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The paper addresses Brecht's concept of Gestus and proposes an original reading of it,
parallel to Roland Barthes's semiological theory. It proposes the view that a gesture
becomes a Gestus when it is interpellated into myth. It follows that the Gestus also
interpellates into relations, which is, at the same time, its connecting and disconnecting
power. The author presents some insights from the theory of ritual and unpacks them to
identify some of the ritual's key characteristics that simultaneously correspond to Brecht's
epic theatre. He does this with an awareness of the ontological differences between ritual
and theatre and without the intention of locating Brechtian theatre at any specific locus in
the ritual-theatre relation. He intends to think about this relation so that it reveals further
insights into the conceptual and practical nature of Brecht's estrangement effect. Finally,
the author recognises its experimental and pedagogical power in its persistent, repetitive
intervention in social myths and taboos, which is not only a matter of method but also a
matter of initiating in and practising a specific ontology.
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Gestus and Taboo: A Study of Bertolt Brecht

Luka Benedicic
Department of Saociology, Faculty of Arts, University of Ljubljana

“I am at the barber’s, and a copy of Paris-Match is offered to me. On the cover, a young
Negro in a French uniform is saluting, with his eyes uplifted, probably fixed on a fold
of the tricolour” (Barthes 115). So says Roland Barthes in Mythologies. He goes on:

All this is the meaning of the picture. But, whether naively or not, I see very well what
it signifies to me: that France is a great Empire, that all her sons, without any colour
discrimination, faithfully serve under her flag, and that there is no better answer to the
detractors of an alleged colonialism than the zeal shown by this Negro in serving his so-
called oppressors. I am therefore again faced with a greater semiological system: there
is a signifier, itself already formed with a previous system (a black soldier is giving the
French salute); there is a signified (it is here a purposeful mixture of Frenchness and
militariness); finally, there is a presence of the signified through the signifier (Ibid.).

First, a prologue. According to Barthes, it is characteristic of myth that the
relation between the volume of the signifier and the volume of the signified is
not proportional. If it is characteristic of language that this relation is limited to
certain concrete units (e.g., words), it is different in myth, where a concept can
extend to a very large area of the signifier (e.g., an entire book can be the signifier
of a single concept). Myth is imperative and interpellative in nature, and [ myself
am exposed to its intentional force: “It comes and seeks me out in order to oblige
me to acknowledge the body of intentions which have motivated it and arranged it
there as the signal of an individual history” (Ibid. 123). Barthes says that myth is
a second-order semiological system. That is, it is based on a semiological schema
(language as a system of signs) that existed before it. In language, the sign is made
up of a signifier and a signified, whereas in myth, the signifier (of the myth) is
identical to the sign of the preceding schema and therefore manifests itself in two
ways; simultaneously as a concept (full) and a form (empty). In order to illustrate
how people receive myths, Barthes shows three ways of reading myths in the
example we provided earlier. If we focus on the empty signifier, then the black
man saluting becomes an example or symbol of French imperialism. If we focus
on the full signifier, it becomes its alibi. However, if we focus on the entire signifier
of the myth, then the black man who salutes becomes for us the very presence of
French imperiality (170-182).
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Mladen Dolar offers another but in many ways related example when he defines the
alienating characteristic in capitalism as a turn from transparency; suppression of
the actuality of certain real processes that form the social bonds and through which
modern exploitation is carried out. Dolar gives the example of a capitalist who
steps on stage and loudly says he wants to exploit workers and maximise profits.
He argues that such a move would loosen the social bonds that are based on the
consent of the oppressed and that the point of modern ideology is how it disguises
the pursuit of interests “behind a formal fagade of shared values, whether in the form
of the universality of human rights, high ethical ideals, love of mankind, the pursuit
of progress and the general welfare, democracy, tolerance, freedom, etc.” (Dolar 53).
For Barthes, the challenge is identifying the form of mythic discourse, as it takes the
sign of a previous discourse and transposes it into the mythic, attaching new meaning
to it. On the other hand, Dolar focuses on the interest that motivates the conscious
translation between discourses and the ensoulment with different meanings. I have
given both examples to illustrate two elements - interest and myth - that are also
central to the ontology and the mental-synesthetic apparatus of a third thinker:
Bertolt Brecht, the developer of epic theatre.

In this essay, I will focus on some elements of Brecht’s theatre and his personal
philosophy, drawing on the literature and thematisations that have already been
written. We associate with Brecht a number of concepts that he liked to use; some of
them remain from his notes, but he never theoretically refined them. Nevertheless, we
often interpret his theatre in terms of Brecht’s own concepts, which means that there
is always considerable room for interpretation and also ambiguity as to what exactly
we mean when we use them. I also claim this freedom for myself. The ambition of this
paper is to conceptually grasp what we all feel to be the extraordinary performative
power of Brechtian theatre. However, as I feel that this task requires me to approach
the thinker’s credo, my take will at times stray from the expected paths. I will first
address some of the political and ethical dimensions of Brecht’s conceptual apparatus
and thematise why exactly (and how) they can be thought of as political or ethical. Next,
I will show how these aspects are embedded in the lived, transformative experience
that characterises Brechtian theatre - the particular practice and philosophy Brecht
designed for the actors (whom he often refers to as apprentices). In order to define
what exactly the Brechtian subject is doing and what is happening to him, I will engage
with anthropological repertoire and recall the concept of ritual and taboo. This is a
liminal exercise because the theory of theatre is rather reluctant to make parallels
between theatre and ritual. Nevertheless, I hope that the reader will bear in mind
my intention to focus on the actor and his particular role in Brechtian theatre, where
these two concepts can be helpful.



Brecht and Gestus: Unmasking Morality

One of the key concepts in the Brechtian vocabulary is Gestus. It is one of Brecht’s
central working concepts, which he used to think about theatre and socio-political
reality. Only a few fragments about Gestus have been preserved from Brecht’s pen.
Among them: “The term Gestus does not denote gesticulation; it is not a gesture of
the hands to emphasise or explain, but an overall posture. A language is gestural if it
is based on gesture, if it indicates certain attitudes that the speaker adopts in relation
to other people” (O gesticni glasbi 22). Brecht goes on to explain the concept of social
Gestus and gives some examples:

Not every gesture is a social Gestus. A defensive posture towards a fly is not a social
Gestus, to begin with, but a defensive posture towards a dog can be, if it is used to
express the struggle of a poorly dressed man against guard dogs. A man’s attempt not
to slip on a smooth surface becomes a social Gestus only if the slip would make the man
“lose his face”, lose his prestige and his importance. [...] A social Gestus is a Gestus that
is important for society, a Gestus that allows us to make inferences about the social
situation (Ibid.).

Brecht wanted the individual, whatever his role in society, to take a political position.
“To do this, he must shape a social Gestus” (Ibid.). The social Gestus is therefore
not something that arises only spontaneously and outside the conscious control of
subjects; subjects can also intervene in it and intentionally (co)shape it. Is the social
Gestus, thus, something of our own or something shared? What constitutes the Gestus
in Brechtian terms can, reading Barthes’ schema, be understood as a gesture that has
been transposed into a mythic (meta)language. A particular warning is needed here:
the schema I am about to offer is not a strict application of Barthes’s semiology but
refers to it externally. Gesture is not itself a language, and Gestus can be effective in
both first-order and second-order semiological systems. My argument is as follows:
every gesture becomes a Gestus as an effect of its interpellation in myth. The argument
is based on the awareness that “the attitudes that a speaker adopts in relation to other
people” (Ibid.) are always a reflection of personal and collective myths that influence
his reading of a situation - regardless of whether the language of a gesture itself
would be classified as such of the first or the second semiological order. As spectators
of our own and others’ actions, we are always readers of the Barthesian myth since, in
every gesture, we see a “leakage”, as Barthes would say, an interpretative excess that
cannot be reduced to the schema of the signifier, signified and sign. In the act of the
fellow human being and in our own treatment of the other, we always already see the
myths, personal and collective, of what it means to be human, of what a specific site
means - and so on.
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We could say, then, that the Brechtian transformation of gesture into Gestus is
due to the intervention of a specific myth. Not just (one) myth, but a mythological
complex (mythology), namely, that which - alongside and together with lived practice
- co-shapes and reveals itself in relation to other people. The power of Gestus,
therefore, lies in the fact that it is not only a gesture that communicates but also a
gesture that interpellates [in the specific relation from which it emerges and which it
consolidates]. The gesture can interpellate in a way that confirms already existing
relations or intervenes in them and forms new relations. Social Gestus, on the other
hand, is a gesture that interpellates one to become a subject — a gesture (conscious or
automatic) by which the individual can identify himself as involved in social relations;
as a stakeholder in his own or the group’s myth about what is the social reality.
Social Gestus is thus not (merely) a pre-existing network of relations, not even an
individual’s gesture alone (or merely the attitude from which it derives), but is above
all the efficacy of behaviour within that network - from what is expected and taken for
granted, to what happens if [ break that “etiquette”, and what intrinsically motivates
me to break it in the first place. Brecht thus considers that a mythological complex,
which envelops real social relations, is interwoven across the field of sociality. Given
his deep respect for Karl Marx, perhaps we are not entirely wrong to call this complex
simply: ideology? And yet: just as not every gesture is already a social Gestus, not
every social gesture is already an ideology. After all, the addressing and exposing of
an ideology (can be) a social Gestus. Because of the load of the term ideology, [ will be
using the term social Gestus. However, with the understanding thatitis nota synonym
but a general mythological social structure of which ideology, and its manifestations,
are a part.

The uses and understandings of what is an ideology are, of course, different. Michel
Foucault has even argued that ideology as a concept is more distracting than helpful
because “it always stands in virtual opposition to something else which is supposed
to count as truth” (60). Whereas for Foucault, the key is to explore how the effects
of truth are produced in history within discourses that are neither true nor false in
themselves. He says, however, that every society has its own “regime of truth”, that is,

the types of discourse which it accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and
instances which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which
each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the acquisition of
truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what counts as true (73).

Although Foucault had many disagreements with the Marxists of his time, his starting
point can be useful for the present discussion since Brecht, too, is more interested
in the “regime” of truth than in truth itself - the discourses which (we are now back
with Brecht) are a form of social myths and as such provoke conditioned responses



from subjects. Even in terms of his fascination with the role of science in modern
society, Brecht made most of the associations between science and art not at the level
of revealing, resolving, or justifying truth but at the level of disturbing and interfering
with the taken-for-granted: “Science has carefully developed a technique of disturbance
in the face of events which are ordinary, “taken for granted” and never questioned,
and there is no reason why art should not take up this position, which is so infinitely
useful” (Brecht in Milohni¢, Historicni 164). He was more interested in utility than in
truth - and it is utility that is the hallmark of his estrangement techniques. Ideology
overlays real relations precisely in the way that it manifests itself as something taken
for granted. The individual experiences his existence in a mythological social reality
as automatism. “I was wiping around the room, and when I came around again,
I walked over to the divan and couldn’t remember whether I had wiped it or not”
(Tolstoy in Milohni¢, “Histori¢ni” 161). Brecht wants to make these reflexes conscious.
“Therefore, the ‘semantics’ of Brecht’s thought, the organisation and structure of the
poem, the parable, and the story, are attached to a specific Brechtian knot, which
disturbs ‘causality’ and forms from it a Gestus, a specific effect, a specific ‘intervening’”
(Berger 11). In dramatic practice, he achieves this by “constantly breaking the illusion,
presenting the play as a play, using prologues, epilogues, means of linguistic shaping,
countering contradictions, the important appearing as self-evident, what is taken for
granted acquires an exaggerated significance” (33).

Brecht, therefore, formulates a method: an “intervening” in a Gestus, in the manner of
estrangement; an interruption and reversal of presupposed logics and automatisms,
and the establishment of a contrast that discloses ideological discourses. What we call
the estrangement-effect is, therefore, always already a complex of facts revealed by
the intervention in social Gestus. This is what is meant by “play as play”, namely, the
most direct play of living reality and the play with living reality itself, not merely its
representation (theatre as an artistic medium). In this reality, however, the submissive
relations are, as we have said, often hidden. Subversion is, therefore, an alternative
that escapes from the illusion of ideology and dances on its shards with (at times
bizarre) Brechtian joy. Epic theatre imitates - or more precisely: performs - reality
in order to expose and influence it. Brecht writes: “The interpretation of the story
and its transmission by means of appropriate alienations is the main task of theatre”
(Fragmenti 24).

This puts us on the ground of ethics. To repeat a quote from earlier, “A language is
gestural if it is based on a Gestus, if it indicates certain attitudes that the speaker
adopts in relation to other people” (Brecht, O gesticni glasbi 22). If Gestus is, therefore,
a quality or attitude of attitude, then itis also, atits core, an ethical determination. And
if epic theatre is an intervention in a social Gestus, it is at the same time an intervention
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in an ethical code and, thus, (can) indirectly interpellate new ethical codes. But ethics,
as Dolar discusses, “often began to serve as a substitute for the political (especially
after the collapse of socialism), as a discourse of the good rich and the good poor, the
hegemony of morality began to act as a substitute for the absence of politics” (56).
Brecht’s position is similar. He writes: “I hear them say: one must be truthful, one
must keep promises, one must fight for the good. But the trees do not say: one must
be green, one must make the fruit fall vertically to the ground” (Brecht in Dolar 56).
Brecht is critical of moralism because he sees it as the flip side of interest. Brecht is
interested in practices and their effects - not in the morality that legitimises them. But
every practice is motivated by something, and for Brecht, it is inevitable that this is
interest. Brecht’s character Mr. K. says: “There never was a thought whose father was
not desire. We can only argue about this: which desire?” (Brecht in Dolar 59).

If desires and interests are what drive thinking, then Brecht wants us to keep these
conditions before our eyes. Thinking is useful in this respect; it serves a purpose.
Mr. K. illustrates this idea with the example of the (non-)existence of God: “If [your
behaviour] would not change [whatever the answer], then the question can be
dropped. But if it did change, then I can only help you by telling you that you have
already made up your mind: you need God” (Brecht in Dolar 60-61). Slavoj Zizek also
comments on this point in Brecht, saying that we are “never in a position of directly
deciding between theism and atheism because the choice as such is already placed
in the field of belief” (ZiZek in Dolar 61). Or, turning to Jurgen Habermas, the gulf
between knowing and believing cannot be bridged mentally (see Habermas 18). Zizek
adds that the true atheist does not choose atheism because, for him, “the question
itself is irrelevant” (ZiZek in Dolar 61). Therefore, Brecht focuses not on the matter
of ethical choice but of ethical intervention: he intervenes in an existing ethos that
presents its answer as monolithic and self-evident. Brecht’s ethics is not so much
ethics as it is a method: an intervention that triggers epistemic doubt - yet another
correlate between Brecht and his fascination with science. An intervention in social
ethos is an intervention in social relations - and vice versa. As Miklavz Komelj also
notes, Brecht was convinced that every value must be subjected to a dialectical
analysis of the social relations underlying that value (Komelj 88). Thus his method in
the theatre is, above all, dialectical analysis of the dramatic material, which should be
as much as possible the “living” material of social reality, presented in contradictions
and paradoxes through simplification, repetition, exaggeration, or falsehood.

We are therefore situated in a schema where interests manifest real effects. At the same
time, the function of interest in the process is concealed, often by moral concepts which,
according to Dolar, conceal the absence of politics. For Brecht, it is therefore crucial - if
we cannot get rid of the creation of reality according to our interests - to at least, by



intervening in the social Gestus, repeatedly draw attention to its structure and to the
(especially systemic) interests that create it “from behind the scenes”. This is where
Brecht's characteristic paradox emerges: his opposition to all ethics as pretension is
nevertheless articulated as a specific attitude. Butisitreally? Brechtis more interested in
the effects of intervening in existing relations than in the establishment of his own (new)
relations, which are always, by definition, already an ethical question. His “attitude”
is non-relation, and his “ethics” is the unmasking of all ethics and especially of public
morality. [ will not discuss whether Brecht’s model, in its focus on the demolition and
much less on the rebuilding of relation, is a matter of theoretical weakness/dogmatism
(as a counterpoint to practical efficacy) or of starting from a particular ontology. In one
sense, the decision about what presences (as Barthes puts it) should be irritating us,
or how to go about creating a new myth by exposing the old one, is also a matter of a
certain - Brecht might have said political - freedom.

The Gesturality of Ritual: The Rituality of Gestus

It is clear by now that Brecht’s Gestus is constituted in analogy and communication
with theories of ideology, which can (also) be thematised as ethical moments in
relation to social myths. We began our discussion with Barthes and semiology, with
the thesis that a gesture becomes a Gestus when it is interpellated into a myth. At this
point, however, I would like to use the word “myth” to leap into another conceptual
framework. In order to present the actor, or what I call the “Brechtian subject”, as
a subject in a role that is not merely a play but is also playful and experimental
and, above all, transcends the ontological (and many other structural) frameworks
of theatrical play, I will gradually translate the concepts already introduced into a
parallel vocabulary. By linking the actor’s rehearsal (theatrical - and at the same
time greater than theatre) to ritual and ideology and Gestus to myth and taboo, the
fundamental matrix in Brechtian theatre is pointed to without making reductions. I
will show that the performative power of Brechtian theatre can be linked to a strongly
personal process, which Brecht thought of more broadly than just a case of a play and
actors - and has always considered it as ontology and mode of sociality.

In his essay, “Der Kinhaken - Sus v brado” (“Der Kinhaken - A Shot to the Chin”), Lev
Kreft compares theatre with sports and articulates the similarities and differences
between the two, with particular reference to Brecht and his theatre. It is no
coincidence that he writes about Brecht in this very relation: “Sport is the opposite
of a socially recognised ‘cultural good’, such as an existing society might choose: it
is unhealthy, it is uncultivated, and it is an end in itself. And it is this kind of theatre,
unhealthy, uncultivated, and an end in itself, that Brecht favours” (132-133). To shed
light on this proposal, Kreft points to Clifford Geertz’'s famous study of cockfighting
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in Bali, on which Geertz based the concept of “deep play”. This is “a game of risk in
which you can only succeed if you are willing to risk more than others and more than
you can afford to: you stake your social status entirely in a game that is an end in
itself” (135). The concept and reality of deep play are not without parallels to the epic
theatre. In sport, not even the players (athletes) know the outcome of a match or a
showdown, whereas in theatre everything is - as Kreft suggests - mere “pretending”
that the actors are not acting and that the audience does not know that they are acting.
Brecht’s epic theatre should be understood not only as an alternative but also as a
critique of classical theatre. Estrangement not only interrupts “classical” conspiracies
but also teaches about the conspiracies that form bonds outside of theatre - social
bonds and social myths. Kreft writes:

The poetics of theatre is not in the literary text but in the misleading relationship that
emerges between the actors and the audience, and the poetics of sportis not in the rules
but in the pleasure produced by the total investment of all forces, skills, and abilities in
something that is not really serious and at the same time is very risky. Bertolt Brecht

wanted more of this other, sport-like poetics in the theatre (143).

Brechtian estrangement can be understood as poetics: the simultaneous necessity
and pleasure in the experimental intervention in the social Gestus. The latter implies a
set of routinised rules of behaviour, and alienation (analogous to Kreft's comparison)
occurs as the total investment of all forces and skills - physical, mental and verbal
- in the breaking of these rules. This is a risky procedure in that its effects (e.g., the
reactions of the audience in the theatre, the people on the street) are unpredictable.
As Kreft puts it, “the estrangement-effect is the opposite of the effect of the sublime,
whose condition is that we are safe. It is a shot to the chin that tells us that even in the
theatre, we are not safe. Especially not in the theatre” (Ibid.).

Mary Douglas argues in her study of taboos from the 1960s that taboo acts as a way of
protecting categories by confronting the obscure, the “dirty”, and relegating the latter to
a special category. She defines taboo as a spontaneous coding practice that establishes
a vocabulary of spatial constraints and physical and verbal signals aimed at barricading
vulnerable relationships. Each culture, according to Douglas, must have “its own notions
of dirt and defilement which are contrasted with its notions of the positive structure
which must not be negated” (160). The dirt that was “created” by the differentiation of the
mind in the creation of order threatens the emerging distinctions. Brecht’s estrangement
is thus a specific method of detabooing: the “disorder” or “unclean” is the “something”
that Brecht “injects” into the social Gestus - especially in those places where it occurs as
a matter of course. Brecht is not interested in an indifferent instigation of order. For him,
itis about the controlled introduction of doubt into relationships whose order is shielded
by taboos. Against what? - that is the crucial question for Brecht.



Kreft points to the crucial link between rules and risk, the confrontation and
experimentation that take place within the rules. On the one hand, this resonates
with the previous discussion about Brecht’s Gestus as a way of addressing ethical
relations. At the same time, it opens up a new dimension, as suggested by the
reference made to Mary Douglas. Namely: the ritual dimension of Gestus. This is
not to say that we are dealing with ritual when we address or establish a Gestus.
The delicate relation between theatre and ritual has been addressed by many
theorists, and to date, several branches and discourses have emerged on how to
think about this relationship. If ritual was initially thought to be merely a form of
performing myths, it has over time acquired the status of an epiphany in its own
right and of a play of relations - something similar to the emancipation of theatre
from the primacy of the text. A segment of this development is genealogically
illustrated by Aldo Milohni¢ in Teorije sodobnega gledalis¢a in performansa
(Theories of Contemporary Theatre and Performance) (27-36). As Milohni¢
summarises, the 20"-century theatre studies postulate that theatre is created
when ritual is “theatricalised”, thatis, when itis transformed into theatre. Whereas
in the second half of the 20" century, and especially in the 1960s, we recognise
numerous attempts to renew the theatre, attempts rooted in ritual practices or, in
other words, practices that “ritualise” theatre (27).

However, attempts to define ritual are often full of controversy. One would already
encounter difficulties when deciding to what extent to take into account the
practitioners’ point of view (even if their interpretation of ritual is the product of
“mythical” thought) versus the observers’ point of view (e.g., that of the “rational”
Westerner) in the definition. The extent to which ritual relates to religion and
its origins is also an issue. Roy A. Rappaport, in his Ritual and Religion in the
Making of Humanity, argues that not every ritual is religious, nor is every religious
act already a ritual (25). Max Gluckman distances himself from the religious
underpinnings of ritual, describing it as “a more embracing category of social
action, with religious activities at one extreme and social etiquette at the other”
(Bell 39). Indeed, many theories of ritual have long taken into account secular
rites, not only religious ones. In his essay “Ritual Remains”, Simon Coleman gives
examples of individuals who are not themselves religious but occasionally attend
pilgrimages with their families. Seeking to relativise ideas of a ritual “core”, he
writes, referring to ritual, that “it is also contained in those ubiquitous but fleeting
acts where the uncommitted stumble against and try to make sense of conventional
liturgical forms, or glance at rituals as they are also trying to construct relations
of kinship or friendship” (306). Some interpretations of ritual also take into
account behavioural patterns that ethologists have observed in animals - not only
mammals but also fish and even insects.
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With this in mind, it is quite different to compare theatre with classical rituals, as we
know them - in all their variety - from primitive communities, or with the Catholic
ritual of the Mass than it is to compare it with today’s secular, even political rituals,
such as state ceremonies, or with aspects of sporting events and even people’s personal
morning routines and other “rituals”. Although theatre has most often been associated
with shamanistic rituals (or rituals as elements in mythical thought) in order to explain
its origins, even these are not a matter of such a single category since we know of many
practices in primitive communities which are not connected with a state of trance or
ecstasy, nor do they contribute to the relationship to the sacred or taboos and may be
“only” symbolic acts or material means. However, they are nevertheless called rituals
by anthropologists. The ontological difference between ritual and theatre is succinctly
described by Eli Rozik in the introduction to The Roots of Theatre:

Whereas ritual is a mode of action in the real world, theatre is a kind of medium (i.e.,
a particular system of signification and communication). Because of their ontological
difference, this is not a binary opposition. Ritual and theatre are mutually independent:
ritual can use different media, including theatre; and theatre may or may not describe

rituals. Theatre may even create fictional rituals (4).

It is worth noting that in epic theatre, as Kreft also addresses, the difference between
actors and the audience implies the latter’s distancing from what is happening on
stage and its reticence to experience the play as a completely authentic, real event.
Here, the key ontological status of Brecht’s theatre is revealed: it seeks to abolish the
spectator’s sense of security by putting something on stage that will shake and concern
him too much, and he will not be able to “immerse” himself in the Aristotelian sense.
There is no longer a unity between stage and spectator, but this is precisely what
gives the latter an active role. At the same time, Brecht also changes the role of the
actor, even the nature of acting. Brecht understands actors as apprentices: students
who are themselves transformed by performing specific Gestuses and estrangements
on stage. To paraphrase Brecht himself, the “great pedagogy” completely changes
the role of acting. It only recognises the actors, but they are also the ones who are
studying (see Komelj 109). The transfiguration of the (social) Gestus simultaneously
implies the transubstantiation of the subject - in theatre as well as in everyday
life. This was Brecht’s project. His method is, therefore, not only a way - it is also
an ontology. Brecht achieved all this under a renewed understanding of who the
playwright actually is. His resolution of the crisis of playwriting, on the one hand,
and the crisis of the individual, on the other, materialised through the new role of the
dramatist, who, in accordance with Brecht’s doctrine, became the organiser of social
experiments (see Toporisic). I think that the specifically Brechtian framing of theatre
as pedagogy and experiment sheds light in a particular way on the (epic) theatre-ritual
relationship previously discussed. For this reason, | will mention Jean Cazeneuve and



his rather general and “unburdened” definition of ritual, which seems to capture the
two essential trajectories of what sanctifies a practice into a ritual. Cazeneuve writes:

The Latin word ritus denoted both ceremonies connected with belief, which were
linked to the supernatural, as well as simple social customs, traditions and habits (ritus
moresque), that is to say, ways of behaving that are reproduced with a certain constancy.
Ritual in the true sense of the word, as we shall see, differs from other customs not only
in the special nature of its supposed efficacy, but also in the more important role that

repetition plays in it (14).

Ritual is constitutive of a more or less binding order of actions, which is maintained as
a form over time. The role of repetition, both of the ritual itself and of the words and
gestures during the ritual, is key. What Cazeneuve identifies as the “special nature” of
the supposed efficacy of ritual, he elsewhere identifies as a partially “extra-empirical”,
invisible efficacy (17). In this, we can see several things: an efficacy that presumably
affects non-empirical entities, or rather: an efficacy that is presumably mediated from
non-empirical entities - but above all, an efficacy (or also: a need, a relevance) that is
not empirically evident but is evident to the subject.

Final Thoughts: From Myth to Ritual

This brings us to the final argument. Brecht's intention to represent the gesture as
interpellated into myth (and to subject the latter to his method, thus unmasking it) is
the method of how the actor in Brechtian theatre defines the relations in the field of
the play. At the same time, it is also a transformation that has a typically ritual function.
It is a repetitive “creating” and addressing - and thus becoming aware - of relations
that already exist. It is a repetitive pattern that is a matter of a specific consciousness
and a specific modus, in which a movement, a gesture, a word (etc.) intervenes not
only in empirical realities but also, again and again, in symbolic realities. And last
but not least, in the reality of the myth, which always means a simultaneous reading of
both - that is, repeatedly deliberate and conscious. The ritual is not theatre as such,
at least not in the strict sense, because the duality of actors-performers means that it
is never a matter of a single ontology. The peculiarity of Brecht’s theatre lies precisely
in the desire to transmit, at least to the actors-apprentices, a specific way of learning
and acting, the consolidation of an important exercise or modus operandi. It is not
just a play; it is a posture - a life posture. A way of life, especially a social one; that is,
a political one.

In the article, I have argued that Brecht’s method is ritual in that it is a never-
perfected exercise in what initiates and constitutes (transsubstantiates) the subject
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into a “Brechtian” subject. This is not just about theatre. “Pure” Brechtian theatre
only happens outside the theatre, outside the actors-audience relationship, on a
unified terrain, where the social Gestus appears as a reality and the intervention in
it as a risk - completely without the security of a “backdrop”. There is no theatrical
representation, no “as if”. The ritual of theatre, as Brecht conceived it, therefore lies,
above all, in its unmistakable potential for what is in the theatre a mere rehearsal to
come alive upon the actor’s exit from the theatre. That is, as something that clearly
resembles a personal ritual: a posture and at the same time already a practice, a
method, and at the same time already an ontology - a repetitive “intervening” as an
inwardly felt necessity.

The linking of gesture to ritual and taboo is interesting because the structure of ritual
in Brecht's work is methodologically inverted: it does not establish or reinforce social
bonds, nor does it push their content into the collective unconscious, but - on the
contrary - itlays bare their foundations and deliberately opens up a space of awareness
and doubt. It is true, of course, that the relationship between the multiple practices
in primitive communities and the parallels between the latter and the contemporary
secular or religious, collective or personalised practices remains the subject of many
attempts at systematisation, as well as attempts to dismantle existing systems. We
do not know of a final, complete collection of the elements of what constitutes the
form and reality of ritual. Perhaps this is because, in the last instance, it is a collection
of elements around something that is important for human beings to renew in their
short- and long-range routines, and the set is inexhaustible. However, if Brechtian
“ethical” “intervening” is also to be called “ritualistic”, then its ritual modus and, at
the same time, its value is that it is a persistent addressing of social myths and taboos,
a showering of the “unknown” into the “known” - a mixing of the “pure” with the
“impure”. Such Brechtian “ritual”, which has the opposite modality as most rituals of
primitive communities, is not an attempt in the social order but is always primarily
an experiment - an attempt in anti-ritual. In this essay, [ wanted to dive into the
universals of what we call “Brechtian” and thus show Brecht in the light of what he
had always been: creative. Never a follower of schematisation and conventionality, but
instead (their) productive transgressor and questioner.
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V eseju naslovim Brechtov koncept gestusa in predlagam njegovo izvirno branje, vzporedno
z Barthesovo semiolosko teorijo. Predlagam pogled, da neka gesta postane gestus, ko je
interpelirana v mit. 0d tod sledi, da tudi gestus interpelira v odnose, kar je isto¢asno njegova
povezovalna in razdiralna moc. Z vpeljavo in interpretacijo Brechtove potujitvene metode
tematiziram in opredelim njegov odnos do ideologije in etike oz. morale. Predstavim nekaj
pogledov iz teorije rituala ter v dosezeni razprtosti tega pojma identificiram nekaj njegovih
kljutnih potez, ki jih nato prepoznavam v Brechtovem epskem gledalis¢u. To pocnem z
zavedanjem ontoloskih razlik med ritualom in gledaliS¢em ter brez Zelje, da bi Brechtovo
gledalisce umestil na neki specificni lokus v razmerju ritual-gledalis¢e. Moj namen je ob
razmisljanju o tem razmerju Se bolj raziskati konceptualno in praktitno naravo Brechtove
potujitvene metode. Njeno eksperimentalno in pedagosko moc prepoznavam v vztrajnem,
repetitivnem interveniranju v druzbene mite in tabuje, ki pa ni le stvar metode, ampak je
tudi stvar ucenja in prakticiranja specifictne ontologije.

Kljucne besede: epsko gledalisce, gestus, eksperiment, ideologija, etika, tabu, ritual
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Gestus in tabu: studija Bertolta Brechta a3
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»[S]em pri frizerju, ponudijo mi Stevilko Paris-Matcha. Na platnicah mlad ¢rnec,
oblecen v francosko uniformo, pozdravlja z vojaskim pozdravom, njegov dvignjeni
pogled je gotovo uperjen v gubo trobojnice« (Barthes 172). Tako pripoveduje Roland
Barthes v Mitologijah. In nadaljuje:

To je smisel slike. A ne glede na to, ali sem naiven ali ne, dobro vidim, kaj mi sporoca:
da je Francija veliko cesarstvo, da vsi njeni sinovi, ne glede na barvo koze, zvesto sluzijo
pod njeno zastavo in da ni boljSega odgovora obrekljivcem domnevnega kolonializma,
kot je vnema tega ¢rnca pri sluzenju domnevnim tlaciteljem. Tu sem pred nekim visjim
semioloskim sistemom: tu je oznacevalec, sam Ze izoblikovan iz predhodnega sistema
(¢rni vojak pozdravlja s francoskim vojaskim pozdravom); tu je oznacenec (tukaj je ta
premisljena zmes francoskosti in militarizma); in kon¢no je tu navzocnost oznacenca

prek oznacevalca. (Prav tam)

Najprej prolog. Po Barthesu je za mit znacilno, da razmerje med obsegom oznacenca
in obsegom oznacevalca ni proporcionalno. Ce je v jeziku to razmerje zamejeno na
neke konkretne enote (npr. besede), se lahko v mitu koncept razsiri na zelo veliko
podroc¢je oznacevalca (npr. celotna knjiga je lahko oznacevalec enega samega
koncepta). Po naravi je mit imperativen in interpelacijski, jaz sam pa sem izpostavljen
njegovi intencionalni sili: »pride me poiskat, da bi me primoral prepoznati celoto
intenc, ki so ga motivirale in ga razpostavile kot signal neke individualne zgodovine«
(prav tam 179). Barthes pravi, da je mit semioloski sistem drugega reda. To pomeni,
da temelji na semioloski shemi (jezik kot sistem znakov), ki je obstajala pred njim. V
jeziku je znak tvorjen iz oznacevalca in oznacenca, v mitu pa je oznacevalec (mita)
identi¢en znaku predhodne sheme in se zato kaze na dva nacina; hkrati kot koncept
(poln) in forma (prazen). Da bi ilustriral, kako ljudje sprejemamo mite, Barthes na
prej podanem primeru prikaZe tri na¢ine branja mita. Ce se usmerimo na prazni
oznacevalec, potem c¢rnec, ki pozdravlja, postane primer ali simbol francoskega
imperializma. Ce se usmerimo na polni oznacevalec, postane njen alibi. Ce pa se
usmerimo na celotni oznacevalec mita, potem za nas ¢rnec, ki pozdravlja, postane
sama navzocnost francoskega imperializma. (nav. po Barthes 170-182)
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Drug, a v marsicem soroden zgled poda Mladen Dolar, ko potujitveno karakteristiko
v kapitalizmu opredeljuje kot odmik od transparentnosti; zamol¢anje dejanskosti
nekih realnih procesov, ki tvorijo druzbene vezi in po katerih se izvaja moderno
izkorisc¢anje. Dolar navede primer kapitalista, ki stopi na oder in na glas pove,
da Zeli izkoristiti delavce in maksimirati dobicek. Argumentira, da bi taks$na
poteza razrahljala druzbene vezi, ki temeljijo na soglasju zatiranih, in da je smisel
moderne ideologije v nacinu, kako zakrinkati sledenje interesom »za formalno
fasado skupnih vrednot, najsibo v obliki univerzalnosti ¢lovekovih pravic, visokih
eti¢nih idealov, ljubezni do Clovestva, prizadevanja za napredek in sploSno blaginjo,
demokracijo, strpnost, svobodo itn.« (53). Za Barthesa je izziv prepoznati formo
mitske govorice, saj ta zaobjema znak neke predhodne govorice in ga transponira
v mitsko ter mu pripne nov pomen. Dolar pa se osredotoca na interes, ki motivira
zavestno prevajanje med diskurzi in oplajanje z drugacnimi pomeni. Oba zgleda sem
podal, da bi z njima ilustriral dva elementa - interes in mit - ki sta sredi$¢na tudi
v ontologiji in miselno-sinesteticnem aparatu tretjega misleca: Bertolta Brechta,
razvijalca epskega gledalisca.

V pri¢ujoc¢em zapisu se bom osredotocil na nekaj elementov Brechtovega gledalisca
in njegove osebne filozofije, pri cemer se bom oprl na Ze napisano literaturo in
njene tematizacije. Z Brechtom povezujemo Stevilne pojme, ki jih je rad uporabljal;
nekateri so nam ostali iz njegovih zapiskov, a jih ni nikoli teoretsko izpopolnil. Kljub
temu njegovo gledaliSce pogosto razlagamo kar z Brechtovimi lastnimi pojmi, kar
pomeni, da vselej obstaja precejsnja svoboda za interpretacijo, pa tudi za nejasnost,
kaj to€no z njimi mislimo, ko jih uporabljamo. Na to svobodo se izgovarjam tudi
sam. Ambicija tega prispevka je konceptualno zgrabiti tisto, kar vsi obcutimo kot
izjemno performativnho moc¢ brechtovskega gledalis¢a. Ker ¢utim, da ta naloga od
mene zahteva, da se pribliZam mislecevemu credu, pa bo moj pristop mestoma
skrenil s pricakovanih poti. Najprej bom naslovil nekaj politi¢nih in eti¢nih dimenzij
Brechtovega konceptualnega aparata in tematiziral, zakaj natanko (in kako) jih
lahko mislimo kot politi¢ne oziroma eti¢ne. Nadalje pa bom pokazal, kako so ti vidiki
vpeti v Zivo, transformativno izkusnjo, ki je znacilna za brechtovsko gledalisce -
posebno prakso in filozofijo, ki jo je Brecht nacrtoval za igralce (pogosto jih imenuje
vajenci). Da bi opredelil, kaj to¢no pocne brechtovski subjekt in kaj se z njim dogaja,
bom posegel v antropoloski repertoar ter spomnil na koncept rituala in tabuja. To je
mejno pocetje, ker je teorija gledaliSca precej nenaklonjena vzporejanju gledalis¢a
in rituala. Kljub temu upam, da bo bralec uposteval mojo namero osredotociti se
na igralca in njegovo posebno vlogo v brechtovskem gledaliscu, pri Cemer sta ta
koncepta lahko v pomoc.



Brecht in gestus: snemati masko morale

Eden klju¢nih pojmov v brechtovskem vokabularju je gestus. Je eden od Brechtovih
osrednjih delovnih pojmov, s katerim je operiral v misljenju tako gledalis¢a kot
tudi druzbenopoliti¢ne realnosti. O gestusu se je, izpod Brechtovega peresa, sicer
ohranilo le nekaj fragmentov. Med njimi: »Pojem gestus ne oznacuje gestikuliranja;
ne gre za kretnje rok, ki bi poudarjale ali pojasnjevale, temvec za celostno drzo.
Gesticen je jezik, ¢e temelji na gestusu, ¢e nakazuje doloCene drze govorca, ki jih ta
zavzema v odnosu do drugih ljudi« (O gesticni glasbi 22). Brecht utemelji Se pojem
druzbeni gestus in navede nekaj primerov:

Ni vsak gestus druzbeni gestus. Obrambna drza nasproti muhi v zacetku Se ni druzbeni
gestus, obrambna drza nasproti psu pa je to lahko, Ce z njim pride do izraza boj revno
oble¢enega ¢loveka proti psom ¢uvajem. Clovekov poskus, da mu na gladki povrsini ne
bi spodrsnilo, postane druzbeni gestus Sele, Ce bi ¢lovek s spodrsljajem ‘izgubil obraz’,
izgubil ugled in veljavo. [..] Druzbeni gestus je gestus, ki je pomemben za druzbo, je

gestus, ki omogoca sklepanje o druzbenih razmerah. (Prav tam)

Brechtje Zelel, da bi posameznik, kakrsno koli vlogo Ze ima v druzbi, preko nje zavzel
politi¢no staliSce. »Za to pa mora oblikovati druzbeni gestus« (prav tam). Druzbeni
gestus torej ni nekaj, kar bi nastajalo zgolj spontano in zunaj zavestnega nadzora
subjektov; tudi subjekti lahko intervenirajo vanj in ga hoté (so)oblikujejo. Je torej
druzbeni gestus nekaj lastnega ali nekaj skupnega? Kar konstituira brechtovsko
razumljen gestus, lahko ob branju Barthesove sheme razumemo kot gesto, ki je
bila transponirana v mitsko (meta)govorico. Tu je potrebno dolo¢eno opozorilo:
shema, ki jo bom ponudil, ni stroga aplikacija Barthesove semiologije, ampak se
nanjo nanasa od zunaj. Gesta sama na sebi Se ni govorica, gestus pa lahko uc¢inkuje
v semioloskem sistemu tako prvega kot drugega reda. Moj argument je naslednji:
vsaka gesta preraste v gestus kot u¢inek njene interpeliranosti v mit. Trditev izhaja
iz zavesti, da so »drZe govorca, ki jih ta zavzema v odnosu do drugih ljudi« (prav
tam), vselej odraz osebnih in kolektivnih mitov, ki vplivajo na njegovo branje nekega
odnosa - ne glede na to, ali bi samo govorico nekega gestusa oznacili za takSno
prvega ali drugega semioloskega reda. Kot gledalci svojih dejanj in dejanj drugih
smo vselej bralci barthesovskega mita, saj v vsaki gesti vidimo »uhajanje«, kot bi
rekel Barthes, torej razlagalni eksces, ki ga ni mogoce zoziti na shemo oznacevalca,
oznacenca in znaka. V dejanju soc¢loveka in v lastnem ravnanju z drugim vselej Ze
vidimo mite, osebne in kolektivne, o tem, kaj pomeni biti ¢lovek, kaj pomeni nek
specificni prostor - in tako napre;.

Lahko bi torej rekli, da se brechtovska transformacija geste v gestus zgodi zaradi
intervencije specificnega mita. Ne le (enega) mita, ampak mitoloskega kompleksa
(mitologije), in sicer tistega, ki — ob in skupaj z Ziveto prakso - sooblikuje in se
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razodeva v odnosu do drugih ljudi. MoC gestusa je zato v tem, da ni le gesta, ki
sporoca, ampak je tudi gesta, ki interpelira [v specificen odnos, iz katerega izhaja in
ki ga hkrati konsolidira]. Gestus lahko interpelira na nacin, da potrjuje Ze obstojece
odnose ali vanje intervenira in oblikuje nove odnose. Druzbeni gestus pa je gesta, ki
interpelira v subjekta - gesta (zavestna ali avtomatska), po kateri se lahko posamic¢nik
prepozna kot vpleten v druzbena razmerja; kot deleznik v svojem ali skup(nost)
nem mitu o tem, kar je druzbena realnost. Druzbeni gestus tako ni (zgolj) vnaprej
obstojeCa mreZa odnosov niti posameznikova gesta na sebi (ali pa le drZa, iz katere
ta izhaja), ampak je predvsem ucinkovitost obnasanja v tej mrezi - od tega, kar
je pricakovano in samoumevno, do tega, kar se zgodi, e ta »bonton« prekrsim, in
kar me sploh notranje motivira, da ga prekrSim. Brecht torej meni, da se ez polje
druzbenosti prepleta mitoloski kompleks, ki ovija realna druzbena razmerja. Glede na
to, da je gojil globoko spostovanje do Karla Marxa, verjetno ne zgreSimo povsem, Ce ta
kompleks imenujemo kar: ideologija? Pa vendar: tako kot ni vsak gestus Ze druzbeni
gestus, tudi ni vsak druzbeni gestus Ze ideologija. Ne nazadnje je tudi naslovitev in
razgaljenje neke ideologije (lahko) druzbeni gestus. Zaradi obremenjenosti pojma
ideologija bom v nadaljevanju uporabljal pojem druZbeni gestus, a s tem zadrZkom,
da ne gre za sinonim, ampak za splo$no mitolosko druzbeno strukturo, katere del je
tudi ideologija oz. njene manifestacije.

Uporabe in razumevanja, kaj je to ideologija, so seveda razli¢na. Michel Foucault je celo
trdil, da je ideologija kot pojem bolj v napoto kot v pomoc, ker »vselej stoji nasproti
necemu, kar velja za resnico« (120), medtem ko je za Foucaulta klju¢no raziskati, »kako
se v zgodovini znotraj diskurzov, ki sami na sebi niso niti resni¢ni niti lazni, proizvajajo
ucinki resnice« (prav tam). Pravi pa, da ima vsaka druzba svoj »reZim resnice, to je
»tipe diskurzov, ki jih spremlja in jim zagotovi funkcijo resnice; mehanizme in instance,
ki nas usposobijo, da razlocujemo resnicne in neresnic¢ne trditve, nacin, kako se ene
in druge sankcionira; tehnike in postopke, ki veljajo kot ustrezni za dogajanje resnice;
status tistih, ki jim je naloZeno povedati, kaj Steje za resni¢no« (132).

Ceprav je imel Foucault $tevilna nestrinjanja z marksisti svojega ¢asa, je njegovo
izhodiSc¢e lahko koristno za pri¢ujo¢o obravnavo, saj tudi Brechta bolj od same
resnice zanima njen »rezim« - diskurzi, ki so (zdaj smo nazaj pri Brechtu) forma
druzbenih mitov in kot taki izzovejo pogojene odzive subjektov. Tudi z gledisca
njegove fascinacije nad vlogo znanosti v moderni druzbi Brecht najve¢ asociacij
med znanostjo in umetnostjo ni vzpostavil na ravni razkrivanja, reSevanja ali
utemeljevanja resnice, ampak na ravni vznemirjanja in poseganja v samoumevnost:
»Znanost si je skrbno razvila tehniko vznemirjenosti sprico dogajanj, ki so obicajna,
‘samoumevna’ in ki o njih nikoli ne podvomimo, in ni razloga, zakaj naj ne bi umetnost
prevzela tega tako neskoncno koristnega staliS¢a« (Brecht v Milohni¢, Historicni
164). Bolj kot za resnico se je zanimal za koristnost - in ravno Kkoristnost je odlika



njegovih vaj v potujevanju. Ideologija prekriva realna razmerja ravno tako, da se
kaZe kot nekaj samoumevnega. Posameznik svoje eksistiranje v mitoloski druzbeni
realnosti dozivlja kot avtomatizem. »Brisal sem po sobi, in ko sem prisel spet naokrog,
sem stopil k divanu in se nisem mogel spomniti, ali sem ga obrisal ali ne« (Tolstoj
v Milohni¢, Historicni 161). Te reflekse Zeli Brecht ozavestiti. »Zato je ‘semantika’
Brechtove misli, organizacija in strukturacija poante, parabole, zgodbe pripeta na
specificen brechtovski vozel, ki potujuje ‘kavzalnost’ in iz nje tvori gestus, specifi¢ni
ucinek, specificno ‘vmesposeganje’« (Berger 11). V dramski praksi to doseZe tako, da
»Z neprestanim razbijanjem iluzije prikazuje igro kot igro, uporablja prologe, epiloge,
sredstva jezikovnega oblikovanja, zoperstavlja nasprotja, pomembno nastopa kot
samoumevno, kar je samoumevno, dobi pretiran pomen« (prav tam 33).

Brecht torej oblikuje metodo: »vmesposeganje«, ki pomeni intervencijo v gestus s
potujitvijo; prekinitev in obrat predvidene logike in avtomatizmov ter vzpostavitev
kontrasta, ki razkrinka ideoloske diskurze. Kar imenujemo potujitveni ucinek, je zato
vedno tudi ze kompleks dejstev, ki se razkrije z intervencijo v druzbeni gestus. To je
tisto, kar je miSljeno z »igro kotigro«, namrec karseda neposredno igro Zive realnosti in
igro z zivo realnostjo simo; ne zgolj njeno reprezentiranje (gledalisce kot umetnostni
medij). V tej realnosti pa so podleZeca razmerja, kot receno, pogosto skrita. Potujitev
je zato alternativa, ki izstopi iz iluzije ideologije in z (mestoma bizarno) brechtovsko
radostjo pleSe na njenih c¢repinjah. Epsko gledaliSCe posnema - natanc¢neje kar:
uprizarja - realnost, da bi jo razgrnilo in nanjo vplivalo. Brecht zapiSe: »Interpretacija
zgodbe in njeno posredovanje s primernimi potujitvami je glavna naloga gledaliSca«
(Fragmenti 24).

S tem pa se znajde na terenu etike. Ce ponovim navedek od prej: »Gesticen je jezik, ¢e
temelji na gestusu, ¢e nakazuje dolocene drze govorca, ki jih ta zavzema v odnosu do
drugih ljudi« (Brecht, O gesti¢ni glasbi 22). Ce je gestus torej kvaliteta ali naravnanost
odnosa, potem je v svojem jedru tudi Ze eti¢no dolocilo. In ¢e je epsko gledalisce in-
tervencija v druzbeni gestus, obenem pomeni intervencijo v neki eti¢ni kod, s tem
pa (lahko) posredno interpelira v nove eticne kode. Toda etika, kot razpravlja Dolar,
»je pogosto zacela sluziti kot nadomestek politicnega (Se zlasti po propadu social-
izma), kot diskurz o dobrih bogatih in dobrih revnih, hegemonija morale je zacela
nastopati kot nadomestek za odsotnost politike« (56). Brechtova drza je podobna.
Pravi: »SliSim, da pravijo: treba je biti resnicoljuben, treba je drZati obljube, treba se
je boriti za dobro. Toda drevesa ne pravijo: treba je biti zelen, treba je, da plodovi
padejo navpi¢no na tla« (Brecht v Dolar 56). Brecht je kriticen do moraliziranja, saj
ga razume kot hrbtno stran interesa. Brechta zanimajo prakse in njihovi ucinki - ne
morala, ki jih legitimira. Vsako prakso pa nekaj motivira in za Brechta je neizbezno,
da je to interes. Brechtov lik gospod K. pravi: »Nikoli ni bilo misli, katere oce bi ne bila
Zelja. Samo o tem se lahko prerekamo: katera Zelja?« (Brecht v Dolar 59).
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Ce so Zelje in interesi tisto, kar poganja misljenje, potem Zeli Brecht, da imamo te
pogoje misljenja pred o¢mi. Misljenje je v tem pogledu uporabno; sluZi nekemu
namenu. Gospod K. ilustrira to idejo na primeru (ne)obstoja Boga: »Ce se [tvoje ob-
nasanje] ne bi spremenilo [ne glede na odgovor], potem lahko vprasanje opustimo.
Ce pa bi se spremenilo, potem ti lahko pomagam le toliko, da ti povem, da si se Ze
odlocil: potrebujes Boga« (Dolar 60-61). To mesto v Brechtu komentira tudi Slavoj
Zizek, ki pravi, da nismo nikoli »v polozaju, ko bi se direktno odlocali med teizmom in
ateizmom, ker je ta izbira kot taka Ze postavljena v polje verovanja« (Dolar 61). Ali pa,
z besedami Jurgena Habermasa: »Prepada med vedeti in verjeti miselno ni mogoce
premostiti« (18). ZiZzek zato dodaja, da resni¢ni ateist ne izbere ateizma, saj je zanj »Ze
samo vprasanje irelevantno« (Zizek v Dolar 61). Zato se Brecht ne osredoto¢a na stvar
etiCne izbire, ampak eti¢ne intervencije: posega v obstojeci ethos, ki prikazuje svoj
odgovor kot enolicen in samoumeven. Brechtova etika ni toliko etika, kot je metoda:
intervencija, ki sproZi epistemi¢ni dvom - Se en korelat med Brechtom in njegovo
fascinacijo nad znanostjo. Poseg v druzbeni ethos je poseg v druzbena razmerja - in
obratno. Kot ugotavlja tudi Miklavz Komelj: Brecht je bil preprican, da mora biti vsaka
vrednota podvrZena dialekti¢ni analizi druzbenih razmerij, ki so podlaga tej vrednoti
(nav. po Komelj 88). Tako je tudi njegova metoda v gledaliS¢u, primarno, dialekti¢na
analiza dramskega materiala, ki naj bo ¢im bolj »Ziv« material druzbene realnosti,
prikazan v protislovjih in paradoksih skozi poenostavitev, ponavljanje, pretiravanje
ali laz.

Nahajamo se torej v shemi, kjer interesi manifestirajo realne ucinke, obenem pa je
funkcija interesa v postopku prikrita; pogosto z moralnimi koncepti, ki po Dolarju
prikrivajo odsotnost politike. Za Brechta je zato odloc¢ilno - e se Ze ne moremo znebi-
ti kreiranja realnosti po nasih interesih - da s svojim interveniranjem v druZzbeni ges-
tus vedno znova opozarjamo na njegovo strukturo in pa (sploh sistemske) interese,
ki ga kreirajo »iz ozadja«. Tu se zgodi za Brechta znacilen paradoks: njegovo naspro-
tovanje vsakrsni etiki kot pretenziji se vseeno artikulira kot specificen odnos. Pa se
res? Brechta bolj kot vzpostavitev lastnega odnosa, ki je po definiciji vedno Ze eti¢no
vprasanje, zanimajo ucinki intervencije v obstojece odnose. Njegov »odnos« je neod-
nos, njegova »etika« pa je snemanje maske vsakrsne etike, Se najbolj pa javne morale.
Ali je Brechtov model v njegovem osredotocanju na rusenje in bistveno manj na pon-
ovno grajenje odnosa stvar teoretske Sibkosti/dogmatizma (kot kontrapunkt prak-
ti¢ni ucinkovitosti) ali pa izhajanja iz dolo¢ene ontologije - o tem ne bom razpravl-
jal. Na en nacin je odlocitev, katere navzocnosti (kot pravi Barthes) naj nas zbodejo
v oci ali kako naj se z razkritjem starega lotimo oblikovanja novega mita, tudi stvar
doloc¢ene - Brecht bi morda rekel, da politi¢ne - svobode.



Gesticnost rituala: ritualnost gestusa

Do zdaj je jasno, da je Brechtov gestus konstituiran v analogiji in komunikaciji s
teorijami ideologije, ki jih lahko tematiziramo (tudi) kot eticne momente v odnosu
do druzbenih mitov. Razpravo smo zaceli z Barthesom in semiologijo; s tezo, da gesta
postane gestus, ko je interpelirana v mit. Na tem mestu pa bi besedo »mit« rad uporabil
za preskok v drug konceptualni okvir. Da bi igralca ali kar »brechtovski subjekt«
predstavil kot subjekta v drzi, ki ni zgolj igra, ampak je igriva in eksperimentalna,
predvsem pa presega ontoloske (in Stevilne druge strukturne) okvire gledaliSke igre,
bom Ze vpeljane koncepte postopoma prevajal v vzporedni vokabular. S tem, ko se
igralcevo vajo (gledalisko - in hkrati vec¢jo od gledalisc¢a) poveze z ritualom, ideologijo
in gestus pa z mitom in tabujem, se brez izvajanja redukcij pokaZe na temeljno matrico
v brechtovskem gledalisc¢u. Izkaze, da je lahko performativna moc¢ brechtovskega
gledalisca povezana z moc¢no personalnim postopkom, ki ga je Brecht mislil Sirse od
igre in igralca - vselej tudi kot ontologijo in nacin druzbenosti.

Lev Kreft v eseju »Der Kinhaken - Sus v brado« primerja gledali$¢e s $portom ter
artikulira podobnosti in razlike med obema, s Se posebnim ozirom na Brechta in
njegovo gledali¢e. Ni nakljucje, da piSe o Brechtu ravno na tej relaciji: »Sport je
nasprotje druzbeno priznane kulturne dobrine, kakrSno si lahko izvoli obstojeca
druzba: je nezdrav, je nekultiviran in je samemu sebi namen. In takemu gledaliScu,
nezdravemu, nekultiviranemu in samemu sebi namenjenemu, je naklonjen Brecht«
(132-133). Da bi to tezo osvetlil, Kreft izpostavi znamenito Studijo Clifforda Geertza
o petelinjih bojih na Baliju, na podlagi katerih je Geertz zasnoval koncept »globoke
igre« (deep play). To je »igra tveganja, v kateri si lahko uspesen samo, Ce si pripravljen
tvegati ve¢ kakor drugi in vec¢, kakor si sam lahko privoScis: svoj socialni status
v celoti zastavi$ v igro, ki je smoter sama sebi« (135). Koncept in realnost globoke
igre ni brez paralel z epskim gledali$¢em. Ce v $portu niti njegovi akterji (§portniki)
ne poznajo izida neke tekme ali obracuna, je v gledaliS¢u vse - kot pozneje zapisSe
Kreft - le »sprenevedanje«: to, da igralci ne igrajo, kot tudi to, da ob¢instvo tega ne
ve. Brechtovega epskega gledalis¢a ne smemo razumeti le kot alternativo, ampak tudi
kot kritiko klasi¢nega gledaliS¢a. Potujitev ne le prekinja »klasicno« sprenevedanje,
ampak tudi poucuje o sprenevedanjih, ki tvorijo vezi zunaj gledalisc¢a; druzbene vezi,
druzbene mite. Kreft zapiSe: »Poetika gledaliS¢a ni v literarnem besedilu, ampak v
sprenevedajo¢em se razmerju, ki nastane med igralci in ob¢instvom, in poetika Sporta
ni v pravilih, ampak v uzitku, ki ga proizvaja totalni vlozek vseh sil, spretnosti in ves¢in
v nekaj zares ne-resnega in hkrati zares tveganega. Bertolt Brecht je hotel v gledaliscu
ve( te druge, Sportne poetike« (143).
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Brechtovsko potujitev lahko razumemo kot poetiko: socasno nujnost in uzitek v
eksperimentalnem poseganju v druzbeni gestus. Le-ta implicira nabor rutiniranih
pravil obnasanja, potujitev pa se - analogno na Kreftovo primerjavo - zgodi kot totalni
vlozek vseh sil in spretnosti - telesnih, mentalnih in verbalnih - v kr$enje teh pravil.
To je rizicen postopek, in sicer v tem, da so njegovi ucinki (npr. odzivi obcinstva v
gledaliScu, ljudi na ulici) nepredvidljivi. Kot to formulira Kreft: »potujitveni ucinek je
nasproten ucinku vzviSenega, katerega pogoj je, da smo na varnem. Je Sus v brado, ki
nam sporoci, da niti v gledali§¢u nismo varni. V gledaliScu Se zlasti« (prav tam). Temu
lahko sopostavimo Studijo tabujev, ki jo je napisala Mary Douglas v Sestdesetih letih.
Douglas ugotavlja, da tabu nastopi kot nacin varovanja kategorij, tako da konfrontira
nejasno, »umazanog, in slednje potisne v posebno kategorijo. Definira: »Tabu je
spontana kodirna praksa, ki vzpostavlja besednjak prostorskih omejitev ter fizi¢cnih
in verbalnih signalov, katerih namen je pregrajevanje ranljivih odnosov« (15). Vsaka
kultura, tako Douglas, mora namrec imeti »lastne predstave o umazaniji in skrunitvi,
ki so postavljene nasproti s predstavami pozitivne strukture, ki se je ne sme zanikati«
(227). Umazanija, ki jo »ustvari« diferenciranje uma pri ustvarjanju reda, ogroza
ustvarjena razlikovanja. Brechtova potujitev je tako specifi¢na metoda detabuiziranja:
»nered« ali »necisto« je tisto »nekaj«, kar Brecht »injicira« v druzbeni gestus - Se
posebno na tista mesta, kjer se ta dogaja kot nekaj samoumevnega. Pri Brechtu ne gre
za brezbriZno podziganje reda. Gre za nadzorovano vnasSanje dvoma v odnose, katerih
red varujejo tabuji. Pred ¢im? - to je vpraSanje, ki zanima Brechta.

Kreft pokaze na klju¢no zvezo med pravili in pa tveganjem, sooCenjem ter
eksperimentom, ki se zgodijo v okviru pravil. To po eni strani rezonira z dosedanjim
govorom o Brechtovem gestusu kot naslavljanju eti¢nih razmerij, obenem pa ta govor
odpira v novo razseznost, ki je bila nakazana tudi z nanasanjem na Mary Douglas,
namrec: ritualno dimenzijo gestusa. Tu se ne gre zareci, ¢eS da imamo pri naslavljanju
ali vzpostavljanju nekega gestusa opravka z ritualom. Obcutljivo razmerje med
gledaliS¢em in ritualom so naslovili Stevilni teoretiki, sprva sploh antropologi, do
danes pa se je oblikovalo ve¢ vej in diskurzov, kako misliti to zvezo. Ce je sprva veljalo,
da je ritual zgolj forma za uprizarjanje mita, je sCasoma dobil status samostojne
epifanije in igre razmerij - podobno, kot se je zgodilo pri emancipaciji gledalis¢a od
primata besedila, ki ga teater uprizarja. Segment tega razvoja genealosko ponazori
Aldo Milohni¢ v Teorijah sodobnega gledalis¢a in performansa (glej 27-36). Kot
povzema Milohnié¢: »Teatrologija 20. stoletja postulira, da gledaliS¢e nastane, ko se
ritual ‘teatralizira’, ko se prelevi v gledalisce. V drugi polovici 20. stoletja, Se zlasti v
Sestdesetih letih, pa zasledimo Stevilne poskuse prenavljanja gledalisca, ki izhajajo iz
ritualnih praks ali, z drugimi besedami, ‘ritualizirajo’ gledalis¢e« (27).

Ze poskusi definiranja rituala pa so nasploh polni polemik. Denimo na osi, koliko pri
definiciji upostevati stalisS¢e prakticirajocih (tudi Ce je njihova interpretacija rituala



plod »mitske« misli) oziroma staliSCe opazovalcev (npr. »racionalnega« zahodnega
Cloveka). Priprto je tudi, koliko se ritual nanaSa na religijo in njene zacetke. Roy A.
Rappaport, ki v svojem delu Ritual and Religion in the Making of Humanity izhaja
iz Durkheimove dediscine, denimo trdi, da ni vsak ritual religiozen niti ni vsako
religiozno dejanje Ze ritual (nav. po Rappaport 25). Max Gluckman se distancira od
religijskih izhodiS¢ rituala in ga oznaci kot: »bolj vkljuc¢ujoco kategorijo druzbenega
delovanja, z verskimi dejavnostmi na eni in druzbenim bontonom na drugi strani«
(Bell 39). Mnoge teorije rituala namre¢ Ze dolgo upostevajo tudi sekularna obeleZja,
ne le verskih; tudi v »razsvetljenskih, ne le v primitivnih skupnostih. Simon Coleman
pa v eseju »Ritual Remains« podaja mejne primere posameznikov, ki sami niso
verujoci, a se priloZnostno udeleZujejo romanj s svojo druZino. Z Zeljo relativizirati
ideje o ritualnem »jedru« zapise, nanasajo¢ se na ritual: »vsebovano je tudi v tistih
vseprisotnih, a kratkotrajnih dejanjih, ko se nezavezani spotikajo ob konvencionalne
liturgi¢ne oblike in jih skuSajo osmisliti - ali pa se spogledujejo z obredi, ko skusajo
oblikovati sorodstvene ali prijateljske odnose« (306). Nekatere razlage rituala skusajo
upostevati celo vedenjske vzorce, ki jih opazajo etologi pri Zivalih - ne le sesalcih, tudi
ribah in celo insektih.

Povsem drugace je torej, ¢e gledaliS¢e primerjamo s klasi¢nimi rituali, kot jih - v vsej
njihovi raznovrstnosti - poznamo iz primitivnih skupnosti, ali pa s katoliskim masnim
obredjem, kot ¢e ga primerjamo z danasnjimi sekularnimi, tudi politicnimi obredi,
kot so drzavne slovesnosti, ali pa z aspekti Sportnih dogodkov in celo ¢lovekovih
osebnih jutranjih ali kak$nih drugih »ritualov«. Ceprav se je gledali$¢e najpogosteje,
zaradi Zelje razloziti njegov izvor, povezovalo s Samanisticnimi rituali ali pa obredi
kot elementi mitske misli, tudi ti niso stvar tako enotne kategorije; poznamo Stevilne
prakse v primitivnih skupnostih, ki niso povezane niti s stanjem transa ali ekstaze niti
z odnosom do svetega ali tabujev, pomenijo lahko simbolno dejanje ali materialno
sredstvo, pa jih antropolosko kljub temu imenujemo rituali. OntoloSko razliko med
ritualom in gledaliS¢em jedrnato opiSe Eli Rozik v uvodu v The Roots of Theatre:

Medtem ko je ritual nacin delovanja v resni¢nem svetu, je gledaliS¢e neke vrste medij
(tj. poseben sistem oznacCevanja in komunikacije). Zaradi njune ontoloske razlike
to ni binarno nasprotje. Ritual in gledaliS¢e sta medsebojno neodvisna: ritual lahko
uporablja razli¢ne medije, tudi gledalisce; gledalisce pa lahko opisuje rituale ali pa tudi

ne. Gledalisc¢e lahko celo ustvarja fiktivne rituale (4).

Ob tem velja omeniti, da je v gledaliS¢u, kar naslavlja tudi Kreft, razlikovanje med
igralci in obcinstvom ustvarilo zarezo, distanco do dogajanja na odru in zadrzek pred
doZivljanjem le-tega kot povsem verodostojnega realnega dogajanja. Tu se razkriva
klju¢ni ontoloski status Brechtovega gledaliS¢a: na en nacin Zeli ukiniti zavarovanost
gledalca s tem, ko na odru uprizarja razmerja, ki ga prevec zadevajo, da bi se vanje - v
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aristotelovskem smislu - »vZzivljal«. Enotnosti med odrom in gledalcem nivec,aravno s
tem dobi slednji aktivno vlogo. Obenem pa Brecht spreminja tudi vlogo igralca oziroma
naravo igre. Igralce razume kot vajence; Studirajoce, ki so z uprizarjanjem specifi¢nih
gestusov in izvajanjem potujitev na odru sami spremenjeni. Z njegovimi besedami:
»Velika pedagogika popolnoma spreminja vlogo igranja. [...] Pozna samo Se igralce,
ki so hkrati tisti, ki Studirajo« (Brecht v Komelj 109). Transfiguracija (druzbenega)
gestusa socasno pomeni transsubstanciacijo subjekta - na tleh gledalisca, kot tudi
vsakdanjega Zivljenja. To je bil Brechtov projekt. Njegova metoda zato ni le nacin -
je tudi ontologija. Vse to je Brecht dosegel pod prenovljenim razumevanjem, kdo je
to dramatik. Kot zapise TomaZ Topori$i¢: »Brechtovo razreSevanje krize dramskega
pisanja na eni strani in krize individua na drugi strani je tako potekalo skozi novo
vlogo dramatika, ki je v skladu z Brechtovo doktrino postal organizator druzbenih
eksperimentov« (1516). Mislim, da specificno Brechtova zastavitev gledalisca kot
pedagogike in eksperimenta na poseben nacin osvetljuje Ze naslovljeno razmerje
(epsko) gledalisce-ritual. Zato bom omenil Se Jeana Cazeneuva in njegovo dovolj
splosno ter »neobremenjeno« definicijo rituala, za katero se zdi, da zajame dve
bistveni potezi tega, kar neko prakso posvecuje v ritual. Cazeneuve pravi:

Latinska beseda ritus je oznacevala tako ceremonije, povezane z verovanjem, ki so se
navezovale na nadnaravno, kakor tudi preproste druzbene obicaje, Sege in navade (ritus
moresque), se pravi nacine ravnanja, ki se reproducirajo z dolo¢eno nespremenljivostjo.
Obred v pravem pomenu besede se od drugih obicajev, kot bomo videli, ne razlikuje
zgolj po posebni naravi svoje domnevne ucinkovitosti, temve¢ tudi po pomembnejsi
vlogi, ki jo ima pri njem ponavljanje. (14)

Za ritual je konstitutiven bolj ali manj zavezujoC vrstni red dejanj, ki se kot forma
ohranja skozi ¢as. Pomembna je vloga repeticije, tako rituala samega kot besed ali gest
med ritualom. Kar Cazeneuve oznaci kot »posebno naravo« domnevne ucinkovitosti
rituala, na nekem drugem mestu opredeli kot delno »zunajempiri¢no«, nevidno
ucinkovitost (nav. po Cazeneuve 17). V tem lahko vidimo ve¢ zadev: ucinkovitost,
ki domnevno vpliva na neempiri¢ne entitete, ali pa ucinkovitost, ki je domnevno
posredovana od neempiricnih entitet - vsekakor in predvsem pa ucinkovitost (lahko
tudi: potrebo, relevantnost), ki ni empiri¢no evidentna, je pa evidentna subjektu.

Sklepna misel: od mita k ritualu

S tem se blizamo kon¢nemu argumentu. Brechtova namera, da bi gesto prikazal kot
interpelirano v mit (in le-tega podvrgel svoji metodi, ga s tem razkrinkal), je poteza,
kako igralec v brechtovskem gledali$¢u definira odnosna razmerja v polju igre; ob tem
pa gre tudi za transformacijo, ki ima tipi¢no ritualno funkcijo. Gre za repetitivnost



»Kkreiranja« - naslavljanja in s tem ozaveScanja Ze obstojecih odnosov; ponavljajoci
se vzorec, ki je stvar specificne zavesti in specific(nega modusa, pri katerem neki
gib, kretnja, beseda (ipd.) ne intervenirajo le v empiri¢no, ampak vselej znova tudi v
simbolno realnost - in ne nazadnje v realnost mita, ki pomeni hkratno branje obeh -
in to na vedno znova nameren in zavesten nacin. Ritualno ni gledaliSc¢e kot tako, vsaj
v strogem smislu ne, saj zaradi dualnosti igralci-nastopajoci ni nikoli stvar ene same
ontologije. Posebnost Brechtovega gledalisca pa je prav v Zelji, da bi vsaj med igralce
vajence prenesel poseben nacin ucenja in delovanja, utrjevanje neke pomembne vaje
ali modusa. Ne gre le za igro, gre za drzo - Zivljenjsko drzo. Nacin zivljenja, sploh
druzbenega; torej politicnega.

V ¢lanku sem zagovarjal, daje Brechtovametodaritualnavtem, dagrezanikoliizpopolnjeno
vajo v tem, Kkar iniciira in konstituira (transsubstanciira) subjekt v »brechtovski« subjekt.
Tu ni govora le o gledalis¢u. »Cisto« brechtovsko gledalis¢e se zgodi $ele zunaj gledali$¢a;
zunaj razmerja igralci-obcinstvo. Na poenotenem terenu, kjer se druzbeni gestus kaze kot
realnost, poseg vanj pa kot riziko - povsem brez varnosti »kulise«, ¢e$ saj to je »zgolj«
gledalisce. Tu ni gledaliske reprezentacije, nobenega »kot da«. Ritualnost gledalisca, kot
ga je zastavil Brecht, je zato predvsem v njegovem nezgresljivem potencialu, da to, kar
je v gledaliS¢u zgolj vaja, ob igral¢evem izhodu iz gledali$¢a zaZivi kot nekaj, kar ocitno
spominja na osebni ritual: drza in hkrati Ze praksa, metoda in hkrati Ze ontologija -
repetitivno »vmesposeganje« kot notranje obcutena nujnost.

Navezava gestusa na ritual in tabu je zanimiva, ker je struktura rituala pri Brechtu
metodoloSko obrnjena: ne vzpostavlja ali krepi druzbenih vezi in ne potiska njihove
vsebine v kolektivno nezavedno, ampak - nasprotno - razgalja njihove temelje in
namensko odpira prostor ozavescenosti in dvoma. Seveda velja, da razmerje med
mnogoterimi praksami v primitivnih skupnostih ter vzporednice med slednjimi
in pa sodobnimi sekularnimi ali religioznimi, kolektivnimi ali personaliziranimi
praksami ostajajo predmet Stevilnih poskusov sistematizacije pa tudi poskusov
rahljanja obstojecih sistemov. Koncnega, zaklju¢enega zbira elementov tega, kar
sta forma in realnost rituala, ne poznamo. Morda zato, ker gre v zadnji instanci za
zbir elementov okrog necesa, kar je cloveku v njegovi kratko- in daljnosezni rutini
pomembno obnavljati, in je nabor neizérpen. Ce Zelimo tudi brechtovsko »eti¢no«
»vmesposeganje« brati kot ritualno, potem zagovarjam, da je Brechtov ritualni modus
in obenem vrednota to, da gre za vztrajno naslavljanje druzbenih mitov in tabujev,
prepuscanje »neznanega« v »znano« - mesanje »Cistega« z »necistim«. Tak brechtovski
»obred, ki je modalno nasproten obredom v primitivnih skupnostih, pa ne zagotavlja
druzbenega reda, ampak je vselej primarno eksperiment - poskus anti-obreda. Z
esejem sem Zelel vstopiti v univerzalije tega, kar imenujemo »brechtovsko, s tem pa
prikazati Brechta v luci tega, kar je vselej bil: kreativen. Nikoli pristas shematizacije in
utecenosti, ampak (njun) produktivni prestopnik in prevprasevalec.
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