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Introduction

This paper’s aim is to show how the grotesque afpén contemporary theatre
practice. If one reads a report on a theatre pedace, the word grotesque may have
different connotations. It could either mean gowodoad, sensational or absurd, horrible or
funny. This paper is going to undertake a researcthow the word grotesque is used by
critics of postmodern Shakespeare performancesemm@ny. These concrete examples are
going to show how complex the use of this wordusdiso that it is not a term for everything
but that it has a concrete pattern of use typimatife postmodern theatre. My thesis is that the
logic of the grotesque as it is used in the posenods similar to the logic of postdramatic
theatre. Postdramatic theatre, a term introduceddnys-Thies Lehmann, basically stands for
the performances of the postmodern, where theatteparformance art influence each other
in such an extent that Lehmann sees no sense mratey the two and names them
postdramatic theatrePostdramatic theatre and the grotesque as iteis insthe postmodern
have a similar aim as they both want to unsetiestiibject. | argue that the similarity of the
logic in practice opens up a possibility for a tegiwal criticism of poststructuralist subject
theories.

In this introduction | am going to prepare thed®afor my line of argumentation and
clear relevant aspects that would distort the strecin the main chapters following the
introduction. First, | am going to deal with thestorical and contextual embeddedness of the
notion grotesque. It is important to point out drgins of this word before | come to the first
chapter where | undertake a more concrete taskddiseription of trends the grotesque is
defined in the postmodern. The second essential poidiscuss in this introduction is how

the grotesque and contemporary theatre is connecid¢lde last chapter | am going to prove

! Hans-Thies LehmaniRostdramatic TheatreTranslated by Karen Jiirs-Munby (London and NewkYo
Routledge, 2006), 23-24.



through examples that the logic of the postdramdteatre is similar to the logic of the
grotesque. In this introduction | want to arguet tiin@ grotesqueness of postmodern German
theatre has a history, it roots in Brecht's ali@rateffect. Brecht's focus on audience
experience and evoking critical thinking is stdlry influential in German theatre practice and
theory. Moreover, these are essential elementstlieatre critics call grotesque in concrete
postmodern theatre performances. The third es$uaiiat in this introduction wants to raise
attention to a broader, a more theoretical scalaythesis. The main concern of my thesis is
a practical one: the grotesque in use in the. gamg to prove that postmodern grotesque is
similar to the way postmodern theatres functione Tiost important similarity is the aim of
both postdramatic theatre and postmodern grotesthgs. want to make the spectator
uncertain about things they thought to be certdioutd and thus make spectators (re)act.
Descriptions of spectator and critic reactions he third chapter show that this aim is
realizable in practice. What is the reason for tlmanimity of practice? | suggest that we see
in these examples a reaction to a theoretical probwhich is unsolved since some time: the
passivity of the poststructuralist subject. In tgt part of the introduction | want to describe
the helplessness of the subject in poststructtiisaligiect theories and show how only marked
subjects not belonging to the ideology can be naageats. As there is no theoretical solution
to the passivity of the postmodern subject, | anmgdo argue that the practical examples in
theatre might open up a possibility of criticizipgststructuralist subject theories.

Let me start with the first point, the notion dfet grotesque and its historical
embeddedness. First, | am going to clear the comusage of the word ‘grotesque’ today.
The Merriam-Webster dictionary describes the ‘ggqtee’ as an adjective to be “extremely
different from what is expected or usual” while tBxford Dictionaries describe it to be

“comically or repulsively ugly or distorted” andntongruous or inappropriate to a shocking



degree.? Other terms that should be differentiated from ‘gretesque’ and mainly function
to express a certain artistic or literary style #me words ‘absurd,’ ‘bizarre’ and ‘macabre.’
The three notions are compared to the ‘grotesqyePhilip Thomsort. ‘Absurd’ means
something that opposes reason. The only differ@hoenson finds is that the ‘grotesque’ has
a “certain formal pattern” while the ‘absurd’ lacksch a patterfi.Thomson claims that the
‘grotesque’ appears most of the time as a tergfygontent in a comic form, thus having an
incongruity between its content and fornThere is a difference of degree between the
‘grotesque’ and the ‘bizarre.” The ‘grotesque’ i©omn radical, more aggressive than the
‘bizarre.® The ‘macabrehas the meaning of “gruesome yet funny” and theedifice from
the ‘grotesque’ is that the “gruesome element i ilacabre considerably outweighs the

comic.”

Thomson claims that the terrifying and the cont&reents have a kind of a balance
in the ‘grotesque®.

The definition of the word ‘grotesque’ varies oty in history, but also among those
describing it within one historical period. It lackonsensus already in its origins. The most
popular way to define the origin of the word ‘gredee’ is to go back to its etymology. This
way is chosen by Neil Rhodes, Wolfgang Kayser, €earBarasch and Philip Thomsbhhe
etymological origin leads us back to fifteenth-cept Rome. During excavations Nero’s
Domus Aureawas discovered. The walls of Nero's antic palacewsd unknown
combinations of human, animal and plant forms ttiategarded the laws of static and

proportionality. These strange forms were nangeoktesca/grottesgobased on the word

grotto (meaning ‘cave’ in lItalian), signalling the exctwoas, where these frescoes came

2 hitp://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/grotesgaccess on 20.3.2015.
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/endligrotesque; access on 20.3.2015.

% Philip ThomsonThe Grotesqué_ondon: Methuen, 1972), 29-58.

* Thomson, op. cit., 31-2.

® Thomson, op. cit., 22-4 and 27.

® Thomson, op. cit., 32.

" Thomson, op. cit., 37.

% Ibid.

° Neil RhodesElizabethan Grotesqué.ondon: Routledge, 1980), 8. Wolfgang KaysEne Grotesque in Art
and Literature(Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1963), 20. Frances K.&ah,The Grotesque. A Study in Meanings
(The Hague and Paris: Mouton, 1971), 17. Thomspngib., 12.

5



from. The combination of human, animal and plamm® @rottesca/grottesgowas also
named assogni dei pittori(dreams of painters) antico (antic). Thegrottesca/grottesco
impressed the artists of the fifteenth century sscimthat the style was copied and later
spread in Europe as a fashionable decoration fgihaps the best known examples from the
Italian Renaissance are the loggias of the Vatiptamned and supervised by Raphael. The
word grottesca/grottescaeached France in 1532, in the formaobtesque This form was
also used in England until 1640 when the wgrokesqueappeared®

Beside the etymological origin, there are two masgs to explain the origin of the
‘grotesque.’ Both of these ideas claim that thaidégrotesque existed long before the word
was invented. According to Geoffrey G. Harpham,tiseial forms of the grotesque found in
Nero’'s Domus Aureaare not the very first examples of such forms. iBmforms were
discovered in the cave art of our predecessoradreHe brings the example of the “god of
les Trois Fréres™ Harpham emphasizes the impure nature of theseefigand also the
ambivalent meanings this impurity lends these creat The difference he sees in this
interpretation of the grotesque is that while thetgsque based on the visual forms in Nero’s
palace develops into a (meaningless) decoratida, dtye grotesque as “cave art” is open to
innumerable meanings by compressing a “multitude@ds into a single ambivalent forrf.”

Willard Farnham discovers the origin of the ‘gsmae’ in the Middle Ages. He
contemplates on the ideas of Saint Bernard of ax, the founder of the Cistercian
monastic order. Around 1125 Saint Bernard triedirtterpret the grotesque motives in
medieval manuscript decorations and in church @dicms. These motives were similar to the

above mentioned monsters, mixing human and animahd, struggling in the chaotic

19 Arthur ClayboroughThe Grotesque in English Literatu(@®xford: Clarendon Press, 1965), 2.

! Geoffrey Galt Harphann the Grotesque. Strategies of Contradiction inakd Literature(Princeton and
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1982), 62.

2 Harpham, op. cit., 63-5.



surroundings? Saint Bernard considered the effect these groessqould have had on the
monks: “what profit is there in that ridiculous nstrosity, a marvellous kind of deformed
beauty and beautiful deformity?"Saint Bernard already answered his own questicthén
way he put the question. He disapproves the groeefigures in religious art. As Farnham
puts it, they are an “enticement away from religiomeditation and towards aesthetic
meditation ... more than a temptation to engagelanwbnder ... a temptation for a questing
spirit.”*> Farnham shares the opinion on the meaning of ibtesgue with Saint Bernard and
claims that the struggle the grotesque evokes tswithin art, nor within the visual
representation, but between art and religfoor Farnham, the meaning of the grotesque is in
its functions: it tempts, it diverts attention frd@od, and it is imaginative and aesthetic. It is
exactly this idea of the “questing spirit” whiclain going to use in the last chapter when the
grotesque is described as something provoking, casething that diverts attention, as

something that requires subject (re)action.

Engraving fromDomus Aured God of les Trois Frérés Initial “v” for the Book of JoB®

Figure 1: Three visual representations to desdhiberigins of the grotesque

13 Willard FarnhamThe Shakespearean Grotesque. Its Genesis and Gramafons(Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1971), 2.

1 Farnham, op. cit., 1.

5 Farnham, op. cit., 2.

1% bid.

7 Originally in Nicolas PonceDescriptions des bains de Tit{$736) in Harpham, op. cit., a fragment of
illustration 10.

18 A redesigning of a cave painting by Addé H. BrémiHarpham, op. cit., illustration 43.

9 An initial in a Vulgate Bible, MS. Auct. E. inf., Tol. 304r; English, late twelfth century in Faarh, op. cit.,
frontpiece.
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The three theories on the origin of the ‘grotesque very different in the elements
they find essential to describe the grotesque. ViHahe scholars take as a basis of their
description is a painting or drawing that showsifeg that are composed of human, animal or
plant elements (see Figure 1). All the three exasmgupport the fact that even though the
word ‘grotesque’ came into use in fifteenth centirgme, the idea it covers existed in
medieval manuscript decorations, in antic wall dattons and even in cave art. This means
that the grotesque is an ever/present phenomenar appears in use in different ways in
different times.

Even though the phenomenon is accessible acregsyhithe fact that the word was
used to describe different things shows that tleéeggue is a historically and contextually
sensitive one. How it works is perhaps best deedrithrough the idea of indecorum.
Indecorum means impropriety in the Merriam Webdbectionary and in theOxford
Thesaurus of Englislor “failure to conform to good taste, propriety, @iquette” in the
Oxford Dictionary?® What good taste and propriety are in the Renaigsannot necessarily
propriety in the postmodern. However, there ark stme examples that were considered
decorum in the Renaissance and it is still decalmahay. In simple terms, the grotesque is an
extreme and rather special example for indecoruinaw this parallel to show that it needs a
research to say what grotesque is in one perididnet

This research is undertaken in my first chapteenehl approach the grotesque in
postmodern from a historical as well as from a nmueectical side in different media. It will
become clear that Bakhtin’'s carnival theory anddhscription of the grotesque within this
theory is still one of the most popular grotesgasadiptions. Mikhail Bakhtin claims that the
Renaissance carnival used laughter as a weapoeféatdhe fears of everyday life (fear of

death, fear of God, etc.) by mocking, debasing materialising the spiritual (God, Christ or

2 Maurice Waite et alQxford Thesaurus of Englisfihird Edititon. (Oxford: OUP, 2009).
http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/indecoruancess on 7.11.2015.
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/endliéndecorum; access on 7.11.2015.



the Saints) and secular ordérThis is called Bakhtin'gjrotesque realisml am going to
search for the reasons for Bakhtin’s presence i 28" century literary, visual and
performance theories of the grotesque. Next to Bakla German theoretician, Wolfgang
Kayser also shows presence when the grotesqusdssdied. Kayser sees the grotesque in the
act of reception. He claims that the grotesque esdke strangeness of the known structures
and thus it has no meaniff.

Before turning to the second point of this introgion, let me shortly return to the idea
of ‘indecorum’ in order to show a very early examplf it where the word ‘grotesque’ is
used. The style of decoration in Nero’'s palace wat approved by all contemporary
architects. Vitruvius, an antic Roman architectigeovered in Renaissance Italy condemned

the grotesque in the following way:

.. motifs taken from reality are now rejected bywmmeasonable fashion. For our
contemporary artists decorate the walls with manstr forms rather than
reproducing clear images of the familiar world. .. Such things, however, never
existed, do not now exist, and shall never come being”

Vitruvius obviously reflects on the disrespect bé laws of static by the grotesque, which
was an indecorum for antic Roman architectures lalso important to see the tone of the
guotation because this slightly excited and opmpsiay of expression is also present in some
postmodern theatre critiques | am going to exanlisee my task in pointing out indecorum
in the form of the grotesque in postmodern Shalagpperformances in the third chapter.
Moreover, | am also going to deal with indecorum tive form of the grotesque in
Shakespearean theatre in the second chapter. it fz3dential to undertake a research on how

the grotesque was used in Shakespeare’s time aediaky how Shakespeare criticism deals

2L Mikhail M. Bakhtin, Rabelais and His WorldTransl. Helene Iswolsky (Cambridge, Massachusatis
London: MIT Press, 1968), 66, 74, 90 and 256.

% Kayser, op. cit., 179-188.

3 Vitruvius, De architecturaquoted in Kayser, op. cit., 20.



with the term grotesque because both influencenpad¢rn staging of Shakespearean plays.
The second chapter is devoted to these topics.

| have arrived to the second corner point of thigoduction, the origin of the logic of
the grotesque in German theatres. Before returtinBrecht, as | proposed above, let me
introduce an essential book that describes grogesypostmodern theatres. This book is not
only essential for my study, but it will also prdeia good point of reference between Brecht
and the grotesque in postmodern theatre. Ralf Ratss inspiring bookStaging the Savage
God: the Grotesque in Performanases Bakhtin’s carnival theory to build up histangnts
on a grotesque theatre in the postmodern. Remstlardts that the way carnival suppresses
the official culture is the same as ‘grotesqueisadl suppresses reality itself. He argues that
especially in the case of performance art, thisesged reality evokes a moral reaction of the
audienceé® Performance art concentrates on the experienddeofaudience, they seek to
maximise the experience value of the audience anthe same time, minimise the difference
between actors and audience and thus eliminatddhger between art and the reality of
everyday life. Remshardt sees this as ethicallplproatic, especially when violence is used.
He names grotesque theatre those performancegshatolence, immorality, etc. in order to
provoke moral reactions within the audience and teducate the audience through a bad
example. Remshardt ends his book with the discotraalin grotesque theatres the laws of
ethics are transgressed in order to secure thérexisrder afterward&Although | agree that
the grotesque experience consists of transgressia® (moral) norms, opposed to the ideas
of Remshardt | see the return to the norm as oné/ pmssible reaction to the grotesque and
not as a necessary reaction. The proof of thisnchallows in the first chapter, where |
propose next to Remshardt’s transgressive way sfrdeng the grotesque in postmodern

theatre (after Bakhtin), another trend of desaiptiexists. Nevertheless, Remshardt’s

4 Ralf RemshardiStaging the Savage God: the Grotesque in Perform@Hinois: Southern lllinois University
Press, 2004), 50.
% Remshardt, op. cit., 261-2.
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argument is invaluable for the legitimation of dissing the grotesque in connection to the
theatre.

Remshardt uses a very Brechtian idea in his viewhow theatre and especially
performance art functions when he claims that athiorms are transgressed in order to
provoke moral reactions. After a short glance itl® postmodern performative grotesque, |
am going to focus now on the logic of the grotesgsiét appears in German theatre history,
reaching its peak in postdramatic theatre. BeBodichts epic theatreoffers pleasures “more
intricate, / richer ircommunication/ morecontradictory and / moreroductiveof results.*
Brecht wants the audience “to emigrate from the efyeenjoyable?” He “beg[s the
audience] not to forget their cheerful occupatiarsle [the actors] hand the world over to
their minds and hearts, for them to change as tiiei fit.”?®> What Brecht requires from the
audience is that they should reduce identificatiod that they should keep their distance so
that they are able to reflect on their ordinary kirng days, as well as on what they receive
from the actors. He expects the audience to beyreadommunicate with the actors. Brecht
adds that the audience should “change” the expm¥iehreceives from the actors (e.g.
emotions, ideas, visual pleasure, etc.). This chasgut a creative activity of the audience
and it is supposed to happen in two locations: teiand hearts”, i.e. there should be an
emotional as well as an intellectual reactiopy@ductionof answer to what one has received
from the actors. Brecht claims that a theatre wahtradictionsis needed, a theatre that does
not emphasize the continuity of social structur€his is the idea Remshardt sees in
performance art. Brecht denies those cosmetic @satitat make a different structure look
similar to that of the audience’s, only to secuomtmuity. Discarding continuity means
discarding the sequence of repeating the sametwteuagain and again, thus discarding the

aim of securing the existing structure. Instead hmfmogenising, differences, “their

% My emphasis. Bertolt BrechBrecht on Theatre. The Development of an Aesthdtien Willet transl. ed.
(London: Methuen Drama, 1994), 181.

%" Brecht, op. cit., 179.

%8 Brecht, op. cit., 185.
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impermanence” should be emphasiZedf. the characters on stage should live according t
different conditions from those of the audiencentlt is “harder for our spectator to identify
himself with them.*® It is harder, because first the audience needsayo “If | had lived
under those circumstances...” Brecht emphasizesthisatif’ is where the “critical attitude
begins.®! It means that Brecht promotes a productive theathere the audience needs to
produce something new (not the existing structures) togethi¢h the actors. The critical
attitude to what is seen is introduced throughettmpathy with the unknown structures. The
contradiction lies in the opposing structures and exactly tmabées critical thinking. The
critical approach begins with the utterance of “ife. with switching off the usual pattern of
thinking and creating new structures. This changethie structures makes the original
structure alien and this alienated quality of thiginal structure makes it possible for the
original structure to be manipulated and also chdrfigBrecht names this state of being
alienated from the original structure th&erfremdungseffekftranslated as distancing or
alienation effect).

If Remshardt’'s postmodern grotesque theatre is eoedowith the epic theatre of
Brecht, similarities become obvious. The focus adience experience is essential for both
the epic as well as the postmodern theatre. Theacgls critical thinking and the reduction
of theatrical illusion to its minimum are both wagisdescribing the importance of theatrical
distance. Also, the presence of a contradictionsahething unusual, like the violence
Remshardt described in performance arts, is impbrtar both theatres. While Brecht
suggests here an unknown context, in which theesedi might part its usual way of thinking,
Remshardt sticks to the example of violence andaonality on stage and claims that they will
only serve to secure the opposite, i.e. ethics.l&VBrecht proposes a theatre that might

change the original thinking pattern of audiend@smshardt claims that after these patterns

29 Brecht, op. cit., 190.
%0 bid.
! bid.
32 Brecht, op. cit., 191.
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are shaken, the audience will return to the oldepas. This very last point, the outcome of
the performance is where Brecht and Remshardt @isag am going to argue in the first
chapter of this paper that Remshardt is right winesays that the grotesque is used as a term
that evokes transgression and the return to theswicttures. However, it is not the only
definition used for the grotesque in the postmodkeatres. The reasons for the existence of
two main definitions of the grotesque in the posiera are partly described in the first
chapter where | try to give a summary of how th&egque is described in the postmodern in
three different media. The other argument, unfoldedeath, is the fact that Brecht and his
idea of the epic theatre is essential for theataetiwe even today and the aim of the alienation
effect is the opposite of returning to the old stawes one succeeded in challenging.

The theatre theory and practice of Brecht is mateGermany and it also marks the
German theatre theory as well as practice untihyodrrom the most recent leading theatre
scholars of Germany, Erika Fischer-Lichte as wall Hans-Thies Lehmann build their
theories on the basis of Brecht. Erika Fischerdacluses the notions of presence
(phenomenological/bodily presence of the actor) aedresentation (the actor as the
embodiment of the fictional character) to describespecial theatre experience, the
Schwellenerfahrungliminal experience¥? Fischer-Lichte claims that in the moment of shift
from presence to representation or from represent&d presence the old order of perception
is destroyed as the new order is establisShedihis experience is called ‘perceptive

multistability’.*®> An interesting characteristic feature of this pbraenon is that there are no

3 Erika Fischer-Lichte Asthetik des Performative(Frankfurt/M.: Suhrkamp, 2004), 258. She combines a
phenomenological and a semiotic aesthetic and arthat it is possible to connect an experience Kuvig)
with meaning (Bedeutung), i.e. for an aestheticp@fformance an aesthetics based on phenomenolayy a
semiotics is needed. See Erika Fischer-Lichte, H&ische Erfahrung als Schwellenerfahrung,” in Boac
Kipper and Christoph Menke edBimensionen asthetischer Erfahrufigrankfurt/M: Suhrkamp, 2003), 144-5
and 150-2. While semiotics questions the meanirggdéBtung), phenomenology deals with the descripifon
what one sees (Erscheinung), but also with whad kifeffect (Wirkung) this “Erscheinung” has in #tee.
Fischer-Lichte claims that semiotics and phenonmmpolcan only be separated by force in theatrehay t
belong together. Claimed during a lecture “Einfittgun die Theaterwissenschaft” at the Freie Unitérs
Berlin on 5.1.2011.
3 Fischer-LichteAsthetikop. cit., 257.
% Fischer-LichteAsthetikop. cit., 256.
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reasons why our attention shifts from one way ofception to the other, so it is
uncontrollable. At the moment of such a shift ongeo becomes unstable, but the other order
is not yet established. Fischer-Lichte calls th@esof instability “betwixt and between,” the
liminal experiencé® Although we are conscious about this liminal eiqrere, we are not
able to control it due to the perceptive multisitibi The process of continuous change
between presence and representation gives a kirdyredmic to the process of audience
perceptiort’ Fischer-Lichte claims that this liminal experierisean aesthetic experience in
the theatre which comes as a reaction to the acelieheeling of insecurity. The insecurity
comes from a crisis, experienced when the rulingucsires are questionéd.
Schwellenerfahrungomes when innovative performances are experieresgzecially such
performances where the audience is required tdecreaw strategies for perceptithSuch
strategies are what Brecht required from his auwdieAlthough Fischer-Lichte claims that
perceptive multistability makes it impossible fohet audience to control this
Schwellenerfahrungthe audience is required to build up new straegf interpretation
during this experience. What Fisher-Lichte claimsactually the realisation of Brecht
alienation effect in postmodern theatre. Brechdguirement for alien circumstances on stage
makes the audience think within these patternghEisLichte’s example performances annul
known strategies of interpretation and require that audience produces new strategies of
interpretations. In both cases the audience isiviEpiof its usual thinking patterns and it is
required to create something new.

Hans-Thies Lehmann describes contemporary thegataetice in Germany. His
description also shows Brechtian roots. Germanttbgeaise elements of performance art and
thus strengthen the social embeddedness of the.plahmann describes such theatres as

postdramatic theatres. He lists important charetierfeatures that mark postdramatic

% Fischer-Lichte Asthetikop. cit., 258.

37 Fischer-Lichte Asthetikop. cit., 260.

38 Questioning the ruling structures in theatre cofrem Brecht although Fischer-Lichte does not mantiim.
3% Fischer-Lichte, “Asthetische Erfahrung...” op. cit46.
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theatresPlethoraandplay with the density of signgges the audience to find new ways of
meaning formation within postdramatic theatre eigreres.Plethorameans the rejection of
conventional forms and signs, such as unity or sgimyni.e. it means the rejection of our
usual logical structures. Under thiy with the density of sigrisshmann describes that the
audience perception is either overtaxed througlsitn@ltaneity of actions and/or language or
that there are long pauses when nothing happengh@ndudience attention is in no way
engaged? Lehmann also argues that the postdramatic thetmtes not strive to represent
something else as it is. Theatrical fiction andlitgare blurred on purpose, so that the
audience is not any more certain whether sometkinggl or if it is only acted out as if it was
real. Thus the theatre experience becomesvant/situatiorinstead of representatiéhThe
audience of the postdramatic theatre is driven antdistanced position instead of aesthetic
engagement. Thus these are strategies Brecht vmawriel welcomed as tools for creating the
alienation effect. For example, Brecht's idea taypWith the lights on, so everyone can be
seen among the audience is an often used practmesidramatic theatres.

After an overview of Brechd alienation effect, as well as its obvious preseimc
contemporary German theatre theory and practiegnt to open up the topic of theatre and
consider the social structures working aroundhitistapproaching the third corner point of
this introduction. Attila Kiss argues that periaefsepistemological uncertainties, such as the
early modern and the postmodern, show similardies that the uncertainty of the subject in
these periods is thematised in theatres. Thereperalel between the early modern and the
postmodern crises of the subject. The early modehject is in crisis because the medieval
structures and securities are endangered by humaSimilarly, in the postmodern structures

of modernity are questioned. Both periods use -&dléxive theatre” to deal with their

0 Lehmann, op. cit., 90.
! Lehmann, op. cit., 98-107.
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crises’ In theory, exactly this dealing with the subjettcrisis makes a Shakespeare play a
very good postdramatic play. This is also truethwatre practice. A German director, Karin
Beier said that “Shakespeare leaves directors tre@dom of trying out different ways of
acting his plays. This is very similar to the madperformative theatre'®* Shakespeare plays
are considered suitable for postdramatic theatndogmeances not only because of the
similarities of early modern and postmodern sulgjéctcrisis, but also because they offer a
basis for innovative performances.

With the similarities of the subject in crisis Bhakespeare’s time and in the
postmodern, | have arrived to the third corner poirthis introduction. The critical thinking
of the audience as an aim of theatre productigmostdramatic theatre inherited from Brecht
should be considered here from the perspective astspructuralist subject theories. If
postmodern theatres should function as laboratofi¢éise subject in crisis, the grotesque in a
postmodern theatre performance might evoke songethet would count to an indecorum in
poststructuralist subject theories. As one aim adgtgramatic theatres is critical thinking, it
seems to be interesting to undertake a theoretimalemplation on how far the practical
results of my research can be adapted to whatimg@m in poststructuralist subject criticism.
In the end of the third chapter | am going to opprmy perspective of theatre performance
and | am going to establish possible connectiortevd®n the grotesque described in the
concrete theatre performances by theatre criticsthe theoretical possibility of what these
grotesques may cause within poststructuralist stlpeories. My concern especially aims at
the passivity of subject position. In this introtlan | discuss the theoretical possibility and
impossibility of a subject becoming an agent, scah refer back to this when drawing

conclusions from my practical examples.

2 Kiss Attila, Double Anatomy in Early Modern and Postmodern DrdSeeged: JATEPress, 2010), 51.

3 My translation of the following: “Shakespeare t8Regisseuren auch die Freiheit, diverse Spielfore ihn
anzuwenden. Das kommt dem modernen performativeat€hsehr nahe.” See Dorothee Krings' intervieti wi
Karin Beier “Shakespeare trifft einen im Kern desasBins” Rheinische Post http://www.rp-
online.de/panorama/wissen/shakespeare-trifft-eimekern-des-daseins-aid-1.4183794; access on 18.4.2
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During my studies on literary criticism it becaiear that the postmodern subject is
in the focus of literary studies and that this sabjacks agenc} This lack of agency made
me search for possibilities for the subject toaaainst the ideology. Thomas Docherty claims
that “[iln the postmodernism, it has been difficat make the proposition ‘I know the
meaning of postmodernism’ — not only because trstnpadern is a fraught topic, but also
because the ‘I' who supposedly knows is itself shie of a postmodern problemat{€. The
postmodern subject is in crisis: it can either d&lty lost or it might try to overcome this
crisis. In order to be able to do something, it ttakave a room to play, to act freely, to take
responsibility. Poststructuralist subject theodesy this room for the subject to play. Louis
Althusser claims that subjects are interpellatedasrete individuals by the ideology. Each
subject receives a role s/he has to fulfil. Altlersgeals with the double meaning of the word
subject (as free individual or as subject to somg)hn a typically decentring way; he claims
that the subject is free as long as it freely archjs subjectiofi® Michael Foucault describes
different modes by which “human beings are madgestdh” Power makes individuals
subjects, it appears in the everyday life of indiials, it categorizes them, “imposes a law of
truth on [them] which [they] must recognize and ethbthers have to recognize in [them].”
Foucault recognizes two meanings of the word ‘stibjé is either “subject to someone else
by control and dependence” or “tied to his own tdgrby a conscience or self-knowledge;”

in both cases the subject is an object of a formosfer.Foucault also claims that we have to

4 Although the word ‘postmodern’ is not really defile, it covers some basic thoughts that should be
mentioned before situating the subject in suchrdaecd. The postmodern covers trends of thinking shaw the
crisis of modernism. The best known names relaiggtbstmodernism are those of Jean Baudrillard aaddeis
Lyotard. Baudrillard argues that an image canremicgstfor reality because it is not real (it is araga), it should
rather stand for the lack of reality, pretendingstmw reality. Asimulacrumis an image that has replaced the
reality it used to represent. See Jean Baudrillrde Evil Demon of Images and the Precession ofufacra,”

in Thomas Docherty edRostmodernism. A Read@lew York, etc: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1993), 19¢-19
Lyotard called attention to the importance of maufirities that consist of “little narratives” iestd of sticking to
the modernist metanarratives. See Jean-Francoiidydhe Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge
Translation Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi (Btaaster: Manchester University Press, 1986), 60.

%> Thomas Docherty, “Postmodernism: An Introductiom"Thomas Docherty edRostmodernism: A Reader
(New York, etc.: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1993), 5.

“% Louis Althusser, “Ideology and Ideological Stateparatuses,” ienin and Philosophy, and Other Essays
Translated by Ben Brewster (London: New Left Bodi&71), 155-6, 173 and 182.
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free ourselves from the “modern power structuresl that we should promote “new forms of
subjectivity through the refusal of this kind oflimiduality which has been imposed on us for
several centuries.” What kind of ‘new subjectisti€oucault imagines is not clear, however,
in his vague description it says that the subjbécukl “imagine and to build up what [it]
could be.*” To imagine what we could be supposes the refusathat we are, which is
exactly the self-hermeneutics that destroys thiitsellf.*® Therefore, Foucault either refers
back to his own decentring subject theory, or indseggests a new direction. | understand
that Foucault himself argues against ideology almims that its destruction could be
achieved through the refusal of the roles one §be idea of refusing the norm, to show
something new, surprising, something that is other pattern we find in several postmodern
descriptions of the notion grotesque as well. Meeepit is also an essential part of the
Brechtian epic theatre to refuse the roles thaharmal and to try out new structures in order
to evoke change. This was the very element of phetbeatre Fisher Lichte actualised in her
Schwellenerfahrundpr the postmodern theatres. It did not only eegtie similarity of how
the grotesque in use and postdramatic theatre viboartkit also made me think whether the
grotesque in use is a practical answer to the uabtd theoretical question of subject
passivity.

Althusser, Foucault or Baudrillard all represeecehtring subject theorié$.The

poststructuralist subject is suppressed by Althissdeology, Foucault’s power or it is

" Michael Foucault, “Afterword. The Subject and Poii Hubert L. Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow eddichel
Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneuf€hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), Z0&, and
216.

“8 Michel Foucault, “About the Beginning of the Hemeeitics of the Self: Two Lectures at Dartmouth,”
Political Theory Vol. 21 No. 2 (May 1993): 221.

“9 Both Foucault's and Baudrillard’s subjects remapressed, one yower, the other by objects. Baudrillard
no longer sees the fear from anonymity out therthénothers, but inside the individual. See JeandBband,
Subjekt und Objekt: fraktaUbersetzung Dieter W. Portmann (Bern: BentelB&)97. | understand this position
in a way that the subject is no more objectifiedthy power and by him/herself, but now the subigseduced
by the object as his/her own (even if not conthbé choice.

Criticising Foucault, Baudrillard finds it suspici® that Foucault ends his discussiongpower exactly where
power should be thrown over by the individual. Baudriladismisses the idea pweras a force and the
subject as a sufferer. He claims that the connedfcsubject anghoweris in the exchanges of seductidvhile
Foucault's subject is supressed and at the saneeliuitds up the ideology, Baudrillard’s subjecséxiuced by
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seduced by Baudrillard’s object. The subject issp&s it is not an agent. However, not all
subjects are necessarily subject to such powerpoststructuralist criticism. Feminist,
postcolonial and queer cultural theorists deal vatarked subjects, such as female, black,
colonized, homosexual subjects and position theandifferent way to those discussed above.
These discourses grant agency to their marked asbjathout denying the existence of the
decentralising subject theori#sEniks Bollobas argues that because these marked subjects
not fit the white male European subject positidieyt are able to resist subject positions
created by power or ideology.She emphasises that it is in these marked supgesitions
that the poststructuralist theories allow for thlyercy of the subject. Bollobas places the
construction of the subject in between these tvexddtring subject theories and theories of
the other/marked subject) poststructuralist trenflse subject is either constructed “in
accordance with” the dominant ideology, or “outreistance to” this ideology. The first
position is based on decentring subject theorigsiwtiaim that the subject is ‘interpellated’
by ideology (Althusser) or that the subject positis constructed by power (Foucault).
Bollobas names this first position “penfisancé and claims that it is based on fixed ideology,
conventions or traditions. She compares it to astieg script that should be acted out on
stage>” The second position is named “perfmtivé by Bollobas because here “new
discursive entities come about against or in treeabe of existing ideologied*Perfomative
constructions of the subject challenge the ruldeplogy by “transgressions and extensions of
categories™ This perfomative subject is constructed through dialogue with & &nd is

highly influenced by presuppositions (formed bysosal experiences, as well as by cultural

objects (such as commodities, capital, etc.). Seaiglas Kellner,Jean Baudrillard. From Marxism to
Postmodernism and Beyof@dambridge: Polity, 1989), 157.

0 Leela Gandhi, “Postcolonialism and Feminism,”Rostcolonial Theory. A critical introductiofSydney:

Allen and Unwin, 1998), 83.

*1 Eniké Bollobas,They Aren’'t Until | Call Them. Performing the Suttj;n American LiteraturéFrankfurt am

Main etc.: Peter Lang, 2010), 81.

2 Her emphasis. Bollobas, op. cit., 85-7.

>3 Her emphasis. Bollobas, op. cit., 88.

> bid.
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influences)®> The possibility of subject agency Bollobas suggeéstonly true for marked
subjects. These marked subjects are also pareddbiety and unmarked subjects very well
recognize them as such. Marked subjects have ddme¢hat seems dangerous but that also
fascinates unmarked subjects. | believe in thetadcpossibility of unmarked subjects to
notice and (re)act on marked subjects.

Robert Eaglestone approaches this question of aslpelonging to the ideology and
subjects outside of the ideology through the othte. claims that there are two kinds of
postmodern others: the other who is within the sagstem, the “same/other” and the “other
that is outside and underlies the systéfitfe claims that the ‘other’ is both the foundatimn
well as the limit of western thought and that pastiernism involves the field of ethics in its
response to otherness, referring thus to Levih&sstead of absolute values and principles
(which do not fit the fragmentation of postmodemmjs Levinas argues for an ethics of
“being-for-the-other-person,” he bases his ethiosresponsibility and on the necessary
response to the oth& The other’s face is a central term in his ethicst Jike big eyes of
children raise a feeling of care, the nakednegbeface for Levinas shows the vulnerability
of the other and at the same time requires respiihsifrom the one facing this other.
Levinas claims that response for the other is direaking responsibility for the oth&.
Response to the other (the subject outside ideploggomes an essential question in the third
chapter, where | discuss responses of theatresr@ind focus on how they use the word
‘grotesque.’ Theatre performance is one of the $asfal activities where producer, buyer,

product and enjoyment take place in one room. Tiees @roducing a commodity see and

% Bollobas, op. cit., 93-4.

*® Robert Eaglestone, “Postmodernism and ethics aigdia metaphysics of comprehension,” in Stevem@pn

5e7d.,The Cambridge Companion to Postmodernf§€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 189
Ibid.

8 Emmanuel Levinasthics and Infinity. Conversations with Philipperhie Translated by Richard A. Cohen

(Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1985), 10.

*9Levinas, op. cit., 86-88.
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meet the ones buying and enjoying this commodiheyTsit physicallyfacing each other and
in such a situation they cannot but to react o edlger’s face.

After an overview of poststructuralist subjectdhes, the connection between the
grotesque in postdramatic theatres and the theatg@tioblem of subject passivity should also
be worked out. Here | follow Foucault's appeal eefourselves from the modern power
structures. The way Foucault proposes is to “imagind to build up what we could b8.To
imagine being someone else is easiest with thedfelporks of art. The ideas of Hans-Thies
Lehmann, Attila Kiss and Richard Schechner on tleeatade me agree with the opinion that
theatre is a good form to deal with the crisish&f postmodern subject. Attila Kiss argues that
the “actual theatre or drama model of a culturalgaeis always in close relation with the
world modelof the era, ... [it] serves as a laboratory to ties most intriguing epistemological
dilemmas of the specific culturé” Kiss claims that in both the early modern and the
postmodern, theatre becomes the laboratory ofdlie $he crisis of the subject requires that
early modern and postmodern theatres “set up ladroga in which theconstitution of the
heterogeneous subjecan be scrutinized®Kiss points out that uncertainty concerning self-
knowledge and sovereignty of the subject are thas®f these theatré$Kiss moves within
poststructuralist arguments, however, the ideattiestre reflects the uncertainties of an age
made me think about the contemporary theatre destrby Lehmann. He insists that
postdramatic theatre offers “not a representatioinan intentionally unmediated experience
of the real (time, space, bodyY.In this postdramatic theatre the “task of the &gec is no
longer the neutral reconstruction, the re-creatiorbut rather the mobilization of their own

ability to react and experience in order to realizeir participation in the process that is

€0 Foucault, “Afterword” op. cit., 216.

®1 His emphasis. Kiss, op. cit., 103.

%2 His emphasis. Kiss, op. cit., 51.

%3 bid.

®_ehmann, op. cit., 134. Lehmann claims that peréorce arts learn how to use media technologies from
experimental theatres, while these theatres noelorigcus on the psychological unfolding of actiomda
character.
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offered to them® Thus the agency promoted in postdramatic theatg be seen as a
response in theatre practice to the subject p&gsivtheory. Richard Schechner’s description
of theatre points into a similar direction. He nantieeatre the “here and now performance of
there and then event®®*Here and now’ means the social reality of theiande and actors.
‘Here and now’ is a situation where the audiencentertained sitting in the dark while the
actors earn their money with acting, creating aiis is the distanced view of the
performance. The ‘there and then’ description leabe conscious presence of the audience
and only considers the actions on stage, the eratquirformance. It is the world of fiction.
Interestingly enough, the audience is able to lwildo both ‘here’ and ‘there’ as well as
‘now’ and ‘then’ events. Schechner claims that dyabis situation “allows an audience to
contemplate the action, and to entertain altereatifheatre is the art of enacting only one of
a range of virtual alternative§8” Schechner believes that we go to the theatre derao
experience this way to ‘virtual alternatives.’ Ilibge that contemporary theatres have the
potential to offer a room for activity. Moreoven case of é&chwellenerfahrungudiences
need new interpretive strategies and here the aceliollows Foucault’'s appeal to imagine
and to build up what we could B2.

After marking the tree cornerstones of this intrcttbn, a short description of my
methodology and the structure of this dissertat@lows here. The aim of this paper is to
show how the word grotesque is used in postmoderatte performances. My thesis is that
the logic of the postmodern grotesque is similathi logic of the postdramatic theatre and
that this similarity in practice is an answer tthaoretical discussion on the passivity of the
poststructuralist subject.

In Chapter 1Grotesques undertake a research on the postmodern groteStpeeaim

of this chapter is to describe the grotesque inptb&modern. First, | consider the way the

% Lehmann, op. cit., 135.
% Richard SchechnePerformance TheorflL.ondon and New York: Routledge, 2008), 190.
67 i
Ibid.
% Foucault, “Afterword...” op. cit., 216.
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term is defined as a product of a historical depelent. For an accurate description of this
development | sum up and compare major theorigb®mgrotesque from the 1960s on. Here
an essential role is given to the descriptions @héil Bakhtin and Wolfgang Kayser as |

want to find out the reason why these theoreticemesstill so influential in the postmodern

descriptions of the grotesque. As a second stepth@ugh examples of grotesque definitions
of three media with the aim to find contemporamnti(s) of how the grotesque is defined
today. | compare contemporary literary, visual giformative grotesque definitions and
draw conclusions on their structure and effect. lWpothesis is that theories of Kayser and
Bakhtin give a kind of basis for postmodern defoms of the grotesque.

In Chapter 2 Shakespearean Grotesquapproach Shakespeare criticism with focus
on the grotesque. The aim of this chapter is ta fout which plays and characters of
Shakespeare are most typically grotesque accorttinthe critics. | study Shakespeare
criticism and focus on writings where the grotestudescribed. | assume that great theories
of the grotesque, like that of Bakhtin and Kaybane an essential effect on the interpretation
of the grotesques in Shakespeare criticism. | sefmrccommon points of the descriptions of
the grotesque in Shakespeare criticism and | esipedocus on socio-political contexts
where the grotesque appears in connection to thjecu

In Chapter 3 Shakespearean Grotesques in German Ehdarformanceshose
Shakespeare performances in Germany are reportéidabmre named grotesque by theatre
critics between 2005 and 2015. A distanced viewtlmn theatre performance is essential

according to Brecht as it promotes critical thinkii Also Fischer-Lichtes

%9 Opposed to distance is the notion of aesthetiatifieation or engagement. The German Rezeptiohséiktof
Wolfgang Iser and H. R. Jauss deal with the reada€sthetic identification. Iser describes “thecpes of
absorbing the unfamiliar” as the reader’'s iderdificn with what he reads. He argues that in thiy we
subject-object division is dissolved and the textwall as the reader’'s response will appear withenreader
itself. See Wolfgang Iser, “The Reading Proces?henomenological Approach,” in Jane P. Tompkins ed.
Reader-response Criticism. From Formalism to Pasteturalism(Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins UP,
1980), 65-67. Jauss adds that all kinds of aestldintification need a kind of distance as welhnd Robert
JauB, “Asthetische Identifikation — Versuch tben digerarischen Helden,” ifsthetische Erfahrung und
literarische HermeneutikFrankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1991), 253.
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Schwellenerfahrungrequires distance as the subject searches for skategies of
interpretation. To provide as objective a desaipf the theatre performances as possible, |
undertake a research on what theatre critics saytdbe grotesque in contemporary German
performances. A professional theatre critic is ffwictional: s/he knows previous
performances of the actual play, as well as liteiticism of that play, s/he can compare
how an actress plays a role to other roles sheplag®d in other plays, critics know about
theatre politics and see national or internatiquaditics in the actual play, they are also aware
of certain trends of direction or of certain stglea director and they are also aware of socio-
political as well as theoretical discussions. Thisans that the theatre critic is in a position to
connect theoretical discussions with theatre practin this paper the theatre critic has an
important role, not only because | rely on theateiews to find out what the grotesque
means in a postmodern theatrical context, but hé&stause the theatre critic is able to see
theatre practice as a response to more abstramtetigal problems, such as the passivity of
the poststructuralist subject. The method of tis¢ ert of my research is to collect theatre
reviews where the word grotesque appears. | usem&etheatre paperdifeaterheuteand
Die Deutsche Buhngprominent newspaperBige Suddeutsche Zeituhkmown as a left-wing
liberal daily newspaper obie Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitungnown as a conservative
liberal newspaper) as well as local newspapers.t dbshe articles are accessible on the
Internet. | discuss Blamletand aRichard Ill directed by Thomas OstermeieriMasummer
Night’s Dreamin the co-direction of Thomas Ostermeier and Camest Macras, and King
Lear in the direction of Karin Beier. | am going toenpret theatre reviews where elements of
the performance were called grotesque and compgasetelements to the grotesques
described in the previous chapters, as well asdioniques used in postdramatic theatres. My
hypothesis is that there are similarities withia tbgic of postdramatic theatres and the logic

of postmodern grotesques in use. In case this hgg® is proved in practice, a question on
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its theoretical effects opens up and, as | am gmraggue, offers a critique on the passivity of

poststructuralist subjects.

25



Chapter 1: Grotesques

This chapter has two aims: it undertakes a reBearc the recent history of the
definition of grotesque in order to make the origihpostmodern definitions clear and it
offers an overview of how the notion “grotesque’disscribed by critics in postmodern art,
literature and theatre in order to find trends @ivithe notion is defined.

The first aim is to show the way the descriptidnttee grotesque developed in the
postmodern. | focus on texts that deal with thetrabs notion “grotesque” with the aim to
define it. It is practically the recent history tbie definition “grotesque” | describe. | need to
go back as far as the 1960s as | want to explamealason why still theories of the grotesque
from this time are used. | am also going to examuhg later definitions are not any more
important for the postmodern scholars. This shastohcal research on how the notion
grotesque is defined would not be necessary ifpibetmodern would have brought new
definitions with it. However, as scholars reusardgbns to the 60s, the reason for this should
be investigated.

The second aim of this chapter is to show howntbigon “grotesque” is defined in
different media and thus draw a conclusion onésegal pattern in the postmodern. To make
things more complicated | found out that there tare parallel patterns in use and both are
based on definitions described in the 60s.Thes®rpat are going to provide points | can
relate to when | discuss for what German theattecsruse the word grotesque in chapter
three. My supposition is that there should be sinties in how the notion in visual arts, in
literature or in theatre is described. The his@rlzackground of how the notion is defined is
also going to be present in this section. | am gdo argue that there are two patterns the
contemporary grotesque definitions can be basedhdomoth patterns the basic feature of the
grotesque is that it disrespects norms/borders.difference is in what remains after this act

of disrespect. In one case borderstemasgresseavith the attempt to overthrow the existing
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order. In the other case borders bl@red, so no position can really be located. In theelatt

case structures are dissolved as no border sepénata.
1.1. The Basis of Postmodern Definitions

| am going to discuss the grotesque in literangligts in this section as the grotesque
analysed in theatre performances is mainly basethese studies. The grotesque, although it
appeared first in a visual form, soon entered iblel ©of literature as well. It was Montaigne
who first used the word “grotesque” when referrtoghis own style of writing: “what are
these things | scribble, other than grotesquesmodstrous bodies, made of various parts,
without any certain figure, or any other than aeoi@l order, coherence, or proportioffZro
reach this point, Montaigne uses the idea of teeeiood of arts described by Horace in his
Ars Poetica’! Montaigne compares the visual grotesque figurm fitorace’sArs Poeticato
his own style of composing literature. In the Remsance this highly visual nature of the
grotesque remains an essential feature in litexatamd thus the grotesque is easily
transmittable from the visual to the literary genre

The aim of this section is to show how the postemodrends to define the grotesque
developed. The description of the notion “groteSaqummtinuously changes in art and literary
history’? The aim of this chapter is not to show the conephéstory of the grotesque but to
show as much of its history as it is necessarynetstand how the postmodern grotesque
definitions developed. In order to show the basipastmodern grotesque definitions, | have
to go back to the 60s. The recent history of theteggque will help us understand the

contemporary trends discussed in the next sedtotine second half of the twentieth century

® Michel de Montaigne, “Chapter XXVII. Of friendshipin Essays.Translated by Charles Cotton, Project
Gutenberg: http://www.gutenberg.org/dirs/3/5/8/33886.txt, 28.02.2010.

" Interestingly enough iArs Poetica Horace describes a painting as grotesque withaoting it ‘grotesque’:
the described visual figure “combine[s] a horsesslawith a human head, and then clothe[s] a meetius
collection of limbs with various kinds of feathess that what started out at the top as a beautibnhan ended
in a hideously ugly fish.” Horace, “Ars Poeticaii’ Vincent B. Leitch ed.The Norton Anthology of Theory and
Criticism (London and New York: Norton, 2001), 124.

2 The way the notion is used is mainly influencedJofan Ruskin, Victor Hugo, Friedrich Schlegel ardn
Paul. For the changes in the meanings of the gjogesee Barasch, op. cit. Clayborough, op. cit.
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two opposing theories of the grotesque were crdayedtie German Wolfgang Kayser and the
Russian Mikhail Bakhtin. Although Bakhtin’'s work sWdeen much more influential, Kayser
should also be mentioned here, especially becawsk have a look at how the grotesque
appears in German theatres in chapter three. Ttwasescholars formed rather different
opinions on what the grotesque was. Later in theaf@ 80s, scholars of the grotesque, like
Geoffrey G. Harpham and Philip Thomson struggleduxe this polarity in the definition of
the grotesque. However, Kayser and Bakhtin have Beeinfluential with their definitions
that a considerable number of scholars use theorids even in the 21st century. To see the
differences between their ideas is important ineorb see the attempts of contemporary
scholars in taking sides or trying to unite thésmights.

Wolfgang Kayser’'s booR'he Grotesque in Art and Literatuegppeared in English
translation in 1963. The aim of the book was tal fandefinition of the grotesque and to use
this definition as a tool to make modern art eamarnderstand. Kayser claims the grotesque
is a “structural principle of works of art” and thd is only experienced in the act of
perception® His first main claim is that “THE GROTESQUE IS THESTRANGED
WORLD.”" Kayser discovers the grotesque in the modern subjben it perceives visual
art. Modern visual art disrespects those structtiras define the rules of livés.Visual art
presents a world which seems estranged for theestibJ he followig structural changes

appear on the rules of lives during the percepdiosrt:

the fusion of realms which we know to be separateslabolition of the laws of
statics, the loss of identity, the distortion oftuaral’ size and shape, the suspension
of the category of objects, the destruction of peadity, and the fragmentation of
the historical ordef®

" His emphasis. Kayser, op. cit., 180-181.
" His emphasis. Kayser, op. cit., 184.
5 Kayser described a universal, cross-historicalegique based on his research on the roots okitnis ais well
as examples from the nineteenth and twentieth destu
® Kayser, op. cit., 185.
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Without these structures, there are no rules tq Keefor the modern subject. Such a
structureless life will become strange and abslings experience should not be imagined as a
state, but as an action or a situation that iedilivith tension. A mysterious rootless confusion
is also one of the grotesque features that keeppéneeptor of modern art in a kind of
uncanny fear. Due to the above mentioned grotesmtiens and tensed situations, the
disoriented modern subject finds him/herself iniadkof crisis and this lends him/her a
feeling of fear from life: the world becomes esged!’ Kayser claims that the grotesque
possesses laughter as an element but this laugpperars as an “involuntary and forced
attempt to shake off feaf® Kayser's second main claim is that “THE GROTESQISEA
PLAY WITH THE ABSURD.”® Anything becomes absurd if actions are withoutracsure.
This absurdity of structurelessness presented byeads the subject to meaninglessness.
Kayser claims that the grotesque is “AN ATTEMPT T@VOKE AND SUBDUE THE
DEMONIC ASPECTS OF THE WORLD® Under the “DEMONIC ASPECTS” Kayser
means the crisis of structures that results iniacgle of randomness and unforseeability.
Kayser basically claims that the aim of the grotesig to evoke a crisis of structures for the
perceiving modern subject and then offers a pdigilbtd defeat this crisi§* From Kayser's
definition of the grotesque the idea that the grgte evokes the lack of structures is essential
for the discussion of poststructuralist subjects.isl important to see that the subject
experiencing grotesque described by Kayser is \@nyilar to the postmodern subject
position. Kayser thematises the subject in crigendoefore the appearance of subject theories

in postmodernism.

" Especially the Romantic period focused on evokirig fear with elements such as madness, mariaette
masks and puppets. Kayser, op. cit., 182-4.

8 Kayser, op. cit., 187.

bid.

8 His emphasis. Kayser, op. cit., 188.

81 Clayborough, op. cit. Clayborough’s book proves thfluence of Kayser. He basically accepts Kagser’
theory and gives a Jungian psychological basisgdhoughts (p. 110). Clayborough claims that tbescious
part of the mind is interested in the phenomenaghkgreality, while the unconscious part seeks teas
something transcendental or mystical. “[W]hen thercpption of incongruity [between the conscious and
unconscious parts] arouses an emotional responisepaassion of grotesqueness is created.” (p. 70).

29



Shortly after the book of Kayser, Mikhail Bakhtfpublished his bookRRabelais and
His World in 1965 (the English translation came out in 196&8)nce then it has had an
enormous effect, mainly on literary criticism arati®-political studies. In this book, Bakhtin
analyses the works of Rabelais in a way that hateslthem to popular festivities, and
especially to the carnival of the Middle Ages ahd Renaissance. In order to understand the
notion of the grotesque in Bakhtin, his ideas adarnival and the philosophy of laughter are
essential to be discussed first. Bakhtin dividesdhltural context (‘reality’) of Rabelais into
official reality governed by the church and thetestand into the unofficial reality appearing
during carnival. It is a social and collective pberenon, all the people of that culture
participate in it, and the official culture ceasesexist for the time of the carnival. During
carnival people only live according to the disordéthe carnival and disrespect the rules of
the official culture® Carnival is accompanied by laughter, which is amleint in that it
means laughingvith as well as laughingt someone. Renaissance laughter in Bakhtin's
understanding has a deep philosophical meaninig, &s good for dealing with universal
problems as seriousness. Moreover, Bakhtin clanaisthe world has certain essential aspects
that could only be understood through laugftetarnival laughter is universal, it is free (not
official, but tolerated by the official culture)nd it expresses the truth of the unofficial reality
of the people. This truth is that with the helplaaighter, people defeat their fears related to
the official culture: fear of God, death, Hell, matl forces. Laughter purifies the mind and
makes people see the world from a different petsmecwhere the fearful becomes
grotesqué? It is important to emphasize here that laughteamsethe purification of inner

fears and not only ridding oneself from the outppression of the official cultuf®. This

82 Bakhtin, op. cit., 6-7.
8 Bakhtin, op. cit., 66-7. Bakhtin claims that lateshin Rabelais is based on the theories of Hipmtest
Aristotle and Lucian, who all claim that laughtersha healing, regenerating function (p. 70).
8 Bakhtin, op. cit., 89-91.
8 Bakhtin, op. cit., 94.
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philosophy of laughter is present in the exampfe=ating as welf® While eating, we make a
part of the outer world part of ourselves, and tsyrmbolically we defeat the worfd.Eating

is a kind of materialisation of the philosophy aughter. Bakhtin names thgrotesque
realism He names it ‘grotesque’ because materialisat®ompearceived in the form of the
grotesque bodyGeneral features of the grotesque for Bakhtincuersize, hyperbole and
excess. Thagrotesque bodys never closed or finished, but it always changdserefore,
those parts of the body are important for Bakhtiat topen it to the outer world. On these
points of the body the world becomes part of theéyb@s by eating) or the body becomes part
of the world (as by urination). The grotesque fakBtin means that the body crosses its own
borders and becomes part of the world (drippingenafecation), or when the world or
another body violates the integrity of this bodwtileg, drinking, copulation). All these
activities happen on the border of the living bahd dead things, or on the border of two
living bodies® Bakhtin brings an example of tlygotesque bodyrom the Kerch terracotta
collection. He describes a figure of a laughinggpemt hag?® There is a considerable
ambivalence in this picture: death (the hag) igpaat with life (a baby). It is, however, not a
static ambivalence, but Bakhtin insists that wegme the birth of the baby and the death of
the hag at the same point in time, in order to wstdad the continually transforming
grotesque bodyThe border between the two bodies is difficultdiclare in the process of
birth. The senile pregnant hag possesses not balgmbiguity of death and life, but she also
laughs. Thus, the philosophy and the materialisy@mnected igrotesque realismBakhtin
argues that laughter, as well as the body are faghive ingrotesque realisimHe claims that
the death of one body is followed by the birth nbther, and as a result humankind will not

die out but renew itself. The positive featurehs grotesque body is based on the immortality

8 Bakhtin, op. cit., 285.
87 Bakhtin, op. cit., 281.
8 Bakhtin, op. cit., 317-8.
8 Bakhtin, op. cit., 25.
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of people® Bakhtin perceives the body grotesque realisnmot as an individual, but as a
representation of the ancestral body of the peBpleuring the carnival seasagrotesque
realismmaterialises ideals and abstractidh$his materialisation symbolises the philosophy
of laughter in the form of physical activities bktgrotesque body

Although Kayser and Bakhtin published their thesrnearly the same time, their
grotesques describe very different points in litgrand art history. Kayser attempts the
definition of the 28 century German grotesque, while Bakhtin descrities French
Renaissance grotesque that he reads in the worlkabélais. Nevertheless, Kayser and
Bakhtin are considered to hold opposing theoriethermeaning of grotesqd@ln this paper
| want to relate the passivity of the poststrudistaubject to theatre practice which aims at
the activity of the audience. For this link it important how the two grotesques described
above can be related to the ruling structureshéntheory of Bakhtin, the grotesque is a part
of the carnival, and as such tolerated by the iaffiarder. The carnival functions as a safety
valve of society, it is a temporary liberation fraime official culture’® In the theory of
Kayser, the subject fails to orient him-/herself‘eategories which apply to [his/her] world
view become inapplicabl€” While the grotesque described by Bakhtin bringsy on
temporary liberation from the ruling structures tirotesque described by Kayser evokes the
loss of structures. This is the main differencemMeenn the two descriptions of the grotesque.
However, it brings additional differences with ltssoncerning the meaning of the grotesque.
Kayser’s definition emphasises the lack of strugtuas well as the loss of the subject’s
orientation, both of which bring meaninglessnesth whemselves. Opposing to this position

Bakhtin claims that the grotesque is ambivalent.aAsexample he claims that within the

% Bakhtin, op. cit., 274 and 324.

1 Bakhtin, op. cit., 322.

2 Bakhtin, op. cit., 18-9.

% Bernard McElroy, Fiction of the Modern Grotesqu®r{don: Macmillan, 1989), 14. Rhodes, op. cit., 15.
Harpham, op. cit., xvii.

% Bakhtin, op. cit., 10.

% Kayser, op. cit., 185.
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carnival laughingat as well aswith someone is possible. While Kayser argues for the
meaninglessness of the grotesque, Bakhtin prontbéeambivalence of thgrotesque body
Thus, from the three theories on the origins of ghatesque discussed in the introduction,
Kayser takes up the origins that are based ontgmeoéogy of the grotesque and claim that it
became a decoration style. The meaninglessne$® ¢fdyserian grotesque supports such an
argument. Bakhtin’ggrotesque realisnwith its ambiguous grotesque bodies is compatible
with the ideas of Harpham, who claims that theinabgrotesque has ambivalent meanings in
one form. The Bakhtinian grotesque is sensitiventdtiple meanings as it always expresses
an ambiguity.

The first important theoreticians of the grotes@fer Kayser and Bakhtin felt the
difficulty of dealing with a term that has develdp@ two different directions. With the aim
to createthe definition of the grotesque, they have also distes that this phenomenon is
only possible if the grotesque contains opposingughts itself. Arieh Sachs in her
introduction to the anthologyThe English Grotesqueclaims that the most important
ingredient of the grotesque is “incongruifyy. Philip Thomson and Geoffrey G. Harpham are
two examples of those theoreticians who attempinidy and newly define the idea of the
grotesque. In the following paragraphs I am gomghow how Thomson and Harpham tried
to cope with the differences created by KayserBaikhtin.

Thomson’s aim is to provide a handy definition ethhe achieves by providing two
perspectives on the grotesque: one structural aactconcerning the content. The structure of
the grotesque is described dk€‘ unresolved clash of incompatibles in work aesponsg
while the content of the grotesque is described‘tas ambivalently abnormaf’ The

‘unresolved clash’ is the clash of the comic andifieng features (‘incompatibles’) that

% Arieh SachsThe English Grotesque. An Anthology from Langlamddyce(Jerusalem: Israel Universities
Press, 1969), xxv.
" His emphasis. Thomson, op. cit., 27.
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together create a presence of a disharndmyis clash can be perceived within the ‘work’ of
art, or it can be experienced as a ‘response’d@onbrk of art’® Thomson claims that in most
cases the clash happens between the content afarthef the grotesque. The grotesque is
usually a horrifying content presented in a conuf. The ‘ambivalence’ comes from the
opposing nature of the content and form, while ‘Hienormality’ refers to the unnatural,
exaggerated nature of the grotestfli&homson resolves the clash between two definitidns
the grotesque in a way that he builds this claghhis definition itself.

A very similar strategy is to be observed in Hamfs argument. Harpham also
provides two perspectives in defining the grotesdMbile Thomson differentiates between
the structure and the content as perspectives, hdarpdescribes thgrottescheand the
grotto-esqueas different perspectives. Theotteschas a process of “transformation” during
the perception of the grotesque, a change in theppetive from the margin to the cent?e.
This process starts with the focus on familiar arehningful details of ornaments or margin
paintings. The observer continuously shifts therdibn and takes up a wider perspective of
the whole ornament. In this perspective the faméi@ments seem to be put together but they
do not fit each other and thus they form a meaesgjlornament. Although the ornament
cannot evoke meaning in the spectator, an everdbrgeerspective that considers the context
might make the observer able to create meariftigst the end of this process theottesche
as a meaningless margin decoration becomes theeaanattention and this central position
invites the observer to develop various meantfiyj$his perspective corresponds partly with
the etymological origin of the grotesque that ckithe grotesque to be a meaningless

decoration style. However, thgrottescheperspective also seems to correspond with the

% Thomson, op. cit., 20-1.

% An alternative between New Criticism and ReadespRese criticism is offered here for those who want
experience the grotesque.

1% Thomson, op. cit., 22-4.

191 Harpham, op. cit., 47.

192 Harpham, op. cit., 13-4.

193 Harpham, op. cit., 31 and 39.
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arguments of St. Bernard, who supports that thdeggue is a decoration that diverts
attention from the main text. Harpham names therskqerspective while defining the
grotesque thgrotto-esquewhich refers to the archaic art of cavgeofto). Thegrotto-esque
enables us to see many forms in a single reprasant@animal and human features are
usually interwoven in cave art) without enablingtassettle on a univocal meanitif. The
grotto-esques a perspective that shows the ambivalence ofgtbeesque, creating tension
between the mythic, contradictory, formless, inaanarchic way of thinking and that of the
structured, organised, normative way of thinkingpisTtension between structure and anti-
structure is also present in Bakhtin’s carnival etthparodies the structured everyday life, and
in Kayser, whose first definition of the grotesgsdased on the loss of structures that make
the world strange. While thgrotteschemeans meaningless ambivalence, ghetto-esque
refers to forms compressed into meaningful ambiade’®® The ambivalence of the
grotteschas in changes of margin-centre positions, whike dmbivalence of thgrotto-esque

is in the shifts of mythological-historical posii® Grotto-esqueand grottescheprovide us
with a binocular view of grotesque. However, thege do not divide the field of grotesque,
but inhabit each other.

The theoretical attempts of Harpham and Thomsoms@ously or unconsciously)
turn the notion of grotesque into a paradoxicalamtFrom a medial perspective, Thomson
deals with literary grotesque, while Harpham camgs a theory using visuality that he
applies them to literary works. The example of Hiamp’s approach of the grotesque can be
considered trans-medial because he argues usinglwexamples but then he applies his
arguments to literary examples. Harpham proceedswdly Montaigne did. Thomson and
Harpham have achieved that scholars of the groéeatiar them start their research with the

quality of incongruity. This opposition becomes thasis of the grotesque by the end of the

1% Harpham, op. cit., 51 and 54.
195 Harpham, op. cit., 65.
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twentieth century. However, in the twenty-first tawy, as we will see in the next section,

theoreticians return to Kayser and Bakhtin.
1.2. Postmodern Grotesques

Instead ofthe grotesque, grotesgsiehave been searched for in the postmodern.
Lyotard’s idea on the end of metanarratives and appearance of ‘little narratives’ has
certainly influenced this trend. Different disciptis have discovered and use the grotesque. It
is most discussed in visual arts and in literatlifee grotesque became a tool of expression in
music (Brown, Sheinberg), in gender studies (Russo)well as in performance studies
(Remshardt}*® Although most of the books examine some artwodkstaining grotesque,
minor themes as well as whole discourses are stwdih a focus on the grotesque.

In the following paragraphs | am going to refleatexamples for how the grotesque is
defined in three different media. Not only thatt buam also going to refer back to the
definitions of Kayser and Bakhtin. The postmodensual, literary and performative
grotesques are presented with the aim to sort tireder different trends of definitions. These
examples will show that the trend of the 80s isfotiowed. | claim that the visual, literary
and performative grotesque definitions can be gathender two different ways to define
grotesque. Both can be described as relationstwra or convention or border: the grotesque
eithertransgresse®r blurs an already existing border/convention/norm. A tsgaf Bakhtin
can be seen in the grotesque that transgressesrbamt thus opposes an existing order. This
transgression does not endanger but only challdregexisting structures. | am going to use
the grotesque in the sense of a transgressor wftstes when | use the termansgressive
grotesque The other description of the grotesque is wherddrs areblurred and thus the

two sides of the border are mixed. | am going te tiee termblurring grotesquein this

198 julie Brown ed.Bart6k and the Grotesque: Studies in Modernity, Broely and Contradiction in Music
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007). Esti Sheinbelgony, Satire, Parody and the Grotesque in the Musf

Shostakovich: A Theory of Musical Incongruitiésldershot: Ashgate, 2000). Mary Russbhe Female
Grotesque: Risk, Excess and Moderiiitgw York and London: Routledge, 1994). Remshanplt cit.
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second sense when | write about the grotesque vidhich the borders of structures. This type
is the legacy of Kayser, who lists ways in whictustures are destroyed. He claims that such
destructive strategies are “the fusion of realmscwiwe know to be separated” and “the
suspension of the category of objecf¥.In both approaches the border/norm/convention
itself is not respected. For my argument, the irtgrardifference between thensgressive
grotesqueand theblurring grotesqudies in what remains of the ruling structures. Withe

transgressive grotesqumnly challenges a structure, thkeirring grotesquedestroys it.
1.2.1. Visual Grotesques

As the grotesque appears in a visual medium fashtemporary theories on the
grotesque in visual arts are to be discussed firstthe introduction to Pamela Kort's
Grotesk! Max Hollein and Chris Dercon claim that the masiportant feature of the
grotesque is in its relation to borders. The gmpies“transgresses, blows up, undermines,
blurs” borders®® In this section first theransgressive grotesquend then theblurring
grotesqueare discussed as two trends of descriptions gbdlsémodern visual grotesques.

How doestransgressingborders as the main feature of visual grotesqueea?
Harald Falckenberg formulates the role of the ggie in contemporary art to be in its
inversive nature. He claims that the grotesquedsugin oppositional world to the one that
exists, that the conventional categories and tohres are changed by the grotesque into a
chance for decoding the conventional categdffesThe transgressivegrotesque thus
promotes anything that serves the idea of the ‘lente Welt,” the world turned upside down.

Similarly to Bakhtin, Falckenberg uses examplesnfithe carnival of the Middle Ages and

197 Kayser, op. cit., 185.

1% The quotation is my translation of “liberschreiggtrengt, untergrébt, verwischt” from Max HolleindaChris
Dercon, “Vorwort,” in Pamela Kort edGrotesk! 130 Jahre Kunst der Frechhéiiinchen, Berlin, London,
New York: Prestel, 2003), 7.

199 Harald Falckenberg, “Auf Wiedersehen: Zur Rolles d&rotesken in der Gegenwartkunst,” in Pamela Kort
ed.,Grotesk! 130 Jahre Kunst der Frechh@tiinchen, Berlin, London, New York: Prestel, 200B334.
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the Renaissance to support his ide8sAt the beginning of the twenty-first century,
Falckenberg sees the grotesque to lose its qudlitansgressindorders. The reason for this
change is in the fact that marginal subversivestctiactivities have slipped into the
mainstream, where they dissolved and became umiadge'* A similar supposition of the
extinction of grotesque appears in the writingsHafrpham, who claims that the growing
tolerance of disorder makes the existence of tlmegque impossibfe? Falckenberg and
Harpham are right. If there is no order to be tgaessed and the grotesque finds itself in the
mainstream, the essential subversive nature oftbiesque is endangered and whatever we
perceive cannot be named grotesque any more. Téasnthat the postmodern definition
trend after Bakhtin and its basistodnsgressingorders cannot be held long in contemporary
visual arts and that opposition is slowly replabgdhe mainstream grotesque. However, this
does not mean that the grotesque will simply dieappbut it shifts from one trend of
description into another, picks up another positiowards the borders. Theansgressive
grotesqudurns into alurring grotesque

No fear of the extinction of the grotesque appeardNoél Carroll's essay “The
Grotesque Today,” which claims that grotesque laonly entered, but it also has a leading
role in mass cultur€:® The reason for Carroll’s optimism lies in his insive approach to the
notion of the grotesque. While Falckenberg dessrilbe grotesque as a subversive activity
that transgressedorders, Carroll emphasises tbkirring of borders. However, the two
borders described are different. Flackenberg desdrsocial structures based on Bakhtin,

while Carroll describes categories, especially dgalal and ontological categori€. The

functions of these grotesques are to evoke haromnjc amusement and awe in the spectator.

10 Falckenberg, op. cit., 184.

1 Falckenberg, op. cit., 188.

12 Harpham, op. cit., xx.

113 Noél Carroll, “The Grotesque Today: Preliminaryté Toward a Taxonomy,” in Frances S. Connelly ed.,
Modern Art and the Grotesqu€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003),. 238 the comic grotesque
the example oThe SimpsonandSouth Parkare mentioned, while any horror film or sciena#tiin can stand
as example for the dark grotesque (p. 292)

114 Carroll, “The Grotesque Today” op. cit., 296-8.

38



My critique of this description is that in caserthés a limited sphere where categories are
mixed, we only achieve a simple reaction of wonatgrit is not clear from the description of
Carroll, whether these categories are essentiagdp-up sociocultural structures. If yes, then
Carroll promotes the trend of tidurring grotesquebased on Kayser. Kayser argues that the
subject perceiving is in crisis as it observes tiogvrules of his life turn into a chaos and this
makes the subject desperate.

In Modern Art and the Grotesquesrances S. Connelly supports tiurring
grotesqueas a trend of definition for the visual grotesg8ke claims that central idea to the
grotesque is its “lack of fixity, its unpredictabyl and its instability,” it is better to be
understood as “trans-,” and better “described foatthey do, rather than what they are;” it is
better perceived in its effects than in its defamit'*® The explicit denial of a definition is an
important step of Connelly, who nevertheless ttiesshow some examples of how the
grotesque is described. With the denial of a di&dnj the effect of the grotesque is pushed
into the focus of attention. The spectator recei@emajor role in such schools as Reader
Response Criticism or Reception AesthetféaVhile thetransgressivgrotesquefocuses on
its action to oppose the order, thierring grotesquebecomes interesting in its effects on the
spectator. Michael Chaouli borrows the idea of ggque as border phenomenon from

Connelly, but he goes further and asks the follgwiwVhat is the boundary of this boundary

15 Frances S. Connelly, “Introduction,” in France<C®nnelly ed. Modern Art and the Grotesqu€ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 4.

116 Reader Response Criticism sees the reason fereliff interpretations of the same work in the diffee of
interpreter personalities. Stanley Fish claims teatling is employing the already learned inteipeesttrategies
of a reader to construct the texts read “by cautstity their properties and assigning their intemsiy He argues
that an “interpretive community” is where more regdshare similar interpretive strategies evenreetoe act

of reading. Different interpretations of a text féish mean that the interpreters belong to diffeneterpretive
communities. Compare: Stanley E. Fish, “InterpgetileVariorum” in Jane P. Tompkins edReader-response
Criticism. From Formalism to Post-structuralisfBaltimore and London: Johns Hopkins Universityes?;
1980), 182-3. For Norman Holland different intetptions mean that the readers have different "igent
themes" (different sources of pleasure) but beltimghe same interpretive community. Norman N. Hudla
“Unity Identity Text Self,” in Jane P. Tompkins edReader-response Criticism. From Formalism to Post-
structuralism(Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins UP, 19800-126. For the Reception Aesthetics of Iser
and Jauss see footnote 67.
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violation?™'” He claims that the grotesque is about the bodytsbary violation. Kayser
would agree here that the body’s violation is sdmmgt that shakes identity or at least the
natural shapes given. While thansgressivegrotesquefocuses on the order that should be
subverted, thélurring grotesquemixes borders and thus evokes different reactinnhe
spectator which can range from laugh to cry.

Theoreticians of the grotesque in postmodern Viarss show two trends of
definitions: thetransgressive grotesqueams at opposing the socio-cultural order, while t
blurring grotesque mixes and violates categories and thus evokesusedf spectator
reactions. Theoreticians of th@nsgressivegrotesqueare right to fear the disappearance of
the grotesque as soon as it enters the mainstidamfault of thetransgressivgrotesques
built in the notion itself. Theransgressivegrotesqueaims at subverting the order, but it
defines itself through opposing this order. As sasrthistransgressivegrotesque achieves its
goal (subverts the order), it ceases to exist aé bezause the order as a self-defining
relational point ceases to exist. The other trenthé grotesque definition within visual arts,
the blurring grotesque,aims not to subvert an order, but to violate ok iwategories. The
subject perceiving this grotesque can no longecdy&ain which categories are affected and
for how long. Kayser observes a similar strategyhef grotesque in “the suspension of the
category of objects**® This kind of definition pays special attentionthe one perceiving the

grotesque.
1.2.2. Literary Grotesques

Grotesque in literature, as well as grotesque isual arts developed based on
examples, most of the time presented in forms tofles of a collection. Michael J. Meyer in

the introduction tdLiterature and the Grotesquelaims that all the essays in his collection

7 Michel Chaouli, “van Gogh's Ear: Toward a TheofyDisgust,” in Frances S. Connelly elt¥lpdern Art and
the GrotesquéCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 48.
18 Kayser, op. cit., 185.
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include “such paradoxical opposites as fear anghtar, aggression and playfulness, and the
merging of fantastical/macabre carnival atmosphevite rational and logical reality**®
Describing both sides of the opposites as well asing about merging points, Meyer
disregards thdransgressivegrotesque Blurring borders becomes the main feature in his
literary grotesques. Moreover, Meyer emphasisetsttigareader has the opportunity to look
“deep within ... [his/her own]... buried psych[ef° The emphasis of the effect on the reader,
as well as the idea that borders are blurred, agenzents that are present in thkeirring
grotesquea trend to define the postmodern grotesque.

Bernard McElroy discusses modern literary workshia Fiction of the Modern
Grotesque.McElroy states that in modern art the grotesqueous “most characteristic
expression’*! He finds that the modern grotesque moves away fitvm ‘hostile
environment’ into the modern individual. The ladkreligion and myth in the modern world
gives rise to the grotesqi®. The grotesque “is found in the fears, guilts, &aigs, and
aberrations of individual psychic lif¢?® The modern grotesque is “internal” to the modern
individual ** McElroy promotes the trend dfansgressive grotesquéefinition, but he also
emphasises the point that the effect of the groeesu the reader is essential to consider. He
claims that the modern grotesque is “differentmtivom the norm,” it is “by nature
something exceptional” and that in its most extrerases it is “unreality” (the world of
fantasy, dream and hallucinatiori$).The exceptional nature lets this description cama
transgressive grotesquyest like the carnival is an exceptional statejolhs followed by the

return to the normal way of life. Moreover, if saimag is exceptional it might challenge the

rules or the existing structures but it remainsexeption. The grotesque is positioned

119 Michael J. Meyer, “Introduction,” in Michael J. Mer ed.,Literature and the Grotesqu@msterdam and
Atlanta: Rodopi, 1995), 2.

120 pid.

21 Mc Elroy, op. cit., 17.

122 McElroy, op. cit., .

123 McElroy, op. cit., 21.

124 |bid.

125 Mc Elroy, op. cit., 6.
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opposed to an order, just like in Bakhtin. Baseddmas of Sigmund Freud, McElroy claims
that certain harmless animals evoke a sense ofti@afFreud names the ‘uncanny’ and that
the reason for that fear is still unknoWfiMcElroy uses the Freudian idea of the uncanny and
John Ruskin’s claim that the grotesque makes thnel rfplay[s] with terror” and claims that
the source of the grotesque is in man’s “fascimatiothe monstrous-*’ McElroy describes
‘terror’ as an inner quality of humanity, a qualitf childish, primitive and psychotic
thoughts. ‘Terror’ is not a fear from the world Weow, but a fear from the realisation of our
primitive childish fears, a “world as we fear itght be.*?® He adds that the grotesque is a
balance between the fearsome and the playful wihégiends on the response encouraged in
the readet?® Although McEIlroy uses arguments of thnsgressive grotesquiend of
definition, his idea that our world ceases to easstt is now and our childish fears become
true is a reference to thdurring grotesquerend of definition. If these childish fears atdea
to dissolve structures and a life-changing pholeaetbps, we enter the territory of the
blurring grotesque

Reader response to unconventional values is th#ateargument of Myung Choi.
Moreover, like McElroy, she also claims that thetgsque expression is characteristic to the
postmodern. Through the arguments of Lyotard anaddBiard she shows that the emphasis
in postmodernism shifts from theory to practice atidt the grotesque becomes a
‘communication strategy’ in postmodern relativiSthChoi differentiates three levels of the
grotesque, from what she discusses only the gnotesjated to fear, the one she claims to be

present in postmodern literatur®. Choi argues that postmodern literature “inspiréfs]

126 Mc Elroy, op. cit., 9-11.

127 Ruskin’s emphasis in Chapter Ill, §45. John RusKime Stones of Venice. Volume Ill: The Raibndon:
Ballantyne, 1903), 138. Mc Elroy, op. cit., 1

128 Mc Elroy, op. cit., 3-5 and 11.

129 Mc Elroy, op. cit., 14.

130 Myng Choi, Employing the Grotesque as a Communication Stra¢digyv York: Edwin Mellen, 2009), 1.
Choi describes the grotesque as the sum of thenmstf “strange, incongruent, and unusual” eleménts
today’s art.

131 Choi, op. cit., 71-88. The three levels of thetgsque according to Choi: low (related to fearyhhirelated to
humour) and a mixture of both (p. 2).
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readers a morally productive respon§&.’She bases this statement on Reader Response
Criticism, which has influenced the critical texts the grotesque and pushed the experience
of the reader into the foregrouhtf. She claims that the response of the reader isliora
productive. However, Choi also claims that theseainealues are not any more part of the
“traditional humanistic liberalism,” but they ar@gen to the reader's decisiol¥* Choi
emphasises the disappearance of grand narrativpestmodernism and the appearance of
subjective critical thinking. Her idea that the tgsue is a key notion in this critical thinking

is essential to this paper and with her focus om bader she belongs to tbé&irring
grotesqudrend of definition.

Through Meyer, McElroy and Choi we could see ti@tonly the modern visual arts,
but also modern literature uses both thensgressive grotesquas well as theblurring
grotesqueas ways to define the grotesque. We could alsansttee case of McElroy that the
two trends can be combined within one definitiorthaut making opposites out of them.
Moreover, all three theoreticians problematize tHeep,” ‘internal’ and even ‘moral

reactions of the reader to the grotesque in lijetexts.
1.2.3. Performative Grotesques

We have seen how the grotesque changed its mefitum visual to literary on
Montaigne’s example. After this change, it was oalguestion of time for the grotesque to
appear in theatre. Perhaps the best known grodpanfia writers connected to the grotesque
is the Italianteatro del grottescoBefore discussing the postmodern theatrical gopte, let
me start with the introduction of theeatro del grottescoAlthough this theatre is not
postmodern (the group was active between 1916 8a8)1it is worth comparing strategies

used by the Italian dramatists to strategies tretaed in the postdramatic theatre described

132 Choi, op. cit., 99.
133 Choi, op. cit., 70-1.
134 Choi, op. cit., 99-100.
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by Lehmann. | do this comparison because next tmdRardt'stransgressive grotesque
description, | have not found a study that undertlee other trend of grotesque description,
theblurring grotesquel am going to provide practical examples of thaéring grotesquen
theatres in the third chapter and thus fill the gapstudies on the grotesque. Comparing
Lehmann’s postdramatic theatre with thatro del grottescd also do the first step in the line
of arguments that aim to prove my thesis, i.e. thatlogic of the postmodern grotesque is
similar to the logic postmodern theatres work.

Luigi Pirandello is one master of tkeatro del grottescaHe and his colleagues aimed
at disrupting and parodising given aesthetic frarued they did that most of the time by
showing split personalities. The conflicts of tloeial and private self as well as imagination
and reality became major topits.Pirandello problematized the border between theako
mask and the identity. The mask is the face showea social context. This mask is in
opposition to the identity but it is able to becomeart of the identity. In this play with the
identity not only Kayser’'s modern alienation fromets own self is to be discovered, but also
a strategy of the postdramatic stage, which Lehn@amesplethora®*® Plethora means,
among others, the rejection of conventionaliseattieal forms, such as the unity of self and
identity with the aim to confuse the audience. didiaon to that, Timothy Townhill argues
that in the playSix Characters in Search of an Auth&irandello builds up the grotesque in
the opposition of the real and the fictional worliPirandello creates a dialogue between the
two worlds, just as a dialogue between the Chamaad the Actors in the play &ix
Characters Townhill's interpretation focuses on the self drmv the borders between reality
and fiction are capable diurring. For the confusion of real and represented Lehmeses
the expression afruption of the realin postdramatic theatres. Lehmann argues thaaithe

of this strategy is “the unsettling that occurstigh theindecidabilitywhether one is dealing

135 Remshardt, op. cit., 170. Kayser, op. cit., 135.

136 Kayser, op. cit., 137. Lehmann, op. cit. 90-91.

137 Timothy Townhill, “Flimsy Masks and Tortured Soulsuigi Pirandello and the Grotesque,” in Michael J
Meyer ed.Literature and the Grotesqué&msterdam and Atlanta: Rodopi, 1995), 85.
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with reality or fiction.™* Peter Szondi gives a medium-specific critiquehig tirama. Szondi
claims that the classical approach to drama asdiumes that théorm and thecontentof the
drama are separable, and that it is a kind of thistsrical phenomenaohi? After Hegel,
Szondi claims that theerm of the drama is capable of meaning constructidms Tapability
also opens the possibility that tfeem might construct a different meaning than the magni
that is to be found in theontent**° Such an incongruity dform and contentresults in the
impossibility of drama. Szondi claims that Piramolélad the idea o6ix Charactersbut he
also saw that he is incapable of presenting daistentin a dramatic form.*** Because
Pirandello was unable to put this content into pposing form, he made this opposition into
his theme itself in th&ix Characters** The six epic Characters are in search of a dramati
Author who is able to write their story. Pirandedloows the impossibility of this task in the
form of a dramd?® In the case o8ix Charactershe grotesque can be named as a failure of
an ekphrasis, the failure of the epic to be presknh a dramatic form. However, it is
specifically this failure that creates the mostcigleatmosphere of the drarffd. Such a
dissonance between form and content would alsodmod example for the strategiethora

in postdramatic theatres as it certainly exceedBegn After finding three strategies of the
postdramatic theatre among the topics of tdegro del grottescol can reflect on them as
parts of theéblurring grotesqueype of description. Such categories as selfdentity, real vs.
representation and content vs. form are blurredhm Italian theatre as well as in the

postdramatic theatre.

138 His emphasis. Lehmann, op. cit, 101.

139 peter SzondiA modern drama elméle{Budapest: Osiris, 2002), 7-8.

140 3570ndi, op. cit., 8-9.

141 5zondi's content-form opposition of the drama Hecthe Thomsonian content-form opposition of the
grotesque. Philip Thomson defines the grotesquétlas unresolved clash of incompatibles in work and
responsé and claims that this clash is mostly to be foletween thdorm and thecontentof the grotesque.
Thomson, pp. 22-4 and 27. His emphasis.

142.570ndi, op. cit., 135.

143 5z0ndi, op. cit., 138.

1441t is without question that Pirandello had an efffen later dramatists who claimed to write absiramas.
Barasch, op. cit., 159.
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In the introduction | have already summed up thennctlaims of Remshardt and
compared the grotesque theatre described by RedtigbaBrecht’s epic theatre. | have also
claimed that Remshardt bases his study on Bakhgnogesque realisnand thus follows the
transgressive grotesqugpe of definition. In the following paragraph b dnto details on
what Remshardt uses from Bakhtin’s grotesque maalighat he criticises about it and how he
arrives to ethics. Even though he builds his theony Bakhtin, Remshardt shows that
Bakhtin's grotesque realismis only a part of the wide spectrum of the grotes§’
Remshardt claims thgrotesque realisncannot fit modernity because of its deeply positiv
nature™® From a postmodern perspective, Remshardt claimisttte Bakhtiniargrotesque
realism suppresses a reality in the same way the carswapresses official culture. The
reality it suppressed is the dead body (neithejestibnor object, but the Kristevabjec)
that stands for limitedness and final destructidncording to Remshardt this suppressed
reality is the ethical side of the grotesque tlsapriesent in postmodern performances, and
especially in the extreme examples lwddy art'*’ Remshardt claims that art based on
performance aims at the pure experience of thetajoes. All possible tools are used to
stimulate the senses of the audience and thusughrgerception, the audience will
experience the performance on stage as if it haggptmhim/her. In this way the positions of
the actor and spectator can be easily exchatif@hdy artrejects symbolism, which is often
expressed in situations where the integrity ofgegormer's body is physically endangered.
This danger can be caused by the performer hingliesit he/she can also create situations
for the audience where it is the responsibilitylef audience to resist causing danger. For the
latter Remshardt brings the exampleRifythm 0 a performance of Marina Abramaévin

Naples (1974). Abramo¥ioffered her body with different tools for the sfaors. The

145 Remshardt, op. cit., 46.

146 After seeing the victims of Nazism and StalinisRemshardt claims that the signsgobtesque realisnused
in the carnival (e.g. bulging eyes or opened moutn) be easily misunderstood, and interpreted gass sbf
death. Remshardt, op. cit., 48.

147 Remshardt, op. cit., 50.

148 Remshardt, op. cit., 51.
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performance had to be stopped as an audience mewdngied to shoot Abramauvi
Remshardt finds such performances ethically dangerbecause the border between the
performance as art and the performance as theyredlithe spectator is demolish&d.A
similar blurring of the border between art and life was also the®atby Pirandello. For
Remshardtpody arthas not onlyblurring, but primarilytransgressivefeatures. Remshardt
claims it resembles the carnival in a way that enids rules. However, instead of the
Bakhtinian laughterbody artuses terror and thus develops a negajictesque realistt’®
Remshardt believes that postmodern theatre andyrbtesque are linked by the morality
embedded in culture. The violent grotesque in podem theatre shows what should not
exist in the form of aggressive and humiliatingi@us. It is essential that the postmodern
subject sees immoral actions and that s/he realirmseach subject is responsible for the
elimination of these immoralities and thus resplolesifor a peaceful society. This strong
immorality, non-humanity presented provokes andngfthens the moral, human reactions in
the audience. Via perception of immorality, the iande receives a kind of “moral vision”
that is aimed to shake the members of the audietdrom immorality but from amorality.
This argument goes so far as to promote the moratlycative function of these
performances. Grotesque theatre advertises thosel mpponciples it violates, therefore it
strengthens morality through violating *it. Remshardt claims that the grotesque in
postmodern theatre is a challenge, as well as fimatfion of the culture’s order, and
especially the affirmation of ethical principledsti#fough theblurring feature of the grotesque
iIs mentioned in connection with the border of and dife, Remshardt emphasises the
transgressivegrotesque By showing the opposite of the order, th@nsgressivegrotesque

achieves exactly that the order is secured.

149 Remshardt, op. cit., 55.
150 Remshardt, op. cit., 58-9.
151 Remshardt, op. cit., 261-2.

47



1.2.4. Transgressive Grotesque and Blurring Grotesee

After the historical overview on the definition tife grotesque, it becomes clear that
postmodern critics can choose from the definitiohiolw emphasises incongruity (after
Harpham and Thomson) or they reach back to old@mitiens. | argued that the second is the
case. Even though the idea of incongruity doesvaatsh from the grotesque, theoreticians
reuse the theories of Bakhtin and Kayser and fdmiemtin a way so that it fits to the
postmodern and to their medium.

The fact the grotesque is either built on Bakhtinior Kayserian ideas in the
postmodern made it essential to introduce Bakhtith iayser first in this chapter. While
Bakhtin approached the grotesque through the carm@ind claimed that it has a positive
nature that helps defeating fears with laughterys€a claimed to discover the grotesque in
the fear from life, in finding familiar things suedly alien. It has turned out that the attempt
to include this opposition in the notion ‘grotesyiteelf has failed. Harpham and Thomson,
supporters of this inclusive approach have no suftience in the postmodern as Kayser and
Bakhtin. In the postmodern different discoursestathto form their own personal definitions
of the grotesque. Thus literature, visual arts thedtre performances went separate ways in
the search for the definition of their own grotessjuHowever, the grotesque was either
described tdaransgressoorders, i.e. to oppose an order, obbar borders, i.e. to mix orders.
Two trends of definitions developed in the postmadevhich | called thetransgressive
grotesqueand theblurring grotesqueAmong the postmodern performative grotesqueayéh
only found Remshardt'sansgressive grotesqumit noblurring grotesque Therefore, it was
essential to go through postmodern visual andaliyegrotesque as well, to show that there
are two trends of definitions and to argue thas tli also the case with the performative

grotesque even though there are no studies wtten yet. In this chapter | have taken the
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first step to prove that next to thnsgressive grotesquéneblurring grotesquealso exists
as a trend of description of the postmodern perébirra grotesque.

An additional element of both th®urring grotesqueand thetransgressive grotesque
is the characteristic feature that the grotesgesdfiis a process. | have not emphasised this
feature separately, but it appeared in numerousrigéens of the contemporary grotesque.
Also, considering the grotesque as a process &uaat development as in the postmodern its
effect is emphasised and to evoke an effect it éeelimpulse of the grotesque and after that
the reaction of the perceiver. Referring back swisual grotesques, Connelly claims that the
grotesque is best described as “what [it] do[esi aot what i$>? Describing the literary
grotesque, Choi claims that the grotesque is anpmd#rn “communication strategy” which
makes the reader develop his/her own interpretiidnvhat is moral and what is immotai.
McElroy emphasises the reader’s “fascination in rienstrous” and he also states that the
grotesque is a reaction of the reader, the remisaif the reader's own childish fedrs.
Remshardt also describes the performative grotestpuea process: it is the audience
perception of immorality followed by a reaction whirefuses this immorality. The fact that
the grotesque today is described as a procesdeavidissential for the third chapter, where |
search the grotesque in postmodern theatre re\ae@svhere the reaction of the critics will
be essential.

The effect of the grotesque becomes essentias dtfiect might be able not only to
guestion the ruling structurgdnsgressive grotesqyebut to eliminate the structural elements
holding up this structureb(urring grotesqug and thus start a real change of the structures.
Such a change would require the realisation tlebtrders of the ruling structure are blurred
and this realisation would immediately evoke th&oacof building up new strategies as

human beings are unable to think without structémeother way to describe thaurring

152 Frances S. Connelly, “Introduction,” in France<C8nnelly ed.Modern Art and the Grotesqu€ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 4.
133 Choi, op. cit., 1.
%4 McElroy, op. cit., 1
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grotesques to see that the structures are only socialheged, i.e. they are not natural. In
this approach to thblurring grotesquetrend of description, the grotesque calls attentm
the unnatural way society is structured and thasex these artificial borders. No matter
which way | argue, the result is the same, bherring grotesquetrend of description

promotes a change in existing socio-cultural stmes.
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Chapter 2: Shakespearean Grotesques

As already claimed in the introduction, the vargtfappearance of the word grotesque
is in a period when the medieval world order isfuomed. It is, of course, not an incident.
Different factors come together and help by thethbiof the word, even though the
phenomenon is not something new. Before startirth Wow the word ‘grotesque’ and its
earlier form, the *antic’ was used in the early raodEngland, | would like to give a more
general account on a time of transition and uniets because this context is not irrelevant

for the grotesque.

The age of Shakespeare is a time of transitiorrpaegs of change from the Middle
Ages to the Early Modern. There are changes iméngs of thinking in different fields. The
cosmological order of Earth-centeredness is questidoy Copernicus, who claims that the
sun is the centre of the universe. Montaigne ardhatthe nature of human being is not
something special but humans are just a kind ahahiMachiavelli introduces new ideas into
politics when he states that the human being isrally evil and that this nature could only be
bent by force. He argues for a politic without mofeheodore Spencer points out that the
cosmological, natural and political orders are igbtly connected in the Middle Ages, that

when one of the orders is questioned, it is necg$sathe others to be shaken as w&ll.

The uncertainty of Shakespeare’s time is importanthis paper for two reasons. The
first reason is that it was a time of change, $at af things appeared which were considered
to be indecorum. Let us have a look at how the Midkhe version of theatre is affected by
this uncertainty. It is also the time where thecpicegs of the Catholic church as a mediator
between God and the human being are questionekebyaw Protestants. When the divorce

of Henry VIl is denied in Rome, Henry VIII decidé&s part with Catholicism and establishes

135 Theodore SpenceBhakespeare and the Nature of MArew York: Collier Books, 1967), 21 and 45-6.
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the Church of England, thus giving way to new Rstatetism already growing in England.
This change might seem to be a question of reljgnmwever it is essential for changes in
theatre history. Next to miracle, morality and neysts, new plays appeared with new aims.
In the Middle Ages theatre is a tool of the Cathatiidactic, it is stuffed with well-
recognizable symbolism. | see the tendency of eambgern theatres as a production of
indecorum and thus as a nest where the word ‘grogesan hatch. IThe Defense of Poesy
Philip Sidney claims that even a child can undecttdat the props on stage are not real but
that they support the imaginary story told. He essthat “the Poet never maketh any circles
above your imagination, to conjure you to beliesetfue what he writeth'®® Compared to
this idea of theatre Shakespeare’s plays are imdegalaims Ellen Mackay. Her proof is that
some audience members are not able to considdictiaal story performed on stage as
fiction but they see and urgent need to interrtgastexample to prevent Othello from killing
Desdemona>’ For these audience members it is not so easylttheedifference between
acted and not acted reality. With such a perspecBhakespeare’s plays can well be seen as
indecorum in theatre practice.

The second reason why the uncertainty of thisopeis interesting is that this age of
transition did not leave the people unaffected,stiig@ects were in crisis, as Attila Kiss would
say. Kiss claims that in times of structural unaities, the theatre becomes a laboratory of
the subject. | chose an early modern dramatisttudysthe grotesque in its postmodern
presentations. Here, | rely on the claim of Kisst tharly modern and postmodern theatres are
similar as they both offer a laboratory to the sabjn proces$>® The texts of Shakespeare’s
plays function as an inspiration and a laboratavy dlirectors and actors to evoke a
performance out of the written text. However, thetgsques in Shakespeare cannot be

discussed in postmodern performances without arnviewe of the grotesque in Shakespeare

136 philip Sidney;The Defense of PoegiGlasgow: R. Urie, 1852), 65.
57 Ellen Mackay, “Indecorum,” in Henry S. Turner &hrly Modern Theatricalitf{Oxford: OUP, 2014), 307.
18 Kiss, op. cit., 51.
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criticism. Before discussing actual examples froostmodern theatres in the third chapter,
this chapter specifies the use of the word grotedoy literary critics on the Shakespeare

oeuvre.

The aim of this chapter is to give an account @ndtitical history of Shakespearean
characters and dramas which are claimed to be sgpo¢e This critical history is far from
being complete as | focus on how the word grotessjused during the selection of critiques.
An additional aim of this chapter is to relate firedings of the first chapter to ideas on
grotesques found in Shakespeare’s plays. The dirapter has dealt with two postmodern
trends in the definition of grotesquieansgressive grotesquendblurring grotesqug As the
postmodern is also an age where the subject isisiscl find it useful to compare the two
trends of postmodern grotesque definitions with twhiand to be grotesque in Shakespeare
criticism. This comparison is useful as | am goiagefer back to both in the third chapter,

where | discuss concrete examples from postmodheatre practice as grotesques.

Before turning to concrete characters or plays ethgrotesque in critical texts, |
throw a short glance on the use of the word gratesq early modern England. Such an
excursion is necessary to see the turbulence ofiithe and realize the grotesque as an
essential form of reaction, a form to cope with én@rmous changes going on. Instead of the
word grotesque, Shakespeare uses the word anticqareio'>® Henry Wotton in hi€lements
of Architecture(1624) claims that “Grotesca (as the Italianshotique worke (as we call it)”
is actually one and the same thifi§.The Barnhart dictionary of etymology adds that
“‘[Alntic’ . . . originally antike, anticke laterantique [is] borrowed from the Italian word

antico antique, from Latirantiquus . . . Antic was originally used as an equivalent to Italian

159 The primary meaning of the word “antique” is ohijt the secondary meaning is humorous, grotesque or
bizarre according to the OED. From http://www.oxfdictionaries.com/definition/english/antic, access
4.8.2015. The word “antic” as an adjective primanteans “very playful, funny, or silly”, while ind archaic
usage means grotesque or bizarre. From http://wwwiam-webster.com/dictionary/antic, on 4.8.2015.

10 Henry WottonElements of Architecturgondon, 1624), 77. Quoted in Barasch op.cit.a68 in Rainer
Lengeler,Tragische Wirklichkeit als Groteske Verfremdung®ieakespearéKoln: Bohlau Verlag, 1964), 6.
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grottescogrotesque.®! The word ‘grotesque’ is only slowly integrated dnthe English
language from the seventeenth century on. Leng&dens that ‘antique’ meant two things in
early modern England. The meaning of old comes ftobenword ‘antiquus’, while ‘antic’
bears the meaning of the grotesque. How they amneemted and why could they be both
referred to as ‘antique’ stays unclé&r.lt is clear, though, that from the beginning oé th
sixteenth century, ‘antique’ is used in Englandhwbioth meanings. England imported two
kinds of grotesques and because of their simiaitiirst both were named ‘antique.’ The first
imported grotesque comes from the decoration styé¢ copied newly discovered antic
patterns on Nero’s palace. In northern Europe,hardiind of grotesque art was practiced in
the so-calledTraumwerk (Germany), or school ofiablerié (France). These schools
developed during the fifteenth and sixteenth ceegurTheir greatest member was Peter
Brueghel. These schools produced representatiodsrabns and goblins from the Teutonic
mythological tradition$®® The temptation of St Anthony was a well-known topbut
representing the Dance of Death was also commoaseTlartworks appeared in sixteenth
century England through the works of Hans Holbdinese works, as well as others from
Italy and France where ornamental work was caljgdtésque’ was translated into ‘antic’ in
England. It is in the seventeenth century the wuetic’ is exchanged by the word
‘grotesque™®* Barasch claims that in Tudor England the ancies&n grotesques and the
German mythological grotesques were not differémtizand both were named as ‘anticke,’
‘antique’ or ‘antic.*®

The word *antic’ with its grotesque meaning wasoalised in religion. Barasch claims

that the Puritans saw excess, idle vanity and sgtations of pagan gods in the meaningless

161 Robert K. Barnhart, edThe Barnhart Concise Dictionary of Etymolo@yew York: Harper Collins, 1995),
29.

182 engeler, op. cit., 48.

183 Barasch, op. cit., 40.

14 Barasch, op. cit., 47.

185 Barasch, op. cit., 41. Farnham also describes:'arged together with the ‘grotesque’ in Englishuse as a
reference to the ornamental painting found in tteaeations in Rome. In Farnham, op. cit., 8.
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ornaments®® The word ‘antic’ had connotations of deceit in gulliterature of the
seventeenth century. The English Puritans claithaetigloquence was a sign of variityThe
satirical but simple tone of the Martin Marprelg@mphlets are good proofs of a style that
tried to avoid eloquence. Roman Catholicism as suab also considered to be ‘antic’ by
Puritans, who denied excess in any form and aimesinaplicity.*°® This simplicity was
supported by the Vitruvian ideal of functional atebture. Not only the Puritans described
the grotesque as an expression of excess. The I€atlsonsidered the vulgar and satiric
pamphlets of Martin Marprelate as something gratesgs well, and fought against
Marprelate’s wit with his own weapons of the grgies style. Catholics and Puritans named
each othes style of expression ‘antic’ in the sense of gqtee. Rhodes concludes that the
grotesque was a commonly used style in Tudor Edglgar the Puritans it meant excess or
meaningless decorations, while the Catholics uséor idegradations and vulgar analogies.
Both groups saw something evil, something workiggimast the values they respected in the
grotesque. It is difficult to see how both sidesildouse the word grotesque for totally
different things. However, if we have a look onstlebntroversy from a broader perspective
and see that the Catholic church is about to lasgep and the Protestants are about to
establish power, it is just normal to stigmatise #ctivities of the other group as indecorum,
or even as grotesque.

Shakespeare himself used the earlier form of thedwgrotesque, which is ‘antic’ or
‘antique.™®® According to Lengeler, Shakespeare uses the wandi&/antique/anticke’ and
means under them either ‘old’ or ‘grotesque’. Theaming ‘old’ can be seen in the most

examples. The expression “senators of th’antiquenddAct V, line 26) in the prologue to

1% Barasch, op. cit., 52.

%7 Barasch, op. cit., 60.

188 Barasch, op. cit., 62.

189 Only Barasch and Lengeler mention and analyse féis. Next to the meaning of “old”, Lengeler
differentiates four types within the “grotesque” aneng of the “antic/antique/anticke.” It means essige
ornament in visual culture, unnatural mimicry iredltre, an illusionary mental state and it is aresfee to
ridiculous death.

55



the fifth act ofKing Henry Vis described as “ancient” in the footnot&sin Coriolanus
“antique time” (Il. 3. 118) is a reference to “amei traditions” according to the footndte.
The “antique sword” (Il. 2. 407) of Priam in theeggh of the First Player iHamletis an
ancient or a comic sword according to the Ardeti@ulf’? In As You Like Ithere is an “antic
root” of an oak (Il. 1. 31) as well as an “antiquerld” where service is done out of duty (Il.
3. 57) and both simply mean ‘olf** The word ‘antique’ as old often appears in thenst®
as well: “antique pen” (Sonnet 106, line 7), “angghours” (Sonnet 68, line 9), “antique
book” (Sonnet 59, line 7). In the footnotes of thelen edition, “antique pen” (Sonnet 19,
line 10) receives the meaning of an “old pen, s ane that produces grotesque or fanciful
effects”. Also, the expression of “antique songbdiiet 17, line 12) is described as “old and
grotesque or eccentri¢*? Although the ‘antic pen’ may be grotesque in ifeas, the ‘the
antigue song’ seems to offer an equal possibibtytifie meaning of old and the meaning of
grotesque. There is only one obvious example whamnéc’ is used with its grotesque
meaning. InA Midsummer Night's Dreantheseus claims when he hears the story of the

lovers:

More strange than true. | never may believe
Theseantiquefables, nor these fairy toys.

Lovers and madmen have such seething brains,
Such shaping fantasies, that apprehend

More than cool reason ever comprehends.

In its relation to ‘fairy toys,’ it rather refers the lovers’ dream-like irrational fantasy. The

‘shaping fantasies’ that reason cannot comprehgnaccording to the footnote in the Arden

0william Shakespearding Henry \/ T: W: Craik ed.,The Arden Shakespeafieondon: Thomson, 1995).
" william Shakespeareoriolanus.Philip Brockbank ed The Arden Shakespeafieondon: Thomson, 2001).
2\illiam Shakespeard¢jamlet Ann Thompson and Neil Taylor ed$he Arden Shakespeafsondon:
Thomson, 2006), 268.

3 Wwilliam Shakespeards You Like ItAgnes Latham edThe Arden Shakespeafieondon: Methuen, 1975).
4 william Shakespear&hakespeare’s Sonnekatherine Duncan-Jones efihe Arden Shakespeafieondon:
Methuen, 2010).

75 My emphasis. William ShakespeafeMidsummer Night's Dreantarold F. Brooks edThe Arden
Shakespearf_ondon: Routledge, 1983). Act 5, scene 1, linds 2
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edition, not only ‘ancient’ but also ‘grotesque’ miplying ‘nowadays recognizably

absurd’.17®

2.1 Grotesque in Shakespeare Criticism

What literary critiques claim to be the Shakespaargrotesque requires the analysis
of most of Shakespearean plays in order to givepeesentative result. There are not many
scholars who attempted such a work. Usually thetegoue appears in articles on
Shakespeare’s dramas. However, before turningdodthmas themselves, the attempts of
Rhodes and Farnham to define the Shakespeareasguetshould be outlined.

Neil Rhodes names his own bo&H{izabethan Grotesqu@ 980) an “influence study,”
meaning that he believes in the literary and calteffects that form a literary styté’ With
this introduction, Rhodes belongs to the criticadver of New Historicism. Rhodes first
defines the Elizabethan literary grotesque, and tiges this definition on examples from
Shakespeare and Ben Jonson. He sees the rootsBlizhbethan grotesque in the mixture of
different literary styles and forms of the sixtderand early seventeenth centuries; in the
“uneasiness” of the interlocked fusion of satiratusnalia and sermaori® Rhodes does not
forget that the grotesque possesses high visuaktyconcentrates on pictures that appear in
literary descriptions or in puns of literature. Tpietorial grotesque has two poles, “frivolity
implied by Vasari’'s description, and ... the macalsgrit of Bruegel.” He sees the
complexity of the grotesque exactly in the mutuatigompatible reactions of “laughter and
revulsion.””® However, the essential element of the literaryteggue is its shocking nature
that lacks from the pictorial grotesque. The sirteecentury grotesque is in close connection
with the body and it is most of the time expresasdcan analogy. Building an analogy, the

grotesque connects images which have physical aityil but which normal experience

176 Shakespearey Midsummer Night's Dreanop. cit., p. 103.
" Rhodes, op. cit., x.

78 Rhodes, op. cit., 7.

"9 Rhodes, op. cit., 9-10.
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classifies separately. The grotesque begins winesetanalogies fail to be credible. Rhodes
finds the grotesque in analogies, especially betwde body and the body politic of
England*®® Additional examples for the visual grotesque irz&hethan prose are the simile,
the metaphor, the caricature, comparison, blazom eminage’®® It is the Marplerate
controversy and especially the works of Thomas Ma#itat Rhodes sees as the basic
examples of the Elizabethan grotesdfifeRhodes claims that after Nashe the grotesquesexist
but due to secularization it becomes social csitici®®

In his book, The Shakespearean Grotesqu&/jllard Farnham concentrates on
characters and their actions. He claims the Engjisitesque style roots in the late thirteen
and early fourteen century marginal ornament ofteisa These marginal decorations become
grotesque if we discover comic elements in theme ffost popular topic is the “low being
made high, but made so in presumptuous violatioallafatural possibility and therefore in a
grotesquely incongruous manner that brings laughiférAs an example for his definition,
Farnham uses a picture with an ape represented rasble man. The ‘low’ animal is
represented in a ‘high’ position through the clsthe wears. This way is the ‘low being made
high.” This shift should be made in a way naturaildaot allow it: animals wear no clothes,
let alone that of a nobleman. This unnatural anmgéaimature of the picture evokes ‘laughter.’
The thirteenth century grotesque is then basicallgomic incongruity, something that
opposes the laws of nature. Farnham claims thatRimeaissance grotesque represents a

conflict in nature. He sees this conflict in thealséspearean grotesque on two levels. On the

one hand the Shakespearean grotesque appears encthklevel in the clash of comedy

%0 Rhodes, op. cit., 8, 12-14.

181 Rhodes, op. cit., 18-36.

182 Martin Marpleate wrote pamphlets attacking episoyparound 1588. These pamphlets were satirical and
vulgar. As a reply to this illegal act, the Chumlso ordered pamphlets in a similar style. Onehefiamphlet
writers were Thomas Nashe.

18 Rhodes, op. cit., 53-4.

184 Farnham, op. cit., 15-16.
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belonging to low culture and religious art belorggin high culture'® On the other hand, he
sees it in the human as individual, more preciselthe opposing double nature of humans
that allows them to think as gods and behave asasi In his argument Farnham takes the
sisterhood of panting and literature for granted ases the above example of the ape as
nobleman to show the inner opposition of the humature that is close, as well as far from
the way animals behav&® Although Farnham does not separate these twosl®felocial and
individual grotesques so strictly, | find it impant to divide them for a better view on the
details of the Shakespearean grotesque. In thedirS8bakespeare the medieval world picture
of the social, religious community meets the Resamse world view, where the human body
and individuality itself become the centre of ati@m Farnham ceases to differentiate the
social from the individual level. He argues that tjodlike nature of humans is the human
reason that is shown in high cultural activitie$ijle the animal nature of humans comes out
in low cultural activities, such as comedt&s.

From a sociocultural perspective, Rhodes seegrtitesque in analogies and in other
literary expressions used as social criticism, atitarnham sees it in the incongruity of
presenting something socially low as high. Rhodesates the grotesque through exaggerated
analogies between the body and the body politiodel does not discuss the effect of the
grotesque on existing structures, so it would speculation to say that his description is
similar to theblurring grotesqueor thetransgressive grotesquélthough Farnham also gives
the grotesque a social relevance, just like Rhdusgjescription does not state what happens
to the social structures. Rhodes and Farnham nmleketbat the Shakespearean grotesque has

a social relevance, but they do not go further tisastate that it exercises social criticism. As

185 Farnham, op. cit., 4 and 13.

18 Farnham, op. cit., 17.

187 What Farnham claims about the individual's dualure reminds meon E. M. W. Tillyard’s book The
Elizabethan World PicturéHarmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1943). Farnham ditdmention the book, but
seems to follow its points. Tillyard claims thatiZzabethan human beings have double nature: matenil
spiritual; and the struggle of these are the robtsiner conflicts (p. 73). Tillyard continues thaason comes
from God and the human body is defined by materaflsnature. These two faculties “pull in different
directions,” creating inner conflicts (p. 74).
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| have argued in the first chapter, the postmodgratesque goes further than the
Shakespearean grotesque described by Rhodes arithfar
What we understand as the Shakespearean grotesaa¢ only influenced by the

literary trends of Shakespeare’s time, but alsotly plays used as examples for the
grotesque. In the following paragraphs | am goingdiscuss plays and characters of
Shakespeare, which are discussed in Shakespetieesicrias grotesques. In the third chapter
| want to draw a comparison between the Shakespeagmotesque based on the following
textual analysis of literary critics and the grotes appearing in reviews of theatre critics in

order to see how Shakespearean grotesque difféterary criticism and in practice on stage.
2.1.1. Falstaff

The influence of Bakhtin’s carnival theory is wd#tectable in Shakespeare criticism.
Among the Shakespearean characters, Falstaff'sefigumost related tgrotesque realism
and thegrotesque bodyFalstaff’'s body with his obsession of drinkingtieg, jokes and lust
recalls the open places of the body (mouth, eapsg,ngenitals) and the lower bodily
functions that are emphasised by Bakhtingftotesque realisrmot only the outside world
enters the body through these open places (ealiimking), but these are also points where

the body melts into the outer world (defecationnation)®® In

“The Grotesque iklenry IV,
Part 1" John Kerr describes the grotesque to be primaniyexperience of the excessive and
distorted body. He claims that the grotesque ispmsad of the comic as well as the horrific,
but that the darker side of the grotesque is ondggnt in the “audience’s awareness” but not
in the consciousness of the character possessisg tralued® Falstaff is a good example,

not only for thegrotesque bodybut also forgrotesque realismKristen Poole in “Facing

Puritanism: Falstaff, Martin Marprelate and the Bsgue Puritan” claims to see a “caricature

188 Bakhtin, op. cit., 317.
189 John Kerr, “The grotesque idenry IV, Part 1" in Harold Bloom ed.,Bloom’s Literary Themes: The
GrotesqugNew York: Infobase, 2009), 97.
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of Oldcastle” in the figure of Falstaff’® Although Shakespeare uses the name of Falstaff, th
figure of Oldcastle was clearly alluded to for thkzabethan audienc8! Poole claims that
Falstaff as a caricature of Oldcastle has its origithe Protestant pamphlet writer, Martin
Marprelate. Martin Marprelate was silenced aftéinmee and the anti-Marprelate propaganda
made him into a grotesque figur&.The bodily representation of Falstaff fits verylmthe
tone of the Marprelate controversy, as well as Balh idea of thegrotesque body
Moreover, Bakhtin’grotesque realisns also to be discovered if one reads betweeliriae
of Poole’s argument. She claims that the descnptibFalstaff has references to Oldcastle
and Marprelate and therefore Falstaff can be pezdeas a parody of Puritans as well as a
parody of Oldcastlé”® Poole claims that this duality of laughimg and with Falstaff is a
liminal position that gives, next to the physicakults, the grotesqueness Bakhtin also
advertises® Laughing at somebody in the Bakhtinian vocabulangans defeating
someoné? Falstaff thus becomes an ultimate example for Balshgrotesque bodgs well
as forgrotesque realism

Rhodes claims that the Elizabethan grotesque sfyleriting also appears in the
works of Shakespeare. The function of this stylsasial criticism, and it is best seen in the
character of Falstaff in the Shakespeareauvre He argues that Shakespeatdenry 1Vis a
combination of saturnalia and satire and that thes first play to show the influence of the
Nashian grotesque® Falstaff goes through developmental phases, rsggirti the first part of
Henry 1V, followed by the second part afithe Merry Wives of WindsoRhodes sees this

development not only as a character developmefalstaff, but also as the appearance and

190 Kristen Poole, “Facing Puritanism: Falstaff, MartMarprelate and the Grotesque Puritan,” in Ronald
Knowles ed.,Shakespeare and Carnival: After Bakh{inbondon: Macmillan, 1998), 97. Oldcastle was an
existing Puritan figure, who led an army againshiyeV and was considered to be a martyr and protitdh
among the Elizabethan Puritans after his defeatg(N@ in Poole, pp. 117 and 109).

¥ There were only 6 or 7 years between the dea®lddastle and the production ldenry IV, Part 1.In Poole,
op. cit., 104.

¥2poole, op. cit., 102 and 105.

193 poole, op. cit., 108.

¥ poole, op. cit., 115.

195 Bakhtin, op. cit., 89-91.

1% Rhodes, op. cit., 5.
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disappearance of the Shakespearean grotesque. |ahd plenry IV is the peak of low
comedy that focuses on the body of Falstaff. Wi atrong physicality make Falstaff the
“supreme dramatic embodiment of the Elizabethartegmue.**” His belly and mind are
directly connected and they continually inspirereather. He becomes the representation of
carnival and therefore his battles with Hal are pared to the battles of carnival and lent.
Rhodes names Henry 1Vthe “drama of the flesh” where the human body a&taff and the
body politic become analogié¥ In 2 Henry IV Falstaff's body appears in a more
degenerated form, tortured by sicknesses and @d\&gile the first part has a carnivalesque
atmosphere, the second part looks more like ledtisrcharacterised by sickness instead of
fertility. Rhodes draws a parallel between the degation of Falstaff's flesh and social
corruption that can only be purified by death/#&rDeath is not only about the physical end
of Falstaff, but it is also the end of the grotesgm theMerry Wives of Windsathe lack of
political context prevents the development of thet@sque. Falstaff is nothing more than the
target of jokes, and this means the death of Ralatathe figure of the grotesque. Rhodes
claims that with Falstaff, Shakespeare places theeggue from the comic subplot into the
historical main plot. Thus the grotesque becomembof satire. Whilel Henry IVcould be
considered as a saturnalia, ghéllenry IVas satire, in th&lerry Wivesthe grotesque ceases
to exist and we see a comedy.Rhodes claims that Falstaff is so strongly spediii his
features of the Elizabethan grotesque that he eaalyblive longer than the Elizabethan
period.

Kerr, Poole and Rhodes see in the figure of R&ldta ultimate grotesque, especially
because of his excessive body and wit. This figpe@omes the embodiment of the Bakhtinian
grotesque realismMoreover, the behaviour of Falstaff is full of exales where respected

norms are broken. Falstaff tries to influence Hadl #hus attempts the transgression of the

" Rhodes, op. cit., 104.

1% Rhodes, op. cit., 103 and 113.

199 Rhodes, op. cit., 113-116 and 118.
20 Rhodes, op. cit., 128-129 and 160.
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existing order. However, his attempts are not sssfoé in the end. Falstaff is an obvious
example of what | called to be thensgressivegrotesque As we will see in chapter three
Rhodes is right in his statement that Falstaff cassarvive the Elizabethan age, at least when
the postmodern Shakespeare performances are cedcéime plays Falstaff appears in do not
belong to the popular plays in the postmodern, wvaewd will show that this does not mean

that elements of the Bakhtinian grotesque has acegh the postmodern.
2.1.2. Hamlet

For Farnham Falstaff and Hamlet are the most rnlange examples of the
Shakespearean grotesque. Farnham uses his ind¢igoretof psalter grotesques for
Shakespearean characters. In Falstaff one canbbiid levels of the grotesque. Falstaff is
grotesque as an individual, and he is also grogesgla social being. Farnham names Falstaff
the “apostle of the low” culture who is also aceebby Hal from high cultur®* The god-
like feature of Falstaff comes from his wit, whites monstrosity and animal features come
from his fat figure and his possession with eatuignking and sexual desires. The wit of
Falstaff is of high importance, it lifts him out tfe line of clowns before him. Hamlet, like

Falstaff, takes delight in wit*?

Hamlet’'s godlike nature is also in his wit, whites animal
nature is in his cowardice to revenge his fathdeath. The double social position of Hamlet
is in his functions as prince and court fool. Thése functions make Hamlet “infinitely

comical and distressing,” which results in a “wegt?°® Farnham differentiates Hamlet from

Falstaff when he claims that Hamlet is consciougigtesque and therefore he is a tragic

21 Farnham, op. cit., 34 and 47.

202 Farnham, op. cit., 56. While the body is led by fbur elements of the humoral system, the higtoest of
the spirit is reason; that can be further dividgd ‘'understanding (or wit) and the will.” Compariyard, op.
cit., 79.

203 Farnham, op. cit., 99 and 102-106.
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character, while Falstaff is unconsciously grotesgond therefore he stems from the clown’s
comic role?®* While Hamlet’s nature is melancholic, he pickstiw role of the fool.

Jan Kott also draws a comparison between foolsHardlet. He compares Hamlet's
language to the language of the FooKing Lear and claims that the language of both “is
that of our modern grotesque” as it uses “dialsctiparadox and an absurd kind of
humour.®® Similarly to Farnham, Kott claims that for Hamlehadness is a conscious

choice, “a philosophy, a criticism of pure reasélf.The language of Hamlet, as Kott argues

abounds in biblical travesties and inverted medi@aables. One can find in it
splendid baroque surrealist expressions, sudders leimagination, condensations

and epitomes, brutal, vulgar and scatological comepas. His rhymes are like

limericks 2’

The nature of Hamlet lies in hesitation, in posipgnHis feelings towards Ophelia are not
clear, he is not sure that it was Claudius whcedilis father. In addition to that, he feigns or
experiences madness where reality is blurred Wwehnmaginary. Feelings are blurred, actions
are postponed, so that the nature of the grotebgue is the one that blurs, mixes, and
dissolves borders. Both Farnham and Kott supp@stgbsition when they claim that Hamlet
consciously chooses to take up the role of the, fibwis erasing the borders between the role
of a prince and the role of a clown. The argumarits-arnham and Kott led me to the
conclusion that Hamlet as a character can be amm@eafor both trends of postmodern
definitions of the grotesque. The idea of blurringrders of different roles refers to one
general trend of definition, thgurring grotesque However, Hamlet also questions authority
and plans to kill the king, so his behaviour isoasansgressive as he acts, even if in slow
motion, against the existing structure. His actirsgjahe existing order makes Hamlet a good

example for the other postmodern trend of grotesigdi@ition, thetransgressive grotesque

204 Farnham, op. cit., 114.

295 Jan Kott,Shakespeare Our Contemporafyanslated by Boleslaw Taborski (London: Routkedb091), 132.
208 Kott, op. cit., 132.

27 |bid.
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2.1.3. Lear

The tragic elements of Hamlet and the comic elésmehFalstaff as grotesque seem to
be united in what critics consider to be grotesiqui€ing Lear. In 1949 G. Wilson Knight in
his collection of critical essaysThe Wheel of Fireforms the first thoughts on the
Shakespearean grotesque. Knight could not entafywith the Shakespeare-interpretations
of A.C. Bradley, but especially his method of clesading and considering each play as an
“expanded metaphor” show that he belongs to the Natics.?%® In his essayKing Learand

the Comedy of the Grotesque,” Knight describegtistesque as follows:

A shifting flash of comedy across the pain of thegly tragic both increases the
tension and suggests, vaguely, a resolution andrification. The comic and the
tragic rest both on the idea of incompatibilitiasd are also, themselves, mutually
exclusive: therefore to mingle them is to add @ itteaning of each; for the result is
then but a new sublime incongrufty.

Knight starts with the idea that the grotesque asmposed of the ‘incompatibilities’ of
‘comedy’ and ‘tragic.” Being oppositions, ‘comedghd ‘tragic’ are ‘mutually exclusive’
notions. Oppositions, as they are, create a noyreafected ‘tension.” Knight claims that this
tension is ‘increased’ in the way ‘comedy’ and gedy’ meet. He argues that one needs
‘purely tragic’ as a basis for the grotesque. Tis thurely tragic,” a ‘shifting flash of comedy’
should be added in order to arrive to the effectimafreased tension.” The addition of the
‘comic’ to the ‘purely tragic’ increases the ‘paibut immediately after that it works as a
‘resolution and purification.” The end-product, theublime’ describes best the purifying
nature of this ‘incongruity’. The result of the exgnce of the ‘flash of comedy across the
pain of the purely tragic’ is a kind of ‘resoluticexpressed in the notion ‘sublime.” However,

this resolution does not mean the dissolution @f ‘thcongruity’. Knight claims that the

208 o C. Bradley,Shakespearean Trage¢lyondon: MacMillan, 1949). Robert Weimankz "j kritika". Az U]
interpretacios modszerek torténete és bira[@adapest: Gondolat, 1965), 166-7. G. W. Knidite Wheel of
Fire. Interpretations of Shakespearean Trag@ddyndon: Methuen, 1977), 14-5.
29 Knight, op. cit., 160.
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grotesque is but a tool, a technique of expresdibe. effect of this technique sounds like a
cruel slap in the face that leaves a ‘sublime’ iiggs behind, a ‘sublime incongruity’.
According to Knight irKing Lear*“there is a dualism continually crying in vainkie resolved
either by tragedy or by comed§™® Lear starts his own tragedy with a misjudgement of
Cordelia. This misjudgement is a failure of his dhiso according to Knight his mind should
be purged through madness. Knight draws a parbkélveen the Lear theme and the
Gloucester theme and claims that the first showsgsiphl torment while the second
demonstrates mental torment. He sees the grotasgine cruelty of humour Shakespeare
applies !

The philosophical nature of the grotesqu&ing Learis described by Jan Kott in his
Shakespeare our ContemporariKott argues that Lear becomes a character who is
“ridiculous, naive and stupid” and as such, cateoa tragic charactét’ The fact that a king
divides his kingdom and nevertheless wants to eated as a king is absurd. Such a king
cannot be taken seriously. Moreover, Lear alonesponsible for his own suffering, i.e. his
story is a sad one but he is not a tragic herot fother points out that the tragic element of
the direction oKing Lear“has been supressed by the grotesque.” He ddfiieegrotesque to
be “more cruel than traged{*® According to Kott, the grotesque has the same ¢iseas
tragedy, it also deals with “human fate, the meguahexistence, freedom and inevitability,
the discrepancy between the absolute and the draginan order”* In both cases the hero
must lose against the absolute. However, whilefaleof the tragic hero is the confirmation
of the absolute, the fall of the grotesque herambexs the mockery of the absolute. Both the

absolute and the grotesque hero are mocked in tesguee theatre performance. While

20K night, op. cit., 161.

2 Knight, op. cit., 161-165 and 172.
22 Kott, op. cit., 102.

23 Kott, op. cit., 103.

24 Kott, op. cit., 104.
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tragedy brings catharsis, the grotesque “offersamsolation whatsoevef> The prominent
position of the absolute (God, Nature, etc.) vagssim the grotesque. Kott adds thaKing
Lear the position of God gradually changes. First goaige Greek names, and then they are
“terrifying judges high above, who are supposethtervene sooner or later.” However, this
intervention does not take place and the “ruin cdnminvoking God is ever more
ridiculous.”® Kott sees a parallel between the raising crueltthe action and the raising
clownish character of the action. He emphasisdsitti@only inKing Learthat “great tragic
scenes [are] shown through clownirf§”In King Learthe place of the absolute is taken by
the absurd. This absurd is a “trap set by man Hfnms® which he has fallen®*® He
compares the connection of absolute cruelty anduliel to the Book of Job. The cruelty of
gods is the last theological chance to justify exiffg > Job ceases to talk to God and thus he
chooses the only way to escape being a clown. &qitains that only “by the possibility of
refusal can [Lear] surmount the external forc&8.It is through madness that Lear crosses
over to being a conscious clown.

Kott compares tragedy to the theatre of priesth Wieir belief in the absolute, while
the grotesque is compared to the theatre of cldfiride also pays detailed attention to the
Fool. The Fool is not only a professional clownTagichstone and Feste but he is the first
clown who is really aware of his position as a aiof? Kott takes the description of clowns
from Leszek Kolakowski and argues that the clovands outside society and his task is to
observe and comment on what others do. The clovastouns the most certain things in
society and instead of common sense, prefers éwegythat is absurd. Kott points out that

according to the philosophy of clowns, “everyonaifool; and the greatest fool is he who

23 |pid.

28 Kott, op. cit., 125.
27 Kott, op. cit., 118.
28 K ott, op. cit., 105.
29K ott, op. cit., 126.
220 Kott, op. cit., 118.
221 Kott, op. cit., 112.
22 Kott, op. cit., 129.
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does not know he is a foot®® Therefore, in the beginning it is Lear is the lgigfool.
However, towards the end his madness becomescitet into the world of clowns and he
ceases to be ridiculous. For Kott it is the mixtaferuelty and ridicule that mak&sng Lear
grotesque. The major difference between the indgagon of Knight and Kott is that Kott
describes Lear as ridiculous, not tragic and cofdmwever, both see the grotesque in the
cruelty of the humour used. Moreover, the ridicsloature of Lear described by Kott can
also be seen as the result of the incompatibifityagic and comic.

Bakhtin’s answer to Kott's philosophical grotesqueuld be that Lear should make
fun of God and purification will come. Of courseedoming a clown is also one way of trying
to stop the tragic with the comic. Bakhtin’s infhe® on Shakespeare criticism remains not
only by the body of Falstaff but it turns into ailpophy inKing Lear. Bakhtin claims that
the Renaissance carnival uses laughter as a weéaputafeat the fears of everyday life (fear of
death, fear of God, etc.) by mocking, debasing materialising the spiritual (God, Christ or
the Saints) and secular order, and so becomes xiséng order relativized®* This is
Bakhtin’s grotesque realismhest represented by thgeotesque bodyhat is never closed, but
always in a process, always chandifigNatalia Pikli in her bookThe Prism of Laughter:
Shakespeare’s “Very Tragical Mirthiises the definition of the grotesque by Philip mkon
and the broader perspective of the carnival. Pddiches Thomson’s definition (“the
unresolved clash of incompatibles in work and respd) in the “horrible laughter” of the
audienc€?® However, by emphasising the carnivalistic naturéhe tragedies, Pikli puts the
emphasis on the comical side of Thomson’s definiti@iving the grotesque a comic basis,
Pikli turns Knight's idea of tragic basis insidetoMVhile by Knight the tragic basis only

becomes more tragic with any additional comic scémePikli the comic basis is arrived at

22 Kott, op. cit., 130.

224 Bakhtin, op. cit., 66, 74, 90 and 256.

225 Bakhtin, op. cit., 322.

26 Thomson, op. cit., 27. Natala Piklihe Prism of Laughter: Shakespeare’s “Very Tragidtith”
(Saarbrucken: VDM Verlag, 2009), 15.
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through an excess of violence, which becomes omlserand more comic with the repetition
of violence.

Kayser finds the grotesque to be a structural efgénthat one meets in the act of
perception, where the grotesque is a result ohtitenameable fear from life that makes the

world alien and meaningless; an alienation fromsg?*’

Rainer Lengeler adapts Kayser’s
theory and deals with grotesque alienation in Sépé@re’s plays. He goes back to the origins
of the term ‘grotesque’ and finds that it develogeoim the term ‘antic’ which meant
“fantastic” and “unreal 2% Lengeler attaches this meaning of the ‘antic’ ®oplatonic ideas

of the artwork. Thus the physical appearance ofatiiwork becomes only a sign that points
into the direction of the transcendental Idea efantwork. This Idea is remembered with the
help of the artwork?® The grotesque for Lengeler is the “lack of order'the “darkening of
the Idea.?® The darkening of the platonic Idea makes the akwwse its art character and
the artwork becomes an unnatural imitatidhLengeler comes to the conclusion that the
grotesque does not only go back to Neoplatonicsidieat it also confirms Kayser’s definition
of the grotesque as “alienated worfd*Lengeler claims that the grotesque starts with an
alienation from the world or/and self. This is @olled by the acceptance of a daemonic reality
instead of the real reality. Throughout these ph#se main character changes a lot, but at the
end s/he reaches the ideal self. Kayser's grotessggres a psychological character inquiry
of the Shakespeare dram&%. This description is similar to Kott's grotesquees the lack

of the absolute also means the lack of any order \@here the ridiculousness of Lear

disappears when he goes mad and thus becomesaocenslown. Trying out different roles

227 Kayser, op. cit., 180-8.

228 My translation of “Phantastische” and “Unwirkli¢tia Lengeler, op. cit., 24.

22| engeler, op. cit., 37.

230 My translation of “Fehlen der Ordnung” and “Verddumg der Idee” in Lengeler, op. cit., 38.

%1 engeler, op. cit., 42-3.

232 | engeler quotes Kayser’s expression in Germarfremtlete Welt” in Lengeler, op. cit., 208.

23 The psychological Shakespearean grotesque issheixplicitly discussed, however, the grotesqueutbh
psychology is theorised by Clayborough, who retiesnly on the ideas of Kayser ithe Grotesque in English
Literature.
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becomes an important feature of the grotesqueedatté performances discussed in chapter
three.

Both Pikli and Lengeler describe the grotesqua @asocess. This similarity makes it
possible to compare their interpretationaig Learand see the influences of the Kayserian
and the Bakhtinian grotesqu&s.The first acts of Lear where he divides his kingdand
retires mean alienation from his ideal self as mgkand from the world around him for
Lengeler, but for Pikli it means the beginning loé¢ ttarnival, where Lear becomes the mock-
king and the carnival king at the same tiff'eBakhtin mentions that there were crownings
and mock-crownings during carnivafS. Pikli refers here to the self-uncrowning of Lear,
while at the same time he picks up the role ofddamival king. Lengeler describes the fights
with Goneril as the first instance for the appeeeaaf the daemonic (i.e. the appearance of
the grotesque), while Pikli sees in the same sdbaefight of the female Lenten figure
(Goneril) and the male Carnival figure (Le&t) Interestingly, for both Pikli and Lengeler, the
peak of the grotesque comes in the storm scenegelemsees here that Lear picks up
different roles that are alien to his nature, saslthe role of the magician while he also faces
with the daemonic in the form of the barking d6§<Pikli calls this scene a fusion of pathos
and farce, where the king becomes an ass, an fiasinajesty.**° The unnecessary death of
Cordelia is the last shock of the tragedy. For letaig Lear’s last meeting with Cordelia starts
the healing process of his madness and his eagetmasve Cordelia cures his madness and
lets him die in his ideal stafé’ For Pikli the carnival turns into the Dance of Beat the end
and Cordelia is only another human in the lineie®d Pikli sees Lear’s end as desperate, as

opposed to Lengeler, who claims that Lear dies nnigeal state. Pikli and Lengeler

24 pikli, op. cit., 119-153. Lengeler, op. cit., 1476.
235 pikli, op. cit., 125-6. Lengeler, op. cit., 142-3.
236 Bakhtin, op. cit., 198.
27 pikli, op. cit., 132. Lengeler, op. cit., 145.
238 engeler, op. cit., 151-3.
239 pikli, op. cit., 139-42.
240 engeler, op. cit., 169-75.
241 pikli, op. cit., 152.
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consistently disagree in their interpretations drairthe grotesque is King Lear. In the end

of their interpretations Pikli's positive grotesqwsds in a negative depression, while
Lengeler's negative grotesque ends in the idedk sbh Lear. These two examples are
especially interesting from the point of view ofélise and contradictory interpretations of the
grotesque in the same tragedy. In my opinion batkrpretations are convincing and support
the complex matrix of the grotesqueKimg Lear. Also, the way Pikli and Lengeler handle
the comic and tragic nature of the play allows meefer back to what Knight says about the
play, namely that “there is a dualism continualtyiig in vain to be resolved either by
tragedy or by comedy**? This makes it possible for me to accept contradycstatements
about the same scenes.

Pikli and Lengeler are not orthodox followers oKBtin and Kayser. Pikli mixes
Thomson’s ideas with Bakhtin’s, thus trying to al@ an equilibrium of the tragic and the
comic. Lengeler claims that next to Kayser, the paonic idea of dividedness is also
important for the grotesque in Shakespeare. It tnigdll be that the title oKing Learas a
tragedy provoked Pikli and Kott to show that thisra strong line of comedy in this play and
made them stress the comic nature of the PfaKnight suggests that it is exactly this
mixture of the two dramatic forms that evokes thetegsque. Thus Knight argues for a
meaning of the grotesque which disrespects, Wlarders of tragedy and comedy. If we read
the interpretations of Pikli and Lengeler togetliebecomes clear that the fact that they claim
the exact opposite of what the other claims melaatsgositions and especially what is comic
and tragic, are exchangeable in the play or that Hre both present and it is the question of
perspective which one the critic sees. Thus théeggue described by Piki and Lengeler and
especially that of Knight is blurring grotesque Theblurring grotesquebecomes a platform

where the tragic and comic can openly show theicaaence irKing Lear.

242 Knight, op. cit., 161.
243 |n the title of the First Quarto, the play is nahféstory. See William Shakespealkéng Lear.R. A. Foakes
ed.,The Arden Shakespegieondon: Thomson, 2007), 112.
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While theblurring grotesquehas an effect that unsettles and opens up thebgigs
of change, théransgressive grotesquatempts a change but achieves the restatemehe of
status quo. The absurdity of Lear’s retirementlieaaly a grotesque which can be seen as a
transgressive one: It is an act against the raeeler no one will expect future kings to give
up their kingdom, so it does not change the stredtwchallenges. Thielurring grotesqudies
in the fact that although Lear gave up his kingdbmstill wants to be treated as a king. Lear
blurs the border between the role of a king ané»aking and makes himself ridiculous. Pikli
and Kott emphasise this ridiculous nature of Lew suggest that the roles picked up by Lear
are not natural to him. There is no such role akieg: the king either lives or he is dead and
the people have a new king. It takes some timd wetr realises that (the origin of his
ridiculousness after Kott) he changed his positrom king to become an other, someone not
strictly belonging to society (clown or madman)offir a socio-cultural perspective, Kott
claims that Lear should admit that he is a clowd &e should leave the existing social
structures in order to go against them.

King Learis also discussed as a philosophical grotesqua fo perspectives. In
these two perspectives the ideas on the absoluteh@nideas on ruling social structure by
Bakhtin and by Kayser are mirrored. Based on BakiRikli sees the act of making fun of
God as a tool to reduce fear. Similar to Kaysendetder and Kott recognize the lack of God
in King Lear and interpret the accumulation of cruel humoutheslack of order/absolute.
While the transgressive grotesquieased on Bakhtin only makes fun of the absolu@ an
secures its state, thaurring grotesquebased on Kayser questions the existence of the
absolute and proves its lack. Both types of gratesccan be read out of King Lear. The
grotesque as philosophy KKing Learmeans two ways to deal with the presence (or @e$en
of the absolute. It will be interesting to see wWhiway directors choose to express the

grotesque irKing Lear.
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2.1.4. Villains and/or Vices as Grotesques

We have already seen in the way Catholics anddnsrused the word ‘antic’ that the
words also had the meaning ‘évilhis leads to the fact that in theatre some @tars who
do not conform the norm and are considered aswyiht well be called grotesque. These is a
consensus among some of the theoreticians that stawacters of Shakespeare are the
successor of the Devil and the Vice. The charaxténe Devil comes from the early morality
plays of the fifteenth century. Robert Potter claitinat the structure of morality plays is to be
summarised in the “innocence/fall/redemption” sempaeand their main aim was to convey
Christian moral$** The rather passive main character of the morplity is Mankind, who is
tempted by the active Devil. The Devil not only w®ras the driver of the plot, but he also
keeps contact with the audience. J. B. Russelingaihat the Devil's appearance was
frightening, often attached to the colour blackwad as having a monstrous, distorted shape,
but the Devil's behaviour and speech were comice Tiightening nature of the Deuvil
originates from the didactic methods of the monkkjle the comic nature comes from
folklore, thus lending the Devil a ‘double face’ bking comic and horribf&> Agnes
Matuska argues that the Vice is the successor @fntledieval clown and the medieval
Devil.?*® In the sixteenth century morality plays neededate secularisation and the Vice
character appeared as a helper of the Devil. Ma&tes claims that the Vice was a favourite
with the audience; he was the chorus, the preseasftesther characters and thaside
commentator of happenings. He also stresses thaVitte was often confidential with the

audience, foreshadowing what would happen on stagehus making the impression that he

%44 Robert PotterThe English Morality Play. Origins, History and lménce of Dramatic TraditiofLondon and
Boston, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1975), 8 and 36.

24 Jeffrey Burton RusselLucifer. The Devil in the Middle Agékhaca and London, Cornell University Press,
1984), 62-87.

246 Agnes MatuskaThe Vice-Device. lago and Lear's Fool as AgentBeyresentationaCrisis (Szeged:
JATEPress, 2011), 81-4.
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is not only outside the play but also outside theahlaw?*’ Peter Happé claims that the Vice
should have a funny appearance, an excellent ibetand he should keep an intensive
contact with the audienéé® There is a shift to be observed from the obviotik the Devil

on stage to the more hidden evil, the Vice and tienMachiavef*® Russell names this
process the internalisation of the evil demtfisThe abstract Devil becomes more human-
like and therefore more acceptable for the audié@mtiee form of a Vice or the Machiavel. In
the age of Shakespeare, there are still moralagysgpplayed with Devils and Vices, but the
new character type of the Machiavel is also usdds Teans that Shakespeare had a wide
range of evil characters to choose from when faling his stage villains. In this section the
comic and horrifying natures of the Vice are disaasas grotesques. As the Machiavel has
no humour if compared to the Devil or the Vice,cénnot serve as an example of the
grotesque.

Farnham discusses the evil characters of Shakespeader the term “diabolic
grotesqueness™ Characters that fulfil the function of the medieXice belong to this
category. Farnham differentiates the Vice fromdhematic villain. He claims that while the
Devil was a supernatural character, the Vice wasrdon of man’s fallible nature and thus
more acceptable and closer to the audiérfckle claims the Vice works against mankind,
driven by a joy in doing evil and that he has acpeaf conscienc&® Therefore Thersites,

lago and Caliban stem from the family of the Vietowever, Shakespearean villains are

247 Francis Hugh Mares, “The Origin of the Figure edllthe Vice’ in Tudor Drama,” ifhe Huntington Library
Quarterly 22 1958-1959/1, 13-4.

248 peter Happé, “ ‘The Vice’ and the Popular Theat&7-80,”. in Anthony Coleman and Anthony Hammond
ed.,Poetry and Drama 1570-17QQondon and New York: Methuen, 1981), 17 and 19.

249 The adjective ‘Machiavellian’ comes from Innoce@entillet's misinterpretations of Niccolo Machialsl
book in 1577. In thé\nti-Machiavel,Gentillet criticises Machiavelli’s writings, moreer, he relates the author
to the Devil himself. Machiavelli's name thus turims England into an adjective that refers to an oreh
political behaviour. The adjective ‘Machiavelliawas used in the theatre as the character ‘MachiaSek
Wyndham Lewis;TheLion and the Fox. The role of the hero in the plafyShakespearédNew York: Barnes &
Noble, 1981), 64-74.

20 Russell, op. cit., 261.

%1 Farnham, op. cit., 128-69

%2 Farnham, op. cit., 39.

23 Farnham, op. cit., 140.
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characters who do evil for advancing themselvasénworld and they sooner or later have a
bad conscience as Cassius, Claudius, Richard Hthdth, Aaron and Edmufdf. Farnham
claims that the ‘diabolic grotesque’ characters these resembling the Vice, especially in
their “ill will.” *> The main character trait of Farnham’s diabolictgsque figures is the
enjoyment of doing evil. When discussing the “deradaughter,” similarly to Farnham, Pikli
searches for the devilish elements in the chargdbert instead of Thersites, lago and Caliban,
she discusses Aaron, Richard Ill, lago and Edmwwodshe does not make a difference
between villains and the characters that succeedacteristic features of the medieval
Vice® Pikli claims that ‘motiveless malignity’ is chatedstic of all Shakespearean
villains 2>

Ralf Remshardt claims that the inhuman behavioustage evokes a negation of this
behaviour in the audience. More precisely, the imaiity on stage provokes morality in the
spectators. Through the violation of morals, thiersithening of morality is realised and thus
the grotesque in postmodern theatre evokes arc&tbontradiction **® Remshardt considers
Titus Andronicusto be not a simple revenge play, but somethingeman “uncannily
sophisticated symbolic and metaphorical undergiydwhich it reveals itself to be a tract on
language, rhetoric, signs, and epistemoldgy.The grotesque needs a generic environment
that can be contradicted. The first act sets thigrenment by creating a complete romantic
comedy that ends with reconciliation. However, @snsas we enter the second act it becomes

clear that “anything demonic” is possisf8.The demonic aspect of the following scenes are

%4 Farnham, op. cit., 140-1.

25 Farnham, op. cit., 129.

26 pikli, op. cit., 60-85.

27 pikli, op. cit., 63.

28 Remshardt, op. cit., 161-2. Remshardt differeesiahe classical grotesque and the grotesque imduern
theatre. In a section on the “Classical GrotesqRefshardt chooses to discddwe Bacchadrom Euripides,
Thyestesfrom Seneca anditus Andronicusfrom Shakespeare. He claims these three plays “taknan
experience to the limit of the generically repréable” and compose a “trio of premodern ‘impossible
tragedies.”(p. 128). The motive of self-inventiand cannibalism as the ultimate intrusion into tloems is
emphasized in all of the three tragedies.

29 Remshardt, op. cit., 155.

280 |pid.
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enabled by Aaron, the “play’s hyperconscious huiltramaturge 2! Aaron turns the forest,

a typical place of romantic comedy into a placdrafjiedy. Remshardt claims that therefore
Aaron becomes “an agent of the grotesdfieéPere Remshardt forms a different view from
Farnham. Farnham claims that the human love of dws child puts Aaron among
Shakespearean villains, but not among the “dialglatesque,” that are the successors of the
morality Vice?®® The ultimate grotesque scene for Remshardt is warcus finds the
mutilated Lavinia. The grotesque here, as Remslamfthasizes, is not in the staging of a
mutilated, bleeding woman as that causes “plairrdnoof the violence,” but it is in the
manner in which Marcus reacts to LaviAfAThis is very similar to what Pikli writes about

this monologué® Remshardt describes the monologue of Marcus ks

The discrepancy between exalted language (remimis@ven to the extent of
parody, of the conventional synecdochic figuresvirich love poetry ‘dismembers’
its object of adulation) and scenic occurrence (tiyged and mutilated Lavinia
embodying the very opposite of such an object) ashbhorrible in its verbal
misapprehension of the situation and laughabldsinnadequacy. It is profoundly
grotesqué®®

Marcus, by following the language of the first aétromantic comedy causes a completely
grotesque effect here. Remshardt stresses thania@vimutilation is horrible, while the
grotesque is the “interpretive gap between the banbarity of the act and the civilised
rhetoric.”®®’ It is the discrepancy between the content andften which evokes the
grotesque. Remshardt claims that the play is futtradical metaphors” that are most of the
time ruled and produced by Aaron and Tanf8fa&Radical metaphors make bodies of texts

and texts of bodies. For example when Aaron chdpshe hand of Titus with the words

%1 Remshardt, op. cit., 156.
262 pid.

23 Farnham, op. cit., 141.

%4 Remshardt, op. cit., 158.
255 pikli, op. cit., 20-4.

266 Remshardt, op. cit., 158-9.
%7 Remshardt, op. cit., 161.
288 |pid.
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‘lending a hand,’ he makes body out of text “chgmphed in the spirit of farcé® This
scene ends with the inappropriate laughter of Ti@sly when Titus decides to “play the
cook,” when he himself starts producing radical apabrs and thus starts to master the
grotesque, is he able to revenge the Gtth&emshardt claims that Titus must become
“grotesquely literate” in order to revengfe.

The Vice is very much influential in how the Shgearean grotesque is presented.
As we have seen, critics agree on the fact thatutimatural, inhuman character of doing euvil
without purpose gives one characteristic featurehed grotesque. In addition to that, the
comic nature of the Vice character makes him famamsng the audience. The stock
character of the Devil slowly disappears while Yhee-like characters become personalities,
integrating the idea of late Antiquesychomachiawithin the characters themselves. Thus it
can happen that Claudius learns how to pray or Riehard IlI's conscience appears in a
nightmare. If we have a look at th@&ansgressive grotesquand theblurring grotesque we
can see that the Vice shows both features. Itgrasses rules, moreover, it raises itself above
the rules. Also, the character of the Vice is aatigr in process, it is a successor of the Devil
and the medieval clown, so it blurs the bordersvbeh an evil and a comic character. From a
socio-cultural perspective it is important to ndi@t the Vice as a successor of these two
characters is not part of the ruling structurerdtber wants to challenge these structures. It is
an excellent role for establishing contact with thality of the audience through asides and

thus keeping contact between the social realithefaudience and the reality of the play.
2.2 Summary Shakespearean Grotesques

In the second chapter | have restricted the figldtudy to Shakespeare studies and

found out that the ‘antic’, a previous form of therd 'grotesque’ is used as indecorum as

259 bid.
20\illiam Shakespeard;itus AndronicusJonathan Bate e@he Arden Shakespeafisondon: Thomson,
2003), Act 5, scene 2, line 204.
2’1 Remshardt, op. cit., 162.
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well as something evil in Shakespeare’s time. Séd@re himself uses the word ‘antic’ only
once with its meaning grotesque. If | compare tlestbexamples for the grotesque in
Shakespeare criticism (Falstaff, Hamlet, Lear dredVices), the grotesque gets an obvious
physical touch in Falstaff and an obvious moraktoin the Vices. The grotesque in Hamlet
and Lear is less obvious, more subtle.

| have not yet discussed a phenomenon preserit tiheaShakespearean grotesques
discussed above: the parallel presence of comidraget. The presence of these opposites is
a result of a psychology of insecurity. Shakespsdrmme is an age of insecurity a time of
transition from the Middle Ages to early modern E&mgl. This shift affects most part of the
people’s lives. Nél Carroll claims that in psychology, reactions nacongruities can contain
fear as well as laughter. He finds the common pahthorror and humour in their
transgression of existing categories, norms, amdeyts?’? Finding this common element in
horror and humour is crucial to the study of thetgsque because this common point
functions as a link between horror and humour, wlmere can slip into the other. Recalling
Robert Bloch, Carroll names comedy and horror thygpbsite sides of the same coin” and
further claims that “[bJoth deal in the grotesqueldhe unexpected”® This means that the
grotesque is an ambiguous point, a psychic statdhewerge of laughing as well as crying.
The same thing can be funny as well as horrifiqpekfect example for this is Pikli’'s and
Lengeler’'s opposing descriptions of the grotesquiing Lear. The presence of comic and
tragic as opposition also means that the bordewdmt them is not always clear, so this
grotesque description iskdurring grotesque Similarly, the character Vice is a successor of
the Devil and the clown and thus unites comic aatftil elements. Hamlet, although he is
deeply mourning because of his father’s death elgm$/becomes mad or according to some

critics even a clown. He picks up incompatible solgometimes a tragic prince, sometimes a

2"2Nogl Carroll, “Horror and Humor, The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Critici§#:1 (1999 Winter), 148-157.
213 Bloch cited in Carroll, op. cit., 146.
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clown. Lear has also problems in finding a new tdgmfter he retired as a king as there is no
such position as the ex-king, so he becomes a clowina madman. Lear and Hamlet are in
identity crisis, a crisis of microcosms, which Isapresent on the social level of Elizabethan
England. The way to deal with such uncertaintieagsording to Carroll, either to laugh or to
cry. The common point in these two reactions makegrotesque. This is the reason why the
grotesque becomes so important: it offers bothluésas of psychological uncertainties.

| also compared the grotesques to the two postmddends of grotesque definitions |
have described asansgressive grotesquand blurring grotesquein the first chapter. The
most obvious example of the grotesque is the fighfealstaff. Especially his bodily presence
is interpreted as the grotesque body after Bakktowever, Falstaff is also interesting from a
socio-cultural perspective as he is a figure mowegwveen roles in various social statuses
(robber and friend of prince Hal). Falstaff is aogaxample for théransgressive grotesque
as he tries to change existing structures but he farom a socio-cultural perspective, the
figure of the Vice is the most obviously grotesqclearacter. Scholars argue for the
grotesqueness of the Vice because of his comichantfying characteristic features. Both
Falstaff and the Vices belong to thransgressive grotesqudhey challenge the existing
structures but their success is only temporary. ldaand Lear also go against the existing
structures (Hamlet wants to murder the king andr lgdaes up being a king), so they also
belong to thdransgressive grotesquelowever, the best examples of thlarring grotesque
are also Hamlet and Lear. Both blur social roleami¢t is a prince and a clown. Lear is an
ex-king who becomes a clown. In addition to thathd_ear and Hamlet become insane.

The above described grotesque figures all had® tsomething with the figures of the
Vice, the clown and the madman. They have somethimpmmon, namely that they have a
special outsider role, they do not fit in the exigtruling structures. | have already described
that the Vice is the successor of the clown andDkeil. The Devil is a feared fictional

category, a remnant of religion from the Middle Agé&he clown has a special role in society.
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He is the part of society, however, the rules aiety cannot be applied to him. Clowns are
granted freedom of speech and action. Their rol® isriticise the ruling structure without
being punished. Madmen also have this special dreéd’ It is not a surprise that those
characters, which are described as grotesque ikeSpeare criticism are (or become) Vices,
clowns, or madmen. These roles allow other chamdi® see perspectives outside their
ideology. The critique of ideology is only possilfiene is not part of this ideology. Bollobas
uses gender and postcolonial studies becausettieeseibject is an ‘other’ to the ideology and
can therefore choose to act in a way that doesaro¢spond with ideology, or even go so far
as to grant agency for these subjects outsideadgolSimilarly to these others, the Vice, the
clown and the madman are roles outside the sdciadtare. Exactly this position makes them
an excellent grotesque, this ab-normality, thisoh@wg touch gives these positions the
freedom to challenge the ruling structures. Howewerchapter three where postdramatic
theatre performances of Shakespeare’s plays aresdisd, the roles of the Vice, madmen and
clown are going to play minor role as they are solmund to Shakespeare’s time. In
postdramatic theatre practice the position of ttheep the outsider, the one without a role is

going to be essential for postmodern portraitdefgrotesque.

2" Barasch, op. cit., 46.
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Chapter 3: Shakespearean Grotesques in German TheatPerformances

The reader could now expect to find the grotesqfi€shakespeare criticism reflected
in theatre performances. This means that the Vinaglmen and fool are expected to be called
grotesques in a theatre performance. This is, hexesnly partly the case. For example
Falstaff, the very embodiment of the Bakhtiniantgsgue in Shakespeare criticism appears in
plays that are rarely played in Germany and thuadl little chance of finding any critique on
these plays, let alone such critiques that calles@spects of this performance grotesque.
However, this does not mean that the idea of Baldrtigrotesque is not present on stage, it
only means that it is not present in a form oneeetg It would be decorum to stage the
grotesque as one expects. The grotesque, howawsraibeing rather indecorum. Due to the
historical embeddedness of this phrase, the gragesguse is going to be slightly different in
postmodern German theatres as it was in early moé&sgland. The reason for these
differences is discussed beneath together witlfioilneexamples. | undertake a research on the
grotesque in theatre critiques of the following KEtspeare performancesiamlet, A
Midsummer Night's Dream, Richard [dndKing Lear. If we compare these plays to those
typically grotesque in Shakespeare criticism, taggHamlet, King Lear and Richard Ids a
Vice or villain reflect the grotesques found thenhy exactly these pays are grotesque will,
of course, be not a mirrored reflection of Shakaspecriticism. The playA Midsummer
Night's Dreamseems new as grotesque if we consider these piaysthe perspective of
Shakespeare criticism, however, it was in thislsimday where Shakespeare used the word
‘antic’ with its meaning ‘grotesque.’ Therefore,eevthough it is a new play for Shakespeare
criticism with focus on the grotesque, its appeeeaamong the postmodern performative

grotesques is far from being random.
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The aim of this chapter is to prove my second thnd thesis, i.e. that the logic of
postdramatic theatre is similar to the logic of estmodern grotesque in use and that the
content of this similarity (from critical thinkingp change) let me draw conclusions on the
reason for this similarity and leads to the arguntleat focus on agency in theatrical practice
is the reaction to the theoretical passivity of pleststructuralist subject. In the introduction |
have already laid the basis of the first part a$ grgumentation when | compared Brecht's
epic theatre to Remshardt’s grotesque theatre,hnbétongs to théransgressive grotesque
trend of definition. Next to an emphasis on audeeaxperience, both theatres need something
exceptional in order to evoke critical thinking thfe audience. In case of Remshardt it is
violence, in case of Brecht it is a new, yet unknaventext. However, the outcome of the
epic theatre and Remshardt’s grotesque theatrepgi@sing. The grotesque theatre makes the
audience return to its original thinking structuedter questioning these structures while the
epic theatre offers the possibility of change. Véhalso argued in the introduction that
postmodern German theatre scholars (Lehmann awctidfitichte) integrate the basic ideas
of Brecht’s epic theatre into their own theoriesl éineir descriptions of theatre practice. The
fact that Brecht's epic theatre is still influemtia both theory and practice of postmodern
German performances and the fact that Remshardvteggjue theatre has unmistakeable
similarities with Brecht's epic theatre made me eoto the conclusion that there are two
trends in how the grotesque is defined in the podam. This is my fist thesis. Remshardt’s
grotesque theatre stands for thensgressive grotesqueend of definition, while most of the
examples discussed in the third chapter are gangrdve theblurring grotesquetrend of
definition. This trend of definition follows the atlition of Brecht's epic theatre in the
postmodern. In this chapter I am going to undertakeesearch on the elements of
performances critics called grotesque and decidehmMnend of definition they belong. As
most of the plays are also discussed as grotesgusbakespeare criticism, | am going to

compare the grotesques in theatre critiques toethlescribed in chapter two. Next to this
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major focus on comparisons, | am also going to emsisle points during my argumentation
which are going to be relevant for my very lastuangnt, a relation between my findings and
poststructuralist subject theories. My researckches back to ten years, so the critical
reviews on theatre performances | undertook deidd performances between 2005 and 2015.
The plays | introduce were named to be grotesqus®ine way or another in more than one

published critique of the performance.

After twenty years of publishing his most famowu®k, Jan Kott has recently restated
his well-known thesis on the contemporary natur&lufikespeare. He especially emphasizes
the contemporary nature éfamlet Hamletis a “transparent” play because contemporary
features pierce the old text Bamlet says Kott. He also claims that Shakespeareligsti
contemporary, not because of his text or becauseademic discussions on him but it is the
performance of Shakespeare in theatre that makaschintemporary” Similarly, Peter
Brook claims that directors of Shakespeare playilshalways interpret these plays and
make them “modern” so the audience can come “iimectdcontact with the plays’ themes”
and as a result “time and conventions [are goihgaaish.”’® In an interview given in 2009,
Karin Beier, winner of the most eminent German Tied#&rize, The Faust, claims that
directing Shakespeare needs courage because obriy@exity of his plays. She claims that
Shakespeare was a modern author because of twgsthiirst, the texts give directors
freedom to try out different forms of playing higys and thus these texts are in close relation
to the modern performative theatre. Secondly, Stymdare, as all writers belonging to classic
literature, deals with themes that Beier calls “thst things”. The plays raise existential

guestiong!” So Shakespeare is not only present (Kott) in thstrpodern and should be

2> Kott, op. cit. Jan Kott, “Is Shakespeare Still @eontemporary?” An interview with Jan Kott made lxibn
You Tube on 08.07.2013. https://www.youtube.comélwav=uDrGsrEZIfQ access on 03.07.2014.

276 peter BrookThe Empty Spadg.ondon: Penguin, 1990), 107.

21" My translation of “um die letzten Dinge.” In Dohste Krings, “Shakespeare trifft einen im Kern deséns.
Interview with Karin Beier'Rheinische Post Onlind9 April 2014) http://www.rp-
online.de/panorama/wissen/shakespeare-trifft-eimekern-des-daseins-aid-1.4183794 ; access on2(B.4.
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directed in a contemporary way (Brook) but the plaf Shakespeare are also open to

innovative directions (Beier) in the sense of Lehnia postdramatic theatre.

Shakespeare performances in Germany are stramjigmced by performance artists.
In the following examples of Shakespeare produstithe conventional theatre is ‘disturbed’
by techniques borrowed from performance arts amuetbre the performances | discuss
belong to the postdramatic theatfé.Lehmann claims that postdramatic theatre wants to
reach private engagement rather than a collectxyereence. In order to reach this effect,
postdramatic theatre sacrifices synthesis, it giyescoherency. Thus “density of intensive
moments” are achieved through the freedom of cHadsstead of a hierarchy, on the top of
which is the well-known text, the “non-hierarchyiofages, movements and words” are put
together as fragments, producing something thsinidar to a collagé® Lehmann compares
the fragmented presentation of non-hierarchicahelgs to dream images, which recalls the
etymology of the word grotesque discussed in thr@dluction, where | stated that the figures
in Nero’s palace were not only namgrattesca/grottescbut alsasogni dei pittori{dreams of
painters). In Lehmann’s postdramatic theatre thek laf hierarchy is disturbing for the
audience, it makes no sense. Therefore the audise@eches for “traces of connection”
between the fragments of the performance text uinfinds a kind of unity’* Lehmann
claims that the performance text of the postdramteatre “becomes more presence than
representation, more shared than communicated ierper more process than product, more
manifestation than signification, more energetipise than information’® Lehmann lists
eleven techniques that are typical of postdranthgatre. | am going to read theatre reviews

in this chapter in the context of postdramatic theal practice and relate these eleven

278 _ehmann claims that because of the mutual infleerf¢heatre and performance arts, it becomegitfto
separate the two. He suggests that the new migfuteatre and performance art should be namedi@osatic
theatre. Lehmann, op. cit. 134.

279 | ehmann, op. cit., 83.

20| ehmann, op. cit., 84.

8L |pid.

2| ehmann, op. cit., 85.
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techniques to descriptions of the grotesque foumdtheatre critiques of postmodern

Shakespeare performances.

The nature of the grotesque in German theatreopeances will be described in the
postdramatic theatre, which does not simply meariexd performed on stage. The
Shakespearean text is not above but on the sarakevigh light, costumes, stage props, etc.
So the hierarchical position of a text is no longalid in postdramatic theatre. Also, even if |
discuss some elements of the performance texinfagic, costumes, etc.) we have to bear in
mind that the matrix of the performance text carv@broken down into pieces, but it has to

be considered as a whole. Lehmann claims thateétfermance text in postdramatic theatre is

not composed like a wall out of bricks but likeadoffic out of threads. Consequently
the significance of all individual elements ultiralgt depends on the way the whole

is viewed, rather than constituting this overalleef as a sum of the individual

parts’®

It is essential to see when something is namecatgrotesque that it is the overall effect of
these threads of the performance text that leadsdb a conclusion. In the conclusion of the
first chapter | have stated that postmodern grotescare seen as a process, which also
requires the research in which context the wordt&gque’ appears as not only the part of
performance is described which evoked the grotetgumealso the reactions on this part of
performance text. The context becomes important ordy from the perspective how
Lehmann’s postdramatic theatre works, but also friia perspective how postmodern

grotesques work.

Lehmann describes that the effect of senselesamelssonfusion urges the audience to
search for a meaning in theatre practice. Fisclhahté describes this phenomenon in theatre
theory asSchwellenerfahrungin the introduction | have already stated thas thminal

experience is the realization of Brechtequirement to promote the critical thinking bét

283 hid.
85



audience. Fischer-Lichte describes 8whwellenerfahrungs the result of innovative theatre
performances which confuse the usual interpretadiothe audience as they do not fit this
structure and require the audience that they bujidnew strategies of interpretatitii.
Fischer-Lichte claims that this liminal experiens@n aesthetic experience and that mediality
plays a key role here. She emphasises the bodisepce and energy of the actors as a basis
for this experience. We are going to see on coacegamples how essential the body and

aura of actors as media are in postdramatic theatre

If we compare Lehmans description of the postdramatic theatre withltiggc of the
postdramatic grotesque theories, trensgressive grotesquend theblurring grotesquewe
are going to find some parallel ideas. Tthensgressive grotesquieend of definition uses
Bakhtin’s idea of grotesque realism, which aimgatsgressing rules but after the carnival is
over people return to their normal way of life. Tilarring grotesquerend of definition has
ideas of Kayser as its basis and claims that tbeeggue blurs the borders of usual structures,
makes the recognition of these structures diffieultl leaves the observer with the lack of
structures. If compared to the postdramatic theztteehmann, thélurring grotesqueaype of
definition is closer to the aim of postdramaticatres. Postdramatic theatre wants to confuse
its audience through its fragmented, chaotic prasiem of events, which should rather be
experienced than understood. Although they disagree¢he outcome, the two trends of
postmodern grotesque definitions share two chaiatitefeatures: they are both considered
to be a process (an artwork with its effect) areythoth emphasise the central position of the
audience/reader/observer. It is not difficult tongare the focus on audience experience to
the postdramatic theatre as this is exactly its. dishmann emphasises that postdramatic

theatres are not representations heuents/situationswhich open up a space for

24 Fischer-Lichte, “Asthetische Erfahrung...” op. ci43-146.
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communication and that this promotes self-awarenbs$l participants>> That postdramatic
theatres are rather a “process than product” mesult the fragmentedness of these
performances and in the audience position of cantisly searching for connections among

these fragments. Lehamnn calls thymaesthesiand argues that

[plerception always already functiod&logically, in such a way that the senses
respondto the offers and demands of the environmentabtiie same time also
show a disposition first to construct the manifoith a texture of perception, i.e. to
constitute a unity®®

Audiences of postdramatic theatres have to workfioding unity in the fragmented
presentation and the experience of “disappointnretrgat and rediscovery” is a process they
have to go througff’ With these comparisons of the postmodern grotasdoe the
postdramatic theatre, we have seen that the airtiedfvo are quite similar and that there are
other elements that show similarities as well. Bhesnilarities allow for a more detailed
comparison of concrete examples taken from perfooes

In this chapter Shakespearean grotesques are ¢mibg observed on the German
stage. The theatre productions and theatre reigwst of them) | am going to interpret are
in German, so we have to have a look at what then&e word “grotesk” means if compared
to the English one. In the Duden dictionary thetggque is described as an exaggeration or as
a distortion of something. The effect of the grqtes is described as comic/weird or
senseles&® The German word “komisch” can mean comic but it also mean weird. In the
introduction to this paper | have used two defamtof the grotesque in the English language
based on dictionary entries: “extremely differendni what is expected or usual” and

“comically or repulsively ugly or distorted” andntongruous or inappropriate to a shocking

25| ehmann, op. cit. 104-107.

28 His emphasis. Lehmann, op. cit., 85-86.

57 bid.

288 My translation of “durch Ubersteigerung und Vermag komisch oder unsinnig wirkend.” In Matthias
Wermke, Kathrin Kundel-Razum and Werner Scholzés&tuecht edsDuden. Das Bedeutungsworterbuch
(Nordlingen: Dudenverlag, 2010), 458.
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degree.?® These descriptions of the grotesque do not coratitiediffer from the one that is
commonly used in the German language. With thispaomeon | wanted to make sure that no

meaning is lost in the translation from German iBtmlish.
3.1. "Shakepeare Once Again Our Contemporary®*®*° — Ostermeier'sHamlet

Hamletis one of the most often directed Shakespearagedres in Germany. In the
theatre season 2013/14 there were fifteen newtthrecofHamletwith 211 performances all
over GermanyHamletwas the eleventh most frequently directed plathen statistics of the
Deutscher Biihnenverein in this sea8onf we have a look at thelamletproductions in the
last decade, the year 2008 seems to be the yethegflayHamlet On the one hand the
theatre in Stuttgart presented tWamles: a Volker Losch direction with the topic of local
politics and an attempted “pop-parody,'Hamletmusical directed by the well-known late
night TV show master Harald Schmidt.On the other hand, two other theatres in Berlin
(Maxim Gorki and Schaubiihne) also came up with rkatde productions of the play. Anne
Blankenberg claims that all these productions heeplayHamletto decode their tim&?

Nicoleta Cinpoes and Lawrence Guntner claim thattthe ofHamletin Europe is

no longer simply a vehicle for recovering, or ciegt a national cultural memory
but has become a trans-national, multi-culturdl¢glized” site for positioning both
play and protagonist between quickly changing geldipal developments and local
events™

289 http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/grotesgaccess on 20.3.2015.
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/endligrotesque; access on 20.3.2015.

29 jackie Fletcher, “Shakespeare Once Again Our @uueary,” The British Theatre Guidel6 July 2008).
http://www.britishtheatreguide.info/articles/16020@m; access on 31.3.2015.

291 gtatistics of the Deutscher Bithnenverein for 220.34.
http://www.buehnenverein.de/de/presse/pressemedadungnl?det=427; access on 13.9.2015.

292 Anne Blankenberg names it a “Pop-Parodie,” whileri€opher Schmidt does not find real satire irs thi
performance of pop songs. Compare: Anne Blankenbéigmlet in Deutschland 1600 bis heute. Eine
Bildgeschichte des Theaters,” in Winrich Meisziesl &laudia BlankSein oder Nichtsein. Hamlet auf dem
deutschen Theatéteipzig: Henschel, 2014), 128. Chrstopher Schyrildarald Schmidt in “Hamlet” — Musicall
Bimmel und Bommel in Helsingdr,” Die  Siddeutsche  Zeitung (17 May  2010).
http://www.sueddeutsche.de/kultur/harald-schmiditdmlet-musical-bimmel-und-bommel-in-helsingoer-
1.525544; access on 2.3.2015.

293 Blankenberg, op. cit., 128-9.

29 Nicoleta Cinpoes and Lawrence Guntner, “Looking lits “Part”: Performing Hamlet in New Millennium
Europe, Testi e LinguaggfJuly 2013), 284.
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In the 1990sHamlet was used by Heiner Miller to deal with the dividaad re-united
Germany. Two decades latétamlet productions in 2008 focused on local politics €dtor
Volker Lésch in Stuttgart) as well as questionggtobalisation (director Thomas Ostermeier
in Berlin), rather than national issues. Cinpoed &untner name these two productions
“anything-goesHamlet because of their reference to local and global, ‘glocal’ issues” |
believe that staging a Denmark in crisis is an appate way to deal with the financial crisis

in 2008 and it may be one reason for the frequenhcew directions in this year.

In theatre reviews on Shakespeare performancesert2005 and 2015, elements in
Thomas Ostermeier'$lamlet direction were most frequently named grotesque.nTd®
Ostermeier directellamletat the Schaubihne Berlin in 2008.The premiereiw#@ghens in
the same year. The play has been performed on aegthrer stages and again at the
Schaubiihne since then. The reviews | use desdnbeérformance in Berlin, in Sidney
(2010), in London (2011) and in Dublin (2014). Teeccess of the performance was so
immense that after the London performance thegatirect the Royal Shakespeare Company
was offered to Ostermeiét The direction of Ostermeier is based on a modemstation of
Hamletby a contemporary dramatist, Marius von Mayenbtifee play is performed by only
six actors with the consequence that several aptaysdouble role§®’ The character Hamlet
is played only by Lars Eidinger. The stage settirepted by Jan Pappelbaum is covered with
earth. In the back of the stage a long table isdndbehind a golden chain curtain. Both the

table and the curtain can be moved off stage, ghusng an extra space.

Before interpreting what was named grotesque bgttk critics, | am going to report

on the view of critics on Ostermeier’s style ofedition and on the effect of thidamlet

2% Cinpoes and Guntner, op. cit., 288.

29 Gerhard JérdeQstermeier. Backstag@erlin: Theater der Zeit, 2014), 113.

27 Ophelia and Gertrude are both played by Judithiairs The ghost of old Hamlet and Claudius are giblyy
Urs Jucker. Polonius and Osrik are played by RoBeyter. Horatio and Guildenstern are played by Stdra
Schwarz, while Laertes and Rosencrantz are playdddnz Hartwig.
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production. Peter Crawley claims that the prograsticp of the Schaubihne is to “treat
classics as though they were new plays” becausga’ssic is always ripe for re-evaluation
and substantial renovatiof?” Ostermeier does that in the style of the “in yaref' British
plays, some of which he directed in Berlin, wheeeworked as the artistic director of the
Baracke theatre between 1996 and 1¥9@stermeier also worked with Sarah Kane at that
time and she influenced him so much that he cldaimas “there is a lot of Sarah Kane in
everything | do.>* Ostermeier has a reputation of being an iconafa€n an international
symposium on his work; Marvin Carlson points outtéD®eier's “capitalist realism” as a
“consistent and defining thread uniting much of Wwisrk.”* Hogan writes in an interview
with Ostermeier that his aim with tliéamletperformance was to “shake up the conventions
of theatre™” Fletcher remarks that the production is “remarkahlentive.” Benjamin
Flower claims that it is a performance that “taxafffonted and exhilarated audiences” and
that this production challenges aesthetic convasffd Thus, it is an exemplary performance

in the sense of Lehmann’s postdramatic the'dtre.

Three critics find the grotesque already in theropg scene of the performance. The

mourning court gathers to bury the king. It becormlegr that the whole stage covered with

2% peter Crawley, “Ostermeier’s ‘Hamlet’: what diduyexpect?'The Irish Time§26 Sept 2014).
http://www.irishtimes.com/culture/stage/ostermeidramlet-what-did-you-expect-1.1901339; access on
4.3.2015

2% Emma Hogan, “Deutsche bardiinancial Timeg25 November 2011). http://www.ft.com/cms/s/2/Gflb4-
edc5-11e0-a9a9-00144feab49a.html#axzz3Vy6B7fvwescon 31. 3. 2015.

390 Andrew Dickson, “Thomas Ostermeier: ‘Hamlet? Thayjs a mess”The Guardian(13 Nov 2011).
http://www.theguardian.com/stage/2011/nov/13/thowstermeier-hamlet-schaubuhne; access on 10.3.2015
301 Crawley, op. cit.

302 peter M. Boenisch, Clare Finburgh, Vicky Angelakid Daniel HetheringtonThomas Ostermeier.
Reinventing Directors Theatre at the SchaubihndiBekn International Symposium. Programme Booklet, 22.
http://www.cssd.ac.uk/sites/default/files/ Thomaste@seier Programme_Booklet.pdf; access on 11.3.2015
303 Hogan, op. cit.

304 Fletcher, op. cit.

395 Benjamin Flower, “Hamlet performed at SchaubiihmeL&niner Platz,'Shakespeare Bulletiviol. 31. No 4.
(Winter 2013), 738.

3% Flower, op. cit., 745.
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earth is actually an “open grav&®” The gravedigger is hardly able to do his job atctthe
coffin disappear under the earth. This slapstickugported by an actor holding a hosepipe,
producing rain which makes the earth wet and thekwad the gravedigger even more
difficult. Raudszus names this scene a “grotesdme’ma farce of the sincere funefdllt is a
long time during which nothing is said. Hamlet'®whish character emerges in this scene
early on, when he falls into the grave face dowd has his mouth full of earth when he
stands up. Jackie Fletcher observes the “nervaughleof the audience as a reaction to this
scene. She claims that this scene sets the gretésgea of the whole performance and adds
that the tone of the performance is “as ironical &arcical as it is grotesqué?” Till Fihrer
also considers the importance of this first sceeeabse it introduces the style of the whole
play. Based on this beginning, the play is goind&o“muddy, dramatic, with much bodily
presence and sometimes foolish grotesque,” claitimse>'° In this paragraph | would only
like to comment on the dramatic and foolish grobes&uhrer describes. Bodily presence is
discussed in the next paragraph. Before | interfirese remarks, let me mention another
example where not the first scene is named grogebgti various parts of the performance.
David Nice is harsh in his critique on the perfonoe but he admits that “younger spectators
roared their way through grotesquerie surely desigio freeze every laugh in its track.”
The grotesque described by Raudszus, Fletcher @mgeiis a grotesque which emphasises
the mixture of comic and tragic elements and theegqueness evolves from this unusual

match. The unusual nature of this match can be seethe audience’s nervous or freezing

37 Kate Kellaway, “Hamlet: Schaubiihne Berlin — revielhe Guardian4 Dec 2011).
http://www.theguardian.com/culture/2011/dec/04/sthdnne-berlin-hamlet-shakespeare-review; access on
11.3.2015.

308 My translation of “Ein groteskes Schauspiel, dizsithrce der ernsthaften, pietétvollen Beerdigurfgeigt.”
Malte Raudszus, “Thomas Ostermeier inszeniert irBagliner Schaubiihne Shakespeare’s ‘Haml&gbtrip
(22 Sept 2013). http://www.egotrip.de/?p=5364; asamn 17.4.2015.

%09 Fletcher, op. cit.

319 My translation of “Schon am Beginn also eine Reitukdes Abends: es wird dreckig, kérperlich,
hochdramatisch und einige Male klamaukhaft grotdsKTill Fhrer, “Livekritik zu Hamlet,"Livekritik (17
March 2014). http://www.livekritik.de/livekritikefivekritik-von-till-fuehrer-zu-hamlet/; access o4.9.2015.
311 David Nice, “Hamlet, Schaubiihne Berlin, Barbicdreatre, The Art Desk2 Dec 2011).
http://www.theartsdesk.com/theatre/hamlet-schaub%B3hne-berlin-barbican-theatre; access on 4.3.2015
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laugh, described by Fletcher and Nice, instead frea laugh. Other critics also noted the
mixture of tragic and comic elements in the perfance. Kate Kellaway describes the play as
“black comedy,” Christine Wahl realises a lot ofa&h” which is sometimes more and
sometimes less funriy. Daisy Bowie-Sell writes: “it is amazing how funtiyis tragic play
becomes...the desperate madness and bleak humouwiyoess onstage is compelling
nonetheless:” The character of Hamlet described as grotesq@hakespeare criticism also
shows the traits of tragic and comic. Farnham s$¢mwmlet as a grotesque character as he
picks up the role of the clown although he is agef'* Kott also emphasises the clownish
nature of Hamlet and names his language to bertmdern grotesque’™® We could say that
the way these critics see the grotesque in Osteriadiamletis compatible with the way

Shakespeare criticism sees the grotesqutamlet namely, it is an unusual mixture of tragic

and comic.

Next to the above described opening scene, Haaslea character played by Lars
Eidinger was also named grotesque. Emma Hogan <ldimat Ostermeier’s direction
“manages to convey his seriousness with an easyendrShe continues that Eidinger makes

Hamlet

...both profound and entertaining. In the productadinger leaps on tables, shouts
his “To be or not to be” speech over and over, aai$ the part of a gloriously

grotesque court clown. This oddly compelling oboasiness is helped by a
sympathetically modern translatidfs.

Eidinger's Hamlet as a gloriously grotesque clowmeferred to as something overwhelming

but unpleasant. Let us start with Hamlet's obnosgrass. This Hamlet has nothing to do with

312 Kellaway, op. cit. Christine Wahl, “Der kleine Horladen,”Der Tagesspiegdll9 Sept 2008).
http://www.tagesspiegel.de/kultur/berliner-schautnes der-kleine-horrorladen/1328296.html; access on
11.3.2015.

313 Daisy Bowie-Sell, “Hamlet, Schaubiihne Berlin, Beam, review, The Telegraplf2 Dec 2011).
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/theatre/theatreiews/8931119/Hamlet-Schaubuhne-Berlin-Barbican-
review.html; access on 11.3.2015.

34 Farnham, op. cit., 114.

315Kott, op. cit., 132.

318 Hogan, op. cit.
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the handsome romantic view on Hamlet. He has adpgeand an “antic disposition” (Act 1,
scene 5, line 170) that Fletcher describes to Bewette’s Syndrome, while Blankenberg
claims Hamlet is “the insane in a bad mood, who rna#tiple personalities and borderline
personality disorder’” Other critics also tried to describe his behaviGiletcher claims that
“Eidinger’s madness is that of a misbehaving angtfated youth” whose obsession with
corruption drives him into real madne§sAccording to Nicoleta Cinpoes and Lawrence
Guntner, Lars Eidinger's Hamlet “lacked any hintitrospective melancholy and acted out
‘the antic disposition’ with vigorous enthusiasmtte excess*” These views correspond
with the way the director sees the character Han@stermeier claims that he sees the
personality of Hamlet to be, in simple terms, acim brat.”?” In another interview with
Susan Shineberg he adds that Hamlet is “the mddbofang a naughty little boy and taking
liberties.”®* Hamlet’'s obnoxiousness lies in the ungentlemasdypetimes disgusting way he
behaves. Let us now see Hogan's description ofgtbgously grotesque clown as “oddly
compelling.” I interpret here compelling as someghoverwhelming because of his physical
presence. | have read out physical presence frenwvtinds that describe his physical activity
(“leaps on tables, shouts ... over and over”). Hemsd refer back to Fuhrer's description of
the play “with much bodily presencé? The performance is dominated by the actor Eidinger
who leaves the stage only once during the whole htutes of uninterrupted production.
Eidinger organises a hip-hop concert on the weddemg@mony, attempts to rape Ophelia,
madly splatters his naked body with blood and nalkd appears to have uncontrolled

convulsions, fences with Laertes and plays a pathé mouse-trap scene himself. Raudszus

317 n the Arden edition of Shakespearkfamlet“antic disposition” is described as “wild, fantasor clownish
manner or behavior.” In Shakespedtiemlet op. cit., 225. Fletcher, op. cit. Blankenberg, cp

318 Fletcher, op. cit.

319 Cinpoes and Guntner, op. cit., 287-8.

320 Crawley, op. cit.

321 Susan Shineberg, “Sorrows come in battaliofisg Sydney Morning Heral@d January 2010).
http://www.smh.com.au/news/entertainment/arts/sesroome-in-
battalions/2010/01/03/1262453533859.html|?page=&smcon 31.3.2015.

322 Eihrer, op. cit.
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describes all this as Eidinger's “physical omniprese.®*** Crawley claims that Hamlet
becomes a star of his tragicométtyl. have interpreted the grotesque Hogan uses farléta
as a result of Eidinger’'s enormous physical presehring the performance and as a result of

his disgusting behaviour.

Hogan and Fuhrer describe the physical presendeidifiger as grotesque in their
critigues. The actor's physical presence is in tentre of attention in Lehmann’s
postdramatic theatre. Lehmann describes the fundtiphysicalityi.e. the physical presence
of actors not as a “carrier of meaning” but as dybwithout signification?° Eidinger should
still represent Hamlet, but he has liberties in H@nis doing that. The reason for this freedom
is that Eidinger may go on his borders when he aetsnadness. Ostermeier claims if he told
Eidinger that he “can’t do something because iigsagteful — which it is a lot of times — then
there wouldn't be a true meeting of madness anddémeger of madnesd*® Ostermeier
admits that “sometimes [he] has to swallow [hisj@mbecause [Eidinger] doesn’t always hit
the points he should — but it's the part of theeftem he got*’ The freedom of an actor to
choose the way to act out a madman and a clowrs lzedouble freedom. In the end of the
second chapter | have stated that there are keg fobm which position the freedom of
speech is granted. Such a position is also thercoand that of a madman. | have stated that
Hamlet as a character is an example for lbharing grotesque one of the two trends of
defining the grotesque in the postmodern. As argué&hakespeare criticism, he picks up the
role of the clown although he is a prince and thakes him act out and blurr two roles. Not
only the two roles are mixed, but the two positiohshese roles. The prince is a position in

the existing order (here the Kingdom of Denmarkj #re role of the clown and madman is a

role that is outside this structure and thus hadibierty of criticism. Interestingly enough, the

323 My translation of “physische Omniprasenz.” In Reags, op. Cit.
324 Crawley, op. cit.

325 | ehmann, op. cit. 95-96.

3% Crawley, op. cit,

327 Crawley, op. cit.
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freedom of speech or rather action is not only g@rfor Hamlet as a character in his play,
but Eidinger, the interpreter of Hamlet has algséiom in how he acts out the freedom of a
mad fool. The mad fool is a position which is tyglg grotesque in Shakespeare criticism and
which is mirrored as grotesque in the Ostermei@dypction as well. The way Eidinger
embodies the mad fool is disgusting because itoisconform to the role of the prince.
However, the way he acts is very well ‘conformtie role of a mad fool, whose role is to be

non-conform.

Another element of Lehmann’s postdramatic theigttaeirruption of the realwhich
is closely related tghysicalityas well as to the role of the mad fool to criticesdsting
structures.Postdramatic theatredloes not have the aim to create illusion on stageit
focuses on the presence of actors instead. Thebbedween reality of the audience and the
illusion acted out on stage is thus blurfétiLars Eidinger is not only over-present on stage
but he also enters the space of the audience oe owmasions. At one time he explains
Laertes that his (Hamlet’s) madness is responddleOphelia’s death. After finishing his
speech, Hamlet rushes between the sitting audiandepushes imaginary swords into their
hearts. Benjamin Flower claims that when Eidingawves the stage and acts out his madness
among the sitting audience, “the boundary betwepartormed madness and its reality broke
down.”” Raudszus is also not sure about whether thisraatas still part of the direction or
it was a point where the situation threatened toaut of controf® These descriptions make
me claim that this was an example for Lehmammigotion of the real Lehmann claims that
the aim of this technique is “the unsettling theturs through thendecidabilitywhether one
is dealing with reality or fiction*! The performance of Eidinger reminds me of tiheatro

del grottescavhere Pirandello problematizes the border betvieersocial mask and identity.

328 |_ehmann, op. cit. 100-104.

329 Flower, op. cit., 738.

330 My translation of “...der Zuschauer beginnt sichfiagen ,ist das noch Teil des Stiicks oder eskadiert
Situation bereits?” ” Raudszus, op. cit.

%1 His emphasis. Lehmann, op. cit., 101.
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Although the social mask is an opposition to idgntit is a feigned identity, in the end it
becomes part of the identit¥.In the case of Eidinger as Hamlet, we could saeHhk picks

up the mask of being insane but as the performprmeeeds, and he contacts the audience,
one is no longer sure that even the actor Eiditggeompletely sane. | have claimed in the
previous chapters that theurring grotesqueblurs borders of existing structures but | have
not concretised which structures are meant. In éxample the existing structure is the
division of illusion and reality. Therefore this awrple may well be name®blurring
grotesquelet us see another example for wmaption of the realwhere the borders between
real and illusion are destroyed. Eidinger asks hdrethe is really guilty in the case of
Ophelia’s death and expects a real answer fronatldéence. Raudszus describes this part of

the performance so:

It is not a rhetorical question, it is a real gigstand he is waiting until someone
answers. And then he starts arguing. The audiessls ftself under pressure, it is

not a convenient lean-back and enjoy theatre, esés fforced to say something

actively>®

Essential in this description is not only thatsitan example of theruption of the real but
that it creates the feeling that one needs to rélaetokes action. It is an uneasy situation
where illusion and reality are not separated anyemas audience members are asked
guestions about the story. An even more importeemhent described here is the pressure and

the feeling of the critic that he has to say someththat he has to react.

These two examples are not explicitly named goptesn the critiques. However, |
am going to argue that they abdurring grotesque Each technique which was named
grotesque by the critics is also a strategy ofpbstdramatic theatreThis would not mean

that each postdramatic technique is also grotesdpmever, critics also named contemporary

332 Townhill, op. cit., 85.

333 My translation of “Er fragt nicht rhetorisch, eafjt tatséchlich und er wartet bis er eine Antveortilt. Und
dann diskutiert er. Der Zuschauer fuhlt sich sefltdsedrangt, dies ist kein angenehmes lean bacleajuy-
theatre, man fuhlt sich genétigt aktiv etwas zwesagRaudszus, op. cit.
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theatre as such grotesque (detailed argument fell@ater), so | may well argue that
postdramatic theatréechniques are grotesque - not every single oparaeed from the other
but as a group. The above described scenes argksanf Lehman’srruption of the real
which is a technique of thgostdramatic theatrevhere the borders of illusion and reality are
blurred so that the audience has no idea wherextthése borders. Critics described the
physicalityas well as the disgusting nature of Eidinger’s enfance grotesque (Hogan and
Fuhrer). Therruption of the realcannot be described without Eidinger’s physicaspnce,
which is even stronger when he enters the spatteedudience and any time he does that the
audience feels itself uneasy because of the noeakbrg way Eidinger behaves. This
behaviour is granted him because he possessesoliheofr a mad fool. Based on the
descriptions of Hogan and Fuhrer, | name the tegles ofphysicalityand theirruption of

the realas it is described in the above exampletuaring grotesque

The last group of critics named the Ostermeiedpection grotesque as a whole and
then gave references to techniques in the thelaatedre inventive. Basically these critics
namepostdramatic theatréechniques in general grotesque. Jackie Fletcletisle has the
title Shakespeare “Once Again Our Contemporary” she starts her article with the
following sentence: “Ostermeier has the reputatfon grotesque interpretation of the
classics.®** She continues with the description of the innoxatapproach of Ostermeier.
Leaving the grotesque further undefined, she suggést it simply means contemporary
theatre. Later she writes that the performanceemarkably inventive” and that “if you know
the play well, you are still kept on the edge ofilyseat, never quite knowing what to expect
next.” She claims that it is an epic theatre in $iakespearean and the Brechtian sense of the
term, which | interpret as a referencepostdramatic theatravhich requires audiences to

search new ways to interpret the performance. Alag&pple lists the names of stage

334 Fletcher, op. cit.

97



designers and ends her sentence so: [they] “casagarthbound world in which the life of the
characters seems to be grotesque and gattiytien she continues listing names responsible
for video and music in the production. In such atest it is hard to say what Supple meant
by grotesque. If | consider the word gaudy in tightl of other critiques, it seems to be a
reference to the over-presence of Eidinger, whiuh well be named extravagantly showy,
even tasteless. The word grotesque is embeddedimeaelist of names responsible for
different tasks during the performance, so it sstgjas if everything put together evoked the
grotesque in this performance. For those who agd tsthe tradition of text-based theatre but
not the democratic view of the performance tgxstdramatic theatrgproductions, such as
Ostermeier’'sHamlet might look cold. Lehmann claims that tb@ldnessof the postdramatic
theatre lies in “the ‘dethroning’ of linguistic signs arttie de-psychologisatiort>* David
Nice is not at all fond of Ostermeier’s performarmcel criticises exactly those points which
make the performance a postdramatic one. Nice na@nae¥Hamletcabaret” and points out
that in London, Shakespeare as a text is more cespéhan it obviously is in Berlin. Nice
names himself “conservative” in this respect. Fon the Hamlet played by Eidinger lacks
“interior pathos” and portrays a “largely grotesduelesque prince” who cannot be taken
seriously’’” Nice describes the main point pbstdramatic theatrem a form of a critique:
“all the pointedly theatrical stuff becomes otioggh so much business to audience with the
lights up.” He describes the fragmented naturehefgerformance as useless and alludes to
theirruption of the realwhen he describes “much business to the audieitbetve lights up.”
He notices it but fails to appreciate that senseless is an essential part pgistdramatic

theatres

335 Augusta Supple, “Hamlet/Schaubiihne Berlin and Sydtestival,’Australian Stagé11 January 2010).
http://www.australianstage.com.au/201001113101émesisydney-festival/hamlet-|-schaubuhne-berlin-syeln
festival.html; access on 31.3.2015.

33| ehmann, op. cit., 95.

%7 Nice, op. cit.
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As a conclusion it can be stated that critics néineeopening scene of Ostermeier’'s
Hamletproduction grotesque because it is a mixture @fetly and comedy. This tragi-comic
touch becomes relevant for the whole atmospherthefperformance. Also, the way Lars
Eidinger acts Hamlet is called grotesque becaugbeoshowy and disgusting way he does
that and because of his over-presence on and affestEidinger's playing embodies
physicalityand evokes theruption of the real- typical elements of Lehmanmp®stdramatic
theatre The last group of critics did not specify the meg of the grotesque. | interpreted
from the textual context in which they used the dvgrotesque that they simply meant the
postdramatic nature of the production under gratesdhe role of Hamlet as a mad fool was
also seen as grotesque. Hamlet's role as a maditiechtes him from the rules of society and
grants him a freedom of action and speech. Thie also contributes to thblurring
grotesqueas the mad fool is allowed to behave in an incorerg way and force the audience

to react.

3.2. "Pure Loss of Control” — Ostermeier-Macras Praluction of A Midsummer Night's

Dreant>®

Shakespeare’da Midsummer Night's Drears the most popular of the Shakespearean
comedies in Germany. In the statistics of the Dehés Buhnenverein for the theatre season
2013/14, A Midsummer Night's Dreams the eighth most frequently directed play in

Germany?”®

Thomas Ostermeier co-directe@in Sommernachtstraum frei nach William
Shakespeargvith the choreographer Constanza Macras for theerdg & Epidaurus Festival
in 2006. The very first performance took place urttie address Piraeus 260, a huge place in

an industry quarter between Athens and Piraeus pitaduction is still in repertoire at the

338 My translation of “Kontrollverlust pur.” In Christe Déssel, “Das Tier in dir,Siiddeutsche Zeiturf§6 July
2006): 11.
339 statistics of the Deutscher Bithnenverein, op. cit.
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Schaubihne Berlin. Jan Pappelbaum created a tuwyp-stmge setting in a “seventies-retro-
look porch-lounge” with garlands, balloons, papeakes and two couch&$.Downstairs
there is place enough for parties and upstairshaleony with doors leading to bedrooms.
The audience enters the ‘theatre’ through the stageh member of the audience is greeted
by the actors in colourful dresses with kisses smuething to drink. The music band led by

Alex Nowitz plays party music.

The title, A Midsummer Night's Drearafter William Shakespeareeans in times of
the postdramatic theatre that elements of Shakespeplay will be recognisable in the
performance. This is a usual praxis with classkes Ehakespeare, and even Barbara Villiger
Heilig, who formulates a harsh critique on thisgurction, claims that some parts of the text
and the pairs of Oberon/Titania, Hermina/Demeteand Helena/Lysander are enough to call
the playA Midsummer Night's Dreaff' In an interview for théerliner ZeitungOstermeier
admits that he normally relies on the dramatic texth more in his directions. However, in
this co-production with Macras, the co-directorscided to let the dancers and actors
improvise freely. Constanza Macras, responsible tioe dancers, explains that the
Shakespearean text was rather used as a frame-Starfy an improvisation is only possible
because the story is well-known. Macras adds tieyt searched for the basic action in each
scene and used these as a basis for improvisdtioBstermeier claims tha& Midsummer
Night's Dreamis very modern if we look at the “disorientationlove affairs” as it questions
monogamy and love that lasts for e¥érHe adds that with their movements, the dancers
could add an erotic touch to this production thatld be impossible to achieve with a group

of actors.

30 Dpssel, op. cit.

341 Barbara Villiger Heilig, “Das Léacheln einer AltviersommernachtReue Zircher Zeitun@4 Sept 2006).
http://www.nzz.ch/aktuell/startseite/articleEFVIZ5Z701; access on 2.1.2015.

342 Michaela Schlagenwerth, “Desorientierung in Liebegen,”Berliner Zeitung(01 Sept 2006).
http://www.berliner-zeitung.de/archiv/schaubuehoerstanza-macras-und-thomas-ostermeier-ueber-thren-
sommernachtstraum--desorientierung-in-liebesdirig¥31,0590,10415950.html; access on 3.1.2015.

343 My translation of “Desorientierung in Liebesdingém Schlagenwerth, op. cit.
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Rudiger Schaper names the performance “a brutééspgue... a dance with the devil
in the style of Ghelderod@élade Du Grand Macabje** Schaper claims that language is
lost in the performance and thus bodies overtakenmonication: “They pull, kick, fasten,
foul in a painful way until they are exhaustét.'So Schaper’'s “brutal grotesque” refers to
the brutality of body encounterBhysicality,the centre of postdramatic theatre is enormous
due to the presence of professional dancers. Elasthirts are used to keep contact between
bodies until the garments could not stretch anynam@ are torn apart in the fierceness of
movements. Christina Ddssel names the spectacutaremments an “expressive body-
theatre.® This body theatre is used to express affectiowedsas disgust, longing as well as
pain, sex as well as violence. The actors and dareear knee braces to protect themselves.
The movements are chaotic and exhausting: bodiebudimp into each other and rub against
each other to the music of Handel, hard rock octedepop. The bodies not only behave like
animals, they also wear animal masks at some aotasKatrin Bettina Muller claims this
production to be “cruel, clownish, animalistic,istit.”**’ Schaper argues that it is Macras’
specialty to organize a “violence party” and thas tenergy is cooled down by the scenic

direction of Ostermeiet*®

Let me describe two additional examples whereptiysicality of the performance is
underlined. After the audience enters the theat@ugh the stage and the conventional places
of audience and stage are re-established, therp®fe begin to dance. This dance ends with
the striptease of Lars Eidinger. After getting oidhis black thong, the audience can see his

phallus pushed through a paper mask. This maskspuiectly to the audience, synchronised

344My translation of “Eine brutale Groteske ... einerufdstanz im Stil von Ghelderode (,Der groRe
Makabre™).” In Rudiger Schaper, “Fliegen lerneBgr TagesspiegéD2 July 2006).
http://www.tagesspiegel.de/kultur/fliegen-lerner¥@@2.html; access on 2.1.2015.

My translation of “Schmerzhaft, bis zur Erschopfumigd gezogen, getreten, geklammert, gefoult.” In
Schaper, op. cit.

346 My translation of “expressive Kérpertheater.” I6$3el, op. cit.

347 My translation of “grausam, clownesk, animalisatiistisch.” In Kartin Bettina Miiller, “Mit vollenRisiko,”
Die Tageszeitun{04 Sept 2006). http://www.taz.de/1/archiv/?dige@®9/04/a0215; access on 3.1.2015.
348 Schaper, op. cit.
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by the voice of Eidinger. The mask recites the &goé to the craftsmen’s play in the very
last act. This image is repeated in the end op#rermance where Puck’s phallus speaks the
Epilogue. The mouth, tongue and phallus recall ggaces of the body described by Bakhtin.
The mask can also be interpreted as travestidgeafarnival*® However, the visual effect of

a speaking phallus is one where physicality ovelmbef compared to the text recited. In the
second example, one dancer has a costume whichsnm@kdook like the naked Venus of
Willendorf. The fatness of the body is combinedehetth the elegant dance and slapstick.
The heavy breasts jump during the elegant dancehdériie dancer on the head. This short
dance had no ‘message’, it was the pure physicafitthe body present. These examples
underline physicality However, Schaper sees the grotesque in the bw#gl bodies
encounter each other. He sees the reason for #reeawhasis of body language in the loss of
language. Of course language is not completelyitosite performance but it plays a minor
role if compared to body language. This postdrarrthgatre technique is called by Lehmann
the parataxis Parataxismeans that all the different genres employed duttiegpoerformance
(dance, narrative theatre, performance art) arepleyed with equal weighing®*° Because
the audience can never know when an ‘importangrfrant appears in the performance, it
exercises “evenly hovering attention,” searchingdonnections and correspondences in the
performancé>! Critics of the Ostermeier-Macras performance réwethat the text is not as
important as movements’ Miiller has a very poetic formulation for this: tfh appears here
as physical truth®2 | have interpreted Schaper’'s “brutal grotesque”aasesult of two

postdramatic theatre techniquphysicalityandparataxis

39|t was surprising that | have not read anythingualthe Bakhtinian grotesque in the critiques.

30 ehmann, op. cit., 87.

%1 bid.

352 Compare with the original text: “...von den Spracdiiien nur ein kleiner Teil geblieben ist.” In Mitjep.
cit. Alternatively, compare: “Der Text bleibt weéthhend auf der Strecke.” In Ddssel, op. cit.

53 My translation of “Die Wahrheit versucht hier, alsysische Wahrhaftigkeit aufzutreten.” In Miillep. cit.
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Christine Ddssel paints a bit more complicatedupé of what the grotesque is in the
Ostermeier-Macras production. She names the priotiuat“sex party” in her critique in the
Suddeutsche Zeitungio be exact, it is described as a “lustfully deal, grotesquely
excessive, ecstatic sex party with a Babylonianfusaon of language and with cumulative
brutality as well as animalism in the encounteboflies.** | have already described what is
meant by the “brutality as well as animalism in #@counter of bodies” in the previous
paragraph. The “Babylonian confusion of languagetliscussed in the following paragraph.
Here | want to focus on the rest of Déssel’'s desiom in order to interpret the grotesque.
Dossel names the production a sex party and wishstatement she names the main topic of
the performance: “It is about Eros, violence andyh@bout attraction and repulsion, about
lust and pain®° In addition to that, Dossel uses the following @srto describe the
performance: charged, excessive, ecstatic, cumalatiinterpret these words as expressions
of the ab-normal. Following my line of argumentatithese are examples for a postdramatic
theatre technique. Lehmann descripésthoraas “exceeding the norm,” as the rejection of
conventionalised forms (such as unity, self-idghtiHe claims that “the refusal of the
normalized form of the image is often realized bgywof recourse t@xtremes>>°® Dossel
describes an example for the ab-normal in the Rqy of role and gender changes during
the performance. There are only performers in ghigluction, and the roles do not belong to
one or to the other, but they are picked up anohthraway as fast as the performers move on
stage. Hereby gender compatibility is not respedidolst men wear for a shorter or longer
time garments that are obviously made for womersil®er bra, a red night dress, skirts
ensure that the audience cannot be sure abouetitegof the character performed by male

actors and dancers. It is Barbara Villiger Heiliggjor point of criticism that there are no

%4 My translation of “als geil aufgeladene, groteslefiirehte, babylonisch sprachverwirrte, korperiiomer
brutaler und animalischer in die Ekstase getriel@arty.” In Dossel, op. cit.

35 My translation of “Es geht um Eros, Gewalt und pe@r, um Anziehung und AbstoRung, Begierde und
Schmerz.” In Ddssel, op. cit.

%% His emphasis. Lehmann, op. cit., 90.
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identities the actors can lose as they have noifgpeme from the beginning. Without
building up one identity, it cannot be I3%tCritics agree that the role of Puck is played most
of the time by Robert Bayer and Titania is playgdBettina Hopp€:®* Dossel names the
frequent exchange of gender and roles as a “pw® ¢d control.>*° | have interpreted
Dossel’s description of the grotesque as resultheatre techniques callgzhysicality and
plethora As | have discusse@hysicality in the previous paragraph, | focused here on
plethora | seeplethorain the continuous gender and role changes duhaegeérformance as

this practice refuses the conventionalized unife®le and gender.

An additional grotesque element of this productameording to Vito Pinto, Dossel
and Schaper is the play with the voices of theraétbNot only identities are exchanged in
the Ostermeier-Macras production but languagesvaitds of the actors are also exchanged.
Ddssel names this phenomenon a “Babylonian confusidanguage,” while Schaper states
that language is lost in this performad@eWNe see two actors on stage. Both of them move
their lips but only one of them speaks. The onaking is, however, not in his own role but
in the role of the other character on stage. Theraspeaking only synchronises the one
moving his/her lips. Pinto calls this “sonic crab®ssing” after Tiina Rosenberg and claims
that the Ostermeier-Macras production drives thehhique to its extremes and thus turns the
technique into ridiculous grotesqtfé.Pinto names it to be a “grotesque scene” when two
actors move their lips on stage but only one ofrtlspeaks in the name of the otféRinto
describes that the audience reacts with irritatmithis scene. After Gereon Blaseio, Pinto

claims that we cannot experience a voice withaigénder, i.e. when we hear a voice, we

%7 Heilig, op. cit.

8 Dpssel, op. cit. and Schaper, op. cit.

39 My translation of “Kontrollverlust pur.” In Déssebp. cit.

30 vito Pinto “Das Spiel mit dem vertauschten Geschie>sonic cross-dressing«,” §timmen auf der Spur
(Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag, 2012), 63-66.

%My translation of “babylonisch sprachverwirrte.” issel, op. cit. See also Schaper, op. cit.

%2\ly translation of “Stimmen-Transvestismus” and “@sk-Lacherliche.” In Pinto, op. cit., 64.Tiina
Rosenberg, “Stimmen der Queer-Diven: HosenrolleteinOper und Zarah Leander auf der Schlagerbiiime,”
Doris Kolesch, Vito Pinto and Jenny Schrédl eBSmm-WelteriBielefeld: Transcript Verlag, 2008), 193.
33\My translation of “groteske Szene” in Pinto, of.,d5.
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also know the gender of the speaker. Jenny Schléidhs that this unity of body and voice is
systematically used by contemporary theatre pedoges to cause irritation in the audience
by separating body and voice. Schrédl names tliatth technique the "vocal travest{’ As
vocal travesty separates the unity of body andeyaicis also an example of Lehmann’s

plethora

The “evenly hovering attention” of the audiencéhis result of thgparataxis which is
caused by the dominance miiysicalityand the ‘loss’ of language in this performancee Th
professional dancers can move their bodies in misggy unnatural way. Ostermeier claims
that the dancers and actors go beyond the limitaeif bodies through movemerits.Then
comes the exchangeability of gender, role and tisidn of body-voice, which is a rejection
of the conventionalised actor-role, actor-gendef actor-voice unities and a technique called
plethora | argue that Dossel's expression of “pure lossaftrol” is actually true for the
whole performance. There is no text to give a foonthe story, i.e. there is no story. There
are no fixed roles and genders. Muller claims thatperformance text “does not occupy or
set limits to audience imagination but it continsiyuprovides a new impulse of showing
love, even though it is received with irritatioff> Miller claims that leaving pictures open to
interpretation is an obvious influence of Macraghis production. The whole performance
seems to be &chwellenerfahrungafter Fischer-Lichte because of the lack of stmes
described above make the audience search new rigtiggp strategies. | argue that the
blurring grotesques the result of the co-presence of three postdtiantheatre techniques:
physicality plethora and parataxis. Parataxis makes sure that the audience has mndirfgea

text’ it can rely on. Instead, emphasisglaysicality appears. Whileplethora even further

%4 Pinto, op. cit., 65-66. Jenny Schrodl, “Vokale Vigstien. Zu stimmlichen Geschlechtersperformanoésier
Bihne,” in Doerte Bischoff and Martina Wagner-Egalh eds., Mitsprache, Rederecht, Stimmgewalt,
Genderkritische Strategien und TransformationenRleetorik(Heidelberg: Universitat Winter, 2006), 385.

3% schlagenwerth, op. cit.

356 My translation of “...die Vorstellungskraft nicht $&tzen und eingrenzen, sondern ihr [Darstellund.igére]
mit einem irritierenden Rest standig neue Anstéfgeg.” in Maller, op. cit.
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destroys the usual way of interpretation with teghes of role, gender and voice are
exchanged. Il Midsummer Night's Dreanhree techniques of postdramatic theatre are used
in such an extreme way that the subject has na otiwce but to react to this ‘pure loss of

control.’
3.3. The Innocent Child — Ostermeier'Richard Il

Richard Il is one of the famous Shakespeare indland the key to the play is the
actor who plays Richard. After his success as Harh@s Eidinger plays Richard Il in the
Berliner Schaubihne. The other characters seeme Exthangeable and play like “seduced
marionetts®®” They are seduced and corrupted by power. Jan Pappe has built an
immitation of the Globe theatre out of steel sodbdience is very close to what is happening
on stage. The atmopsphere of the play is deschigdgiettina Weber as modern but she calls
the direction “calm™® | have found four examples where parts of thifquerance were
called grotesque. These grotesques have much féss en the critics than the ones
described above, they rather appear in minor detdithe performance where they transgress
usual theatre practice but the overall effect isthat of audience confusion and its search for
new ways of interpretation. Therefore, the grotesgu this performance are rather examples

for thetransgressive grotesqueot theblurring grotesque

Anne Peter calls Richard as presented by Eidirgéireak.”®*® His freakish look
comes from the multiple signs of bodily distortidRichard is hunchbacked, has a dental

brace in his mouth, walks in a way that suggesis s legs have an extreme distortion and

%My translation of “verfilhrte Marionetten.” In Mar{@ssowski, “Mordlust und SelbsthasRadio
Brandenburg(8 February 2015). http://www.rbb-online.de/kulfuemieren/kurz-checks/spielzeit-2014-
2015/schaubuehne/richard-der-dritte.html; access bh.2015.

3%8 My translation of “unaufgeregte Inszenierung.’Bettina Weber, “Wer hat Angst vorm bésen Mari&
Deutsch Bihné€l February 2015). http://www.die-deutsche-
buehne.de/Kritiken/Schauspiel/ABENDKRITIK+William-h8kespeare+Richard+III/Wer+hat+Angst+vorm+bo
esen+Mann; access on 5.11.2015.

39 Anne Peter, “No-man-showNachtkritik (7 February 2015).
http://www.nachtkritik.de/index.php?option=com_cemti&view=article&id=10543:2015-02-08-06-44-
31&catid=38:die-nachtkritik-k&Itemid=40; access dr1.2016.
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form an “x” by standing. His back and legs are lkning the whole performance, only when
he becomes a king and he forces his body into setbecomes his body unnaturally straight.
In an interview with Johanna Adorjan, Eidinger oiaithat he tried to copy the movements of
a hyena while playing Richard. If it was not foettunderdeveloped hinder legs, the hyena
would be the rightful king of animals based ongitsver of bite,” claims EidingeY? Mattias
Heine names the exaggeratedly deformed feet ofaRicrotesque. He does that in a context
where he asks for the political correctness of sarchkexaggeration of disabilitiés: Next to

Mr Heine’s description, | have not found anothatique where the way Eidinger presented
the body of Richard was called grotesque. | believ&eso because Richard is expected to be
a hunchback and what Eiginger's Richard does is thspect only fulfills the decorum and
thus cannot be called grotesque. The context Hesed the grotesque was a reference to the

excessive use of bodily distortion as a politicaligorrect representation.

Multiple disabilitities seem not enough to callethvay Eidinger plays Richard
grotesque. Eidinger’'s Richard is named grotesqua ofpa report because it presents the
disable-bodied outlaw “in a psychologically commesible way.?’> The psychological

comprehensibility of Richard as character is désdriby Eidinger in an interview:

| think that it might well be a misunderstandingtttRichard is a deeply evil
character. His motives are quite clear and commshke. He has a disabled body,

370 My translation of “wenn sie keine unterentwickaltelinterlaufe hatte, zumindest was die Gebiss-8tark
angeht, der rechtmaflige Konig der Tiere ware.” dhahna Adorjan, “Alles zwischen Familienvater und
Psychopath. Lars Eidinger im GesprachPrankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung(4 February 2015).
http://www.faz.net/aktuell/feuilleton/lars-eidingan-gespraech-winter-ja-missvergnuegen-nein-

13401987 .html?printPagedArticle=true#pagelndexc2ess on 11. 11. 2015.

3"Matthias Heine, “Rutsch mir doch den Buckel ruriterDie Welt (9 February 2015).
http://www.welt.de/print/welt_kompakt/kultur/artel 37251220/Rutsch-mir-doch-den-Buckel-runter.html;
access on 12.11.2013. Compare with the original t&ne ernst gemeinte philosophische Frage: Wigitces
eigentlich neuerdings als rassistisch und ansto®enn im Theater Weile mit geschminkten Gesichtern
Schwarze spielen — aber wenn ein normal gewachSateuspieler mit aufgeschnalltem Buckel und gkates
Pappklumpful3 einen Behinderten imitiert, finden die okay?”

372 dpa, “Ein furioser Lars Eidinger als «Richard>lin Berlin,” From dpa Newskanal on the homepagehef
Siuddeutsche Zeitund@8 February 2015). http://www.sueddeutsche.de/riaisit/theater-ein-furioser-lars-
eidinger-als-richard-iii-in-berlin-dpa.urn-newsnpalcom-20090101-150208-99-02391; access on 11.14.20
Compare with the original text: “entwirft er psydhgisch schliissig das Bild eines Auf3enseiters,sadr um
seinen Lohn gebracht sieht und den HofschranzerQpmbrtunisten um ihn herum immer einen Schritusr
ist. Nur die Frauen durchschauen diese grotesk<aaiFigur.”
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he is cheated about his rights by the ruling classl he feels himself
disadvantaged’®

Richard is actually not evil but a suffering outsicdiccording to Eidinger. The way Eidinger
sees the character is also detectable in his waaging it. The psychology of Eidinger's
Richard is described by Doris Meierhenrich in a wat “good and evil become ... identical”
in the character Richard? If compared to the other characters at court, &iths the only
one who is sincere to the audience. Meierhenricphasises that this Richard is not an
excellent villain because he is the master of swoludut because of his “bluntness, his
childish innocence. Opposing the usual pretenabefcourt, he offers a character who does
not play and does this with ostentatidf>” Meierhenrich claims that this “animalistic
directness” of Richard is well detectable in Eiggiris play*’® Meierhenrich does not use the
word grotesque but she practically describes it:amby the semantic border of good and evil
is wiped away, but good and evil also become idahin Richard and this is the crazy and
astonishing about this performari¢é Eva Biringer also writes about the childish natafe
Richard as played by Eidinger. She adds that thesltyr of children should not be

underestimated’®

The interpretation of Richard as the banality wf & rather opposed to the picture of

the active conscious villain in Shakespeare csiticiJames R. Siemon describes that Richard

373 My translation of “Ich glaube, dass es vielleisbgar ein Missverstandnis ist, dass es sich béiaRicum
einen zutiefst bdsen Charakter handelt. Seine Négfévist ja relativ klar und nachvollziehbar. Brkérperlich
behindert, von der herrschenden Klasse um seintR@ttogen und fiihlt sich zurlickgesetzt.” In Adarjap.
cit.

374 My translation of “gut und bése fallen in ihm zosaen ... sind identisch.” In Doris Meierhenrich, “Der
ehrliche Bdse,Berliner Zeitung(8 February 2015). http://www.berliner-zeitungldétur/berliner-schaubuehne-
der-ehrliche-boese,10809150,29782808.html; acae44 4 1.2015.

37> Meierhenrich, op. cit. My translation of “die kotefte Stumpfheit, seine kindische Arglosigkeit. @eglas
Ubliche Verstellungsspiel des Hofes bietet er damahstrative Nichtspielen”.

376 My translation of “tierische Direktheit.” In Meikenrich, op. cit.

377 Meierhenrich, op. cit. Compare with the originektt “Denn gut und bése fallen in ihm zusammennd si
kein Gegensatzpaar, dem nur die semantische Bingexrg verwischt ist, sondern sind identisch. Unsl ida
das Verriickte, ja Uberraschende dieses sonst uaspiiren Shakespeareabends.”

378 Eva Biringer, “Premiere “Richard II1.”: Die grof&dinger-Show, Zeit Online(8 February 2015).
http://www.zeit.de/kultur/2015-02/lars-eidingeriard-schaubuehne-berlin/komplettansicht; access on
11.11.2015.
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can traditionally be compared to the Vice or thecMavel as character typ&S.He is in
posession of humour and self-ridicule, which iseasential feature of the Vice. He is also the
one driving the plot, plays roles and the one whcriices everything in order to achieve a
political aim. Also, his language is argued to leespasive, a common feature of the \it%.
Agnes Heller even goes so far to call Richard &acehdevil, an evil which is morally
unlimited. Richard is coscious about doing evil drel plans its execution with accuracy.
Heller claims that such a radical evil is unableepent®* Such interpretations of Richard as
an active conscious villain are only partly true Ebdinger's Richard. Eidinger’s Richard is
presented as an outsider who childishly believesmke what originally belongs to him. He
remains active but the reason for his activityas evil but it is the psychology of a disabled
person ignored by society. The banality of his &es in the fact that he seems to lack the
ability to tell good from evil until his consciousss is raised after the death of the princes.
Eidinger’s Richard shows more similarities with lwann than the Richard in Shakespeare
criticism 32 Hannah Arendt describes the evil of Eichmanngaré in the Holocaust, to be a
banal one because it lacked the drive of doingawil rather concentrated on following rules

irrespective of their moral valu&®

It might be difficult to imagine Richard as chstii and innocent, so let me give an

example for his behaviour on a key, and psycho#ilyicomplicated scene: the seduction of

37 James R. Siemon, “ Introduction,” in William ShageareRichard Ill. James R. Siemon ethe Arden
Shakespearf_ondon: Methuen, 2009), 6-10.

30 A, P. Rossiter, “Angel with Horns: The Unity ofdRiard II1,” in Eugene M. Waith edShakespeare. The
Histories. A Collection of Critical Essaygnglewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1965), 81-2.

31 Agnes Heller, “Arendtil a gonosztesrsl és a gonoszrél,Ex Symposio6-7 (1999), 23.

382 An example for such an inversion is the conceptestcolonial motives of the Americans in Brgatefiim
series. Annamaéria Hodosy claims that the opprepsegle of the new planet (others to be assimilated)
supported in their rebellion against the tyrannalan Re (other made into the figure of sociakabpn). Thus
the colonising intention of the Americans is ineerinto the Americans who rescue those people &dymant.
See Annamaria Hédosy, “Ksillagkapués a kulturalis gyarmatositas szexualpolitikéjgiertira tavasz-nyar
2015. http://uj.apertura.hu/2015/tavasz-nyar/hoesgillagkapu-es-a-kulturalis-gyarmatositas-
szexualpolitikaja/; access on 23.1.2016.

33 “Ejchmann was not lago, and not Macbeth, and ngthivould have been farther from his mind than to
determine with Richard IIl ‘to prove a villain’. Erpt for an extraordinary diligence in looking dat his
personal advancement, he had no motives at allMdnnah ArendtEichmann and the Holocaugtondon:
Penguin, 1963), 114.
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Lady Anne (Jenny Konig). Eidinger as Richard pughescoffin of Ann’s husband on stage.
Ann appears and when she notices Richard sheatgit. Richard is obviously affected and
deeply hurt about this act, he is on the vergayihg. He reasons that it was his love towards
Anne that made him kill Edward. He takes off al# lslothes except his fake hunchback. He
does this in a very humiliated way, then he knéelen next to the coffin, takes his sword,
pushes it against his naked breast and offers Anioe. Lehmann’hysicalityin practice
appears here in a very different way as | haveudsed it inA Midsummer Night's Dream
production. The distorion and the shame aboutathisrness is showed up through Eidinger’s
naked body. Anne cannot seize the opportunity, rheurning and hate against Richard
overcomes with a kind of pity and pity turns inforgoathy and there we have a wild kiss over
the corpse of Edward. Even Anne Peter, who is saoavinced by the performance as other
critics, writes that the reaction of Richard tostkiss was really goof? Richard is astonished
about the kiss and he can hardly believe his sscd@sne Peter reads this from the way
Eidinger recites the German version of “Was eveman in this humour won%**Gemma
Miller states that these words were “delivered wattsense of both disbelif and delight.”
Miller adds that Richard was evidently surprisedhas reaction and that he “realised the

transformative effects of power and desit&.”

Eidinger is not the villain one would expect fr@@hakespreare criticism. Exactly this
other-ness makes this character formed by Eidiageindecorum. Although the audince is
very close to the actors, Anne Peter claims thatrtlom given is not used and there is little
interaction with the audiend®’ Eidinger is not talking to the audience duringrisnologues

but he uses a microphone hanging from above anilke for himself in order to amuse

384 peter, op. cit.

> Wwilliam Shakespear&ing Richard Ill.James R. Siemon etihe Arden Shakespeafieondon: Methuen,
2009), Act 1 scene 2 line 231.

3¢ Gemma Miller, “Review of Shakespear&&hard |1l (directed by Thomas Ostermeier for the Festival
d’Avignon),” Shakespearél9 Oct 2015). http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/174502035.1089314; access on
4.1.2016.

37 peter, op. cit.
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himself. Givig a psycologically conceivable readon his revenge also makes Richard less
evil and less resembling to the Vice. Writing abewil characters on the early modern
English stage, Russel claims that he observesfiafigimn the obvious evil, the Devil to the
more hidden evil, the Vice and then the MachiaVélis means that the villains get more
human characteristic features and so the audieaneaccept them bettef>® In case of
Eidinger's Richard we have seen that the coinagd ‘s even denied by Meierheinrich.
Eidinger plays Richard as a person who has multd@abilities, was instrumentalised by the
court and who is about to take take what he belthas it belongs to him. This Richard
interpretation fits well to the theme of “otherrieasthe 2015 Avignon Festival. According to
Miller, Eidinger's Richard “epitomises” this the€. Eidinger is capeable to turn a great
villain of Shakespeare criticism into an innocehticc who is astonished and jumps happiliy
after his successes up to the point where it v@ltdo much for him and he goes mad in the
very last scene. Presentig a great Shakespearain s a childish revenger is certainly an

indecorum.

Not only the exapectation that Richard is a wvilla not satisfied by the performance.
The expectation of most of the critics was thatirigjdr is going to represent Richard in the
style he played Hamléf° This was not fulfilled as Richard was played aotrer who fights
for what he thinks should be his. Strengthenedibgimall successes this Richard is shown as
a career man. He uses his physical distortiontaslao achieve his goals. Peter Laudenbach
argues that after Hamlet as the “hyperactive ekbifist in late puberty” it was no wonder

that the audience expected a Richard with similzliies. He continues th&ichard Il

38 Russell, op. cit., 261.

39 Miller, op. cit.

39 André Mumot, “Lars Eidinger als “Richard I1l.” Theerereignis mit AnsageDeutschlandradiq7 February
2015). http://www.deutschlandradiokultur.de/lardheger-als-richard-iii-theaterereignis-mit-
ansage.1013.de.html?dram:article_id=311032; aaredsl. 2016. Peter, op. cit. Miller, op. cit.
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becomes the “psychoanalysis of the one obsessadbater.®** Laudenbach argues that his

otherness makes Richard into a “rational psychop4th

The fourth grotesque | found in Gemma Miller’'siesv. Miller descibes her surprise
about the fact that the princes were life-sizedpet The grotesque appears in a scene where
Richard is confronted with the death of the prin€As Richard looked at the puppet-princes,
their limbs twisted in ayrotesqueparody of death, he began to retch and $&bMiller
argues that the puppets’ obvious “lack of agencydswan opposition to Richard’'s
“psychological realism”. She contiues that this Swsymptomatic of a production in which
different aesthetics and dramaturgical deviceslgdstigainst one another, denying its
audience a stable, or indeed comfortable, viewixgegence.?** Although the grotesque
directly refes to the unnatural position the puppet dead chindren took, this position was
seen unnatural if read against the psychologicapdess with which Richard was painted. It
would not have been grotesque if all charactersldavbhave been puppets. This confusion of
style can be considered as a weak example fogtber an attempt to use a theatre technique
Lehmann callsplethora the aim of which is to unsettle the audiefi@eThe degree of
unsettlement is not to be compared with performandeere the audience has no idea which
character moves on stage, as it was the case bPstermeier-Macras production &f
Midsummer Night's DreanThe audince has an instable, uncomfortable vigwisition but

at no point is confusion mentioned in the critiques

The examples for the grotesque in thiRe&chard Il performance belong to the
transgressivgrotesquedrend of definition and not tHdurring grotesqueThe grotesque used

in this performance seem to be a surprise aboutdhefulfillment of some experctations but

391 My translation of “hyperaktiven Exhibitionisten iter Spatpubertat” and “eine Psychoanalyse des Mach
Obsessiven.” In Peter Laudenbach, “Nihilistischeellektueller,”Stiddeutsche Zeitur{§ February 2015), 13.
392 My translation of “rationaler Psychopathbid.

393 My emphasis. Miller, op. cit.

394 Miller, op. cit.

3% ehmann, op. cit., 90-91.
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what was named grotesque does not shake the aadigic elemental requirement to
respond. Two expectations about the performance wet fulfilled: Richard was not payed
as an evil character even though he is one of #s known Shakespearean villains and
Eidinger did not play it with the loud pounding atidgusting energy he used by Hamlet but
as a childihs humiliated creature who fights fos hights. Nevertheless, | found three
examples where the word grotesque was used in cbango the performance and in the
description of Meierheinrich, where the word 'gsmiae’'was only described but not used.
These grotesques describe minor and different pértise performance and suggest that the
grotesque is not an essential part of the perfocaaAs these grotesques leave a status qou
behingd them, i.e. they do not change much on titeome or final interpretation of critics,
they are interpreted d@sansgressive grotesqueSach grotesque transgressed a line but it did
not shake the structure this line belongs to. Hementions the political incorrectness of
multiple disabilities but he does not follow thisgament further. In the dpa repot the
convincing psychology of Richard is called grotesduut as we saw it was rather meant an
indecorum of how Richard was represented if contpdce Shakespeare criticism. Miller
alludes in her grotesque to the style of directiwhich could be called a wegitethorabut
alone this technique of the postdramatic theatresdwt evoke the effect of thmurring
grotesqueln general, | could state that according to thiggcies there was little grotesque in
this performance. Nevertheless, | find this exanagl@ good contrast if compared to the other

three examples where thkirring grotesqueplays an essential part of the performances.

3.4. Grotesque as Philosophy — Beierlsing Lear

Karin Beief** and her theatre in Cologne was awarded the bef&trpeng theatre in

2011 by the journalists of tHeie Deutsche Buhnia their yearly questionnaire about the top

3% Karin Beier was born in 1965. In 2006 winner oé tNestroy-Theaterpreis and in 2009 the Germanreheat
award Faust. She was director of the Schauspieddbel between 2007 and 2013 and since then works as
director of Deutsches Schauspielhaus in Hamburg.
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performances of the year 2028’ Karin Beier directedkonig Learat the Schauspiel Cologne
in 2009. There was a minimalist stage with a hadten tall clay brick wall stretching
horizontally in the middle of the stage. This waths damaged by the actresses during the
performance. Behind this wall, a black box was usgthe actresses as a room of reflection.
The stage setting was created by Johannes Schittizdegigned more settings for Jirgen
Gosch®® The role of Lear was played by a woman. Beier vesen further to let six women
play all the roles of this Shakespeare drdmahree of the actresses played only one role:
Barbara Nusse played Lear, Julia Wieninger playledi€gster and Anja Herden played Kent.
Three of the six actresses had to play wild contlmna of several roles. The roles of
Cordelia and Edmund shared one body, the bodyeohtiress Kathrin Wehlisch. Anja Lais
embodied Goneril and Edgar. Angelika Richter plajgeban. The role of the clown was

divided among the three daughters of Lear. In tbgiriming clothes functioned as signs.

When one character has changed her role, shelesged her clothes.

Karin Beier’s direction oKing Learis called grotesque by Andreas Wilink because of
the all-female production of a rather cruel dramd hecause of the double and triple roles
one actress has to master and change during tii@mance. Wilink claims that there is
something “vulnerably soft in the figures... when l@sdthat can bear and nurture children
can also cause death or die themsel#&sWilink emphasizes the softness resulting of female
bodies. He means the considerable time the actrqdsg with their breasts naked. For

example: Cordelia’s dress is torn by her fathemfrgaist upwards, showing her nakedness to

397 Detlef Brandenburg, “Autorenumfrage 2011: Das Sktemhter lebt — als Zentrum und Gehause einer afielf
kunstlerischer Formen fir viele verschiedene Zusetrgrtuppen,Die Deutsche Bihn@ug 2011): 26-35.

3% Gosch directed dramas in an existentialist maniderdied in 2009 and received numerous awardsior h
work.

39 Andreas Rossmann, “Konigin Lear, keine Frauensac¢hankfurter Allgemeine Zeitun@9 Sept 2009): 39.
Lear was played by a woman in the directions of rgedrabori (1989), Robert Wilson (1990) and Sebasti
Nubeling (2003).

409 My translation of “etwas verletzbar Weiches in Biguren, ... wenn Kérper, die gebéhren und néhren,
zugleich den Tod bringen oder ihn erleiden.” In fgabs Wilink, “Choreografie der GequalteiNachtkritik (26
Sept 2009). http://www.nachtkritik.de/index.php?optcom_content&view=article&id=3266:koenig-lear-
karin-beiers-grandioser-saisonauftakt-holt-shakaesgsedrama-aus-den-tiefen-der-zeit&catid=84:schalisp
koeln; access on 19.7.2014.
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the public as an act of revenge for her unwantesvan While other characters have glasses
(Edgar) or shirts (Edmund) to signal role chandks, costume of Cordelia becomes this
nakedness and makes her recognizable opposed twhéerole of Edmund played by the
same actress. Wilink argues that these actressielsttaShakespeare’s Endgame the colours
of grotesque, they establish contact between coraadycatastrophe and they remind us on
Beckett and Grock with their red noses and slapsfft | am going to return to Wilink’s
comparison with Beckett and comedy, here let st fitay with the six actresses and their
effect. Andreas Rossmann also sees the brutalitigeplay in the fact that female actresses
act out cruelty and he adds that they neverthelppear vulnerable, td8% The actresses are
not cruel in an exaggerated way but the physioadqace of their naked breasts nevertheless
gives them a softness which makes it difficult éabthis cruelty. This ambiguopsysicality

of softness and cruelty is supported by caresssesek as well as physical attacks of each

other.

There were ambivalent reactions of the criticdtog all-female play even though the
way Barnbara Nusse played Lear, at least in thenbexg, is described to have much more
macho energy than some other Lears played by mehaattime in German$f® Vasco
Boenisch and Ulrich Weinzierl found it difficult tmome up with a plausible argument for an

all-female production: Boenisch claims that he seesconcept behind it while Weinzierl

01 My translation of “Sie erganzen Shakespeares Heldsm Farben der Groteske, stellen Kontaktstellen
zwischen Komik und Katastrophe her und bringen traten Nasen und Narrenpritsche — Beckett und Ksroc
ins Spiel.” In Wilink, op. cit.

92 Rossmann, op. cit. Compare with the original téRass es Frauen sind, die so viel Grausamkeitszela
und ihr ausgesetzt werden, lasst diese fast natétziecher, qualvoller, brutaler erscheinen.”

“93 Detlev Baur, “Vier fiir Lear,’Die Deutsche Biihngdec 2009): 48. Compare with the original textatBara
Nusse ist von allen Lears der vier InszenierungamnsachomaRigste.” An interesting alternative ® glender
of Lear could also be an emphasis on the lack @mtbther. InLife Goes Ona film adaptation oKing Lear,
Kinga Foldvary sees the source of confusion angtem of repressed conflicts in the death of thethap
(Manju), who was a real partner to Lear (Santosk)the one balancing family life. Here the disorstarts with
the death of the mother, with the loss of the pmaiped common sense. If compared to Bei&liisg Lear,
where Lear is ‘complete’ in the sense as she @aysan with a female body, it becomes neverthelless that
Nusse can only change from father to mother buhagbe both at once. In Kinga Foéldvary, “Lear kra
szariban — Life Goes On,” in Attila Kiss and Agridatuska eds.Ki mere tart? Shakespeare Szegeden, 2007-
2011(Szeged: JatePress, 2013), 186-188.
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finds role and gender changes too confustfiHartmut Wilmes claims that it is plausible
that the cruelties of the play seem even more erheh they are committed by women but he
adds that the fact that there are only women inpthg is more confusing than helpful for
gaining an insight® How helpful postmodern theatres should be in t$pect is discussed
enough above. The fact that the actresses coniwmeeé critics speaks for the postdramatic
nature of the performance. The critics complainualibe rejection of the unity of gender-
role, as well as the expectation that one actoysplane role. Both practices count to
Lehmann’splethorawhich is described as a theatre practice thattejeormalized forms. If
one thinks about Shakespeare’s time, both expentatvere not present as only male actors
played roles in Elizabethan theatres and doubksralere also no rarity. Thus the way Beier
directed the play may not only be called postdraomaiit Shakespearean as well. Dorothee
Krings goes even further in her positive critiquad goractically describes the effects of
plethora: “This gender displacement does not only produeerdsult that the figures appear
in their purely human deficiency. Multiple rolessal challenge the spectator to constant
concentration, decoding and interpretifff "This challenge is exactly the aim of the theatre

technique that Lehmann cafiethora

Another application of this theatre techniquelsoaalled grotesque in the critique of

Dina Netz. Netz points out that the “figures in fflay have only one thing in common: they

04 vasco Boenisch, “Ladies Night3iiddeutsche Zeitun@ Oct 2009): 15. Compare with the original text:
“...Méannerrollen von Frauen spielen zu lassen, emtariman mehr als einen Aufmerksamkeitsfaktor: ein
schissiges Konzept.” Ulrich Weinzierl, “In K&In ig6nig Lear eine Kodnigin,'Die Welt (29. Sept 2009).
http://www.welt.de/kultur/theater/article4665204Koeln-ist-Koenig-Lear-eine-Koenigin.html;  access n o
19.7.2014. Compare with the original text: “...dieage bleibt: Was bringt's? Die Geschlechtsverwirrung
scheint allgemein und grof3.” Hartmut Wilmes, “Hefrsr und Narr,"KdInische Rundscha(l7 Sept 2009).
http://www.rundschau-online.de/home/koenig-learéeher-und-narr,15184882,15462640.html; access
onl19.7.2014.

%> Wilmes, op. cit. Compare with the original teftlag sein, dass die Brutalititen des Stiicks vorbliier

Hand noch stéarker verstéren. Ansonsten aber Uligirdéer Erkenntniswert der 100-prozentigen Fraueteu

kaum deren Verwirrungspotential.”

%% My translation of “Diese Geschlechterverschiebtiag nicht nur den Effekt, dass die Figuren in imein
menschlichen Unzulanglichkeit erscheinen. Die Mghtesetungen fordern auch zu stindigem Mitdenken,
Entschlisseln, Deuten heraus.” In Dorothee Krifigarin Beiers grandioser Auftakt in KélnRheinische Post
(30 Sept 2009): A8.
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are so grotesque that they are at the edge of biglitglous.”®” Netz continues that “[t]his
Lear is not a big drama, it is a huge freedom for theesses to show the innumerable
nuances of human madned®’In her first example, Netz describes Kathrin Wetti, who
plays Cordelia and Edmund. Netz argues that duhiagplay no exact border can be hold up
between the good Cordelia and the bad Edmund, gaesdy, this double role “shows that
categories of good and bad are mixed, no one isgodd or bad** Let me describe a scene
where this confusion of good and bad becomes dieabattle between the troops of Cordelia
and the united troops of Goneril and Regan led Oynnd. The fight starts with Goneril,
Regan and Edmund standing with their backs to tltkeace. They take bricks of the wall
and smash them on the earth. This goes on for samates until only Edmund is left,
breaking together of tiredness. She halfway getefrher shirt, crawls on the earth and starts
crying. The attempt to take off her shirt (the signthe role Edmund) and the act of crying
are the only allusions for a role change, howewre cannot be sure about that until Goneril
pushes an imaginary sword in her belly and Leaeaggpwith Cordelia’s red rock, with which
her now lifeless body is going to be covered. Téwample shows that as Cordelia and
Edmund share one body, the border between the Ihamacters becomes very delicate. It is
already confusing that obviously bad characteroimecgood or vice versa by sharing one
actress who plays both but even more confusindpas not each role-change is obviously
communicated with the audience. The audience had,eamann would say, “an evenly
hoovering attention,” the audience is in constaarsh for signs to interpret who exactly is
now in action on stage. Matching evil characterthvgood ones only make the confusion

more frustrating as the audience not only has tdckwbetween characters but between

407 My translation of “Nur eins haben alle Figuren gém Sie sind grotesk bis zur Lacherlichkeit.” ImB

Netz, “Frauen spielen Shakespeai@gutschlandradid26 Sept 2009).
http://www.deutschlandradiokultur.de/frauen-spiedmakespeare.1013.de.html?dram:article _id=16958%s3

on 23.11.2015.

408 My translation of “Dieser ,Lear” ist kein groResrdina, sondern eine groRBe Freiflaiche fir die
Schauspielerinnen, die Zahllose Nuancen des maalsehlWahnsinns zeigen kénnen.” In Netz, op. cit.

99 My translation of “...zeigen, dass sich die KategnriGut und Bése verwischen, niemand nur das eige od
andere ist.” In Netz, op. cit.
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feelings of sympathy and disgust as wellethorais the name of the theatre practice used
here. Vasco Boenisch claims that “good and evil tiedcharacters blur just like their make-
up.”**? Categories of good and bad merge in one actressngl two roles and although at
some points it is obvious which character spedieetare dumb shows that make sure no
audience member could say which character moveg)dlee stage at the moment. Wilmes
claims that only those who know the textkKihg Lear well enough can have an overview

about who is playing whortt!

Some critics see in the all-female production arswer to a famous all-male
production ofMacbethby Jiigen Gosch in 2005* The premier of BeierKing Lear was
three months after the death of one of the mostbcated German directors, Jirgen Gosch.
Vasco Boenisch criticizes Beier for wanting to rabée Gosch and adds that her excesses are
rather artificial and not intuitive as by Gostfi.Quite an opposite view is that of Andreas
Rehnolt, who interprets the style of Beier's difeatas homage to GoséH: Andreas Wilink
goes as far as to name Beier the heir of G85cBuch a link with Gosch is possible because
of the time of Gosch’s death was so close to tist fierformance of BeierKing Lear and
because Beier's style of direction shows similasitivith that of Gosch. For this paper it is
irrelevant whether Beier wanted to copy Gosch dr fbe fact that she uses elements in her

direction that make critics think on the style afedtion that was so essential for Gosch is

10 My translation of “Gut und Bése und die Charactezavischen wie die Schminke.” In Boenisch, op. cit
“1Wilmes, op. cit., Compare with the original te%tn Wirbel der Rollenwechsel indessen diirften nur
sattelfeste Textkenner den Durchblick behalten.”
“12 Gosch directedVlacbethin Diisseldorf with only male actors who run aroumaked most of the time,
smeared fake blood on their bodies and destroyednihimalist prop on stage. For a summary of tlitiqoes
with a focus on staged violence compare: Christiviald, “Genuine’ Violence on Stage? Jirgen Gosch’s
Macbetti.  http://shakespeare-gesellschaft.de/publikatiéseminar/ausgabe2006/wald.html;  access  on
23.11.2015.
“13\/asco Boenisch, op. cit.
14 Andreas Rehnolt, “Ein Irrenhausgylusenblatte(1 Oct 2009).
http://www.musenblaetter.de/artikel.php?aid=53&tess on19.7.2014.
“5Wilink, op. cit.
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much more relevant. Jirgen Gosch directed in aordiss manner, he was the “master of

existentialist play™*'°

The notions ‘absurd’ and ‘existentialist’ both app in the critiques in connection to
the notion ‘grotesque’ and they are also relevamtd theatre technique Lehmann calls
event/situation | have already referred to Thomson’s descriptadnthe absurd in the
introduction. The major difference he found wad tha absurd has no structure if compared
to the grotesqué'’ The idea of the absurd appears as the descriptitre atmosphere of the
Beier performance and it is compared with a famauser of the theatre of the absurd,
Samuel Beckett®® In the following examples the absurd is mentioired¢onnection to the
grotesque by three critics and it also appeardhiéenprogram leaflet. | have already quoted
Wilink who writes about “the colours of grotesqu#iat reminded him of Beckett?
Rossmann adds that the performance shows “the cghdeckett in an archaic and
enlarged form.**° The third critic, Hans-Christoph Zimmermann alsdtes that tragedy and
absurdity are very close to each other in thisquarnce, however, he does not mention
Beckett*?! In the program leaflet of the play various words ksted in an alphabetic order
with reference to other expressions as well asagots which explain this reference. The
very first word in the alphabet is “ABSURB> GROTESK” followed by the quotation of
Camus on absurdity. The quotation says that therdb®makes humans feel alienated from

their own lives*?? Under “GROTESK-> ABSURD” Kott's analysis oKing Learis quoted.

18 My translation of “Maestro des existentiellen $pieln Dina Netz, “Zart-Herber Totentanzkt. Die Kélner
TheaterzeitungNov 2009). http://www.theaterzeitung-koeln.defavtakt7-november-2009/kritisiert-im-
november-2009/koenig-lear/; access on 17.4.2015.

“" Thomson, op. cit., 31-2.

“18 The theatre of the absurd is often related torpméations of these plays with the help of exittdist
philosophy. The reference of existentialism is gisesent in the critiques. Compare: Baur, op. 4£8:48.
“IWwilink, op. cit.

420 My translation of “Becketts Kosmos, archaisch véRgrt.” In Rossmann, op. cit.

421 Hans-Christoph Zimmermann “Berithrende ‘K6nig Ldagzenierung am Kélner SchauspieGeneral-
Anzeieger Bonn(29 Sept 2009). http://www.general-anzeiger-boetotkales/kultur/beruehrende-koenig-lear-
inszenierung-am-koelner-schauspiel-article213148;laccess 0i5.7.2014

22 Their emphasis. Program leaflet to the performating Learafter William Shakespeare in the direction of
Karin Beier. (KdIn: Schauspiel Kéln, 2009) withqaage numbers, approximately 18 pages.
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The part quoted describes that the grotesque nikanack of absolute and thus the lack of a
higher responsibility. The absolute becomes absutide grotesque. If one sees how the word
absurd is used in the critiques and comparesthédovay the absurd refers to grotesque and
vice versa in the performance leaflet, one haddbkng that they are used as synonyms. The
difference between the two notions is that the absupractically the outcome of tidurring
grotesqueit is the lack of reason, this lack has either thrm of structure which is not any
more there or the absolute which is not any moeeethTheblurring grotesqueas a process of
border and structure dissolution. This structurdander can be that of reason or that of the

absolute. The lack of both results in a situatidrcl is absurd.

Both the lack of reason for what is happening #adlack of the absolute force the
focus into the direction of Camus’ existentialis@f course, the program leaflet on the
performance with the Camus quotation is also angtroint. Absurd is a key term in his
philosophy. For Camus the absurd is a result @ationship between man and the world. In
this relationship man has expectations which exbects are rejected by the lack of reason
ruling the world. According to Sartre, Camus is espmist while he himself tries to be
objective when describing the absurd and claimsttieaworld has no reason and therefore it
is absurd'®® Camus’ notion of the absurd has a tragic toucthisnintroduction to the book
The Theatre of the AbsuyriMartin Esslin quotes Camus in order to descritgeliroken belief
and the loss of hope as a general feeling afterSémond World War. He uses the same

24 Esslin claims that

quotation | have found in the booklet of BeieKig Lear production?
the metaphysical fear from the absurdity (in thesseof aimless, rootless and reasonless) is
the main topic of Beckett as well. The idea of #Henselessness of life in existentialist

philosophy is represented in the theatre of theiral#® Existentialism also has an important

element in the description of Lehmann’s theatrdategue, theevent/situationHe uses the

2 Roland GallePer ExistentialismugPaderborn: Wilhelm Fink, 2009), 48.
24 Martin Esslin,Das Theater des Absurden. Von Beckett bis P{itamburg: Rohwolt, 1965), 13-4.
4% Esslin, op. cit., 14-15.
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word ‘situation’ borrowed from existentialist phglophy in his descriptions of the theatrical
event. Lehmann defines ‘situation’ as “an unstadpbere of simultaneously possible and
imposed choice, as well as the virtual transfortitghf the situation.*?® Participants of the
theatrical situation are drawn attention to theimopresence in this situation and they are
forced into a virtual dialogue with the creatorstbé performance. Lehmann argues that
“[tlhe aesthetic object hardly has any substangeraore but instead functions as a trigger,
catalyst and frame for a process on the part of/iéaeer.” **’ Postdramatic theatre ceases to
be a theatre of representation, it is a theatreoaimunication, however, “not primarily as a
confrontationwith the audience but as the production of situetitor theself-interrogation
self-exploration self-awarenessf all participants.**® Both existentialism and the works of
Beckett search for the ‘I' as well. Sartre writémat the books of Camus in general where he
comes to the conclusion that first when wo/manlbas hope can find her/himself because
then s/he knows that s/he cannot rely on anythirichbr/himself?® In his play,Waiting for
Godot Beckett thematised the passivity of waiting ahdttit is during this passivity that

wo/men are confronted with questions about theisterce, about the ‘**°

In order to describe the grotesque asement/situationin Beier'sKing Lear, | am
going to show the way Barbara Nusse plays Leathascatalyst responsible for the self-
exploration of critics and as a part of the proagfsgostdramatic theatrical communication. |
am going to follow this train of thought during theerpretation of theatre critiques calling
the way Nusse plays Lear grotesque. NUsse as epegsses reality with all her strength and
this makes her, according to Netz, into a grotesgyuee. Netz refers to Beier's opinion that

Shakespeare’s characters have a reduced view ofdHé and the fact that they stick to this

26| ehmann, op. cit., 106.
427 |bid.
%8 His emphasis. Lehmann, op. cit., 105.
“® Galle, op. cit., 52.
430 Esslin, op. cit, 35-36.
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reduced view makes these figures grotedgtiBor Netz this tragedy unfolds itself through
the discovery of one’s own limited view of the wibibetter than through the suffering of a
king without a country®? Netz claims that thus the audience is “drawn @teew philosophy
and self-reflexivity.*** Similarly, Christian Bos claims that the play amedted by Beier is
not about the end of a kingdom but it is “about ymad me and anybody who has parents or
who has children**“Bos describes the effect of the performance, apdaislly the lack of
reason that makes human life bearable, as a “$&’lfiy the audiencé® Even though Bos
does not use the word grotesque in his critiqueegdbscription is so similar to that of Netz and
Krings that it is worth mentioning. Dorothee Kringsscribes NUsse’s Lear as an “aggressive
grotesque.**® She adds that this character shocks, scares desmae uncertain because of
her harsh ridiculousness. According to Krings, Lgaes mad not because Regan and Goneril
deny what he wishes but because of the discovetyhh made a mistake in judging th&t.
The self-reflexivity in Krings’ critique was alrepdnentioned above: “Multiple roles also
challenge the spectator to constant concentratlenoding and interpretind® The critics

see the way Nusse plays Lear as a source forefdkivity.

Next to the female actresses who evoke the grogesqth physicality Wilink and

Rossmann also agree on the comic nature of therpghce when calling it grotesque.

3! Netz, “Frauen ...” op. cit.

432 Netz, “Frauen ..."” op. cit. Compare with the oridiiext: “In diesem bizarren Beharren auf der eigene
beschrankten Weltsicht ist der ,Konig Lear” von KaBeier vor allem grotesk und dadurch besondegigch
— man erkennt sich in ihm besser wieder als inreikénig ohne Reich.”

43 My translation of “...in eine neue philosophischel selbstreflexive Tiefe.” In Netz, “Zart-Herber
Totentanz,” op. cit.

434 Christian Bos, “Der Widerhall des Wahnsinn&giner Stadt-Anzeige27 Sept 2009).
http://www.ksta.de/kultur/koelner-schauspiel-dederhall-des-wahnsinns,15189520,12848740.html; acoes
22.12.2015. Compare with the original text: “Waesltger ja nicht um Adelsintrigen geht. Sondern uichnund
dich und jeden der Eltern oder Séhne oder Toclaet h

43> Bos, op. cit. Compare with the original text: “Dedie Landschaft des Lear - wie Beier sie zeichiigteine
von jedem Sinn entkleidete Wiste des Realen, éneiden Sinnzuschreibungen, mit denen der Mensbh sic
seine Umwelt erst ertraglich macht. Weshalb auehAdiffihrung fur den Zuschauer zur Anstrengung, fir
manche vielleicht sogar zur Zumutung wird.”

43¢ “Ejne aggressiv groteske Figur ist dieser Konigul, destiirzend in ihrer grellen Lacherlichkeit.”Knings,
“Karin Beiers...” op. cit.

37 Krings, “Karin Beiers...” op. cit.

38 Krings, “Karin Beiers...” op. cit.
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Wilink claims that a “contact between comedy andastaophe” is established, while

Rossmann states that the performance is “an elanEntigame ... between choreography
and clownish grotesque, exorcism and exc&§sThus Wilink and Rossmann restate the
grotesque described in Shakespeare criticismelnses if they have rephrased Knight's text

440

on King Lear™" Knight claims “there is a dualism continually ergiin vain to be resolved

either by tragedy or by comed{* Opposed to Knight, Kott offers a more philosophica
grotesque in Shakespeare criticism and claimsLigat is ridiculous, not comic and that the
play is cruel, not tragic. He argues that the dttiasness of Lear lies in the absurdity of
wanting to live as a king after one stopped beik@hg. The cruelty of the play lies in the way
the downfall of Lear is escorted by comedy. DinatzZNand Dorothee Krings do not
emphasize the comic but the ridiculous nature ofdéis Lear and thus they follow the
argumentation of Jan Kott. Krings describes the wagr runs around with emotional
explosions in a night gown as a “startling figuoe fts harsh ridiculousness,” while Netz
names all characters “so grotesque that they atbeaiedge of being ridiculous” in her
442

review.* Especially when Krings calls the whole performagoatesque, it reads as a mirror

of the Kottian grotesque:

Beier forces Shakespeare’s tragedy into the graotesya bold and determined way.
The grotesque is the most severe form of exaggerat it denies any compassion.
The tragic emerges in its ugly senselessness. Nohasl seen yet such a merciless

destruction of a dynast{**

*39Wilink op. cit. Rossmann, op. cit.

#40 Compare with Knight, op. cit., 160: “A shiftingah of comedy across the pain of the purely tragth
increases the tension and suggests, vaguely, ltiescand a purification. The comic and the tragist both on
the idea of incompatibilities, and are also, thdwese mutually exclusive: therefore to mingle thisnto add to
the meaning of each; for the result is then butwat sublime incongruity.”

441 Knight, op. cit., 161.

42 My translation of “bestiirzend in ihrer grellen baclichkeit.” In Krings, “Karin Beiers...” op. cit. M
translation of “Sie sind grotesk bis zur Lacherkeh.” In Netz, “Frauen...” op. cit.

443 My translation of “Kithn und entschlossen treibidBeShakespeares Tragddie in die Groteske — digrfste
Form der Zuspitzung, denn die Groteske verweigete$ Mitgefihl. Das Tragische tritt nackt zu Tagseiner
hasslichen Sinnlosigkeit. So gnadenlos hat man \@enichtung eines Herrschergeschlechts noch nicht
gesehen.” In Krings, “Karin Beiers ...” op. cit.
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Both the comic and the ridiculous nature of theyffang Lear were called grotesque in
Shakespeare criticism and thus the theatre craigueBeier'King Learreflect the grotesque

found in Shakespeare criticism.

The director, Karin Beier herself admits in seVerderviews that the idea of the
“philosophical grotesque” was the central one indieection. In an interview led by Krings,

Beier described the “philosophical grotesque” dioWs:

There is no divine force, no order will be restongbtere the right heir should

succeed the throne. The play ends in an absolwelat®n and brutality. Each

character is a perpetrator and this is very tegrilblcould best demonstrate this

grotesque interpretation with only female actressasause thus codes are broken. |

tried to shake the usual way one sees somethirgerdie was even more brutal

because women did ‘it
Beier names her own interpretation grotesque aretttly claims that she wanted to ‘break
codes’ and ‘shake the usual way one sees somethihg consideration of a director is a
very postdramatic one. Moreover, as we have seeretictions of some critics who could not
see a reason in the all-female performance, itwbdk what Beier planned. She not only
describes the aim of postdramatic theatre aftermagin but she also refers to one
postdramatic theatre technique | have describedeali®eier claims she could demonstrate
grotesque through breaking codes with the all-fenpabduction and that the result of this
was the exaggeration of cruelty. Breaking the weeydudience expects to see something is a
technique Lehmann calfdethora Elsewhere Beier said that she sees thelplag Learas a

“philosophical grotesque” and referred to Jan Kuoititerpretation of Lear. In her direction

she wanted to make this interpretation more preséet wanted to accentuate this grotesque.

44 My translation of “Weil das Stiick eine philosopttie Groteske ist. Es gibt darin keine ordnenddigfixt
Kraft mehr, es wird keine rechte Ordnung wiederbstgllt, etwa indem der richtige Nachfolger denaorhr
bestiege. Das Stlick endet in absoluter, bedingasgsiTrostlosigkeit und Brutalitat. Alle FiguremaiTater,
das ist unendlich grausam. Dies zugleich als Gketaszulegen, schien mir mit Frauen am besten otigheil
man dann Codes durchbricht. Ich habe versucht, eigeévohnheiten zu ritteln. Die Gewalt war durch die
Frauen noch erschiitternder.” In Krings, “Shakespédit ...” op cit.
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For Beier, the essence of Kott's grotesque is diok bf the absoluté In a third interview

Beier said that Lear is a language itself and #te has used the notion “philosophical
grotesque” to deal with her favorite topic of puodfiexistentialist questions, such as:” What
remains of humanity when all the social contact®titers are torn aparf?® The Kottian

interpretation can also be seen as an existenttplsstion: What remains of humanity when
s/he realizes that there is no absolute? Beiesgight to the critics who compared her style
to the style of Gosh or called this performanceuathisShe herself focused her direction of
King Learon the philosophical grotesque described by Kudt i@duced the play into Camus
existentialist philosophy. The latter was, of c@yralso noticed by the critics. Detlev Baur
claims that Beier’'s performance “shows from theibeigg a play reduced to its skeleton, it is

a play about the human existené’”

After an intensive research on the critiques,nl sam up thaphysicality the softness
and at the same time cruelty of female actresses vadled grotesque. Furthermore, the way
the actresses played out two or three roles, ommdna good, the other a bad character and
the way they switched between these roles werecaléed grotesque. This technique belongs
to plethora a technique which aims at destroying any tradéiavay to interpret theatre. This
is also a technique which belongs to thlerring grotesquedefinition. Beier erased the
difference between male-female, as well as evildgobaracters. She blurred borders of
existing, even opposing categories, which is ndy aypical of plethora but also of the
blurring grotesqueFinally, the performance was also called grotesghben it was related to

the notion ‘absurd’. The unbearable atmosphereheflack of reason or the lack of the

4> Christoph Leibold, “Shakespeare auf deutschen BiifiDeutschlandfunk 21 April 2014).
http://www.deutschlandfunk.de/theater-shakespeafelautschen-
buehnen.691.de.html?dram:article_id=283307 ; acwe0.7.2014.

#4® Christian Bos, “Im Moment ernten wir die FriichtégIner Stadt-Anzeigei8 July 2009).
http://www.ksta.de/kultur/interview-mit-karin-beieim-moment-ernten-wir-die-fruechte-
,15189520,12902166.html ; access on 20.7.2014.

47 My translation of “Sie zeigt ein von Anfang anighesam auf die Knochen reduziertes Spiel um die
menschliche Existenz.” In Baur, op. cit.
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absolute made critics call the atmosphere of thibopeance and especially the way Nisse
played Lear grotesque. These grotesques fit to behnra description of the theatre technique
event/situationThis technique describes the performance as a comoation process which
offers no representation but instead triggers anodigohantasy and evokes self-exploration. In
the performance dfing Learthe way Nisse played Lear was described as thé/sabf this
self-exploration. This grotesque is also similarth@ blurring grotesquebut not to the
transgressive grotesquéhe structure of thegansgressivegrotesque is that of opposing the
existing normality, while thdlurring grotesque erases rules and differences altogethes,
allowing a new structuration process. The all-fesr@@rformance offered such an opportunity
for the audience in a form of a process, which eaked grotesque and at the end of which an
absurd situation of the lack of reason or the latkhe absolute forced critics into self-
reflection. This process is typical of both typdstlte grotesque, however, the outcome is
typical of theblurring grotesque Lack of reason is an especially good catalysirtge the

audience to search for connections, if not in tliéggmance then in themselves.

3.5. ShakespeareaBlurring Grotesqueson the German Stage as Poststructuralist

Subject Criticism

Three of the four postdramatic performances fi¢ Hturring grotesquetype of
definition but not thetransgressive grotesquéVith these examples, | have proven that
postmodern performances also useltluering grotesqueype of definition and thus offered a
worthy equal to Remshardt'zansgressive grotesquelhe transgressive grotesquand
blurring grotesqueas two types of postmodern grotesque definitiorssteparallel in

performance and theatre, just as they are botlepras visual arts and literature.
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In all four performances discussed above | seangwortant role inphysicality
Lehmann also describghysicalityas the centre of attention in postdramatic the&tfeHe
lists eleven characteristic features that are ¢isdédor the postdramatic theatre and claims
that this list does not have to be fulfilled to tlast point in order to be given the label of
postdramatic performance. From the eleven techridu®ave described six. This does not
mean that the other techniques are not presemieipérformances. For example, music also
played a role in the discussed performances hwast not connected to the grotesque by the
critics in their theatre reviews. The most obvigugtotesque theatre technique described by
Lehmann isplethora Plethorais the technique of “overabundance, chaotic aearent and
the addition of the smallest gags” (at least inwloeks of the German director Frank Castorf).
In generaplethorameans the “refusal of the normalized form of tmage,” which is “often

realized by way of recourse éxtremes **°

This technique appears in the Ostermeier-Macras
direction ofA Midsummer Night's Drearas a confusion of roles, genders and voicessdt al
appears in Beier«ing Learas a confusion of role®lethoracommunicates disorientation
and evokes audience uncertainty. | see in the posttic theatre techniqumethorathe best
way to achieve Fischer-Lichte’'sSchwellenerfahrungand thus to realize Brecht's
Verfremdungseffekin the postdramatic theatre. | have already argued the two latter
notions are connected. | spkethorato be a theatre technique, the outcome of which is
Schwellenerfahrungan audience experience of insecurity as the iathn® nature of the
performance prevents any usual interpretation bhadatidience needs to invent new ways of
interpretations. This outcome of audience confusiakesplethora similar to theblurring
grotesquedefinition. | argue that the difference between 8whwellenerfahrungnd the

blurring grotesque next to the fact that one is a description ofi@oucke experience and the

other is an artistic tool, is in the insistencetefoutcome. Fischer-Lichte describes a need for

48| ehmann, op. cit., 95.
49 His emphasis. Lehmann, op. cit., 90-91.
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new strategies of interpretations while the exasfibe theblurring grotesquego further than

a need and provoke an audience reaction. The elktatudy of how this (re)action is
provoked is the subject of this section concludimg third chapter. Thblurring grotesque
puts the audience under pressure so it cannotrawase but to become active. | see in this
forced agency of the audience a critique in pracom the theoretical passivity of the
poststructuralist subject.

In this concluding part to the last chapter | aning to revisit the postdramatic
strategies described as grotesque in theatre reviBweblurring grotesqueype of definition
requires the destruction of the existing order angks the creation of a new one instead,
while thetransgressive grotesqugpe of definition after Remshardt and Bakhtinused the
existing order by transgressing some rules ofat.dpoststructuralist subject criticism, | need
the blurring grotesquetype of definition as th&ansgressive grotesqueould be a grotesque
conform to ideology. As the aim of this paper isdi&tect a critique of the passivity of the
poststructuralist subject within theatre and penfance discourse, thdurring grotesquewith
its outcome of destroyed structure serves better @agique than th&ransgressive grotesque
which secures the existing structure. In the lagt 6f argumentation in this paper, | interpret
what the concrete examples | have found forkhering grotesquemean in the context of
poststructuralist subject theories. Hereby an ésddink is the presence of the Brectian
tradition in the postmodern, not only in theatreagiice shown through Lehmann’s
postdramatic theatre but also in Fischer-Lichtdigoty of Schwellenerfahrungin the
following | am going to pay special attention te@ tivay the audience is made active in the
examples of this third chapter, so that | can eetats agency in practice to the theoretical
passivity of the poststructuralist subject.

| have already described the theoretical impolyibiof subject agency in

poststructuralist subject theories in the introguct There | claimed after Bollobas that
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agency is granted for marked subjects by “transipas and extensions of categorié®.it is

not an accident that each play | discussed as sgjo¢ein Shakespeare criticism shows the
development of a marked subject. | see the onlgipibisy of subject agency for unmarked
subjects in noticing and reacting on the way markaiects deal with agency during these
performances. Shakespeare criticism declares thikeechaubject positions of the Vice, clown
and madmen as grotesque. These positions reappter postmodern performances but play
a slightly different role as they did in Shakespeeniticism. On the one hand, after a detailed
research on Shakespeare criticism, one would expesgte these marked subject positions as
parts of the postmodern grotesque in performanbe. grotesque, however, is a term which
avoids fulfilling expectations, it is an indecoru@n the other hand the early modern marked
subject positions of the Vice, clown and madmen exehanged into postcolonial, queer,
disabled marked subject positions in the postmoddawever, calling such marked subject
positions grotesque would be politically incorréaathat remains is the idea of the unknown,
the position of being an other which fascinates eamdkes an ambiguous reaction within
unmarked subjects. While describipbysicality Lehmann argues that the “deviant body,” a
body which “deviates from the norm” due to illnedsability or deformation “and causes an
‘amoral’ fascination, unease or fear” is often presin postdramatic theatf&. A deviation
from the norm is an expression which | have se¢enoénough during my research on the
grotesque. However, a critique will not call anasiatith disabilities grotesque, even though it
would fit the idea of the grotesque well. The essenf the Vice, clown and madmen is not in
their physical appearance but in their social r@eother, as outsiders. These roles are not
restricted but grant more freedom than anyoneledse This freedom is realised as a freedom
of choice among roles in the postdramatic perfomean The main characters of the

performances discussed above all suffer from a &indentity crisis. Richard discovers the

*50Bollobas, op. cit., 88.
51 Lehmann, op. cit., 95.
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taste of power and attention after the kiss of La&hne, which was obviously a new
experience for a disabled other at court. Lear h#soto find himself after he becomes an ex-
king. Hamlet is also torn between being a prinog gming mad while planning regicide. An
Midsummer Night's Dreandentities are lost from the beginning. From tlexspective of
unmarked subjects, the positions of the postmod#rar are attractive due to freedom, but
they are also dangerous, not conform with ideolagg thus only a loose part of the society.
The idea of freedom from ideology hides uncertaeryl this uncertainty is represented by
the position of the marked subject in postdramtteatres. | have already mentioned that
Carroll claims the grotesque is a good expressfamoertainties and that it can either end
laughing or crying. The grotesque, just like thetable roles of Lear, Hamlet, Richard and the
performers ofA Midsummer Night's Dreams ambiguous. The marked subject positions in
the postmodern and in postdramatic theatre perfoces play the role of a trigger. They
present uncertainties, drive the plot and leavamhiguous effect behind.

The only obvious marked subject position foun&hakespeare criticism reappears in
theHamletperformance. Lars Eidinger has the freedom of imigadion while acting out the
madness of Hamlet, according to the theatre criiestouches upon madness and makes
audience members answer his direct questions.ighis audience action inspired by the role
of the mad, the role of the marked subject. Althodgdo not suggest that the examined
theatre performances | describe make an activeesubjt of the passive one, however, an
example for this statement might make the readenawore convinced about my more
moderate thesis. A fan has a tattoo of EidingeyiptaHamlet. Interesting in this story is that
Eidinger tried to convince the lady to choose atation from Hamlet but she wanted the

picture of Eidinger as Hamlet>? | mention this example not only as a proof forifigr’s

%2 Ppatrick Wildermann, “Der Narr in dir,” Der Tagesspiegel (3 February 2015).
http://www.tagesspiegel.de/kultur/schaubuehne-kibagtheater-der-narr-in-dir/11316882.html;  accesen
30.1.2016. Compare with the original text: “,Kemn8ie das Foto der Frau, die sich Lars EidingeHaislet
auf den Unterarm hat tatowieren lassen?”, frage@stier. Holt sein Mobiltelefon raus und zeigt'Sie war
bestimmt 15 Mal in der Vorstellung. Sie hatte mid¥ers Internet kontaktiert, ob ich ihr Fotos schitkdnne,
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success as actor but also because | want to reffetlie grotesque in practice in the context
of poststructuralist subject theories. | do not intarsay that all subjects watching Eidinger as
Hamlet will think about tattooing him on their owodies but | do want to point in the
direction of a possibility that the grotesques he theatre critics | interpreted aturring
grotesquescan theoretically shake the passive picture of dhigject that poststructuralist
theories emphasise, at least in the fields of teeatd performance.

But let us proceed step by step. In the followpayagraphs | revisit what theatre
reviews called grotesque in the performances aodsf@mn possibilities of agency in these
descriptions. I'Hamletthe theatre techniques physicalityand therruption of the realare
grotesque for the critics. Lehmann calls it alencrete theatrevhen the bodies appearing on
stage are merely present, “the sign merely comnatgsc... its presencé&?® As in the
postdramatic theatre there is no aim to createtavdiillusion that takes place on stage, the
directors often play with the border between rgalid fiction. They try to evoke an audience
reaction of “indecidability whether one is dealimgth reality or fiction.** This is the
irruption of the real where the “self-reflexive” use of reality becomeart of the
performancé?® Eidinger's enormous physical presence as welisstrusion into the sphere
of the audience made this performance grotesquiadatritics.

| am going to discuss the difference of Fischexhie’'s Schwellenerfahrungnd the
blurring grotesque on the example of theHamlet performance. Fischer-Lichte’s
Schwellenerfahrungs described as the insecurity of the audiencéaf to interpret an
innovative performance. This insecurity will make taudience search for new strategies for
meaning production. This is the case by the examygien Eidinger runs between the

audience and pushes imaginary swords into themtsealso, Flower and Raudszus describe

die sich anbieten wiirden”, erzahlt Eidinger Uber derehrerin. ,Ich habe ihr abgeraten, sie solith sloch
lieber einen Spruch aus ‘Hamlet’ tatowieren lassien,ihr gefallt”.”

“53.ehmann, op. cit., 98.

54 .ehmann, op. cit., 101.

%5 Lehmann, op. cit., 103.
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the unsettling experience of not knowing whethatirifjer became mad in reality or he is
only acting it. Another example is when Hamlet adiks audience whether he is guilty in
Ophelia’s death. This example goes a step furtheatvaudience agency is concerned, it
cannot be described as a p&@ehwellenerfahrundpecause here the audience is forced, they
are put under pressure to react. | have claimethenfirst chapter that the postmodern
grotesque is described as a process. Thereforeplthrang grotesquecannot only be
described as the mixture of the postdramatic th&atechniques gbhysicalityandirruption

of the reaj but its effect should also be examined. Here othe importance of pressure
Raudszus described. Whigchwellenerfahrungs described as a need for new strategies of
interpretations, thélurring grotesqudas more radical as it does not only search strasegf
interpretation but it requires an immediate reactid argue here that in thislamlet
performance the idea &chwellenerfahrung brought further as the audience is provoked to
act.

The blurring grotesqueappears irHamletwhen members of the audience (re)act on
these techniques described above. Let us lookthirca example of audience (re)action in
detail. The way Hamlet treated Ophelia in the pleas seen by Flower as a hardly justifiable
revenge on Gertrude: “he attempted to undress, aagdebury her alive®®® | have described
how disgusting as well as overwhelming critics fduhe presence of Eidinger during this
play. The fact that he played a clown and a madooald count as an excuse as he is then not
bound by social norms. However, this does not exphehy any audience member would
answer his questions on his guilt in Ophelia’s deafter the above described actions.
Eidinger is not only over-present on stage butsh&so physically present in the space where
the audience sits. | explain why anyone would amdwsequestions on Ophelia with Levinas’
encounter of the face of the other. For Lehmahysicality means a body without

signification. This is also how Levinas sees theoemter with the other’s face. Levinas

5% Flower, op. cit., 741.
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argues that the encounter with somebody’s facéhexavethics begins as the nakedness of the
face shows that the other is destitute but it bisars a commandment of “Thou shalt not kill.”
Levinas claims that the “face is signification, aignification without context...the Other ...

is not a character in a role... the face is meanihgyatself.”**” The moment Hamlet asks an
audience member whether he is guilty in Opheli@atd becomes an encounter of the face
through the physical closeness of Eidinger's bothcg) and the body of the audience
member. The role of Hamlet and the role of an acémishes and the face requires an answer.
Levinas claims that in the encounter with the dthéace, “the face is meaning all by

itself.”**® Levinas explains the necessity to respond indheviing way:

...the saying is the fact that before the face | do not simpgmain there
contemplating it, | respond to it. The saying isvay of greeting the Other, but to
greet the Other is already to answer for him. Wifficult to be silent in someone’s
presence; this difficulty has its ultimate foundatin this signification proper to the
saying, whatever is the said. It is necessary &alspf something, of the rain and
fine weather, no matter what, but to speak, toardpgo him and already to answer
for him.**°

So the reason why audience members answer Eidiegenot only in the provoking way he
acts the mad fool, it also lies in the physicalselmess of a face asking you, in the
combination of physicality and irruption of the real Ostermeier himself admits in an

interview that

[his] theatre isn’t a theatre of images, [he] dpj#sneed a distance so that the
spectators perceive its composition. [He] wantfig] audience to feel as if they were
among the actors and the characters they play, alghgside them. On top of that,
[he] can't stand when actors recite their texts,fas were a declamation. [He]

want[s] them to act ‘truthfully’ in a very intimagetting*®®

%7 Levinas, op. cit., 86.

8 | evinas,ibid.

9 His emphasis. Levinas, op. cit., 88.

%80 Jean-Francois Perrier, “Interview with Thomas @sgser.” Translation into English Gaél Schmidt-Glka
http://www.festival-avignon.com/lib_php/downloadpstilelD=1951&type=File&round=54551178; access on
9.1.2016.
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This intimacy works against the theatre of represt@n and reality of the audience becomes
thus an essential part of the performance. Thisturexof real and fiction as well as the

closeness of the face urges the audience to rdatgna Grehan focuses on ‘ambivalence’
when discussing audience participation in postdtantheatre performances based on the
ethics of Levinas. Grehan observes when audierese Ithe performance “feeling some
degree of ambivalence are likely to continue tdemtfon and consider the work for some
time.”®* From my arguments follows that the grotesque ecémthe production of such an

ambivalence.

In A Midsummer Night's Dreardirected by Macras and Ostermeitre grotesque
appears as an example fmrataxisand plethora. Parataxismeans that the different genres
(dance, music, performance arts, etc) “are employath equal weighting” during a
performancé? Instead of one emphasised element, such as thethexaudience is flooded
with paratactical signals. This simultaneity “ouesss the perceptive apparatus” of the
critics*™ The focus of this performance is @hysicality and this element is also called
grotesque by the critics. An additional act agathst traditional text-based theatre in this
performance is the technigpéethora It means the rejection of conventionalised foriiise
strategy of role-changes and gender-changes, aasvebcal travesty is driven into extremes
in A Midsummer Night's Dream.

The blurring grotesquein A Midsummer Night's Drearperformance is a result of
how physicality plethoraandparataxismeet.Plethoraandparataxisare both techniques that
work against the usual ways of interpretations arghte thus &chwellenerfahrungThey
make the text unimportant, genders, roles and sog&hangeable. They create insecurity

and a kind of senselessness in the audience. Whiéional interpretation techniques are

%! Helena GreharRerformance, Ethics and Spectatorship in a Glokge @loundmills, Basingstoke,
Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), 35.

62| ehmann, op. cit., 87.

%3 |pid.
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weakened by these strategiphysicalityemphasises the bodily presence of actors and their
body language as communication. It is no wondeattlecritics also focused ghysicality
and noted the energy produced through phigsicality It is enough to have a look at the titles
of the theatre reviews to know there was no lackradrgy: “The Animal in You,” “Learning

to Fly,” “With Complete Risk” and “High-pressure éaim in the Hormone-kitche{*
Marvin Carlson claims that “[e]leven actors and a&s presented a nonstop Saturnalia of
astonishing energy and physicaliff>Actors and dancers produce a special energy descri
by Fisher-Lichte in her concept oddical presencePresence means for Fischer-Lichte the
bodily presence of actors on stage (as opposdtktootes the actors play). She speaks about
radical presence when the presence of the actootisonly present on stage or attracts
attention because of his/her action but when thesgnce of actors makes the audience
produce energy itself. This radical presence happédren the actor is able to produce energy
the audience feels. The source of this energy cdroes the fact that actors and audience
share space and time during the performance. Fiddblete claims that the energy is
physically felt and co-produced by the audieffel claim that the above described
techniques of postdramatic theatre, and especidley emphasisedhysicality of the
performance result in eadical presenceand make the audience co-produce the circulating
energy during the performance. This means thatatidience becomes active during the
performance. This activity is of a different kinddait is much more difficult to describe than
the one described in Hamlet where a real answeudience members became part of the
performance. Nevertheless, this audience actigitgnother example where theatre practice

guestions the theoretical passivity of poststratisir subject positions.

464 My translations of “Das Tier in Dir" (in Déssalp. cit.), “Fliegen lernen” (in Schaper, op. citMit vollem
Risiko” (in Mdller, op. cit.) and “Hochdruckdampf der Hormonkiiche” (in Reinhard
Wengierek,"Hochdruckdampf in der HormonkichBjg Welt(04 Sept 2006). http://www.welt.de/print-
welt/article149922/Hochdruckdampf-in-der-Hormonkiveditml; access on 3.1.2015.

“%5 Marvin CarlsonTheatre is More Beautiful than War. German Stage®ing in the Late Twentieth Century
(lowa: University of lowa Press, 2009), 177.

“%% Erika Fischer-LichteTheaterwissenschafTiibingen and Basel: A. Francke Verlag, 2010), 87-4
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In King Learthe grotesque is seen in the all-female productiwt only the fact that
only women played in this tragedy made the perforceainto grotesque, but the female
physicality emphasized the cruelty on stage as well. Anothetegque is the result of the
example forplethora a confusion caused by role-changes as well avdheshing border
between good and evil characters. Moreover, theidointerpretation of the grotesqueness
of King Learbecomes a stage experience in this performaneelathk of the absolute drives
this grotesque into absurdity and the audiencetdasndure this process. Especially the way
Nusse plays the existentially shaken Lear is cajletesque in the critiques. The way Nusse
plays Lear becomes a trigger of audience selfxefky. | interpreted Nilsse’s Lear as an
example for the postdramatic theatre technepent/situationThis technique emphasizes the

communication between audience and actors instethe @njoyment of a representation.

The blurring grotesqueappears as a result of three techniquesKimg Lear:
physicality,plethoraandevent/situationEspecially the techniqyaethorais responsible for
the confusion of the audience and for the liminatpezience. Fischer-Lichte’s
Schwellenerfahrungor liminal experience is a process of continuolianges of perception
between the bodily presence of the actors andhtaecters they represent. The audience is in
continuous search for new interpretive strategiasng this experienc®’ As the actresses
play up to three roles iding Lear, and the role changes are not always obviousauldeence
has numerous opportunities to experieBcbwellenerfahrungrhis liminal experience shows
itself in the form of confusion or even frustratidfrings argues that the fact that there are
more roles than actresses in the play forces thiieace to pay restless attentfSi.

Zimmermann praises the evening to be an impressiee“disparate and unsettling, annoying

7 Fischer-Lichte Asthetikop. cit., 256-260.

“%8 Krings, “Karin Beiers ...” op. cit. Compare with tleeiginal text: “Diese Geschlechterverschiebungrielnt
nur den Effekt, dass die Figuren in ihrer rein nobtishen Unzulanglichkeit erscheinen. Die Merfactdiangen
fordern auch zu stdndigem Mitdenken, Entschliséaoten heraus.”
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and touching; not always convincing but full of icdness.**® Rossmann claims that Beier's
King Learis an “unsettling and confusing” performari€&Iimportant for my thesis here is,
that theSchwellenerfahrunga result of the theatre technigpkethorg unsettles audiences
and thus pushes them into the direction of audiegemcy when it requires new interpretive

strategies.

This need of new interpretive strategies duplébhorais pushed into a self-reflective
contemplation of the critics with the postdramatiteatre technique oévent/situation
Lehmann argues that the essence of the theatooaicinication of postdramatic theatre is
the “production of situations for treelf-interrogation self-exploration self-awarenessf all
participants.*”* Moreover, Lehmann claims that “theatre becomesazial situation’ in
which the spectator realizes that what s/he expee® depends not just on him/herself but
also on others*? Both the transgressive grotesquand theblurring grotesquein the
postmodern emphasize this effect. Actually, theéffecence lies in the different outcomes.
Theblurring grotesquemakes existing structures insecure, whilettaasgressive grotesque
strengthens the existing structures. The exampl¢hénKing Lear performance for the
event/situations composed of the catalyst, the way Barabara é\psys Lear, and of the
result of it in the critics’ self-reflexivity. Thevay Nusse plays Lear is called grotesque, which
leads to an absurd situation. This absurdity makegrotesque into philosophy, it becomes
existentialism. This idea of philosophical grotesdgivery well detectable on the deepness of
the effect critics described. The following remark#i touch upon one’s existence.

Zimmermann claims that one leaves the theatredii$esent person after seeing BeieKsg

%9 My translation of the “disparat und verstérendvead und beriihrend; nicht immer iiberzeugend, goch
einer Radikalitat...” In Zimmermann, op. cit.

4® Rossmann, op. cit., Compare with the original:té&b wirkt die Inszenierung, die Shakespearesratteama
zur philosophischen Farce verkirzt, verstérend; abeh verwirrend.”

"1 His emphasis. Lehmann, op. cit., 105.

472 ehmann, op. cit., 107.
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Lear.*”® Netz is more concrete, she claims that the audientdrawn into a new philosophy
and self-reflexivity.*”* This is achieved through the way the audiencegmizes him/herself

in Lear as someone who stubbornly sticks to hidiheted world view. Netz claims that this
bizarre way of sticking to one’s limited view makéss performance grotesqtie. Wilink
goes so far as to claim that after this evening, lkorows anew the reason for theatergoing. He
calls the performance “painfully intensive, notetehating, adamant, radicdl’® Audience
activity in Beier'sKing Learis prepared with the theatre techniqulethora the result of
which is that new ways of interpretive strategies searched for and these strategies are
obviously pushed in the direction of self-reflexyiln Beier'sKing Leara third dimension of

audience (re)action is described by the critichiotus on self-reflexivity.

It might seem out of date to reach back to a gbidy which was strong and made
much sense after the World War Il, where the resaft the Holocaust had to be faced.
However, if | look at the way the individual is debed in existentialism, it becomes clear
that the coinage ‘existentialism’ in a context wheelf-reflexivity of the critics are achieved
in theatre practice becomes a critique of the pragtsiralist subject passivity. Existentialism
focuses on individual existence, on the freedomindividual and on choice. When the
“biological being” starts accepting that individsalave responsibility for their actions, the
stadium of “existential individual” is achieved. @gsed to this ‘existential individual’ are the
ones who do not acknowledge responsibility ande“tieeir existential individuality into the

comfort of the faceless crowd”™ Thomas Flynn interprets Heidegger's descriptiorthaf

473 Zimmermann, op. cit. Compare with the originalttéXach diesen zweieinviertel Stunden verl&sst uhas
Theater anders, als man es betreten hat.”

47 My translation of “...in eine neue philosophischel welbstreflexive Tiefe.” In Netz, “Zart-Herber
Totentanz,” op. cit.

47> Netz, “Frauen ..."” op. cit. Compare with the oridiiext: “In diesem bizarren Beharren auf der eigene
beschrankten Weltsicht ist der ,Konig Lear” von KaBeier vor allem grotesk und dadurch besondegigch

— man erkennt sich in ihm besser wieder als inreikénig ohne Reich.”

#7® My translation of “schmerzhaft intensiv, unfeieHj unerbittlich, radikal.” In Wilink, op. cit.

*"" Thomas R. FlynrExistentialism: A Very Short IntroductigNew York: Oxford University Press, 2006), x.
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word ‘existence’ “to stand out’ from the crowdpfn the average everyday/® The focus of
existentialism is exactly what poststructuralisbjeat theories lack: responsibility, freedom
and choice. The lack of these notions lies in #at that ideology imposes roles on subjects,
they have no choice but to act out the roles giteethem. Describing postmodern ethics,
Zygmunt Bauman especially criticises the way subjeeglect responsibility due to the fact
that they are fragmented, i.e. they have to switetween different roles (and thus switch
between different responsibilities). Similarly teettrain of thought in existentialism, Bauman
argues that taking responsibility (without havihg tole to which this responsibility belongs)
would mean freedom for the subject but this freedewiten feared and considered not to be
as comfortable as obeying the authorities one tsebey’”® In such a context is revealing to

use the word ‘existentialism’ as a critique on posicturalist subject passivity.

After these examples it is clear that postdranthgatre practice is not only grotesque,
but it isblurring grotesqueit pushes the perceivers into the direction ¢ivag instead of the
old role of passivity the audience used to havtheatres. In the above described examples
this activity has different dimensions. | see thguirement of audience activity described in
the above examples as a reaction within theatrfeipeance practice on the poststructuralist
subject and its passivity. I[Hamletit is an oral response on the closeness of the, fadA
Midsummer Night's Dreanit is the co-production of physical energy whileKing Lear
audience activity becomes self-reflection of théar

Not only these examples, but the focus of postdtantheatre as such on audience
involvement additionally supports my thesis. Thigus on audience productivity roots in

Brecht's epic theatre | discussed in the introductiBrecht wants to enhance audience

"8 Elynn, op. cit., 107.

479 Zygmunt BaumarPostmodern EthicgOxford and Cambridge: Blackwell, 1995), 18-21uB®n claims that
the choice is not in following or breaking the myldout it is between “different sets of rules anfiedent
authorities preaching them” (p. 20). The possipild choose between authorities creates a freedochaice
but also a moral ambiguity, as none of the autiesrseems to give the reassurance we seek. Baumoess shat
one can leave the ideology if one really wantbtd,then one needs to take freedom with all itpaasibilities.
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productivity by offering situations that are nemkaown for the audience members, so they
can leave their usual thinking patterns and starbé creative and produce new ways of
thinking. In postdramatic theatrical practice ddsei by Lehmann, especially the technique
plethoracan be called without any context a technique winmduces audience insecurity
and thus the necessity to produce new thinkingepadt The theoretical description of this
audience insecurity is Fischer-Lichte&dshwellenerfahrunglf the ideology is questioned, if
the Brechtian ‘if’ in its postmodern form, tl&hwellenerfahrungf Fischer-Lichte appears,
then (in the sense of Fischer-Lichte’s theory) #loelience is already capable of producing
new ways of interpretive strategies, i.e. it isatap of producing indecorum. Fischer-Lichte
claims that only innovative theatre performanceskevtheSchwellenerfahrungecause such
performances deny traditional interpretations andcd creation of a new strategy of
interpretation. As we have seen thHaurring grotesque goes even further than
Schwellenerfahrungs it forces an answer (Hamle), co-produces energy (b Midsummer

Night's Drean) or even evokes philosophical self-reflectiontd tritics (inKing Leay).
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Conclusion

The thesis of this paper moves within theatre @erdormance studies. Its claim has a
practical and a theoretical aspect. The focus efthiesis is on the practical use of the notion
grotesque in postdramatic theatres. The thesis asmgas the essential role of the grotesque in
postdramatic theatre and that this grotesque, dsawpostdramatic theatre in general focuses
on audience productivity. The reason for this fosusterpreted as a practical reaction within
postdramatic theatres on the passivity of the stiljepoststructuralist subject theories. In the
following paragraphs | am going to look back on tteen of argumentation in order to offer
an overview of how | supported the above descrthedis.

In the very first chapter | claim that definitiom$ the grotesque from the 60s are
imported into contemporary definitions, giving thenpostmodern touch. | argue that though
there were newer definitions of the grotesque & T0s and 80s, postmodern theoreticians
adapted the definitions of Kayser and Bakhtin wtey described the postmodern grotesque.
Kayser and Bakhtin are considered to have oppadgfigitions on the grotesque and later
theoreticians could not deal with this split withime term, so contemporary theoreticians
chose either Kayser or Bakhtin as the basis of tetesque definitions. This is a result of
my research in the fields of visual art and inratare. However, in theatre and performance
studies | have only found one description whiclibased on Bakhtin. This illogical uneven
representation led to the thesis that also thetrthend performance genres should show
definitions of the grotesque based on Kayser. Thesis is proved with my research in
chapter three, where | read theatre critiques of fiostdramatic performances, three out of
which showed a grotesque definition which was basethe ideas of Kayser.

In chapter one, | also gave names to the two srefidiefinitions of the grotesque |
have found in the postmodern. | did so because éagrsd Bakhtin were only used as starting

points of these new postmodern definitions, andwah it would be misleading to use the
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names of these scholars. Instead, | use essetdrakests of their grotesque descriptions.
Basically, the grotesque in the postmodern is shimgt that disrespects
norms/rules/conventions. | also argued that bgtkesyof postmodern grotesques are described
as a process and that postmodern grotesques irentueléect which becomes an essential part
of the definition itself. | differentiated betwe&mo grotesques on the basis of how successful
they are in actually destroying these norms/rutes/entions. Théransgressive grotesqus

a grotesque which transgresses existing structwiéisout harming them. | called it
transgressive after Bakhtin’s idea of the carniVale carnival is a safety valve of the society,
but it (more often than not) returns to the oldisture after the carnival is over. Thiirring
grotesqueis described after Kayser. Théurring grotesques a successful attempt to make
existing structures alien and thus this grotes@ugiires the creation of new structures. The
blurring grotesqueholds a potential for real change in itself. Thmakes theblurring
grotesquamore interesting for my study than tihansgressive grotesque

In the second chapter | turned to a more spegifitesque, which has also had to be
researched first: the Shakespearean grotesquelertook a short research on how the word
‘antic,” an earlier form of the ‘grotesque’ was dsa Shakespeare’s time. | see the shift from
the Middle Ages into an early modern England a®mtext where the word grotesque as a
special form of indecorum was welcomed and slowtggrated into the English language. It
was a term commonly used for something exaggesatedppropriate or even evil.

The major part of chapter two, however, is an ant@n how grotesques appear in
Shakespeare criticism. Here | focused on charaetedsplays described as grotesques. The
character Falstaff with his fatness and low motahdards becomes the ultimate example for
the Bakhtinian carnivalesque grotesque. The gratasess of the character Hamlet is seen in
his double role of being a prince as well as a oloWhe grotesque in the pl&ng Learis in
the cruel humour which neither lets the play becanpeire comedy nor a pure tragedy. Lear

himself is also described to be grotesque becagise dridiculous character who experiences
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cruelty. The character of the Vice is also seemg@atesque because it unites funny and
frightening elements. The figure of the Vice, thexn and madmen are roles which embody
the grotesque in Shakespeare criticism. These m@esalso positions outside the social
structure as both the clown and madmen had a fre@d®peech in the time of Shakespeare.
The figure of the Vice is a successor of the cl@amd the Devil and its typical characteristic
feature is that this role stands above the rulestwhormally apply for all roles in the play.
The Vice, the clown and madmen are excellent msstifor criticising social structures
without being punished for it. Also, they are matlsebject positions. These positions may
criticise ideology without being part of it. | arguhat the uncertainties in the early modern
England led to the increased usage of the wordc’antthe sense of the grotesque and later
the word ’'grotesque’. Not only the early modern EBng but the postmodern can also be
called as an age of uncertainty, only that todaty\fioes and clowns but postcolonial and
homosexual people belong to the marked subjects sirhilarity lies in the outsider positions
they occupy.

In the third chapter | argue for the thesis ti&t grotesque plays an essential part in
postdramatic theatres. The proof of this thesidesnonstrated on four examples from
postdramatic theatre practice. | looked at fourkBbpeare performances in Germany that
were described as ‘grotesques’ in theatre critigbest, | looked at the textual context of the
word ‘grotesque’ within the critiques and intergetwhat critics meant under ‘grotesque’.
Later | compared the grotesque described in thattheeviews with thélurring grotesque
and thetransgressive grotesquas well as the grotesques found in Shakesped#reason.
There were in most cases common points betweenptismodern grotesques or the
Shakespearean grotesques and those grotesquestitsedescribed in postdramatic theatre
performances. However, a more interesting facha most of the phenomena described as
grotesque are also typical theatre techniques ef pgbstdramatic theatre. For example,

physicality is present in all four performances and in allrfperformances it was called
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grotesque. Lehmann describa@sysicalityas the emphasised presence of the body of actors
which cease to be a representation. In the caskamiet physicality means the over-presence
of the actor playing Hamlet. IA Midsummer Night's Drearall performers take part in the
intensephysicalitywhen they produce energy during their movementghwhaxpress either
love or hate. Here body language even takes thee ptd spoken languagé&hysicality
appears in Richard’s awkwardly over-emphasisedbdisas which make him into an
outsider, while inKing Lear the softness and cruelty of naked female bodiescatled
grotesque.

However, physicality alone is not enough to call these performanbksring
grotesqueor transgressive grotesqueéccording to Lehmann, postdramatic performances
should be seen as a unity where the physical appearof the actors is only one element.
Directors can only achieve the coinage ‘grotesdutiiey use a combination gthysicality
with other elements of postdramatic theatre. Thesnlmination was different by each
performance. While | have found one example for ttansgressive grotesquan the
performance oRichard lll, all the other examples webdurring grotesquesThe humiliated
nakedness iRRichard Il was of a very different kind than tipdaysicalitywhich appeared in
the other three performances. The grotesques snpeformance had little to do with each
other, they were minor pars of the performance Wwhisaw agdransgressive grotesquea
kind of indecorum with not much effect on the @sti The example of Richard as
transgressive grotesquis used as a contrast to the other three exangfleélse blurring
grotesque

The postdramatic theatre techniqulethora has in itself a description that reminds
one of theblurring grotesquedefinition. Plethorais incoherency, lack of logic and structure
and those driven to the extreme. BothAilMidsummer Night's Drearand inKing Learthe
biggest confusion was reported on by the exchaniggaif genders and roles. This technique

creates a vacuum, a lack of structure, which cahadtold by the audience so it is forced to
144



create new structures of interpretation. | claiat texamples of the grotesque critics found in
these two performances airring grotesquesThese examples also emphasise the nature of
the grotesque as process to which belongs thet effélbe grotesque in the form of destroyed
structuresPlethorais the most obvious theatre technique of postdtiantizeatre which can
also be related to thaurring grotesquewithout any examples. The emphasispbgthorais
different in the two performances. While AsnMidsummer Night's Drearthere is no list of
actors which could show who plays which characeteKing Learit is obviously stated which
roles (even if there are up to three roles for acteess) belong to which actress. While in the
first example a chaos is staged, in the seconcethd® know the text well can most of the
time follow the performance. From the point of vieWwtheatre historyplethorg the idea of
erasing one structure in order to produce one se&s bld as Brecht's epic theatre. | argued in
the introduction that | see the postmodern formBodcht's ‘alienation effect’ in Fischer-
Lichte’s ‘liminal experience’. Fischer-Lichte’'Schwellenerfahrungs an experience of the
audience during a theatre performance when usugs whinterpretation are blocked. The
audience has to establish new interpretive strasegijust like during Brecht's
Verfremdungseffekivhere the alien circumstances of the theatriocatext make the audience
get rid of their old thinking patterns. In both exfts/experiences the audience is deprived of
his/her usual thinking patterns, so the producbdmew ways of thinking is promoted by
such effects/experiences.

The blurring grotesqueis a result of a combination of different postdedim theatre
techniques with an effect that promotes audienem@g InA Midsummer Night's Dream
next to physicality and plethora, parataxiss also described as grotesg®arataxis makes
sure the play-text is only as important as othemelnts of the performance text. In this
performance the play-text was even less importaanh tbody language. | claimed that the
combination of these three theatre techniqueslmeing grotesqueas they evoke audience

(re)action. The audience reaction is described with help of Fischer-Lichte’s concept of
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radical presencewhich claims that in case the audience feelsetiergy produced by the
bodily presence of the actors, audience memberga@rg to react on this energy and co-
produce it during the performance.

In theKing Lear performance next tphysicalityandplethorg the theatre technique
event/situationwas also called grotesque. Undmrent/situationLehmann understands the
theatrical communication in postdramatic theatrge. claims that as a result of this
communication, self-exploration happens. Lehmandetstands the role of postdramatic
theatre not as a producer of representations battagger, an inspiration for audience self-
reflection. | interpreted the way Barabara Niussgqd Lear as the trigger of self-reflections
described in the critiques. The way NuUsse playedr Lwas called grotesque, absurd,
existentialist, it touched the existence of somecsrand made them philosophical. That the
critics as well as the director reached back tstertialism in this performance is not only
because Lear’s existence is in danger but | alsoitsas a recourse, or re-use of formulas
poststructuralist subject theories lack (and eristism focuses on), such as the freedom or
responsibility of the individual.

In OstermeierHamlet next tophysicality the theatre techniqueuption of the real
was called grotesque. Lars Eidinger is not onlyrgaresent during the whole performance, he
often enters the space of the audience and thassdheir reality. As postdramatic theatre has
no aim to show representations, the technigugtion of the realis important as it plays
with the borders of reality and fiction. Its effastthat the audience has no idea whether an
action belongs to the fiction or it happens in itgaEspecially the way Eidinger addressed
audience members with direct questions evoked theeggue according to the critics. The
critics also noted that there were moments whewy toeld not tell whether Eidinger or only
Hamlet went mad. | further argued that bherring grotesquen thisHamletperformance is a
combination ofphysicalityandirruption of the real as well as the fact that Hamlet acts out a

mad clown. The social position of this role allohisn to act in an ab-normal way and to
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provoke with this action a (re)action from the aumbe. | also argued that this open
provocation is not enough to evoke audience readbiot a combination of provocation,
physical closeness and the encounter with Eidisgace (after Levinas) force the audience
to (re)action.

Although the roles of the Vice, the clown and madnwere called grotesques in
Shakespeare criticism, in postdramatic theatretigeat was only in thedamletperformance
where this role played an essential part in achgdudience (re)action. Richard 11l we
saw a Shakespearean evil who is not typical of &jakare criticism and who was not
expected from Eidinger after his Hamlet interptietat Richard as a childish, disabled figure
who takes what he sincerely believes to be higisarnypical Vice. IrKing Learthe madness
of the king becomes an internal madness which &) s&s a part of the philosophical
grotesque, as a necessity of the absurd, as mgtpdint of existentialism. However, the idea
of being an other, an outcast connects Richard,létaand Lear. All the three suffer a kind of
identity crisis all search for their new placessorciety. As others they have a kind of exotic
freedom unmarked subjects fear and envy.

| also claimed that the focus on audience ageam@pstdramatic theatre practice is a
reaction to the poststructuralist subject passiwitthin theatre and performance discourse.
The audience agency is discovered in the diredspre Eidinger as Hamlet acts out on his
audience, in the subtle pressure produced by thesswe energy use of eleven actors and
dancers inA Midsummer Night's Dreanand in the introverted philosophy about one’s
existence the critics described as an effect ofsMigsLear. | see all three forms of audience
provocation as thélurring grotesque one of the two types of grotesque definitiongha
postmodern. Thislurring grotesquediffers from the other type, theansgressive grotesque
in its outcome. Thélurring grotesques capable of blurring, erasing existing strucsuaad
thus it is capable of making room for the creattbmew ones. Thélurring grotesques not

only a type of grotesque definition, but it becoragmore general term for the combination of
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some postdramatic theatre techniques in the examipldiscussed above. The aim of
postdramatic theatre is the same as the aim obltiveing grotesqueto enhance audience
productivity. The answer to the question why ises should be searched in the discrepancy
between the theory of poststructuralist subjectsipdg and the focus on audience
productivity in theatre practice.

Postmodern subject theories repress the subgesths has no room for action outside
ideology. Bollobas claims that only marked subjeut$ belonging to the ideology may act
outside ideology. The Vice, the clown and madmenmaarked subjects and they are also the
embodiments of Shakespearean grotesques. In thdr@mstic theatre performances the
source of the grotesque becomes an uncertaintyeaintiin characters about which roles they
should acted out. ThHalurring grotesqud found in the critiques has an effect which regsi
audience action. This action is described as adnresponse irHamlet as a co-production of
energy with the actors iA Midsummer Night's Drearand as a philosophical self-reflection
in King Lear. These are (re)actions of the critics. The disaney between poststructuralist
subject theories on subject passivity and postdiartieeatre practice with its aim of audience
productivity becomes no less if we include Lehmardescription of theatre practice. | claim
that audience productivity within postdramatic theaand the appearance of thkirring
grotesquethere is not simply a postmodern form of the Btiachtradition of ‘alienation
effect’ but it becomes a reaction to the passiatythe subject in poststructuralist subject

theories.
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