Virtually Yours: Presence,
Liveness, Lessness

Herbert Blau

THE ACTUAL HUMAN BODY BECOMES OF LESS IMPORTANCE

EVERY DAY. N
—Wyndham Lewis, “The New Egos,” in Blast 1

I began to wonder at about this time what one saw when one looked

at anything really looked at anything. .
__Gertrude Stein, “Portraits and Repetition”

Little body little block heart beating ash gray only upright. Little
body ash gray locked rigid heart beating face to endlessness.
—Samuel Beckett, “Lessness”

Before the opening of the Beaumont Theater at Lincoln Center in New
York, as we were finishing up the lights for the first preview of Danton's
Death, what was then (in 1965) the world’s most advanced switchboard
couldn’t quite control the “ghosting” on stage—that is, the trace of lights
after dimming, the aura here or halo there, the stubborn residue of illumi-
nation that wouldn’t, for all the electronics, go entirely dark. Designed by
George Izenour, the computerized system was something remarkably
new, though the technology still worked at the time not through the mys-
teries of software but—as with the archetypal Colossus, the vacuum-
tubed first electronic computer—by means of a quite hefty pack of punch
cards. We shuffled the cards, or read them like tarot, but when the ghost-
ing persisted, we called Izenour, reputed sage of techno-theater, down
from Yale to see what he could do. That didn’t quite solve the problem.
Each time we’d set up the lights and turn them down, he’d look at the lu-

i Ut b A minous trace that everybody could see and give us a theoretical explana-
tion as to why it couldn’t be. Even then, 1 had no indisposition to theory,
et “But George,” I'd say, “look again!” and again he’d look and explain why
(7]"‘ g Sy it couldn’t be, as if we were somehow hallucinating. As it turned out, our

technical director José Sevilla managed to operate the switchboard with-
out the computer, running the entire show—the preview was not can-
celled—by taking the dimmers between his fingers and moving them up
and down the otherwise hapless console with exquisite precision on cue.
The technology was primitive, but the ghosting had disappeared.
Or at least as it was in the lighting. What I'd overlooked then, how
ever, in the urgencies of the moment, is what remains a crucial distinction
. -_...——_———__,—-——-—/_-‘ .
in the ontology of performance, as we think of it now through the media
t‘anci iihe'prospects of cyberculture. For once you look in the theater, no less
532 Iook again! (as the Furies chant in the Orestei, seeming to initiate specula™
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ity as the theater’s compulsive tradition) i
€ » then wit i ighti
the ghos;s a re;:l ready there, and once the lighte zlu: ?Jr vzntf\out lighting,
mu:\to&s rom Troy ?I} lights, lights, lights! as on the plg (\,):rietlf\'the el
or in the movement from Plato’s Cave to the dialectic yf e
or even with Clov in Endgame, who sees hi o eolightenment,

there, or not, it’s with the look of being lookS 2 dying), no matter what’s

= ed 2 i S o =AD
the anxious datum of “liveness.” at. Which is, in performance, | "+ D:’ Jj J
-v . ¥ oyl
As for liveness in the theater, which seemed to be its distinction,. that
been complicated in recent years not merely = ¢istinction, that's

ely by the hyperbolic computeri-

: ut by widening magnitudes of
mance that seem to be leaving the theater behind. Aftegxtl;\e c:rsn?vflzrffz;

tivals, p = geants, and ritual forms of other cultures, performance seems to

be mowliu;gcﬁel;y?nd the ethnographic, with its residuum of the aesthetic,

thmuli referrircl)gotgg rin((ii Corporate management into outer space. I'm not

mere edia events circling the globe by satell; 7Y C RPN STIR
sion, but in the ever-increasing pano 8 8 y satellite transmis :

; _ ptic vision of performance studies, to -’ ZAL g
everything from the operations of the Hubble telescope to some nomadic |

or dysfunctional rocket in the ionosphere, or some years back, the atomiza- POV
tion of the Challenger, the radiant image of which, played over and over on
television, virtually transfigured disaster as did, in those brain-draining
bursts, the resplendent aureoles of the collapsing towers before they be-
came a sepulcher. Yet remote from Ground Zero, even spaced out, through
the “strange loop” phenomenon of missile guidance systems,? if there is
anything theatricalized, it requires a site of performance; and if the scaleis | 7 - \
reduced again, down to what'’s basic in theater, not the old two boards for - -
a passion or, for that matter, what Peter Brook had in mind when he said | \
theater begins with an empty space, luring the actorin. rqove
" *There’s no such thing as an empty space,” said John Cage, “or an

zation of Broadway scenic effects, b

ergpg_@ 2 That was the premise of an early essay on experimental A
music as the becoming of theater, which “is continually becoming that it

is becoming” (14), which is to say, a space of performance, subject to the

look, which for more than a generation has been, as folded into “the

gaze,” the subject of deconstruction. But with the obduracy of the gaze in

mind—and a sense of its gradations, as with presence itself—I've written , = = 231:0¢C
elsewhere that in the apparently empty space you don't even need the \

actor, the space no longer empty so long as there is someone seeing. As ¥ Yu. \\x\
for the semblance of time in space, we may not have been seeing the same, PENER AL
since the same can never be seen, not in a temporal form, but what Cage <
didn’t say, looking through music to theater, is that it's the seenung in the

becoming that invites and escapes the look, which in the consciquspesg.-gf_w
looking, as at the substance of seeming itself, suffuses }une, with.
thought—which is what theater does, even when @ubled by it.

For the liability in the suffusionisa metaphysics of seeming, ﬂ;ierpt;t-
uating in appearance the future of illusion. Less dlstufbe'd by that i a{\d. e
theater tends to be—or at least its canonical drama, in its congeruta 151-
trust of theater—the minimalist aesthetic of conceptual art, and the instal-

lations that followed, evolved in theatricality, which for an unregenerate
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ginning of the en oLk hamber at perkeley, in which, through the absenc,
atricality, the anechoic cha his nerves and heart, lI.wn thought ¢
of other sound, Cage liste the performance, itself canonicy]
himself Iistening,_ouf Of “tling four minutes, thirty—th_rce .SL‘C(m(IH_
now, of 4’332 sﬂencethzsre were repercussions of this silence, inflecteq
Soﬂ,‘e Year,s a.?frz manifestation of media a'rt: .Nam June Paik’s o
visually B D i ade in the early 1960, picking up on Cage’s Zen,
g vide f{hn, at s were with a sometimes monumental arry
Paik’s later video 1.nsta11at10n ;W gt v bamquey
of monitors and his usua i s gant displays, b neces:
s, no expensive effects, optical or

but back then, if the aesthetic was i
i :nimal cost: no & . : X
sity because of minima el ine S agtati
essed sixteen-mil-

ise, no film stock to edit either.
giefvv;ssnotmng more than a thousand fect Pf,upgroih, G
limeter Teader, which ran jmagelessly on @ screen for thirty minutes, Fhe
effect on the siewer being—if not a sense of malfunction or unreflective

indifference—a participatory impulse. '
~—That was, in any Fluxus event, Wﬁeﬁ@t least, pre-
sumably @mehng_ﬂleir_\e_r_ti@_ojjhe.passme‘obsemgr, with consciousness
mance. As if Baudelaire’s bore- |

the sine qua non of performa
en, the (seeming) tabula rasa |

e was, in subsequent viewings, complicated and en- |
by dust and scratches on the leader stock. |

The liveness there, of course, was in the consciousness solicited by those
chance “events,” though it’s possible to argue that the events themselves |
were symptoms of liveness, even in the absence of any human image on |

,” the rising and falling lights, the !
d expiration, and the faint cries, each “instant of |
ore poignant absence—the liveness of it, no
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‘dom, recycled, had been activate

LU et Trecorded vagitus,” convey a m

" actors there on stage—in the performance of Beckett’s Breath.> i

s On a larger scale, the notion of liveness entered the agenda of per- |
|

formance theory through film and (even more) the televisual, and the “re- |

mediation” that Philip Auslanider has fracked from stage to screen to

stage, and through the recording industry: from the lip-synch scandal of |
Mﬂh Va_mlh to CDs, DVDs, and back through rock concerts, where the |
ggg?;ﬁ?:g;’g ﬁﬁgg?a, tUé,bor Emir’lem,, the truth of liveness there, is
updates, according to AICE; ed by what's been seen on MTYV. If this merely |
Ao M[ n “that thé o ang 0 Aus and'er,' what we should have known all along,
' aiﬁhé'"fﬁare‘trﬁe‘??f t only within an economy of reproduction,” what's
duction, the fantaus1 —n? tlii;hnolog1cal Veljsatility of the dominion of repro-j
the desire for live e>}<, aking apparatus itself, “is that, like liveness itself,
N iy ‘fer!?f!ceeﬁ.lﬁs.,?}_li’lgfi.ucig_fglediag'zvation.”6 Meanwhile, |
grated circuits, and Sftw e mm}é‘ltunzed, first by transistors, then inte-
abling globaliz’ati(m aite;']ward silicon chips, with fiber-optic bundles en-.
would extend to vi ’tu ] > t.o be expected that the question of liveness,
rtual reality, as well as to futurological fantasies ofa




digitized human race that, with wh
terialized body, would certainly
yresence in liveness, )

atever for

ms of i
alte Inte

lligence inad

ms ema-

r our thinking aboyt the meaning of

Until that millenarian day, however we'll sti] |
i sti

the banalities about “living theater,” which attrib
stage more presence than some of those e

bodi i
formance, no less anything like 5 "o '€S may actually have in per-

" matic w ) ;
that body may appear to have, if nothing more &Zﬁness, Which this =
there was No point to stressing liveness b appearance. Yet, if

1 be contending with
te to real bodies on a \
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“polymorphous perverse” bodies prot the French call) the Living—with
had in mind, by contrast, was the appearance of theater on film though
the incursion of the Living, in the dissidence of the 19605' was_alégg daﬁn
to liveness as opposed to t,h?_@e_hl_.!{r_lanized. And that wa; a conditic;ﬁ just
as possible in the theater as it was on film, or later television, not to men-
tion the prospect that dehumanization will be, in the apotheosis of virtual
reality, the (im)material condition of liveness, Relieved or distraught by
the absence of presence, relentlessly demystifi

: _ ed in theory, some who see
liveness alive and well in the media—which mediatize themselves in re-

mediation—are essentially making a defense of another kind of presence,
an electronic presence, as we pass to the Internet, where, instead of meta-
physics coming in through the pores, as Freud and Artaud thought, it
comes in, rather, in bytes.

When we think of the age of information, and digital traffic around
the globe, there’s a tendency to imagine the networks as a ramification _°f
the “superhighway” of image culture, or as the hypertrophy of image, its
proliferous reification, from the age of mechanical :;gggoduchon*@gn-
jamin) to the society of the spectacle (Debord), with its investment in, or
investiture of, the precession of silﬂlg_c;g‘(]?gagdrﬂlar.d)l But the virtual re-
alities of information are something else again. While the photographic,
filmic, or televisual image is still attached to the rg@t@_rlelws_lteo;ﬁrepr_eseltll-
tation in a legacy of realism (however tl?eél_mage._,ls',produceg,_lgcclfglg%});
or analogically), the substance of the virtual, digitally produced a5 it
through the wobble of one and zero, may appear to be “&'%s‘om e

but in the electroluminescence of the apparency of a stage, ther yan.

——— =T

i oo to feel i h, only the phosphores-
i display,”7 nothing to feel, nothing to touch, oy = ]
C:I%Pgesengéybfyﬁﬂét—inﬁke the object of the _Cam?fifl Eoggi‘t:ri?u\axi
stracted—was never there to begin with. In some tilntfl(‘)afca I‘)Iody N ally
f the cvberized space itself, the sensation may be that of a body ' el
P CybETIZEEED ‘ pprehension in its s

there, but that’s it, virtual, maybe quickening aChantment o lke
mel'ir’lg subjunctivity, with 2 certain charm or en har ;

an alibi of the spectral wishing it coultd Eg more, may
with evacuated gravity, never meant to be.

The space is interactive, and the

be even mortal, but

virtual is a lure, but the real agency
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nts to be rea:. ver performatiVe mode, across any styl-
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jzation or cu p s—will always pe subject o that wanting, as
‘ the body itself, that body, the

e erformed with pUPPE!
even pe D will be re ferred to
{ mean 1 construction, O less what they're call-

s the artificial intelligence: h
scene. If, the resource
to the real, on€
out the visceral sen 4
even, as things are, the ppearan

however unaccommo

so something poignant:

the body of informa: :
Teal body, and 1d ;n’t mean a 5014
s to be a new reality, as the

there seem
d world of data, supradiaphanous,

ears upon life as we've known it, material as it is, and
unlikely to go away, unless the genetic codes are somehow gdded to the
data, ending life as we've known it in a life without end. Which, however
that may be, may vex us evenl more—if performance theory survives—by
making liveness moot. Be that as it may, this is certainly a view of the
Brecht didn’t anticipate when, after the bomb on
Hiroshima, he revised his Epic theory in the Short Organum, tO take cog-
nizance of nuclear power, beyond the “petroleum complex,” even before
which he had thought, “Gome exercise in complex seeing is needed.”? In

the world of feedback loops accelerated by microcomputers, and with cy-
o take over performance (or even, since queerer

borgs on the scene about t

than queer, what is called “performativity”), Brecht's critique of “culinary

theater” would seem to be arrested in history, without any object at all
body with conventional subjectivity

since the disappearance of an organic
makes the culinary a non sequitur: out in cyberspace, nothing to cook and

nothin i i i :
ng to eat. But _1f th_e audience in the bourgeois theater is there to di-
gest its dinner, so it might all the m i 11
what’s programmed there is i ore n front of a computer. Still, if
Ality, there’ re is in a postculinary world, immersed in virtu-
, there’s no guarantee whatever that it 1 i
data with which, in the absence of anythin > ‘ia — 1mproved by L
formana o I ything else, we may identify in per-
able @M;irgseiggﬂérﬁf cybernauts and cybernerds, ar)id all uiyforesee-
puter—no dicital seems to be—except for incompetence on the com-
; gital equivalent of the Alienati ich i
welrAnileties tan evapih ation-effect. Which is to say,
i1 e fieed, swhen. time » through all the information, in the complex see-
we are in the virtual. a trr; ESt han‘:‘ a stop, for a reflective look, wherever
maybe nothing but aPiJ earani;eglllg passing by, susceptible to illusion,
sieged by terror, with “ ’ e more in the paranoi 2
Eg news. struction” like a refrain on the
ven so, when perfo
ET. rmance occur o : ;
yberspace, where power is a function z? aie tgihal dieinee, aubin R,
remote control—in a world in-
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7 Gtill, somew.
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here in all this,
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In this regard, the mediatizing of culture is not only a matter of how
it is represented, or who represents _it, but hQW that is factored intp_ a vir-
tual ontology of distraction, which bears upon what we think and how we
see ourselves in time. Or for tha

t matter, out of time, because our sense of
temporality is increasingly preempted by the allure of the televisual, and
with it telepresence,*® which may encounter time in its occurrence, but not

i i i tasis, motion, or decay. Time on tel-
in any perceptible cycle of gigrat_;pn, S , motion,
evisignp—where we rarely see the process of time—is processed, and what
i i ly into the archive, to be reprocessed,
just happened will move instantly into j _
- irrl::zliges of the past susceptible, as Margaret Morse points out, tot a
EVELL . " i 11 day’s expecta-
sort of digital updating or “electronic rexflsu:in to nr:;er:ita :i(; na;yof tﬁg .
tions,” so that the grainier blacl;l-ﬁrlx(d-;ihr; ¢ ((;;:i o T o
y “to flicker ’
are not preserved as access to flick 1%111 4 peychic relations [of]the e
ather shaped up to the “spatiotempora npinge on performance,
1-liti it constitutes.”** Which are, as they now imping
alities i . |
P . . " . . o f Cl]l_
realities of distraction. 3 s ility in the mediatizing o ;
At the same time, there 152 Certamtt acs f:)ythink, with the formation
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& : Aarness, eliciting our s.'.vnsc of ml}(h’ as with i .
WERS, 12 extrf:mC o els or, in the magic world of th,(,‘ law, sexy g .
Bigme SoOp qun c:tlled #plue-screen technology”™ can creqpe virtg
Ally McBeal. If “'ha]tllsm‘rket studios, and their unknown anchor P('"Pl;-
sets that ma}_\'e e o lex motion design, enhanced by the comput.
look prime-time, i‘;tc(;:]i to define but to move around an object in dj:’

h diverse angles and points of entry, the sort of topolog,
me laws of gravity in the cinema as we T
Sometimes the sense of motion is g ch, ir
. ics on the screen, especially in fantasies of outer o
(Ct(;;nnpsugeszzetcj)%realﬁrgc sthe Lexus), that the grounFi of representation II::eC]?
seemspto be taken from under us. E-Ket the fflintasflies of we’ghtlessness -
competing, as they did way back in Ib.sen s Lady {J‘ron;1 the :S{'g' With the
deadweight actuality of our actual bodies. It may fe that virtual worg,
are preparing us psychically for the zero grav1fy of outer space or som,
virtual interior life, but for the time being or, 1rre\_fer51b1y, the reality of
being in time, our bodies inhabit a space (even floating out there in 3 g

sule) that is irreparably down to earth. .
In Datek ads or HelloMoto, Motorola’s Datamoto, it might seem jt

could be reversed, and every now and then we hear that either biogenet-
ics or some high-tech implant is going to bring it about. Actually, there is
considerable speculation, and some pontification, more or less idealistic,
about the out-of-body promise of digital worlds, and the status of the Vir-
tual in the reality that remains, what—according to theorists from Ben-
jamin to Baudrillard—may only be a remainder amid the ruins of time.
~ Given that ruinous context, seeds of history upon the ground, what is vir-
\ tual reali%?llle truth is that, psychically and otherwise, no less realist
cally, we know very little about its cultural substance and prospects, its
pggs_,jbﬂi_ties,_fQ!.RelfQEm@n,C@,.IlOlijtS.,eventual-effect on what we take to be
) hux’nan. And when we advance ﬂl.r()_ugh__e__lgg'g‘#clr}ig_c_g_lpty_r_e_tgﬁﬁs impasse,
Yy g Lo -t‘?"l% Sr: f&;"l(;;nse:}\ize’re beym:fy the ?OIE_(I(II of p%rformance in the media, even
‘ - those fil Y I€ now trying to make, with actors replaced by the ingen-
W/ VAN ) lous amimation of digital tech, leaving us with the queIZtion: i )t[he incroél_s-
aglikeness to be thought of asﬁliy,emisg? And by what criteria do we de-

A ermine that?

e uN bring into the theater itself, and to the li i
; _ . ) e live bodies there, reflexes and
vt dole ] habits of mind that seemed Jegg Natural or organic than mechanically re-

makes it possibl!e
cursive space, wit
that defies the burden’so
no less on the theater’s stage-
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stage is the redundanc
0111?:‘:’ P"Ct(‘ndﬁ to be, sg \f(:’ifﬁ Ler?oL\l:;danCy'.
hearsed, the image of an image of gohas i
has otherwise never been. That, T st mé:th
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spite all versatility, from those who achj
for any appearance in the flesh, whate
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the media, which function in visyal culture b ’thy 'prlevmus celebrity in
_ Whateve-}r else they may be doing, in Cobrfnmgg'fo.n g-belabored ex-
quite that of being loolfed at, in the sense I've been t;E;g ths look—not
- brought. mt_o being by another liveness, the live o OUt’I by
Ll percfﬂptlon itself, as it makes its way thr’ough a T;iizr?‘fer ooked,
If that’s - ; always what it appears to be (or everI:Ii)f it iS)Cfljlat'S also
e e which. in abrading upon reality also makes it theat
As if he were enunciating H ater.

> | _ eisenberg’s principle of indeterminac
William Blake said that the eye altering alters all. Apnd any way you 1003{; \\
'\

18 80, then the actor who

pel"f()rming
t been th
ing that,
’ iS the W
as in

appears on
an otherness that
at it can only be re-
coded to begin with,
oOrst-case scenario. As
any case to be expected, de-
€ve stardom on stage or screen. As

at i_t’ the body on stage is suffused with the vicissitudes of appearance

which complicate the question of liveness, all the more because you 1661%’;

offstage, onstage, with more or less reciprocity during the course of iaér-ﬂ
formance—the irony being here that sometimes less is more. Which is to

say that the quality of liveness, the felt sensation of it, may not necessarily,

diminish as it moves from the Thferactive or parficipatory to a more con-

teﬁ—f)lative mode. What med_;muhmre bexond promso— © | e 2
cretions, is the activity of perception, however rigorous or involuntary, or | P.&ho oy
intently voyeuristic, “lawful espials” or “seeing unseen” (Hamlet 3.1.32- £ a
33), or, with one or another mode of alienating distance, the seeing or un- W
seeing in an impersonal or clinical look. “Am I as much as ... being seen?” A W\
says one of the figures mEh'e urns of Beckett’s Play, which wouldn’tbeas 94 \y\ wk
much of a question—being seen or being seen? (how should the actor say

it? and how much is he being seen? depending on how he says it?)—were

you to see the figure on film. N . . |
‘As we refloct on the difference in being, as Heidegger might have  p 3, }
seen it, from being as being-seen, it would seem that the affectiv f

presence—its liveness, so to speak=mightbetter be thought of, trous of, thro hf N
theTmdeniable EIE"EliilifyﬁSf its metaphysical absence, as gradations ¢ iV

Y : i i t which you can
T f in a_sort of microphysics. bou :
preserice escaping itsel n only see so much—even if you ?}\i N

s b v i 011Cﬁ . =
say, as the greatest of dramas do,y it as information in a

; : : : itor, or by storing il
put it on film, or with a T e ); said in Take Up the Bodies, "1s

computer's memory bark. 1t the heaten S P SC s | youidtt X T°

’ initiation in the M stery O :
g:l)i;)? ((:)lz scézlgul':;‘ memory, ready for instant messaging, to keep track c%{. YU

ltural memory, since in the mys- \’U&@ o
i even to serve for cu ' ‘
= 1E/Vherfedljc Wtfzntt’ig; it somehow erases the difference betweertlhvcs)rsl’;erfoxgee '\”
teries of digitiza re. as well as now and then. There are i

were and where we are, ed by that, an 4 some of them, Who

sure, who are hardly distu
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ace, are developing modes of perform,
: . MNce

like the Creative Outlaw Visionarie Ce

mobilizing micronetworks for 4,

ybersp
online, .

ii;;it._

grown up with or into €
that have already gone

ater. If Dominguez prefers the Internet to the stage because of the Subye,.

siva possibﬂitieg,, on quite another scale, one can i.magine computer types
who might indeed prefer the protoco_ls of digital exchange, whethe,
to the regimens of performance ag We'y

e

anonymously or othe'rwise,'
known it through the impediments of flesh and blood. One of the e

ities of digitality is not only to speed up exchange across Unconscionap|,
distances, but, as if it were some new .o.utreach of ritual drama, to ¢ gl
it once again. It may very well be enticing to a performer who coy] d, in
the theater, only imagine shadows, doubles, and the traces of ghostlines,
to dematerialize online and resurface in code and image in a new Theate,

of the World, where liveness came from elsewhere than being borp
e than being boyy

astride of a grave. .
Tf then, coming back to earth, liveness comes as well with a certain

paranoia, that’s because—mediated or remediated as the theater might be,
not only in the recyclings from film or television, but in the infinity of its
repetitions (what drove Artaud mad) from whenever the theater began—
there is in all the remediation something irremediable, the disease of time
in a time-serving form. It can be put in various ways, more or less anodyne
or evasive, but there are times when liveness itself is exalted by its most
gi_sheartening‘trum: it stmks qf_ Irlgrtqﬁt)c which may be the ultimate sub-
text of stage fright—no virtual reality that, but ineliminably there, however
disguised, or (as actors may say) made use of in»pagrformancg,l in ény ca;e*
encroaching on or reshaping presence, and even if it doesn’t stink, bring-
ing us back to what, as reality principle, ghosts us after all.hﬁ;gﬁ—?ﬁ;q'-
bernetic threshold of a cyborgian age, “we really do die,” which is what, in
simple truth, Donna Haraway said when she stopped short on the utopian
prospects and warned against “denying mortality.” 3
th;lt is, then, the material condition of liveness, its inevitable “less-
ness,” will continue to be so until our nanotechnology produces—as K.
Eric Drexler pt:omised when he started manipulating materials that are
glﬁgl‘zreogitszi :;gh]t:)—l\?zlf;sfnh%ﬁng sgb}?itr(l)mic er}gines that will not only
aging cells, making us (nearl )irnrﬁerisl Vghl'md}es’ S torgior o th Ol%f
sions of robotic bodies of a yos’tbio’;)r ic 1 ICh' o t(') mentlfm g VI'
puter memory, we can dowrlil d e o bt st o
e oad the forms of thought and desire that
vent into our drama. As we might have guessed, the media—as in
AT&T’s “You Will” campaign?— suessea,
siethin gn'*—are encouraging these prospects as
; g more than fantasy, not dreamt of i hil hy, maybe
but in the more numinous spin- ff i i g
scendentalism or epiphani PC;II 0 _from Blade Runner, the techno-trafl‘
justice)’s that comes lx?vith ;er'e eénvptmn of entropy (not to mention socia!
it’s not quite that which Ifhleng o il TR O'f’
prime-time coverage of the Wj it oL SIS WELR CONSCIOns of i NBC S
inter Olympics in Utah. The relative reality
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give s a moment’s gst?:y we might wish Wl;elilis’ thh at some dev-

our manic obsessi Pite. But, as if the medi simply go blank. Or
session with image that in i edia were itself a function of

of the real, that isn’t meant to b ;

. e. Nor ¢
of image from the mesmeric red an we separate the superfetation

. e undancy of the noi
mation, which is not what Lionel Triuisrf\g onsengiz: Iﬁ\%’c Pf:ieshas infor-
y “the hum and

buzz of implication,” t ¥
;" to which, judicio
. e r . 5
ear. Nor is it even the noise that John cags(z;ﬂoi Ilgght turn an attentive
early as 1937—" e talked about, and deploy
the -g’;a ﬁo;%?ﬁi%z%ﬁfﬁfﬁfkat fifty miles an hour. Static gefw%%;
e out which he said, “Wherever we a aibotoe st
: Al YINELCVE W re what weh
is mostly noise. When we ignore it, it disturbs us. When we later ‘1@{&?’2—';

1tﬂ_§njilt.fa§cmaﬁng-" And with electronic control of amplitude and

—

frequency, it is possible to take “any one of these sounds and to give it

rhythms within or beyond-the reaclt of imagination.” This is not the
noise we hear on the media every day. A e
Thus, for all the depth of grief and mourning after the disasters of
September 11, the one inconceivable testament to its unspeakability
would have been, at ground zero of sensation, darkened TV screens and,
for one unmediated day of quiet reflection, no anchors, no talk shows, no
TImus in the Morning or O'Reilly Factor at night, no Leno, no Letterman, no

Crossfire or Hardball, or speaking of liveness, Larry King Live, no profusion
of replays: silence. Which is, pethaps, when history hurts, the only reliable
turate culture, both inducing

echo of liveness. That the media, however, sa .
hat we feel, is by oW, even when on their best behav-

2t preemptingfwb t commercials after the towers collapsed—an inar-
B o e : en cO e .
jor—the relief of abs 'C_hﬁ_QM,P}IandEEO

for life is no longer the referent, .

i fe
could no longer think of art imitating life, for 2¢ . e
but only life as —nediated, as if theatricality vg(jf?__?}??@??}@?ed on }tﬁoﬁm
) ‘ ~¥’s long been apparent that any thing that
Tmaginaly - _ctute we make, hat passes s 1ove

" B KT Jemoralized W=
the more we ask, the IO ="
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mage on the screen, however violent lu:tf ¥), it's
intimate or Iyrical, that could match'the‘ 1ul, de-
¢ an actor who, as in the extremities ofC 0se-y
mance art—Gina Pane up a ladder of razors, Chris Burden havin perfor-
shot, Fakir Musaphar’s self-impalings, Orlan’s cosmetic g himsej¢
- Schwarzkogler’s bandaged suffocations, with live wires expo Surgeries,
edge of suicide (which he eventually did, by throwing hirrp15 Slefd' on the
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riend
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put its effect upon performance was all'eady registered bef }
- 1 ~oe ~0 - 1 i < Y efore
the nineteenth tt111l11>, in the preface to Strindbere’s Mij ""L tw‘e end'of
went bo_\'ond the relatively conservative dramaturgybof ItSb JI;.he, which
naturalism—pur-

porting e t.he documentable evidence of an e T
facts and material circumstances—to external reality, its

the multiplici W
P P 1 : = Of th - -
lex, W }.“?h is something like the Freudian notion otfyoverdefe Sarl
a subjectivity sO estranged that it cannot fit into the inherited cr:g::ei:gm’
on

of character.

noti o ’
derl:hi;lsvfr};?chothoenbcg lfr ggfracterless chara.cter. ”Ir}s_tead of the ‘ready-
made, "g s concept of the immobility of the soul wa
iransferred to the stage,” Strindberg insists on the richness of th s
complex, which—if derived from his conception of Darv:ierm y :L? UQ;-
ism—«reﬂec.ts "'fm age of transition _more compulsively hysterical” ::anr';(;_
or}_gprgC_e_d_ng , it, while anticipating the age of postmodernism, with its uf-
terly ‘mediated and deconstructed self, so that when we "cﬁi'r_\k_c;’f—fdé_ﬁﬁ§3és
social construction, it occurs as well as a sort of bricolage: ”Mfé%iﬁczzr-
acters),” Strindberg writes in that proleptic preface, “are conglomerates of
past and present cultural phases, bits from books and newspapers, —ééﬁjg
O@___UI_“,?E}WI_Pl_e_CeS torn from fine clothes and become rags, patched to-
gether as is the human soul.”*® And one of the patches is from the theater
itself, as it is with the valet Jean, who says, to account for the knowing-
ness beyond his station, that he’s been to the theater often. Unfortunately,
if that brings a certain mediated presence to his pretensions, of the sort
we might acquire today from film or television, it wilts before the voice
of the Count coming down the speaking tube. All through the play, actu-
ally, the tube itself is a presence, as that other tube is today: the medium
is the message, and it’s still a message of power.

As we move, however, toward virtual worlds, the claims of the
body to presence—or attributing presence to the body, as confirmation or
affirmation—may appear to be disrupted by the reformative flow of
postlinear devices and systems—fast forward, rewind, stop, eject, play,
and the whole array of recorders, tapes, CDs and CD-ROMs, as well as
the chat rooms and chatterbots on the Internet. And we have seen perfor-

mance events with more or less impacted technology that seems to parse

the body, with real-time digitized contours that seem to be floating in in-
fraspace, as in the work of Matthew Barney, that is, a performance space.
of image projectors that may also seem, through computer program-

ming, to be spuming or liquefied, itself floating or hyperextended, with

its payload oﬂiéftial'bbdiés,xg];)\i“rldriftixlgitfc_: cyberspace. Here, corporeal |

identity may appear fo warp, reform, dissolve, be refigured there online,
bt however the body is thus deconstituted and /or restored, its image
persists through it all, along with—if not there in actuapty—._the, desire to_
have it so. If cyberspace itself is the consensual hallucination that is the
consummation of virtual technologies, the hallucinatory consensus ex-
tends to notions of performance disassociated .from t}.\e mundar}e gravity
of the corporeal body. Buww_@;hmabk_mmmhe,
alphabetic and mathemagwwﬁwﬂlﬁﬂimp—mﬂim@.

N
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“Tittle body little block heart: ash gray only upright, which has been from
~whatever beginnings ,__t_hs:_,e_ar_u_@,l,éétugh,ﬁ’ijh?f‘i‘i& As to what passes
through liveness when truly alive, no videation of 1pstant replay can ever
but invisible, right there before your

get at that, what's there indubitably bu :
eyes. Merely the thought of it is sufficient to make theater, in the scenic

site of the mind, what beats there, as in the incipient madness of King
Lear. Which is not to say that it’s realized in the theater as we mostly

know it, or even in performance art. Or that the theater as an institution
f the other media in our lives.

will ever again have the presence 0
not much substance to_theater that

It is only to say that there’s
inacy between what'’s tangibly there,

doesn’t occur in the space of indeterm
and whatever images of mediatized representation are

{the absence of) the real. It may be that we'll even-
tually encounter some protovirtual version of what Schechner calls
7rasaesthetics,” opening up performance to the whole sensorium; as if in-
spired by the Natyasastra,?® the technological virtuosity of virtual reality
may, in the desideratum of embracing cultures, eventually program synes-
@E@@Qﬁm@@iﬁ: and_emotional fusion of proprioceptive experi-
ence, bringing it instantly across continents to the entire world. But since—
howev'er fmd wherever the sensorium is expanded—it will still be
I(if;il;rr$i§h 1r11 anthrofpf()icen.tric terms, the ancient problems of knowing re-
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