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ABSTRACT
EAT ME:
AN UN/(RE)-MATERIALIZING THE MATERIAL ON THE STAGE-
A STUDY OF THE CANNIBALISTIC NATURE OF THE THEATRE;
THERE IS (NO) MATERIAL: THE TOET(’T AND THE BODY ARE HE SAME
By
Matthew Miles Bowman
Cannibalism in drama collapses the gap betweepdHermative word and the
performance of a text or body. It answers AntoniteAd’s call for a new kind of theatre. He
calls this new kind of theatre one of Cruelty,,iane that shakes the audience out of passive
statevis-a-visbourgeois, Western, narrative-based theatre. Appaisties for a recodified
theatrical language that does not depend upon &geglHis desire to circumvent spoken or
written language, however, cannot occur, a facvesn acknowledges as a possibility in Tine
Theatre and Its DoubleCannibalism accounts for this inability by meuthgtthe gap between
performance and the performative. It reconstitthesbody and the spoken and/or written word
in such a manner that the two are indistinguishalitleough a study of cannibalism in a

selection of twentieth-century dramatic texts, finigject suggests that a Theatre of Cannibalism

might accomplish what Artaud is after, a life beftwrth, a consciousness before consciousness.
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Introduction

Edward Bond'’s 1968 plalgarly Morninganswers Antonin Artaud’s call for a new kind
of theatre that “takes gestures as far as theygafl(TD 27) with a “physical language, aimed at
the senses and independent of speetb’45). “Gestures” in this project applies to morarth
just body movement or props, although Artaud deésr to these extensively in Hikie Theatre
and Its DoubleFor Artaud, this new theatre of reinvigorateaewritten gestures should accost
the audience, and to paraphrase Derrida, the @&ogastall elicit a kind of “death before birth”
(WD 233) or a “consciousness . . . before birthit@ud Anthology190), i.e., an experience
through theatre that can erase codification outdideheatre. A recodified theatre is excessive; it
IS excess, as he suggests. He states, “In itsgratyitousness, [ ] the action and effect of a
feeling in the theater appears infinitely more ddhan that of a feeling fulfilled in life” (25).
Excess does not dissolve, however, as Artaud saiggests (28). Excess is permanent, and once
spilled, it is unavoidably visible, especially 8 invisibility. Gratuity can be understood, in par
as an awareness, perhaps even as an hyperawadneashing a play as staged. Cannibalism
mediates this awareness.

For example, in Bond’s play, the material excesthefSiamese twins’ body cannot
dissipate, but once in heaven and separated, diee George feeds upon his headless brother
Arthur, per Arthur's command. The representatiothef metaphysical body in heaven is more
palpable and tangible in its undeniable physicaltgnnibalism in heaven rematerializes the
immaterial connection the two brothers have in spek is only in heaven that a separated
George is finally whole. Cannibalism inverts anast& how the body and representation
interact. This cannibalistic process goes on imikefly, and it applies to the stage, as well as the

script on the page. Cannibalism recodes and reitatest what constitutes the material and what



does not; and, the gesture of cannibalism, inatsous manifestations on stage and/or on the
page, takes gesture itself as far as it will go.

The performance of the body and its relationshifhéoperformativity of language is a
cannibalistic performance and a cannibalistic penggive. Unlike Artaud, who considers all
language as “[d]ialogue—something written and spekpvhich] does not specifically belong
to the stage but to books” (25), i.e., languageasgnts, this project shows language does not
just represent. Language performs as the body dodshey both perform upon one another.
Language, like the material body, can have thetabd do things, i.e., to do what it also says, to
follow the theories of the philosopher J.L. Austannibalism mediates the performative nature
of language with Artaud’s Theatre of Cruelty, ahd differences between the performative and
performance become rather difficult to discern.

Chapter One suggests cannibalisnkarly Morningfacilitates an inversion of how
spoken language and the body interact. A spealodg has no power in heaven. Rather than a
metaphysical body’s power to speak commands aitieadless, dismembered Arthur who is
able to speak, “Feed them” (221), and it is dorie Gharacters reabsorb his word only in a state
of cannibalism and disembodiment. However, thepalofollow his word to the letter; they eat
each other, not of themselves, as Arthur commariusy have reconstituted both Arthur and his
word.

Cannibalism in Chapter Two mediates the relatignbletween the spoken and written
word vis-a-visthe body in Tennessee WillianSuddenly, Last SummeZatherine’s spoken
word re-members her cannibalized cousin, Sebastidéim his written poem that does not exist.

Both merge, reconstituting him. His life-long wishs been fulfilled: He is his own art.



Catherine’s spoken re-memberment of Sebastian lcalires his work with the feast-ful event.
The body of work and the body of Sebastian areamukethe same, incessantly eating each other.
The cannibalism iBlastedis on the stage and on the page in an active, peatove
way. Chapter Three examines how the gesture ofilcalism, or its spectre, on stage or in the
script, does not necessarily apply to how the sasplf functions. The stage directions indicate
that the “/” denotes an overlap in dialogue. Thekmever appears. It is absent. That absence
cannibalizes the presence of the text; in otheds,ahe absent mark becomes as present as the
very visible script itself. It overlaps the canrliba on stage and reconstitutes the play to the
point where the delineation of where the line @&atne begins and ends cannot be discerned.
Further, David Greig's “Editor's Note” that acconmpes the play cannibalizes it. This
cannibalism is a paratextual and a parentheticalgss. His announcement that the text you are
holding in your hands is THE text reconstitutes &arplay with his note. Greig, then, posits
himself in the text. Greig also posits himself ia playSan Diegoin which he figures in a
myriad of manifestations, one of whom eats of henfd, Laura, at her command. The
playwright Greig, in the “Editor’'s Note,” iBlasted and the playwright Greig who writes Greig
into the playSan Diegoparenthesizes the “Editor’'s Note”; it is more mnjant than the text
itself. It is more important, it is parentheticadause this project places it in such a way that it
cannibalizes.
In The Architect and the Emperor of Assygannibalism mediates itself. In Chapter
Four, cannibalistic gestures consume in Fernandabat’'s play. They reconstitute the
cannibalistic gestures that came before them.simdar fashion, this project positions this play
in the last chapter so that it cannibalizes theothiction. If the Introduction is a causally

motivated narrative, and it is, then the last chas a dismemberment of that narrative. The



Introduction calls for a new kind of theatre thedlizes Artaud’s vision. The last chapter posits
not only that theatre is always-already cannibahdly performing, but also that it produces
nothing at all. Thus, a Theatre of Cannibalismathka material and immaterial in-actuality that
does and does not apply to all and no theatrd. ®ralsence in absence begets more presence
reconstitutes absence with that presence, and.s%loat power does theatre have in the wake of
cannibalism? Is it empowered or disemboweled? @rbm other words, what happens to the
excess that Artaud rightfully postulates when ttrgp$ and the stage dissect and reconstitute
each other? The format of this project attemptn®wer those questions, to enact performative
cannibalism as an adjective and as a verb.
Epilogue

How does cannibalism function Early Morning? Once dead and in heaven, the
character Arthur discovers that you have to eaplecio “regrow,” to become present in absence
and vice versa. In Artaud’s theatre, the audiemwsfcruelty in the absence of recognizable uses
of theatrical language, especially the kind thatkeitself to narrative. Thus, those types of
recognizable elements associated with the theatretistop with the word, but continue on to
the structure (or not) of the play, the theatrel e consumer’s (audience member or reader)
relationship to both. Those recognizable elemehés), in Artaud’s theatre are to give way to
sounds, lights, and props which are to take on pawers that affect the audience. Physical
bodies on stage are to give way to metaphysicateqas, and metaphysical concepts should
become so tangible one can almost touch them. \Wiheund says he is looking for a “death
before birth” through his Theatre of Cruelty, heskags to discard older representing agents in

order to provoke the audience out of its seat. ldoas a sound performed enable theatrical



recoding, though, in its absence? In the absenteeafound, when read on the page, as a script,
the absence of an actual audible sound is moredieafthan its presence could ever render.
Cannibalism’s excessive attention to the human ‘®presence, that, in its absence, it
becomes more present than before, and in thisdinetroactive performativity, sound, or any
other mechanisms put forth on the stage (or nafy@page (or not) in a theatre of cruelty, like
language, still resonates with the self-sustainoder systems of habits that creates or consumes
them. Cannibalism ikarly Morninguniquely performs those very same habits (howotesder
violence on stage, the taboo of the act, etc.halhs way, however, that language, in its
excessive presence at the beginning of the plagyaes a literal dematerialization of Arthur’'s
metaphysical body in heaven (he is a talking hestdhje end of the play. Further, the body, in
its excessive presence at the end of the playugpesda figurative rematerialization of the once
physically joined Siamese twins, Arthur and Geoilgee performativity of the word overlapped
with the performance of the body produces a newytterable, in-expressible but active theatre.
Arthur’s disembodied head in heaven, for examgeaks, and it is because of this

disconnection, coupled with his command to themstH&eed them,” that compels them to eat.
Somehow, his words do more when his body is natAftur, his saying literally enacts the
doing, and all of this occurs before he commitieath before birtlfhe commits suicide in
heaven):

VICTORIA. You can't kill people in heaven. Theyrcanly kill themselves.

GRISS. No speeches.

VICTORIA. You're hungry.

LEN. ‘Oo says?

VICTORIA. He did. That's why he killed himself.



JOYCE. Do what?
VICTORIA. He told you not to eat each other.

But he knew he was asking something unnaturairapdssible.
Something quite, quite impossible. And becauske¥Wed you—and
he only attacked you out of love—he wouldn’t sk to eat yourself,
as he did. . . . So he died, to let you eat @#oér in peace.

GRISS. Fact?

VICTORIA. His last words were “Feed them.”

(221)

In this scene, hunger is no longer associated pdth, as Victoria exclaims when they all first
arrive in heaven, “Nothing has any consequences-heo there’s no pain” (200). Hunger is not
a result of, a representation of something not eapy (eating); it is an activity, a habit, of
nothing happening all the time (being full withastting one’s fill). Cannibalism showcases,
both in terms of the language that representsdtimmterms of the act itself, the ability to
reconsider the distance between doing somethingthehin terms of the word or in terms of
action, and between representing something cokapse

Without its typical sign of pain, hunger no londiés but simply temporarily
reconstitutes one body with another. The absenpaiafin its apparent but redefined presence
in heaven, then, condenses the differences bettheenaterial body and the representing agents
that code the body in/the body of the theatre f@npage and on the stage) together to such a

degree that Arthur’s earlier self-consumption tdalibVictoria refers is the real performance of



the play: hyperbolically, it uses the habits ofresgentation to expose the arbitrary manner by
which the body and the word are differentiatechia first place.

For example, George’s reading from his mother'®motthe first half of the play not
only puts his mother center-stage, it also cawterias mother to him. They are quite
indistinguishable, metaphysically. Arthur’s presgntiough, simultaneously destroys the
metaphysical link by reiterating the physical, otrex represented. Arthur is joined at the hip
with George, physically. Arthur’'s presence augmé&esrge’s absence as a human being. His
reading guarantees his and Victoria’s umbilicaéliketaphysical link. George’s dead corpse, his
absence as a moving entity enunciates his physi¢althe audience and his metaphysicality to
Arthur: He just can’t seem to live without him.heaven, in Arthur’'s metaphysical absence,
George finally can eat Arthur, who had previougtgmpted to eat himself to avoid cannibalism
as an economy for others, now guarantees a pefggataity in the consumption, over and over
again, of others.

The play, too, reconstitutes itself by reframing aecoding the Siamese twins, Arthur
and George, a paratextual body in the first portibthe play, become parenthetical asides in
heaven. The difference between the two brothersrhes a matter of what matter is, exactly,
and in heaven, if cannibalism is the new economg,iadoes not seem to work, exactly as the
characters think it ought in any case. It is thieithaef eating that continues, not necessarily what
it abates, but what it does. The habit of pain geeghe habits of activity continue. Cannibalism
on stage becomes a new kind of habit, and thigpreyill examine a selection of twentieth-
century dramatic works that exhibit cannibalisnainariety of ways in order to show how a shift
in habits can evoke what Artaud may have been,a&tdreatre with gestures that are both

performative and a performance. Cannibalism meslidiis language.



This new language shifts focus from the materidghtoephemeral ikarly Morning
from George as a conjoined and living skeletal projne first half of the play, for example, to
George as a physically independent zombie withsa&léor human flesh in heaven in the second
half of the play, a zombie who must eat his brotbdye (w)hole again. Victoria and George
continually complain that George cannot be completeout Arthur, the second, the aside. This
(in)complete-ness, how the stage conveys the coionsdetween the physical and the
immaterial, is what this dissertation wants to exanvia the use of cannibalism in a selection of
twentieth-century plays. IBRarly Morning’scase, on the surface, not only does the play
challenge conventional rules of the (im)materialrbserting the values and processes that makes
the life of the first half of the play human(e) tliualso questions the nature of how theatrical
representing agents function in their, to paraphrasaud, death before birth.

After the deaths of all the characters, it is ia\en where it is not George, but rather
Arthur who is able to affect the others with hisrdembered body (eventually “he,” that is, his
talking, body-less head ends up underneath Floi®dcess). In heaven, cannibalism is the
economy through which growth, or as the charagietst, through which “regrowth” occurs.
Before entering, Arthur must undergo a trial, anct&fia presides as judge, who commands
Albert to perform a “trial by ordeal” (199), as tRereman exclaims, or, as Victoria sentences,
“The usual formality” (199):

Albert sticks the sword into Arthur. Arthur doed react. A slight pause.
Albert pulls the sword out.

VICTORIA (sniffg. Do | smell burning?
ALBERT. The verdict?
FOREMAN. Guilty and admitted to heaven.

Albert cuts Arthur from George with the sword. Thare loud shouts from the



crowd . . . Len runs downstage carrying a legs korn off at the thigh and still
wears its sock and shoe. The stump is ragged adiyp. Len chews it. The
crowd fight round him like sparrows.

CROWD. Me! Me! Me!

LEN (fights them off by kicking at them, and swingingldg. Lay off!
‘Ang about! Get the other onegté chewy

ALBERT. You're interrupting a trial.

VICTORIA. It's disgraceful . . .

CROWD. Me! Me! Shares!

LEN. ‘Old on, ‘old on. He turns to Arthus) Yer once did me a good turn.

Welcome t’ ‘eaven. It's all yourn— (He wrenchebite from the leg.)—
wass left of it. . . . An’ | ‘ope it chokes yer.

ALBERT. In heaven, we eat each other.

VICTORIA. It doesn't hurt.

ALBERT. And it grows again.

GEORGE. Like crabs.

VICTORIA. Nothing has any consequences here—s@theao pain. Think of
it—no. pain. Pain is just a habit. You forgetyalur habits here. Bon
appetite.

(199-200)
Cannibalism is the only means by which regrowth@ecur (apparently, this is an instinctual
desire all share, save Arthur). They must eat ettoér, eternally, not unlike the ninth circle of
Dante’s Inferno. Pain, as habit, suggests thatnbt the body that countser se It is the
inverse. It is the habit that counts. Pain is ath&epresentation is a habit. Victoria indicates

that in life this repetitive pattern of pain, opresentation, is an effect, not a cause. In heaven,

the inverse is true. This project proposes thaaddis so-called Theatre of Cruelty can be



effected by understanding J.L. Austin’s theoriggarding the performative power of words
anew. In other words, this project considers lagguaend the body as interchanging and
interchangeable, as they are embodied and enactedhropophagical acts.

Early Morningsuggests that this recoding occurs in a kind efgeath, accessiblés-a-
vis cannibalism. In life, after Florence poisons Albemt he returns from the dead, he insists that
even though Arthur is second, he ought to have bestnwhich implies that Arthur did not
work hard enough to beat out the dumber Georghisorghtful position, reinscribing,
reiterating Arthur’s obligation to succeed, duéi® obvious failure in the womb. Now, more
than ever, Arthur must salvage the country, thelfahonor, and now that George is even
dumber than before, must serve as usurping, nmaafidratricidal King. Albert yells:

Kill the Queen. Make yourself King. Let the cayrlive in peace. Let
us die in peace.

ARTHUR. George is King!

ALBERT. Kill him too!

ARTHUR. No!

ALBERT. This is why you came here.

ARTHUR. No! It was an accident. We came in a ciele

ALBERT. You came so that | could cut him oftseorge whimpers. Albert

comes slowly down from the gravestone as he.alk
(167)

In heaven, it is not chronology that determineskr&mheaven it is the evidence that cannot be
seen, the eating and regrowing, that proves, mdd, taut existence. George cannot exist
with(out) Arthur. This existence depends upon aygbphagic activity. If this action does not

occur, then, George feels the representation,dbéual happenings of the body, physically.

Even in death, in his spiritual form, the habiures. What is it about cannibalism that quells his
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fear of non-existence? What is it about cannibatlisat spurs regrowth instead of termination?
In life, one can claim that the lines between abg subject blur when cannibalism occurs. In
heaven, how is this possible when there is no ban{£arly Morning cannibalism is the
economy by which existence persists. Theatre thr@agnibalism/cannibalism in theatre puts a
heaven on earth, so to speak in order to reexatheeelationship between words and the body.
Nowhere does the body show itself as a physicalyehgan in the beginning of the play.
The tweedle-dee and tweedle-dum-like figure(s)thas Prince Arthur and Prince George,
hilariously appear in Scene Two in bed. The stageetions indicate thatGeorge isn’t seen till
he wakes up(141). First, Arthur wakes and speaks to hisdathlbert regarding the details
surrounding their planned regicide of Victoria. ih&eorge, the Prince of Wales, pops up from
under the covers, stupidly unaware of their pla@c&uise they do not get out of bed, it is not until
Scene Three that wheArthur and George come on [] [i]t is seen thatyrere Siamese twins.
Bow’ (143). | write “figure(s)” because the two brothere one and (not) the same. (How do
Siamese twins sit up separately anyway?)
Their relationship is tenuous to say the leasthidrcontinuously concerns himself with
the impossibilities of marriage. For example, wiilded in Scene Two he states:
| can’t marry! Have you thought of that?
GEORGE. That's up to you.
ARTHUR (angrily). No it isn’t! How could | involve a woman in thisless

| was forced to?Slight pausg When you do marry we must stop
qguarrelling. She’ll have enough to put up withheitit—

... I'm trapped!
(142)
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It is not just that Arthur’s conjoined status wileorge precludes physical activity for him
(although they share the same heart, it is unedather or not they possess separate sexual
organs), but also that poor George has to do thikggreet his future wife, Florence
Nightingale, for the first time by reading a note mother gave to him, “Dear Miss Nightingale,
| welcome you to Windsor and hope you will be happye” (144). Not only does George not
think for himself, but Arthur does not even getaten Arthur is the aside, the parenthesis. The
afterbirth. Their father exclaims to Arthur, “Youeve first in the womb. Your mother screamed
and struggled and your brother thrashed his waynofubnt” (168), which explains why, when
Albert pleads for Arthur’s help now that Florenaesipoisoned him, “Arthur, I'm your father.
Help me!” (160), Arthur retorts, “You're a liar” @D). Arthur’s humiliation stops once George is
shot in the face.
The Queen’s assassination fails, and when it dmseone injures George in a scuffle.

He wakes in Scene Six to the Doctor and Arthur iaigyu

DOCTOR. The Prince of Wales is dying.

I shall cut him free.

ARTHUR (looks at George He'll die.

DOCTOR. Yes, | give you my word.

ARTHUR. And I'll live?

DISRAELI. Yes?

An officer comes in.

ARTHUR. | won’t cut my brother off.

12



DOCTOR. You're in pain.

ARTHUR. It's gone.
(164, 165)

The Doctor’s answer is a confirmation of an ungartaitcome. However, it also becomes an un-
uttered, simply interrupted, impregnataghsbirth, response. A silent scream. It is a response
that is not a response, and the interruption matsifie the threat of an operation, of a separation,
and the apparent lamenting that Arthur exhibitfiexain the play suddenly turns into a rage, as
he desperately wishes to nurse his ailing brothek o health.

The once desire for separation becomes the presapégoat Arthur uses to justify
George’s continued status as first in line. Arthurst be second. “Look at the signs!” Arthur
seems to exclaim. Despite the definitive proof tAabrge is not well and must be sacrificed,
triaged, Arthur is not convinced of the Doctor’supl Despite the pain he denies feeling, Arthur
will not let go. Pain, apparently, is one signalegepresenting agent that indicates it is time for
poor George to go. Even George himself politicstfor

The Doctor goes out.

GEORGE frightened. Cut.

ARTHUR. No.

GEORGE. Breadboard.

ARTHUR. Walk.

GEORGE. Knifeboard.

ARTHUR. We'll slip out through the secret passage.
GEORGE. Cut.

ARTHUR (opens trap. You'll be all right . . . .

13



GEORGE ¢oing down. Cut . .. Cut. .. Cut.
(165-66)

Arthur just will not do it. He rejects George’s corand, despite the fact that George must be
obeyed, as he is first in line. The irony in thiese turns to absolute burlesque comedy as
George, after dying from a hunger strike, slowlgales and rots from scene to scene, until
eventually, he is a mere skeletal prop clingingitthur’s side. That prop introduces the idea that
there is more to the physical than the materialybadd further, it reveals that there could be
consequences if commandments are not followederaps, rewards if they are. The command
manifests in the dematerializing and then remdteing and then unmaterializing of the
physical body, and there does not appear to bevagyto tap into,” or not, the means to
command the command. One way or another, it seaTisal commandments appear to apply to
the physical, but not the metaphysical, but in leeaunspoken commands, only, consummate.
The verbal has no agency in heaven. Only the palysitagined-matters.

Traditionally the metaphysical applies to the $pai, the non-material; however, in
Early Morning Arthur treats George’s dead body, that whichlmaseen, proven, mapped, as
something else entirely. It is not simply somethiingt can be cut off; it is more than a part of
Arthur. In George’s death, an inversion occurs: @edecomes more metaphysical and
indistinguishable from Arthur, for Arthur, thanlife. The closer George is to confirming the
physicality of the body in his expiration, the fugt Arthur goes to deny the spiritual in order to
save the physical. “You don’t want to die, brothérthur seems to say. “The meaning of your
life lies here, in the physical world where you ¢enmore than just the Prince of Wales. You are
my brother, a part of me, me.” Ironically enougtr, Arthur, the starving, dying, and then rotting

corpse of his brother produces George, as a brdttaris, a spiritual being for whom one must
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feel sympathy. It is as if in Arthur’s reiteratiof the body to the surgeon as that which cannot be
lost, in its absence, its presence dominates alirtore.

Arthur rescinds his initial wish to physically segg from George, whose presence
actually lingers on more presently (metaphysicatiythat physicality which cannot, or is not
supposed to be denied: George’s skeleton. So beeiglh George as subject is dead, as object or
prop, he has more power over Arthur (he is morgestiéd to George) than when he was alive.
However, at no time is George as alive (save forga skeletal prop) as when he reads his
mother’s note as the Prince of Wales to FloreneeisHront and center. He is authoritative. He
is important, but it is the Queen, from the sidéef son and on the stage, who receives the
focus. It is “her” note, or at least, the note shete that is being read aloud to Nightingale,
which exerts power, not to initiate the weddingnmstn George (not Arthur too?), but between
herself and Florence. The subsequent cannibaliatrotiturs in the second half of the play in
heaven retroactively performs upon and unwritediteehalf of the play wherein cannibalism of
the ephemeral body complicates the relationshipsdsn the material and the immaterial codes
set up in the first half of the play. Physicallyeaging, if their speaking renders a kind of doing,
it is direct and unrelated to the body, at leastsIso than in the actual metaphysical where acting
and reading, become interchangeable, where, metmalily speaking, there is only the
(im)material (indistinguishability between them) stage.

The Queen’s words, read center stage, become ¢his &md the acting agent, in and out
of its author’s presence. Her words, disembodietithean doubly embodied in George/Arthur,
are literally center stage, pulling attention te@tdria, not George. Her words parentheticalize
George. Her words paratextualize him as well, @asasldendums herself to the physical paratext

that is George/Arthur. Her words create an intengeability that occurs via a simultaneous
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process of paratextuality, because there is adimkcess in these words that eventually,
inadvertently effect the lifeless but still conjethphysical body of George.

In the latter half of the play, as George final&tsehis own living-dead brother,
cannibalism serves on another level as both a hetamd as an act, for the power of the
spoken word shifts to the dismembered body, asoauith life, Arthur is impotent on multiple
levels. In death, his disconnected head has thigéyabicode a new economy: cannibalism, and
even though he rejects it at first, he finds midghieund, as it were, by eating (of) himself. His
disobedience, his outright defiance of the canmsbaktode disrupts the first half of the play. At
first, it seems as if cannibalism is a metaphoipflitics, or cultural dynamics, etc. The play
achieves this understanding by relying on the tabwoghost of cannibalism. “I understand that
cannibalism wouldn’t normally be a part of heavéven if it were, when juxtaposed with the
first half of the play, | understand that the finstf is just as cannibalistic as the latter. Pe@ke
just as cannibalistic in life as they are in déath.

In Scene Nineteen, in heaven, Arthur and Florempeess their feelings about their
predicament, and as they do so, the power of drthteat recodes its own signs of
communication emerges:

ARTHUR. I'm tired.

FLORENCE.(sits) Why aren’t you happy?
ARTHUR. I'm in pain.

FLORENCE. I'm sorry, you can’t be. Not in heaven.
ARTHUR. You don't feel pain.

FLORENCE. Sometimes I'm hungry. That's all—Theg aty arm.
It didn’t hurt. Eat me. Part of me.

ARTHUR. No.
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FLORENCE. You do eat. Sometime’s George’s paibi better.
ARTHUR. | eat myself.
FLORENCE. O.

ARTHUR. When it's too bad, | eat my arm. (He mottes back of his
forearm across his mouth and chews.)

FLORENCE. Does it hurt?
ARTHUR. Less than hunger.

My beard grew overnight. The night | ate my fatheate some of him.

| don’t know what. When | woke up | was old. Mgihwas white and |
had a beard. It was white whe it came, and wetudt have been crying.
| felt very tired, as if I'd been born with a vda

Don'’t eat.
FLORENCE. |—

ARTHUR. Most people die before they reach theente Most die when they’re
still babies or little children . . .

Bodies are supposed to die and souls go on liihgt's not true. Souls
die first and bodies live. They wander round lgfests . . . themaustbe
peace when you're dead. Only I'm not dead.
(208-209)
Arthur indicates that the body’s demise confirmet tfepresentation must no longer function as
he once knew it. Arthur denies death, in deathti®rone hand, pain is a register, a sign that you
are alive. On the other, it is, once in heaven,anWictoria points out earlier, a habit. Habita ca

be broken, and new habits can be adopted. On tiee b&and, hunger (which | typically associate

with a very specifikind of pain) Arthur and Florence separate as autonsrferlings. Florence
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tells Arthur of his brother’s pain, which abatesenhit seems, Arthur eats of human flesh.
“Sometimes George’s pain’s a bit better,” Floresags. Arthur replies, “I eat myself.”

Self-eating, though, does not cure George’s ailm&mhur’'s does. George’s is not a
satisfactory self-substitute. The body, Arthur'sippdoes matter; however, because the body
cannot have matter in heaven; he cannot be killad.act of eating will not do it either. It, too,
then, must be seen as yet another habit. So hpainsa habit, a representation that can, for all
extensive purposes, stop operating, while the fagating is not, and does? The answer lies in
the relationship between the body and the word,that they are indistinguishable in nature, not
in name. This project will treat itself as bothepresentation and as a textual and physical body
in order to complicate and play with the interpkstween the two. Cannibalism serves to expose
this interplay between the written and spoken ward] further, cannibalism, whether read from
the script or experienced in a theatre on stadpeifalith different effects), acts as a command
that comes about due to George’s words not beillgifed. The eating in heaven follows. The
failure to dismember on earth results in its ephraheodification, where its consummation is a
foregone conclusion. This endless eating of otbeespowers the original body, the original
body-sign economy. Cannibalism is the most extrefrgeestures because it not only
overpowers, but in its specter on stage, and opdlge, cannibalism offers a means to
understand how the theatre works by performingsérg paradoxes that make it unique, i.e.,
absent gestures overwrite and then reconstituseptenes.

Preface

In Chapter One, cannibalism takes the form of adxseit manifests, not in retrospect,

but in a retroperformative fashion. Catherine Véeaalretelling of how street urchins ripped her

cousin, Sebastian, apart and then ate him alite@nsummer vacation, cannibalizes him all
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over again. Her talking, her words are performatiMeey perform the act of cannibalism upon
Sebastian; they perform Sebastian by reconstitiimgas the cannibalized art object that he
always wanted to be. His mother, Mrs. Venable, @xglthat a “poet’s life is his art, and vice
versa” (12). Sebastian the immortal poet neveriphbtl a single word. In fact, he never even
composed a single line of verse. The pages iRPbesn of Summehat Mrs. Venable references
repeatedly are blank, a blank-ness with which rehed to be joined somehow in order to
become a living work of art, to cheat death by dymefore birth. Ironically, through Catherine’s
speaking, he gets his wish. Her words do not psapture an event, but they enact the event
upon Sebastian for everyone else. This recapifigateconstituting, and retroactive
performance of cannibalism renders a very presebaSian on stage, especially in his absence.

Chapter Two considers the way by which cannibalisi®arah Kane'8lastedfunctions
via the reading of the plafalastedenacts cannibalism via the script. In the newlgeatl
“Author’s Note” in the 2001 edition of the text, iweh precedes the script, an unnamed author
directs that any time a “/” appears in the sctip¢, meaning is that one actor interrupts/overlaps
another. None of these marks appear in the s&¥gitunlike Sebastian'Boem of Summethe
text asks for something to be found that was nthaxe in the first place. lan’s simulated
penetration of the dead baby doubles back ontankhgenetrated text; what is “really”
penetrated is not, and what is not “really” pertetias.

This process of penetration doubling-back in oalfith a consuming fashion, i.e.,
retroperformativity through parenthetical and patettual activities, must be enacted in this
study as well in order to more fully examine theys/y which the word on the page performs. .
While David Greig’s “Author’s Note,” which preced&sne’s script, authorizes Kane as author,

it simultaneously disconnects Kane from the wor#t paratextually re-members itself with the
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script. Its addition reconstitutes not oldlasted’sscript, but Greig, as author, and Greig’s play
San DiegoChapter Three’s place, in the middle of the pjserves to enact this kind of
interplay between text and text and body and tgatraby paratextualizing and parenthesizing
itself. In other words, the official, 2001 editiohKane’s play must be experienced
paratextually, with the Editor’'s note getting tleeonstituting, the eating, the focus of the script;
it is in the middle. The reader pays more attentmtie asides than to the “main” text. The
script of Kane’Blastedtears into the Editor’'s Note. Her Author’s Notarteinto the Editor’s

Note. Cannibalism, in the reading, takes on a nesvih this light.
The Editor’'s Note, which one may infer is by thaywright David Greigl, has the
ability to enact a critical awareness to a poinereht can be “gotten through/over™? Sarah
Kane, in an interview she gave to thdependenin 1995, expressed shock; she was taken aback
“by the baby being stoned” in Edward Bon&aved She evokes the passive voias,ifshe was

acted upon by an objezcindirectly; rather than a subjegaﬂirectly, which ensures the

subjectivity of the reader (Kane) by maintaining tibjecthood of the text (the scﬁm)r
Saveq, i.e., an entity which indirectly representseladn, in the future. She was reading the

play, notseeingit right then. The representation occurs on stagepn the page.

1
Who knew Kane and who penned the Introduction for the 2001 edition of Kane’s work.

2
part of the sentence

Ibid.

4 . . . “ H ” H H
Please note that this application of the term “script” applies to the written words on the

page. This application does not evoke Richard Schechner’s use of the term, “script,” which is
the essence of a text that can be transmitted into new situations. He considers the “theatre” to
be an event, specific to a performer’s activities, and he considers the “performance” to be
“everything” that went into the specific event. See “Drama, Script, Theatre, and Performance.”
Drama Review 17.3 (Sept. 1973): 9.

w
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That indescribable feeling of “having the all-ové the disquiet that accompanies

seeing a performance, echoes through Sarah Kazeton to readin§aved Sitting in

proximity to (not With? others while a representation transacts upon hetleatre, while she is
“alert but stiII,"6 is unnerving in the way that readiSgvedin hyper-proximity to oneself (not
with)7 others while a rehears%l,e., reading the script for a performance-toibeinnerving. In

both instances, there is a distangiltigat occurs, either between the “spectator/perdmce

binary” (Sagnon 124) or the reader/text binarythi first scenario, there is alienation from
yourself and someone sitting next to you, via ttteraon stage. In the second scenario, there is
alienation within yourself, from yourself, as yaad, as you must lose yourself in the process of
consuming the work.

The act of theanthropophagaiof the human-eater, undergirds this project. Y sire
figure of the script-uall0 cannibal, to-be-enacted, this project will shoattthe gap between

: . .11 :
representation and the actual expands and conttaist®n-(s)crypting process necessarily
conceals that the difference between the two ayestaa matter of degree, at most. Sebastian’s

cannibalism reveals the en-(s)scripting processésd theatre, as well as on the page. His

5 . . .
Those who are having a communal, collective experience.

6
See Eric W. Sagnon’s “Theater Blows [Coups de theater]” in Dismemberment in
Drama/Dismemberment of Drama (2008). Trans. Craig N. Owens.

! Alone with oneself and the text.

8 Borrowing from Roland Barthes’s use of the term, “rehearsal.” See Image-Music-Text (1977).
? Passive Voice.

10 The cannibal in the play’s script. The cannibal as taboo.

11
The play on the terms: “encrypt” (to encode); script (the document used for a play

rehearsal); “scrypt” (key for un/locking encryptions); and, “crypt” (the always-already eternal,
living but dead, status of writing).
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supposed sacrifice serves as a means to undergjahdiatre itself to be a cannibalistic
enterprise. The tension between the text on the pad the text on the stage is a self-sustaining,
self-cannibalizing one, each usurping and recanstg the other.

Chapter Three examines Laura in David Gre®8ps Diegowho also wishes to pull the
veil of representation away. She cuts off bits@f thesh to offer to the character David in order
to join with him. Her word, “take ye and eat,” attg act of cutting and frying and giving to
David (who one hears smack, smack, smacking awaagte). L. Austin’s notion of the “explicit
performative”: The intonated, commandment is th@gloconsummated in the hearing of the
smacking. Laura wishes to collapse the distanogdsst herself and David, to transcend self and
other. The saying and the doing connect, throughsttund of cannibalism. Laura’s explicit
commands that the character David eat her, constednmathe sound of David’s smacking,

challenges the Austianian notion of the performeativhe saying and the doing depend upon the

. . . . 12 .
hearing, which distances the saying from the doinim order to condense the distance between

actuality and representation, the hearing splgsdibing in such a way that it cannot be

perceived. Derrida denotes that “hearing-onese}&kﬁlg precludes Laura being both speaker
and hearer, both that-to-be-consumed and consi®8hercannot enact transubstantiation
with(out) such a gap on stage.

It is the hearing that challenges the ability tdooéh subject and object, both eaten and

eater because the “instant” is not really thatlatraother words, to hear, as a speaker, requires

12

The hiatus must exist as the silently speaking to oneself requires one distance herself from
speaker and hearer. In Languages of the Unsayable, Derrida indicates that this process is one of
negation that denies the self (25).
13

Found in Speech and Phenomena, pp. 69-78. Note Derrida is playing off of Husserl’s idea that

lived experience (Erlebnis) has more to do with the interior than the exterior. Derrida wishes to
add exterior “detours” to the process.
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that one distance oneself from oneself in orddretdoth. Laura is both, though. Shoshana
Felman’sThe Scandal of the Speaking Be@aminedon Juanvia Austin and suggests that:
speaking bodies . . . commit literary speech actspeech always brings the body—the
unconscious into play . . . from the standpoindtbier characters in the play . . . by the
constancy of God himselby the voice of Heavena promise . . . is only the promise of
language to refer, to make sense, to ensure a ngetrat will be lasting, constant,
constative [as opposed to performative] . . . tedduded . . . refuses . . . to be seduced
by language, to believe in the promise of languée.
Cannibalism buries this promise in that gap betwesmira and David. Cannibalism in theatre,
then, proves to be more than just a metaphorasatproves that there is more to materiality
than the material. Sebastian not only becomesvamsraterial figure through cannibalism; the
(dis)embodied voice transubstantiates Sebastiamalsavoice enacts, and David’'s sound
consummates the cannibalism, i.e., the sound rétdes Lauraau seinla chair de la chairde
David.

Chapter 4 examines how in Fernando Arrabalie Architect and the Emperor of
Assyrig nothing works for the interloping Emperor, whes manifested, he says, in order to
educate and civilize and give purpose to the deasibels the Architect. Despite the Emperor’'s
best efforts to be someone else, nothing workss€doessing, role-playing, and acts of naming
do not propel the Emperor and the Architect intcaasubstantiated relationship. In the last line
of the play, the Emperor commands the Archite@abhim. The Austinian command is
problematized, as the saying gets disconnected tlherdoing. Only the after-effects present
themselves, as the Architect suckles the last neoasdlesh from the Emperor’s bones, from an

Emperor who reappears in the guise of the Architelb has just cannibalized the Emperor.
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This project asks how cannibalism might challerigeeAustianian notion of the
performative via cannibalism (paratextual and péretical activitities) in order to fulfill
Artaud’s wish for a new kind of theatre. The figufethe cannibal (dis)embodies the theatrical
exchange between inside and outside. Sebastidieninessee Williams'Suddenly, Last
Summerserves as such an example. He hopes to collapskstance between his art and
himself, between object and subject, so too dasgptiject attempt to put the theatre of the page
and the stage into simultaneous interplay to sutdggsee that the difference between the two is

one of degree.
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Chapter 1
Tennessee WilliamsSuddenly, Last Summer:
(re)Inscribing the Body via Cannibalism
Part I-Cannibalism Off Stage and On the Page
Art is not the imitation of life, but life is thenitation of a transcendental principle which artspu

us into communication with once again.
Antonin Artaud fronComplete Works (1970)

MRS. VENABLE. A poet’s life is his work and his wors his life.
(from Suddenly, Last Summet?2)

In Tennessee Williams’ plaguddenly, Last Summgr958), an old-money, New Orleans
family, the Venables, face a crisis that threatergestroy their good name: What happened to
poor Sebastian last summer? On vacation with hisinpCatherine, in Spain’s seaside resort
town, Cabeza de Lobo, Sebastian mysteriously Wéen the play opens, Mrs. Venable

contends that there is something not quite righh Wiatherine’s story. The audience does not yet

know what this is, and it is up to Dr. Cukrowigia hard-up psychiatrist in the area who
practices lobotomies at nearby Lion’s View Psyaiaiospital, to discover the truth. By the
end, the good doctor’s drugged patient revealsSkhastian had been ripped asunder and, in all
probability, partially consumed by teenage boyswon the streets. Catherine asserts that they
looked so hungry; there were “bands of homelessgg¢boys] that lived on the free beach like
scavenger dogs, hungry children . . . this you wbalieve, nobody has believed it, nobody
couldbelieve it, and | don’t blame them!—They hdelouredparts of him” (81, 92).
Catherine’s stories about Sebastian threaten gcie

For Sebastian’s mother, Mrs. Venable, the reprasientof him as a posthumous poet-

god in the play is what matters; and, the storegsiece, Catherine, has been telling threaten

Pronounced su-kre-itz, the Polish word for “sugar” or “sugarman.”
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that. Catherine claims street urchins “devouredsparhim.” For this reason, Catherine must be
made to stop telling. If she does not, she wiltlbelared insane. Mrs. Venable has a doctor
consider the possibility of giving her a lobotomihe problem is not that Catherine does or does
not tell the truth; her babbling about Sebastiaaisnibalism reveals the nature of the theatre
itself to be cannibalistic.

Piece by piece, Catherine puts Sebastian backitegatain; she re-members him. He
becomes more present in the play than the otheactsas, and in this way, he is more material
in his absence than any of them. At the end opthg Catherine’s talking moves beyond the
earlier lyrical symbolism Mrs. Venable uses; Caithes talking transforms, transubstantiates
Sebastian. The material is no more or less rea domething that is represented. Thus, we
cannibalize Sebastian, after the play is over,dyi@pating in the re-membering ourselves.
Catherine spends a great deal of time on the muotetials of their vacation. The more specific
the event, the more abstract the language to @n&ebastian becomes an abstraction, for
example, when Catherine moves from the materiafityis suit to his ephemeral, always-present
spirit that has been merged with the landscape;twinicludes the boys who ate him, the town
where the boys ate him, Mrs. Venable’s salon, deddcation of the text, either on stage or on
the page:

[1]t was one of those white blazing days in Cabaéead.obo, not a blazing hot
blueone but a blazing hathiteone . . . Sebastian was as white as the weatkeer. H
hadon a spotless white silk Shantung suit and a vdiliketie and a white panama
andwhite shoes, white—white lizard skin-pumps! He kept touching his face
and his throat . . . with a white silk handkerclaatl popping little white pills in

his mouth . . .

(During the monologue the lights have changedstireounding area has
dimmed out and a hot white spot is focused on Ciathg
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He is a white hot blur. Despite the details oflmsdkerchief or his lizard skin-pumps or his
panama hat, the overriding image is that of whigen&hus, all that one is able to focus upon is
the words. What is seen is not what is seen. TWesés call Sebastian forth and transform him
into a poet-god, whose worshippers include thesstriechins, everyone in the play, and the
consumers of the play. Pieces of Sebastian gehsétiated in this act of worship. Street urchins
are no longer street urchins; they are “feathetiggsblack sparrows” who are also part of
Sebastian. The outside is now inside. Noises amla®ven eat:
It was all white outside. White hot, a blazing tehhot, hot blazing
white . . . It looked as if . . . a huge white bdraal caught on fire in the
sky and blazed so bright it was white and turnedstty an everything under the
sky white with it! . . . [F]eatherless little blasparrows . . . Torn or cut parts of
him away with their . . . jagged tin cans they mpmempa-oompa] music
with . . . [the—following band . . .] had torn b him away and stuffed them
into those gobbling fierce little empty black mosithf theirs. There wasn't a
sound any more, there was nothing to be seen @&s8ah, what was left of him,
that looked like a big white-paper-wrapped bunchedfroses had been torn,
thrown, crushed!—against that blazing white wall .(89, 92)
The play forces a shift from inside to outside {@aine’s talking), from outside to inside
(Sebastian inside of those urchins). The play rfevitba nothing that is always-already
represented in theatre is something that eat$.itsel
How do intimations of cannibalism in theatre seiwapprehend the essence of theatre as
cannibalism? In “The Disembodied Voice,” Judith Rootes how voices off stage “guarantee]]
the self-contradictory status of the theatre aswiéch both is and never was. The disembodied
voice on stage is an interloper that assures wshbanothing there . . . has never been there and
never will be . . .” (23). Sebastian, too, is battd never was. His re-membering on stage is a

performance in itself. At the heart of that perfamoe is Catherine’s disembodied voice; she is

outside of herself as she goes over her story,winés clearly been rehearsed before, and is
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being performed, yet again, one more time. Theesthat is doing the speaking is in question.
Just because she seems to be talking, some otbentthin must be at the helm.

If she is not taking drugs to give her these caalrgbc illusions, then perhaps she should
be taking something. Thus, the Doctor gives hédtla hAssistance to get the truth out, even if the
help has nothing to do with her state of mind. Ewvally, she is under the influence of a
powerful medication, which possibly influences hehavior. She claims that she has “to wait
now and then till it gets clearer. Under the druiggis to be a vision, or nothing comes . . .” (85).
The vision of Sebastian’s cannibalism is anythingusible. As we hear Sebastian’s coming
together and out of her, the doctor attempts tp gtdie hopes to force the truth out of her,
which cannot possibly be that Sebastian was editen d’ll have to tell Aunt Violet what
happened” (44), Catherine explains to her mothdrtmather, regardless of how her story
threatens Mrs. Holly’'s and George’s hopes to casiniSebastian’s will, To each of us, fifty
grand, eac—AFTER! TAXES!'—GET IT?” (George, 45). In a way, Mrdolly and George
cash in on cannibalism as well; through Catherihejseful adjustments to her tale, they might
be able to nibble on Mrs. Venable. Cannibalismutig precludes the dispensation of their
money, as Catherine’s story consumes Mrs. Venable’s

As an interloper, that disembodied, drugged vouszkes Sebastian in both a holistic and
holy way. We receive the whole story, complete viittes in him. He is holy because
cannibalism has made him so. The process of thetgaion of his flesh, its consumption,
reconstitution, and undoing and then Catherinalsirgy of that process via telling, supplies the
missing pieces of the original text of her storfieTtalking is supposed to cure her of her
delusional fantasy that Sebastian was eaten a&figseead, as she narrates cannibalism, the play

ends with the doctor’s proclamation that her storghtbe true, rather than building toward
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climax and revelation. The possibility still remaithat she might be lobotomized, unless the
talking stops.

The telling materializes Sebastian (or at leastraion of Sebastian) on stage, which
reveals “the presence of something that standsdimrething that was never there” (Roof 23).
The “nothing” that was never there in the firstqaas the art/ist it/himself. Catherine’s telling
constitutes an interference that re-presents whatnever there while becoming itself the focus
of the play. Catherine’s is an embodied voice thsassociates itself from its source. Her voice
itself becomes a self-cannibalizing material figuréhe play. As her recounting of the
cannibalistic scene violates, penetrates, and septe Sebastian, each time the scene is retold,
he is told, the scene—and Sebastian himself—agerugted. Dr. Cuckoricz interrupts
Catherine. Mrs. Venable interrupts Catherine. Qate&s mother and brother interrupt her.
Catherine interrupts Catherine. After each inteiaupof Catherine’s representation, Sebastian
rematerializes. The telling resumes. Each timeyiblence Catherine does to him via her
representation of his cannibalization tears hinrtapabe consumed, only to be reconstituted to
start all over again.

As that which must be repeatedly recommenced, 8abaws/ho desired “to live his art,”
as Mrs. Venable exclaims, wished to be his ownBetoming art will make him godlike,
capable of living forever, in the (telling of thejiting (that always/never exists/ed). The writing
becomes the Sebastian who has been consumed. iTing Wwecomes him; he becomes the
writing. His Poem of Summethough, is blank. There are no composed lingsefry. The
pages are blank. That Sebastian conflates himsglfhis work not only mirrors what happened

to him, it also re-enacts what happened to himhé&ate’s babbling about Sebastian’s
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cannibalization transubstantiates Sebastian sdhthatight be repeatedly re-cannibalized.
Sebastian’s art, then, must itself be absent; toidart, Sebastian must be consumed.

Thus, the absence of signifiers within this workatlal the absence of his body’s signification,
creating a new Sign that reveals the identity ofnff@and content as well as the insight that form
and content are inherently interchangeable. Lik©arobouros, they eat one another.

In the first scene of the play, Mrs. Venable hamight the doctor in with the expectation
that he perform the lobotomizing procedure on Qatkeregardless of whether or not her story
is true. Catherine’s mode of revealing Sebastiah&ent writing unmoors Mrs. Venable’s plans
to secure her own and Sebastian’s legacies ashibeies and souls conjoin. . Catherine’s telling
undermines Mrs. Venable’s plans to achieve trartanbation herself by joining with Sebastian
as the trasnsubstantiated artist. Mrs. Venableym®sla ritualized, rehearsed and mythologizing
tale to convince the Doctor of her comm-union v8#bastian, as she informs the Doctor that
when they are on vacation, “We were a famous colf@eple didn’t speak of Sebastian and his
mother or Mrs. Venable and her son, they said ‘Stdraand Violet, Violet and Sebastian are
staying at the Ritz in Madrid. Sebastian and Vidlkblet and Sebastian have taken a house at
Biarritz for the season” (25). Her attempts towinoe the doctor of their unity are not
succeeding.

Dr. Cukrowicz informs Mrs. Venable that even thoygiiforming lobotomies “pacifies”
(30) the patients, which makes him “[feel] proudj, “[t]here is a great deal of risk in my
operation . . . the person will always be limitékavards . . . | can’t guarantee that a lobotomy
would stop her-babbling! (29, 30). Mrs. Venable calmly replies, “That miag, maybe not, but
after the operation, who woulelieveher, Doctor?” (30) just as long as people belgwe is

insane, Sebastian’s death, in all its inevitahildgn be redefined, traversed, and transcended,
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Catherine’s insane talking re-codifies death tgiothe p/stage. Cannibalism re-codifies death
from something that can be verified by the bodgdmething that shows the body’s potential in
its reconstitution.
In The Theatre and Its Doubkntonin Artaud suggests that by de-emphasizintpdiee,
life and art in the theatre might meld. In his gs& of Artaud’s theories regarding the theatre,
Derrida comments that :
Artaud is the embodiment of both an aggressiverapdiring gesture . . .
identifying life with art . . . . Theatricality nstitraverse and restore “existence”
and “flesh” . . . Thus, whatever can be said eflthdy can be said of the theatre.
Rebirth . . . occurs through a kind of reductiémi@ans. But this redemption
permits the access to a life before birth and aféath (. . . through dying/l have
finally achieved real immortality,” p. 110), andtrto a death before birth and
after life. WD, “Theatre of Cruelty: The Closure of Representgti@32)
Cannibalism is a ritualistic version of the redantbf organs that enables rebirth and
redemption. The trope of cannibalism in William&yis an aggressive and repairing gesture,
and as such the evocation of cannibalism raisestiguns about how art transforms the human
body in theatre in so far as Artaud urges, “Whateas be said of the body can be said of the
theatre.” If art is the means by which Sebastianaraate a life before death and restore the flesh
and existence to a state of redemption, what happen the art is the body that homeless boys
ate? Is it in that eating that the art is finallgae? Is the art produced and enacted in Cathsrine’
recounting of the scene? Where does the self-pexfpeg cannibalism of Sebastian end? The
transubstantiation of the art from medium to medij(ira., Catherine’s retelling), reduces

organs, enables rebirth, enables redemption.
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After her injection, Catherine in her recountingjios to talk of her and Sebastian’s trip
together. The interruptions are significant:
CATHERINE. ... [S]uddenly, last summer . ..
DOCTOR. Go on.
CATHERINE. The Blue Jay Notebook!

MRS. VENABLE. | know what she means . . . Selaastised [it] for . . . his
“Poem of Summérlt went with him everywhere . . . in his jacket
pocket, even his dinner jacket.

DOCTOR. I don't quite get the connection betweenclothes . . . and the
Blue Jay notebook.

MRS. VENABLE. | HAVE IT! . ..

DOCTOR. With all these interruptions it's goirgtie awfully hard
to— (74, 75)

With the loss of the organs, the transformatiothefhuman body is not just a reduction, but a
reduction through cannibalization—through the (ghshodying process of Catherine’s telling
itself. The retelling reduces the body to the wgtiGeorge’s clothes no longer serve as
Sebastian’s metaphor because Sebastian himseling transubstantiated. To stop this process
(perhaps to reserve it for herself), Mrs. Venaltlerapts to project Sebastian onto others by
providing her own ritualistic speeches, Christilagories, and Darwinian theories of evolution
to Dr. Sugar, her new sounding-board. Metonymi@dtsj, such as his old clothes, can no longer
be correlated with Sebastian. Mrs. Venable chas®®orge, “I see that he had the natural tact
and good taste to come here this afternoon owtffttan head to foot in clothes that belonged to

my son!” (51) The reminder only distances her froather than bringing her closer to Sebastian
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because of the remainders (“what was left of hllr?]tmat are left over after Catherine’s telling.
Catherine is able to recombine the detached “orgétiie notebook with Sebastian’s organs,
and rather than stopping her, Mrs. Venable asaiststhe reconstitution, that is, Sebastian’s
cannibalization, with her interruptions. In hertllse in the play, Mrs. Venable gaspgjon’s
View! State Asylum, cut this hideous story outeofidnain!” (93). Even in her material
intervention, not only with the babbling potentyatiot stopping, but the babbling will, outside of
Catherine’s own words, even after her words haese® being heard, continually cannibalize
and transubstantiate Sebastian.

Catherine tears the inner and outer organs, ispdems that serve as signposts for
Sebastian, inside-out. Mrs. Venable claims thatsstteSebastian “had an agreement between
[them], a sort of . . . covenant between us d rdach across a table and touch his hands and say
not a word, just look . . . until his hands stoppbedking and his eyes looked out, not in, and in
the morning, the poem would be continued” (76) héahe changes this arrangement or holy
contract between Mrs. Venable and Sebastian; dsé‘tbat string of pearls that old mothers
hold their sons by like a—sort of a—sort ofwbilical cord” (77). Curiously, Catherine evokes
the material, anatomical umbilical cord as a metaph describe Mrs. Venable’s hold on
Sebastian. The poem is the link between Sebastias. Venable; yet, the pages upon which
the poem exists are blank, as Catherine’s tellimgatens to expose, which, ironically enough,
Mrs. Venable exposes herself. Mrs. Venable pretést . | want you to see [the Blue Jay
notebook]. Here it is, hereShe holds up a notebook and leafs swiftly throhghpbageg Title?

“Poem of Summgr. . . After that:.what? Blank pages, blank page®thing buthothing” (75).

1> Catherine, 92.
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Catherine makes Mrs. Venable the interloper, anilicabcord that remains after the birth,
connecting nothing to nothing else. The poem, h@nexontinues because Sebastian’s absent
rhetorical signifiers look in, not out. Or, theyeanside, rather than outside. The reduction and
redemption of the lines of poetry, his organs, lbamnderstood as re-membering something that
never existed in the first place: his work of artitas poet, which is constantly dismembering the
re-membering that Catherine is doing through hH&mg. He exists more in his absence.
Catherine is clearly aware she is being watchddsrabsence; she has been through

interrogations before. It is a performance thatahesciously and conscientiously attempts to
effect. After the Doctor give her a shot she dossfeel dizzy, she performs her dizziness:

DOCTOR. Stand up.

[She holds him tight against her

CATHERINE. How funny! Now | can! Oh, | do feel dig! Help me, I'm-

[He rushes to support hér.

-about to fall over . . ..

[He holds her. She looks out vaguely toward thdidqmi, steaming garden. Looks
back at him. Suddenly sways toward him, agaimsi] hi

DOCTOR. You see, you lost your balance.

CATHERINE. No I didn’t. | did what | wanted to deithout you telling me to.
(70-71)

This layer of her performance gives the Doctorduigs. He needs it in order to continue on with
his dissection of her brain, first, psychoanalyticaand second, surgically. Her telling in the end
precludes any of the instructions, what Catherallss@ command, i.e., to be told, he gives her.

His telling interrupts her performance which allolwsthe transubstantiating telling that reflects
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on Sebastian’s cannibalization while the talkirsglt gets cannibalized. The talking is a scalpel,
more blunt and more effective than any knife thetdomight use.

Thus, each time Catherine is interrupted, the rexbement of Sebastian occurs. Organs
get reduced and redeemed, and in an allegoricaésence the Doctor takes a bite of
Catherine’s talking, once he bites, once he startelieve her performance is a result of drugs
or trauma, he believes he can cure her; he bellewesn solve these hysterical symptoms. The
further he pushes, cutting into her telling, therenlee enables her telling to effect an always-
already cannibalized Sebastian. The Doctorcanzibslsebastian too, and, Catherine’s
interruptions destroy earlier manifestations of &ianPoem of SummeEven though Mrs.
Venable does not know it, she assists in the catindiion, ‘Blank pagesblank pagesnothing
but nothing” (75). Interruptions destroy the oldo&stian in lieu of the new. Mrs. Venable’s fear
is that the new, cannibalized Sebastian signifegking at all. Or, at least the wrong something.

Roof indicates, theatre reveals that there washingt there to begin with; this nothing
is an act produced in and by interrupting the comsion of the telling, of the eating of
Sebastian. The constant need to reinvoke the ripthind reinitiate the cannibalism enacts the
conflation of both absent body and absent arteg ¢bntinually become present. The pages are
blank; the present absence of there being anyngriti the text emphasizes Catherine’s telling
and re-membering of Sebastian. The Doctor losepdtisnce with all of the interruptions, but
not his own.

The Doctor, too, interrupts . . . the interrupsiofWhat'’s that got to do with— " (75);
“These interruptions—" (76); “Please!” (77); “Youusn't interrupt her” (79) Either he is a lousy
doctor, or he has no real intention of stopping.Msnable’s repeated asides, which attempt to

complete Catherine’s babbling. When the Doctor adkat the blank pages have to do with
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Sebastian’s clothes, and further, with anythingliatMrs. Venable responds it has everything to
do with “[h]is destruction”(75) because a “poet@cation is something that rests on something
as thin and fine as the web of a spider, Doctoathall that holds him over!'—out of
destruction. . . . Few, very few are able to dadaone! Great help is needediit give it! She
didn’t” (76). Each time Mrs. Venable interrupts Catherime@tualized, repetitive incantation
occurs. Catherine begins to repeat the phrased&uyg Last Summer” (a total of four times
during the climax of the interrogation), over angoagain. Each time signals her having been
reset by the interruptions, and each interrupteang into Sebastian’s art, his flesh, and with each
repetition, the form of Sebastian morphs and t@ns$. Even the Doctor cannot help himself to
a little nibble:
CATHERINE.[quoting SebastiaH]e said: “Don’t look at those little monsters.
Beggars are a social disease in this countsgyouflook at them,
you get sick of the country, it spoils the whotaintry for you . . .”

DOCTOR. Go on.

CATHERINE. I'm goingon.. ..
(84)

The difference between the telling of what happematiwhatever representations of Sebastian
manifested beforehand overlap, are interrupted aaagersistently consumed.

As the Doctor and Mrs. Venable continue interrugtithe dialogue becomes
cacophonous, not unlike the jungle noises whiclifprate in the play. The stage directions
indicate that the interrogation shall be done withmuch rapidity that interrupting turns into
overlapping: {The following ten speeches are said very rapiolgrlapping) (76). This effect
recurs in moments in which Sebastian explicitiwesras a wafer--as the sacrificial body that
will seal communion and community, as, for exampleen Catherine begins to get to the end of

her telling:
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CATHERINE. The, the the!—band of children began serenade us . . . .
DOCTOR. Do what?

CATHERINE. Play for us! On instruments! Make musiaf you could call it
music . . .

.. . they would come darting up to the barbekience as if
blown there by the wind, the hot white wind fréime sea, all
crying out, ‘Pan, pan, pari!

DOCTOR. What'gart?

CATHERINE. The word for bread, and they made gatzbhoises with their little
black mouths, stuffing their little black fists tieeir mouths and making
those gobbling noises, with frightful grins!

(85, 84)

The word for bread is “Sebastian, Sebastian, Selod’sThe telling begins to shift out of
representation to become an evocation of transuoiistian, “Gobble, Gobble,” but thanks to the
Doctor’s interruption, Catherine does not evoke sitnimg that cannot be represented. The
Doctor’s interruption does that for her, the intgtion performing the presence that recounting
can only imply Making sure to emphasize the acepfesentation via the most obvious of
unmasking agents: translation, the Doctor hop@ssare himself that what she means is what
happened: What the beggars said, how they behased;the color of their lips were. What
does “pan” mean?

There is safety in surgery as much as there i®“safgery” (per the Doctor’s
assurances). THE definitive answer lies in the btlust is simply real; it is not a representing
agentper se And yet Sebastian’s absent body re-presentsiiie esaga of life/death/rebirth.

Catherine insists her telling is a story of theganShe means the story is a metaphor or is

indicative of the times: We eat each other. Howgetee act of speaking, also, is an e/inaction
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for our times as well. Catherine makes this carsiti@ claim in order to avoid the material fate
of her cousin, being reconstituted inside a burfdeenage boys. This is why she repeatedly
uses biological metaphors to make her claim aldmuekistential dilemma embodied (but really
dis-embodied) that is Sebastian; she cannot dealwhat “really’” happened unless she gives as
many details as she possibly can about his bodgliern apart and eaten. It is the
metaphysical, not the physical, that she fears.egbk&ims, for example, “Yes! Yes, something
had broken, that string of pearls that old motlers their sons by like a—sort of a—sort of—
umbilical cord,long—after. . .” (77). The emphasis on the biology is tomgrforth a more
“significant” (other than) meaning for Sebastiamiehhr must come hurriedly, before he meets his
fate all over again. “Access to a life before batid after death . . . and not to a death before
birth and after life” (Derrida) occurs cannibalcstily in so far as cannibalism joins the physical
with the symbolic.

Sebastian is redeemed from theology, only to emaatwn kind of redemption. What he
redeems is the theatre itself. Derrida claims tiwatugh Artaud, we might do away with the
theological servitude of the stage:

The stage is theological for as long as it is thated by speech, by a will to
speech. (235)

Cannibalism’s ability to combine the symbolic ahd physical thwarts the will to speak, thwarts
the reader’s will to speak, the title of this pajéout loud,” for example. Catherine’s will to

speak is enabled; it is able to manifest, to trasgntiate body and existence from the past to the
present, from physical being to story, from attetoprt, from being to memory. These
manifestations and the will to transcend throughdgformation is exactly what Mrs. Venable is
after: to join with the art that is Sebastian arwersa. She desires a kind of immortality, for

both her and her son. The threat of death is alledithrough the imaginary joinder of
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anthropophagy. Ironically, then, the matriarchtgipts to stem the threat of permanent and
meaningless death provides the means for Sebastinbefore death. Stopping the
dissemination of Catherine’s “babbling” might jsstve the mythical status of Sebastian
Venable, the artist, who wanted to live his arthéohis art. Mrs. Venable’s insistence that “[a]
poet’s life is his work and his work is his life1Z) manifests in Catherine’s talking, not hers.
Mrs. Venable delays the potential of the transutigtted, sacrificed Sebastian to exist.
Eventually, Catherine’s performance--her interrddtabbling--wins out by exciting the
processes of signification to such a degree tlsah@good Doctor exclaims at the end of the
play, “I think we ought at least to consider thegbility that the girl’s story could be

true . . .” (93). The truth is in the telling; theth is that theatre is a cannibal; in eating whas
never there it produces what Artaud may have béenia his Theatre of Cruelty, which can be
seen as an artistic expression that is as far &wayrepresentation as it can be, or at least, uses
different kinds of representation in performandes renot speaking. Perhaps we might join
with the art too.

Despite whatever assurances Mrs. Holly, Catherimgther, gives that “nobody,
absolutely nobody in the city, knows a thing abehat you [Catherine] been through. Have
they George? Not a thing. Not a soul even knowsytbia've come back from Europe” (60), she
cannot face the truth that meaning consumes—easeH-iGet her to stop that yaking, or we
will have to cut out her brain. Ironically, Mrs. Nable’s intervention with Dr. Sugar’s safer
surgery puts an end to the psycho-babble, offeghiagnaterial scalpel to the material brain, for

in theoretical terms, psychoanalysis (an interrogeds intervention) should preclude the

lobotomy (an intervention as the Final Interrogatitwhen the treatments faﬁﬁ), and, most

16 Mrs. Venable, Suddenly, Last Summer, p. 55.
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certainly, the lobotomy precludes any idealistip&® of getting to the bottom of things: Where
is Sebastian? (Psst...he’s in/outside you).

Once the Doctor invades Catherine’s material bodiheory, the talking, the
representing will dissipate. The material is tmafipoint of intervention. Despite Catherine’s
insistence throughout the play, “I still think I'sane!” (62), everyone else never speaks directly
about the issue of her sanity. The Doctor, for gxanresponds to her claim, “You think [Mrs.
Venable] . . . had a stroke?” (62). Her mother, NHslly, suggests that Catherine think about
the real truth to her story, which is not the “fsttc story” (Mrs. Holly, 44) she (Catherine) has
been telling, which reveals that there is not fediince between the material and the
representation. The Doctor believes that psycHhgsisapracticed as a talking to/through
trauma, may not take care of the problem. Attaekiihdy instead. His continual doubt in his
own abilities reveals in this moment his (perhagsrg character’s) need to construct and
maintain the actual/representational binary byinglynore heavily on the sureties of the body

instead of the methodologies of psychoanalysithdérnexcesses of the body’s cannibalization,

the revelation and ultimate redemption is thatehemo bodyl.7 What is in a body? What
embodies the body, exactly? And, how does thataétea new kind of cannibalistic theatre?
Derrida claims that Artaud embodies violem®l the means to repair that violence.
Sebastian (dis)embodies violence and the mearstmstitute that violence. The violence off
stage gets reconstituted via Sebastian’s canndializ Through his having been cannibalized,
through his continuously being cannibalized throtightelling, and then, through the body that
is the play’s telling of Catherine’s telling, undduress, is an encrypting process that eats itself,

(un)raveling as it is being told. No one can reagbae else. Their bodies are unreadable,

17
-“Who hurts you?” -“Nobody.”
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unspeakable in the cannibalistic chaos that isntfieerogation. Their bodies are so unreadable,
unspeakable that the Doctor insists she continuéaleeso that they all might be marked and
washed anew in the blood of the sacrificial laméh&stian. Doctor Sugar administers the
solution: Give her an injection.

The Doctor hopes to tease the god-poet forth ahdoatihe is not confident. Catherine’s
talking, though, does this very thing. Through Stilaa’s re-membering, she exposes the
seams/seems of theatre. Sebastian’s persistemtiyuiostantiated body/art redeems the play and
the theatre itself from conventional, ritual, matkroutines associated with the stage; the
mythical figure of Sebastian brings the materral ¢he abstract together in a transubstantiated
moment. Neither the material surgery, nor the absttalking cure, brings Sebastian forth.
Neither the Doctor’s cold, clinical tonality (emmson the real, the material) at the end of the
play, nor Mrs. Venable’s magical incantations &t beginning (emphasis on the ephemeral, the
mythical) prove successful. However, the structiréhe play, bracketed on either end with the
magical and the material, with Catherine-Sebasrani the middle, enacts a condensation
towards the middle that makes Sebastian’s imagaaralpresent and palpable, present
temporality in talking repetitively about him. &ts about cannibalism become a cannibalism
of the stories as the stuff of the stage; thisfssuhe art of a consistent deferral of art as art
itself. Catherine explains that she “tried to sgMebastian from] . . . Completing—a sort ofl—
imagé—he had of himself as a sort oflsacrificeto al—terrible sort of a—"; “—God?” the
Doctor asks (64). His sacrifice is made possibteugh this moment.

His absence, then, is presence for her. Likewigen éor Mrs. Venable, her focus on the
various elements of the garden, like the Venusrflp, become a metaphor for Sebastian, as a

predator, as a meticulous man, as a man terrifie@tohaving a resonance or meaning outside of
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himself. To be living art, even before/after dedlte, outside must be made inside for Sebastian.
And, vice versaRepresentation can be eschewed only if it istegt@and proliferated. When this
occurs, transubstantiation can occur: the imagerbes the act; representation becomes
performance; performance becomes performative.

Catherine feels the additional burden of her mo#émel brother pressuring her to change
whatever tale she has relayed before the play begithey stand to lose whatever inheritance
Mrs. Venable might decide to bestow upon them, lyhgdoes not seem too promising anyway,
as Catherine’s brother decides to appear in Selpéstld clothes the day this all takes place, a
clear embodiment of their tackiness, a false emhedt of Sebastian’s legacy for Mrs. Venable,
yet another threat, another reincarnation. Everyepeesents Sebastian, projecting him onto
items, people, and even states of age and sexuadibhastian’s ghost gives Mrs. Venable a
lover’'s mark, rather than a mother’s. Sebastiah@sgcan give Catherine relief from his being
eaten alive. Perhaps he might let her know it veas @ his plan, and thus, she is expunged from
any guilt and subsequent horror that she is feeling

This specter of Sebastian does not give eitheacharwhat she is after, however. Mrs.
Venable’s lyrical speaking about Venus fly trapd @aby turtles being devoured by birds while
she and Sebastian are on a trip to Dr. Sugar atampt to project Sebastian onto Sugar. He
becomes a sugar-substitute for the godlike Selpadtia his mother is unable to recapture his
essence, even by recalling what her son saw oardisresummer trip, i.e., birds eating poor
helpless baby turtles which allowed him to see Gk, Venable recollects:

[Sebastian] was looking for God . . . He spent t@ole blazing equatorial
day in the crow’s-nest of the schooner watching tiing on the beach till it

was too dark to see it, and when he came dowriggmg he said “Well, now
I've seen Him!,” and he meant God. (19)
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Whatever Sebastian’s essence is, it is doomedgtated evocation and cannibalization. It
cannot be surmised because it is constantly iptbeess of being reconstituted. Mrs. Venable
indicates that for Sebastien seeing the frenziedwmption of the hundreds of baby sea turtles

by birds on the beach in the Encantadas was ligeifig God”: These parallel consumptions call

attention to the ritual character of the play ftslgl

Sugar serves as Sebastian’s substitute for bote@aé (she exclaims they look alike
and then kisses the Doctor) and Mrs. Venable (sggests the Doctor reminds her of him).
Projecting Sebastian onto Sugar is an art projesbxs and parallels Sebastian’s own activities,
as he sublimated his activities into “art” and d&isinto life. This process of sublimation
becomes self-conscious during Sugar’s interrogaifdDatherine. As he allows Mrs. Venable to
take him for her son, he also allows Catherineetolim in a similar light. She obliges him.
Presumably, he does this in order to get to thé bout Sebatsian. Although rupturing the
delusions of the delusional may also be a formaohdalism, in this play such activity becomes
an antidote to the delusion of cannibalism itsEffe talking cure must be administered

painstakingly, meticulously, ritualistically. ThuSatherine, too, transfers Sebastian onto Sugar,

18 This meta-textuality not only evokes the sexual repression and perversion that underlies the
play, but its own legacy to other acts of cannibalism Scholars such as Janice Segal suggest that
Euripides’ The Bacchae and Williams’s Suddenly, Last Summer have as much to do with the
object of Sebastian or Pentheus (or not) as with the subject of their memories and legacies. She
purports, “Suddenly Last Summer resonates strongly with many of the themes and plot details
of Euripides' Bacchae. Much of the action in both plays turns on the consequences of a perverse
sexuality born of repression (manifested among other ways as a disturbing sexual connection
between mother and son). Other shared themes include the son's search for a god he sees as a
Destroyer, the irresistible pull of eros, the consequences of the psychological fragmentation of
an individual, the struggle between those who seek to reveal truth and those who are
determined to conceal it, and the participation of a mother in the destruction of her own child”
(538).
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and this transference enables Sugar to discovetatadls of Catherine’s story, i.e., of
Sebastian’s life before birth, his reconstitutibis, redemption.

The ritual of the talking cure and its transferenpeoduces a tension between the
ostensible historical facts of the event and thlealihood or perhaps even impossibility. The
guestion is not whether or not the cannibalismalttinappened, but how stories become
credible. This tension between belief in one lohdepresentation (Sebastian is a gentleman, a
poet, a heterosexual) over another (Sebastiapiim@a, a work of art, a homosexual) is resolved
by the transubstantiation of Sebastian—Dby his ffiom memory into myth into the ritual of
that myth’s perpetual retelling.

Mrs. Venable’s hope to produce a myth that alloessth achieve immortality cannot
succeed because she cannot stop the dis/re-memtierh@ebastian coming out of Catherine’s
mouth, coming out of Sebastian’s mouth (she quotasepeatedly). Mrs. Venable exclaims,
“Most people’s lives—what are they but trails obds, each day more debris, more debris,
long, long trails of debris with nothing to cledaril up but, finally, death” (26), but not hisdif
and not her life, not their life. However, even Mv&nable cannot escape the debris of her own
life, as it is piled up upon her in the wake of I@atne’s talking.

The tour Mrs. Venable gives the Doctor of Seba&igarden in her Garden District
home is the beginning of her attempt to transchirsddebris of her own life that has been piling
up. She sets the garden as the stage by whichatretatking to the Doctor will allow her to
conjoin with her son. This attempt fails, and iteals that one of Sebastian’s foremost
preoccupations with the Venus flytrap within hisdgn was a first step. The flytrap foreshadows
the act of cannibalization, after-the-fact. Opertimg play, she states:

Yes, this was Sebastian’s garden. The Latin narmhtge@lant were printed on
tags attached to them but the print's fading outsome of the rarest plants, such
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as the Venus flytrap—you know what this is Doctol2 Venus flytrap? . . . [I]t
feeds on insects. It has to be kept under glass &arly fall to late spring . . .

DOCTOR: It's like a well-groomed jungle . . .
MRS. VENABLE: That's how he meant it to be, nothings accidental, everything
was planned and designed in Sebastian’s life asxd-work! . . . hidife was
his occupation.
DOCTOR. | see.
MRS. VENABLE. No, youdon't see, yet, before I'm through, you will.—Sebastizas
a poet! That's what | meant when | said his\Was his work because the work of

a poet is the life of a poet—and vice versaifeeof a poet is the work of
apoet. ..

I won't collapse! She’ll collapse! | mean hersliwill collapse—not my truth—not
the truth . . . Forward march, Doctor Sugér
(10, 11, 12)
“The well-groomed jungle” is probably the Doctor&uctant recognition of Mrs. Venable’s
speech. Thus, the connection between Venus flyaagsyrooming seems to be the care
Sebastian gave to the garden, i.e., the glassioggeiSebastian’s care, however, is to keeping
the Venus flytraps fed. One gets the strange fg8bastian wished to be consumed like those
flies he fed, for it is not the natural unfoldinfjrature (the attention God gives to His works),
such as the birds eating baby turtles at the Eadast wherein Sebastian sees God. It is the
savage nature of being consumed that appeals toHersees God in being reconstituted.
So, Sebastian’s occupation is his life, and hesifhis art, and his art is his body, and his

body is cannibalized. Mrs. Venable wants to kegpdtential under wraps, under that glass jar,
but the Venus flytrap is dying, just as her repnéson of him as an orderly and controlling

being fades in the face of his new mythologizingisThew representation must be understood

not just as mythmaking but also as a sacrifice-teaki
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The cannibalism becomes figurative in the operatiotheatre. In the theatre, the speech
becomes an intangible presence, a presence ték iconflation of the art and the poet
Catherine’s speaking produces. Mrs. Venable antesiher hope to join with her son in
immortality, through this same conflation, but Gathe’s reconstituting of him does not allow
her to join with him. Transubstantiation occursheiit her. Mrs. Venable reveals her fear of
being left behind by continually, ritualisticallyigting her son:

‘Violet? Mother? You're going to live longer tharemmand then, when I'm gone,
it will be yours, in your hands, to do whatever ymease with!""—Meaning, of
course, his future recognition'—That he did wamtwanted it after his death
when it couldn’t disturb him; then he did want ffeo his work to the world. All
right. Have | made my point, Doctor? Well, hereng son’s work, Doctor, here’s

his life goingon!

DOCTOR: [reading the titledPoem of Summer
(13)

Mrs. Venable reveals to the Doctor that her Sehastiust be sacrificed in order to exist
eternally, and, she reveals that the Doctor musicgaate, serving as witness to prove her
transubstantiation occurs, both for others andhésself. In Scene One, she repeatedly attempts
to get the Doctor to serve in this capacity, buteo@atherine starts her talking, her interruptions
only enhance Sebastian’s sacrifice via Catherine.

Sebastian’s book of poems is like bread substgutn Christ’'s body, via the poems,
Mrs. Venable and Sebastian are one, “The roleeb#nefactor,” she states, “is worse than
thankless, it’s the role of a victim, yes, they wgour blood, Doctor, they want your blood on
the altar steps of themutraged outrageousgos!” (27). By acting as Sebastian’s benefactor,
Mrs. Venable, too, is cannibalized, her blood @fteas sacrifice. This figurative blood becomes
real blood in Sebastian’s trasnsubstantiation, lwbiccles from history to memory to myth to

ritual repeatedly. His book of poetry book is ngttjan extension of his body; it is his body and
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vice versawhich would mean that she, too, must be canmabdliShe cannot sacrifice her own
ego on her son’s auto-cannibalizing altar of formd aontent, of body and existence. It would be
her blood at the foot of the cross. Mrs. Venabdees, “My son, Sebastian,” a work(ing) of art,
“and | constructed our days . . . we would—carveaach day of our lives like a piece of
sculpture.—Yes, we left behind us a trail of dalgs k gallery of sculpture!” (26) Her debris
will be cleansed and washed in the metaphoricaldblf Se-bastian, her bastion of hope, of
redemption, of immortality.
Part II-The Artist, God, and the Material

The connection the play makes between the attistattist eaten, the narrative of the
artist’s being eaten, and art is that there is nimtbe materiality of art than its object-ness. As
the art becomes the artist who becomes the artbeckmes the audience receiving that art, the
art becomes artist; the artist becomes the art;laotth become the play itself. Interrupting Mrs.
Venable’s apparent ritualistic recall of her sonithessing of birds devouring newborn baby
turtles in the Encantadas, the Doctor asks anddhewers his own question, unable to believe:

Did he mean we must rise above God?”

| can see how hmightbe, | think hevould be disturbed if he thought he’d seen
God’s image, an equation of God, in that spectamiewatched in the Encantadas
.. . to escape that massacre you witnessed, gag, dee how such a spectacle
could be equated with a good deal of—experiendstence!—but not witliod
Can you?
(19)
Yes, she does, and she does so via her sublinati®aebastian onto the Doctor. The Doctor has
become Sebastian for Mrs. Venable. This is howntbik of art works.
Sebastian becomes God by becoming the work dbaith, in terms of his body as art,

and the body/art as the word as the body re-preddnembered and then
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un-presented/dismembered again through Catheladsling.Catherine’s talking, her words,

do not “vent the inmost [of her] heart[]” (6). Thekfuscate and defer to the past that breaks
apart, and re/un-defines the present, both in géneske represents it and in what she represents.
The present is the past, and the theatre becompepatual retroactive re-performance.

That re-performance of the re-membering of Sebasizs temporal consequences as
well as performative ones. Catherine’s abilitydtktSebastian into (dis)embodied trans-
substance cannibalizes the cannibalized, absemrésént body. Johanna Frank suggests,
“Unlike the physical violence of the act of dismesmninent, temporal violence results from an
encounter with a dismembered body of some sorttlzatdencounter is marked by the perpetual
failure to remember and re-member” (92). The @aresentation of the representation of the
mimetic processes is at odds with its performatjvalities. Mrs. Venable’s ritual, symbolic
monologues that recall Sebastian’s status as a @fak, his body, as the written word, ande
versg is a play that meditates on the possibility of permanence in performance. The
possibility of the myriad contexts that produce Wemables as the Venables provide multiple
opportunities for revivification under her purvielyt not in her control, not in her words, not
right now, but then, at this moment. Catherinefggeral violence disallows Mrs. Venable’s.

In her “Statues, Jars, and Other Stored Treasutebdnna Frank suggests in this study
of the voice and its relation to the body that:

We might understand temporal violence as a remamdessidue of dismemberment. It

is marked by the failure to correlate the past wh#hpresent as a unified whole, and by

the failure to link what is, with what was, or witatuld have been . . . [Clontemporary
drama has the potential to intervene in the viagenfcdismemberment by positing voice

as bound not to the body that is the source ofevbid to the body of its receptor.
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(92-93)
Sebastian’s mark/ing, via Catherine’s babbling fled@s past and present, into a unified whole
via through its persistent rendering rendered, adiglly/holey, and succeeds in mooring a
voice that is not his/but is his to a body thakeidost and re-found. The failure to affirm or deny
the re-membering that is always-already breakingrdconnects Sebastian’s process to the
process of the play. Dismemberment, though, doeattain transubstantiation. Catherine voices
Sebastian’s corporeality and his history, and #o& thereof, simultaneously. The perpetual re-
evocation of this process is the process by whatbeStian, art, and the play itself become
subject to an unending cannibalism. It is not thigten art in Sebastian’s notebook or in
Catherine’s journal that enacts this process.thestalking, not the documentation that does this:

CATHERINE: . . .[Sebastian] took me downtown tolace for passport photos. Said:
“Mother can’t go abroad with me this summer. Yeujoing to go with
me this summer instead of Mother.”—If you doreibve me, read
my journal of Paris'—*She woke up at daybreak thiorning, had her
coffee and dressed and took a brief walk—"

DOCTOR:Whodid?

CATHERINE: Shedid. | did—from the Hotel Plaza Athénée . . . as if pedsby a pack
of Siberian wolves!$he laughs her tired, helpless lalighWent right
through all stop signs—couldn’t wait for green sigr—“Where did she
think she was going? Back to the Duelling Oaks?”-esfything chilly and
dim but his hot, ravenous mouth! on—

DOCTOR: Miss Catherine, let me give you something

CATHERINE:Do | have to have the injection agdhs time? What am | going to be

stuck with this time Doctor? | don’t care. I'been stuck so often that
if you connected me with a garden hose I'd makeod sprinkler.
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DOCTOR: Miss Catherine? | want you to give me stinimg.

Give me all your resistance.
CATHERINE: Resistance to what?
DOCTOR: The truth. Which you're going to tell me.
CATHERINE: The truth’s the one thing I've nevesisted!
DOCTOR: Sometimes people just think they don’tstas, but still do.

CATHERINE: They say it's at the bottom of a botless well, you know.
(66, 67, 68)

If one simply read her journal, then all matterslofibt about what really happened will be
resolved, and everyone couldgo on believing whattwey wanted to believe, just as long as it is
not that particular story. Thus, when Catherineenthe scene, and Dr. Sugar interrogates her to
discover “what really happened” in the past, thet pmalways in front of her and absent.
Catherine recalls, “(T)he empty Blue Jay notebooklggger and bigger, so big it was big and
empty as that big empty blue sea and sky . . .J.(81

Absences a special quality of performance, in particubs it pertains to writing.
“Writing,” according to Judith Roof, “is perceived have an interpersonal dimension deeply
rooted in the psyches of all the filial players ¢ dramatists, playwrights], and the works of art
exist, in conversation with one another as synduoel®of their creators and representative
products of intergenerational struggles . . .” [@)e character of Sebastian emerges through the
absence of any actual writing, even though everyoiiee play believes the writing exists,
especially because it has already been shown nomexistent. Roof suggests that some plays,
such as those by Beckett and Pinter:

recast[] influence as the complexities of absencdnfluence in their plays
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is a matter of the ‘absent one,” whose broodingipnesence and impossible
address provides the occasion for drama . .onssof a theatre whose nagging
preoccupation is the absent one, where dramaeasefiom the effects of

absence . ... (10)

Sebastian, the absent one, omni-presently nagelfsawd he is absent, and more present in his
absence. Transubstantiated Sebastian, howeversdbcaugh the triangulation of Catherine,
Doctor Sugar, and Mrs. Venable, which producedfardnt model of cannibalistic exchange for
theatre. When there is nothing but the materi#théprocess of de-materialization, then, re-
materialized, the absent nothing that preservas'dedusion of presence” (Roof 11) becomes
complicated in the specter of Sebastian’s canraaadin. In other words, there is no substitution;
there is only re-constitution through Sebastieamlborn again. Their tearing away at
Catherine’s telling makes her telling his, andteling becomes ours, and our own consumption
of him is assured.

“The marvelous delusion of self,” claims Roof, “erk absence may just as well be the
lack of self as the absence of someone else, artkvithe absence matters is finally the delusive
quality of presence” (11), becomes a marvelous sweight for Sebastian’s transubstantiation
through cannibalism. For Mrs. Venable, Sebastianahquality of illusion because of
Catherine’s obvious delusion. She qualifies hissabs; she provides the elusive (to be gotten
away from) and certain quality of eating anothemhn being (you can’t get away from that),
which provides her escape. She can be sure (a3sidrénit absence. She cannot be sure of that
delusive quality of presence any longer in the wak€atherine’s talking, not because she is
realizing how she is in a dream, as she exclaiirthjrik I'm just dreaming this, it doesn’t seem

real!” (52),per se but rather, she cannot be sure of presence’sidell qualities because

51



presence is being redefined through the hyper-maatekay now what is this? Because she
cannot get away from the material (in its absersi®},cannot get away from the material (in its
present presence). There is nothing but the maternig all representation. Representation is the
material of the play.

The purpose of Catherine’s interrogation is natud and control that infinity of
possible stories that compete and supersede Mrabls. The purpose of lobotomizing
Catherine is to ensure that this consciousness, b#raida calls, “the conscious presence of the
intention of the speaking subject” (14), is main&al, that the possibility of meaning continues,
but of course, the meaning upon which Mrs. Venaidests. There is no “intentional meaning”
in Catherine’s story. It can only disseminate ithte crowd and rewrite or remark the Venables.

The attempt to mark the truth via the supposed mgrf Sebastian’s body becomes
complex, as the talking cure and Mrs. Venable’s ohague, on the one hand, and the play’s
form that evokes a classical aesthetic, on therptaiect back on themselves, turning on the
specter of Sebastian, hovering over the text’'s perfor revelation that is never quite given, at
least in the play.

This specter, produced repeatedly through an weiogytabout whateally happened,
transforms Sebastian into a perpetual state ofjidemrm apart, of continually rupturing, further
holding and denying the play’s own cohesion. Thius,promise of mediation, of understanding
through representation, of there really beingeally,” collapses upon this lingering metaphor
that is in a state of flux, not because he is deatrather because there is no poetry to begin
with, which, is not necessarily due to his not bearvery good poet who never wrote (which is
possible), but is most necessarily due todeisig via his body, art itself. Since his body/art no

longer exists, what is it that the characters disaxactly? Th&e)markingand {teration) of
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Sebastian as text, as performance, occurs withyuivating actually existing. Instead, his
poetry, his body/art occurs through its promisbdaead, not to be performed, but that promise
depends upon an unacknowledged truth: Everybodwrtowon’t because it had never been a
material truth, but the body/art becomes immatgriabre real through its ritual evocation.

Sebastian’s, and by extension the family’s, mytt tre is a heterosexual, tasteful, god-
like poet who shall carry the legacy of the Venatdene to new heights of immortality could be
perverted to one of infamy, of a homosexual, and pbtentially tasty pretender to the Venable
throne. Catherine’s story stymies and eats thiadgegThe metaphor of cannibalism is potentially
literalized through her telling, both in its “orm@l” enactment and in its being re-spoken and re-
marked, into what could possibly excite the tensietween myth as truth and its production to
resonate back onto the metaphor of cannibalismadb an extent that the truth of the matter is
the meat of the matter. Sebastian transubstanti@eble cannibalizing of Catherine’s ritual-like
telling.

She reveals that for years, Sebastian and Mrs.blemad taken vacations together
during the summer months. As in many of Williamswrks, the father figure is absent, (not
unlike Sebastian now that he is dead), and alth@effastian is in his forties before the play
begins, the nature of his behavior reflects a bated upon for far too long in this paternal
absence, still living at home and resting on laiha& never truly earned or deserved. Like the
father, though, he is also always present in hs®abe. The explicit reason Mrs. Venable gives
for his continued presence is because his arteeti# is, as his mother pontificates in a
soliloquy early on in the play, a poet, an artisiovives his work. It seems clear that he was not
very good and did not produce much, but rathettgpoled artistry, sans product. “His life was

the art,” Mrs. Venable exclaims to Sugar, and ddpgnon what happened to him is rather
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significant. Because his life is the art, the natoir what his death represents and the nature of
how representation functions—becomes interwoveh thié act of discovery, or perhaps
manufacturing, depending on whether or not oneebreti Catherine’s babbling, which, will not
matter if she receives the lobotomy, per Mrs. Végiabvequest. It is the potential for possibility
for difference and deferral to occur via the présdisence, absent presence (and not absolute
absence) of writing as performance.

The cannibal figure offers what Roof suggests, ihdtan exploration of the power to
address the delusion of ontology as itself bothhmeiand matter of theatre” (22). Cannibalism
suggests that the delusion of representation &uwsihn of the theatre is a delusion of the body.
So, if inSuddenly, Last Summeaannibalism “occurs” offstage, but transubstdesaia
Catherine’s telling, then Chapter Two asks whapleag when Sarah Kané3tastedrecodes
simulated cannibalism onstage via absent gramnhati@ge directions, such as the “/” used to
indicate overlapping interruptions. There are nchsmarks. The actor, the reader, must imagine
where the interruptions must be. Neither the readethe performer are able to rehearse such
interruptions per se The absent symbol or code for interruptions, Whscalready devouring
other codings for the “/”, such as combination. fhest of the “/”, its absence disrupts agreed
upon, more present symbols to denote activity. fihee of the cannibal in KaneBlasted
appears in a performative, grammatical fashiorhermpige in the form of the “/”: what if it does

not appear? A mark speaks and can effect transulatan just as a sound can.
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Chapter 2
Sarah Kane’sBlasted: The Performative and Performance are the “Same”

Author’s note:
Punctuation is used to indicate delivery, not tafoom to the rules of grammar.

A stroke (/) marks the point of interruption in dageping dialogue.

Words in square brackets [ ] are not spoken, butehiaeen included in the text to
clarify meaning.

Stage directions in brackets () function as lines.

Editor’s note:

This edition oBlasted first reprinted in 2000, incorporates minor re@ss made to
the original text by Sarah Kane shortly before teath. It should therefore be
regarded aghe definitive version irall respects.

from the opening d@lastedin the 2001 edition
Complete Playsmphasis mine

Antonin ArtaucjL9 suggests that the emphasis on the words on treipdlge theatre (the
dialogue) destroys the power that theatre can hwe stage’s power lies not in what the
characters are saying to one anotper,se but instead, in what the actors do. The dichotomy
between the text on the page and the text livdppaed, must be collapsed somehow. He puts
out a call for more non-dialogued works, and Kam#astedanswers his call.

Performance, a sign too, can achieve its potentigh, little, no, or at least, a re-written
sign. Artaud states, “It is essential to put an &nthe subjugation of the theater to the text, and

to recover the notion of a kind of unique langubgl-way between gesture and thought” (89).

19 Please note Kane’s response to a correlation of her work to Artaud’s. She states, “It's pretty
weird- because a lot of people said to me for a long time you must really like Artaud and |
hadn't read any of that. Artaud was recommended to me by a lecturer at university whom |
hated so much that | thought ' well I'm not gonna read it if he thinks Artaud is good. He simply
can't be.' So | only started reading him very very recently. And the more | read | thought ' now
this is a definition of sanity, this man is completely and utterly sane and | understand everything
he' s saying.' And | was amazed how it connects completely with my work. Also his writings
about theatre are stunningly good. And it's amazing to me that I'd never read it.” interview
with Nils Tabert in Graham Saunders’ Love Me or Kill Me.
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Sarah Kane’'8lastedoffers an aesthetic third possibility that is silag in nature, for both

reader and performer, a third space not unlike Wint#ud describes. Regardless of whether or
not the reader and the performer are the sameidhdily the act of reading and the act of
performing are not the same, and because of tfieyelce in the activities, if the reader and the
performer are the same individual, a schizophrerperience best describes the phenomenon of
reading to oneself, reading-to-be-performed outsideeself, as a character or body on stage.
The audience and delivery are inherently differBhsted’suse (or not) of grammatical

symbols results in an activity that eats itself] én’s consumption of the dead baby at the end
of the play serves as a sign of this activity’sunat It is cannibalistic.

By exciting signification to its maximum capaciti@sstead of writing a new kind of
visual codeBlastedun-writes those pertaining to linguistic signsit®&the Author's Note that
precedes the script of the play; it alters the emtional meaning of a grammatical symbol, such
as the “()).” The coding | once understood | mustode and re-code for the purposes of
understanding this play, which means that the ¢odeerly known as a mark in textual space,
the unspeakable, becomes a code of space, i.@etftgmance on the stage.

Thus, the code for the “/” must un-coded and reechpdoo. However, it is never present
in the text. The reader and the actor both lookafeign that is never there, and as a result, it
becomes so glaringly visible in its intangibilityat it becomes tangible; it performs. Typically,
the grammatical mark on the page has the potdntia¢ performative, and the body in space

performs. In Kane’s play, the “/” cannot be perfatime because it never appears in the text, and

. 20 . .
it performs as a result. For Lance Normarthe “Author’'s Note” above enacts this premise:

“These notes indicate that the activities are @issimportant as the lines themselves.”

20

Dr. Lance Norman, distilled from a series of panel presentations and intellectual debates, and condensed into a
representative for academic deliveries.
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Traditionally speaking, one infers, actors putneaech emphasis on the lines and not enough on
how to put them into action. In other words, thenatand that “[p]unctuation is used to indicate
delivery” expresses the anxiety over the word owesring the “delivery.” The linguistic could
(as it might have in the past-?-) overtake theqvarénce for the performer.
Striking a dissonant resonance for theatre coneestirather than emphasizing “spoken
dialogue” (89) Blastedvisually vibrates with recontextualized objectsl gestures. Artaud
states:
[T]heir combinations [can] be carried to the pamhbecoming signs . . . Once
aware of this language in space, language of soends, lights, onomatopoeia,
the theater must organize it into veritable hieypgk . . . and make use of their

symbolism and interconnections in relation to afjams and on all levels. (90)

For Artaud, the way through the sign is throughekeesses of significatioznl. Seeing and
coding a new kind of visuabodiedhieroglyphics, or language, whose “combinationsdreied
to thepoint of becoming signs,” Artaud intimates that sucteadeavor can ultimately unify
experience, or “all organs on all levels.” The ‘fgarg” to a singular point, though, is still
dependent upon the sign, as “making a kind of dphaut of these signs” is inevitable. “Once
aware of this language in space . . . the theatrs nrganize it into veritable hieroglyphs,”

which, suggests a new kind of mediating, perhaps g@viest-like status of the theatre, re-turning

21 . . . .
Ironically, one of the very things the theatre of cruelty attempts to escape is psychoanalysis,
a model this essay uses to define experience, i.e., the inherently indefinable.
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it to its former status as a place of worship, whethe tragedy iltraigos22 has to do more with
theactual sacrificing, rather than the simulation, subsiitt or representation of the act.

Kane’sBlastedasks how the relationships between the lingusstit the material,
between the audience and the performer, betwegordicesses of signification “on” and “off
stage” might be accessed in such a way as to riglgribe potential that “the written” and “the
performed” have. This chapter examines how, thrdbgtplay’s presentation of presence, “how
in presenting, it offers” (Rayner 180) a new wagtmsider the unique status of words on the
page as objects on stagetuallydang what the words of the page denote, renderikigé of
collapse between the reading and performing expessg Singularity arises.

For the reader, as to-be-performer, and for theopeer, as once-having-had-already-

readThe Theatre and Its Doublthis excess does not stop. It does, though,ldack in on itself.

In other words, Artaud’s text is the theatre, afqmanance/tivez,3 and the theatre has been
transformed (back) into a place for a kind of neligs revival. The revival occurs in the
awarenes®f the non-language, performing in space. Thegenarinterruptions designated by
the “/.” The actors believe they exist and behas@edingly. However, no one can find a
uniform, agreed-upon code that applies the “/.” ioterruption may not coincide with when |
think the interruption should come. The interrugtmay, then, be “genuine.” Paradoxically,
Blastedshows that there is a singularity of experiendaben representation and actuality:

They eat each other; there is no difference betileetwo.

2 . . . .
“Traigos” being the Greek orgin of the term, “tragedy,” refers to the goat that was sacrificed
at the Festival of Dionysus, which, once this festival became institutionalized and moved into
the theatre, the actual sacrificing faded from implementation.
23 . . -
Performance is the body, performing in space. The performative is the performance of

language. One might consider the latter via Austin’s How to Do Things with Words and Derrida’s
essays in Limited, Inc.
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Part I: Eating a dead baby

The movement between the actual and the repressnéadited to such a degree that this
fluid and nearly indiscernible interchange app¢aitsecome stagnant and collapse. One might
equate what Mikhaly Csikszentmihalyi calls “flows ane way to consider this exchange
between action and awareness, or, to couch in tefitinss argument, between performance and
the performative. In the instance of the “AuthdYste,” the performative form of it and the
performance of it upon the reader become indistgigble. In the “Author’s Note,” the divide
between the performer and the reader begins te.cldss process occurs in a mutually
cannibalistic way. “The delivery wants to be therdg the words want to be the delivery.” The
delivery becomes indiscernible, or rather, indigble from the non-words (“not to the rules of
grammar”) on the page.

How does one consider the experience itself wheadfavith this idea? If writing is as, if
not more powerful than performance, then perforreartists and theorists, as well as dramatists
and playwrights, argue that the performance (sbakyshadow and transcend the linguistic sign
exactly because the performance is not a signréading and performing the same, or at least,
close enough not “to worry about it?” What happkmghe reading and performing experience
in such a scenario? For the reader, KaBéastedoffers more insight into this half of the
dramatic process, through the reading/performinigp@iotes. Enactment equals cannibalism;
there is no difference between representation andhbty. The performance eats the text; the
text eats the performance.

However, this difference is not apparent unlessreads the script. There are stage

directions, endnotes, and grammatical punctuatiosisare to be enacted but are unseen, on
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stage. Not unlike a Eucharistic ritual, the idetbisonflate representation and actuality by

hiding the symbol or the act of transference. Oag t@ do so is to relate the text to real events.

Several studies dBIaste&4, although exclaiming a condensation of sorts doesir
between representation and actuality, the atteofgtsasing the inside world of the theater to the
outside world of, say, Bosnia, are attempts to taairthose divisions. For example, Graham
Saunders calls certain acts that occur on staBé&asted‘extreme” acts. He immediately ties
these acts to current events. Such an act is s&lirance that the two are always separate.
“Nothing can happen to me in this theatre.” Sausndsks Kane about the intent or the
motivation that lie behind the play. She confedbas after seeing the siege of Srebrenica,
Bosnia in 1995 on television the “penny droppediT]Hhis [tragedy] is absolutely terrible and
I’'m writing this ridiculous play . . . so | now kmowhat | wanted to write about . . . the
connection between . . . a Leeds hotel room and’'svhappening in Bosnia . . . one is the seed
and the other the tree” (**Out Vile’ 71). What dabss gesture, after-the-fact, mean? It means
that the play, on its own, is uncomfortable, natdnese meaning is being applied to the play, but
rather, because meaning cannot be found outsitteedheatricality of the theater, on the page.
The experience of the play in the theatre may or nza have such an e/affect on an audience.
An audience may or may not “get” that connectiom&and Saunders reference. However,
when reading the play, lan’s act of eating the destuy precludes any further ability to use the

play as a metaphor. Seeing is not believing.

24 Although this chapter does not have the space to do a comprehensive evaluation of
dramatic studies and performance theories, | contend that this tension in the twentieth and
twenty-first century United States, between drama and performance studies, is an extension of
this tension. Both fields ask a similar question: “Can | get beyond language? Do | want to? And if
| can, what value comes from it?”
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Until this point, lan eating that baby is safeolrbt believe he is eating that baby. There
is no baby. It is just a doll of some sort . ghti? lan’s act is safe. It is representation, afeell
assured in that separation. The illusion must bataaed, and the plastic doll, the script on the
page provides that safe distance that | need. Gr&wunders suggests that once the hotel
explodes, the processes of writing and of perfognaire revealed to be separate. He states, “The
fractured dramatic form dlasted. . . is suddenly transformed into an undisclosadzone,
[which] reflects the sudden change in subject maliieing the process of writing” (38). Writing
reveals itself via the change in subject mattet.tBe matter that is on the stage is not the matter
of the play. Anthony Kubiak asserts that “the prgerant voices in theater and performance
theory are of a constructivist, cultural materigtent, positions that tend to critique theater and
performance adocumenbr event or cultural formation from a position is@egly outside the
theatrical, or, conversely, through the idea ofgadormativeas a controlling metaphor” (xi).
Kubiak does not use the term “performative” to ggdplthe performance of the linguistic; this
study, however, suggests the concept of a selfaparformance state hides the ability to see
the condensed, overlapped image of the cannibathenfibrm of the play, one consuming the
other, which, is another layer of cannibalism.

The explosion does not signal a move away frommt#taralistic setting of the expensive
hotel room to the symbolic one of post-apocalyptiterever. The setting reveals itself to be just
that, setting. That setting dismembers itself, ianthat dismemberment, an awareness of its
construction becomes apparent to the audiencefdke. Perhaps if | had read the play, | would
not be so aware that the experience is only ametsbne. Kane’s play suggests through the
set’s self-dismemberment that there is no diffeedmetween the seeing and the reading. The set

is as real as anything else.
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Saunders expresses a desire to reconcile theftthe performance with the text of what
is read, (The “Author’s Note” is typically overloe#) > yet, to satisfy such desire, he must move
away from the play on stage to the play on the page he does so by authorizing the author
and the written word, “I want to see how what Id:eahat the Author wrote, correlates with
what | am seeing, right now, in this very room and also to Bosnia.” Here is the real
authorizer.

The aesthetic absence of the page usurps the algiersence of the stage. Ironically, by
looking so intently at Kane’s writing, denying oaébwn” reading experience, one also denies
her experience with the play, as it is compareldane’s writing, or at least, what is imagined to
be “hers.” “I don’t want these two activities to 8éferent; | need continuity; so, | will deny my
own interpretation and my own experience, in th&evaf the aesthetic formality | imagine to be
there, which | shall prove ‘is’ there via the ‘egitte’ of the hotel’s destruction, the play’s self-
destruction.” She must pass through self-deniakder to confirm the self. “Just because there is
no material proof of what | had imagined contexXtualhile | read, | will believe there will be
proof, a prop, or an act, that | had not anticigatehich denies my previous understanding of
the text. | must deny that to reclaim my-self.”

The ability to deny depends upon clear subjecttlyaaries to exist, however fluid they
might be. Cannibalism can serve to undo the biea@f®gether. Annette Pankratz begins to

touch on the subjective/objective tension in “Neithere nor There: Theatrical Space in Kane’s

. . 26. o
Work.” Focusing on the processes of mimesigankratz indicates that Kane’s plays “explore

25 - . .
Note this is a performative act, enacting the paratextual.

26 . ‘. . . . . .
She defines “mimesis” as the processes of representation, i.e., only insofar as language is

concerned, even though it performs according to Derrida, the ‘liveness’ is still unique for her.

Performance, especially in Kane’s work, is described in the following manner: “Deictic markers
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the divisions between inside and outside, betwkerobdies of the actors and the narrative
mind-spaces of the play . . . with the entrancthefSoldier [for example] the mimetic space
literally explodes and the referential points toagaall places torn by civil war” (151). Thus,
when theactualtopography of the play falls apart, then, the plagif dis-integrates. The set
reveals itself via the formal integration of therwcas dressing, as aesthetic representation.

The form of the text, both as a play on the pagkasma play on the stage, dis-integrates
its own form, which is literalized with the desttion of the set itself, which the language and
the actions on stage defy any attempts to undetstenplay asnly representation. Thus, as the
hotel is blown apart, so too is the ability to gr&wld of the functioning of the play is lost is it
symbolic meaning, even if that symbolic meaninth& there is not one.

On the contrary, and to reiterate, it is as thisrmaot that the play begins its eventual
collapse. Rather than ending with an explosionpiéaphorical and topographical landscapes
overlap (as the “/” suggests): as the set expldtes;gotten into” by lan, as he crawls
underneath. As he is underneath the floorboardsatsethe baby. One prop explodes; another
enters into it and then puts another piece of thg Ipack into itself. This process is one of
mutual cannibalism. A collapse made possible viegthbeing torn apart and eventually
recombined in very particular ways: The metaphar thve performance overlap. This process

applies to the reader as well. But how?

[(Supplement])27

such as personal pronouns or adverbs help to maintain the illusion that what we see on stage is
part of a dynamic, complex and complete world . . . bodies on stage and the liveness . . . create
a performance space, which is both real and virtual. [The characters seem to exist in an] ‘as if’
world but [ ] are actually present in the ‘here and now.” Performance oscillates between
indexicality and iconcity, between presence and representation.”

27 . . .
Paraleptical/Paratextual cannibalism
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In lan’s case, he cannot read: the terrain, othetshtions, his own; . . . he especially
cannot read the final moments of the play, as eesses/progresses toward an infantile-like
state, unable to express himself fully, even watinguage. Peter Buse suggests that lan’s
“journalistic haste—to meet a deadline, to captureadership—only represses further the
meaning of a traumatic event. lan is obviously @ Wwéness: . . . he is detached, both literally
and symbolically, from those events” (185), he s@ibes to his editor at the beginning of the
play. They always want to supplement. The readmthe page is yet another “ravage[ing] [that]
lan’s body undergoes and the testimony, writtethenbody, of the events he has participated in
...” (186). The reader recodes and rewrites landnsuming his testimony.

Cate, on the other hand, does read lan. Howevercatnot speak this reading that she is
doing. She stu-stu-stutters. lan berates her awéoaer throughout the first act. “Pst-pst-pst...,”
he bellows, mocking her inability to articulate $&f. Cate reads without seeing. She speaks
through the stuttering sounds, which cannibalizeslarioritization of codified language.
Because lan values simplicity, facts which he @mand hear, as he has been trained to see and
hear, he cannot see himself as a text to be rdasl sb-called journalist's search for facts to
write becomes the very body that is as materigadable and marked a text as the script of the

play to be read, probed, and penetrated, to beuooed, digested, and reconstituted.

The act of penetration provides an opening anasirgy into the body (of Work%{3 There
is always some-thing that will be missed, thoughth® reader may not get beneath the code, as
lan does the floorboards Blasted not entirely; however, the reader may get “closeiseeing

transparency, while still being unable to see tglothe curtain of signification entirely. Through

8 . . . ”
“Every exit is an entrance; every entrance, an exit.” Lead Player, Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern Are Dead.
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an implosion of presentation and representaBdastedallows for this to occur, however
briefly.

This cannibalism of the act of reading a materaaybapplies to the immaterial as well.
The lack of “/” manifests on stage, but it is oulgible on the page. The spatial movement
outside the performance to symbolic meaning, whetbemitted by the actor or the audience
member, requires a temporal shift as well, fromgltinow in the theatre” to “at that time over
there, then.” Temporal, as well as spatial statestshift outside and “mean something,” just so
long as that something is “something else, unrdlaiane.”

The best way to disavow that something is to supetd, to supplement with historical
legacies, for example. Andrew Sofer attaches sugdnimg to his study of props on the
European stage. He suggests that props are nagom things scattered about, but instead,
show the dual function of the objects as both “nthemn” representations and also as
“signifying” or indicative of the time in which aectain object, like a handerchief or gun, is used.
John Bell, contesting this claim, excavates ouBafer’'s theory inThe Stage Life of Profs
desire for present-ness, or live-ness, which thie dohn Bell bemoans as self-delusion and
wishful thinking on the part of playwrights andtas. He states that:

Sofer wishes to restore the phenomenological faottre study of performing
objects . . . [yet] he bases his analysis of pgmmmarily upon stage directions
and dialogue. Sofer writes in that special tetess to literary criticism: the
imaginary theatrical present. . Sofer's argument . . . relies upon a metthad
eschews the messiness of actual performancbd@ureties of literary

criticism. (emphasis mind DR)
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The play images the immaterial. The always-alraadgtrical present that Bell refers to is an
attempt to avoid the very thing Bell commits: Blog the actual with the represented. Time is
Bell's way around the absolute inability to accofaortthe reader, who actually creates and
maintains the imaginary theatrical present. Thaegmeness (presence in the present) of the live
aspects of theatre does not rest in seeing the Ipldyather, in reading it. Despite this necessary
disbelief in the ability of a reading performanoéhtave that kind of power, the tensiorBiasted
lies in the play’s ability to disavow and simultansly confirm this distance between the reader
and the read-play, and between the audience armlaite@erformed. The ability to reserve the
right to doubt the play’s influence, its affecti@athenticity, is washed away in the wake of this
simultaneity. The performance is full of doubt aminediacy and danger: Something may
“actually” happen during the play, hence, ArtautleTatter is full of the search for certainty
through contemplation and analysis, of mediatioth dstance, of safety: The audience member
says to herself, “Nothing will ‘actually’ happen idhone reads the text, at least, not materially,
right?”

If one considers the hotel roomBtastedas a prop, one might consider lan as one also,
at the very least, when the Soldier sodomizes liémawifle, lan is objectified. In other words,
one is as “prop-y” as the other. The thingnesanfs status as sodomized object does not reside
in his objectification by the rifle, per se, norhis being on stage. “Thingness is [ ] not an
attribute of an object,” according to Raynor, “Bomething more like an event or a moment
when a material object is recognized as belongngdre than its representation, to more than is
knowable, but also belonging to time and to mastali189). lan is not really limited in his
objectness, for his thingness transcends thisiidening of this event or of any event, or all

events in the play, these contextual moments enkatdan will continue to “matter,” if not in
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his material presence, in his aesthetic absengadRaescribes interaction with these objects as
a gift exchange:

It is [a] brief [experience] because the gift oafypears in the moment of giving;

it thus also entails a memory of the first losisd., of being given, received, lost]

and a grieving. [This paradox, in the] [tlangibilg¢,marks their own

disappearance from time past as well as their

persistence into the present. In their double eatuey are uncanny

because one wonders about their reality even ggjikie sensory

testimony. (189, 190, 191)

“Getting” meaning is a gift that comes at a cosie must always be in a perpetual state of grief
and doubt. Yet, in KaneBlasted that promise of doubting what one sees is predutle to
this collapse between performance and the performathe author’s intentions begin to have
everythingto do with what is donthroughandwith andto the play, and, as imagined as these
intentions are, the announcement at the openitigegblay, to which only the reader is privy.
Annabelle Singer emphasizes the performance andsiteral affects viBlasted’s
formal structures’ self-destruction in order to whithat the mimetic faculty serves the purpose of
valuing the stage over the page. The spectator funderstand” the play with her emotions,
which becomes not just the spectator’s, but everyase’s as weflf. Singer states:
The visceral drama that Kane promotes bypassepiatation and, instead
directly confronts the audience’s thoughts andirigelthrough physical

reactions . . . [which opens up a] wider concegieformance. This concept

» | choose Singer’s argument at length because it allows for several key points of this work to
surface, not because of any individual “issue” with her argument.
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insists upon an intense connection with the spactat. So, while violence
perpetrated destroys the self, pain communicated @n individual’'s reality into

everyone's reality. (141, 153)

Rather than valuing the play via the reader, Sinigeis so via the performer in order to glean a
transcendental, collective, unconscious experigriteh she finds as the value of Kane’s work
in general. In her study @leansedSinger, like Saunders in his studyBlasted wishes for a
collapse between reading and performing, betwethroaand auditorium, between self and
other. She states:
Graham'’s ability to disembody saves Grace: hehtesiher to do it too. But her
wounds embody Graham: he bleeds empatheticalghdbn’s experience is an
‘unthought’ physical reaction, implying that l@mpathy is not just a mental
projection, but an experience of the pain itself collapsing boundaries between
self and other . . . [which] collapse[s] the bdaries between life and death.
[Thus, Grace’s] electroshock therapy @iteansedl which precedes the surgery
[the sex-change], leaves Grace undone. . . . Tigeguis actually the only thing
that revives Grace . . . now she can speak alyaw.she has the body of
Graham, now they can really feel the same thrabglsame Body. Grace no

longer exists as a single-subject; she has disder. . . (154, 155, 156, 157)

The Soldier emphasizes the materiality of lan’ssapdlasted for example, by sucking them
out of his head and then eating them. The Soldem tmmediately kills himself. lan asks Cate
to help him commit suicide because life is not Wwdnting when trapped in the material cage of

the body. This overemphasis on the object culmgaith the baby’s consumption. When lan’s
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objectification (via the Soldier’s rape) is re-sedtjfied (consuming the dead baby/being
consoled by Cate, who has also been objectifiedapa by lan), the proveability of the material
is not only called into question, but it appeardigappear in the wake of the image of
cannibalism and its representative powers. Forrdason, the stichomythic exchange spawns
laughter, not horror:

IAN. Will you help me Cate?

CATE. How.

IAN. Find my gun?

... Can you keep that baby quiet?

CATE. It's not doing anything. It's hungry.

IAN. We're all bloody hungry, don’t shoot myselil ktarve to death.

CATE. It's wrong to kill yourself.

IAN. No it's not.

CATE. God wouldn't like it.

IAN. There isn’t one.

CATE. How do you know?

IAN. No God. No Father Christmas. No fairies. Narha. No fucking nothing.

CATE. Got to be something.

IAN. Why?

CATE. Doesn’'t make sense otherwise.

Thought you didn’t want to die.
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IAN. | can’t see.

CATE. My brother’s got blind friends. You can’tvg up.

IAN. Why not?

CATE. It's weak.

IAN. I know you want to punish me, trying to make live.
When asked about proving whether or not God eXmtssimply responds with further
abstractions. “I'm blind; that's enough.” FatherrS8tmas and the land of Narnia are as childlike
and pathetically hopeless as one can get. lanmiatesant a father; he wants a mother. The
Oedipal gets unmoored in this moment of cannibalemal, hope lies not in the idea that there is
not an Author, in so far as lan is concerned, atltar that there is a divine that can be reached,
rendering the focus on the hyper-material a focuthe absence of presence, materially
speaking. Note lan’s death:

lan lying very still, weak with hunger.

lan tears the cross out of the ground, rips upftber and lifts the baby’s body
out.

He eats the baby.

He puts the remains back in the baby’s blanket@utd the bundle back in the
Zotl)ee.at, then he climbs in after it and lies dotead poking out of the floor.
He dies with relief.

It starts to rain on him, coming through the roof.

Eventually

IAN. Shit.
(emphasis mine, 60)
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In the wake of lan’s objectification of Cate/objécation by the Soldier, he objectifies the baby
by eating it. He subjectifies the baby by eatin@tits now a part of him). He is no longer
“wholly” himself. He is transformed (all notionsahhave been applied to cannibalism).
However, lan does not die. He opens the play witle‘shat in better places,” and he ends the
play in nearly the same way, wording “Shit.” Becabh® is not dead, “dead” becomes “just a
word.” “Eventually,” too, moves from being ambiguwoto being ambivalent to being irrelevant.
At first, it reads as though the rain comes throtighroof, but after a long while. Then, it reads
as though his declaration, “Shit,” comes, but adtésng while. Then, it reads as if both,
simultaneously, might be the case.

The object is supposed to be, or rather, it mugelbeseen, touched, somehow. The
subject is supposed to be the opposite of thisekom. When the language has been re-coded,
then un-coded, when the form defies its own contamd, when the action has been re-coded and
then un-coded, when the content defies its own famoverlap occurs wherein mimesis is
shown to be a process of cannibalism, rather thamo@ess of imitation. “I do not want to simply
imitate, or even surpass what | see, | want wisaelto be a part of me, so that, in the end, there
will be only me.” InBlasted geographical topography (the set of the hoteldsggives way to
cultural relativity (what is violence, exactly?)jygs way to biological sustenance (there are no
taboos; eat what you have), gives way to half-bakethphysical ponderings, gives way to a
non-oedipal mother because the text, like the canthin, eats itself.

lan consumes the dead baby under the floorboandsthiés presentation of the taboo of
taboos does what the “Author’'s Note” does: The sylimland the representational collapse with
each other. lan’s act slows the explosion of sigaiion that is literalized by the set exploding.

lan’s act confuses the formal revelation of repnéstgon (the explosion of the hotel), a reflexive
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occurrence, and pulls the performer and the relaalek together, a paraxive occurrence. Much
work has been done on this concept of paratexyyaltit relates to the text. Kane’s “Author’s
Note” is a fine example of a paratext. Any footnaednote, preface, Editor's Note, or
grammatical punctuation that are assigned withoaittrite?® may be considered paratexts. For

Phillippe Lejeune, the paratext isrfe frange du texte imprimé qui en réalité contsddecture

'ensemble du tex’tég’1 (45). This chapter looks to apply this concephimore than” one way,
i.e., to the text only.
Part II: Marks, Objects, Excess, and Authorial Intent

How does materiality work in lieu of the recodinganguage and the encoding of
performance in Kane'Blasted® What happens to all that spilled blood? What kappo the
“more than” or excess? It collides in on itself amdonsumed and reconstituted, as it
reconstitutes. IThe Anxiety of Influengélarold Bloom points out that writers (and | indéu
readers in this instance) presume to be in sontediiconversation with those who preceded
them, and one result of this psychological procges$isat the creation of a work of art as in
“conversation with one another as synecdochesenf tiheators” (9). If, as the Author’s Note
reads, the stage directions emphasize action jtamas gone to so much trouble to re-code the
visual language as much as the written word, perlkegating a new visual economy, then where
are the “/” that indicate overlap, that concept tannibalism em-bodies? In other words, the
subtextual conversation, through the art, betweadar and writer is more important than the
primary text on some level. Thus, one automatidadlgins the hyper-critical, aware

performance of the text, looking for that esseitics.there, and it eats itself. The absence of the

30 - L w e g , u »
I am distinguishing “writer” from Foucault’s concept of the “author.

1 . L . , . ”
“A fringe of the printed text which in reality controls one’s whole reading of the text.
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“/” becomes more present in its absence. The fagbkrch, the performance, collapses with and
reconstitutes the (missing) performative.
[“/"-where are they?
Gérard Genette suggests such a liminal spacpasatext, a “thresholdgguil)] between
the text and off-text . . .”; he states that [Jtaszone of transition . . . and transaction[it.is] a
privileged place” (2). This liminal space or inties, this concept of fluidity that has appeared in
a variety of philosophical modes of inquiry for tlast thirty years, which Pierre Bourdieu’s
work on cultural production reflects. In the caséhe concept of the paratext, it is:
not only the direct producers of the work in itstemelity (artist, writer,
etc.) but also the producers of the meaning angeval the work—critics,
publishers, gallery directors and the whole setg#nts whose combined
efforts produce consumers capable of knowing acdgm®izing the work of

art as such. (Bourdieu 37)

The text produces a sense of ownership for theurnes and the “consumer’s” awareness is an
extension of that sense of control over a workrofEhe extension serves to enable one to
distance oneself from the awareness that thesasagave anything to do with the relationship
between object and subject in the first place. Wiaapens through the experience of reading
Blastedis that, formally (aesthetics), one can understamsumption as a desire to eat the work
of art, to make it one’s “own,” in some manner trey.

The reader’s sense of ownership increases therdluseeader gets to the end of the
play, and the ability to consider anything thatgeides the main text, the hypotext, as it were,

cannot be teased out of and considered “sepamate’fOwnership depends on the paratextuality
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of the reading experience, which ultimately lead#/hat Beverly Skeggs calls “affect stripping”
(15). This is, she claims:
a process whereby affects are detached fromdtg &f production and re-made
as an exchange-value when re-attached to thethatydoes not produce the
same affect but can capitalize on it . . . disgwslved to protect the human
being from coming too close . . . [one must] neim|[ ] the symbolic

order. (gtd. in Aston 14, 15, 17)

“Coming too close” to the border of humanity/to therk/to oneself/et al, reveals a fear that
“deictic markers such as personal pronouns or &dyefor example, “help to maintain the
illusion that what we see on stage is part of aadyis, complex and complete world . . . bodies
on stage and the liveness . . . create a perforengece, which is both real and virtual . . .
performance oscillates between presence and repatisa” (Pankrantz 149, 151). The fear in
that lack of “owning,” whether that be the “autrsjror the reader’s fear, is an awareness that is
manifested in the lack of there being any “/” ie 2001 edition of Kane’s play that is in the
authorized version.

The search for something that is both there andhswée, and the oscillation between the
two fuses so many potential would-be subjects aed-®bjects together, and so quickly, that
temporarily, there appears to be a collapse oflitiotomy between them. As Annette
Pankrantz suggests, the play “explores the divsstmtween inside and outside, between the
bodies of the actors and the narrative mind spatctee play”’ (151). What happens, though,
when a sign or object collapses the narrative mpates of the play by providing objects that
have been defamiliarized, “autonomous from languagehat points to itself [(the object)]

rather than an external referent™? (Sofer 25)
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Although Andrew Sofer’'§he Stage Life of Promoes not use “a-subjective” or
“hypoler objective” to articulate the workings ¢d&ge props, his text proves useful in order to
help answer how to consider taboos outside of pateeferents, especially when the divisions
between subject and object have been obliteratetreed. John Bell considers Sofer’s study
and contends that the argument, like so muchexfliy criticism, depends upon the false notion
of “live-ness.” The threat is that the tempordelthe written word, can consume the spatial, the
form, and questions persist regarding the stataiseo$ubjective and the objective.

Critics such as Ken Urban consider how its own comitg®> of dramatists has reacted
to her playBlasteds form, for Urban, is “not dominated by dialoginer plays use images and
movement to re-imagine the British stage” (40). Titezary critic Chris Wixson goes further to
suggest that not only is the play not dominatedibjogue, or language, but that the acting
bodies, or objects, on stage convey what cannekpeessed through langua@dastedsuggests
that the dialogue is the material, is the bodyti€isuch as Elaine Aston go so far to contend,
for example, that “[the images of reviews, the éon the page, have a physicality . . . that

makes them [reviews] a part of the fabric of thevehlf this is the casé3lastedechoes a

concept not unlike Marvin Carlson’s notion of ghng133 wherein a particular play’s meaning,
through both form and content, precedes the apraaluction. My reading a review about
Blastedbefore | see it colors my experience of it. (Umyuéy enough, then, this study, too,
evokes similar methodologies to encounter the @ag, by extension, shows the limitations of

them.

32 . . . " . . ”

Kane states in an interview that one must be careful “not to confuse press with audience.
From Heidi Stephenson and Natasha Langridge, Rage and Reason: Women Playwrights on
Playwriting, (130).

33
See The Haunted Stage.
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Wixson considers the limitations of language amctudes that the body usurps the
spoken because the material cannot be denieds fimiBetter Places’: Space, Identity, and
Alienation in Sarah KaneBlasted” Wixson states:

Blasteddepicts the violence that underlies all symbolapping (Cate’s and
lan’s rape) as well as focusing upon the wayshiciwvthe corporeal eludes
orientatational inscription . . . In my initialterest in the apparent limits of
theory (which | now perceive also as the limitdasfguage)the inability of
theory to manifest the material, or useful boldsearched for those
circumstances in which the body is undeniable,mthe body’s material
presence is a condition of the circumstance. Istargly, one is that of pain, and
another is that of live performance: two cases wherbody must be
acknowledged. (par. 15)
The materiality of theoretical modes of inquiry-tiscribes the undeniability of the marked
body. “If | feel pain for long enough, | won't feglanymore.” One might consider this as one
might consider a narcissist who continually loaksard. To constantly look for the
undeniability of the object is to miss the denidpibf the subject. One cannot lose sight of her
ability to doubt. Pointing in towards itself longaugh inevitably forces any reference to
uncertainty, “Is that really happening on stag@?albsolute certainty, “Of course not.” Let one
not ever doubt that once “put up there,” whethesviim or not, it is an object (of art). The fear
that “That...touch touch touch” is more than that. t tih@re is excess of the body that cannot be
accounted for...that meaning, inversely, may beoalldiear: There is nothing but the

represented (body), as lan finds out at the endeoplay. Perhaps the ending is a romance,
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reassigning the taboo of cannibalism a sweet tikena kiss on the cheek. Perhaps also the
ending reveals that the consumption of the otheoisnaterial at all.

Use representation more, to remind us that the mothe more, and, all that there is. The

characters, as well as the reader, wish to fak loacthe word of the auth%é}, the authorized
word on the matter at hand for lan and Cate. Tlaeyot, however, reach her. he reflexive and
the reflective. In Ellen Kaplan’s study of Kanelsays Craveand4:48 Psychosighe processes

of signification fall back on the author’s shoulsi¢Author’'s Note). Kaplan states, “The mental
and emotional collapse seem to be taking placemitie consciousness of the writer, offering a
more despairing picture of disintegration” of tledf'’s(120). Greig, among others, opposes this
reading of authorial biography onto the work. Kaydaessay is published by Intellect, a
publishing company that prides itself in stickiogthe author’'s power. Its website states, “We
differ from other publishers by campaigning for thehor rather than producing a book or
journal to fill a gap in the market.” The gap iretimarket exists in part because of this
privileging of the author. The campaigning for thehor creates and sustains that gap.
Cannibalism in drama collapses the body of worlwhie body of the author in such a way that
the newly constituted entity that cannot be quadifenables a death before birth from with-in/out
that gap.

Cannibalism, in all its excess, does not dissigaese but it does “fill” all kinds of gaps
and has done so for quite some time, perhaps alWagsa sign that marks the fringes of
humanity, the borders of conscience, as well abtinders between self and other. For Graham
Saunders, the taboo helps to create a “space whewention and language itself [ ] collapse

into non-iterability, to be replaced by Kane’s pcgbf corporeality and populated by bodies of

34 ey .
See “part iii” for further explanation.
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pain” (4). These bodies, Saunders continues, “aed violently with their environment . . .
Cate’s transporting interludes [, for example,] sirilar to Kane’s explosive moments of spatial
reconfiguration and graphic violence in that al able to elude naturalistic currents, creating a
textual hole that disturbs the phenomenologicahétasion that grounds identity in environment”
(4, 5). Identity is grounded to the author in Samtassessment. The “disquieting effect . . . her
metaphorical landscape” (Saunders) has can begessbg the author. The dramatist Una
Chauduri defines this feeling of disquiet a kind'sthtic exilic consciousness” (qtd. in Saunders
4) through a “staging of violence that violates thkes of representation and convention within
what is designated as theatrical space” (Saunders 4

In the instance dBlasted the evocation of cannibalism does not evoke & ofn
transition and transaction/graphic violence towspdtial reconfiguration. The cannibalism

(content) of the play mimics the cannibalism (forwh}he play which mimics the functionality

of the *( )”35, which eats its own intended purpose. FurtherAtiidor’'s Note, regardless of its
(stated) purpose, coupled with the Editor's Notedpces yet another layer of cannibalism.
Herein lies a moment that collapses the reflexperformance) and reflective (reading)
experiences into a “new” kind of aesthetic experégwhich reveals signification to be an
infinite affair, due to its self-splintering, thimally cannibalizes itself, which then, blows apar
again. The presentation of lan’s cannibalisticiaeerts the play’s formal self-destruction, i.e.,
an explosion on stage. The metaphor of cannibabsm ,all that it signifies, is interwoven with
its presentation: There is no material aesthdieet is only aesthetic immateriality. The excess
transforms the prop. In an interview with Grahamr&kers, Kane exclaims that upon seeing the

play for the first time the prop exceeds her infentt:

35
Which, if one considers that the Author’s Note asks that the conventional understanding of

the aside be dropped, then this adds yet another layer to the paratextuality of the play.
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In Blastedlan’s almost kind of deified | think in a way tHadidn’t realize until
| saw it performed. | went in for the technicahrand when | watched at the end
and he had all this blood and it started rainarg] the blood was washed away,
| thought it was kind of Christ-likeLMKM 64)

The performance does not match what she wrote. Kgapesses an awareness that the

performative nature of writinganusurp the performative nature of speech, whidften

., 36 .
valued at the expense of the writterlowever, Kane’s note expresses an anxiety that the

opposite might occur during the performance: Theramight just spend a little too much time

worrying over her lines, rather than on the perfanoe of those Iinee"s? Does Kane’s note
suggest a movement back to the operational be¢aaseuch time is spent focusing on the
writing, sSo much so that the writing has lost itsver or edge?

In hisLove Me or Kill Me: Sarah Kane and the Theatre gifr&mes Graham Saunders
points out that Kane distinguishes between the phathe page and the play on stage. He states,
“Kane draws a [ ] distinction betwe@erformancan the theatre antxt for performance(17).

For Kane, the reading experience threatens thenpeahce:
Increasingly, I'm finding performance much mongeresting than acting; theatre
more compelling than plays. Unusually for me, Bmcouraging my friends to see
my playCravebeforereading it, because | think of it more as text for

performance than as a play. (emphasis minejgtlaunders 17)

36

Derrida’s claim may be found primarily in his Of Grammatology.
37

Refer to her Author’s Note.
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The performance touches “other things” that readeagnot, or should not color first, at Ieggt.
“Performance is visceral,” Kane notes in a 1998mview inThe Guardian“It puts you in direct
physical contact with thought and feeling” (qtdSaunders 17). One still cannot unmoor the
object-ness of the live-ness that is theatre/plays.

Saunders touches on an anxiety over the collapgeqierformance and the
performative, which is expressed in this desiredcape the symbolic, the mark, the code.
Saunders states, “In an uncanny echo of the ima@attionBlastedwas to provoke, Tom Morris
expressed the disquiet he felt about being in stade proximity to graphic staged violence:

Watching the cruelest of these plays in a smatlisttheatre is like watching a

simulated rape in your living room. In very smélkatres, it is impossible to walk

out, so the audience is trapped in close proxitoitye action, giving the

playwright free reign to have his or her own saghi@ bluntest possible

terms. (gtd. in Saunders 5)
Is it the violence? Or, is it that the distancenmsn representation, simulation, and actuality gets
a little too close for comfort? Kane denotes qthie opposite experience occurs when seeing her
work: It is precisel\becausgeople can leave (and have) that the live-nessjainger, the
spontaneity, or performative aspects of the workmarhaps transcend its moorings. She states:

The first previews oBlastedat the Royal Court—before | had any idea of

quite how extreme the reaction was going to be aceahcouple of people

walk out . . . And now I think it's bound to happéhit doesn’t then its

probably because something is not working. I'vengg®ductions of

Blastedwhere there was no reason to walk out becauselsmmidney never

U

38 . . . - s u -
Is this a double-negative/double-bind? In other words, how does a desire to avoid “coloring
the seeing of the play correlate with the request that parentheses be recalibrated?
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connected emotionally, you could completely distayaurself from what

was going on. (qtd. in Saunders 14)
The live-ness of the performance, as opposed tpl#y does not keep one in her seat, nor does
it force one to leave. This difference in opini@veals a similar anxiety about the power of the
overlapping of the symbolic and the operative. Tdorris is afraid to get up. Sarah Kane is
terrified that he won’t. What's at stake here? Pplay doesn’t need the actors or the audience.
Summer Neilson Moshy indicates such a fear by psifgy the reader and the performer, in an
attempt to emphasize the live performance, ovetdkie By emphasizing it is the text that
“contains gaps wherein the reader/performer indestber personal understanding” (44), she
authorizes the live performance instead:

The infiltration of self, as either audience erfprmer, coincides with all live

productions. However, the gap-filing and theaatiance processes instigated

by Kane’s texts intensify this immersion of galo performance text . . . Kane’s

work creates a wedge between the text-boundrthpatduction and an

experiential Artaudian production . . . to an ex@nce ultimately ‘free’ from

the text itself. (44-45)
The text is the text. There is but a difference@free (perhaps) between the text on the page
and that on the stage. The necessary delusiorpafaen is what Artaud wants to destroy by
disavowing, nearly, one in lieu of the other, whislgyuite probably impossible to do. By
paraleptically passing over the text, Moshy emptessthe performance in the guise of
“experience,” tied to the event, the performanceédpmative. In other words, Moshy advocates

a kind of phenomenology.
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The audience does not need to stay in the theater for the show to go on, despite it
influencing the performance, however slightly threty be (Kane gtd. in Saunders 9). Why is it
that the audience shall not be reading her plaj@m®seeing them, but, the performance can
transcend that experience, nevertheless, and dehpitimitations of the form of theatre? For
Kane, “form is content” (Stephenson and Langridge),land to want to distance the play from
the theatre is to reveal a fear of the power of#daeler, who, Graham Saunders figures outside
of the reciprocal processes at work in performahcthis assessment of her assessment of how
performance optimally works, Saunders states, “Kawision, like her Renaissance
predecessors, is also an uncompromising one. FptrAgedy [meaning drama in general-?] is a
case of the writer, actor and audience” (21). Houclm if any, credence one assigns Saunders’
claim, the reader still has a definitive role taypivhen the writer, actor, and audience “descend
into hell imaginatively in order to avoid going tkean reality” (Kane fronRage and Reason
133).

That Kane perceives a real difference betweeresgmtation and actuality reinforces the
fear, not that hell exists here already, as Kaaiend (Saunders 20), but rather, that there is no
hell to be had in the first place. The thought tfiditere is no uncertainty” must be avoided at all
costs. Perhaps for this reason Kane made onlyilmneSkin She states:

[The theatre] has always been the form | lovedtbecause it's live. There’s
always going to be a relationship between theenatand the audience that you
don’t really get with a film . . . it's a comp#dy reciprocal relationship between
the play and the audience . . . if people [gheatre] . . . the level of analysis that
you listen to on the terraces [at a football game but they

don’t. (Benedict, “Disgusting Violence?”)
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The lack of reciprocity, which she notes existthia live-ness of theatre (see analysis above),
cannot occur for the audience and the film. Tha fjloes on without the audience. It is not
influenced one way or another. The play, thouglesgm without the audience too. The reader’s
relationship with the play goes on, as long agtioeess of reading continues. Material
documentation is not what makes the material, sfidence, as Judith Roof defines it, is
multidirectional, up to a point. As one consumeswlork of art, and is made one with it, so too
does it linger and continue.

As much as Kane protests film’s limitations, otbetics and playwrights, like David
Edgar, laud the play’s uncanny similarity to teton. He states, that Kane, not unlike her
contemporaries, “operat[es] within the context &raish television drama . . . imprisoned
within the homogenizing constraints of genre. Alnel teturn to plays set in real rooms has been
matched by the equally dramatic re-emergence gsat in real time”State of Play28). Edgar
denotes the uncomfortable nature of the live-nésiseatre, but, he also reveals a clear desire to
see the staging of cannibalism or rape as simylatetinot actual. The stage directions in
Blasted further, imply something similar. They do notiicate for the first rape, of Cate by lan,
that it is “simulated”; whereas, the second rajéan by the Soldier, is. For Edgar, laying claim
to television as the indicator of a place of cudtwrigin-ation (no origin), to be put onto the
mediated and less-authentic stage, threatens ttiethat there is no difference between the
simulated and represented, and perhaps the aittizalonly a brief moment. The stage
directions, on the other hand, still express alamainxiety, as a reader to-be-performer is not
shown, precisely, what the difference is, exaditween simulation and actuality. She may
infer, but she may not see “for sure.” But, to fig‘lt must be simulation, and therefore, not

entirely ‘real™ is to dismiss the uncertainty, @ig credence to that which is uncomfortable,
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falling into the illusion of the material, “That isal, that is not,” still does not distinguish
between one “that” and the other “that.” The readast choose a certainty that there is (always-
already) uncertainty to prevent the notion thatehs no uncertaintyis-a-visthe certainty of the
taboo of cannibalism overlapping and denying its ¢we)/presentation.

The Author's Note enables yet another layer ohdaadism. It indicates that the “/”
“indicates a point of interruption in overlappingdgue” (2). How is the performative to
function in this equation, from the reader’s pecspe? This interruption, this penetration, is not
an act of splitting apadnly. The violence gives way to “overlapping,” or adiof simultaneity.

This mark is a means to unravel how the play trestteriality. At first glance, the material is

everything forBlasted From the re-scryptinSQ(]) of the language, materially on the page, to the
emphasis on the props of the play, materially,henstage, is what “it all boils down to.” And if
“form is content,” as Kane suggests, and if shdigsatisfied with that form, meaning the
structures of the Western dramatic tradition, thew shall materiality serve?

In her analysis oBlasted Alice Rayner suggests that the objects on stageprops, are
“more than” what one sees. There is an excess ahimg, then, spilling out of the objects.
There is more object-ness in objects. She staiég ‘more than’ means the thing is not
exhausted by whatever it may signify. The ‘morentlparadoxically stands independent of
representation at the same time it might be reptegg (189). The objects on stage become less
tangible by simply being on stage. “The more | @&ess), the more intangible it becomes.”
Further, through the notes on the page, the expilasi the set, and the consumption of the dead
baby inBlasted the exchange between the reader (imagining lesa performer seeing her as

an audience member see the performer perform)remddtor (seeing herself as a performer

39 H H o H 7 “" n H H
A Derridean term meaning both “script” and “encrypt,” revealing the secreting nature of
language.
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imagining herself perform outside of herself) betwé¢he text on the page and the text on stage,
between the immaterial and the material changesahe&e of exchange.

The excess of meaning or signification occursugloan excess of the exchange that
occurs through signification, between the readerthe text, the performer and the text, the
reader and the performer, the object and the subjexxcited enough, though, this excess builds
and has no room for further expansion; expansi@s @t go on and on. Eventually, the
operational and the symbolic reach a critical stageotentiality. “Eventually, | have to accept
that there is only so much the form of the play tm@lmeaning of the play can do, or not.” The
“more than” gets treated from both a performing seatling experience as if that is all that there
is, “more.” And so, the reader and the performeegatthat inability to capture the excess and
leave it, after that. Taboos can be consideredraprasentation of that excess. “If you go too far,
you’ll leave humanity in all itformsbehind.”

When put on stage, however, that excess of exehiarighowable directly from only the
reader’s perspective. Dismemberment in/Dismemberment of Dra@eaig Owens asks
whether or not the script is more powerful thangbhdormance. He asks, “What if we consider
not only how language and theatrical conventiomstrain performance, but are also necessary
to it? . . . These constraints enable performancehe non-intervention of the audience is as
essential as pretense is to the constitution opémormanceuaperformance” (128). What if
the audience doe®t, though, “remain impassive, alert but still” (12d)he auditorium, i.e., the
feeling that cannibalism is both a metaphor andanbut not “really”? Revealed is the question,
“Is it a gun?” Answer: “Absolutely (not).” It is whear how to accept the objecthood of the gun
on stage. “l want the object to be immaterial (hoibot and non-existent).” Temporally

speaking, this re-scrpyting has the affect of degitime to be objectified, rather than relative,
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perspectival, or subjective. How does one resdiesd issues? Simple. What did the Author
want? What is her “authoritative” word on the meite
Part Ill: Cannibalism and the Author Function
One sees the baby, as object, being eaten; lalecbas its materiality by eating it. The

baby as presented representation, its thingnesslupies or transcends its objectivity, as it too is
shown to be eaten, becoming subject-ively recartstit lan exclaims at the opening of the play
that he has “shat in better places” (3) than thelho which he and Cate will be staying. Like
that shat, under the floorboards, flushed benéwtimtaterial structure, he is reconstituted with
the very object and thing-ness of the play, ashenstitutes an object of the play with himself,
which allows for the paratextuality of the play(tm)veil itself to the reader. This collapse
reveals the truth that lies at the heart of the@sses of mimesis. Taboos exist to ensure mimesis
continues. Presented representations of tabopsriicular cannibalism, reveal that the gap
between performance and the performative is ontgs®arily and perpetually in a constant state
of explosion and implosion so that the option talatpthat is, to construct one’s own narrative
about self, via reading or performing, is sustairfaat on stage, cannibalism reveals this
dynamic. The more one sees in the play, the maet# “boiled down” to an irreducible
affective response, which varies from individualridividual, but only in degree. The meaning
for the play is not revealed to splinter aparteeng into an exponentially transacting
occurrence. Alice Raynor claims that objects flow:

participate in multiple dimensions: in the sigimify, narrative, and stylistic

fictions of a drama; in the material, aesthetitg tangible reality of things

in themselves. But they also have a third fumctiwhich mediates these

aspects, in the degree to which, as staged sbjbety present themselves
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as representations. Staging, that is, createfitesentation of representation

that isolates the fact of representation. (18D-81
The status of subject/objecthood changes when contpihe processes at work via the notes
that “precede” the play, and the processes at win one considers lan’s cannibalization of
the dead baby under the floorboards at the endaatls play. The former exposes how the
power of play on stage is at odds with the playienpage. The latter enacts that awareness of
signification to such a state of excitability thla¢ representation of a presentation of a
representation on stage denies signification, nmggtiiat the page and the stage reconstitute one
another. It is as if lan fears his time will runt@he does not hurry up and use it. Paradoxically
he does not get to if it is spent. The reader d8emification, taken out of its context and time,
raises a fear in lan: not only is an empty image thust be refilled left...he may not be able to
do it with meaningful thoughts or acts.

However, this very thing that raises fear withan Is the very stuff of transubstantiation,

and that is scary. Annabelle Singer proposes tht@atrical outside/inside binary holds by

emphasizing the performance over the will of thhau Because the characters on stage are

treated as regflc,) in order to consider the individual audience mensbexperience as not-her-
own, “What they experience is what we all expereeribe world is but a dream; the stage is
more real than what's outside the theatre.” Trastutiiation occurs:
The violence, the watched suffering [in Kane'skypis not beautiful; it is a
warning. Experiencing Christ’s suffering may bringcloser to him, but
watching a human’s pain forces one to ask: Whtktadifference between

him and me? (157)

40 . . . . . . . . .
Notice how she posits the characters identities as in, as if their experience is real because the
spectator sees it.
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The warning is that transubstantiation might justuy, but not between spectator and actor.

Transubstantiation occurs between the work on #ge @and the work on the stage, via the

reader. Mexican dramatist Alexandro Jodorovf/lékxehemently opposes such an idea, and, not
unlike Bell, Jodorowsky in hisVers I'éphémere paniqu€l965) chastises any attempt to find
the permanent, ephemeral essence of some ill-defiorecept of theatre and/or plays. He
indicates that a focus such as this leads to Igp&irthe text, rather than at life, to looking at
form as opposed to spontaneity (Carlson 459).

It is just too terrifying to admit that there is mmaginary theatrical present/ce that is felt
sanseither performer or audience member. The readenbeess to transubstantiation, the end
game for what lies at the heart of mimesis, thatasnibalism, which functions both this “()”
way and this “/” way. The play enacts its own céahization and reveals that performance, like
language, whether or written or uttered, is ancaffibalizing act. This tension goes through a
kind of sparagmotigrocess, as it collapses in on itself, which tlaslez considers: We want
there to be meaning found only through piercingoulgh violence, through splintering...the
individual pieces, as they relate to each othke (lucking atoms or particles). For once Kane’s
stage directions as in-direct performatives alléevghe act of cannibalism to be seen as a
looped paratext: The taboo on stage the act offgigtion is an act, a process of performance.

The Author is Dead. All Hail the Author.

That act, then, as it relates to the Author, casdparated into two different kinds of
authenticating. On one level, there is the asser#mat the experience of the play, live, shall be
more palpable and immediate than the reading opldnein solitude. As a reader, one is able to

“peek behind the curtain” and get a look at presulgnaow the play will be interpreted by the

41 (2 . .
Founder of thédtre panique with Fernando Arrabal
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director and actors. The reader, though, is ndualy” the director, nor is she an actor on stage.
She may be in an existential or metaphorical séngeshe is not really producing the thing. She

is a voyeur; well, she is reminded of her voyeuriSm, despite any beliefs she may have about

creating the text via the performance of her préidncof meaningA:2 the real thing is the

material stage, material bodies, and material propss, seeing it, being there with others to feel
the play as a collective—the notation for the notet (Kane’s Note) implies that something
unique and powerful does not transfer via the playhe page. Her notations suggest
signification the actors must convey and that daer must interpret and imagine, but not quite
as well as whatvould have happeneafishe had seen the play.

Putting notations before the play is not unusuahriessee Williams’ stage directions for
Suddenly, Last Summédor example, cannot be considered as stage ‘tdirex in the strictest
sense. One understands how to have Mrs. Venabler[ewith the assistance of a silver-
knobbed cane . . . wear[ing] a lavender lace deessover her withered bosom is pinned a
starfish of diamonds” (9). More unclear are thediions for the stage itself, which most
certainly is its own character in his play:

The set may be as unrealistic as the décor cdimatic ballet . . . The
interior [of the house] is blended with a fantagfarden which is more
like a tropical jungle, or forest, in the prehrstcage of giant fern-
forests when living creatures had flippers turnimggmbs and scales to
skin. (9)
One can find these kinds of indicators in a myoé&dther plays from a myriad of other dramatic

genres, and in this example, one cannot help leutrgeuse of repetition and imagery as poetry

42
See Six Characters in Search of An Author.
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in its own right. The purpose of Kane’s notatiorVditiams’ may be, as Kane’s note indicates
above, “to clarify meaning” (2). For her note abowés to ensure that the use of the “[]” is
understood, i.e., that the signifier “[ ]” signiien a particular way that is not to be mistakan fo
another one:

IAN. Enjoy myself while I'm here.

(He inhales deeply on his cigarette and swalldveslast of the gin
neat.)

[I'll]] Call that coon, get some more sent up.
(12)

It is as if a fantastical Kane is speaking “dirgttb a fantastical actor, “Don’t say those words
in the [ ]'s, ‘guy-who-shall-be- playing lan’; th'a just for your own edification, to-be-
performed, immaterially, and a knowledge that #eder now has as well.

The “()” indicates that they (and that whichnside) are to be treated as “lines.” The
implication is that the actors, perhaps, may hagtesare to rush through the actions. “Treat them
as importantly as you treat the lines you spedie™words suggest. On another level, the author
herself is being authenticated by the sheer positgpof the “Editor's Note” after it, yet “before”
the play. Yet, who wrote the “Author’s Note,” ireli of this unnamed editor? One infers that this
note from the author is Kane’s. And it is. But agalm as the note may be Kane’s,

The unnamed editor who penned the “Editor’'s notdyich comes after the “Author’s
note,” echoes such a sentiment; it portends wisdhies: there is an “authentic” version of this
play “out there,” and here it is. You are holdihg thing in your hands, not to be mistaken from
other versions you may have once held before.Haratords, by sheer virtue of the “Editor’s
note” appearing second, it authorizes hierarchicathile collapsing the work with the author

simultaneously; the Author is god, and you are imglén extension of said author, in your
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hands, right now. Very right now. The work cannetrbisconstrued from earlier versions, from
before. It was “first reprinted in 2000”; in otheords, smacks the unnamed editor, “please take
back the ‘re,’ readers, by focusing on the ‘fitstthe first part of my statement.” This is the
most original, authentic, authorized one, justswlas the reader forgets that the works and
performances from “before” are unauthorized, deast, lesser versions. It is almost as if the
play is ashamed of itself, “Don’t look at those talses | made from before.”

The paradox lies in the desire to hierarchicalizaethe conflation of the author with the
work, via the authorization of the work’s autheityicvia the work’s being in its materiality, via
the disavowal of earlier versions of the play. Thelication is that the author and the work were

not . . . one, before. They are always-alreadystate of cannibalism.

91



Chapter 3
David Greig’s San Diego Cannibalism
(the Paratextual/the Paraleptical)
through the Aural

The character Laura in David Greig’'s plagn Diegacuts parts of herself off, sears them
in a hot pan, and then commands the character Davake and eat. Performatively speaking,
the vocal image of Laura that David’s subsequeracking produces cannibalizes Laura. The
saying and the doing connect through the sounamfibalism. Laura’s explicit commands that

the character David eat her, consummated in thedsotiDavid’s smacking, challenges the

Austianian notion of the performative. The saying ¢éhe doing depend upon the hearing, which

distances the saying from the doiﬁ’gln order to condense the distance between agctweild

representation, the hearing splits the doing itnsuway that it cannot be perceived. Derrida

denotes that “hearing-oneself-spegﬁ,brecludes Laura being both speaker and hearer, both
that-to-be-consumed and consumer. She cannot gaastibstantiation with(out) such a gap on
stage.

David, though, allows for Laura’s transubstantiatior in Derridean terms, the “hiatus”

or gap between speaking subject and the hearirjgdub collapse in this “moment” or

b

“‘instant” (Augenblick45. In “How to Avoid Speaking: DeniaIsAf Derrida indicates that the

hearing challenges Husserl's idea of a presenepuoes through the gap between Laura and

43

The hiatus must exist as the silently speaking to oneself requires one distance herself from
speaker and hearer. In Languages of the Unsayable, Derrida indicates that this process is one of
negation that denies the self (25).

44

Found in Speech and Phenomena, pp. 69-78. Note Derrida is playing off of Husserl’s idea that
lived experience (Erlebnis) has more to do with the interior than the exterior. Derrida wishes to
add exterior “detours” to the process.

45
Literally, in “the blink of an eye.”
46
from Languages of the Unsayable (1989), p. 25.
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David comes constant reflection back upon theiassp pasts and anticipatory, subsequent
looking forward to their separate futures. As ttiisfembodied voice transubstantiates Sebastian
in Suddenly, Last Summeso does the sound 8an DiegolLaura’s voice enacts, and David’s
sound consummates the cannibalism,

Because the play contains versions of the playwibgvid Greig, scholars contend he
stretches the boundaries of how the theatre “meslidRodosthenous 3). “His personal voice,”
according to George Rodosthenous, “is charactebyedtie sensitive musicality of his text, an
individual sense of humour . . . Greig creates warkextreme visual beauty and emotional
directness in lyrical soundscapes” (3). The adating, i.e., seeing the eating, does not
necessarily confirm its having happened. The miisiaat the text, the sound that transcends the
text, transforms David, transubstantiates LaurdeNwat Rodosthenous contends the visual
divines from the lyrics: Smack, Smack, Smack. Alste that Rodosthenous does not stop with
an analysis of how Greig’s plays function, but kegon to intertwine and collapse the works
with the writer; he reconstitutes the writer wilettext—he makes an Author, an Author with
which Rodosthenous might eat himself.

The writer Greig, too, chooses to eat Sarah Karesimilar fashion. Recall his “Editor’s
Note” that follows her “Author’'s Note” and precedes script of the play. The “Editor’'s Note”
thus cannibalizes, i.e., it reconstitutes itselbvthe playBlasted just as Rodosthenous’s
“Abstract” that precedes his interview with Davide® does. Quoting Greig, he writes:

Greig believes that theatre is a form of voyeuriarttonsensual exchange’

to ‘look at people and watch how they behave. iBwork, the act of watching thus

acquires a new role surpassing the simple fundfgieasure, and enabling the viewer to

engage further with the theatre’s mediation .ayewurism in theatre being re-read as a
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new freedom of the gaze . . . an emancipationsifamed energy, testing the boundaries
of taboo. (3)
Greig’s personal voice is Laura’s voice is the sbahher cannibalization. Rodosthenous wants
to eat Greig, as Author/Work of Art. For him, thet & one of looking, which is odd since the
vocal imagery he articulates at the beginning efdfistract depends upon, happens “in” the
sound, which cannot be read.

Art historian Kathy O’Dell states this very thinghe claims that language and the body
are inseparable and manifest one anoﬁénspired by Lacanian concepts, she uses

psychoanalysis to push beyond its Iimitatié’ﬁShe states:
Lacan believes the body is “already written.” Lacan opens the door
for individuals to seize control of what thesemmamts entail. to take command
of the powers of representation through whichlabey is already and always
will be mediated, to marshall such effort towdaing one’s mediating
oneself. (55)

She, along with many art historians, considers latlgs a means to see how inseparable the

body and language truly are. Amelia Jones statsdbitdy art exposes “[t]he representational

49 . . . . .
aspects of this” work” (33) as a play in and of itself, i.e., thedy cannot exist without
representation. In her study of the performandstdraurie Anderson’s work, Jones quotes

Anderson when she states, “Body art . . . showstligabody can never ‘be knovpuirely as a

47
See Amelia Jones’ Body Art: Performing the Subject, pp. 33-4; and, see O’Dell’s “Fluxus
Feminus,” p. 55.

48 .. . . .. .
In this instance, she discusses the inherent masculinity embedded in language and the body.

9 ] .
She means her own, but, “this” refers to this study as well.
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totalizable, fleshy whole that rests outside ofdhena of the symbolic” (gtd in Owens, “The
Discourse of Others” 169). But what about sound® Hoght sound factor into the myth of the
totalizable, fleshy and knowable whole that ishbey? What do we do with Laura’s self-
cannibalizing acts?

| add that the word made sound made vocal images$a reconsideration of the nature
of the mediation in theatre. The inexpressible warthe un-sayable sound transubstantiates the
poet through the work of art. “A poet’s work is fife, and vice versa,” according to Mrs.
Venable. The form of Sebastian is the content ®fork, and vice versa, and if the “form is the
content” (Kane), then what of the form that canpetategorized, or felt or proven to have been
felt? What of the inexpressible word, or the sound?
Part I: Paratextualizing the Author/Text

By the word of the Lord were the heavens made, skegiry host by the breath of his
mouth . . . For he spoke, and it cameto be. ...

Psalm 33:6,%0
In the beginning was the Word, and the Word wak ®itd, and the Word was
God . . . And the Word was made flesh, and dwedngnas . . .
John 1:1, 14
The Book of St. John lays claim to the inseparabkeire of flesh and language.
However, it is not transubstantiated until thetfpsactice of the Last Supper, eating the flesh
made from | AM, the inexpressible Word(s). As unle@ed bread once signified salvation by
being passed over, Jesus’s flesh now transubgsitaathin the individual Christian, passing
over the Passover. Note how the book of John espses desire to collapse the divide between

the actual and the represented. David Gresgis Diegasimilarly “desires” to cannibalistically

collapse the represented David in the play anétheal playwright, David Greig. and the actual

50
“Please, not The Bible.”
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as well, but the cannibalism 8an Diegds spoken to-be-actualized with David’'s sounds of
smacking.

Laura’s commandments that David “take and eat'flesh fulfills St. John’s wish:
Language and Body are indistinguishable. Laura svembe inseparable from her cell mate,
David. Through a commandment, and all commandnaets performative, cannibalism
occurs. Cut and seared flesh for David to consumeagonstitute Laura within him. Both
BlastedandSan Diegashow that there is no difference between the evrigind the performed.
However, unlikeBlasted San Dieggroposes that it is the disembodied voice thahitahizes.

Reflexively, David Greig’s Editor’'s Note that aotizes Kane'’s text as the most
authentic, functions paratextually, cannibalisticals well because it is situated in between the
Author’s Note and the script &lasted The script and the Author’s Note, functioningesth,
chomp upon Greig’s note, and, if the body and laigguare the same, then Greig as well, not
just his note. He is both playwright and work dfiarthe 2001 edition dBlasted

Greig’s note, situated as it is, cannibalizedfit3éne body of the note manifests Greig’s
body. InSan Diegothe body manifests via commanded cannibalis®ain Diegpachieving
what the protagonist is after in GoethEaust At the end of the play, Faust decides to rewrite
the “Word” to “In the Beginning was the Deed.” Rathhan seeing a dichotomy of inner and
outer life (watcher and actor, audience membernvenitér), or even inner and outer body, or
even subjective and objective experiences, Faket| hura, considers the possibility as to
whether or not there might be an in-between spafc@-activity) but a lack of spatiality
altogether. What if the body in space is not a batdgll but a commandment embodied instead?
David Grieg’'sSan Diegoequates commanded cannibalism to the paratexévaaling that the

two function in not dissimilar ways.
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Cannibalism in David Greig’'San Diegosheds light on the nature of how theatre
performs and offers such a third option that caégprepresentation with the actual. When Laura
insists that David eat a part of her flesh in tleypshe commands, and he obeys. The
performative utterance, what Austin calls an “esiplperformative,” of Laura’s full-fills itself by
doing the eating.

Like the title of this project, her utterance esa&tistin’s notion of the explicit
performative, i.e., that the saying or speakindpésdoing. This project offers that a command
that must be followed, enacts an unspeakable abgitile response that performs. As one reads,
one consumes the workhe doing becomes an act of performance throughetiding. Hyper-
reflexively, the reader is now, if she was not belfiand, rather aware of being hailed.
Paradoxically, the reader knows what she must aslmitdoes not know in order to engage with
the work. She must give herself over to the wotie Biust lose herself in it.

David, too, knows he must lose himself by puttiragita into himself. Laura’s self-
penetration, coupled with her commandment, forcagdto relocate himself spatially. He is no
longer apart from Laura; he is a-part of her. Tudossantiation takes place. Further, the spoken
word in the play becomes both asynchronous anchsgnous, which adds another layer of
cannibalization because commandments, by losingAlghors (who is doing the speaking
exactly?), become Authors in and of themselves.Mathod of Laura’s substance being
reconstituted into David is the Matter of Davidéslemption being constituted.

The fields of anthropology and linguistics have ax$ted the concept of cannibalism as

it pertains to language acquisition, and ultimatelgubject-formation, but no linguistic studies

. : o .5l .
have been done to suggest that language itsetftituns cannibalistically. Representation

51
Neither does this work portend such a scientific claim.
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itself functions because of the spectre of tabespecially cannibalism. Rodosthenous states that
through sound the “emancipation of restrained enprg might] test[] the boundaries of taboo.”

It is not that representation might be transcengedse as Moshy contends, but rather, the
boundaries of taboo do not “really” exist, and nedid in the first place. Cannibalism reveals
itself at the heart of representation, a hearteéhst and reconstitutes itself.

Cannibalism’s legacy to that binary between CietlzaVan (clean and proper), who uses
language, and the animal, who does not, who makssewis to remind the Civilized she is not
human after all, and the rem(a)inder is suppos@dndirm the death, the other-ness of the other.
In that disavowal, though, of the waste or the miatas the disavowal of language as well.
Without the language, there would be no waste. Bantjuage allegedly separates the beast
from beauty. In its inseparabilityis-a-viscannibalism, Laura, like all animals, comes toner
with the fact that she will eventually die, as Laage begins to break down in the wake of her
cannibalization, and this awareness she attempssipone with her occasional jests about her
health, and with the drugs:

LAURA. Bite my lip.
David bites her lip.
Oww.

DAVID. Sorry.

LAURA. It's all right
Full of iron
Builds your bones.
Darkness.

End of Act Two.
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PILOT. They'll help you here
They’ll help you out of it.

LAURA. Dad
| wish.

PILOT. They can, Laura. Drugs nowadays.
LAURA. Yeah, drugs.
PILOT. It will. Trust me. It will go away

You weren’t always like this

You were cheerful. You were a cheerful kid.
LAURA. Yeah. Before | fucked up.

PILOT. Before . . . before . . . what?

LAURA. | dunno
| fell down a big well.

PILOT. .. .52

LAURA. . ..
PILOT. Then what? Tell me, please.
LAURA. | honestly don’t know
:t.f.e.ellé .Ii.k.e I’'m hungry all the time.
PILOT. Are you eating?
LAURA. Not hungry. Like I'm hungry.
She slumps.
| want to go home.

COUNSELLOR. Why are you cutting yourself Laura?

52
This elliptical notation appears in the published text.
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LAURA. I'm not cutting myself exactly.

COUNSELLOR. What then?

LAURA. I'm butchering myself.

COUNSELLOR. You're certainly doing yourself harm.
LAURA. At least I'm eating.

COUNSELLOR. . ..

LAURA. | do cook the meat first. In fact, | wamt be cured.
COUNSELLOR. Well, that’s good, Laura, that's arsta
LAURA. In salt. Or maybe smoked.

Darkness
(45, 76-77)

Those boys in Cabeza de Lobo were sure hungrykélttiose boys, the body does not
seem to fill Laura, especially as she excisesltedeconsumed/conjoined by/with David. It is the
sound that images the transubstantiation sheas, #fiat is, to go home. Dr. Sugar administers a
drug to Catherine to get her to talk it out, whidbastian, in a way, does: Laura is administered
drugs. It occurs offstage and apparently for gsitene time. No one sees the drug going into the
vein. This passive way of administration paveswhg for transubstantiation. The drug delays
the cannibalism, rather than speeds up the pratésmnsubstantiation to occur. In that delay
can be briefly heard that smacking sound againstyigpin the mind.

Scholars such as Rodosthenous contend that theitpajothe play examines how the
alter-ego works, in particular, David Greig’'s aleggos, which display and manifest a variety of
talents, from highway construction to flying a pdato riding in one, these characters on stage

tell Rodosthenous that Greig expands the boundafitedoos and civic conventions. Just like
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Montaigne’s “On Cannibals,” which asks which is there savage, the European or the
Cannibal, this examination of Greig’s via the plagces a more present and forceful reappraisal
of the cannibal/civilized binary.

The binary does not break down because there ism@tThe play’s form, further
provides a way to understand how cannibalism fonstin paratextual and paraleptical ways.
The “Prologue,” for example, opens the play, amd,umlike the paratextuality, the cannibalizing
or reconstituting that Greig’'s “Editor’s Note” engcSan Diego’s’Prologue” paraleptically
opens the play, brushing aside the meat of thptsasi focused through the prism of “David
Greig’'s” (the character’s) choral-like soliloquiasthe beginning and ending. Further, it brackets
it with its counterpart, the closing “Epilogue.” &lplay becomes the thing, paratextualized,
cannibalized by paratextual notations:

Prologue

David Greig is sitting in an aeroplane seat.

DAVID GREIG. It's the summer of 2000. I'm flyingptSan Diego, Californig.3
It will be the first time | have ever visited thenerican continent . . . .

DAVID. Thank God
Thank you God
Thank God.

The bump and screech of a plane landing.
The reverse thrust of engines.
The noise quiets.
Darkness.
In the darkness.
The Pilot’s voice.

PILOT. Ladies and Gentlemen, welcome to San Diagohope you've

53 P . . ’ . 7 “« ’ e
Is it just me, or does that line echo Christopher Nolan’s Inception’s, “You’re sitting on a
train...”?
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enjoyed flying with us today. The temperaturésale is a rather
warm 82 degrees and the local time is 3.37 p.m.
(5, 115-16)

The Author at the end of the play reconstitutesdeifninto the David during the play,
and, if we are to believe Greig’s interviewers {fsEphers—author-izers), then all the characters
are interchangeable. Not just interchangeablerésatember-able. It is the bracketing that both
reveals and enacts cannibalism; one can hearstBed heartbeat, perhaps felt as a kind of
abjection. At the opening of Act Two, Scene Twe $tage directions indicate:

The Pilot sits at a table in the desert under arbrefia.
The Stewardess and Andrew are looking at him.
They are drinking from a bottle of whisky.
The Pilot is sitting in silent abjection.
(45)
Abjection, for Elizabeth Grosz, “is a sickness a¢'s own body . . . the result of recognizing
that the body isnore thanin excess ofthe ‘clean and proper” (emphases mine, 78). Tinere
than” that | analyze in Chapter 2 takes on a déffiehue in lieu of Grosz’ (and Kristeva'’s) notion
that there is more material to the body, rathen tin@re meaningyer se Teresa Brennan’s
History After Lacan(1993) suggests that the flesh and the word adyngynonymous:
If ... some part of the structure of languagbased on an original form of
intra-uterine communication, then the questiod toearise as to why language
works in ways that either facilitate or hindenoections. Presumably facilitating
connections are basictioe language of the fleskwhich has to be logical, in the
sense that one thing connects with another iayathat facilitates growth. This
suggests that logical thought, the connectiondentiarough words, ia kind

of mimesis of a hypothetical origin form of commication which was both

mental and physical. Andl. . . the word can be turned in certain directis, a
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turning hinged on its connection with a visual iage, affects and motor activity,

then this direction will affect the ease with wdii connections are madé& his

must be so, given that the image can lock a wwside hysteria (femininity).

In masculinity, the outward forceful projectiohimage and affects should

allow those words to flow more freely, but at tirece of a divorce from

affective feeling. (emphases mine, 223-24)
If “the word made flesh,” as Brennan intimatesieral, rather than a figurative
transubstantiated moment of commanded creationXgsin) occurs. Such a move is one of
apathy, an always-already projection of an (nonutated) image of God, either in his
(spoken/manifested) works or in his own manifestatis simultaneous father and son (other),
that divorces the subject from its Author. “God eewrared, if he set us up to descend into a
demonic existence (Kristeva’s notion of languadeeat the affective, but present the abject
body. InSan DiegoPious, an illegal immigrant living in San Diegaho presumably lives under
an expressway and does odd jobs to get by, triesrteince his new friend, who he has renamed
“Daniel,” that his (Daniel’s) mother will turn uph¢ has been looking for her his entire life)
because the worded map on the postcard she seotigin, will guide him to his destination.
She claims she has been a backup singer for Wivigsh Daniel infers must be the way to find
her. Their questions about the topographicalitg,rtrateriality, the written/represented world, in
God’s mind, is a desire to put oneself outsidéhefduality of spirit and flesh, between
representation and action:

He’s watching us

He’s in heaven watching us and . . .
Daniel.

103



DAVID. Tell me, Mother, in San Diego: do they ggse that we are
ants? That there are so many of us? Do theyoseghat we are
dogs? That we love them? Do they suppose thareveattle?
That they can eat our bodies?

[Pious and Daniel are still on stage, continuingitie®nversatiofh
PIOUS. You musn’t be angry, son.
DANIEL. Do you suppose that | came here to shtveilr sand?
PIOUS. God will see to it.

DANIEL. When | was a boy in Jos

| lived nearby a white family

| walked into their garden one day

A boy, about my age

He was playing with a chemistry set

| went to see what he was doing

He threw blue acid in my face

| ran home

And my mother’s sister’s sister’s sister held me

And | asked her

Did the white boy maybe suppose that | wasef'2hi
And she said, ‘No, you little shit. The white bsypposed that you had
come to kill him.’

PIOUS. Everything is written in a map in God’'sale
DANIEL. | know. | know what's written.
PIOUS. We can’t know.
DANIEL. I know. | know exactly where I'm going.know
exactly.
I's in a map in my head.
PIOUS. Son. You're grieving.
DANIEL. I didn’t come to San Diego to bury my et

PIOUS. Son.
You came to San Diego to find your mother.

Marie is on the couch.
Andrew is caressing her face.

104



She wakes up.
ANDREW. Did you see God?
MARIE. No.

ANDREW. Maybe it was just a passing thing and rt@is gone.

MARIE. No
He’ll come back.
(emphases mine, 83-4)

These exchanges model new exchanges for theamaill@ism serves as a model to understand
how sonic materiality or tangible immateriality$an Diegaeveals the nature of the material to
be more than materiality.

The “more than,” in other words can be found i& texcess,” or rather, the
reconstitution that occurs in Act Three, which camels and restructures, i.e., eats, pieces and
bits of Acts One and Two. The Prologue precedesOkat. Act Three opens with its own
Prologue, but it does not speak language; DavidgGiees not speak. The paratextual

monologue is silently marked:

PROLOGUE>?

Darkness.

In the darkness, music: “Band on the Run,” Wirafs
the instrumental break.

A sudden burst of flame.

Innocent’s body lies on a pyre of flames.

Daniel and Pious stand before it. On the groumthe
dust, the melon, cigarette lighter, the stringldhe knife.

The music is coming from a tiny flatbed tapeorder
playing an old cassette.

Laura is lying in a hospital bed.

David is sitting on the bed, wearing a hospgaivn.

They are holding hands.

Darkness.

54
Note that the “Prologue” earlier is in Lower-case; whereas, the “PROLOGUE” is in ALL-CAPS.
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The mark of cannibalism, heard.
Part II: From Kane to Greig: The Mark of Cannibalis m and Sonic Materiality

Sarah Kane's stage directionsBlastednot only perform cannibalism on the page for the
reader, but also reveal that the performative dspddanguage are cannibalistic in nature. Since
the 2001 edition ithe definitive text to emulate, and the text lackseéirdtive “point of
interruption [that signifies] overlapping dialogu@), all that is left is a search for the
interruption that never comes. Rendering only @petb parse through, eventually, slows the
process of signification because of the rab/picdoétboking that first occurs. The reader looks
so much so that she disregards the search anddisanterruption in its entirety. “The visual
image is what the crowd is after. The set explodibs.dead baby is eaten. A rape in Leeds is a
metaphor for Civil War.” The words are disregardedleu of the image, and ironically enough,
the stage directions enact this anxiety by recodihgt the signifiers have conventionally been
understood to mean. The reading cannot find tlregrumption. The dialogue, theoretically
speaking, is all overlapping in the absence ofthé'he reader can do what the actor cannot.
The “/” can be enacted, but it cannot be insemeal the text. The lines do not interrupt. They
overlap and overlap and overlap, eating the lis¢ tame before, consuming the line that comes
after. The lack of a “/” becomes more influentizn if there was one there. Regardless of
whether or not one exists in the “original” textae herself, along with Greig, insist that this is
the authorized version. It trumps all others thiat@ may have once been floating about out

there. The stage directions enact the thing it Eites on stage, on the page.
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In San DiegolLaura, who may be an alter-ego of David (the asisof David Greig the

playwright),55 teases and then commands David to eat her flestd Wecomes Spirit:
DAVID. I'm hungry.
Andrew enters

ANDREW. Love? You've been praying all night, love
Come to bed

56

Love, you have to eat
You have to sleep
You have to. ..
Come on, love.
LAURA. How do you want me?
DAVID. In me.
LAURA. Tell.

DAVID. | want to feel full up again
Like before.

LAURA. Do you want me tender?
DAVID. Yeah.
LAURA. Do you want me wrapped in foil and butter
And baked
Slowly, slowly, so all my juices keep their ftav
DAVID. Sounds good, yeah.

LAURA. Or do you want me flash-fried over a hlatrhe
Hissing and spitting

> The play suggests this connection, as projected words on a screen announce the play is
Greig’s and that he, the author, has decided to drop in on the performance as fictional/real
figure.

*® Part of the text.
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Herbs rubbed into my skin, rare and red on nisale.
DAVID. God yeah.

LAURA. Or d'you want me marinaded in wine
Paper-thin strips of me
Soaked in delicious booze.

DAVID. Bloody hell.

LAURA. Or stewed with chili
So | burn your mouth off.

DAVID. Fuck
| just want what you want.

LAURA. | want you to eat me raw.
DAVID. God. You sure?

LAURA. You scared to?

DAVID. No.

LAURA. Go on then.

DAVID. Just take a bite?

LAURA. Taste first
Lick first.

DAVID. .. .57

LAURA. Go on.
David gets into bed with Laura. He crawls betweenlags.

ANDREW. . ... ............. ...
Seriously. | don’t think God would mind . . .
Would he
Could he mind? If we . . . expressed our . . .
He made us sexual beings after all

57
Part of the text.
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We have to conjoin, in union, blessed uniont ish
And we conjoin . . . in a holy way, and . .

That's a form of worship isn't it?

It's a form of prayer in a way

Isn’t it?

When two people lose themselves in each other’s
bodies its’ sacred

Isn't it?

| think, in fact, | know that God, if and whegr h
makes himself available to you in revielat| know that
he, if you asked him would make it velgip to you by
sign or symbol that he wanted you to niake

With me

Now

Besides, love
You do look fantastic . . .

Laura screams.

Marie falls sideways. In a faint.

Andrew approaches her.

David emerges from the bed.

He swallows something.

Laura kisses him.

They hold each other.

(79-82)

Getting laid, getting eaten: The two get conflatede, both of which are to stand in for a desire
to achieve transubstantiation. The Theory of the Avant-Gardeenato Poggioli indicates that
such an experience, i.e,. transubstantiation, $sipte, but not through sound. He states, “[F]or
modern poetry, the Word is not sound-sense, batildieg; in its vision the Word is not spirit
which became flesh, but flesh which became sp(ti®7). Poggioli calls this process the
“metaphysics of the metaphor” (196), or what hénatathat one finds in T.S. Eliot’'s works, a
“transhumanizing tendency,” i.e., “man is a thing must transcend” (1823an Diegosuggests

that unheard sounsinssense via the text on the page. | can'’t really beasounds when | read

the play. Like Innocent, | “can’t read the writin¢31).
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Poggioli quotes Louis Aragon, the twentieth-ceptarench poet and novelist, who
states, “Life is language; writing is a completdifferent one. Their grammars are not mutually
interchangeable” (197). The “myth plire poetry (Poggioli 199) enacts iBan DiegoPoggioli
claims that this poetry is “ideally representedvbgllarmé” (199), but might the sound
cannibalize the language on the page?

Still in Scene 2, the play shifts to another monmweith other characters with little
transition. Immediately following these stage dii@as, Pious and Daniel begin talking. Such an
abrupt shift: from Laura asking (and then tellibgvid to eat her in a variety of preparations; to
David presumably eating Laura (not sexually-?), toesh swallowing; to a long monologue
about the nature of God and love, while simulagthdalism is occurring on stage . . . to this
conversation gives the reader/audience a kindsthagic schizophrenic experience, not unlike
in Blasted(See Chapter 4). The difference is the sound.s\allows something” is heard and
visualized in a way that one cannot see or nedgssaad on stage or on the page.

One does not see the visual excess of simulatedleEdism one finds iBlastedin
David Greig'sSan DiegoInstead, the play asks how to (un)map the bodgsusly. The
cannibalism in Greig’'s play exhibits more matetiathrough the materiality the accompanying
(or not) sonic resonances. In the wake of Laurararmandment to, and David’s later confession
of cannibalism, the vocal image is more presciedt@esent for the reader. Liz Mills defines
such a concept as a “vocal image,” which is “theegating of or presence of vocalized sound
intended to form an acoustic image either linkethtmuage or independent of language” (web).
When Laura asks David if he would like a taste@fffesh, it is the smacking and chewing that
materializes the act, not the simulation of it. Ifurther claims it is the vocal image that can

affect the actor’s conventional conceptualizatiohperformance space via the linguistic. Mills
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sees the vocal image as a means to a kind of pustintheatre, a theatre that produces an
independence from language, through language. Eterialization, though, of the flesh through
sound is as illusory and momentary as it is rectutstl, because it is reconstituted, absent but
present. The concept of the sonorous image isubastantiation, not materialization. lan’s calls
for someone to answer him manifest into materiadsevhich are visually simulated; $an
Diego, Laura’s pawing at David to eat her flesh mangesto their stichomythic exchange
which aurally materializes the act.

San Diegaeconstitutes the voice and the word. Julia Kvisterovides a brief opening
for such an experience to occur. Borrowing fromtd?$alimaeughis account of the creation of
the world), Kristeva uses the teghora or sound play, as a term to refer to a spaceeimer
“natural” language can provide “for different modssarticulation of the semiotic and the
symbolic” (Revolutionin Poetic Languag@4) experience, specifically in a performance spac
For Kristeva, thehorais a “third space,” or an “in-between” space, tsatot devoid of the
material?® She states:

Such wastes drop so that | might live, until, frimss to loss, nothing

remains in me and my entire body falls beyondithe—cadere

cadaver.PH 2)
For Plato, this (prelinguistic) space is the plat®re Being, in its ideal, clean, non-human state,
originates. The wastes that drop out of the bodyaareminder, for Kristeva, that such a desire
for the Ideal (body) is a desire to disavow bouretaand limitations of our physicality, of death.

The subject, for Kristeva, cannot be removed ireotd understand meanisgnsthe

*% Plato does not believe that this is so.
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. . .59 . . . .
biological. ~ Greig’sSan Diegauses thehorain order to suggest that this in-between space can

become less fluid and more static than one migbtth (:onside(rs.0 The illusion of limitations,
of physicality hides the notion that we are alreddgd.

Thechoraprovides the basis for theorizing an intertextyadf voice that references a
dimension of sound play already evident in thetileeand performance practices of
experimental theatre. Tlolorais that stage of psychosexual development whéheimbility to
distinguish one’s “own” desire from another’s has yet been acquired (Covino 16-18). Plato
uses the term to refer to what Zeyl translatesrassible” or a “characterless” thing (Covino 16-
18). For Kristeva, this is not the case becauseutimeately cannot escape the body. In this third
space, ownership is not yet acquired, of one’s s&lbne’s body. This is a stage of the
prelinguistic, prior to moving into what Kristevalts the “thetic phase.” It is here that one
moves from the semiotic—the fluid movement of saiadd language without referents—to the
symbolic—the naming of things, which is the meamedmmunicate. Since Kristeva does not
believe the two are mutually exclusive, she denotesoverlap between the semiotic and the

symbolic is a child’s designation of a dog barkif\yoof-Woof.” The signifier for the child and

the sound the dog makes are the sg%ne.
The intertextuality of voice, the object-statussofce is an idea that pulls the

exponentiality of meaning back in on itself. At thygening of Scene 2, Laura’s offering of her

59

Also a Hegelian notion, i.e., that one can get beyond the subject and understand history
outside of the subject. Language, in this model, can be purged of this influence, seeing only, in
the end, pure logic.

60
Please see Amending the Abject: Aesthetic Makeovers in Medicine and Culture (2004) for
further reading.

61
This information has been distilled from a number of sources. Please see: Julia Kristeva’s La
Révolution du Langage Poétique (1974); Julia Kristeva’s Revolution in Poetic Language (1984)
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body, her flesh, for David to eat has little towlith the act of cannibalism and more with the
way her requests are heard, which suggests thatialay is not only intangible but also defies
representation to a degree.
Through the excesses of the material comes theeshg of the delusion of the material
(alone). In his collection entitldBodied Spaces: Phenomenology and Performance in
Contemporary DramaStanton Garner indicates in the introduction:that
the dramatic text . . . is a valuable meanscoéss to the stage in particular to
phenomenological configurations . . . the writtexttis both a blueprint for
performance and a specific discipline of body, staod eye. In its directions for
setting, speech, and action, the dramatic textdinates the elements of
performance and puts them into play; reading ‘tghothis text, one can seize
these elements in specific and complex relatiorsst{f 6)

This assessment of the dramatic text puts it imoposition of an “origin,” but an originating,

auth(or)entic(ating) point that does not necesgaekd to be followedger se

To echo Chapter One while evoking the futile sedoclihe author, Tennessee Williams’

“Author’s Note” to the 1973 edition dfhe Glass Menagerieas the 1948 publication’s

“Author’s Note,” which is Williams’ reflection upothe sudden “Catastrophe of Succgéshat

the play afforded him. More importantly, he indesthat a director in one production of the
play removed the origin-al screen that Williams kaglisioned up-stage and center, with images
projected onto them, such as the words, “Magic ¢éamt Instead, Williams asserts, the director
chose more of a mythical tone, a tone which Laear€gylor amplified with an echoed legacy of

her own, now, mythical performances of Amanda Weldf It was “not a regret” that Williams

62
This first appeared in the New York Times in 1947 opening of The Glass Menagerie.
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had, taking out the prop. Further, the Dramatitay Bervice includes in the 1973 edition a
“Publisher’s Note” indicating not to worry (to amplied reader or performer) over things like
the alleyway and fire escape, the use of lighting the “specific music cues,” or being unable to
fit all the music Laura plays “onto three record$ & director feels, the Publisher states, that
none or only some of the original stage directidasiot work for a specific staging of the play,
then by all means, disregard them. If the usewb“scrims” is too much, then dump it. If the use
of fades and other lighting techniques are mislegdhen use the “traditional curtain drop”
instead. But . . . at the very end of the “PublighBlote,” the “Publisher and the Author highly
recommend” that yodo follow the original stage directions, if they are to beially potentially
realized (see “Imaginary Theatrical Present”).

In both instances, performance is emphasized ashAa)fruition of the material text,
which is the goal, i.e., the performance isrda thing, and, B) That the material aspects of the
performance, especially the body, always-alreadhesrlto a “discipline” that is not beholden to
the written text, but instead, is trying to transté. One cannot transcend the material because
the representation of the material is where repitesen “ends,” or rather, eats itself. The body
cannot be a representation. In other words, thg ods much a text as Sebastigtcem of
Summerlf the body is already a representation, ansl dannibalized on stage, but | hear it when
| read it, what does one do with those studiesiedtre that are phenomenological in nature?

Garner asserts that studying drama through a phemalogical lens can “illuminate the
possibleactuality already posited by the dramatic texy; (vhich indicates that the playtext, too,
has a phenomenal element to it. There is no diffsrdetween the text on the page and the text

on the stage (5). What is lost in the process, lewaes the ability to unmark the body, which
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San Diegadoes allow to happen. Merleau-Ponty indicatestti@body is more than just the
body:
Experience discloses beneath objective space, ichwhe body eventually
finds its place, a primitive spatiality of whickperience is merely the outer
covering and which merges with the body’s veryngeilro be a body, is to be

tied to a certain world. Our body is not primaiityspace: it is of it. (148)

Is there no space for the (un)heard sounds? tsgiple to loosen the cont(r)act of space in this
dichotomous model; is there a way of conceivinghefprocesses of representation of/back to
the (non/hyper)body in a fourth or even a fifthdsp,” rather than a third, “in-between”?

The question of liminal spaces is as much a questimut the boundaries of language, as
it represents the body, as it is about the bodysxmundctually materialize? The use of the
term “material,” in this application, implies the@mething can be seen or touched. What does
the actual mean exactly, in this sense? The abaat of representation beats to the rhythm of
cannibalism. To use a rough analogy to show hosvdbincept is not an analogy, traditional
African music often brings out the origins of a sdwvith asynchronous, dissonant, or
supplemental music. The supplement is the mattearad, and in Daniel’s case, his search for
his Wings-backup-singing mother fails because hicoes to use the paternal, “natural”
language that will maintain binaries.

According to Julia Kristeva, in “natural” languagkeere is no maternal. Daniel’s search
is a quest through language itself. His searctelimgver the definition of metaphysical, abstract
concepts about God and the role of the mother délcturally finding his mother. There is no
maternal in “natural” language, according to KnsteSo, he will never find her there. Daniel’s

search for a mother is a search for a map thatsyaek, the matrix. He claims that he knows

115



where he is headed, and that that knowledge issGadb, i.e., he knows God’s mind. Yet,
“God,” inasmuch as he is indefinable (I AM”), itsa as equally masculine (definable). Daniel
suggests he has found a different map, of sorgitte him. If it is not in “natural” language
that he shall experience something other than #gcualine, and this is a non-representational
map, then following Kristeva’s suggestions abotientit must be the maternal that is his map.
Daniel is not just Daniel, though. The List of Cheters indicates “Daniel/Grey Lag, an

illegal immigrant” (3). Colin Thomas’ review &an Diegowvhen it came to Studio 58 in
Vancouver in 2005 indicates that although actoay phultiple characters, or, that relationships
among characters may be opaque, Greig cannot helpddude exposition in his work:

by explaining everything, Greig makes it look like doesn’t trust his audience.

He also plays shallow tricks. He rifts on imagasluding one of orphaned

goslings. A young, emotionally abandoned chardsteicknamed Graylag after

a kind of goose, for instance, but we already Hhagket and loss of

identity. (from theGeorgia Straight
The “/” in Greig’s play indicates duality. In KarsBlasted it indicates a “point of interruption,”
that is, an overlap. Duality implies dichotomy. @ap implies part of something is covered, but
something else is uncovered. One is a piercingglance. In the latter example, interrupting is
not. Daniel stabs David Greig to death. But, indhgin-al production at the Royal Lyceum
Theatre in 2003 (which Greig co-directed), “thisadz Greig [afterwards] continues to look
down on the proceedings, as though from a cabidaevin in a looping video projection”
(Cavendish). It is not that he is not dead, butegtthat his death signals a falsehood. It if as i

the reviewer, Dominic Cavendish, finds this art#ldavid less “authentic.” Even the first actor
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to play, David, Billy Boygg, was worried about getting the play, and by extangetting
‘David’ “right”: “I'm an actor playing David Greign a David Greig play about San Diego, but
it's a made up San Diego that’s in David's heatieatreSCOTLANDP “Made up” emphasizes
this actor’s idea that there is a real and a fi@ldSan Diego, just as there must be a real and a
fictional “David Greig.” Several reviews, howevelg not treat place the same way that it treats
what is real. Colin Thomas states:

Craig Hall's set [for the Vancouver 2005 productisra] foreshadowed a bit of

freeway leading to a rectangular opening that ooatlly varies in size . . . [it] is a

lyrical piece of sculpture. In its articulate comdiion of airplane roars and spacy

keyboard tinkling, Nick Powell’'s sound design isgarly hip and

melancholy. (from th&eorgia Straight
Place seems to have a kind of overlapping qudiay is and is not representational,
phenomenology must be left behind. Character, fmmias, seems to adhere to rules of
representation; whereas, the set, not so muchnmibveng and tinkling, “hip and melancholy”
experience “gets a pass.” They work, somehow, it/ designation for a dual persona,
“Daniel/Gray Lag,” seems like overkill, “I get iut give me more moving sets and colors and
sounds . . . those aren’t ‘boring.”

“Boring” signifies a distance between the set drellodies on set can be analogized in

the distance between seeing and reading. Thaksegdeing, is valued at the expense of the
music, the reading. For Barthes the actor in aeqéays, and the reader of all plays, are afforded

an extraordinary, structuring power. It is her ¢ateader) ability to render the immateriality of

63
Pippin in Peter Jackson’s The Lord of the Rings.
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the stage (music) in tangible ways that transcémel§&recian bind of theatre to geometry (an
auditorium, for example). Barthes states:
The theatre is precisely that practice whichWakes the place of things
as they are observed . . . The stage is theMimeh stands across the path of
the optic pencil, tracing at once the point atoktht is brought to a stop and . . .
the threshold of its ramification. Thus is foundeagainst music (against the

text)—representation(69)

The actor has opportunit|6e45to challenge representation on stage, just asetiger has the
power to challenge representation on the pageatthBs’ “Musica Practica,” he goes on to ask
how this challenge might occur by designating twalk of music: the kind one listens to
(passivity) and the kind that one plays (activiggcording to Barthes, reading and performing
are “two totally different arts” (). One can finldatt “the same composer can be minor if you
listen to him, tremendous if you play him” (149nd\for Barthes, to play is to read, is to
compose. He states:
To compose . . . i® give to donot to give to hear but to give to write. The
modern location for music is not the concert Hal, the stage on which the
musicians pass . . . It is we who are playing, ¢fostill it is true by proxy; but
one can imagine the concert—later on?—as exclysav@lorkshop, from which
nothing spills over . . . no ‘soul’ and where &lkktmusical art is absorbed in a
praxiswith no remainderSuch is the utopia that a certain Beethoven, i&imot

played, teaches . . . .” (153-54)

64 . . o . .
In this essay, Barthes provides a narrow account of these opportunities, such as, in Brechtian
distanciation.
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There must be something about music that transdéedsotes on the page. Play accesses this
excess that spills back into itself (no remaind@ging. This intangible but present cannibalisitic
entity that is a process is naimpletelyuntouchable either. For Barthes, this inexactlitcaf
the operational/representational is what fascinaites and enables for a kind of touching:
[P]erhaps [ ] Beethoven’s music has in it someghnaudible (something
for which hearing is not the exact locality). Beethoven’s [material condition
of] deafness designates the lack wherein resilllegynification; it appeals
to a music that is not abstract or inward, bat t& endowed . . . with a
tangible intelligibility, with the intelligible stangible. Such a category is
truly revolutionary, unthinkable in terms of tblkel aesthetics . . . [it] can no
longer be either performance or hearing, butirepd. . reading this Beethoven
isto operatehis music . . . into an unknowaraxis (152, 153)
In the excesses of activitigs-a-visthe personas indicated by the “/” is a dualityt isashown
simultaneously. For example, the reader can opé&bateriel/Gray Lag” because reading
provides access to the inaudible sound that accoilepéseeing” the tag,” Daniel/Gray Lag.”
The audience member does not have this abilite#y the inaudible mark or name,
cannibalizing itself.

Reading is not just seeing. It is hearing the dilgle that dematerializes and reconstitutes
the materiality of the script. The audience mendagmot hear the simultaneity of that duality.
For the audience member, this particular layeramingbalism is either inaccessible or perhaps a
passive experience. The audience member does v®tlaess to this because the audience
member does not have access to the “/” or the mmatkdenotes duality. The excess of site/sight

(places in the play/ “seeing” cannibalism on stggéls the distance between the actual and the
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representational closer together because the spaside the theatre space “with no other

audience than its participants (that is, with ladl tisk of theatre, all temptation of hystgﬁa
removed)” (149), exists more materially in its alsefor the reader. There is still hysteria and
the potential for danger in reading a script topeeformed.

By sheer virtue of being in a seeing place, trecsf the theatre, lends too much
enticement to enable a cannibalistic mindset. Ounstine alone with/in her body in order to be
able to access the materiality that Barthes isriglabout. For example, Barthes claims
Beethoven’'s deafness provides more materialitga& through the reading, rather than the
hearing, of the music. The same holds for the ctardDaniel/Gray Lag,” i.e., the reader has
access to the “/6.6 There is a paradox at work here.

On the one hand, the body DOES the marking. Thiseisriew power of the reader; it is
“as though the body were hearing—and not the ‘sauthusic which is not played ‘by heart’
seated at the keyboard or the music stand, the dmalyols . . . having itself to transcribe what it
reads, making sound and meaning, the body as st Barthes 149). A staged environment

marks the body. On the other hand, then, it idothaty that UN-does the marking that has been

done to it before the play ever began. Herein isr@lBarthes’ desire for the ideal presentation

65 Consider The Bacchae, most especially, Pentheus’s fear that if left alone, the maternal, the
female will overpower and rip apart the male, i.e., the maleness of Western culture (following
Kristeva’s thinking) might just actually destabilize in the wake of a newly female engendered
speak.

66 Counter: One might consider Caryl Churchill’s Top Girls as an example of the inverse of this
premise: Although | can read the “/” in her play, knowing that they signify one actor
interrupting another, | do not truly “get the whole performance” without hearing the actors
actually say the lines over the other. Such a claim of realization in “actual” space denies the
reading experience that constructs an “imaginary” one.
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of meaning, on stage, falters, for this cannot detefy occur because the difference in natures
of the text and the nature of the corporeal bodrestage collapses in the wake of cannibalism.

Laura’s marked body on the page might give a tre, essence for Barthes; yet, this
goal cannot be attained, but only glimpsed at ftbenside, awry. When the character(s)
“Daniel/Gray Lag” is(are) on stage, the audienaencéd see that he is one or the other because he
switches between the two, or at least, the readewk that one is being played “independently”
of the other except for when a character, like Biadicates that Daniel shall have a new name.
The ability for the stage to be a-representatibnélthe characters not to be indicates that tigere i
a need to see the differences between the actdakpnresented...in the excess of site/sight...of
characters, but not for place. It is as if placa gven.

The reviews oSan Diegaexpress an anxiety about the way the bodies ofltheacters
are (un)marked, a fear of the word and the bodypinény interchangeable. Image—Music—
Text Barthes again contends that the flesh and thg &iedseparable. The material body stands
in excess of the stage directions of the text odpction, whether acting or reading, but not
seeing. Because Laura commands (performativeDirad eat her flesh, the audience is
pacified. “It's OK. Weird, but OK.” Critical thinkig is not occurring here because there is no
distance; one is able to “identify” with the chaeas, especially with Marie, and one does so
through the word games that stop functioning agd&and start to function as effects. These
effects, for the audience, though, are un-real. dide’t really eat her.” This ability to doubt that
someone has been eaten “up there” reveals an enfigliheed for taboos to serve as reminders
that signification goes on, indefinitely, subjeeliy. Cannibalism reconstitutes performance and

the performative to recodify signification in thHesttre.
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Part Ill: The body is not visible: No Representation without Transubstantiation

The body is not the site of significatiddan Diego’suse of cannibalism inverts Barthes’
suggestion irfs/Zthat there is not one fixed signified linked togriad of signifiers. Can there
be a fixed signified, in taboo, that has multiggnsgiers that are aural, aurally read (intern&ly)
The affect of the paternal, masculine nature ofjlege can be understood as a cannibalistic
enterprise, wherein the duality of/in space/timst in the wake of the conflation of subject
and object via the sonic materiality of cannibalisnsan Diego The masculine nature of
language cannibalizes itself, and in the theatme,ammbines these two reading experiences.

First, there are several “David’s” in the play. Tdvdy way to see these figures as
actually (in in so far as representation goesyam@ngeable i readthe David’s, not see them.
Any myriad of techniques might get the idea actosan audience, but the effect will be lost.
Even by giving all the “David’s” a William Shatnarask, for example, the absolute, equivalent
David for David, cannot be attained. A true onet® exchange does not occur in the reading
either. However, one can understand how the usigedfope of cannibalism can collapse the

various figures into one another. First, note tbiedf characters:

Characters

David Greig, the author

David, a patient

David A, someone who works in conceptual consuitanc
David B, someone who works in conceptual consujtanc

David C, someone who works in conceptual consujtanc

®3)
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The play, not unlikdlasted conflates actual and represented states of la@idgtatuses of
objects/subjects. As Graham Saunders contends KlaoetsBlasted this play provides a
means to enact a “new model of place and ideniiy fthe devastation” (3). David Greig’s
“Introduction” to Kane’s works not dissimilarly sgests:
Her simple premise [is] that there wasamnection between a rape in a Leeds
hotel room and the hellish devastation of civil war. It is as though the act of
rape, which blasts thaner world of both victim and perpetrator has also
destroyed the world outside the room. The playtsifbegins to fragment. Its
structure seems to buckle under the weight of tbkent forces it has unleashed.
The time frameondensesa scene that begins in Spring ends in Summer. The
dialogue erodes, becoming sparse. The scenesemenped in smaller and
smaller fragments. (emphases mine, x)
The scenes, like the David’s, collide and recountieach other. Each scene is shorter than the
last. Greig’'s use of the terms “weight” with “comse,” however, suggests material or tangible
kinds of “forces” will condense, rather than tinidae material and the temporal, too, reconstitute
one another “under the weight” of the play’s fraictg and reconstituting.
Preamble toThe Architect and the Emperor of Assyris-a-visSan Diego
In a review of Fernando Arrabal®he Architect and the Emperor of Assyria
(see Chapter 4) being played at the Trap Door TaéaiChicago, Lucia Mauro states:
What makes this hellish charade [in the playhswifying is that both
men eventually become interchangeable. One manpt$he other—no
matter how many costumes they don—underscoriegsaapacity for the

vilest acts of self-preservation in the guiséwiankind’s well being
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(which usually leads to self-destructiorohicagotheatre.cojn
The charade, or what reviewer Clive Barnes sinyilanaracterizes in his assessment of the
play’'s 1976 NYC premiere, as “almost impossiblyfoe. . a dazzling madness of words
scattered across the sky like diamanté starg’ language can be seen, and not just because
Greig has flashing words on a scrim in the backgdoBarnes refers to the dialogue, the
language the characters speak, or do not. Thrdugimadness, Barnes suggests that “we all
have a little of each [person] in us . . . Arrathadams in the images of reality” (Barnes).

Through the use of word games, riddles, and tleghtaingeability of characters, the “play,”

according to Barnes, “play[s] Go%z’ (Barnes). As Sebastian desires for a restructurinige
nature by which the material accesses the “soa,,’ o become God through Art, so too does
Barnes wish to restructure the nature by whichpthg functions (as does Greig) by showing
that the work plays at being God, concealing andakng the hidden creator or Author. The
critic as spectator wishes to become Art by conagnts meaning (the review) and joining,
then, with the creator. “Arrabal dreams in the ie=gf reality.” The first time Barnes saw the
play in the 1971 London premiere, he abhorrechd, iadicates as much in his 1976 review.

What changes from the first time to the secondh@&acannot explain it. “Was it the set?” he

asks. No(‘?8 “The acting?” Nof?9 “What was it?” In the end, he cannot explain tiffecence in

his reactions other than he had time for the pdaydrk on his subconscious.

Barnes points out in this same review that when he first saw the play at its London premiere
in 1971, he lambasted it, and he is not certain why.

68
Tom O’Horgan, of Hair and Jesus Christ Superstar Broadway fame, staged the 1977
production. Bill Stabile built a set with eight platforms.

69 .

Anthony Hopkins was in the 1971 production. Ron Perlman in 1977. Not that either of these
gentlemen have given less-than-tolerable performances, on the whole, much of their stage
work is met with above-average reception.
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In San Diegothere is the moving image (the actor) of the dgad not/but is-not)
version of the playwright, crouching over the othetors. There is the banner projecting onto
the scrim, announcing Greig’s authorship of thekwpresumably. There is the cannibalism,
Laura offering David some of her sweet breads,@awd, obliging. The site/sight of the
cannibalism, however, is not located on the stegeElaine Scarry, such a dislocation makes
sense. Pain is negating. Pain strips one of reptasen; unable to use language for expression,
one’s cries become guttural, unintelligiblehé Body in Pain Cannibalism is not only pain, but
the representation of all that is beyond languaipeultaneously. After-the-fact, Scarry suggests,
pain can be represented in ways that do allowheiiriner experience to be distilled out for
shared, consumed experience. This consumptionnoiilzalism, though, works differently. The
dislocation of self from world that Scarry articida can be understood as Barthes understands
the dislocation of a play from its own stage di@cs. It is as if theatre is having some kind of
existential crisis almost.

In Barthes’ assessment of “Baudelaire’s Theater,intimates that it fails (26) because
its stages (stage directions) dishonestly beliavés own “precooked” nature (26), i.e., the
works behave as if they came from nowhere and alerays-already seamless and whole. There
is just too much emotion, distraction, spectactgyassivity in the conventional theatre for
transformation to occur. Critical awareness, tiedéfect of alienation (oEpisierung through

Brecht'sMother Couragefor example, can show that art is constantlytsigfin meaning

through the reflection that might 0088(74-75). Baudelaire’s work shows that “the actor’s

0 “The Tasks of Brechtian Criticism” (1956) from Critical Essays. Briefly, Brecht suggests that
through distancing (non-identificatory dramatic art), one can see the seams in the art object.
She can make meaning for the text because she sees its fabrication and can subsequently
manipulate the creases.
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disturbing corporeality” is evoked, but evoked mimbedded, clandestine way (27). Barthes
sees a tension between the body, the flesh, anéxhe

The site/sight on stage is a displacement of ceglity. The seeing functions aurally as
much as it does visually. The limitations of thelp@xist because of the reminders of its
limitations through cannibalism, which, in Greiggly, crystallizes the idea that not only is the
inside and outside interchangeable, but also test are equally dissolvable, consumable, and
non-existent, in the end.

Pious gives Daniel a nickname: “Gray Lag.” Piopsaks and renders a new (masculine)
marker of identity/subjectivity for Daniel, a fatthegest that is supposed to make up for a lack
that is not there in the first place, at least,ammgtmore. Pious plays the role of father in order t
speak the condition of his promised-to-be (for lelh® himself and to the audience/reader by
extension) son. The use of rhetorical devices, lealyith sounds of airplanes in the opening of
San Diego is not that dissimilar from the openifdloe Architect and the Emperor of Assyria.

()
ACT ONE
SCENE ONE

Airplane noises. Like a trapped and frightened ajithe ARCHITECT looks for a refuge. He
runs in all directions, digs in the ground, stattsrun again, and finally buries his head in the
sand. Explosion. A bright flash of flames. Trentplwvith fear theARCHITECT, his face against
the sand, puts his fingers to his ears.
A few moments later tHEMPERORappears. He is carrying a large suitcase. He haedain
forced elegance. He tries to keep his composure.

He touches thARCHITECT with the tip of his cane.
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EMPEROR. Help me sir! | am the only survivor bétaccident.
ARCHITECT. forrified) Fee! Fee! Feegaa! Feegaa! Fee! Fee!
Blackout
SCENE TWO
Two years later. ThEMPERORand theARCHITECT are on stage.

EMPEROR. It's quite simple, after all. Come cgpeat!
ARCHITECT. EscalatoriHe has some difficulty in pronouncing the “s.”)
EMPEROR. émphatically Now I've lived on this island for two whole years

I've given you lessons for two years, and yolli ls¢sitate! It would take

Aristotle himself to teach you the sum of twaith and two tables.

ARCHITECT. | can already talk. No?

EMPEROR. Well . . . yes. At least, if someonepdronto this island some day
you can say to him, “Ave Caesar.”

ARCHITECT. But today you are to teach me . . .
EMPEROR. Right now listen to my muse singingwhath of Achilles.

My throne!
(215-216)
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Chapter 4
The Paratext and Cannibalism in Fernando Arrabal’s
The Architect and the Emperor of Assyria

ARCHITECT. . .. What's important is what | thintkiere’s a transmission of
thought between us.

EMPEROR. thoroughly frightenedTell me seriously, do you read my thoughts too?
Can you see into my mind?

ARCHITECT. | want to write. Teach me to be a writéou must’'ve been a great
author.

EMPEROR. flattered. I've written some famous sonnets! And what pjayish their
monologues and their asides. No writer has suszks equaling me. The best
have copied me! Beethoven, d’Annunzio, Jameseldyharles V, Shakespeare
himself, and his nephew Bernstein.

from The Architect and the Emperor of Assyria

Why does the Emperor fear that the Architect cawl tes mind? He insists, after all, that

the Architect eat him towards the end of the playes he not wish his remain-d7elr$o conjoin
with the Architect? Further, why does the ArchitecEernando Arrabal’s play answer the
Emperor paraleptically? “Do you read my mind?” “@mt to write; teach me!” The Emperor and
the Architect of Assyria asks what the relationshape between performance, reading, writing,
and cannibalism.

The Emperor’s wrath to destroy his own represemtatésults in his despotic rule Tine
Architect and The Emperor of Assyridis wrath is aimless, not unlike Achilles’s, “Yognore
the hygienic virtues of cold meat,” the Emperorlakus to the Architect, “You casserole, you

turnip boiler, you chowder-head, you fly gawker.yMay wrath of Achilles fall on you” (269).

Meaning, both his remains and that which remains after the Architect eats his remains,
remains, i.e,. his “soul.”
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He thinks his wrath has aim, toward the Architéct, this wrath is self-inflicted and eventually
manifests into a command for the Architect to ddti® (the Emperor’s) body at the end of his
self-proclaimed performance of a trial in ordefdave representation behind.

“The best have copied me,” the Emperor tells theh&ect. The Emperor embraces the
notion of being the penultimate representing agaote so than even Shakespeare, and
curiously, in this attempt to be the embodimentepiresentation, the Emperor hopes to escape
older versions or representations of himself. GheeArchitect begins to eat of the Emperor in
Act Two, Scene Two, he becomes the Architect. Pnedlly, transubstantiation occurs in this
act, for in the following scene, the stage diratsiindicate thatOnly the Emperor’s bones are
left on the table. The Architect now has the sartentation and manners as the Emperor. When
the lights come up the Architect is sucking the base” (299). However, the Emperor is not
dead; the Architect did not eat him because aetiteof Act Two, Scene Three, the Architect
“hits the table with his hand and a bone rolls te ¢fiound. He gets down under the table to pick
it up and completely disappears from sight . . eWhe reappears it is the Emperor who comes
out from under the table, dressed as the Archit@99-300). Is it that this shift proposes that
the Architect did eat the Emperor and that thisesentation, oneharacterin another’s stead,
proves that? Or, is it that this shift from caeor to another is a representation of cannibalism
that is still not quite achieving the freedom ttieg Emperor claims he is after?

The figure of the cannibal, or the cannibalizedf gtopping short, or at least, being
(un)full-filled on or off stage, collapses the repented with the actual by suggesting that the
past is always in front of you, and the presemlwsays behind. Representation cannot be
escaped, but it can be excited to such a statdt thgypears to be escaped. For example, at the

end of the play, the Emperor has completely swajpeszes with the Architect, a swap that
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proposes that the illusion of representation islthsion of the body. The two are
interchangeable. At the end of the play, the Empandhe Architect’s clothing, is not only
interchangeable with the Architect, but after chafization, he is both, simultaneously and

paradoxically:

EMPEROR. . . . Alone at Iagt%.. ..I'll forget the past in such a way that have
it all the more present in my mind, so that | wdall back into any of
my past errors . . . I'll study and all alone Hiscover perpetual
motion.(He stretches out a leg and looks in the oppositxton.)
Scratch my leg, tickle me . . . That's it, thererasch well . . . Harder.
With your nails, | tell you. Harder, scratch hardetill harder. Lower.
Harder. Harder. ;

Note that it is the reliance on the material thestuaes the Emperor that “I am not what | a7r%
The cannibalism supposedly assures he is alongh&ig not. The writing does not work. Does
the eating? Not only does the Emperor, inside ttehifect, make the Architect the Emperor,
“he” is not singular, and he is not quite outsifleepresentation, for the Architect, who once, in
the past, was the Emperor, is still, in the prestet Architect. The past always eats the present,
and this focus on the material to get outside ¢épeasented now or present fails.

The Emperor wishes to lose the ability to represami his anxiety, unlike Polyphemus

in The Odysseyor example, is that he will not. Polyphemusha Cyclops stands as testament

. . . 74 .
to the anxiety of being unable to express onesgalfractly with language. The Architect (not)
eating the Emperor enacts the meat of the mattesirad: The Emperor's command to be eaten

reveals that the space between performance anorpetivity is a cannibalizing one.

72

One cannot help but recall Martin Luther King, Jr.’s inescapable phrase, “Free at last!”
Isolation and freedom go hand in hand in The Emperor and the Architect of Assyria.
73

lago from Othello.

74
“Who hurts you?” ask the other Cyclops on the island. “Nobody,” replies Polyphemus.
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For the Emperor, his fear is that he cannot leheeadpresentation he perceives exists
outside of himself. He wishes to be set free bypd@unished, by being cannibalized. He is to be
set free by being reconstituted within the Architgcesumably. It must be cannibalization, for
nothing else the Emperor has tried works. In a wigoquy that shifts in voice and tone, the
Emperor embodies a variety of individuals. For eghkm

I'd dreamed . . . That I'd write and that | woudd a great poet . . . what a
poet | would have been . .. Emperor, what dowaat me to do? I'm your
subject. Command me. (247)
The Emperor wants to be un-representable, trulyeadmd without the need to exist with it. The
corporeal body of his is the most prescient remmddis being a sign, a sign of a bad husband,

a despot, a cross-dresser, a madman, etc. For &xamp

EMPEROR. . . . I would like to die disguised. (Ayse.) Disguised as the Bishop\
of Chess.

ARCHITECT. As what?
EMPEROR. The Bishop of Chess . . . a bishop irgdrae of chess. Accede
to my wishes. It's very simple: you place adtsitick between my legs so
that | can stand up like a chess piece and yoarane with the mad
Bishop’s armor. (234)
Invoking/exhuming his ex-wife, being her, that does get him outside of his own skin; it does
not work. He cannot purge himself of the trappiofsepresentation, of himself to himself via
the expunging of himself in the dressing up askisvife. Even as his ex-wife, she verifies those
earlier representations of him, as a murdererexample.
He is stuck in a feedback loop. The more he emisaatigers to deny who he was or is,
the more those performed embodiments confirm thas lexactly who he does not want to be.

So, for the Emperor, perhaps by putting the Architerough a variety of trials or tests, putting

himself up for trial in the second half of the play by pontificating about the metaphysical
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nature of God or wondering about ontological questj perhaps these acts will get him over
what seems to be a near sickness of sorts.

Not unlike a drugged Catherine Suddenly, Last Summeéehe Emperor seems to be
possessed, talking outside of himself. Unlike Cartieés talking, though, the Emperor’s is that
of an embodied voice, inside of him, that is natdivn. Someone else is doing the talking, and
there is no reason to believe otherwise; some for@e have taken over this person portraying
the Emperor. He is sick with being stuck in a fesdkoop: The more he performs, the less he is
free. Performance does not even free him from sgmtation. None of these manifestations
allow him to land on the island of the Cyclops. fi2edence on representation sickens me. | can
leave if | want to, but | don’t want to...maybe jaskttle, but it's impossible, really, so what are
we talking about?”

The Emperor’s wrath is his throne, evoked/sung byuae. Despotic rule is felt via his

royal chair.75 In this instance, the Emperor does not evoke sgmitation; this is not metonymic
worship; it is transubstantiated (im)materialityh€fe is no muse, no song. The inexpressible
aura of the Emperor’s power gets expressed incheh aural, performative silence of the
muse’s song. Because each subsequent scene cortheesg that came before it, as time and
space are neither shared nor divided among theusaharacters in the play, inside has become
outside; time is non/linear, f&an Diegaand forThe Architect and the EmperdErik @sterud’s
Theatrical and Narrative Spacgudies J.P. Jacobsen’s short-story “Mogens” ¢gest that in

the modern era of the twentieth century there natyatways be a “direct correlation between
meaning and aesthetic representation . . . [tgljdn the truth cannot be deduced from reality

itself, but requires exegetic explanation . . .¢befidence in the apparatus of interpretation he

Meaning his backside, i.e., an ass, which he tries to become in Act 1.
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applies is of paramount importance” (103, 132, 138g “confidence” of aesthetic
representation and interpretation, especially i pinoject, must exist in order for one to be able
to doubt that he is a narcissist. It is a maskifgre

/

(Repeat)

San Diego’attered prologue mirrors the epilogue of the pyasichapter and establishes
yet another frame and another “meat of the mattet' the Conclusion will unpack. If the
Introduction produces a map or guide to this sttiggn the Conclusion serves to cannibalize it.
The project attempts to enact the paratextual, imothmacroscopic manner and also in a
microscopic matter. This project contends ih& the figure of the cannibal, or at least, it
attempts to roughly perform the very thing it atpgsnto describe. For example, Chapter 1, which
focuses on Sebastian’s transubstantiation througledlling forth of a talking that perpetuates
his cannibalization, eats, amite versaChapter 4, which focuses on the Emperor’s inigtiti
achieve transubstantiation with talking. The Emperfits and tantrums at the end of his trial are
beginning to sound as if he is getting a littlenteiligible, and it is the pre-representationaide
after. His movement is towards a pre-symbolic, ppsheven an animal-like state. For example,
his attempts to get the Architect to ride him, asif he is a donkey, but rathesa donkey, i.e.,
the riding is supposed to, the Emperor hopes, fibamshim into one. The performing fails.
Transformation, transubstantiation cannot occuheut cannibalism, which is the only means to
experiencing what Derrida calls, in his study ofalud’s Theatre of Cruelty, “life before birth.”

As the Emperor hopes to escape representationhwitimately, he thinks, rests in the
assurance of the material, and its ability to besamned, Catherine hopesSaddenly, Last

Summeto imbibe and relish in representation. Chaptstales:
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Sebastian . . . is both and never was. His re-manten stage is a performance
in itself. Within the heart of that performancedatherine’s disembodied voice;
she is outside of herself as she goes over hey, sthich has clearly been
rehearsed before, and is being performed, yet agaenmore time. The voice
that is doing the speaking is in question. Jusabge she seems to be talking,
some other force within must be at the helm. (2)
It is a performative utterance that transubstagdi&ebastian, revealing representation has a
cannibal heart. In Chapter 4, the Emperor finds ¢lvan utterances fail him. He cannot reach the
pre-symbolic; he cannot combine bits of himselthwiie Architect, his work of art, his work in
progress. So, the work of art must do it for hifihé performing fails. Transformation,
transubstantiation,” to reiterate, “cannot occuthaut cannibalism, which is the only means to

experiencing what Derrida . . . calls ‘life befdmeth.” What kind of cannibalism is this?

/

Think of the Prologue dban Diegaand the disembodied voices at the endl o
Architect and the Emperor of Assyaa a means to understanding how mimesis is alzaistic
process at its heart that is felt in an affectparétextual) way.

The Prologue t&an Diegmopens the play this way:

David Greig is sitting in an aeroplane seat.

As convention dictates that a dissertation shagpess linearly, so, too does convention dictate
that the reader understand the italics listed alasv&age directions. By using commands such as
(Repeat!)n this project, the traditional, and expectedifat of a dissertation must follow
certain Enlightenment rules of argumentation. Bwslution is misleading. It portends

understanding shall be attained via the shaperor & my argument. It is not “my” argument. It
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is “yours.” | do not evoke reader-response thebsyggest, instead, that language itself does not
want your order. It fights all its expectations anéntions. Derrida reiterates this concept over
and over. The difference here is that eventudiig, process reaches an end point. The anxiety of
language, of the symbolic, of representation ramgris trajectory and falling back in on itself,

as all linear arguments do, lies in this dedicatmnausality. (Do we not continually go back to a
classic modeled piece and “pick at it” and “pierdednd “violate” the text in order to render and
squeeze more meaning out of it?) This project ekpliplays with the notion that body and text
are inseparable, that one exists interdependeatitbs-the-fact.

The argument is “yours,” and thus, it then commads it does not command “you.” It
commands itself, as all language does. The usarufilbalism in these plays allows for this
process to be unveiled to a degree. Thereforemamand, such afkgpeat), signals that that
which came before has been re-mapped; it is neloagign for editorial work to be done;
although it is; it is a designation of that whishabout to happen, conceptually speaking. You
have read this before, and it consumes your cureaaling right now, to-be-read.

(Reconstitute!)

By shaping the argument in a non-linear way thdeeanderstands the body is non-
linear, that the body of the text is not convergio®onvention dictates, commands, that the
reader understand the italics as stage directaana/ell as to understand “David Greig” as the
person/a of the playwright. “It's really (not)/‘hirm there saying things about ‘real’ time and
‘real’ places, like Scotland.” In lieu of other gohes in the play, wherein poetry and prose
conflate, one wonders if this convention entiretyds water. Is the outside now the inside of the

theatre, as in KaneBlaste®
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The character David Greig opens the Prologue wshech, a rather long speech. Time,
as much as place, and how to represent both ateearharacter’'s mind:

It's the summer of 2000. I'm flying to San Diedgalifornia. It will be the

first time | have ever visited the American costit. | have been in transit
for some eighteen hours now and for almost all time | have been awake
and drinking alcohol . . . despite being sucheagplace to live, San Diego

is featured in almost no fictions, films, noveds plays, but it has, and | quote
‘served as the un-named backdrop for severabdpsofAmerica’s Missing
Children (5)

Theskeneg(backdrop) metaphorically shows a myriad of |dstdren on stage, and, as it
seamlessly shifts (and does not) from “scene” tefi®,” or rather, from place to place, within a
fictional San Diego, it becomes harder and harleet where one should locate herself in
relation to the stage, in “relation” with figuresthe play. When isan Diegdaniel is re-
named to Grey Lag, the action shifts from one neing to another. David gets re-named and re-
marked via Marie’s volunteering for her flesh todsen, on stage, seen. These characters also
interact, however tangentially or directly, but oite at the same time or place:
INNOCENT. Son, you killed a fat goose today
For us to eat at this, the feast of your naming
A meaty white goose to eat
Since you brought us the gift of a goose, well you
Grey Lag
After the goose.
GREY LAG. Grey Lag.

INNOCENT. Then let us pray—Holy Father, help usip
the desert back tomorrow morning
Help us shape the meat into patties . . .
Roger
Over and out
Please cut into the flesh

Laura cuts a thin slice from her body.
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The sound of a car screeching to a halt a litkey up
the road.

The Pilot runs toward the car.
PILOT. Please. Please. Wait.

Amy walks along the dusty path by the side of the
road to where David is lying.

AMY. Oh my God.
PILOT. We have to get him to a hospital.

She kneels by David and holds him.
Laura starts to bandage herself up.

Past reviews have qualified these kinds of shita eneta or reflexive gesture. The jest, though,
has to do with the gestures of the bodies on sRgther than seeing the images of words
projected onto the background. Sounds on stagénahe script, have no origin of place:

MARIE. Have you got the baby monitor?

ANDREW. Yeah.

MARIE. Switch it on.

Andrew switches the monitor on. He passes it toidlar
The sound of a baby breathing close to a micone.
©)

Characters on stage have no origins of place tmef. David exists both within and without the
various diegeses/personas in the play. Immedi&#bwing the switching on of the baby
monitor David states:

Speedbird seven november, turn to heading two-

five-zero, join localizer for runway two-six hg Your

traffic is twelve o’clock, five ahead now. Dowybave

the airport in sight?

PILOT. We have the airport, but not the craft.
9)
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As David embodies, but does not, all the charaatetise play (here, he speaks as/for/with the
air traffic controller), the materiality, the soHea proof of his being there, is being challenged.
Defining a “sound” as a marking one cannot see.disembodied voices which speak
throughout the play also challenge the abilitytove aesthetic representation and experience
via the material:

VOICE. First new message

Received today at 7.21 p.m.
To listen to the message, press one

Laura’s voice is then heard on an answering macipiesumably because a prop is treated as an
answering machine. Juxtaposed with charactersngdkir individuals who are not there (but
are), such as Laura’s search for her dad, leavinyigin-less message for him:
LAURA'S VOICE. Dad
I’'m in Scotland
I’'m sorry.

(112)

One has already seen Laura’s body on stage. Ome$ighis as the origin of the sound (or the

machine); it is a representation of her. Howewdrat if76 the play is staged using different
voices, at different times, for “Laura” or “DavidThe Telegraph’®ominic Cavendish suggests
the play “cruises with chilly, high-altitude detawant over similar psychological terrain . . . The
cast, milling around a set as soulless and stasile departure lounge . . . wear—on and off—
grey T-shirts bearing his [David Greig’s] name”. [The e/affects of the voices can have similar
e/affects as the interchangeability of the imagesehThe imaged words on display and the

“looping video projection” (or at least what seentigd a video projection) of David up above

| consciously evoke the hypothetical.
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the other characters numb out the significanceibfestivity in the play; as screens reconstitute
language as hieroglyphic images on screens, amdigngated entirely as the simulated pain of
cannibalism ensues. How does this work, this pamction on the page? Is the mimetic faculty
the same in this instance? Artaud’s theatre mayngetifested on the page, the very frame he
desired to escape, that the Emperor desires tpesBapresentation. The sounds, of smacking,
of slurping down human flesh, enact an inexprelsilthat is marked “in transit, in an aircratft,
fixed in our seat, surrounded by a limited numidguemple . . . that ‘we can be certain we
belong’ (Cavendish). This sense of collective bging through aesthetics is thwarted in this
play as the training one gets to understand corvltplay reading and watching is confirmed
in the material.

Language is supposed to function in a similar waytransit.” Always changing code
that must be continually interpreted and transdiladways moving, like a plane. Complete

atrophy occurs otherwise:

EMPEROR(changing the subject7).7 Have you prepared the crogg?

ARCHITECT. There it is(Pointing to the bushesWill you crucify me
now?

EMPEROR. What! I'm the one who has to be crucified’t it me?
ARCHITECT. We drew by lot. Have you forgotten?

EMPEROR(angrily). How could that be? We drew by lot to see who would
atone for humanity?

ARCHITECT. Master, you forget everything.

EMPEROR. How did we draw by lot? With what?

77 . . . .
Ten point font. (Please note that Proquest refuses alteration to the footnoting font size, from
12 pt to 10pt)

78 .
Twelve point font.
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ARCHITECT. With a straw.

EMPEROR(Laughing like a madmanA straw! A stra .79

ARCHITECT. Why are you laughing, master?

EMPEROR. | never told you what the word “straw”ans.

ARCHITECT. You said . . .

EMPEROR(changing the subjectMy blind slave girls who taught me
philosophy dressed only in pink bath towels! Waatemory
I have! | remember as if it were yesterday. Hbeytcaressed
my divine body, how they cleansed its dirtiesthess such as . . .
To horse!

ARCHITECT. Shall | be the horse?
EMPEROR. No, I will.
He gets down on all fours. TRRCHITECT straddles him.
Say to me: gee up!

ARCHITECT. Gee-up horsey!

EMPEROR. Beat me with a whip! (218-219)
Even the nearly inexpressible noise, such as wiedz elescribes (see above), such as David
eating Laura’s flesh, which the stage directionsade as him Swallow[ing] somethin§(82).
One can imagine the play having this done or shiovailence, but whether the sound is
intimated through a speaker (as a sound effesthe@ther the sound is merely implied but not
“actually” heard, one experiences this dislocatbthe sound, either way, as deafening. It is as
if the eating has been taken off stage via soudidplacement. (I want the sound to own/be

owned as the Author owns/is owned), making the paiéhe act all the more muddled.

79 . , - ‘ ,
Please refer to Richard lllI’s plea for a horse, making more ‘hay’ out of the moment.
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At the end of the play, which correlates with tbersds of a plane landing and hearing

the Pilot exclaim:

Ladies and gentlemen, welcome to San Diego,ape lyou enjoyed
flying with us today. The temperature outsida imther warm 82
degrees and the local time is 3.37 p.m.

Thanks once again for flying with us and vegé you'll fly with us

again soon.
80

Cabin crew, door to manual.

The End
(116)

Presumably, the reader and the audience have Inetdwe dlight the entire time, perhaps. Or, the

plane is just a metaphor for time. Or, it is thrbulge dislocation of the sound of the plane’s

landing and seeing the plane that renders an hdageability with the space of the auditorium

and the place of reading, or, the outside. Eatlier Pilot denotes (maps/marks) where one is,

which defied/deifies place (?) in the play:

... It has just, at this precise moment—3.1i.Ban Diego time, 11.17

p.m. London timgl—occurred to me that America’s Missing Children
are perhaps drawn to San Diego because it is muffig large and emits a
rhythmical sound . . . in reality—time and placelowger exist in the
world
There is no time in the city
There is no place on the high street
The safety of the ground is an illusion
Co-ordinated universal time—aeroplane time—es th
only time we experience whigver changes
The cabin of the aircraft is the only spatere we
can be certain that we belong—weehaticket with our
name on it
On the seat in front of us there isaprwhich shows
us clearly where we are going
And we are going forwards

80 _, . - L
This elliptical notation is part of the text on the page.

81 . . . .
It is and is not that precise time.
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We don’t know how planes work

We don’t want to know how planes work
We want to be part of the rhythm

We want to belong

We want to see familiar things

Lagizes and gentlemen

The aircraft is your village
‘Welcome home.’

Laura starts sucking her thur%%
(6, 78-79)

The play opens at 3.17 and ends at 3.17. The tfrtieedraveling should sync with the sound of
San Diego, constructing cadenced rhythms in thg Rlavid states in the opening Prologue,
“San Diego . . . is sufficiently large and emitgthmical sound” (6). Simultaneously, there are
no sounds that capture that rhythper se Airplane noises/sound effects, gulping and
swallowing, baby breathing sounds, none of thesesige/sight specific. There is a cadence (but
not) in the play, which, at first glance suggebts play works through a kind of representation.
Examining the play further, though, reveals a seoiesimulations that have little to do with San
Diego and everything to do with the constructiomeaning via communication (or the lack
thereof). The sounds are mapped, or at least hecters continually attempt to find a way to
map by using sound, but they cannot. The body,esuently, cannot be identified via
conventional means of identification.

Exegesis
Reviews avoid this difficulty by explaining awayetblay as overtly didactl%lj' asa

. 85 . .
statement about American “rootlessnessgr a manifestation of psychology on stage. Perftaps

82

The elliptical notation is part of the text on the page.
83

Note Cate’s thumb sucking in Blasted.
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is because audiences have seen it all alreadyebeits familiar territory...because itis on a
plane. Further, similar critics and dramatists loarfound expressing Arrabal’s biography (like

with Kane’s or Williams’) as a means to understagdhe play.

(The dislocation of sound parallels the dislocatadrorigins of sight in the play.)
[SOUND]

The material loudness of the play on the pagetisiniike hearing sound when one sees the
word above. The word can become something moraydsthat is not a sound. This experience
mutes these author function delusions that have applied to Kane and Williams, looking for
intent in the work; the SOUND dislocates them fribva work entirely, which ironically enough,
allows Sebastian, for example, through Catheritadisng, to meld with his.

This dislocated, aesthetic sense of mut-ation fotike Emperor to discover a way to re-
and then un-mark himself. The (im)material loudnasthe play forces him to look to the actual
body for relief. For the Emperor, it is not jusatithe Architect (rather than the Emperor) had no
mark or name before the Emperor came; it is ndtthat the Architect cannot speak. It is that
the speaking sounds wrong. It sounds incongruethtwinat the Emperor images of sound via
the signifier “s.” As the characters discuss matdyi (cannibalizing the body) in metaphorical
and pragmatic ways (one must eat to survive), aeeraepresented, simulated or even “real”
ways of understanding anthropophagi apply, the nahtén the conventional sense, has less and
less “to do with it.” The aural sounds the Architetakes are not quite accurate enough. The

Emperor’s linguistic training of his pupil is tatrsform the Architect from a mere beast into a

84 . 9 e . . . - ) .

Recall Colin Thomas, “A major figure in one of his story lines is an airline pilot, who is also a
screwup and the father of two other adult characters . . . | can figure that out for myself; by
explaining everything, Greig makes it look loke he doesn’t trust his audience.”

85 . . . . . ”
Thomas, “The Scottish Greig uses his American setting to explore rootlessness.
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Man. The lisp of the “s” does not emphasize therided masculine essence of language (see
Kristeva). Worse than becoming a beast, the Empeust ensure that the Architect does not
stray too terribly far from his masculinity. Othese, he may not be attractive to the Emperor,
for it is not the set, the costume that makes oweraan and another man. The roles they play
have little to do with whether a dress is donnedair Although the tags of gender can be linked
to clothing, the Architect’s doing is what “reallyiakes him a donkey, for example. Or, a cow:

EMPEROR. Today, I'll play fiancée . . .

ARCHITECT. The skirts!

EMPEROR. But aren’t we going to play priests today?

ARCHITECT. All right, | see you don’t want to.

ARCHITECT. Moo! Moo!

(Getting on all fours)

You see! I'm a cow.
(222, 225)

There must be the proper sound to accompany thatactf cow-ness. The Architect in Act One
seems to be unaware of this, so in Act Two, oneeettmperor’s trial begins for his supposed and
earlier murder of his wife, the Architect continweish this belief that prop (which is a double
prop in this instance, for the character does rbéte the dress or the judge’s wig are “real” but
are ways for him to access a certain behavioryhétes activity. The Emperor continually
reiterates that it is as much the language thaifesds activity. It is not that the characters pat

a mask or wears hooves. It is because of the cochiihan “it” is done. The Architect likes to be

told to be ridden. The language not only perforinsiust perform in particular ways, which are
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in/of the body. The body manifests through languadech becomes conflated/overlapped with
the manifested language that Sebastigduddenly, Last Summieopes to enact, if only in his

sacrifice.

(/)86

If the Author’'s Note remapBlasted then so too does the Editor’s note. With the
conflation of the word and the body comes the difenof how one is to show that the body as a
proveable entity. It cannot be mapped. In the tedée irrefutability of the body, one realizes
that there must be more to the body than the nadtdine “Editor's Note” mentioned in Chapter
4, (which may or may not be Grieg’s) also drawsraton to the need of there being doubts
about the material being “all that there is.” Howg\vn order to reaffirm that there is no doubt
that there isnoreis a cover for the material, i.e., that “thatliglaat there is”; there is no
ephemeral, non-quantifiable, especially when weitsiayso, which reproduces a need for an
origin, for an originating point, for someone ttl tae what the play is about so that | can
dismiss what she said and go about my businessatther . . . therein lies the “more than,”
which does not really matter.

[Reconstitutg!

For Peter Ives, there is, fact, “more than” the language on the page/the bodghen

stage. He states that “immanent, spontaneous gresnmasubconsciously guide our use of

language and the normative grammar used to regspatech in more formal ways” (41, 44,

86 The more you see this, the less it denotes something different from other designations. As
the symbol is commanded to be found, as the symbol is not found, as the symbol itself
commands (but does not because it is not there, but does because its absence is presence), the
argument is able to explicitly show how it contracts and expands in a paratextual, self-
cannibalizing manner.
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45).87 If language and the body are inseparable, themuglet understand Bell’'s comment
about “the imaginary theatrical present” in hisiesw of Andrew Sofer'sThe Stage Life of Props
as a lightning rod, of sorts, to understand anratetension within the materialist perspective
that Bell claims Sofer’s argument cannot overcoine, the inescapability of the symbolic. The
actual and the symbolic overlap in KanBlastedfor the reader, which renders a brief, singular
experience. That aesthetic experience can be aesié cannibalistic, paratextual one. The
actual and the symbolic overlap in Grei§an Diegobut for different reasons.

Laura’s commands to eat her flesh, not unlike @srcommand to his disciples to eat his
flesh and drink his blood (which was not a simulgbeactice in the early church;
transubstantiation occurred via real flesh on stadee consumed by the participants, which, if
on stage, is still representation-?). Many of thom®@mands, along with the speech patterns of a
multitude of characters i8an Diegachallenge the idea that the written word and peken
sound are necessarily always-already distant. iheacters often speak in prose, and they often
speak in what appears to be poetry, or shape pdatry asks what these “moves” have on the
reader.

Perhaps Bell is thinking of a more psychoanalytisemiotic model to best understand
how theatre works. In other words, the play cammsngnify to its potentiabanspsychoanalysis, or

at least, some other model (linguistic-?) thatvedl®Bell to get to the audience “through the back

88 __ . . . o . s
door.” ~ This perspective that literary criticism is someh®afer” or more “certain” in an

87 ., . . . . .
Ives uses Bakhtin’s notions of the carnival and Gramsci’s theories regarding language to
make these claims.

88
Courtesy of Dr. Lance Norman.
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“imaginary theatrical present” strikes me as qotﬂd,8 o as most critics, if asked what the
primary difference is, say, between theatre amd, fit is thelivenessthe present/presence of it,
both literally and figuratively (see Kane’s noteoab), which serve to provide conditions for
representation to falter. To be safe in an imagg-teanporal, physical, and/or psychological
space sounds rather like a disavowal of the langoaghe page in order to dismiss the symbolic
limitations of the corporeal bodies on the stadee Body, the objects are either not manifested
by the written, to-be-spoken language, or the doalyscends language via its transgression of
the body.

In other words, “Everything [that] is written innaap in God’s head” i®an Diegds just
as much “His” map as it is a map inside one’s owad) as Daniel suggests:

| know exactly where I'm going. | know exactly
It's in a map in my head” (84).

The map that the reader cannot help but note isthewvords on the page are organized, and
direct, not unlike the Author’s Note Blasteddirects and enacts, a consciousness for the reader
that is paratextual and cannibalistic. What isnegtaled is that despite what Daniel says, that is
not necessarily what is shown to the reader, asiggests. The arrangement of the words on the
page (a poetic convention-?) defy the very thingiBlasays. One cannot prove the map in God’s
head, just as one cannot prove “where” one is gmif8an Diego Saunders calls this e/affect

“peripatetic spatial shifts” (4).

89 . . , . . .
Please note that this study does not single out Bell’s review as necessarily unique, but rather,

it considers his review as the most useful example to render a theoretical archaeology, of sorts,
to consider Kane’s Blasted.
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Christopher Wixson’s incisi\?e0 study ofBlastedsuggests that the body cannot be
mapped; which, it can-nibalistically hearing. FoiXébn, the body can move beyond being
marked; it can move through representation. Wiates, “the limits of language(], the
inability of theory [is that it cannot] [] manifeite material, or useful body [;] [Blasted the
body is undeniable, when the body’s material preséma condition of the circumstance” (par.
15). And, physical pain is perhaps the primary wagcknowledge this fact. It's as if to say, “If
| am sucking out your eyes, you will feel it, andyaliscourse you might like to have about
‘God’ or ‘Father Christmas’ is immaterial.” The retat hand is the matter of your body being
put through the ringer. And, if lan feels pain,rhbe rest of us do too. Wixson continues:

Elaine Scarry, in her introduction Thhe Body in Painwrites that
‘physical pain does not simply resist languagedutitvely destroys it
.. .. Jeanie Forte argues that the theaterimgmy canvas is the body for
articulating and crossing the limits of discourse Scarry suggests that
“apprehension of another’s pain is in part the aamathkg to the existence of
ulterior place.” (web)
It is the image-nary canvas, the primal, primalyinaportant body that is supposed to be the
“end” because it can defy all forms of represeatatinitiated through pain, it has the potential
to render a consciousness about an “invisible gggr’ (Scarry gtd. in Wixson) that transcends
the material, that transcends the theatre itselfvéVer, one can reach a moment when pain is no
longer pain. In the original Greektheatrori translates to “seeing place.” It is what is séweat
is supposed to be the most important element oétdge. Because Wixson has yet to really

discover a “review or critical appraisal of theyptaat does not itself resort to spatial language

90 . e .
The study does a violence to the work; it incises.
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and metaphors” (par. 5), he considers the plagigwway, too. | agree this metaphorical catch is
quite nearly undeniable and unavoidable. Note #ratpxtual nature of this study, for example.
And, in part, this is the danger that the imagerweorld of the theatre holds. Through the use of
simulated, image-nary presentation of cannibalisnstage, the very canvas of the play itself
threatens to pull itself apart, threatens to caalimb itself. It is in this moment, that languagec
manifest a more really represented body than tleetloatt is actually seen. When the stage
directions indicate that after lan consumes thel ddoy he gets under the floorboards with its
clothing and sticks his head out. Then, he dies:

lan eats the baby.

He puts the remains back in the baby’s blanket puts the bundle back

in the hole.

A beat, then he climbs in after it and lies dphead poling out of the

floor.

He dies with relief.

It starts to rain on him, coming through the foo

Eventually.

IAN. Shit.

lan does not die. It is just a word. At first glenevhat is stated and what happens seems to
dislocate the word from the body. However, uporseieexamination this denotation is for the
reader. Not for the performance. The performer tstdads this direction not as a command but
as a state of being to pretend. This second ldwelppesentation, or simulation in the Platonic
sense of the term, divides the art from the actiliad. not really to eat the baby or die...just as

the audience knows I’'m not.” The difference herthat the actor does not perform “real” death.

He knows she is to “wake up” in just a bit. Thetaur does not drop on him. He is not carried
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off stage, a victim of the rape, of the lack ofdpof a lack of a cure for cancer, of a broken
heart.
[Repeat]

The issue lies in Bell’s last statement about Sefemnalysis of props. Actual productions
are “messy”; the image, the object on stage isealty being considered, from Bell's point of
view. The image falls back onto the symbolic ine8@&f argument, according to Bell. The word
is safe; it is not dangerous; its spatial metaphamsot touch the inexpressible that is expressed
through the body in pain. However, because Bellses$ to consider present-ness/presence as an
actual possibility, one wonders how he is seesrthterial in the first place. Wixson considers
the body, in its present-ness, as, in part, thenmemeschew representation. Bell implies there is
no such thing. There appears to be an inherenbltkween temporality arttie word made flesh
that concerns Bell, and he should be afraid. Tleeaematerialism that is unseen, a dark matter,
if you will, which traditionally speaking, has nleéen the application of this model. Such an
application will yield a new way of considering hogpresentation works. Cannibalism on stage
offers this opportunity. The stage is rendered ienlggs through the excess of the “violence”
that is simulated on stage. Cannibalism, fallirgy ia the order of violent acts: lan penetrates
(rapes) Cate. The Soldier penetrates (rapes) laa Sbldier penetrates himself (blows his brains
out). lan consumes a recently-deceased baby, ansctlifferently than these other events. The
Author’s Note’s penetration of the play on the pageomes inseparable from it. Violence gives
way to wholeness, between object and subject.

Although evoking a consciousness of a violatior, gtay does not allow for the act of
cannibalism to be considered as purely penetrdikeethese other moments. If one wishes to

consider these transgressions of the body as asteaee the primacy of the body over
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consciousness, then cannibalism must be considsrdte balm that heals all these wounds, and
in so doing, collapses actuality and representdtigather. Wixson’s study @lasted using
Elaine Scarry’s ideas about pain and the body, estgghat lan’s body, in pain, thwarts
representation. However, there is no pain in lactsons. We are relieved he is not going to die,
as Cate nurses him, not back to health, but téferelnt space, a temporal shift that “is a space
where convention and language itself will collapge non-iterability, to be replaced by Kane’s
poetics of corporeality and populated by bodiepah” (Saunders 3).

(not) Sarah Kane/the Archimperor

However, because the Author and the Writer areghesame, because the Author serves
a narrative function, because typical, grammatcaioding is re/uncoded, | cannot presume that
the actions are as important as the words on the, phe words that are then interpreted,
transcribed by the actors, and reinterpreted byatligence, following a somewhat Derridean
premise, that the written word has gotten too mattdntion in the Western tradition and that the
spoken word is just as powerful. Instead, throungh in/recoding, the taboo of taboos at the
very end of the play, when lan consumes a dead, lmabst seem/appear to be, not equally
powerful, and they are, nor indistinguishable, ahimplies an “authentic” distinction at some
point in the past. Cannibalism is not a markettteruncivilized nor for the post-civilized
(Jonathan Swift comes to mind). The two are theesdrhere is no difference between the
(im/)material. Cannibalism on stage is a presematif a representation of presentation that
thwarts typical notions of not just bifurcation daits destruction in the twentieth century, but
implodes these notions upon one another. Cannibalisiulated on stage is immaterial. “I

cannot see to see,” as Emily Dickinson puts it, #@wedmore | see, the more it appears off stage.
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One need look no further than the work’s consunmptibthe Foucauldian author
function. The work places it on a Mobiis strip. Eault had every reason to be authorized/to be
fearful of being authorized; it is an inevitabl®peeding. It happens after you've “made it.”
Look at the name of this anthologyARAH KANEBoom. This designation gets consumed with
the “Author’s note” proceeding the title/precedihg play. Further, placing the “Editor’s note”
after the “Author’s note” reifies the author furastj first, and second, consumes it by the re-
iteration of this hierarchy. They are integratealloly-re-iterated author function statements
which cancel each other out. Yet, the performagog back to earlier, must also be considered
an integral piece of the work, at least, insofath@sperformers and the director are concerned.
The audience can have no way of knowing that gnifsés an interruption, as opposed to an
ambivalent action or state of mind; in point oftfabe audience won’t know the difference
because it won't see either. Or will it? The “Autlsanote” serves to do what it says it does. It
interrupts the play, for as the first half of tilsapter will show, the bifurcations between
actor/audience, written text and spoken, acteduage, a fictional author and the “real” one;
interruption and conflation are revealed to bes&me thing through the presentation of
cannibalism on stage.

At first glance, it appears as though Kane’s, theg the author’s note, appears to echo a
tension between the sign of the text and the segtsfof the performance, whatever they might
be. The author’s note seems to emphasize a gagbetive written word and the to-be/already-
spoken words of the actors, apparently valuingatlmal, the immaterial, the liveness of the
experience of the play. Why else would “the autha®tide to use grammar in a way other than
what is typically understood when one encountegs'thor the “[ ]’ or the “()” signifiers?

Typically, the “/” indicates ambivalence, unity,esvdialectical understanding. Here, the
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opposite concept is evoked. An “interruption” isatthe author is after. One imagines a
penetrative act. The backwards slash is literajizquerforms on the page for the actor in an
un/familiar way. There is now interruption and amnjng, conflated. This kind of tension can
and cannot last. The actor is forced into an awes®ethat transcends and/or reifies the material.
When you ask, “Why not use notations previouslyduse playwrights, such as an elliptical
mark, “. . .” or a dash, “—” or no notation at aithich can be found i4.48 Psychosigp
indicate indications? Derrida suggests such amstbetween the spoken and the written is a
necessary illusion in order to maintain a sensentdlogical and material certainty over one’s
existence. In reality, there is no such assurdhisdecidability” or an “irreducible difference”
is what gets yielded in the end. What can nevenkdoe to the contextuality of meaning.
Greig’s authorization of Kane’s work must be acdedrfor when considering his because of
“his” preface or prologue or paratextual move ikdahe “Editor’'s Note.” His work is situated
between Kane’s and the script of the play. The AughNote and the script reconstitute the
Editor’s note as bits and pieces of themselvesrelisea w/hole-y (not holy), transubstantiated
text for the consumer.

Further, one can see cannibalization at work inrtieelucible sameness/difference that
occurs at the very end of the play. The Soldiem@gan roughly half-way through the play can
serve to parallel the penetrative quality of magkiof the Symbolic. But lan’s eating of the dead
baby at the very end functions quite differentlsirttany of the other excessive or violent acts
that appear. According to Stefani Brusberg-Kiermelas “grotesque excess . . . can be seen as
an extreme attempt to hold on to life, as a gratedzpdy swallowing the product of the womb.
Kane seems to argue that the process of renewak mgyer end in spite of death . . .

swallowing the world and being swallowed by the ldhemselves” (83). This assessment,
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though, falls short of accounting for, or not, heuch a shift in symbolic coding will transfer
onto the actors’ performances. In an abstract sédskvery” includes just about “anything that
works,” apart from/a part of the written text. Thi@ning together, the typical coding of the
symbol “/” is inverted to mean stopping before aoming. Very well. But how does the aural get
produced? In a very pragmatic and material serse,dan one appear to do this while the
audience has no concept of this symbolic changenidnds on the page, through the acting,
materialize in lan’s cannibalistic action.

Peter Buse in hiBrama + Theory: Critical Approaches to Modern Bsiti Drama(2001)

indicates that there is a kind of ambivalence is #tt, which suggests a death-wish: lan both

wants and does not want to die. Using Shoshanaarétntheories about traun%,he indicates
that lan “leaves the [witnesses, or,] audiencedrigehorally and ethically ambivalent” (178). He
goes on to state that:

[t]he actuality of the range of distressing acts lan carries m@ate’s

absence . . is called into doubt by the staging—the ftggbome up and

then go down for each ‘vignette’—but most of allthe final miniature

scene: ‘He dies with relief.” The death must lveish fulfillment realized

in lan’s imagination because he clearly does rext oh the world of the

play; it ends with his survival with Cate. (empéssnine, 179-80)
Of course, Buse moves the site of witnessing frieenaudience to the critic. He concludes that
the reviewer is now “expected to be immediatelygatnt . . . passing judgment on behalf of
others (aeadershipwhose expectations put even more limitations ardgures on the witness)

... lItis...no coincidence . . . that ‘trauthaory’ has arisen in the wake of the global tym

91
Specifically, from her 1992 work Testimony: Crises of Witnessing in Literature,
Psychoanalysis, and History (1992).
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of the mass media, as a tentative attemptdethem down” (187). Buse contends that to
witness the plaplastedis to preclude abilities to digest and processdwwhmeans,” and
further, these abilities are even more elusivemedsurizing for the professional critic,
encountering the play. Cannibalism heals traumajreggas an impediment to materiality
through a representation that defies its presemtati
The Emperor’s talking is talking too Long: Speedt
At the prospect of tapping into pure representatioe Emperor becomes desperate:

EMPEROR. éfter drinking What'’s that? Now you talk to the birds in my
language.

ARCHITECT. That doesn’t matter. What’s import@étvhat | think: there’s
a transmission of thought between us.

EMPEROR. thoroughly frightenefdTell me seriously, do you read my thoughts
too? Can you see into my mind?

ARCHITECT. | want to write. Teach me to be a eritYou must’'ve been a
great author.

EMPEROR. flattered I've written some famous sonnets! And what plays,

with their monologues and their asides. No wiites succeeded in

equaling me! Beethoven, d’Annunzio, James Jo@barles V,

Shakespeare himself, and his nephew Bernstein.

(240)

A few points: First, ESP is horrifying for him. “Yiocan read my mind?” Pure(er), or at least,
less mediated representation rears its head. Sgtencheans by which the Architect gets the
Emperor to calm down is to refer to writing, to taeperor’'s Authorship. He needs that
delusion, that mask; he hides in one kind of regamtion to escape another. Third, he moves to
music, perhaps as an attempt to escape representadi unlike how Barthes refers to

Beethoven’s work. However, we hear no music. Hg amntions Beethoven with himself, as

Author. Fourth, it is the asides, the paratexthat marks a good writer. Fifth, by marking
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himself as a good writer, he precludes the parmaééxtannibalistic, transubstantiation that
Catherine affords Sebastian. Fifth, the only walgedike him is to be him, for copying just will

not cut it. You may just have to cut him and eat ko do it, Architect.
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Conclusion
The Paraleptical/the Paratext:
Titus Andronicus Artaud, and a Theatre of Cannibalism

Prologue

For whatever Shakespeare wrote was meant frontahets besupplementedy aninvisible
“paratext consisting of words spoken by Shakespeare t@athers and by the actors to each
other concerning emphasis, stage business, toaegp@ossible cuts, and so forth.

To the extent that thigaratextwas ever written down, it was recorded in the mﬂmok?z. ..
[Oxford editors upon which this Norton text is bdlsehoose the text immersedhistory—that

is, in thetheatrical embodimentor which it wasntendedby its author-everthe text unstained
by the messy, collaborative demands of the playhdiise closest we can get to Shakespeare’s
“final” version of a playperformedby his company during his professional life—trgtduring
the time in which he could still oversee and pgéte in any cuts and revisions . . .

“Writing” for the theatre, at least for Shakespeare, ismoply a matter of setting words to
paper and letting the pages drift away; it is daquocess as well as an individual act. . . . Is
there a tension between the Oxford editors’ prefeedor the performed, fully socialized text
and their continued commitment to recovering tix¢ & Shakespeare himself intended it? Yes.
Thetensionis most visible in their determination to stripawtextual changes arising from
circumstances, such as government censorshipwdueh Shakespeare had no control.

(“We have, wherever possible,” they write, put “gamities back in Shakespeare’s mouth.”)
It can be glimpsed as well in the editors’ belamost a leap of faiththat there was little
revision of Shakespeare’s plays in his companyg/aés between the time of his death and the
publication of the FolioBut the tension is mainly a creative one.
Stephen Greenblatt (emphases mine, 76-77).
In Stephen Greenblatt’s “The Dream of the MastxtT which is one of his three

introductions to thé&lorton Shakespeare: Based on the Oxford Edi{g}98), the idea of the

“invisible paratext” and its connection to Shakespeas a Reconstituted AutﬁOEXhlbltS much

92 The promptbook is the text that emerges from earlier drafts (fair and foul copies), which
makes its way to the Master of the Revels for approval. This text “belongs” to the theatre
company, in this instance, to the Lord Chamberlain’s Men or the King’s Men.

93 Greenblatt argues that the notion of Shakespeare, as a singular author, must be reconceived
vis-a-vis the cultural practices that have gone into the production of “Shakespeare.”
Shakespeare must be many writers, performers, readers, practices of production and
consumption, et al. Such a concept further drives the cannibal’s appetite. Greenblatt only
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of what this project maintains: The search forAluhor(ized Text) is a desire to lose the self in
the Author who has been collided with a text thaatar existed in the first place and which must
be consumed, eaten in order to effect transubatanti Greenblatt wants to eat some
Shakespeare via his consumption of other Shakespeds (Quartos, Folios, the history of the
making of the Quartos and Folios, the history ef @xford editing that went into the making of
the official, Oxford text), taking bits of one texhopping the lines up or out, to get to a re-
mastered text that does proper homage to the Malséetreal” Master who swears. The
historical Shakespeare is one in a steady statersfumption and reconstitution, but not with
Greenblatt (thank God).

Greenblatt’s paratextualized (asides) Shakespdakesahim, he hopes, to make a name
for himself. To reconstitute Shakespeare, to calizib Shakespeare includes the processes of
production and consumption of the text Shakespeargosed, as Shakespemtended
according to Greenblatt. Note that these sociatgsses he articulates most poignantly refer to
writing, publishing, and owning, not reading, arethmps to a slightly larger extent, the
performing, which he treats historically.

In other words, for Greenblatt the authorial figofe&Shakespeare is a (dis)embodied one,
who speaks with many voices, all of which are msten with each other. These other voices,
which include past ones, not unlike the Emperoastpvhich manifests in a myriad of
(dis)embodied performances, collide and consumeaanther. The past processes that went into
the construction of a text collides with other vens of a text collides with an idea or ideas
about Shakespeare, and not unlike Mrs. Venabdgpears Greenblatt’s act of re-authorizing

Shakespeare is to put his own name in with Shakesise (In academia, that's how you make a

reiterates the Author by reconstituting the notion to include more of his own newly
reconstituted self, with Shakespeare, and the rest.
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name for yourself, off of someone else’s.) The tiveaension that he refers to is a tension
between the paraleptical and the paratextual. &dretlly, Greenblatt includes himself with all
the other renditions of Shakespeare’s plays. Rareddly, Greenblatt passes over the idea that
there is “a” Shakespeare in order to reemphaseteltiere is one, but only through him,
“Destroy the notion of the ‘Master Text,” and | i\show you the correct way to understand the
‘real’ Shakespeare.” The editors find themselves paradox of their own making, and the
tension this paradox offers insight as to how Tdakieves transubstantiation for Tamora: A re-
union with her sacrificed and dismembered son, Alar
Titus Andronicus Minces Meat and Words
TAMORA. . . . Thrice noble Titus, spare my firstbaon.
TITUS. Patient yourself, madam, and pardon me.
These are the brethren, whom your Goths beheld
Alive and dead, and for their brethren slain
Religiously they ask a sacrifice.
To this your son is marked, and die he must

T’appease their groaning shadows that are gone.
from Shakespeare'situs Andronicus 1.1.120-26.

SATURNINUS. What hast thou done, unnatural and muiKi
TITUS. Killed her [Lavinia] for whom my tears haweade me blind.
SATURNINUS. What, was she ravished? Tell who die dieed.

TITUS. Will't please you eat? Will't please Your ¢tiness
feed?

TAMORA. Why hast thou slain thine only daughterdfu
TITUS. Not I; ‘twas Chiron and Demetrius.

They ravished her and cut away her tongue,
And they, ‘twas they that did her all this wrong
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SATURNINUS. Go fetch them hither to us presently.
TITUS. Why, there they are, both bakéd in this pie,
Whereof their mother daintily hath fed,
Eating the flesh that she herself hath bred.
‘Tis true, ‘tis true; witness my knife’s sharpipt.
(5.3.48-49, 53-63)
| cannot help but laugh during the exchange amatgg,TTamora, and Saturninus while

Titus serves his guests some people-pie at theftheé play. Perhaps in this proto-play of

24 95

Shakespeare’s, cannibalism’s power might reveal itself more clgaas the “rigid rhetoric

96 . . .
and Marcus’s over-the-top monologuesand the two-dimensionality of the characters prelu

the master’s genius from shining through the p9a796[e will not be disturbed by the “serious”
tragic conventions found in Othello’s Song, for exde, with the more elevated, high-poetry
kinds of verse. The play is just too straight-for&vand inelegant to be from Shakespeare. Rather

than Othello’s beautiful use of anaphora:

94 Riverside Shakespeare claims Titus Andronicus is “the earliest of Shakespeare’s tragedies”
(1065). Other scholars, such as Sylvan Barnet, claim it is one of his first, with The Comedy of
Errors being his first. Scholars note Titus’s speeches serve as the first draft of later speeches
heard from Brutus or Marc Antony, for example.

95
Riverside Shakespeare, 1068.

% For example, after seeing Lavinia for the first time after Tamora’s sons Demetrius and Chiron
rape and dismember her, Marcus’s infamous monologue in response is seen as extremely
verbose and long-winded and unnecessary. Typically, this speech is altered, condensed, or cut
entirely from productions. See Stephen Greenblatt’s “The Dream of the Master Text” for
further elaboration on this topic.

37 Francis Meres’s Palladis Tamia: Wit’s Treasury (1598), which is the source for knowing of the
lost plays Cardenio and Love’s Labour’s Won, indicates, along with 1590’s theatre owner Philip
Henslowe’s assessment of the plays he produced, that the (1592-1594) play was popular. Meres
writes, “. . . for tragedy, [witness] his Richard the Second, Richard the Third, Henry the Fourth,
King John, Titus Andronicus, and his Romeo and Juliet”(Bryson 129). Despite its vast popularity
during Shakespeare’s lifetime, Titus has a long history of derision and judgment. T.S. Eliot
famously called the play “uninspired” and “filth.” George Bernard Shaw indicated that the play
is so bad that Shakespeare could not possibly have written it. George Peele may have helped
with the construction of the text, which must explain why the play is so terrible.
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Of moving accidents by flood and field,

Of hairbreadth scapes i'th’imminent deadly breach,

Of being taken by the insolent foe

And sold to slavery . . .

(1.3.137-40)

Not to mention the enjambment, alliteration, angbagnce in these lines alone, note Titus’s use
of anaphora, which has a much blunter performafisedity:

I am not mad; | know thee well enough.

Witness this wretched stump, witness these crimso

lines,

Witness these trenches made by grief and care,

Witness the tiring day and heavy night,

Witness all sorrow, that | know thee well

For our proud empress, mighty Tamora.

Is not thy coming for my other hand?
“Of being” done things to, Othello is put upon kyers. He is not the acting agent in that
instance of being taken into slavery, for examphlatextually, Othello adds and subtracts and
hones his narrative to persuade the Venetian atgigrchs. To “Witness” sorrow and a tiring
day, Titus distances Tamora from the events at:Hahe is about to eat her children.
Paraleptically, Titus’s “other hand” passes oversmell just under her nose. Othello does not
command. He reflects. Titus commands, and he dwas a soldier does, with a staccato
delivery. Othello, a general too, adopts a morelsctly, poetic, sonnet-like persona via his
speech. Titus’s rhyming is more repetitive thantjpod he language does not employ rhetorical
devices to the extent Othello’s speech does. Thoiggt contends that the text and the body are
the same. If this is the case, then the violendeo@tand Demetrius visit upon Lavinia, that
Titus visits upon Chiron and Demetrius, that Twists upon Tamora and Saturninus, is as

much a violence of language, then, as it is tdotbity. Note Titus’s paraleptical retort after

killing his daughter Lavinia.
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It produces an absurd, laughable reaction; andsBirhyme scheme makes my
chuckling all the more gregarious. Maybe it is liearre manner in which Titus acts, wearing a

cook’s outfit, all the better “[tjo entertain Yottighness [Saturninus] and your empress

[Tamora]” with (Titus, 5.3.32). More than anythingis the paraleptical respor?gdqe gives to
Saturninus that focuses my laughter. “What happémédvinia to elicit such an act, slitting
your own daughter’s throat?” “Anyone want some mue®” The pie becomes the emphasis,
and for the characters, it seems Titus has gorie qad, not because he killed his daughter, but
rather, because he does not directly answer Satig'siquestion. “How dare you kill your own
daughter and not explain yourself afterwards; vafaux pas’

In Act One, Titus’s men'’s religiously asking fovenge transforms into a ritualized
religious ceremony at the opening of Shakespediigis AndronicusThe Goths have killed
sons of Rome. Balance, payment must be made i Btappease their [the slain’s] groaning
shadows that are gone.” The shadows groan whiteglggne? These disembodied and a-figured
(there is no figure, but merely a shadow) guttesagdressions appear to haunt Titus, so much so
that Titus speaks of them as if they apply to ewreythere, despite the silence he boasts of his
family’s tomb, his “[s]weet cell of virtue and ndiby” (1.1.93): “here are no storms,/No noise,
but silence and eternal sleep” (1.1.154-55). Thenal sleep, the so-called silence Titus refers to
is for him honor; one no longer has to bother wtiths it is silently secured in death.

Only true servants of Rome reside within the toAdler Titus commits infanticide,

killing his son Mutius who refused to allow Empe&aturninus to marry his (Mutius’s) sister

Curiously, in Julie Taymor’s Titus (1999), Titus does not speak the line “Will’t please you
eat?” immediately after Satruninus’s question. The paralepsis does not occur. The film’s focus
shifts away from the pies and onto an overtly didactic epilogue Taymor included, which
parallels her prologue, both of which are additions to the First Folio script.
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Lavinia, he bars his other sons from burying Mutiuthe tomb because he has “dishonored all
our family . . ./Traitors, away! He rests not imsttbomb . . . Bury him where you can, he comes
not here” (1.1.343, 350, 355). The noise that mdisitupt the repose of the tomb is betrayal.
The noise of betrayal gets conflated with the nofseevenge. The two are interchangeable,
unidentifiable (the noise has no “real” sourcegytleat each other, as Titus and Tamora nibble
away at each other’s families, piece by piece.
Metonymic gestures do not prevail here. Titus’sesett hand is not synecdoche, and its
chopping is all the more absurd for it:
AARON. Titus Andronicus, [Saturninus] my lord tEenperor

Sends thee this word: that if thou love thy sons,

Let Marcus, Lucius, or thyself, old Titus,

Or any of you, chop off your hand

And send it to the King. He for the same

Will send thee hither both thy sons alive,

And that shall be the ransom for their fault.

TITUS. ... With all my heart I'll send the Empe my hand.
Good Aaron, wilt thou help chop it off?

LUCIUS. Stay, father, for that noble hand of &in

MARCUS. .......
My hand hath been but idle; let it serve
To ransom my two nephews from their death.

My hand shall go.
LUCIUS. By heaven, it shall not go!
TITUS. Agree between you. | will spare my hand.

LUCIUS. Then I'll go fetch an ax.
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MARCUS. But | will use the ax.
Exeunt Lucius and Marcus

TITUS. Come hither, Aaron. I'll deceive them both
Lend me thy hand, and | will give thee mine.

AARON. (asidg If that be called deceit, | will be honest.
(3.1.150-185)

The stichomythic exchange draws attention to Aartest remark, a punchline, an aside. This
kind of paratextual remark reflects back onto T#ymaraleptic reply. When Titus refers to
Lavinia through the legend of Philomel, this is st a metaphorical allusion; it is a not just a
metonymic one.

Titus adopts a rather paraleptical way of behaviragn the chopping off of his own
hand to his feigned madness that begins at th@®Adt 4, Titus shifts the focus of the matter
away from the issue at hand, pun intended. As theénmss focuses the characters’ attention
away from the meat pies in Act 5, so does the say@f his hand direct Marcus’s and Lucius’s
attention towards the search for an ax.

The tension between passing over (paralepsis)exedphasizing to re-constitute
(paratextuality) resolves in the cannibalizatiorCtiron and Demetrius. Paraleptically, he saves
his sons by chopping off his hand, and paratextuhaé re-emphasizes his daughter’s innocence.
Titus does not mimetically enforce a punishmenhd&iLavinia’s rape and disfigurement, nor is
cannibalizing one’s own children necessarily an l#eg version of her traumatic experience.

Titus paraleptically emphasizes the fate of theattars in Acts 4 and 5; he
paratextualizes Demetrius, Chiron, Saturninus apeé@ally, Tamorarlitus Andronicuss a
paratextual play and paraleptical play, in a p&sistension throughout draws attention to that

which is being consumed: The play itself. The aalteonventions to which everyone appeals,
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i.e., honor can only be maintained with the spilof someone else’s blood, which obfuscates
the activity that occurs meta-textually. The playsatself.

Cultural conventions dictate blood be spilt, aéikr Lucius states, “Give us the proudest

prisoner of the Goths,/That we may hew his liminsl an a pileAd manes fratrur%9 sacrifice
his flesh/Before this earthy prison of their borfiHsat so the shadows be not unappeased”
(1.1.96-100). Alarbus’s blood sacrifice must ocicuorder to redeem the Romans’ fallen
brethren: “T’'appease their groaning shadows.” Tleedh then, shuts them up, in other words.
Lucius confirms their appeasement:

See, lord and father, how we have performed

Our Roman rites. Alarbus’s limbs are lopped,

And entrails feed the sacrificing fire,

Whose smoke, like incense, doth perfume the sky.

Remaineth naught but to inter our brethren

And with loud ‘larums welcome them to Rome. (14R-47)
This affirmation is a late addition to the scripat comes from the First Folio (1623), which
comes from Quarto Three, which transcribes Quanto, which many Shakespearean scholars
claim as a “bad” quarto. The now-official text carfeom the discovery of Quarto One in the
early twentieth century, which appears to be cléséine prompt text that the Master of the
Revels approves prior to the play’s first perforiweanThis declaration, then, apparently needed
to be included as the play evolved because Alastdismemberment did not come across with
the sounds of Tamora’s unearthly, nearly disassegtiar disembodied screams. Itis as if it is
her ancestors, or some primal force, some uncadliguttural expression takes control of her
body, yet, that possession of sorts must be illateith by linguistic articulation. It is as if the

words somehow will represent more powerfully thiag inexpressible, understood through her

screams.

99
To the Departed Spirits of our brothers.
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However, these spirits, someone’s spirits, thessases do not shut up. So, maybe, the
words will do the trick. The screams may hush,thay are not silenced. These screams which
emanate from the violence Andronicus inflicts ug@mora’s first sons hush, but they are not
silenced and are, instead, eventually transubsatadtvia the cannibalization of her own
children. Her guttural moans turn back inwards upenchewed, material bodies of her two
sons. J.D. Palmer indicates that it is the excesis@®lence which prove Shakespeare’s attempts
to stretch the limits of the “material” at hand (32attempts that may or may not fail. The
unheard, but referenced, groans proliferate expairnthroughout the play, as Tamora
continuously hears Alarbus’s hacked limbs speakuhe of revenge of her own echoed, ghosted
scream in her ear. Thus, she demands that heramg& €hiron and Demetrius, not to forget her
cries and their brother’s:

Remember, boys, | poured forth tears in vain
To save your brother from the sacrifice,
But fierce Andronicus would not relent.

Therefore away with her, and use her as you will—
The worse to her, the better loved me. (2.3.163}1

Rather than a metonymic or ghost-like limb appepbiefore her eyel(s)owith a wagging finger
of disapproval, “Shame on you mother for lettingrthput my guts on a fire—they do smell
good, though—Make them hear me through you!” Alarransubstantiates via Tamora'’s
chewing.

SinceTitus like all of Shakespeare’s revenge tragedies, sfeom the Senecan revenge
formula, let us evoke Seneca’s own words on théemaAn act is not revenged unless it is
surpassed.” Transubstantiation does not occur sedhe taboo of cannibalism exceeds all

others per se cannibalism becomes the means by which Tamooaseher son. Revenge stops

100 . . . . . .
In Taymor’s film adaptation, she literalizes what she sees as metonymic: Six-foot large,
hacked-off limbs proliferate the film, as sculpture, perhaps.

166



at this moment, granted everyone is dead, buteratian the more familiar Senecan ending in
other Shakespearean tragedies, the play does riehda story of resolution that continues on
after the play is over. For example Hamlet Fortinbras takes over the dysfunctional house in
Denmark, which Horatio announces at the end optag. There is always a herald or chorus
member who speaks on behalf of the audience, loaitietaudience, which assures from this
kind of formulaic move, catharsis might occur a #nd.Titus does not offer such relief.
The last lines of the play, Lucius’s monologue hadt offer catharsis:

Some loving friends convey the Emperor hence,

And give him burial in his father’s grave.

My father and Lavinia shall forthwith

Be closéd in our housefhold’s monument.

As for that ravenous tiger, Tamora,

No funeral rite, nor man in mourning weed,

No mournful bell shall ring her burial,

But throw her forth to beasts and birds to prey.

Her life was beastly and devoid of pity,

And being dead, let birds on her take pity. (3-200)
Unlike the promise of peace Fortinbras bringshatexpense of Denmark’s sovereignty, the
peace Lucius appears to find is in the supposebdyrexcessive degradation of Tamora’s body,
an act not unlike Achilles’s attempt to punish Heah The lliadby dragging Hector’'s dead
body around Troy’s walls. Lucius decrees suchnanlt is a more excessive act than eating
one’s own children. It is as if once the body is@gher presence goes with it. It is as if the
absence of the body’s matter matters at this pGiahnibalization precludes Tamora’s absence,
as her kin are now reconstituted, not just with deanbut with the city as well. The paratextual
nature of her eating Chiron and Demetrius echaegénatextuality of Greenblatt’s fascination

with Shakespeare mirrors a new kind of theatriaaglage for theatre. It is the language of the

cannibal. It is the language of paralepsis ang#tratextual.
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The Cannibal, Artaud, and Para-leptical/textual Eaing

For the theatre, cannibalism reveals itself iralisent presence; the theatre reveals itself
to be that where there was “nothing” there to begth. Titus’s words re-constitute the flesh of
Tamora’s sons in her mouth, not in her mouth, intheat, now in her belly. Gone. But (t)here.
“You're eating your sons.” The saying is the (ujdieeng; the saying that does, does via these
two rhetorical devices, paralespsis and paratexyuathich cannibalize each other in the
overlapping that occurs.

Sebastian iruddenly, Last Summédike Tamora’s sons, transubstantiates; he does so
through Catherine’s talking, a paratextual, reatutstg kind of talking which continuously
cannibalizes vis-a-vis Dr. Sugar’s, Mrs. Venablaisgd even Catherine’s interruptions.
Interruptions which are not always heard.

In Sarah Kane’'8lasted for example, the “Author’s Note” directs that tz@n
grammatical symbols signify certain activities, rdeptones, etc. The “/” indicates overlapping,
interrupting dialogue between characters, likedad Cate. The “/” never appears in the 2001,
authorized and official copy of the play. In hisdior's Note,” David Greig, Kane’s friend and
fellow playwright, presents the play as that asteln this indisputable version of the play, the
absent “/” becomes more present in its absdBlested’suse (or not) of grammatical symbols
results in an activity that eats itself, and lacomsumption of the dead baby at the end of the
play serves as a sign of this activity’s natures ktannibalistic. By exciting signification to its
maximum capacities, instead of writing a new kifidisual codeBlastedun-writes ones
pertaining to linguistic signs. The “Author’s Nottfat precedes the script of the play recodes
and ultimately reconstitutes the play. The codenemty known as a mark in textual space, the

unspeakable, becomes a code of space, i.e., tftegrpance on the stage.
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The performance of David Greig’s “Editor’'s Note’i the page enacts a paratextual
cannibalism, in that, as an aside, placed in battlee “Author’'s Note” and the script of the
play, it is the thing that signals itself as “nioat important.” However, rather than
deemphasizing itself, it reconstitutes itself itite playBlasted

In Greig’sSan Diegoit is as if it is almost aware of this point: Thlay includes at least
five little-David-Greig’s, characters which attentptde-authorize the status of the play as
authorial, i.e., the status of Greig as Author)édephasized, in the play, andBrasted The
play succeeds. The characters cannibalize each etieh version of David Greig pushes itself
in/onto the other.

The Emperor’s other, his Architect, or so the Empé&bels him, is a version of the
Emperor, or so he hopes. The Architect seems tmhmard with this plan, at least from time to
time, as he begs to trade places with the Emp&ract as he is commanded. The Emperor
hopes to enact his interpretation of the Architeatterpretation of what the Emperor commands
the Architect to do before the Architect is abler Example, after commanding him to “be a
donkey,” the Emperor interrupts the Architect, oaed over again, to the extent that, in the end,
he begins to perform his interpretation of whathieks the Architect’s interpretation of what a
performance might look like of being a donkey. Hmaperor, through this performance of
interrupting, speaking the act, “EEEHAAAwwwww,” egta the act...it does not precede it. The
saying is the re-constituting, hoping to at lettss, Architect with the Emperor.
Transubstantiation occurs only when the Architectrgbalizes the Emperor...or, does he?

The absent consumption of the Emperor paraleptiparatextualizes, that is, it eats, and
its eating makes this project’s point (There idifterence between the actual and

representation) Both ideas eat each other. WheRrtipgeror appears from under the table that
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the Architect just sopped up his (the Emperor's)ams from, with a meaty morsel or two, the
notion of cause and effect, and, effect, then, edwhat Frederick Jameson headlines as the
“Postmodern”) no longer matters. The matter ofEhgperor, hop-hop-hopping out from under
room-service’s table, after the Architect ate hinsupposed reconstitution of the two characters,
the Emperor pops out from under a tablecloth.

Cannibalism, on the st/page, enacts a TheatraohiBalism, which pleases our newly
dismembered and consumed Artaigta-visThe Theatre and Its Doublés-a-visthis project.
The constant need to reinvoke the nothing, andtia the cannibalism that is “never there”
enacts the conflation of both absent body and alaserboth present symbol and performative
presence. The threat of death, alleviated, the iimaayg joinder of anthropophagy lends the

delusion | never had in the first plac&dt Me”
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