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Interaction and Framing in the
Performance Insideout by Sasha Waltz

Mads Thygesen, AARHUS UNIVERSITY

[nsideout is the title of a choreographic installation by Ger-
man choreographer Sasha Waltz produced for Graz 200

= Cultural Capital of Europe. Waltz developed this interdis-
ciplinary piece together with twenty actors and ten musi-
cians from Asia, Europe and North and South America. The
performance was an exhibition on the topic of “hiestyles” in
which the actors presented their own stories and interacted
with the audience. It represented an amalgamation of the
various biographies of the dancers and showed the influence
of important theoretical works on the topic (Jean Bandril-
tard, Pierre Bourdieu, Ulrich Beck and Richard Sennett). The
result was a multi-medial performance that combined ele-
ments from different art forms (e.g. dance, theatre, video,

text, photography and music) in an attempt to transform the

documentary material into a both complex and int

ieuing

aesthetic experience.
Iwill examine how Waltz’s performance on the one hand

iterates some relatively stable contextual frames of “same-
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ness” (its mise en scéne), while on the other hand playing
more radically with different and aTternating discursive fram-

"

ings or contexts, e.g. “this is theatre” or “this is a social or

political situation”, in o

rder to create a space of interaction

tors. This challenges a more tradi-

hetween actors and spe

tional notion of the theatrical frame (Goffman 1986: 124£f):
given that the dividing line between performer and audience
is blurred, the audience becomes involved in the production.
Consequently, the performance, as Erika Fischer-Lichte’s in-
fluential work of 2004 Asthetik des Performativen informs
us, emerges “as a result of the interaction between actors
and audience”.* This notion of performance as an event (Er-

ergnis) occurring between actors and spectators holds many

promising perspectives that can help shed new light on the
aesthetics of performance art. The full scope of Waltz’s per-
formance, however, is not grasped if we follow that aspect
of Fiscl t

her-Lichte’s theory thh reduces a performance to

the question of co-presence, role-reversal or interaction. For

E’Zt‘fl‘&, a pﬁ‘fff@f mance must be ¢

n as a self-governing state of
affairs due to the autopoietic feedback loop between actors

and auvdience, This id
Humberto Maturs

1 is based on the works of biologists

a and Fr

ancisco Varela. Inspired by Mat-
urana and Varela’s concept of autopoiesis (from Greek auto
for self and poiesis for creation or production), Fischer-Lichte

describes performances as self-creating systems that are the

P “Die Ax "ihmm :;%t“lmtc“m‘ ;@I«a Resultat der hltemi@i(m zwischen
/ " (Fischer-Lichte 2004: 47). Works in

gl b are used in the original meg&;‘mgm but
, g,i o from. published translations as referred to in
the bibliography. In the above example, however, 1 have chosen to
include my own translation of Fischer-Lichte’s Asthetik des Perfor
mativen (2004}, because this very important definition of pecfor-
( is omitted in the recent English translation of
rmative Power of Performance {2008}, Cf.
e Jersiev 2005, Roselt 2008.

cit‘,ammm ar

product of their own operations. In Fischer-Lichte’s terms,
then, autopoiesis would mean that the interactive aesthetics
of Waltz's Insideout enables a fundamentally open, unpre-
dictable process to emerge (Fischer-Lichte 2008: 39).> This
is only partly the case in Waltz’s production, as we shall see
i my analysis.

To begin with, Waltz’s Insideout makes it necessary for me
to explore the starting point of Fischer-Lichte’s theory, namely
the distinction between “performativity” (Der Begriff des Per-
formativen) and “performance” (Der Begriff der Auffiibrung).
When she develops these concepts, Fischer-Lichte draws an
intellectual lineage from J.L. Austin’s lectures about How
to Do Things With Words (1962), to Judith Butler’s essay
“Performative Acts and Gender Constitution” (1988).% In

the course of my analysis, however, I will show why Fischer-
Lichte’s notion of performativity must be seen as a major
departure from J.L. Austin’s theories of speech acts. In fact,
Fischer-Lichte’s theory is based on an understanding of per-
formativity that is pretty far from Austin’s infamous remark
about the theatre: “a performative utterance will, for example,
be in a particular way hollow or void if said by an actor on
the stage, or if introduced in a poem, or spoken in soliloquy”
(Austin 1962: 21-22). It is exactly this idea of performance
art as a “parasitic” or “pale” imitation of realiry that Fischer-
Lichte rightfully refuses. In many respects my analysis shares

2z According to Fischer-Lichre, the performative turn of the 1060s
started when artists produced events that were not focused on the
interpretation or representation of pre-existing works of art (e.g.
the words written in the text by a playwright) but solely oriented
towards interaction and participation. “The performance is regarded
as art not because it enjoys the status of an arework but because it
takes place as an event™ (Fischer-Lichte z008: 15).

3 For a more thorough discussion of this lineage, see [, Hillis Miller’s
contribution ta the present publication: © Performativity /Performa-
tivity 7




this critical approach to Austin’s theory, but I do not think
that Fischer-Lichte’s concept of performance as liminality

solves the fundamental problem of the distinction between

“normal” and “parasitic” performatives. In the light of the

fundamental differences berween Austin and Fischer-Lichte,

think that the complex aesthetics of Waltz’s Insideout can
be seen as an attempt to challenge the traditional frames
of theatrical performance. But unlike Fischer-Lichte, who

tends to underplay the role of discursive, contextual frames

of performativity in a performance, and who therefore un-
mmmféx performance art as a liminal state that negates the
PE

how the structure

sition between art and reality, [ aim to show

<;;s"m;>kkgmai 0
of Waltz’s performance can be seen as a
play with some stable, but first and. foremost with a set of

interchangeable contextualising frames of discursive (and not

of ontological) nature. Such frames are e.g. globalisation, indi-

vidualisation and detraditionalisation. This means that Walez

establishes and plays with contextualising frames that make
a certain type of performance possible ~ one that is open for
certain specifications in form and content, but is nevertheless

subject to incessant change through the acmai unfolding of

&
the performance’s interaction between actors and audience.
This play with frames produces a state of oscillation between
immersion and reflexivity — or to put it metaphorically: the

6

audience has the productive experience of being “inside” and

“outside”™ at one and the same tme.

Insideout ~ discursive frames

Insideout was produced with financial support from Graz

2003 —~ Cultural Capital of Europe, making it possible for

Sasha Waltz and her company to expand the production with

a long phaw of res 1. The production began in 20071 with

a period of thorough r

search based on a g4oo-page reader

called “Theory” that was sampled from “the mast important
scientific works on the topic {(Baudrillard, Bourdieu, Schultze,
Beck)” (Stocker, Cusimano, Schurl: 7). These texts were made
available to the dancers in both English and German, and
then the process of collecting the material for the performance
began with a series of interviews with the 13 dancers of the
company conducted by the dramaturge of the production,
Karl Stocker. On the basis of these interviews Stocker com-
piled a large textual material including the personal stories
of the dancers, their social lives, their ethnic backgrounds,
their perception of dance, love, family, work etc. In fact, the
material was so comprehensive that it was later edited and
published by Stocker in collaboration with two members of
the company, Nadia Cusimano and Katia Schurl, in the book
Insideout (ro03).

In the introduction to the book, the premise is stated as
follows:

The central topic of the investigation is the lifestyles of artists who come
from different parts of the world and meet in Berlin in order to work
together. Questions concerning the current importance of econamic,
cultural and symbolic capital as well as the individual adaptation of
1 “Hexible™ and “globalised” lifestyle constitute the focal point of the
project; in short: what we are here concerned with is an analysis of the

construction of “postmodern” identities. By looking at a specific g

roup
who work with their bodies in an aesthetically elaborated context we

interesting answers to social perspectives which soon may be considered

universal (Stocker, Cusimano, Schurl: g).

It is worth noting the distinction made between the singular
and the universal, between the specific stories of the dancers
and more universal social perspectives. The book itself shows
how Sasha Waltz and her company of dancers explore these
social perspectives on an autobiographical level, and thus
attempt to make these perspectives more concrete and com-

ras



petling (for both readers and audience). The textual montage
of Stocker, Cusimano and Schurl shows us how the personal
biographies of the dancers are tied to private questions about
social and individual values, life-styles and status symbols.
The photos of friends, family, cars, houses, jewellery and
dogs can be regarded as a disclosure of the private. On the
other band, they show us that the private stories and pho-
rographs are connected to more complex and far-reaching
social perspectives. In this respect, the montage of text and
photos follows the thoughts of Ulrich Beck when it is stated
that individualisation “means detraditionalisation, but also
the opposite: the ‘invention of tradition’. Idyllic concepts -
grandma’s apple tart, forget-me-nots and communitarian-
ism - are highly en vogue” (Stocker, Cusimano, Schurl: 74).
A sense of nostalgia is certainly invoked when one observes
the many private photos in which the dancers have included
short commentaries such as “my parents on holiday in Thai-
tand. I love them very much. 1995 and “This is me with a
shopping mall Santa Claus when I'm about 5 years old”, or
handwritten notes such as “Dancing in the basement of my
cousin’s house for the adults” and “P'm pregnant. 1 1th month.
I'm very, very happy ™. Here, as in many other sections of the
book, the montage of text and images explores the longing
for that idyllic place called “home”

Given the wide range of nationalities of the company of
dancers and their working life, it seems only logical that the
motif of a “flexible™ and “globalised” identity is central to
the discursive framing of the project. Interviews with the
company’s dancers from Australia, Germany, Israel, Italy,
Japan, Canada, Lithuania, New Zealand, Sweden and Spain

4 These quotations are all found in the chapter about home entitled:
“In Ttaly they would have understoad that it was a joke™ (Stocker,
Custmano, Schurl: 631-93).
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form the textual basis of the performance. All of the dancers
have similar stories, stories that in their own way deal with
the consequences of modernity, e.g. individualisation, detra-
ditionalisation, globalisation and reflexivity. It is, of course,
problematic to gencralise about the family life of the various
dancers because of their differences in age, gender and nation-
ality. The discourse of their stories, however, revolves around
a serics of binary oppositions, ¢.g. family vs. individuality,
tradition vs. artistic freedom, and ethnicity vs. globalisation,
which is also explored in the performance.

In the book, the biographies of the dancers are placed side
by side with fragments of the theories of Pierre Bourdicu, Jean
Baudrillard, Ulrich Beck and others, and in many respects
the themes of the interviews echo the sociological theories
that inspired them. However, this juxtaposition of interviews
and theory pays little attention to the differences berween
the theoretical positions; rather the editors use fragments of
sociological and philosophical observations to frame different
aspects of the life world of the dancers, e.g. consequences of
work in the new capitalism (Sennett), floating signs {Baudril-
lard), the pulse of fashion (Roland Barthes). One of the most
important influences, | think, is Ulrich Beck’s observations on
modernity and globalisation. This becomes apparent when the
editors inform us that: “The new *homelessness’, which was
established by Ulrich Beck as an cssential phenomenon of the
globalisation of the individual, promotes the mutual influence
of local and global issues™ (Stacker, Cusimano, Schurl: 61).
Globalisation, we are told, “means: actions over distances — a
new ‘placelessness’, which emerges through a transformation
of time and space as a consequence of global communication
and facilities of mass transportation™ (Stocker, Cusimano,
Schurl: 66). This transformation of time and space also means
that local and personal horizons of experience are broken up -
a state of experience that is certainly invoked in the individual
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accounts of the lives of the dancers. Many of them have bro-
ken with the more traditional cuttural identity of their roots
only to find themselves in a state of homelessness: living in
a suitcase, missing friends and family, longing for home etc.
Thi

of homelessness — the sense of being out of place — comes up

is an unport

ant leitmotif in Insideout, and the question

in many shapes and sizes during the performance.

We are given some sort of insight into precisely what social
perspectives are involved when the Chinese-Canadian dancer
Laurie Young talks about her roots:

Well, I would never identify myself as a Hong Kong Chinese. T am first

generation Chinese Capadian. Think Diaspora. | mean, I've only been to

Hong Kong twice, and both times were for work purposes. [...] I grew

up in the suburbs of Ottawa. Though Ottawa is the capital of Canada,

and supports multicultaralism, it is still very white, e

specially in the

suburbs. Aside from us, there were two or three other Asian families in
the entire neighbourhood. One was 3rd gencration Chinese Canadian.

the others first generation. So T didn't grow up with Chinese friends.

I find it very difficult to pinpoint myself to an “essentialist” notion of

Chinese. By essentialist I suppose | mean what others may identify as
“Chinese”, mannerisms, langnage, culture, food etc. (Stocker, Cusimano,
Schurl: 7).

The term diaspora ((

reck for scattering) refers to a displaced
and relocated collective of people. Young and her family share
ethnic identity with the other Asian families who were either
forced to leave or voluntarily left their native countries, and
became residents of Ottawa. Her parents emigrated from
Hong Kong inde

dently of each other. They met in Canada

Thus, Laurie defines herself as first generation Chinese Ca-

nadian. Due to the permanent displacement experienced by
Young and her family, she finds it very difficult to relate to an
“essentialist” notion of Chinese. What follows is that Young’s
identity is more tied to her personal horizon of experience

rgd

than to her Chinese roots. If Young’s personal'account of her
background is taken together with the other interviews, it
becomes clear that the text explores the relationship between
identity and roots on a very personal level., Indeed, most of
the company seem to be in a permanent state of diaspora,
given that they have moved away from their native countries
to live and work in Berlin.

The textual montage establishes the leitmotifs of Insideont
which through the aesthetic and discursive framing strate-

gies of the performance become part of the dynamics of

its performative actions. The textual montage, however, is
not a mere “mimetic” representation or mirroring of the
performative event. Its themes are relatively delimited and
stable, but their constant iteration and refraction through the
alternating theoretical frames of a series of modern think-
ers open up their horizons and turn them “inside out”™ in
multiple ways. Thus the themes are productively dissemi-
nated onto incessantly different contexts, pointing towards
a past, a now and a future that will have to be made — and
remade. The textual montage, then, is a strategically integral
and actional component of the event that aesthetically and
discursively keeps framing the production. I hope to show
in the following sections that in this way the performance
explores the relationship between art and life, the private
and the public, in a way that both relies on and transcends
Fischer-Lichte’s notion of the performative turn and Judith
Butler’s theories of gender and identity. This relationship
between identity and performative actions is explored in
the different thematic sections of the performance based
on the biographies of the 13 dancers, who were members
of the dance ensemble of the Schaubiihne ar the time when
the interviews took place,
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The performance — mise en scene vs. autopoiesis

In the performance of Insideout (as performed in Schaubiihne
am Lehniner Pl

in Berlin in 2003), Waltz turns things -

i.e. the discursive, contextualising frames ~ inside out in two
ways: firstly, she transforms the halls of the theatre into an art

exhibition in which the audience is forced to make choices

ondly, she allows the dancers to interact with the audience
in order to blur the distinction between them. There are no
seats placed conveniently in front of a stage. In fact, one could
say that the whole space of the installation is transformed into
a stage, where many small pieces are performed simultane-
ously. The audience has to stroll t hmugh the installation, but
they cannot see everything in this exhibition. They are - more
or less — f

: what sections they would like to see.

The space is m It like a labyrinth that calls for a “mov-
ing” gaze, i.e. one in which the audience moves through the
space of the installation. This opens certain posmlmhtim for
observation and makes others void. The architecture of the
installations leaves little hope of a unified perspective, but
presents the audience with a wide range of observarional
possibilities that they will have to explore in the space of the

performance. The difference in audience gﬁx()ém'mms;, Whmh fol-
lows from the structure of the space of the installation, also
means that they will experience the performance very differ-
ently. Because of the construction of the space, the audience

changes their pe tive many times during the performance.

The structure of Insideout is based on meticulous and elabo-
rate rehearsals that have shaped the staging of the material
into a plan, the mi

e en sceme (in German: Tnsz zenierung): “the
proc

ss of planning [...], testing, and determining strategies
which aim at bringing forth the performance’s materia liey™
(Fischer-Lichte 2008: 188). According to Fischer-Lichte, this

process is most accurately captured in Martin Seel’s recent

definition of the term mise en scéne as developed in the essay
“Inszenieren als Erscheinenlassen™ (zoorx). In this essay, Seel
defines mise en scéne as “the staging of presence. It is the con-
spicuous creation and emphasis of the presence of something
which occurs here and now” (Seel zoor: §3; Fischer-Lichte
2008: 187). For Seel, the staging constitutes an intentional act,
Le. 1t is initiated and executed by someone whe wants to pres-
ent something for an audience. Moreover, it is a presentation
that gives rise to a conspicuous spatial ami temporal arrange-
ment of elements that could have appeared in a different way.

The concept of mise en scéne (to be distinguished from
Fischer-Lichte’s use of the term performance) which Seel ex-
plores is similar to the notion of an event that takes place
here and now, except that Seel’s concept of presentation is tied
not to autopoiesis (self-creation) but to intentionality. That
15 to say, someone (Waltz) has arranged the presentation of
the material with specific purposes in mind. Fischer-Lichte,
on the other hand, sees the performance as a self-governing
event (Ereignis) that transcends the intentions of the dire

Or.
It is not viable, she argues, that what is planned and decided
should rep@;«n itself in every performance. Consequently, her
concept of the performance (Auffiithrung) proceeds from a
very useful distinction between staging (Imszenierung) and

event (Ereignis), but it also seems to hold the latter in the

highest regard as she primarily observes structure and plan-
ning as attempts to restrict the autopoietic feedback loop
between actors and audience. The interaction, in other words,
produces or transforms a situation that involves contingency.

On the one hand, Waltz's mise en scone is followed very
closely by the performers. On the other hand, however, i
allows them to engage and interact with the audience. This
basically means that there is no way of knowing how the
audience will react to the performance; but the actions of the
dancers, nevertheless, follow a structure that allows certain

o
Nty
e



sequences and scenes to be repeated every night. Although

Waltz’s mise en scene allows opéh, experimental spaces and
unplanned behaviour, actions and events to occur during the
performance, it also follows a carefully planned structure.
Of course, no two evenings and no two audiences are ever
exactly the same, but the m:

erial is nevertheless arranged
and presented in a structure that is repeated in every perfor-
mance. Although the material is based on improvisation, the
actions of the performers follow a very tight schedule. For
instance, the presence of digital clocks in all the rooms of the
installation allows the dancers to follow the progression of
the performance in accordance with the plan. They all follow
specific routes in accordance with a clear-cut plan of actions,
scenes, meetings and choreographies — like ants in an ant hill,
with the entire collective seeming to know exactly what to do
as they constantly move within the space of the installation.

At the beginning of the performance, one of the dancers
authoritatively announces a series of prescriptive utterances
in a megaphone: “No eating! No talking! No sitting! No
singing! No waitin

g! No dancing! No smiling! No music! No
mterpreting!” T ances are performative because the

dancer is declaring tl

at certain activities are prohibited (in

ful

the sense of “I prohibit any interpreting of the performance”)
(Austin 1962; Benveniste 1971). The long chain of prescrip-
tions, however, is brought to the point of absurdity. How, for
example, can we avoid interpretation? Given that the audi-
ence is anticipating that someone will perform something,
whether they will be singing or dancing, playing music or
playing roles etc., the audience already suspects that most of
the prescriptions will necessarily have to be broken. If — as
Austin proposes ~ felicitous performatives rely on the inten-
tion and commitment of the speaker, it is quite obvious that
these prescriptions are not to be taken too lirerally.

At first, then, the members of the audience are waiting for

something to happen, and as they start to wander in the vast
space of the performance a sense of disorientation and anxiety
starts to build. Eventually, two male dancers start a slow duet
of lifts and rolls in the central “square” of the installation.
In different sections of the installation, we find some of the
dancers involved in long monologues about their childhood
and families. At the same time, there is an Asian couple deeply
involved in a tango-like pas de dewux that they execute in dif-
ferent parts of the installation space. Here, as in many of the
choreographies performed, the movements of the dancers are
a mélange of modern dance and more traditional forms that
embody different cultural styles (e.g. Argentinian tango and
Chinese traditional dance). Fach space offers a new tale, scene
or meeting, where dancers and audience discover or pass each
other by. Inside the refrigerator, for instance, one of the male
dancers (Luc Dunberry) is dressed up for heavy winter as he
talks about his homeland: “I'm from Canada,” he explains,
“Ask people to come in. It's nice and cold in here”.

In this particular episode, the dancer tries to seduce the au-
dience into participation. However, the nature of the relation-
ship between performers and audience changes many times
during the performance: in some sequences the performers
provoke and assault the audience with questions like “are you
rich?” In other sequences they retreat into their own, private
spaces where they perform personal actions (they comfort each
other, engage in dialogues in their native tongue, dance, write,
argue etc.) without any visible regard for the audience. At
the climax of the performance, however, some of the dancers
convince most of the audience to sit down in front of the dis-
play cases where other dancers are putting on a show about
consumer culture. In other words: the performance changes
from “theatre with the andience” to “theatre for the audience”,
with the performers shouting brand names, presenting their

personal belongings, and undressing in front of the audience.



A consistent

ature of these scenes and encounters, as we
have already surmised, is a discursive framing of the relation-
ship between cultural roots and personal identity. Throughout

the @33!’?0%’“”&&{?%’ e audience Can whs;ew@ ~ OF even inumerse

themselves in ~ the exploration of this theme. At one point,
for example, members of the audience are framed by one of
the dancers (Sasa Queliz) using sticky tape to create a small

“stage” on the floor. In this situation the theatrical frames

are inverted as she invites members of the audience to step

age and starts to interview them about their
personal backgrounds. What emerges in these episades is an

intimate and private dialogue that is staged in front of other
members of the audience.

Having tried this awkward situation myself, I can say that
these dialogues involve an oscillation between immersion
and reflexivity. On the one hand, I was soon immersed in
the dialogue trying to talk about my roots without feeling
too self-conscious. On the other hand, however, 1 was only
too aware that other members of the audience were watch-
ing the whole episode. That is to say, in this dialogue the
performer choos

to communicate about a specific theme
{in this case: “home”), and chooses to do so in a manner that
mvites members of the audience to engage in a special way.
You can either choose to understand the episode as an invita-
tion to talk about your personal life. Or, and this is perhaps
more likely, you can choose to understand it as an invitation
to perform something in front of the audience.

p{’:j

formative actions
“I was born in Toronto, Canada, in September 1973, says
I

forms her personal choreography in front of the audience,

auric Young. As the Chinese Canadian dancer Young per-

her voice sounds a little nervous and strained. We are at the

beginning of the performance, in a small space where Young
is performing her own choreography. Meanwhile, in other
parts of the installation, other dancers are performing similar
scenes for different parts of the audience. In this assemblage
section, entitled “ 15 minutes™, each member of the company
of dancers presents their own story in a mixture of dance
and dialogue.

The central theme of Young’s piece, which brings to mind

Judith Butler’s influential work on “Performative Acts and

Gender Constitution” (1988) and Gender Trouble (1 GO0},
explores the notion of a personal identity that is not based on
a fixed set of categories such as race, gender, nationality etc.
“I'am Chinese but not from China. It sounds simple, but to
me it’s a very complex identity. One that is always shifting,”
Young explains. This is exactly the kind of actions and urter-
ances that, according to Butler’s work, constitute performative
actions: “Such acts, gestures, enactments,” Butler mpézxidsﬁ
“are performative in the sense that the essence or identity
that they otherwise purport to express are fabrications manu-
factured and sustained through corporeal signs and other
discursive means” (Butler 2008: 185). If the gendered hody,
as Butler suggests, is performative, it basically means that it
has no ontological status apart from the various acts which
constitute its reality. In other words: through these performa-
tive actions and utterances Young might be said to present
and produce her own identity in front of the audience. These
actions and utterances, however, are questioned and prob-
lematised at the same time because they are all conditioned
by the constantly changeable frames of the performance.
In the middle of Young’s short choreography, for instance,
she suddenly stops to dance and starts to talk about her cos-

tume: “This dress used to belong to my mother, but it makes

me look small,” she says. On the one hand, this utterance
draws our attention to Young’s body: it is quite obvious that



her feathery figure doesn’t fit the traditional Chinese dress
{the

45 kg). On the other hand, however, it also draws our atten-

programme tells us that she is 156 cm tall and weighs

tion to the performative nature of the scene, as the words,
acts, gestures and enactments are staged as an ex pression of
Young’s own attempt to come to terms with her Chinese Ca-
nadian heritage. Her movements, for instance, are an elegant
mixture of modern dance and gestures that one could easily

d

be identified as conforming to certain

sociate with traditional Chinese

ance. Young's movements,

in other words,

s

iterable models (Derrida 1988: 18; Butler 2008: 185). In the
view of Butler’s concept of perfor mativity, we could say that

4

the choreography is staged as a struggle between Young’s
body and the dress of tradition that embodies her personal

struggle with the family heirloom and the essentialist notion

of being Chinese. A sense of uncertainty is thereby invoked:
does this represent a conflict with her roots? Is this an hon-

est confession by the dancer? Or is it just & conscious act to

create a specific emotional response in the observer?
Young’s sudden utterance about her dress heightens, I
think, our awarene

s8 o%‘ the autobiographical nature of the
material presented here. The dress takes on a more symbolic

meaning: it is };N“i‘“‘f&é?%’tf*ﬁféi as a family heirloom that represents
a nostalgic notion of “Chinese” mannerisms, language, cul-
ture, food etc. that does not suit Young’s s longing for personal
and artistic freedom. Although the dress is too big for her
figure, it is also too tight for her personal identity. Given her
background and her work as a dancer who travels around

the globe with a company that signifies culrural diversity and

difference, it is easy for the audience to understand why she

entify herself with an entialist” no-

d

finds it so bard to i “e

rion of the Chinese. Nonetheless, one cannot he Ip noticing

a certain sense of ambivalence as the dress also represents
something much more positive: family and home.
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For Fischer-Lichte, following Butler, identity is closely tied
to the question of performativity:

Performative acts (as bodily acts) are “non"-referential e

ause they do
not refer to pre-existing conditions, such as an inner essence, substance,
or being supposedly expressed in these acts; no fived stable identivy ex-
ists that they could express. Expres ssrvity thus stands in an oppositional
relation to performativiry. Bodily, performative acts do not CRPress
v pre-existing identity but engender identity through these very acts

{(Fischer-Lichte 2008:

This is the basic insight into the nature of identity upon which
Fischer-Lichte establishes her concepts of performativity and
embodiment: “This specific materiality of the body emerges
out of the repetition of certain gestures and moveme nts; these
acts generate the body as individually, sexually, ethnically and
culturally marked” (Fischer-Lichte 2008: 275 Butler 2008:
185). Young’s short choreography, for example, constitutes
such an embodiment through her repetition of certain “Chi-
nese” gestures and movements (e.g. the archety

pical bow

to the audience). In the choreography the dress is med noa

similar fashion: in the iterative movements of Young’s dance
the dress represents family, tradition and values.

What this implies is that her body and movements function
as a medium of performative actions as she engenders her
identity through these very acts. However, the underlying as-
sumption that human beings have no inner essence, substance
or being but become what they are through performative acts
represents a major de parture from Austin’s linguistic theory
of performatives. Following J. Hillis Miller’s “Performativ-
ity /Performativity,”, 1 think it is crucial that we draw a firm
distinction between Butim s ideas about gender as constructed
by the repetition of social gender roles and Austin’s theory
of performatives as a mode of s peech act that is a way of
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using words (and by extension, more widely: texts) to make
something happen. -

The difference between these theoretical approaches to

performativity, as Miller convincingly suggests, has to do with
the questions of subjectivity and contexts. Indeed, Austin’s
theory of speech acts presupposes a more stable kind of sub-
jectivity than the one professed by Butler and Fischer-Lichte.

Performatives, as we know, only have the feature of ¢ ‘doing-

by-saying” when they are explicitly or implicitly expressed

by verbs in the first-person singular.s The initial examples in
Austin’s book all point to this: “I name this ship the Queen
Elisabeth”, “I bet you sixpence it will rain tomorrow”, “I now
pronounce you man and wife” (Austin 1962: 5). For Austin,
then, the performative act consists in what the speaker does
in the utterance, but the act is also a question of context — in
fact, Jacques Derrida has pointed out that Austin’s analyses
“at all times require a value of context, and even of a context
exhaustively determined” (Derrida 1988: 14).

Following Austin’s line of thought ~ but without reference
to Derrida’s

itique ~ Fischer-Lichte also claims that other
m‘ﬂ%iiﬂ?m&%ifiﬁ conditions must be satisfied if we are to speak
of a “happy” or “successful” performative:

if, tor example, the phrase “I now pronounce you man and wife” is

not spoken by a registrar or a priest or any other explicitly authorized

b
: b oas “I promise” or © . Subsequently,

however, he st expressions such as “Go away™ function
in the same manner as “I order you to go away”. Austin labels
such expression as “implicit” p matives. This, however, creates
a new problem, for &;Emmz any utterance can be seen as an implicit
pe rfw native: for e, a u*rxmaxmw utterance such as “this is
art” could easily be ¢ ><“ti”<)mmm'c§ " recast to begin with “I swear”
or “I declare”

ryd

person, then it does not constitute a real marriage (Fischer:Lichte 2008:
24-25).

The reason for this claim, I believe, is to be found in her idea
about performance as a social act: “A performative utterance
p
arded as
a social act”™ (Fischer-Lichte 2008: 25). Unlike Austin, who

always addresses a community, represented by the people

present in a given situation ~ it can therefore be reg

2

declares the performative utterance hollow or void if it is said
by an actor on the stage, Fischer-Lichte bases her concepts of
performativity and performance on the idea that “the collapse
of the opposition between art and reality and of all binaries
resulting from this opposition transfers the participants into
a liminal state” (Fischer-Lichte 2008: 176).

It appears to me, however, that this concept of a liminal
state that occurs when one can no longer distinguish between
art and reality does not solve the basic problem of Austin’s
unjustified distinction between “normal” and “parasitic” Tper-
formatives. It only replaces it with an equally problematic
assumption about the emergence of “the real” in contem-
porary performance art. The stress given to this collapse, 1
think, has to do with her interest in one particular theme,
namely the ethics of performance arts: “In the performances,
then, aesthetics cannot be grasped without ethics. The ethical

turns into a constitutive dimension of aestherics” (Fischer-

Lichte 2008: 177). This claim is consistent with her advocacy

for the transformative power of performance, which is tied
closely to a preference for the politically and ethically engaged
kinds of performance art. The difference between Austin and

Fischer-Lichte can therefore be regarded as a struggle about

the legitimacy of performative acts in theatre and performance
art. For Fischer-Lichte, who views the performative turn as a
significant departure from a conventional notion of the theat-

rical performance as a space of pretence, all performances are

rsya



inherently performative as they are embodiments of authentic

and concrete actions, When, forinstance, Laurie Young per-

forms a short scene about her roots, she is not pretending

BN

to be someone else. For Fischer-Lichte, Young is “actually

performing her own biography — consequently, embodying her

personal identity.® But even beyond that - something which [
hold to be crucial ~ Insideout at the same time questions the
notions of identity and sameness by constantly changing the

contextual frar

of the performing embodiment.

Conclusions and perspectives

Waltz's work teaches us a valuable lesson about the distine-
tion between the performance (the event as it unfolds in the
interaction between actors and audience) and the performa-
tive actions of the dancers (performers). In its attempt to

explore the individual adaptation of a “flexible” and “glo-

balised” lifestyle, Insideout establishes a series of discursive

frames that is put to the test in the performance. Although
the performance challenges the traditional notion of theatri-

cal frames, and allows for open, experimental spaces and

unplanned behaviour, actions and events to occur during the
performance, the event is still governed by the dialectics of
structure and contingency. One the one hand the performance
is shaped by the mise en scéme of the director. On the other

hand, however, the autopoietic feedback loop between actors

srformance as event: “All performances are
stitute realicy, When an actor plaving Hamler
<s across the stage it primarily signifies the reality of the actor
walking across the stage. The actor is not just pretending to wa%%.
He is acrualh w.ﬂmm and changing reality through his act. The
context alone allows the walk to acquire another meaning ~ for
exa mﬂ@ Hamlet walking to Gertrude’s chamber™ (Fischer-Lichte
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and audience is an integral pare of the performance — without
interaction the installation does not attract the same attention
from the audience and it would not have the same aesthetic
effect — that shapes the singularity of each performance.

As a conclusion to my investigation, we are also able to
recognise that the crucial difference between Fischer-Lichte’s
theory of performativity and L.L. Austin’s theory of speech
acts rests on two issues: for one thing, Fischer-Lichte assigns
far more importance and validity to the theatrical urterance
than Austin does. His theory stages the “I” and “you” of the
speech situation and provides us with a comprehensive theory
of linguistic utterances, but ~ for Fischer-Lichte — it lacks 2
more thorough examination of the non-linguistic conditions
of the performative utterance.

In many respects, however, Fischer-Lichte's Critigue resem-
bles that of French linguist Emile Benveniste, who supported
Austin’s theory in the essay “Analytical Philosophy and Lan-
guage”, but argued that a performative statement is nothing
outside the circumstances that make it performative. A per-
formative utterance, as Benveniste puts it, is an act of author-
ity. Anybody, says Benveniste, can shout, “I declare a general
mobilisation,” but if the proper authority is lacking such an
utterance is no more than words. Without authority, then, the
performative utterance “reduces itself to futile clamor, child-
ishness, or lunacy” (Benveniste 1971: 236). A meeting of an
official nature, for instance, begins when the chairman declares
that “the meeting is open”. When this statement is uttered
under the appropriate conditions (e.g. a situation where the
audience knows that it is spoken by the chairman) it creates a
new situation. The performative utterance, Benveniste contin-
ues, has the property of being unique: “It cannot be produced
except in special circumstances, at one and only one time, at
a definite date and place” (Benveniste 1971: 236). But despite

his critical approach to Austin’s theory, Benveniste sees no
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reason for abandoning the distinction between performative
and constative utterances. In faet, he finds that it is “justified
and necessary,” as long as we maintain it within “the strict
conditions of use that sanction it” {Benveniste 1971: 238).
However, in his essay “Signature Evénement Contexte”
from 1972 Jacques Derrida reveals a fundamental problem
with this line of thought, when he subjects Austin’s distinc-
tion between “normal” and “parasitic” performatives to me-
ticulous deconstruction. For one thing, Derrida argues that
one essential aspect of the performative utterance seems to
pass unnoticed in Austin’s theory, namely the question of
repeatability: “Could a performative utterance succeed if its
formulation did not repeat a ‘coded’ or iterable utterance,”
Derrida asks (Derrida 1988: 18). A performative utterance
could not open a meeting, launch a ship or seal a marriage if it
is not identifiable as something that conforms to an “iterable
model”. It must be “identifiable in some way as a “citation’,”
Derrida explains {Derrida 1988: 18). This argument, as Mar-
vin Carlson remarks in Performance — A Critical Introduction,
“moves the concept of linguistic performance back into the
realm of repeated (or restored} and contextualised activity
that is so basic for performance theory” (Carlson z004: 76).
Waltz’s Insideout shows us that the play with difterent
contextualising frames {e.g. globalisation, individualisation
and detraditionalisation) is an integral part of the perfor-
mance. Its attempt to explore the individual adaptation of a
“flexible” and “globalised™ lifestyle can be seen in relation
to Butler’s concept of performative acts and the concept of
performativity in Fischer-Lichte’s Asthetik des Performativen.
For Fischer-Lichte, following Butler, performative actions
do not express a pre-existing identity but engender identity
through the bodily actions of the performers. In the view of
the subsequent development of the concept of performativ-
ity by Butler and Derrida, however, it is perhaps somewhat
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surprising that Fischer-Lichte does not pay more attention to
the contextual discursive qualities — or the never saturated
contextual frames — of performativity. Derrida’s critical read-
ing of Austin’s theory, for instance, draws attention to the
fact that performative utterances (and more widely: actions)
must follow an iterable model - but also, and more impor-
tantly, that they also change their “use value™ when they
are iterated at different times and in different contexts. My
analysis of Insideout confirms the importance of iterability
and framing, and it shows that Insideout is a playful blend of
relatively stable frames of sameness (the mise en scene) and
{a limited set of) interchangeable discursive contextual frames
that open up for a never closed or finalised différance, which
is productively open both to the now and to the future, and
that must be countersigned by the other, by the audience, to
take performative effect. Consequently, the aesthetic strength
of Waltz's performance does not lie in the collapse in itself
of the distinction between art and reality or its theoretical
grounding. It emerges out of the sophisticated play with spe-
cific discursive frames that constantly redefines the otherwise
static and ontological opposition between art and reality, and
proves the ability of Waltz’s performance to engage the audi-
ence in the dynamic, aesthetic and performative investigation
of lifestyles and identity which never gets closed off into sheer
sameness, but is iterated as well as redirected as productive
difference in every performance.

Works Cited

Austin, J.L. Hotw to Do Things With Words. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1962.

Benveniste, Emile. “Analytical Philosophy and Language™ in Prob-
lems in General Linguistics, Transl, Mary Elizabeth Meek.
Miami: University of Miami Press, ro71.

163



erformative Acts and Gender Constiturion™, Par-

; . Femimst Cgitical Theory and Theatre. Ed.
e, ok mem and London: Johns Hopkins up, 1990.
 York: Routledge, 2008,

Gender Trouble: Feminism and th
don and N

tlson, Marvin, Performance - A Critical Introduction. London

buersion of Identity, Lon

and New York: Rowtledge, 2004.
= Transl, Jeffrev Mehlman and Samuel
anston, [ ?\'lé’ﬁfﬁf?"swc

Derrida, Jacques, Limited I
Weber. Ev
Gade, Rune, and

discipl

stern University Press, 1988,

Anne Jerslev (Eds.}. Performative Realism: Inter-

y Studies i Art and Media. Copenhagen: Museum
Tuse n}mmm Pre

5, LO0F.

Goffman, Erving. Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Qrganization

of Experience. Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1986,
Fischer-Lichte, Frika. © i

 als Schwellenerfahrung™
Dimensionen . ,uw’nngzo Eds. Joachim Kipper,

Christopl
e, Asthetik des

-ankfurt am Main: Subrkamp Verlag, 2003,
,,:_,r’g‘k‘:‘)mmz‘mf‘r;w» Frankfurt am Main: Subrkamp
Verlag, zo0.

vvvvvvv . Theatre, .ffxak:f“f}%}ff}g Ritual - Exploring Forms of Political Theatre.
London: Routledg
~~~~~~~~~ . The Transformative Power of Performance. London: Routle dge,

1008,

selt, Jens. Pk Theaters. Miinchen: Wilhelm
Fink Verlag
Sauter, Willmar,

and Perception. lowa City: University of Towa Press, 2000.

t Dynamics of Performance

Seel, Martin, “Inszenieren als Frscheinenla
54
Fritchtl and

sen — Thesen tiber die
riffs”. Asthetib der Ins

nmermann. Frankfurt am Main: Subrkamp

ichweite eines B

erierung. Fds.,

Verlag ?
e, Asthetih ‘ff‘

03,

ens. Frankfurt am Main: Subrkamp Verla 2.

. Aesthetics sl John Farrelll Stanford: Stanford

Stocker, Karl, Nadia Cusimano and Katia Sehurl (Fde)s incrmeo o,
‘\f%c’ff"mm Spri

rH 4



