate a discourse is no longer entirely a stas relation to speech is its

malady” (297).

Within the classical tradition there is an idedrahsference of a particular discourse

by utilizing the interpretations of the directoastors and/or spectators. The result of
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this creates a presentation rather than a perfarenan stage. The stage is just used
as a medium under the service of this transferehceeaning. However, when we
think of Beckett's plays, we can see that his plagsopposed to this idea. Beckett,
in his writing, does not see the stage as a mediunwhich characters’ speech
functions to convey meaning. The spectator whoxigosed to his plays is not

considered as seated, passively consuming andiegjasat is on the stage.

His plays are considered as performative performsniot only the characters but
also every detail concerning his plays (such astuges objects, and stage
directions) acts upon the stage. These ingrediangés not just matters of the
systematic construction of his plays; their funesoare just as important as the
characters’. Moreover, Beckett as director of theeyg was criticized severely by
many people including the actors taking part witthiese plays. As Abbott states,
“Beckett is famous for his exactitude, for the pmseaealization of his will on stage”

(82). Beckett gave no chance to the actors to preéérthe characters they
impersonate. He was criticized for trying to be “amthor-god” in directing his

plays. Actually the word “impersonate” does nott dBeckett’'s understanding of
acting, rather what actors should do on stage & fa “embody” Beckett's

characters. In impersonation there is a suggestiorthe combination of two

(sometimes more) people, who are identifiable dmetefore can be combined.
However, in embodiment the actor on stage is justhiody that gives voice to the
character that is portrayed by the playwright. Ascker Lichte points “[the concept
of embodiment is of key importance to the aestbet€ performative” (90).

Therefore, it is thought that Beckett's main ainemphasizing embodiment was to
prevent his actors from identifying themselves whk characters and interpreting
the features of the characters. Since in the chsmpersonation the characters on
the stage would be no longer Beckett’s, but ineggiions of the actors. For Beckett,

his plays are not mediums for such identificatioor, should they be for the actors.

The deconstructive emphasis in the theory of peréivity is also suggested by

Judith Butler. Butler's criticism of Austinian perimativity results from her
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rejection of any kind that considers the conceptarguage, performing and subject
as existing in a closed and definite system. Butlansiders that there can be no
single definition and stable exercise of these ept& For her, in Austin’s theory
the subject, who speaks, speaksriventionallythat is, it speaks in a voice that is
never fully singular. That subject invokes a foren(lvhich is not quite the same as
following a rule), and this may be done with no ldtle reflection on the
conventional character of what is being said” (@®phasis original). As a result,
Butler asks, “Who speaks when convention speaks®hbit time does convention
speak? In some sense, it is an inherited set aéspan echo of others who speak as
the “I” (25). By remarking on the set of voices anited within the subject’s speech,
Butler, in a way, deconstructs the totalitarianaiaé the subject. In addition to this,
the speech that is spoken by the conventional soisghin the subject is a
repetition. As Butler points, “the language tha¢ $ubject speaks is conventional
and, to that degree, citational...The speaker assuespsnsibility precisely through
the citational character of speech...Responsibilitythus linked with speech as
repetition, not as origination” (39). As opposedAigstinian performativity, there is
no origin or power of the performatives. The spe®&dfich can also be named as the
voices of the conventions, is citational and by nseaf repetition it loses its effect
as an origin. The speech act that is used by thgeducannot be considered as
belonging to the subject originally. Rather his/Bpeech is the repeated version of
the speech. Thus, for Butler, Austinian theory abers that both the language and
the subject who speaks the language are in fuporesbility in the process of
acting. The sentences that the subject uttershawgght to transfer the intention of
the speaker and through speech acts this intergtionderstandable for the listener.
As a result, in Butler's understanding of perforivigit, the safe and protected
places of speech and subject (that are determinpddebrules and conditions of the

speech act theory) are demolished.

According to the general frame that Austin drawsHis theory of performativity,
the subject has to have a kind of dominance ovethéi speech in order for a

performative utterance to be successful. For exantpé performing of a command
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can be possible only when the subject has a dommgemanner. On the other hand,
for Butler, “[a]lthough the subject speaks, and¢hie no speaking without a subject,
the subject does not exercise sovereign power wwet it says” (34). In other
words, the subject cannot be considered as thgifiatior of such [performative]
speech, for that subject is produced in languageuth a prior performative
exercise of speech” (39). Thus, the subject cahaatonsidered as a person who is

in full control of what s/he says since s/he is ohthe constructions of that speech.

When it is considered that the subject acts inrintjeperformatives, it becomes
obvious that the act is limited to the language ithaised. As Butler remarks, “[t]he
one who acts (who is not the same as the soveseigject), acts precisely to the
extent that he or she is constituted as an acegd) operating within a linguistic
field of enabling constraints from the outset” (1B8ustin’s linking of saying and
doing is, therefore, limited. Butler elaborates,

A speech act can be an act without necessarily gbein

efficacious act. If | utter a failed performativibat is, | make a

command and no one hears or obeys, | make a vathamne is

no one to whom or before whom the vow might be macxill

perform an act with no or little effect (or, at $anot with the

effect that is figured by the act). A felicitousrfsemative is one

in which I not only perform the act, but some degftects follows

from the fact that | perform it. To act linguistigais not

necessarily to produce effects, and in this semspeech act and
action is not necessarily to say that speech #uta@ously. (17)

Austin’s consideration of speech as the dominarerdenant of the notion of
performativity is criticized by Butler. The subjeavho acts, is as crucial as the
performative use of language at the moment of theJast like Derrida’s attempts
to put forth the importance of writing as a waycofmmunication, Butler attempts to
underline the position of the subject in performagi Moreover, the degree of
efficacy concerning the speech act on the one haddhe action itself on the other
in the use of performatives cannot be guarantedtht\Butler underlines is the fact
that speech acts may not produce the desired effetthis discloses the paradox

within the idea that we act when we speak. As Builges, “speech is always in

123



some ways out of our control” (15). Therefore, Anisin performativity as a closed

systematic construction is problematized.

Butler also criticizes Austin’s idea of language @asdominant concept in the
performatives from the perspective of naming. Faortlé&, the construction of a
subject in language is a “selective process in kvthe terms legible and intelligible
subjecthood are regulated” (41). The subject iledad name through this selective
process but who the subject is “depends as mucth@mames that he or she is
never called” (41). Thus, naming the subject istia@moway of limiting the subject.
As indicated by Butler, the naming of the subjecta kind of unofficial censorship
or primary restriction in speech that constitutée tpossibility of agency in
speech...this view suggests that agency is derivad fimitations in language, and
that limitation is not fully negative in its imphtions” (41). Since, when there is a
limitation, the emergence of the possibilities baes inevitable. Thus, the subject is
not only the name that has been given to him oblehe selections from language
but also the possible names free from the limitati@at language forms. That is why
naming the subject does not mean providing the dalla that is necessary to
understand who the subject is. In this sense toenana kind of censorship and a
creation of possibilities simultaneously. For Butkhese possibilities are celebrated
and the kind of speech that is closer to the “uakky and which has not been
defined before in a conventional manner, suggastsasding the dependency of the
traditional kind of language on something outsidelf (41).

The subject formation within language and the ageihez of the subject to the name
that is provided for him or her is the result ai@mative understanding of both the
subject and language. This kind of limitation slibble subverted by means of
evaluating the normativity in a deconstructive mamnThe conventional subject

cannot be considered as full and determined subjece it is the convention, which

Is born out of repetition that speaks when theethjtters. Thus, the idea of unified
subject is deconstructed. Moreover, conventions@be thought of as origin since
they are citational. The idea that suggests aneénasdiglefined subject who is named

fails since naming is a limitation which brings tpessibilities together with it.
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Thus, the traditional view of language is estalglishs a coded, systematic, sayable,
definable, and coherent way. It has to be createxdsecure position since “to move
outside the domain of speakability is to risk or&@tus as a subject” (Butler 133).
In this way the Austinian theory of performativitypurishes the norms of what is
speakable and nameable. What he offers in his yhieoms the essences of the

speaking subject within the boundaries of deterchimées of language.

On the other hand, Butler's handling of the subjeft performativity is a
deconstructive one. The relationship between sagimd) doing is a multi-layered
entity which is worthy of a profound analysis. Ae<laims,

The performative is not a singular act used by éeady
established subject, but one of the powerful asdlious ways in
which subjects are called into social being frorffude social
quarters...In this sense the social performativedsuaial part not
only of subjecformation but of the ongoing political contestation
and reformulation of the subject as well. The penative is not
only a ritual practice: it is one of the influentrguals by which
subjects are formed and reformulated. (159-160, hasip
original)

As a result, Butler underlines the hidden authtiviéa approach behind the
normative analysis of performativity. Moreover, gireblematizes the construction
of a speaking subject within the rules of a stiartguage formation. The language
that is conceived of as coded setoff norms is gtyorejected. The risk that resides
in the realm of the unspeakable is much of Butledacern, since this risk creates

possibilities as opposed to stable identities.

The linkage of saying something and doing somethiaegults in the further

investigations of the words “performance” and “pemfiativity”. As a starting point,

Austinian performativity has led to the reconsidieraand re-evaluation of the ideas

concerning the nature of performance and its pladeuman life and formed the

roots of the ongoing debates on the subject ofopmtivity. Originally dealing

with the speech act theory, the concept of perftikityg gives way to various ideas
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combined with performance such as language andmpesthce and gender and
performance. Underlying these ideas, there is amstigation and criticism of

Austin’s theory of performativity.

Richard Schechner is one of the leading figuresthen subject of performance
theory. He claims that it is difficult to define athexactly performance is and the
difficulty arises from the arbitrariness of the thalaries separating it on the one
side from the theater and on the other side froeryalay life” (87). Moreover, it is
not easy to design the limitations of what can dwesaered as performance. That is
why, the suggestions concerning the definitions f@adures of performance varies
greatly due to the premises that one has in amajyiti Schechner takes his starting
point from the relationship between drama, theatrd performance and explains
that “drama is the domain of the author, the corapascenarist, shaman; the script
is the domain of the teacher, guru, master; thaténeis the domain of the
performers; the performance is the domain of thieesace” (70). Further, Schechner
explains, “the drama is what the writer writes; gwipt is the interior map of a
particular production; the theater is the spec#t of gestures performed by the
performers in any given performance; the perforrmandhe whole event, including
the audience and performers (87). Thus, in formiig structure of performance
theory, Schechner pays attention to the relatignbletween what is presented on

the stage and the people who witness it. He elé®that,

Drama is tight, verbal narrative; it allows fortlét improvisation;
it exists as a code independent of any individatdmitter; it is,
or can easily be made into, a written text. A dcripvhich can be
either tight or loose — is either a plan for a itiadal event ... or it
is developed during rehearsals to suit a spe@it .t. The theater
is the visible/sonic set of events consisting eitblewell-known
components or of a score invented during reheaasah the west.
To some degree the theater is the visible aspettteo$cript, the
exterior topography of an interior map. Performaiscthe widest
possible circle of events condensing around the@ter audience
is the dominant element of any performance. Drasa@ipt,
theater, and performance need not all exist for gimgn event.
But when they do, they enclose one another, overlap
interpenetrate, simultaneously and redundantlysanguand using
every channel of communication. This kind of bebavi
characterizes many human activities, from rituao (94)
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The relationship between drama, script, theater padormance is difficult to
decompose when they all exist in a specific ev&ihce there may be some
situations in which all of these may interminglélweach other in such a way that it
is impossible to put them in categories. This & ¢ase when we think of rituals; it
seems not to be possible to classify them as drammespts, theaters or
performances. In addition to this, Schechner empbssthe quality of human
behavior as including all of these intermingledcpi existing together which leads
to the idea that the relationship between art afedi$ also inextricable. As he
reports “the boundary between the performance aedyday life is shifting and
arbitrary, varying greatly from culture to cultuaad situation to situation” (70).

What makes Schechner’s analysis a crucial and redevelopment within the
theory of performance is that it points to a platech has long been thought of as
dark, silent, motionless and passive: the placehvthie audience inhabits. One may
think that the statement that “the performancehiss domain of the audience” is
paradoxical since there is the realm of the peréoroe and the realm of the
audience are separated from each other. In othedswavhen we speak of an
audience watching a performance how can be thenpeshce be the domain of the
audience? The performance becomes the domain cutlience when it does not
aim to control, direct, change, manage and/or heahudience. In this sense, the
only thing that can be thought of as the managermkperformance is its force to
claim itself as being under the control of its aumtie. Rather than separating its
realm from that of the audience, performance enem$gs its audience. Its audience
may be its performer and its performer and authay be its audience just as much

as the particular people who come to see the pedioce.

Performance is an inclusive event which is considexs a series of procedures. The
procedures may change from culture to culture whnedkes performance to be

conceived as a dynamic process. Schechner explains,

When people “go to the theater” they are acknowtagighat
theater takes place at special times in speciakeplaSurrounding
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a show are special observances, practices, armdsritat lead into
the performance and away from it. Not only gettioghe theater
district, but entering the building itself involvesremony: ticket-
taking, passing through gates, performing ritufigling a place
from which to watch: all this — and the proceduvesy from

culture to culture, event to event — frames andindsf the
performance. (189)

Therefore, what performance offers is a kind of lgubitual which has some
particular procedures. The urge to this publicaliis the desire to be the part of the
ritual. The emergence of this urge results in teaithat “ [p]erformances can get at,
and out, two sets of material simultaneously: 1atmuas blocked and transformed
into fantasy; 2) stuff from other channels thatestise might have a hard time
getting expressed at all. Seen this way, perfornsragpublic dreaming” (Schechner
265). At this level Schechner discloses the retatiip between the unconscious and
performance. Within performances the inexpressthigt, has been repressed, comes
out. That is why “[i]t is no accident that manyltawes link performance to dreams:
vision quests, hallucinations, trances, dreamtsnggealistic automatic creation, and
so on. Fantasy is interiorized display and perforceais exteriorized fantasy”
(Schechner 265-66). This idea will become clearrwhedorov’s definition of the

fantastic is considered:

In a world which is indeed our world, the one weown..there

occurs an event which cannot be explained by the laf this

same familiar world. The person who experiencesetient must
opt for one of two possible solutions: either fighie victim of an
illusion of the senses, of a product of the imagam- and the
laws of the world then remain what they are; oe ¢lee event has
indeed taken place, it is an integral part of tgalut then this
reality is controlled by laws unknown to us... Thentfsstic

occupies the duration of this uncertainty....Thatdatic is that
hesitation experienced by a person who knows dmylaws of

nature, confronting an apparently supernatural ey25)
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The audience of a performance is exposed to arrtainty that s/he cannot manage
to identify. His/her place is not safe as in thaditional theater. Within a
performance the line between what is on stage aablife is a blurry one. This
feature of performance also signifies why perforogans the domain of the
audience. Performance cannot be what it is unlessdteams of its audience are
exteriorized. When this is achieved, the notionmailtiple meanings and layers
become inevitable; we cannot talk about linearskd®& chronology of events; we
may not even consider the concept of human beint lzess been thought before.
The hesitation experienced by the audience explaimsperformance escapes from
a single and meaningful definition. As Phelan asgu§p]erformance art usually
occurs between the “real” physical matter of “tlegfprming body” and the psychic
experience of what it is to be em-bodied” (167)ergfore, in performances it is not
easy to differentiate and decompose the ‘subjelbt & acting on the stage. Such a
conclusion affirms that performance art includesnyndifferent and sometimes
unidentifiable features within itself. For this research on the nature and

features of performance is on-going.

Performance, as occurring within the relationshgiween the spectator and the
stage, has a dynamic quality. Fischer-Lichte, ifindgg this process, claims that by
means of their physical presence, perception, asplonse, spectators become “co-
authors that generate the performance by partiogfa{32). When likened to a
game, the rules of the performance are negotiateddth the actors and the
spectators. “The concept of performance proposeel heby no means suggests an
essentialist definition. Rather, it describes thelarlying factors that...must be
given when applying the term performance” (32)slich a process, it is impossible
for the spectator to stay within the realm of theaditional position as a distanced
and empathetic observes. Unlike this, the perfarmatonstruction of performance
forces each audience member “to reposition therasetith regard to the actors and
other spectators. As a result of this active mbhithe performance literally occurs
“betweerthe actors and spectators and even between thiaspedhemselves” (33,

emphasis original)
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In addition, the varying procedure of performanfresn culture to culture leads to
the intercultural study of human communication.c8iperformance is the outcome
of human behavior it changes from culture to celtand this results in the
interdisciplinary studies of performance and cu@turAs Diamond reports,
performance has freed itself from theater precisgtse 1960s and it has come to
describe an enormous range of cultural activityfdPemance can be considered as
referring to popular entertainments, speech dalislore, political demonstrations,
conference behavior, rituals, medical and religibealing, and aspects of everyday

life” (2). Fortier agrees, saying:

In recent theatre theory, performance is a ternm witmber of
meanings. It can mean performance art, a certaiathgatrical

activity...; it can mean that aspect of theatre imedlin actually
putting on a show; it can mean the entire thedtegperience; it
can expand to include other theatre-like activisash as sporting
events and religious rituals; it can mean just alamy activity,

including private acts such as getting dressedatking down the
street. (231)

The expansion of the term is produced by varioe®rists who reject the modern
idea that there is a fully self-present cogito (Dond 2). For them, to study
performance is to “become aware of performancésa#f iacontested spacehere
meaningsand desires argenerated, occluded, and of courseltiply interpreted”
(Diamond 4)The poststructuralist decentralizing of the humabject by language
and unconscious desire, and “the postmodern rejectf foundational discourses
(especially totalizing conceptions of gender, racejational identity) have all made
performance and performativity crucial criticalges” (Diamond 4). Moreover, the
effect of the poststructuralist thinking can berstéree shift of focus within the theory
performance “from authority to effect, from textliody, to the spectator’s freedom
to make and transform meanings” (3). Thus, the g@ron of performance today
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damages authoritative approaches to the textlusioh and to the “canonical actor
in favor of the polymorphous body of the performRefusing theconventions of
role-playing,the performermpresents herself/himsedfs a sexualpermeable, tactile
body, scourging audiencearrativity along with the barrier betweerstage and

spectator (Diamond 3).

An emphasis on materiality is also one of the npaimts in the studies concerning
performance. The turn on the subject of perfornigtivn the 1960s leads
performance art studies to develop a range of ndsthoncerning theatre and action.
The emphasis on action results from the attentiothe materiality of theater which
has its roots within Artaud’s manifestos in hisdheof the new theatre. “Much like
a scientific research laboratory, these perforneativents have made it their aim to
stress and isolate various crucial factors and raxygatal processes that partake in
the act of generating materiality onstage” (Fisdhehte 76). These new
experimental techniques underline the substantialitperformance in which the

specific uses of space and tone also affect itenadity.

The body, which is used as aesthetic material agesthas the central place in
focusing the physicality of the stage. “The emphdisis in the tension between the
phenomenal body of the actor, or their bodily being the-world, and their
representation of the dramatic character” (Fisthente 76). As a result of this new
focus, a new kind of dramatic acting technique, alvhis called “embodiment”,
emerged in the eighteenth century. Before embodirtezhnique, the actors are

considered to identify themselves with the charactieey represent on stage; they
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are required to become those roles. However, wighnew kind of acting they just

embody the dramatic characters. As Fischer-Lictaties,

What did this term [embodiment] mean? German tkeatr
witnessed some significant developments in thersgbalf of the
eighteenth century: first, the emergence of liggtheatre; second,
the development of a new — realistic and psycholdg+ art of
acting. The two are closely connected. A numbebatirgeois
intellectuals attempted to weaken the actor’'s predance in the
theatre in order to elevate the dramatic text tdewel of
overarching authority. The actors were no longebdayuided by
their whims and fancies, their talent of improvieat sense of
humor, genius, or vanity. Rather, their functionuwdobe limited
to communicating to the audience the meanings egpttby the
poets in their texts. The art of acting in its [matar
performativity would serve as a vessel for expregsonly the
meanings contained in the poetic text. (77)

The idea that supports the domineering functiorthef text has also utilized the
actors by imposing its supposedly “determinate” mregs on them. However, with
the shift of focus to the body as a material obggctstage, this idea is corrupted. The
performativity of the performance, which resiste tferformances transitory effect,
discloses the power of anything that tries to ateothe performance. The
performative turn within the discipline of theanesults from the proclamation of
theatre as an art form which “no longer satisfiedhwexpressing textually
predetermined meanings. This performative turn alfected acting that brought
forth new meanings on its own” which emphasizedléoting the human body’s

material nature” (Fischer-Lichte 80).

What is interesting about the technique of embodingestated by Fischer-Lichte as
“[flor the body o be employed in the art of actiigall, it must first be stripped of its

corporeality and undergo a process of disembodin{@B). The process that has to
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be undergone by the body as disembodiment arises tine traditional idea of the
body as a material as a whole. In other words, tité idea that body is a full sign by
itself. Therefore, by means of the disembodimemicess, the body will not be
considered as a whole but with its multiple paAs. a result of this process of
“embodiment as disembodiment”, “[w]hile the actoggstures, movements, and
sounds are transitory, the meanings they brindy foointinue to exist beyond these
fleeting signs” (79). Therefore, the body, whicls leeen seen as a whole sign with a
full meaning, is now considered as carrying muitipheanings. Moreover, the
multiple meanings do not depend on the spectasdibty to decipher the signs
reflected in the actors’ movements; rather “the@stmalleable body itself” has an
immediate effect on spectators’ body (Fischer-lacBil). In addition to these, in
some performances technical and electronic mediamieyans of creating the
impression of human presence dematerializes amanthisdies the human presence.
Beckett'sKrapp’s Last Tapgin which the tape is the disembodiment of theybofd

Krapp on stage, can be an example to this kindesfopmative construction of

performance.

Finally, it can be argued that performativity asaaalysis of a dramatic text aims at
finding the deconstructive parts of it. Moreovére tqualities that are suggested by
the recent theories of performance are also undeestigation. Recently, the

approaches to performance cover not only the stsbjetated to theatre but also the
issues of man in daily life. As Barad indicatesy]4§ are not outside observers of the

world. Nor are we simply located at particular s the world; rather, we are
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part of the world in its ongoing intra-activity” (829, emgutes original). Therefore,
Beckett's dramatic pieces are the products of sathapproach. They occupy a
performative performance space within the realm tlotatre. They are the

deconstructive parts of theatre including the sgiecs as their creators.

Beckett, as one of the great discoverers of thderstanding, establishes a new
approach to theatre and life. His plays are famfitmeing simple reflections of life
and of man in life. Rather, they represent hisat@e of the classical approach to
theatre as the representation of life. The reckabry of performativity clearly
problematizes what has already been embodied aestigned within the Beckett
canon. The notions of representation and/or noresgmtation, the rejection of full
subject consciousness, and the exploration of Egg@and meaning are among the

subject areas reflected in Beckett's plays.

4.2 The Stylized Repetition of an Act: Footsteps d¥lay in Footfalls

The theory of performativity forms an all-inclusiend versatile platform in the
discussions of the notions of language, sex, geaddrsexuality. Apart from its
linguistic background, performativity reveals ifs@ithin the ideas of queer theory.
Queer theory can be understood as the combinafictheo feminist theory and
politics of gender (Loxley 112). Judith Butler, ookthe leading figures of queer

theory, re-thinks and re-evaluates feminism andllemges the pre-determined
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consideration of identity by means of an analydighe body as a challenge to
regulatory forces. InGender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of tigen
(1990) Butler criticizes feminists by assertingttf@minism is trying to group and
categorize woman through common features whichttemsnism into a part of the
regulatory understanding of gender.Bodies That Matte(1993), Butler criticizes
the undestanding of the body as an indication ofesother world beyond itself (ix).
For her, the materiality of the body should be oasidered by subverting these
imposed references. In addition to this, she ingatds the theory of performativity
and asserts that the idea of iterability shouldcbesidered as a way of resistance
rather than as an ingredient of normalisation pgecBeckett's-ootfallscan be seen

to embody of Butler’s criticism of feminism and hrerevaluation of the body.

Butler's Gender Troubleinvestigates the notions of sex, gender and deSine
questions the binarism of sex as male and femdleghwcauses an understanding of
gender formation as categorized into feminine arasauline. As a result of this
system, the notion of desire, in which each haladdinary desires the other, is at
work. For Butler, feminism reinforces the normatip®wer relations of the
heterosexual matrix as the inscription of a binaygtem of man and woman.
Butler’'s indeterminate view of gender and her rakeation of the status of woman
in feminism display the problems of theories of iieism that assumes a stable

female identity.

In Footfalls (1975), Beckett presents us with May (M) and Woisaroice (V),

which is the voice of May’s mother. May is in hertfes and her mother is “eighty-
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nine, ninety” (240). The play consists of a dialedhetween May and her mother’s
voice from dark upstage. The dialogue is accomphige the “clearly audible

rhytmic” steps of May. Within the written text, asother Beckett plays that have
been discussed in this thesis, the character of iBlagpresented by the truncated

form of May, as M, and her mother’s voice as V.

The play is considered as one of the best exangb®men’s writing in Beckettian
theatre. Beckett does not portray M and V in teahsonventional understandings
of woman. In other words, there are no signals wy &ind of background
information that make M and V to be considered w@gexts constructed with the

traditional idea of woman. At the beginning of filay, M asks her mother,

M: Would you like me to inject you again?
V: Yes, but it is too soon.

[Pause]
M: Would you like me to change your position again?
V: Yes, but it is too soon.

[Pause]
M: Straighten your pillows? Hause] Change your drawsheet?
[Pause] Pass you the bedparPduse] The warming-pan?Hause]
Dress your soresPhuse] Sponge you down?Ppuse] Moisten
your poor lips?Pause] Pray with you? Pause] (240)

As the word “again” indicates, these actions of i eepetitive. May, the daughter
of an ill mother, has been once exposed to do tregsstitive actions before. These
practices can be considered as the categorizezhadtiat are generally supposed to
be done by women. Although M offers her mother totkdem again, V refuses.
Beckett's not allowing May do these actions agaim tbe stage during the
performance can be taken as his criticism of theventions of female identity. In

other words, the forming of M’s asking but not dpithese actions can be

136



considered as Beckett's rejection of categorizing alassifying the acts that are

generally taken as characteristics of female.

By making M verbalize these conventional practibes not fulfill them, Beckett

frees M from the restrictions of female identityajsays that she began to walk
“when she was quite forgotten” (242). When sheorgdtten she is no more under
the control and restrictions of the establishednsoiShe is freed from the regulatory
norms, then she begins to walk. Her walk is hefoperance of a gender that is
resistant. Her repetitive steps, thus, can be talemer attempts at forming her
gender as female. By her repetitive actions shenbetp act, to perform her

femaleness.

Butler distinguishes between expressive and pedtwa gender attributes. For her,
the expressive gender assumes some pre-existieg &l identifying features that
are supposed to belong either to male or femaletiige Butler defines what she

means by performative gender in the following words

[T]hat the gendered body is performative suggess it has no
ontological status apart from the various acts wihtonstitute its
reality. This also suggests that if that realityfabricated as an
interior essence, that very interiority is an efffacd function of a
decidedly public and social discourse, the pubdigutation of

fantasy through the surface politics of the botig, gender border
control that differentiates inner from outer, arml iBstutes the
“integrity” of the subject. In other words, actsdagestures,
articulated and enacted desires create the illusfoan interior

and organizing gender core, an illusion discurgivekaintained
for the purposes of the regulation of sexuality himt the

obligatory frame of reproductive heteroseuxalitgeqider Trouble
136)

May’s pacing is much more than a simple action. Whag she paces throughout the
whole play is defined by Beckett in detail: “stagiwith right foot (r), from right
(R) to left (L), with left foot () from L to R” (39). Butler further defines gender as

an identity constituted in time and “institutedan exterior space throughstylized
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repetition of acts (Gender Troublel40, emphasis original), and Beckett’'s detailed

specification of how May paces can be considereahasxample of this.

In Footfalls the repetitive actions that are produced underitiiluence of the

normative idea of gender are expressed by Maynbuperformed. In other words,
they are not done by May since they belong to aleégry female identity

formation. On the other hand, May’s performativendgr attribute is that of her
pacing, her footsteps. It is not a coincidence Batkett designs May’s repetitive
act as pacing. The act of pacing cannot be coresidas belonging either to woman
or man. It is a general attribute that is beyoraldbnstruction of gender. As Butler

claims,

[i[f gender attributes and acts, the various waysvhich a body
shows or produces its cultural signification, aeef@rmative, then
there is no preexisting identity by which an actatribute might
be measured; there would be no true or false oredistorted acts
of gender, and the postulation of a true gendemtigewould be
revealed as a regulatory fiction. That gender feati created
through sustained social performances means tbatetty notions
of an essential sex and a true or abiding mastylami femininity
are also constructed as part of the strategy thateals gender’'s
performative character and the performative polsds for
proliferating gender configurations outside thetrieing frames
of masculinist domination and compulsory heteroaétyu
(Gender Trouble141)

There is no conventional categorization for theagbacing as belonging either to
male or to female. May’s performative act of pacisgtself free from any kind of
gender categorization. Rather, her footfalls aee rdsults of her resistance to the
conventional idea of gender identity, which reveatdslf in her questioning of her

given name. Her mother calls to the audience dkd &bout May,

V: Till one night, while still little more than ahdd, she called her
mother and said, Mother, this is not enough. Theheto Not

enough? May — the child’'s given hame — May: Notugio The
mother: What do you mean, May, not enough, what yaun

possibly mean, May, not enough? May: | mean, Mothigat |

must hear the feet, however faint they fall. (241)
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The given name, May, is not enough to describe Mag. idea of naming, which is
criticized by Butler in terms of its being a forrha@ncorship and imposing limits on
the subject, is subverted by May’'s demanding “maheih being named. May says
it is not enough for her to be called as May, thg $nust hear the feet, however
faint they fall” (241). Since May is a performatiyperson, she needs to act and
witness the effect of her act in the process obbeng herself. Naming is one of the
borders drawn by heteronormative power relations flee subject. Butler

exemplifies the inscription of naming through amueple of medical language that

shifts an infant from an "it" to a "she" or a "hghd in that
naming, the girl is "girled," brought into the damaf language
and kinship through the interpellation of gendeut #at "girling"
of the girl does not end here; on the contraryt fleanding
interpellation is reiterated by various authoriteesd throughout
various intervals of time to reinforcsi¢.] or contest this natural-
ized effect. The naming is at once the setting bbandary, and
also the repeated inculcation of a norBodies That Matter)

May’s dissatisfaction with being called May can dmnsidered as her rejection of
being limited within the norms of language. Herpstare representations of her
challenge to that kind of an understanding of sttif@mation. Her steps have to be
repeated in order for May to construct her forcgp¢éoform May. That is why she
cannot stop “revolving it all”. Who May is, is hfrotfalls in repetition. Shes andis
beingherself by means of creating effect of her existelmg the movements of her
body (her footsetps). In a way, her footfalls fall herself only, to fulfill the process
of becoming, rather than being. Moreover, she ésdbquel to her mother’s story.
She is herself the repetition of the endless amditable repetition. After May’s
mother finishes talking about her, May starts nellthe story of herself, using the

word “sequel” (242),
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M: Sequel. [Pause. Begins pacing. Steps a litdevet still. After
two lengths halts facing front at R. Pause.] Segddittle later,
when she was quite forgotten, she began to — [HaAséttle
later, when as though she had never been, it ftmmesT, she began
to walk (242).

May’s being a sequel signals her being as a suljgmtocess. She is her mother’s
continuation, she is one of the links in the chaifirthe concept of female gender.
Her walking is the performative force behind hemdgr performativity. The
significance of her walking is underlined by the ws light in the play. The lighting
reinforces the message that the footfalls are thi@ mction by being “dim, strongest
at floor level, less on body, least on head” (23%e act of pacing is what the play
puts forward and this act belongs to a female wiidl§ this act in performing her

gender.

The performativity ofFootfalls reveals itself not only in relation to the Buthenri
idea of gender performativity. The play is alsofpenative play in relation to ideas
concerning performance studies. Footfalls the emphasis on the action is an
exemplification of the problem of presence of tiharacter. It is not the character,
with her defined and evident qualities, that is enaalfill the stage. It is the action of
that character. This strategic element of the pilagicates another issue related to
the idea of presence on stage. May is on stageititotefinitive features that make
her a character, but with repetitive actions. Heing on stage without displaying a
definitive self, thus, paradoxically indicates laasence. “The gradual diminution
creates a strong impression of cyclic progressibme pacing figure becomes
steadily more memorable as she is seen to be faghnipat the echo of her presence
exists strongly for the audience in her final alegeinom the stage” (Pountney 284).
Thus, it is not May who is present on the stagss, liter footfalls; the impacts of her

action.

The play is performative since it operates theoactiself. If we try to define this
performativity of the play with the traditional teical terminology, we may

consider that the act of creating footfalls is th&n ‘character’ of the play. In other
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words, the play can only create effect throughpgedormance of this act. As Ben-

Zvi asserts,

[m]aking no appeal to any reality outside of its&lbotfalls is,

instead, a synthesis of those visual and verbahbwics we see
and hear in the theater as performance takes pla€eotfallsis a

constant becoming because, as drama, its esergeinlighe
process of its being staged ... Objects, motivati@xgosition,
and even explanation, the paraphernalia of a cealestic theater,
have been cancelled and omitted. What remains isnamense
landscape of potentiality, infinite possibility othe finite

dimensions of a stage. No two encounters with phay, like no

two stagings of this play, can ever be exactly shme, for the
multiplicity and simultaneity of interpretationsréwver compete
for our attention. The adventure of experiencirig fhay, then, is
a continual temptation. (66)

May is nothing as a character, she is just thena¢tesed as the participant of action)
of the performance. May’'s absence as a charad®wvsalthe emergence of the
performance itself. Thug;ootfalls is also performative because it constructs itself

only in its performance.

As a result, ifFootfalls Beckett illustrates a gendered performative bodgugh the
footsteps of May. She is not identified as a fenthleugh her traditional gender
attributes. Beckett hides her body to emphasizeh®body but the effect of it, that
is her footsteps. In other words, May’'s body is reggresented in a way that leads
the audience to consider her body beyond itseléttach any meaning or design to
May’s body other than itself. May is the represaata of the conflict between
identity and body. She is not on the stage as thegyal of the female identity as
biologically constructed. Her footfalls are the c@8 of her resistance to such an
imposed idea of gender. Moreover, May’s footsteesrent only the form but also
the content of the play. This means that the pks/th be performed in order for it
to be realized. This quality ¢footfalls makes it as a performative plays that reveals

itself only in its performance.
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4.3 The Rejection of Bodily Performatives

and the Function of the Motionless Body irRockaby

Rockaby(1981) is a play written for Billie Whitelaw andig first performed under
the direction of Alan Schneider in New York. Theaylpresents a woman (W)
seated in a rocking chair on a dark stage. The gbangists of W as the woman in
the chair and V as her recorded voice. W is “premady old” with grey hair and has
huge eyes in a “white expressionless face” (Beck&®). There is spot on her face
which stays constant throughout the whole play kBgalescribes the attitude of W
as “[clompletely still till fade out of chair. Them light of spot head slowly
inclined” (433). The characterization of the playinnovative in fragmenting the
female body from its voice. In this play Beckethavs considered as obsessed with
the idea of the prerecorded voice, creates andih@nsion to the fragmented body:
the body of a female character. Therefdteckabyis considered as a play which
exemplifies Beckettian subversion of the traditionaderstanding of the female

subject and gender in general.

Beckett's interest in female representation in tieeegan with hidHappy Days
which is considered as his first female-centerey.pin the play Winnie, half of
whose body is seen by the audience, interacts thighitems in her handbag.
According to Jeffers, Winnie is a “gendered-femalieror image of Krapp” (135)
and the play starts a new process in Beckettiaatrénen which female characters
speak not for themselves but “for a community arsiterof memory” (136). Thus,
beginning withHappy Days Beckett deals with the subversion of the traddio
understanding of the female subject as sociallystanted. In doing so, Beckett
either fragments or hides the female body, thus,féimale body does not serve to
the requirements that are traditionally constructedther words, the female body
IS not used either as a sexual object or as ageptation of pain that a female
suffers. Like the language in his plays, the bodgsdnot do anything. As Jeffers

explains,
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Beckett denaturalizes the image of an ideal Westeman in
order, not to “woman speak,” but in order to destaonormative
idea of women, men, and gender performatives. Tgirohis
female characters’ often grotesque performanceskddeshows
that gender is imitative and predicably conformsatpatriarchal
heteronormative. (139)

In Rockaby the body of W is hidden under a black “high-netle¥ening gown”
with long sleeves (Beckett 433). Her posture thhmug the play is still and
constant, she does not even move to rock the cHaérchair is rocked mechanically
without assistance from W; therefore her body it used. This motionless body
presents W’s body as inanimate which is why W’syboahnot be taken as a sign of
her being recognized as a female subject. Not enlyer body hidden under the

black gown but it is also made motionless. As Jdrassnoted,

[tihe body plays a unique role on Beckett's stag¢ha contestory
site of the subject’s very possibility and simudansly as the
performance of its dissolution. Inasmuch as spe&efacegrounds
the materiality of the body, it provides Beckettwa space within
which to perform subjectivity in its corporeal peese. (179)

The hidden and motionless body of W proposes thiemaéty of the body. When
the body is not represented in the way it has ticadilly been represented, it starts
to be more than what it has been understoodRdokaby this being more of the
body is achieved through the nothingness of theybdW's bodyis and does
nothing. The only thing that is noticeable abow tharacter W is that she is white
and old. As Jones claim®RRockabyis a particularly powerful example of the role of
presence in staging absence. In this piece, to,dikte the lights, the sound, the
costume, is part of the larger body of performarieoric” (184). The use of the
body in the play is ironic because it presents adxseSince the body does not fulfill
its function (it does not even move) the existemfethe character itself is
questioned. In addition to the lack of referencé\t$ body, we have no idea about
her inner qualities. Neither physically nor psyauptally does W exist on the stage
as a theatrical character. Although she is defiagda woman by Beckett in the
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written text, “[a]ll of the gendered affections lyunpon the actor’s body conspire to
upstage it, or cover and negate it” (Jones 186)s WOdy does not allow us to
impose a female identity on this character. In ,faeér body challenges the

traditional view of the female body.

As has been previously mentioned in the earliecutisions on performativity,
Derrida sees a strong relationship between the lbodytheatre. What is available
for the body is also available for theatre.Rockaby the materiality of the body
indicates the physicality of the theatre. When bitth body and the theatre are
considered materially, any metaphysical projectiopon the stage becomes
impossible. The stage becomes something as itatkher than a medium for
presenting anything beyond itself. Since Beckettisateriality underlines
nothingness, it also forms the rejection and eemsfithe idea of the original. W’s
body cannot be considered in relation to any oablbody. Her body is made empty
as much as the stage and the language she useplajhean also be seen as the
theatrical presentation of Artaud’s idea of a theeaff cruelty. Artaud claims that in
order for an expression to be true it must hidetvith@akes manifest (71). Beckett
hides W’'s body paradoxically by calling attentioo its materiality. The

performative quality of the play is the result loése deconstructive approaches.

In Rockaby Beckett's way of deconstructing the female bodwids the audience
the restricted representation of that gender. Tag rejection of any adherence
to determined fixations of the body, and its malderation of the body can be
analyzed using Butler’s idea of “evacuated femiginfBodies That Matterx). In
Bodies That MatterButler analyzes the borders that are drawn artedbody by
heteronormative power relations. According to Buitle

[t]he category of "sex" is, from the start, normaati.. Thus, "sex"
is a regulatory ideal whose materialization is celigal, and this
materialization takes place (or fails to take pJateough certain
highly regulated practices. In other words, "seg"an ideal
construct which is forcibly materialized througimé. Bodies
That Matter 1)
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Butler questions the issue of the materiality oé tbhody in relation to the
performativity of gender. She argues that the nadigyr of the body should be re-
evaluated in its relation to the regulatory norrhpawer relations. The force behind
the regulation of normative imperatives is the lestiits being repeated through
time. Thus, the fixity and the materiality of thedy is thought of as an effect of
power. When the material body is considered, théenadity of the regulatory
norms that are imposed upon it becomes unsepefiabte it. “Sex is, thus, not
simply what one has, or a static description of wdvae is: it will be one of the
norms by which the "one" becomes viable at allt tiaich qualifies a body for life
within the domain of cultural intelligibility” (ilwl., 2). Thus, Butler indicates that the
materiality of the body which must be understoodhasmateriality of the regulatory
norms and she considers the idea of performativitly as an act achieved by the
subject through what it names but as the “reitezgtiower of discourse to produce the
phenomena that it regulates and constraints, thetre@tion of sex as a cultural norm
(ibid., 3).

The matters of sex and gender are evaluated irs teftheir being the effects of norms
that are culturally constructed. Therefore, sulpjégtis seen by Butler as an ongoing
process that is reiterated continually throughetfiects of codes of sexual identity.
Butler uses Foucault to investigate the increadsimggability of the notion of
“‘woman” as a category within feminist theory. A #@amental aspect of her
argument is that the relationship between genderdentity is actively constructed
in addition to being both variable and historicaltyntingent. For Butler, it does not
seem possible to speak about a full, unified anidhied subjectivity. When the key
points of norms, culture, and reiteration are cd&sd it becomes clear that gender
Is an issue which should be taken as performative.

The performativity ofRockaby is disclosed not only through the body of W, but
also through her use of language. In the play, ¥nfan’s recorded voice) is the
main “character”. W (woman) speaks only four tina@sl she utters only one word,
“More” on each of these four occasions. The Voitehie play can be taken as the

representation of iterability. Voice is the reprsdion of the representation. It is
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Woman'’s recorded voice, in other words, it is thenvan herself within another
medium (within the recorder). The play can be dbsdras Woman'’s play with her
prerecorded voice. The play’'s actions belong to \&lojon the other hand, the
words of the play mainly belong to Voice. It carealy be considered as the
minimal actions of Woman and the fragmented worfdseo recorded voice. Actions
and words are separated under the characterizatitme same woman. The stage
direction ‘Rock and voice togethegives us necessary information about both the
separation and unification within the play. Womartks and her recorded voice
speaks. This is the best effect created by the. playough making Voice the
dominant “actor” in the play, Beckett not only seb¢ the unified idea of self but
he also questions the function of language. ltoisthe woman herself who mostly
occupies the stage space, it is her recorded vélgmnman just functions as a
moderator for Voice. Voice, which would normally taden as being off stage, fills
the stage.

There are also moments in which V and W speak hegeAs in other Beckett play,
Krapp’s Last Tapethe idea of a unitary self is subverted by crepv and W as
two distinct spheres, but off stage and on stagg #ne united by their collaborative
utterances. IrRockaby the female subject is split into two and the speis also
separated into actions and words. Since the spedble play cannot be considered
as dialogue, it also subverts the unitary idea efgomativity in Austinian sense.
For recent theories of performativity (Derrida aBdtler) language can neither
describe a preexisting thing nor perform an aaiugh its utterance. Butlerian and
Derridian performativity does not take the powemadrds for granted. Words are
not considered as conveying a particular pre-exgstmeaning. Similarly, in
Rockabythe idea that words cao something is subverted, through a Beckettian
operation of language. The words from the recordeide can be explained as
representing the powerlessness of the words.nbighe woman who speaks in the
play. The voice belongs to a preexisting realm tedwords that the voice uses are
fragmented and nonsensical. Therefore, by sepgréiie words from the deeds,
Beckett questions the idea that assumes the plitysibifull authority of the subject

over his/her speech and/or acts. This idea is edddxb by Butler in her critique of
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Austinian performativity. As opposed to the ideattla subject exists within the
performative speech act, Butler proposes a sutfjatis plural and in-process rather

than full and progressed.

In Bodies That MatterButler analyzes the notions of performativity agehder
performativity. According to Butler, the force oégformativity lies under its being
repetitive. The ideas of persistence and instgbilithin this repetitivenes are
crucial to an understanding of performativity. Tingh the notion of performativity,
Butler subverts the norms established by converdiwh history. In destroying the
effects of conventionality, Butler emphasizes thepetitiveness of these
conventions. She is critical of the idea that noand regulations are sources and
origins of human action in general. As gender $® @onsidered as a human act, it is
also understood through its performativity. Thusnder is also a result of repetitive
human action. For Butler the idea of constructismot originary and cannot be

thought of as a cause of human identity. As shesta

construction is neither a single act nor a causaigss initiated by
a subject and culminating in a set of fixed effe@senstruction
not only takes placi time, but is itself a temporal process which
operates through reiteration of norms; sex is lpthiduced and
destabilized in the course of this reiteratidBodies That Matter
10)

For Butler gender is not biologically constructed,is formed by means of

repetitions of acts. IRockabywe cannot identify W as female through her phajsic
appearance. Rather her feminity is her insistemcbeing in a rocking chair. She is
performing an effect of being female through sgtin the chair. Thus, her being
female is constructed by and during the performaoicehe play. Prior to the

repetitive action of rocking the chair, W cannotdmmsidered primarily as female.
The inanimacy of her body reveals this. ThReckabycan be considered as the
subvertion of the idea that gender is a predetexdhilement in human life. As

Bryden claims, Beckett’s later drama,
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introduces females who are only dubiously ‘presantd yet who
speak and move. Their being is simultaneously deraed

affirmed by Beckett's theatrical practice ... In thigermediate
stage, however, absence and presence co-existéname female
personae who are often all too aware of bodily bggg Yet the
female body is not a source of narcissism or fuaising, as it so
often is in the early fiction. It is, rather, astige case with the
male body also, a wearisome burden from which atesento be
welcomed. (102)

The presentation of W’s body as far from “a souwtaarcissism or fund-raising”
and its being free from the chains of languagestithte Butler’'s, understanding of
the gendered (female) performative body. W’s pentttive body not only displays
itself through its inanimacy but also through tletailed description of the motions
of her eyes. Beckett writes at the beginning of plegy, “Eyes: Now closed, now
open in unblinking gaze. About equal proportionstisa 1, increasingly closed 2
and 3, closed for good halfway through 4” (433)u3hnot only W’'s body as a

whole but also her eyes, as parts of her bodymaige to perform.

Finally, Rockabyis a performative theatrical work in both Derrigliand Butlerian
senses. It displays a Derridian understanding ofopeativity in representing
materiality through W’s body. The play represertie tnateriality of Beckett's
theatre through the materiality of the body of WenBath this, the play is also
performative in the Butlerian sense since Beckeprasents the force behind the
performative gender formation (that of repeatapiland the body as free from the
established norms of language. The representafitimedbody of woman does not
meet the requirements of traditional portrayalh& body of woman.
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CONCLUSION

| want to qualify the categorical distinction thiatusually drawn
between philosophy and literature, between theodytaxt, and |
am therefore interested not only in reading Beckatbugh the
discourse of poststructuralism, but also in readiegdiscourse of
poststructuralism through Beckett. (Begam, 3)

In this study, it is concluded that Beckett's lgiays are the representations of
postmodern aesthetics since they reflect absertberréhan presence, which is
emphasized by the approaches of postmodern thé&&trat are absent in his late
plays are: plot; characterization; background imfation of the play; authority of
text, of its author and of its director; obligatogyistence of the body of the actor
onstage; the relationship between the signifier thedsignified. In Beckett’s texts it
is not possible to reach a consensus of what hefisgy Beckett's art in his later
plays, both textually and in performance, subvéimiésoutlooks of modernism. In his
late plays, he is totally rejecting the idea behithd Cartesian motto “I think
therefore | am”. The assumption of the possibiitya whole subject who owes his
sense of existence to his rationality and logicejected in Beckett's theatre of the
absurd. The existence of the cause effect reldtipnanderlying in Cartesian
understanding is also refused for the sake of tlse bf a more general causality.

Jeffers notes that

[i]f Beckett is indeed the first postmodern, thenray be so for
the very reason that all of his characters laculgestive core and
the actor agency. In Beckett's world nothing hapgpand nothing
ever properly ends, it simply stops. Similarly, thedies on the
stage move and sometimes speak — though not alailis— but
the play affords them no volition of their own: yhare not even
‘aware’ enough to be bodies on Brechts's stage liehation.

Beckett's world signals the end of Modern protagband the end
of Humanist regime. (14)

In the first chapter, how Hornby’'s metadramaticietes work inCatastropheand
Krapp’s Last Tapavas investigated. Beckett's use of the metadranvatiieties was
shown to display his challenge to any unitary us@rding of theatre and subject.

In Catastrophe self-reflexivity in the play is designed to shisaw multiple layers
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operate within a theatrical work and how it is pblesto make them seen onstage.
Likewise, inKrapp’s Last TapeBeckett's use of ritual within the play creatélser
Krapps who are ritualizing the rituals, apart frédrapp on the stage. The use of
ritual within the play is not a tool for designitige plot in the play. Rather it is a
technical strategy that Beckett utilizes in cregtmultiple selves. As a result, the
metadramatic varieties used GatastropheandKrapp’s Last Tapevere shown to
be representations of the postmodern idea of piyrtlat is inherent in Beckett’s

theatre.

In the second chapter, the notion of theatricalitgs analysed throug®hio
ImpromptuandNot I. In the first play, theatricality is utilized iush a way that the
play can be considered as a rejection of itsef a®rk of theatre. The conventional
ingredients of action, narration and charactemratre all dismantled. IiNot |,
neither is the stage the familiar theatre stageisiahe mouth the character. On the
other hand, Beckett reveals these anti-theatrigataaches on the theatre stage and
this makes it crucial to investigate bothio Impromptuand Not | through
theatricality. As a result, it is seen that in #néso plays theatricality functions so as
to disclose the postmodern idea of indeterminacy.

In the last analytic chaptdtootfalls and Rockabywere investigated through their
use of performativity. There are two main issuesh@ plays that lie under their
performativity: the first is their uses of languaaged the second is their portrayals of
female characters. IRootfalls Beckett destroys Austin’s performativity. He makes
his character, May, say but not do. In additiorthis, Beckett reflects May as a
gendered female who is aware of the constructedsfegsnder. In the same way, in
Rockabythe main character does not speak except foringtéMore” four times
and her body is reflected in such a way that it lemszes materiality of the body.
The idea of materiality of the body nourishes teefgrmative idea that gender is a
performative act. Finally, botH-ootfalls and Rockaby are representations of
Beckettian theatre that typically employs a subverscharacterization against
foundations of grandnarratives, the negation ofclvhis one of the premises of

postmodernism.
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It is inevitable to consider the effects of theawmations of Brecht's and Artaud’s
theatre on Beckett’s theatre. The difference ofkiBtcis that he is not seeking to
create innovation; at the same time his theatrahsrently innovative. Within a
universe full of absurdity, Beckett does not aimmaking his art new and original
and this makes Beckett's art newer and more origivean Brecht and Artaud. There
are political aspects in Brecht's and Artaud’s theahowever, there is an
aesthetization of politics in Beckett's theatreeTihnovations of Brecht and Artaud
are within the realm of the theatrical world andghihey assume the separate sign
system that theatre art has. However, Beckett'attbeeflects an awareness of the
effects of social, cultural, historical, politicahd scientific codes on the theatrical
sign system. That is why Beckett’s theatre doespeoteive and reflect itself as a
distinct realm from real life. Brecht's and Artagddesthetics have a particular aim
to change the world of their times, but Beckettiedtre does not consider itself
separate from the world that Artaud and Brecht wamchange.

This study covers a wide range of theoretical pmsgpes. The theoretical
underpinnings can nevertheless be gathered undenhrella term, for it is possible
to determinepostmodernismas the key word covering the other theories under
investigation. The elements of metadrama, theditycand performativity have
been taken into consideration in their relatiopodstmodernism. This point needs to
be clarified since the terms have more than onea be-defined in different periods
of the history of theatre, and lately they havaltgtshifted under the influence of
postmodern approaches. The use of metadramatietiearand theatricality can also
be seen in Ancient Greek Theatre. However, in taealysis the discussion would
not go further than the analyses of the chorusesplays within the plays, and the
specific staging techniques that make them thedtpeces. In other words, all of
the metadramatic and theatrical techniques have een as the parts of the larger
circle which is the main play. Today however, thelerstanding of what is being

referred to the main play has changed: today itleasme life itself.

What is added and/or changed with the rise of podémism to the understanding

of these terms can be referred as the “play effé@thventional definitions of the
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origin of drama and theatre state that man hasnstinct to imitate. The word
“imitate” presupposes that there are two thingived: the original one and the
imitating one. Moreover, within this imitation pregs there has to be a true
representation. As a result, theatre has been deresi as the secondary and the
imitating one. In order to save it from its secarydposition, within the period of
modernism there were attempts to provide a padicplace for theatre as an art
form distinct from life itself. Thus, the modern mavas considered to reveal his
instinct to imitate within the borders of the theal stage. On the theatre stage the
mission of the modern playwright was to “make iwhend original. This making
of new required a challenge to the conventionshef theatre. With the rise of
postmodern challenges that offer an all-inclusippraach, the postmodern man is
considered to have an instinct to “play”. Actuallyis play effect cannot be thought
of as a feature of man that can be learned. Réteinherent to mankind. When
viewed from this perspective the idea that life gty cannot be separated from
each other emerges. That is why it is not possiliink of theater as an art form

separated from the process of life.

This study aimed to investigate the ingredientBetkett's theatre as one of the
leading theatre works in postmodern aestheticsolserving these features, the
subject of metadrama formed a starting point siba@uses theatre to become a
multi-layered art form in opposition to its beingnsidered as a closed system. With
the rise and development of metadrama, the worltiexdtre is revealed as aware of
its self-reflexiveness. Theatre starts to takesitbject from itself. If we liken

metadrama to a human being, it is a man or womam vels a strong sense of self-
awareness. When theatre comes to be understoodei&raflexive mode of art, it

becomes inevitable to be able to evaluate theatteits various sides. Thus, the art
of theatre starts to be perceived as consistinhefoperation of various chains of
systems. The function of where the drama takeseplathe theatrical work is seen
as a web of versatile actions. That is why Horntafmlysis is one of the most
crucial contributions to metadrama. His analysisnetadramatic varieties combines
the form and content of a play which were more Uguseen as two separate

subjects in the analysis of a theatre work. Throdgkcomposing the actions in a
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play and combining them with the play’s formal gue$, metadramatic varieties
display the versatile ground that theatre art prissto its audience. Not only does
the theory of metadrama add multiple dimensiorsuiounderstanding of theatre art
but it also creates rich space for the criticismtltdatre as one of the fields of

performance art.

Such an innovation in approaching theatre arthedrists and critics to make a new
beginning, re-evaluating the notion and nature heatre through various and
differing views under the title of “theatricality’In this re-interpretation the
ingredients of theatre (character, actor, authadjemnce, use of time and space) are
evaluated separately in order to find the sourctheétricality. Thus, in theories of
theatricality staging techniques and their functiare investigated in detail. As
theatre is one of the performance arts, theorigbegstricality also re-evaluated the
position of the audience in the theatrical expex@The nature of performance art
includes not only art itself but also its perces/since there is a representation in
front of a particular group of spectators. As aulesf this, the relation between the

performance and its audience becomes a far froiabéesentity.

The idea of the inclusion of audience in a theatneork provides an enriched space
for the association of life and theatre. Thus, ordy does the audience become part
of the stage but also the stage becomes part cfpthee that the audience shares in
life. The contribution of the theory of performatyto theatre art should be seen in
a two-dimensional way. It evaluates the stage fibwn outside world and also
evaluates the world from the stage. This doubleri®f performativity causes an
understanding of self-awareness that has its liootse emergence of metadrama.
Thus, beginning with metadrama, theatre studiesptetes its circle with the
contribution of performativity. This process in theariticism of theatre art

theoretically erased the border between life aedttie.

In the light of this information, it becomes clearas to what is meant by
metadrama, theatricality and performativity in thealysis of Beckett's plays.

Beckett's handling of these issues is what he shaith what postmodern aesthetics
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offers. In addition to these, the plays that aralyaed in this study are appropriate
for analysis that covers all of theories of metathatheatricality and performativity.

In other words, it is surely possible to deal bwith the metadramatic varieties of
the plays that are analyzed under the theory dttizality and/or the plays that are
analyzed through their performative aestheticstarde can be investigated through
the perspectives of metadrama and theatricalitysTthe analyses part of this study
can be enlarged by applying all of the three tefmstadrama, theatricality and

performativity) to each of the six plays.
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TURKCE OZET

Bu calsmada Samuel Beckett'in alti oyunu postmodern dstgaklaimlari
Uzerinde durularak incelengtir.Calisma ¢ boliumden olumaktadir, her bolimde
iki Beckett oyunu incelenrgiir. ilk bélimde Felaket ve Krapp’in Son Bandi,
Richard Hornby’nin metadramatigéleri ile incelenmitir. Dramanin sorgulayan ve
ters ylz eden yapisi ortaya cikargtm Drama ile ilgili drama, yani kendini
yansitan bir drama anlayiortaya konmgtur. ikinci bolimdeOhio Dgzaglamasive
Ben Dgil, Beckettin yenilikgi sahneleme tekniklerinin yamsasi olarak
incelenmgtir. Bu iki oyunda da Beckett'in, bir oyunu tiyatm@yunu yaparseyin
dogas! ile ilgili sorgulamalarini buluruz. Oyle ki, 8eett bu oyunlarda sahneyi
kendine kag1 kullanmstir. En son olarak da, Uc¢incu boluméAgak Seslerive
Ninni, hem toplumsal cinsiyet performatfflihem de genel anlamda performatiflik
basliklari altinda incelenmgtir. Bu iki oyunda da Beckett toplumsal cinsiyet
Uzerindeki ataerkil otoritenin baskisini gigr. Beckett'in oyunlari incelenirken,
onun oyunlarinin geleneksel tiyatroya birskedirls ve kagl c¢ikis olduklar
belirtiimistir. Bu ¢calsmada geleneksel tiyatrodan kasit, sahneden segibalrli bir
mesaj aktarma amaciyla, sebep-sonugidi kurularak olgturulmus bir dizi olay
orgusudur. Beckett'in oyunlarinda bu yakhalarin varlgindan s6z etmek mimkin
degildir. Sonuc¢ olarak Beckettin bu oyunlari onun pusdern estetik

yaklasimlariyla yazan bir yazar olgunu ortaya koyar.

Beckett'in modernist mi yoksa postmodernist mi @adkonusunda hala tagtnalar
devam etmektedir. Bazi gtemenlerce en son modernist olarak goérilen yazar,
kimilerine goreyse ilk postmodernisttir. Aygekilde, Beckett bir yandan, modern
insanin yabanciianasinin yansitil@g Absurt Tiyatro'nun dnde gelen isimlerinden
biri olarak diunulirken bir yandan da onun oyunlarinda yagsitiu absurtlik
postmodernizmin bdangici olarak gorulmektedir. Bunlara ek olarak,ciBst’in
yazininda kullangy parcalanmy dil kullanimi, dilin belirli bir anlami kongandan
dinleyene tama Ozellgi olmasi digincesine kar olup, onun eserlerinin post-
yapisalcl yaklami da yansitgini gosterir. Beckett’in yazinini postmodernistralka

inceleyenlerin odak noktasinda, onun eserlerindeg&lirsizlik, temsil krizini
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yansitmasi ve bitincul bir kimlik anlaya kagl duruu vardir. Beckett, bu baa,

adlandirilamayani adlandiran temsil edilemeyensteeden bir yazardir.

Bunlara ek olarak, onun oyunlarinin hem kendinirdekeden hem de kendini
yansitan bir yapiya sahip olduklarindan s6z edilelBeckett, belirli bir sebep-
sonuc ilskisi dogrultusunda kurgulamagh olaylari oyun icinde tekrar eden bir
sekilde yansitir. Tekrarin onun oyunlarinda isrdmicisekilde kullanimi, Beckett’in
tiyatronun, orijinal olanin kopyaseklinde dgerlendiriimesine bir tepkisidir. ger
sahne orijinal olanin kopyasi olarak algilanirggjnal olanin orijinal olmasi i¢in o
kopyanin varigina ihtiyaci vardir. Dolayisiyla, Beckett'in tekriakrar ayniseyleri
yansitmasi orijinal ve kopya ik#iini yok etme c¢abasidir. Oyle ki Beckett yazininda
orijinal olgusundan bahsetmek mumkuingittir. Ona goére, yazilacak hegey
yazilms, soOylenecek her so6z soylestmi Dolayisiyla, Beckett tekrar eden

yazininda orijinal kavramini ters yiz eder.

Beckett tiyatrosudrama tiyatro ve performangerimlerinin yeniden tanimlamasinda
onemli bir yer tutmaktadir. Postmodernizmin etKisiyyeniden dgerlendirilen
metadrama, teatrallik ve performativite kavramhglnizca tiyatronun kendisi igin
degil ayrica hayat ve insan konularinda da yeni paqilarinin ortaya ¢ikmasina
sebep vermstir. Bu kavramlarin yeniden incelenmeabiama tiyatro ve performans
terimlerinin de yeniden tanimlanmasi geregili ortaya cikarmgtir. Gerek
kavramlarin tadigl cogulcu baks acisi gerekse onlarin tiyatro alaninda yeni kapila
acmasl, sahne Uzerinde olan biten keyin yeniden mercek altina alinmasini
salamistir. Postmodern tiyatro kendisini yalnizca yazilaro oyun metni olarak
degil, cogulcu bir baksla, tiyatroyu yazar, yonetmen, oyuncu, sahne, meén
seyirci arasindaki karmek iliski olarak tanimlamaktadir. Dolayisiyla postmodern
tiyatro hem cg@ulcu hem karmgk hem de keskin tanimlamalardan uzak bir ki
sahiptir. Artik oyun metni, yazar tarafindan belidir mesaj iletme kaygisi
gudulerek yazilan bigey olmaktan ¢ikmgtir. Yonetmen, daha 6nceki gibi, oyunun

sahnelenmesi konusunda tek otorite sayllamaz. Qyumg klasik yéntemlerle,
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oynadg! karakterle 6zdgesmesi ve kendini onun yerine koyma ¢abasi hem gereks
hem de olmasi mumkun olarak gorilmemeygddvaistir.

Tiyatronun, belirli bir oyunun sunumu 6ncesindeegnasinda, seyircisini de icine
alan ve hatta ondan ayri olaraksdidtilemeyecek bir olgu ol@gu postmodern tiyatro
ile hayat bulur. Postmodern tiyatroda artik sadextigunda oturup oyunu sessizce
izleyen pasif bir seyirciden bahsedilemez. Seygerek oyuna gelirken yapgti
hazirliklarla gerekse oyunu izlerken aktif olaraladkatilimiyla ele alinir. Seyircinin
bu sekilde algilanmasi tiyatronun performans gaklar altinda bir tir olarak kabul
gormesinin altinda yatan sebeplerden biridir. Postenn anlawin etkisiyle, tiyatro
tanimi, hem seyircisini hem de oyunun sunumu esdastecriibe edilen haeyi

icermektedir. Bu da onun performatif 6zgifiin altini cizmektedir.

Beckett tiyatrosu postmodern sanat arglaiyn birebir yansimasidir. Her ne kadar
Beckett'in oyunlarinin postmodern olarak incelenmeskagi cikan elgtirmenler
olsa da, onun oyunlari gerek gubcu gerekse tanimlanamayan yapilariyla
postmodern incelemeye c¢ok aciktir. BUtin bunlargnginda, bu calmada
Beckett'in Felaketve Krapp’'in Son Bandadli oyunlarinda metadramatilgeierin
nasil kullanildgl incelenmgtir. Richard Hornby tarafindan ortaya koyulan
metadramatik @eler, Beckett'in bahsi gecen iki oyununda da ethili bicimde

kullaniimustir.

Metadrama soOzgiii ilk kez 1963'te Lionel Abel tarafindan turetilgtir. Metadrama,
dramanin kendini yansitan bir sanat dali olma @#ellzerinde durur. Drama ve
tiyatroya bu tarz bir bakia, modern insan icin artik trajedi tarinin yeterli
olamayacg ve tiyatronun kendine donmesi gerelgilion plandadir. Abel,
metadramay trajedi ile katastirarak, trajedinin gercek hayatla, metadramaninsa
hayal gucuyle ilgili oldgunu belirtir. Abel’e gore metadrama, zaten coktan
teatrallemis olan bir hayatin yansimasidir. Dolayisiyla, medathida hem yazar,
hem y6netmen, hem de oyuncu kendini yansitan biyaliicerisindedirler. Bu da,
aslinda, gercek ve kurgu arasindakgkilyi net olmaktan uzak olarak gosteren bir
durumdur. Metadramaya gore, insanin hayal gucumiind olan bgka bir gercek

dinyadan bahsedilemez. Dizen ve kurallar, trajgdiviazgecilmez birer @ iken,
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metadramaya gore dizen surekli insan tarafinda@agi@amaseklinde uretilen bir
kavramdir. Dolayisiyla metadrama, hayatin gegicilgercekgilgin gecersizligi,
varolmanin belirsizfii, deger yargilarinin gorecdi, hayatin bir riyadan

dinyaninsa bir sahneden ibaret @aoa inanmasi gibi 6zellikleriyle 6n plandadir.

Richard Hornby, metadramatik alti 6zellikten bahssktedir. Bunlar, oyun icinde
oyun, oyun i¢inde ritlel, rol icinde rol yapma, bdbir esere atifta bulunma, gercek
hayata atifta bulunma, kendine atifta bulunmadiradiNen tek bglarina
bulunabilmelerinin yani sira, bu 6zellikler, oyugetisinde genellikle birbirlerine

karismis olarak bulunurlar.

IIk metadramatik ge olan oyun icinde oyun, kendi icinde ikiye ayriBunlar: ana
oyunun icine eklenngioyun iginde oyun ve cercevelenniirde olan oyun iginde
oyundur. Ana oyunun icine eklengnbyun icinde oyun ana oyuna gore ikincil
plandadir. Buna karik, ana oyunun sadece cerceve roli oy@age ana oyun
kadar temel olarak sunulan oyun icinde oyun cefeeweis tirdir. Batin bu
Ozellikleri belirtmesine rgmen, Hornby, oyun icindeki oyun ile ana oyun ardaka
baglantilinin kolaylikla gorilebilir olmamasinaairet etmgtir. Ozellikle cazdas
oyunlarda oyun icinde oyun ile ana oyun arasindeglantiyr kesin ve belirgin
hatlarla belirlemek mumkin olamayabilir. Bu da oyigmde oyun metadramatik
O0gesinin oyun ile gergcek arasindaki skilyi sorunlatiran bir yapiya sahip

olmasindan ileri gelmektedir.

Hornby'nin ikinci olarak belirtigi metadramatik e olan oyun iginde rittielde,
genellikle oyunun inde belirgin bir rittiel segilenBununla beraber, bu ritiiel ya da
ritieller oyunla bir buttin halinde de sunulabiyun iginde ritielin gleyisi gergcek
hayatta ritUelin gleyisi ile ayni gorilmektedir. Her ikisinde de, kendire ygami
anlama cabasi icinde olan insanin, kultirin etlasipir takim kodlamalar
kullanarak eyleme ge¢cme giincesi vardir. Ritleller ile tiyatro arasinda dérgm
baglantilar bulunmaktadir. Oyle ki ritiiellerin tiyatran ortaya ¢iki asamasindaki
yeri ve 6nemi buyuktdr. Tiyatronun gigime acik olmasi ve belirli bir olay 6rgusi

yansitma cabasi onu ritielden ayiran ozelliklenmle Oyun icinde ritteller,
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tamamlanan ve tamamlanamayan riteller olmak tikebaslikta distunilmektedir.
Oyun icinde tamamlanan ritlller, belirli bir $yangic, gekme ve sonuc geimi
gosterirken, oyun icinde tamamlanamayan ritellesitker halinde ve strekli bir
baska seyin araya girerek bu geiini gostermeyen rittellerdir. @das tiyatroda
ritieller insanin nafile bigekilde belirli bir anlam ve kimlik aray icinde olmasini
yansitmasi bakiminda fazlaca yer almaktadir. Biirba bu tir bir caresizlik icinde
olan insan icin ritiel bir akanlik halini alir ve dolayisiyla insan hayati
ritiellesmeye balar. Sonuc¢ olarak, oyun icinde ritiel bir anlamdasanin,
postmodernizmin 6ne sirgii kaos algisiyla Ba c¢ikma yontemlerinden birini
yansitan bir metadramatilgédir.

Uclincii olarak belirtilen rol iginde rol yapma, oyaki karakter ve aktor
kavramlarinin yeniden sorgulanmalarinin bir tenmsidiir. Rol icinde rol yapan
karakter icin orijinal bir karakter tanimindan sédilemez. Cunku rol iginde rol
yapan karakter bir karakteri oynamamakta veutbir karakter temsili sunmaktadir.
Ayni sekilde bu cg@ulcu yaklgimda olan aktor icin de kendisi i¢in belirgin vek te
bir kimlik tanimlamasi yapmasi zogla Dolayisiyla rol icinde rol yapma
metadramatik gesi, d@asi gergi, insanin ¢gulcu bir yaklgimla ele alinmasini

ongordar.

Oyunda bir edebi esere atifta bulunma olan bigedi metadramtik gede,

metadramatik etkinin y&gunlugu seyircinin bu atfi yerli yerinde algilayabilmesin
baghdir. Atifta bulunulan edebi eser seyirci tarandda biliniyor olmall ve
dolayisiyla atif esnasinda metadramatik etiduwdasmalidir. Oyun icinde b&a bir

edebi esere atifta bulunma seyirci icin ana oyuitliizyonunu kiran bir etkiye
sahiptir.

Gercek hayata atifta bulunmaya bgkhizda, bu metadramatikgénin de ayni
sekilde seyircinin sahnede izlgdioyuna yabancikmasina sebep veren bir 6zellikte
oldugunu goruriz. Gergek hayattan silere, yerlere ve olaylara atifta
bulunuld@gunda seyirci icin metadramatik etki artmakta veemdlen oyun bir

farkindalik icinde algilanmaktadir.
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Son olarak, bir gier metadramatik g olan oyunun kendisine atifta bulunarak
sergilenmesi, metadramatik etkinin olduk¢awyo oldiugu bir ortam yaratmaktadir.
Seyirci bu @enin kullanildgl oyunlarda sahne ile 6zdesme kuramaz. Bu
metadramatik gede seyirci, oyun icinde oyunda ofaugibi, dolayl olarak da&l de
dogrudan, izledéi oyunun hayali bir kurgu olma 6zellni hisseder. Seyircinin bir

yabancilama icinde olmasi en ¢ok bu dramatigedle salanir.

Metadramanin postmodern drama alanindaleyisi ve gorevi, onun oyun ile
gercek, ve sanat ile hayat arasindakkilie ayrstirici desil de birlestirici bakmasi
yoniyle dgerlendirilebilir. Postmodernizmin dnermelerindemi lwlan gercek ile
kurgunun arasinda keskin bir c¢izginin varolmamasietadramanin kendisini
yansitma Ozelfii ile de on plana ¢ikmaktadir. Gerek oyun icingeirda, gerekse
oyunu ¢ok katmanli birsekilde sunan @er metadramatic geler vasitasiyla,
metadramanin postmodern dramadaki yeri ve dnemiikitiy. Metadramanin bu
cogulcu yaklgimi ayni zamanda onun oyun metninin stiregelentetni de yok
ettigi anlamina gelmektedir. Bir ger 6zellgiyle metadrama, tek dize bir zaman
algisini yansitmaz. Oyun i¢inde kurula@eth bir oyun, ana oyunun zaman ve uzam
algisini tamamen destirir. Seyirci, boylelikle, ¢gulcu bir zaman ve uzam algisini
olustur. Metadrama, ayni zamanda, buttncil ve tanimian&imlik anlayisini da
reddeder. Rol icinde rol yapan bir karakter, bitaamda ayni anda sunulan geo
kimlikler ortaya koymaktadir. Bu Ozetiyle metadrama, bir yandan bir sanat dali
olan tiyatro icinde karakter yapilanmasingi@arirken diger yandan da o karakteri
canlandiran aktor icin @olcu kimlik algilamasina sebep verir. Bu da metadmain
postmodern drama alaninagkaligl bir diger katkidir. Genel olarak bakifgnda
metadramatik gelerin celgkili yapilarindan bahsedilebilir. Clunkl bir yandair
oyun icerisinde kendilerini ortaya cikarirken biangan da kendilerinin de birer
kurgu 0rind olduklarini yansitirlar. Bu da metadaam teatrallik konusuyla ne

kadar bglantili olduzunu gosterir.
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Felaket adli oyunda oyun icinde oyun ve kendine atiftaubhola metadramatik
ogeleri kullanilarak, tiyatro tekil baki acisiyla algilanmaktan kurtarilmaya
calsiimistir. Oyunda bir yonetmen, asistani ve bir de oygmdeki oyunun
kahramani vardir. Yoénetmen, sergilenecek olan ogimgeki oyunun son provasini
yapmaktadir. Asistanina oyun icindeki oyunun detayla ilgili bilgiler vermekte
ve ona yapmasini isteglidegisiklikleri belirtmektedir. Oyun icindeki oyun asil
seyirciye Felaketin seyircisine) asla sunulmaz. Seyirci oyun icikid@yunun
detaylarini ydonetmen ve asistan arasinda gecetodlga vasitasiyla grenir. Oyun
icindeki oyunun kahramani seyirci 6ninde rolini asyaz. Dolayisiyla oyun
icindeki oyun, yonetmen ve asistan arasinda olanogmna gore ikincil plandadir.
Ikinci metadramatik ge olan kendini yansitma ise ana oyunda verilmektedi
Yonetmen ve asistan arasinda gecen oyunun tekniknsw ile ilgili olan detaylar,
ana oyunun kendisini yansitmasina sebep vermektBdylelikle seyirci oyunla
arasinda bir 6zgeesme kuramaz ve oyunu 6z-farkindalartarak izler. Dolayisiyla
Beckett bu oyunda tiyatronun kendini yansitan vé& &atmanli yapisini aga
ctkarmstir. Seyircinin sahne ile gkisi, sahneden seyirci koltuklarina giden tek
yonlu bir iliskiden uzaklamis, seyircinin de oyunun igindeki ¢ok katmargdi
katildigi bir t0r algveris iceren bir hal alnstir.

Krapp’in Son Bandiadli oyunda ise oyun icginde ritiel metadramatigesi
kullaniimistir. Beckett'in oyunlari yari-ritiel Ozefli tasimasiyla
degerlendirilmektedir. Buna goére, anlamsiz ve amabgidizi aliskanlk ve eylemi
yansitan Beckett karakterleri, bu davedem bir tir rittiel halinde sunarlar. Oyle ki,
bu eylemler onlar icin artik kacinilimaz aktivitelelmustur. Oyun icinde ritteller,
gerceklgtirilen ve gerceklgtirilemeyen ritieller olmak tzere ikiye ayrilir. Bu
ikisinin ayirt edilmesi oyunun algilanmasinda cakybk dneme sahiptiKrapp’in
Son Bandoyununda, 69 yani kutlayan Krapp sahne tzerindedir. Krapp’in 6&u
yasini kutlama yontemi oldukca ilgi cekicidir. Krapalth 6nceki dgum gunlerinde
dogum gununi kutlarken kendi sesini teybe kaydedgerdkrapp’lerin kayitlarini
dinlemektedir. Oyunun tamaminda 69sialaki Krapp’in bu ses kayitlarina
tepkileri, ses kayitlarini ileri ve geri sarmasi \wendi sesini kaydetmesi

izlenmektedir. Hem daha 6nceki g@on gind kutlamalarinda hem de 69sipa
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kutlarken Krapp’in eylemleri birbirinin aynisidiDolayisiyla bu eylemler Krapp
icin birer ratiel halini alnytir. Beckett'in oyunda birden fazla Krapp’i yansésn,
onun tanimlanabilir ve tamamlargnbenlik algisindan ne kadar uzak gidau
gosterir. Oyunda belirli bir gecye sahip ve belirgin 6zellikleri olan bir Krapp’ten
sOz edilemez. Tam aksine, Krapp, butin o ses kdgduoinledgimiz ve ayni
zamanda da sahne Uzerinde g@idiiiz Krapp’lerin hepsidir. Sonug olarak, Beckett
bu oyunda, oyun icinde ritiiel metadramatik tgkple, postmodern bir yakiamla,

batinsel ve tekil benlik ve kimlik anlayni sorunsallgtirmistir.

Beckett'in oyunlarindaki teatrallik tiyatroyu sa@ebayatin yansimasi olarak kabul
eden yaklamlara bir kagl durustur. Beckett oyunlarina baktmizda, ne karakterler
ne de olaylar gercek hayatin yansimasi olarak giréiz. Tam aksine onlar hayatin
teatrallginin altini gizen ve buna dikkat cekmeye gah bir durum igindedirler.
Beckett'in tiyatrosu bu yonuyle temsil krizinin bbir yansimasidir. Oyun i¢indesdi
ses kullanarak, sahne Uzerinde aktor bedenininnhomiarak bulunmasi gerekti
distincesini yikar. Oyle ki, insan bedenini parcalanmlarak temsil etmesi,
batiincll bir beden algisini da yok eder. Becketittosu kendini tekrar eden ve
kendini yok edip tekrar var eden bir yapiya sahigiieleneksel anlamda teatrgili
anti-teatrallgiyle yikarken, kendini yansitan 6zgllyle de kendine has bir teatraalik

yaratir.

Teatrallik kavrami, genel olarak bakgthda, sahneleme tekniklerini iceren
yaklasimlar ve tanimlamalar dizisidir. Teatrallik kavramm icerginin algilanmasi,
sahne ve y@am arasindaki Eantiy1 ortaya ¢cikarmasi bakimindan son derece 6nem
tasimaktadir. Bir eseri tiyatro eseri yapggyin ne oldgu ve onun teatral etkiyi nasil

ve hangi yontemlerle gkadigi konular tiyatro cabmalarinda ¢ok ggli yorumlara

ve yaklgimlara sebep olan bir konudur. Bu sebeple, tedrigiin belirli bir tanim
yapmak ve onu siniflandirmak oldukc¢a zordur. Tiyatm, sahne yoluyla seyircisine
canli bir temsil sunmasi onun gercek hayatla tangdge olan bir sanat dali olma
Ozelligini yansitmaktadir. Gergek hayati tanimlamak vaflamdirmak ne kadar
muimkuinse, tiyatro ve teatrallik s6z konusu @gahda onlarl tanimlamak da o

derece mumkinddr. Dolayisiyla teatrghi tanimi ve muhteviyati hala tiyatro
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kuramcilari ve elgirmenleri tarafindan mercek altindadir ve guindénegdgisiklik

gosterebilmektedir.

Teatralligi, tiyatro sahnesinin hayatin bir yansimasi oladakiinildigti mimesis
terimi ile algilayanlarin yani sira onu her donensigekli dgisen ve oyunun
sahnelenmesinde kullanilan tekniklerle tanimlamagaisanlar bulunmaktadir.
Teatrallgin mimesis terimiyle aciklanabilir oldgunu ileri stiren dgiince onu
hayatin bir kopyasi olarak gorir. Bu da byidisel yontemin ikili bir sisteme pha
olarak teatrallgi algiladgini gosterir. Clnki bu yakjama gore teatrallik bir orijine
bagimli olmak durumundadir. Oysa post-yapisalaiisicenin etkisiyle ikili d§lince
baksin temel olarak iki geleneksel gince sistemini yik@ gorulmektedir.
Bunlardan birincisi geleneksel temsil algisgetiyse sahnenin tiyatro igin bir arag
olarak kullanildg! fikridir. Her iki geleneksel yaklamda da tiyatro ve yam
arasina onlari birbirinde ana hatlarla ayiran kesagiler cizilmistir. Temsil krizi,
temsilin mimkdn olmasi, ve sahnenin tiyatro iciacaolma 6zelfiinden de 6te bir
kavram olmasi bu geleneksel yaktalari ters yiz etmgtir. Bu yeni algiya gore,
geleneksel anlamda bir temsilden s6z etmek mumkgitdd. Ayni zamanda sahne
sadece tiyatronun ara¢ olarak kullahdbir mekan dgildir. Temsil ¢coktan sona

ermis, sahneyse hayatin ta kendisinin bir igtir.

Post-yapisalci@in yok ettgi ikili karsitlik disiince sistemiyle, tiyatronun hayat ile
olan bglantisindaki ikincil pozisyonu reddedilgitiyatro kendini yansitan ve bunu
yaparken seyircisini de icine alan bir sanat dédrak tanimlanmaya kamistir.
Tiyatro sahnesi, izleyicilerinin ve oyuncularinirahdl olmadgl bir dis dinyayi
yansitan bir ge olarak goérilmengj tam aksine seyircisini de oyuncusuna icine alan
ve geleneksel tiyatro ve y@m baglantisini sorunsaliiran bir sanat olmasi 6ne
ctkmistir.

Teatrallgin kuramsal olarak tarihi gslmine baktgimizda, onun Plato ve
Aristo’dan balayarak ginimuze kadar ne kadagidieen bir tanimlanma suireci

gecirdigine sahit oluruz. Geleneksel olarak temsil yonuyle algan teatrallik
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ginimuizde daha ¢ok sahne lzerinde olan biteninnsueknikleriyle aciklanmaya
baslamistir. Bazi yaklaimlarda teatrallik rol yapmayla ortaya cikan bigudur.
Buna gore sahne Uzerinde rol yapan oyuncunun yayamalgtigl etki teatrallgin
ortaya ¢ikmasina sebep olur. Teatgallitanimlanmasinda, tiyatronun bir sanat dal
olarak glevi ve kleyisinin ortaya koyuldgu tiyatro semiyofii 6nemli bir yere
sahiptir. Tiyatro semiyogine gore, tiyatro kiltlirekaretlerle etkilgim icinde olarak
kendine has bir sistem glurarak teatraliin olusumuna sebep olur. Tiyatronun
kendine has dgasinin ve gdleyisinin incelenmesi teatral olanin algilanmasinda
onemli rol oynar. Tiyatro semiy@nin asil amaci teatraflin kodlamalarini
inceleyerek onu bir performans (gdsteri) sanataygpyin ortaya konmasidir. Buna
gore dramatik metin (yazili metin) ve performanstmhelarak tiyatronun icegi
yeniden tanimlanmgtir. Bu yeni yaklaimlarda tiyatro ve teatraflin durgzan,
degismez ve belirgin kurallar cergevesinde tanimlanmaiarolanaksizginin alti
cizilmigtir. Oyun metni artik oyunun sergilenmesinde bmthir otorite olmaktan
ctkmis, teatrallgin ortaya ¢ikginda oyunun sahnelenme yontemi de seyircinin algisi
da birer etken olarak gorilmeyestzanistir. Teatrallik, boylelikle tiyatronun gére

edilemeyen alani olarak gorulgtdr.

Tiyatro ve performans arasinda kurulaglbati, teatrallgin tiyatro eserinin sahnede
sunumu esnasinda kendini géstermesinin altini ¢giide. Sunum esnasinda ortaya
ciktigr distinulen teatrallik seyirci faktorinu de igine almedkt. Seyirciyi de icine
alan teatrallik kavrami tanimi, bu yakliada teatrallikle performatiflik arasinda bir
iliski kurulmasina sebep olur. Buna gore, teatralliklesa tiyatro sahnesiyle
sinirlandiriilmamy, kendine has birsieyisi olan ve hayatin icinde olan bir kavram
olarak gorulmeye bgamistir. Teatrallgin bu sekilde yeniden tanimlanmasiyla ve
sadece sahne yoluyla ortaya cikan bir kavram goidun reddedilmesiyle, onun
kendine has ve tanimlanamayanga® oOn plana cikmgtir. Tiyatro sahnesinin
sinirlarindan kurtarilan teatrallik kavraminin yem tanimlanmasi performatiflik
kuramlar Gzerinde etkili olmyur. Teatrallik kavrami, tiyatro salonundangbasiz
olarak algilandiinda, onun tanimlanmasi mimkiin olmayan ve tecrilderebir
kavram oldgu ortaya cikar. Sadece tiyatro salonundgildbayatin icinde de

kendini gosteren teatrallik algisi insanin perfatiifig konusunagaret eder.
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Ohio Dgzaclamasiadli oyununda, Beckett geleneksel teatrallik kaura ters yiz
etmistir. Klasik anlamda, sahne tzerinde bir ya da birdek karakterin belirli bir
olay 6rgusuine uygun olarak, 6zel bir mesaj icerglene ve stzlerinden ojan
sahneleme anlaynyok edilmstir. Oyunda bir Okuyucu bir de Dinleyici vardir. Bu
iki karakter olabildgince birbirinin aynisidir. Oyunun Bgangicinda Okuyucu
onunde acik bulunan bir kitaptan bir hikdye okumdpgglar. Umulanin aksine
Okuyucu’'nun okudgu hikaye balangicindan itibaren okunmamaktadir. Hikaye ile
ilgili bilinen tek sey, onun son olarak anlatilan bir hikaye olmasiBinleyici ise
bazi noktalarda Okuyucu’'yu duraklatmak ve/veya geniokumaya Batmak icin
eliyle masaya vurmaktadir. Oyunun tamamisbkilde devam etmektedir. Oyunda
ne sebep sonuc gkisi bulunan bir olay 6rgisinden ne de geleneksebKier
betimlemesinden bahsedilemez. Okuyucu ve Dinleklasik karakter tanimina
tamamen tersgekilde yansitilmgtir. Bunlara ek olarak, oyunda anlatim ve eylem
birbirine paralel sekilde ilerlememektedir. Tam aksine, Okuyucunun dakw
hikdyeden olgan anlatimla Okuyucu ve Dinleyicinin eylemleri araia bir bglant
yoktur. Geleneksel tiyatro anlgynda anlatim ve eylemin birbiriyle gau orantida
olmasi bu oyunda reddedilgtir. Dolayisiyla BeckettOhio Dgsaglamasnda
postmodernizmin etkisiyle sorgulan teatrallik kawral keskin ve net olarak kendini
ortaya koyan bir 6zellik olmaktan uzakimarak teatrallii yeni bir baks acisi

getirmistir.

Ben Dgil, Beckett'in teatrallgi sorguladg bir diger oyunudur. Oyunda tamamen
karanlik olan bir sahnede lokalkla aydinlatiimg bir AG1Z, belirli bir baslangici ve
sonu olmayan bir takim sozler sdylemekte, bazerstéek cgliklar ve kahkahalar
atmaktadir. Oyunu geleneksel sahneleme teknikleggruttusunda incelemek
imkansizdir. Oyle ki,Ben Dgil bazi elgtirmenler tarafindan bir tiyatro oyunu
olarak gortlmensi, sadece bir temsil ya da gorunti olarak yorumlanmEdebi bir
tir olan tiyatro ile oyun arasinda gdanti kurmak muidmkin d@dir. Oyun bu
ozellikleriyle, postmodern bir anlayolan temsil krizini yansitmaktadir. AZ bir
karakter olarak algilanamaz, c¢unki geleneksel karalanimindan ¢ok uzaktadir.
AGIZ kadin bir oyuncuya aittir fakat bu kadin oyunaonviicudu karanhktadir.

Beckett geleneksel karakter tanimini, viicudundan ki sekilde gosterilen &1Z
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sayesinde sorunsajtarir. Vicuduyla birlikte yansitilmayan @Z hem “Ben”
demeyi reddetmekte hem de karakter olmayi reddagdiek AGIZ'1 oynayan bir
aktor icin, geleneksel karakter gahasi olan 6zdgesme mumkidn dgldir. Bir
insanin kendisini vicudun bir parcasi olapizéa 6zdglestirmesi s6z konusu
olamaz. DolayisiylaBen Dgil oyunu teatralfii olusturan geleneksel olgularin
hicbirini tasimamaktadir.Klasik anlamda orjinalin kopyas! ya da taklidi alar

algilanan bir temsil anlagindan s6z etmek mumkun gielir.

Beckett'in oyunlarindaki performatiflik, Derrida'mive Butler'in performatifiie
yaklasimlarini yansitir. Derrida’nin, dilin belirli birrdam tgima gibi bir 6zellginin
olmadgi fikri, Beckett'in oyunlarinda dilin parcalanmihalde kullanmasinda
kendini gostermektedir. Bunun yani sira, Derriddquenatifligindeki 6zne ve birey
algisi, ¢c@ulcu, ikili karsitliklar sisteminden uzak, kendi eylemleri tzeririden bir
otoriteye sahip olarak gorilmeyen bgekildedir. Beckett'in oyunlarinda da
karakterleri tam da bu tur 6zellikler sergilerl@ustin performatiflgini elestiren bir
diger dundr olan Butler'in yaklamlarini da Beckett oyunlarinda portre edigmi
olarak buluruz. Butler'a gére 6zne ya da birey, vekdegismez bir tanimlamayla
sinirlandirilamaz. Ozne, kiiltirin, toplumsal nomnlave diizenlemelerin etkisi
altinda surekli bir olgum icindedir. Geleneksel 6zne tanimlamalari 6zngye
batincul olan dil ile tanimlarlar. Dolayisiyla 6zde tipki dil gibi toplumsal bir
yapidir. Butler performatiflik konusuna, toplumsahsiyet performatifigi ile ilgili
yeni fikirler ortaya koyarak katkida bulungtur. Beckett'in oyunlarinda toplumsal

cinsiyet performatifigi kendini gosteren bir kavramdir.

Performatiflik dilbilim alaninda, felsefe alaninda performans c¢aimalari alaninda
olmak uzere U¢ akademik alanshbg altinda incelenebilir. Performatiflik ilk olarak
modern dilbilim alaninda, John L. Austin tarafindandlaniimsstir. Austin’in teorisi
yalnizca dilbilim alanina d@ edebiyatta ve felsefede performafifh
tanimlanmasinda etkili olmngtur. Bunlara ek olarak, kiltir camnalar ve kaltur
teorisi alanlarinda da performatiflik, klturiin lizi kodlar ve garetler igceren bir

kavram olmasinin altini gizerek, bu alanlarda #esieti gostermgtir.
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Austin’in teorisinin farkli disiplinlerde bu denétkili olmasinin altinda, bu teorinin
sdylemelve yapmakarasindaki bglantiya saret etmesi yatmaktadir. Austin’e goére
bir sey soylemek birsey yapmaktir. Bu da dilin performatifii anlamina
gelmektedir. Dilin busekildeki algisiyla beraber, dil yalnizca gto ve yanls
bildirimler yapan birsey olarak dgerlendiriimekten uzakkmistir. Dil yoluyla bir
takim eylemler de yapabiliriz. Austin dilin perfoatifligi tzerinde detayl bir
imceleme yapm dilde performatiflikten bahsedilmek i¢in bir didurum ve kural
belirlemistir. Zaten Derrida’nin ve Butler'in Austin perforiffi gine kagi

durwlarinin altinda genel olarak bu kurallar zincirtaa

Derrida’nin ve Butler'in bu reddederinde iki temel unsur vardir. Bunlar Austin’in
dilin performatif 06zellgini vurgularken sundiu 0©6zne ve yazma ile ilgili
gortsleridir. Derrida’yr Austin’den ayiran birinci farjudur: Austin dili performatif
olarak kullanan bir bireyin, kullangh dil Gzerinde tam bir otoriteye ve kontrole
sahip oldgunu belirtir. Buna kain Derrida’ya gore dilin kogandan dinleyene
anlamh bir mesaj iletme gibi bir gorevi yoktur. lam sirekli kendini yok eden bir
zincir halindedir. Dolayisiyla, bir bireyin kommasi Uzerinde tam bir otoritesi
oldugundan s6z edilemedkinci olarak, Derrida Austin’in dilin performatiftini
incelerken, kongma dilini yazi dilinden ayricalikl bir pozisyondéiliinmesine
kargi cikar. Austin yapmak ve stylemek arasindakildoatiy1 ortaya cikarirken bir
yandan da yazi dilini gbzden kac¢irmaktadir. DetyidaoOre insani korgmaya iten
seyle, onu yazmaya itegey aynidir. Her ikisinin altinda da insanin geti kurma
ve temsil etme cabasi yatmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, ridalya gbre Austin
performatifligindeki bu yaklaim onu c¢@ulcu yaklgimlardan uzak tutar. Dilin
performatifliginin bir dizi kurala vesarta bg&lanmasi onun en blyuk cgisidir.
Derrida’ya gore s6zlU ileim tekrar tGzerine kuruludur, sirekli kendini tekeater.
Ayni zamanda s0zlU ilgimde belirli bir alicidan ve deneysel olarak belmtbilen
alicilar toplulgundan s6z edilemez. Yazi dili icin de ayay gecerlidir. Derrida’ya
gore temsil 6ludir ve 6lum tek temsildir; temsidikabilirli gini kabul etmek orijinal
ve temsil edilen olmak Uzere ikili katik sistemi olgturmak anlamina gelir.
Dolayisiyla ne yazi dilinde ne de kama dilinde insanin anlamli bir temsil etme

icinde old@gundan s0z edilemez.
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Butler da Austin’in performatifiini, onun kongma esnasinda koganin tam bir
kontrol icinde oldgu konusunda edgirir. Butler’a gore sodyleyenin soylegliseyler
tamamen onun kontrolinde ve etkisindegitier. Ayni zamanda Austin’in
performatifligindeki adlandirma, Butlera goére 0zne icin bir dansve bir
sinirlamadir. Ozne sadece adlandigildsimle sinirlandirilamayacak kadargg bir
yaplya sahiptir. Bunlara ek olarak, Butler, Augb@rformatifligindeki sdéyleme ve
yapma ilskisini sorunsallgtirir. Ona goére bu ifki kesin ve net kurallarla
belirlenebilecek tirden d@ddir. Austin’in performatifligindeki bir tir toplumsal
performatifliktir. Yani Austin performatiffii toplumun UGzerinde etki effi ve
dolayisiyla da toplumsal bir 6zne g@lumunu destekler bir yapidadir. Dolayisiyla
Butler Austin performatifisinin altinda yatan butincul ve otoriter yapiyaguaou
bir yaklasimla kagl durur. Derrida’dan farkli olarak Butler toplumsainsiyet
performatifligi Gzerinde durur. Ona gore cinsiyet biyolojik olafzelirlenen birsey
degildir. Cinsiyetin biyolojik olarak verilmy bir 6zellik olduygunu savunan gosteri,
Butler toplumsal cinsiyet performatitiyle yikmaya cakir. Performatiflik, strekli

bir tekrar etmeyi gerektiren ve bunu iceren birrgawdir.

Performatiflgin performans cajmalari Uzerindeki etkisine bakifginda, ikisi
arasindaki igkinin temel noktasini insanin kendi hayati Uzerimdegerceklgtirdigi
eylemler Uzerinde ne derece bir kontrol yetkisiadig old@gunun sorgulanmasi
olusturur. Richard Schechner, performans ve perfortitatérasindaki ilgkiyi
inceleyenlerden biri olarak, performansin hayatlataedilemeyecgini ve tam bir
tanim getirilemeyegani iddia eder. Drama, tiyatro ve performans ardakn
farklari ortaya koymanin dnemingaret ederek, dramanin yazarin, senaristin ve
dizenleyenin alani, tiyatronun oyuncularin alanipegformansin seyircinin alani
oldugundan bahseder. Bununla beraber, bunlarin tiyagreeyiminde hepsinin bir
arada bulunmasindan dolay! aralarinda karknae sarmal bir ikki oldugunu
soyler. Schechner’in analizini 6nemli kilan ana wfegdan birisi onun geleneksel
seyirci algisini dgstirmesidir. Seyirci artik sadece karanlikta sahreerinde
sergilenen oyunu pasif bigekilde izleme konumundan uzagleulmis, sahne ve

seyirci arasindaki mesafe yaftialarak ikisi arasindaki gorilmez duvar yikiktr.
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Performans s6z konusu ofglinda bir dizi prosedurin birbirine kgmis ve belirgin
hatlarin yok olmg oldugunu géririz. Performansin seyircinin alani olmasuyn
seyircinin oyunu izlemeye gelmeden 6nceki haligiymesnasinda oyuna katilimini
ve oyun sonrasinda seyircinin icinde bulugdu etkiyi ifade eder. Boyle
bakildiginda performans bir anlamda surekli bir devininmdg olan bir ritteldir.
Performans bir kiltirden gier bir kiltire dgisim gdsteren ve seyirciyi aktif bir

katilimci haline getiren bir yapidadir.

Ayak Sesleriadeta Beckett'in toplumsal cinsiyet glgsidir. Oyun May (M) ve Ses
(V) arasinda gecen diyaloglar icermektedir. Buatbglardan ankaldigl tGzere, V
May’in annesidir. Oyun May’in adimlari tzerine kiudur. Beckett bu adimlarin
hangi ayakla bdayacaindan, hangi yone ka¢ adim atilgoea kadar hepsini detayl
bir sekilde oyunun metninde vergtir. Oyunun balangicinda May annesine
birtakim sorular sorar: “Sana tekratne yapmami ister misin?”, “Pozisyonunu
tekrar dgistirmemi ister misin?”, “Yastiklarini dizeltmemi?”*Carsafini
degistirmemi?”. Bu sorulardan anjdacas lGzere May bu eylemleri daha 6nce de
yapmstir. Fakat Beckett May'in bu eylemleri sahne Uzeenyeniden yapmasina
izin vermez. Bu eylemler geleneksel olarak kadinal radilen eylemlerdir.
Beckett'in kadin odakli gorulen bu eylemleri Mayr&ierine sahne Uzerinde
yeniden yaptirmamasi, onun kadini bu gelenekselislbakgérme anlayini

reddetmesi olarak algilanabilir.

Ayrica Beckett'in bu yaklami, Butlerin feminizm akimini ekgirmesiyle
incelenebilir. Butlera gére feminizm, kadini katege edip, ona ayr bir sinif ve
seckin bir yer vererek, kadin ve erkek olarak ayrikili bir sistem yaratmaktadir.
Ayak Sesleimde May tarafindan tekrar edilen eylemler topluhtsasiyeti oluturan
dizenlemelerin ve normlarin baskisiyla ve etkisyd@ilan eylemlerdir. Cunki bu
eylemler yalnizca kadinin yapmasi gereken ve hgdllaizca kadinin yapmak
zorunda oldgu eylemler olarak kabul gérmektedir. May’in bu eyleri sahne
Uzerinde yinelememesi onu toplumsal cinsiyetadan ne kadar uzak bir karakter

oldugunu karet etmektedir. Bunun yani sira, Butler'in toplamnsinsiyeti olgturan
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seyin bicimlendirilmi eylemlerin tekrari olarak tanimlamasi, May karakia
cinsiyet olyumuyla ilgili bize yol gostermektedir. May kendisiirekli tekrar etgi

ve tekrar etmekten hi¢c vazgecmey@cadimlariyla olgturmaktadir. May'in ne
toplumun olgturdusu kurallarla ve duzenlerle ne de toplumsal cingiyet
dizenleyici kurallariyla bir Q#antisi yoktur. O bitin bunlarin 6tesinde bir
karakterdir. May2in kendisini ofturma cabasi ve toplumsal kategorizasyonu
reddedsi, kendi adiyla ilgili annesine yagt yorumda da aciktir. May annesine
“Yeterli degil” der, “May, yeterli deil”. Butler adlandirmanin sinirlayici ve
sansirleyen bir eylem oldundan bahseder. May de tipki bu sinirlamayi
reddedercesine May adinin kendisi icin yeterli a@ai séyler. Onun icin 6nemli
olan, “Her ne kadar az duyulsa da, ayak seslemyinthktir’. Dolayisiyla May

toplumsal ya da anlatimdagie performatif bir kadindir.

Oyundaki performatiflik yalnizca toplumsal cinsiygerformativitesi ile sinirli
degildir. Ayni zamanda performans cahalari ile b&lantili olan performatiflik
anlaysl dogrultusunda da oyun incelenebilir. Oyunda May karatien cok onun
adimlari sahneyi doldurmaktadir. Beckett, May lidgliibir gecmis ya da sahnedeki
durumunu agiklayici herhangi belirgin bir bilgi wez. Oyunun ana oga
karakterin kendisinden c¢ok onun adimlaridir. Dddagla oyun yalniz ve ancak
sahne Uzerinde sunulgiunda kendi anlamini bulmakta ve oyun olmaktadir.dBu

oyunun, bgka bir agidan daha, performatif ofglinu gosterir.

Ninni oyununu da Butler'in performatiflik yakjamlari d@rultusunda incelemek
mimkundir. Oyunda W olarak temsil edilen bir kagknv olarak adlandirilan onun
daha oOnceden kaydedilgnsesi yansitilmaktadir. Beckett W'yi ‘vaktinden énc
yaslanmg’ olarak gdsterir. Oyun boyunca W'nin yuzinde lokgk bulunmakta
vicudunun geri kalani karanlkta kalmaktadir. Béchkar oyununda parcalangni

vicut temsiline bigey daha ekler: bu vicut bir kadina aittir.

Kadin vicudu Beckett'in oyunlarinda klasiiheis sekliyle yansitilmamaktadir.

uyandiracaksekilde ne de kadinin aci ve izdirap icinde @ldubir sekilde
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yansitilmaz.Ninni oyununda kadinin vicudu siyah bir gecelik icin&laamstir.
Kendi kontrolinde olmayan, sallanan bir koltuktairah kadinin vicudu oyun
boyunca hareketsizdir. Beckett W’nin vicudunu hexkiss/arak hem de hareketsiz
birakarak, onu adeta cansiz bir varlik gibi gosektedir. Bu da kadin vicuduna
kendi materyaliginden oOte anlamlar yikleyen geleneksel kakkagl cikan bir
durumdur. Derrida’nin tiyatro ile ilgili olarak, iitla ilgili ne gecerliyse, tiyatro
icin de o gecerlidiseklindeki yaklaimi, Ninni oyununda kendini gostermektedir.
Derrida’nin benzetmesiyle incelgtnizde, W’nin bedeninin materyagine vurgu
yapilan oyunda, tiyatronun materygifiden ve dolayisiyla tiyatronun kendisinden
Ote bir referansla tanimlanamaygealan da bahsedilgolur.

Oyunda performatiflik yalnizca toplumsal cinsiyetriprmatifligi acisindan dsl
aynl zamanda oyunda kullanilan dil sigdan da incelenebilir. W oyunda yalnizca
dort kez kongur. Oyun boyunca dinlegimiz V’'nin sesi, oyunun ana karakteri
gibidir. Beckett oyunda W’nin bedenini ve sesinirbminden ayri bir sekilde
gostererek orijin fikrini yikar. Geleneksel olardkktgimizda W’nin bedenine ait
olan ses, oyunda neredeyse ayri bir karakter halmistir. Bunlara ek olarak
oyundaki eylemler W tarafindan sozler ise V tarddm gercekigiriimektedir. W ve

V ayni Kkinin yansimasi olmasinagaen, oyunda sdylemek V’'ye aitken yapmak
W'ye aittir. Bu da tipki Derrida’nin ve Butler'in ustin performatifiginde
elestirdigi nokta olan, 6znenin sdyleminde hem sdyleyen hemn ydpan ve
dolayisiyla bir kontrole sahip olan Bekilde algilanmasini yikan bir temsildir.

Sonu¢ olarak, bu camada Beckett'in oyunlarinin postmodern estetik
yaklasimlarinin birer yansimasi olmalari ve bunu yaparkehep-sonuc¢ #kisini,
akilcihgl, tanimlanabilir 6zneyi ve belirgin kimlik algisjrtiyatro ve hayat arasina
ayristiran bir ¢izgi cizilmesini, tiyatronun hayatin yamasi oldgunu, insanin
konwurken ayni zamanda yapan bir varlik gildudistiincesini reddeder. Beckett
tiyatrosu, kendinin bir sanat dal olarak vagoloun farkinda olan ve ayni
farkindalgl seyircisine de ggayan bir tiyatrodur. Beckett'in oyunlarindaki kdot
ve celgki isleyis postmodernizmin karmgek yaklggimlarinin bir yansimasidir.
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Bunun yani sira Beckett'in oyunlari kendilerini nelca sahne (zerinde
sergilendiklerinde bulurlar. Bu da onun oyun meimigeleneksel otoritesini yikan
bir tiyatro yazini oldgu anlamina gelir. Ayni zamanda Beckett tiyatrosutown

Ozelligi onun seyircisini de igine alan ve sahneyi seyalani seyirci alaninin da bir

sahne lzerinde ol@gunu gosteren bir dzelliktir.
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