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Abstract: Clowning in the Brechtian Tradition

This thesis examines how far clowning can be used to augment the aims and effects of a
Brechtian theatricality. To do so, it first establishes a series of characteristic processes for

the identification and analysis of clowning, based on the author’s own clown training

with John Wright and Philippe Gaulier. It then explores the nature of Brecht’s interest 1n
the clowns Charlie Chaplin and Karl Valentin and their influence on his thinking. Next, 1t

examines how far Brecht’s interest in clowns and clowning can be seen inscribed in the

texts of his plays and how far that clowning enables the aims of his theatre to be realised.
Then 1t looks at a specific example of Brecht production, the author’s production of Mr
Puntila and His Man Matti, to examine how far what has been seen in theory in fact
works 1n practice. And finally, it moves beyond Brecht but remains in the Brechtian
tradition, by examining the show Can of Worms, directed by the author for Strange

Bedfellows theatre company and asking how far a pure clown show can achieve

Brechtian effects.

Throughout, the thesis is concerned to establish how far the specific incidences of
clowning examined accord with particular effects of the Brechtian theatre, most

significantly Gestus, dialectics and the Verfremdungseffekt. 1t concludes that clowning is

a form particularly well suited to the pursuit of these processes.
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INTRODUCTION
i. Key Research Questions and General Overview — What is a “tradition™?

In order to establish the key questions explored in this thesis it will be useful to unpack
some of the terminology used in its title, Clowning in the Brechtian Tradition. What do

we mean by that phrase? None of its components, “clowning”, “Brechtian”, or even
“tradition” are susceptible to unproblematic definition, so it will be part of the task of this

Introduction to attempt an account of how each will be used and developed. None of
them will remain stable throughout the thesis, but we can at least trace the major

controversies surrounding each, in order that we might arrive at a useful starting point.

Of these three, “tradition” might appear the least problematic, denoting an accumulation

of influence and development within a particular field — in the case of this thesis, the field
of Brechtian theatre. Unfortunately it is not quite so simple. Raymond Williams, in his
book Keywords, ascribes four senses to the Latin root of the word: “delivery”, “handing

down knowledge”, “passing on a doctrine” and “surrender or betrayal”.' The fourth of

these should make 1t clear that the accumulations of influence and development that
constitute the processes of tradition are by no means simple and deferential. Williams
observes that the conventional use of the word contains “a very strong and often
predominant sense of respect and duty"",.2 but nonetheless the development of one aspect
of a tradition must very often entail the surrender or even the betrayal of some other
aspect. For example, we shall see that Brecht inherited, in the form of influence, several
aspects of a clowning tradition from Charlie Chaplin and from Karl Valentin. He then
turned them to his own ends, arguably resulting in the surrender or betrayal of some of
their key aspects. Does this mean these practices are no longer clowning? No longer
traditional clowning? Or does it simply mean that traditions are plural and unstable, even

despite the word’s apparent sense of the orderly and the stable? This thesis will proceed

on the latter assumption, that tradition is not a straightforward handing-down or a linear

' Raymond Williams, Keywords (London: Fontana, 1983), pp.318-9
* Ibid, p.319



progress, but rather a dialectical tussle much in the manner, as we shall see, of some of

the processes engaged in Brecht’s theatre.

The title places “the Brechtian tradition” alongside “clowning” as the twin foci of the

thesis. We may therefore usefully go on to note that clowning is by no means a stable
entity to be placed alongside a constantly mutating tradition of Brechtian theory and

practice, but is itself a tradition — or even many traditions. Dario Fo observes, “clowns
can be found at all times and in all countries”.” Such a widespread phenomenon cannot be
easily contained by one tradition. This thesis therefore focuses on one clown tradition —

the contemporary European clowning taught by Jacques Lecoq, John Wright and Philippe
Gaulier, among others. With a view to the cultural pervasiveness of clowning, however, it

shall be noted that many of the aspects of clowning we examine in this tradition have

corollaries in others.

Thus 1t becomes immediately clear that this thesis is concerned with not one tradition, but
two, running in parallel and occasionally intersecting. The principal concern of this thesis

1s those points of intersection. Could the title then not equally easily have been “Brecht in

the Clowning Tradition™? It could not. That the thesis bears its present title is due to its
primary focus, which i1s on how clowning can be used as a means to achieve the

perceived ends of a Brechtian theatre - rather than on how Brecht’s theories can be used

as a means to achieve the ends of clowning — whatever they may be. Nonetheless we
must keep sight of the fact that the clowning tradition is as varied as the Brechtian

tradition — given its longer history, perhaps even more so.

Thus Chapter One explores what we will mean by “clowning” through the rest of the
thesis, focusing on one tradition within the wider performance practice — contemporary
clowning of the Jacques Lecoq school — but drawing on several others for comparison
and elucidation. In particular, it identifies several characteristic tropes and processes and
a terminology for their discussion. Chapter Two examines some clowns who are known

to have influenced Brecht, whose traditions he might be said to have inherited. Chapter

> Dario Fo, The Tricks of the Trade (trans. Joe Farrell) (London: Methuen, 1991), p.178



Three examines some of Brecht’s work and explores the uses, whether homage or
betrayal, to which he appears to have put those traditions. Chapter Four gives an account
of a Brecht play in a production that heavily utilises the tools of contemporary clowning,
exploring how this intersection between two traditions develops and perhaps betrays the

Brechtian tradition. Finally, Chapter Five gives an account of a clown production that

may be seen as Brechtian, and explores how broad and deep the Brechtian tradition may

be seen to run.

Principally at stake throughout is therefore the question of whether clowning supports the
aims of a Brechtian theatre. In particular, how does it enable Brechtian techniques such as
the Verfremdungseffekt to carry their political weight? Subsidiary questions include: 1f 1t
does support those aims, in what ways does it do so? And are there any ways in which
clowning cannot be or is not used in support of those aims? It will be the business of later
sections of this introduction to elucidate a working understanding of such Brechtian terms
and concepts as will be utilised throughout. This Introduction to the thesis will, further
give a picture of how and why this research has been done — that is, what gaps in

knowledge it seeks to fill, to what purpose and by what means. It will also give a more

detailed overview of the shape of the thesis and a brief picture of Brecht’s interest in

clowning.
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ii. Literature Review and Detailed Overview

Very little literature yet exists in order to support the exploration of clowning that will
constitute this thesis’ first chapter: no practical or theoretical framework has existed for

the examination of clowning beyond those posited by studies of individual clowns.

Niccolls’ Chaplin is one example,® Richard Findlater’s Grimaldi another,” and David
Wiles’ Kemp a third.® All of these studies are strong in their analysis of the effects
created by their subject, yet none of them either produces or draws on any sort of pre-
existing framework for the explication how such effects are produced. They are largely
written from the point of view of the audience, seldom from on stage. As a result we have
a series of characteristics that can be observed as specific to individual clowns, but little

that is either generally applicable, or that goes beneath the surface of production to

explore the depth of process.

This may well be because, as has already been observed, the tradition of clowning 1s
multiple and may well contain many contradictions. In his books on both literary theory
and tragedy, Terry Eagleton comes very close to asserting that no definition of literature
of tragedy is possible beyond “that which is called literature/tragedy"".7 It may be that
clowning is a similar category, in which a figure is a clown simply because a sufficient
number of people say so. Nonetheless, Chapter One of this thesis attempts to work
towards an understanding of what we mean by clowning in many of its differing guises.
Moreover, it presents for the first time a detailed outline of key characteristics by which

we may tend to recognise clowning. Most of these characteristics are active, that is, they

are tropes of performance and thus could be seen as “characteristic processes” rather than

the more fixed quantity of “characteristics”. This detailed consideration of the

characteristic processes of clowning, the means by which clowning is produced rather

* Samuel Thomas Niccolls, Man On the Boundary: The Nature and Significance of the
Image of the Clown in the Art of Charles Chaplin, Georges Roualt, and Samuel Beckett
gunpublished PhD thesis, Ohio University, 1970)

Richard Findlater, Grimaldi, King of Clowns (London: MacGibbon and Key, 1955)
® David Wiles, Shakespeare’s Clown (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987)
" Terry Eagleton, Literary Theory: an Introduction (Oxford: Blackwell, 1983)
Terry Eagleton, Sweet Violence: the Idea of the Tragic (Oxford: Blackwell, 2003)
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than the results of that production is, as has been intimated, one of this thesis’ key

contributions to knowledge.

That this is now possible 1s due to the fact that in recent years the practical pedagogical

work of Jacques Lecoq has begun to filter through into the academy, thanks in part to the

great success of companies like Complicite.” Two texts by Lecoq himself, The Moving

Body and Theatre of Movement and Gesture,” provide significant insights into his work
and philosophy, not merely regarding clowning, but the theatre as a whole. Reference
will be made throughout this chapter to these writings of Lecoq. However, partly for

deliberate pedagogic purposes, he has a tendency towards abstract statements with no

easily identifiable practical outcome. So we have reason to be grateful for Simon

Murray’s study,'° which provides a more practical insight to Lecoq’s pedagogy and

practice.

It would perhaps be possible to construct a framework for clowning based solely on these
texts. However often Lecoq resisted making definitive statements, we will be able to see
throughout his work sufficient consistency to draw some firm lessons. However, it would
be a mistake to neglect the work of Lecoq’s followers in maintaining and developing his
work since his death in 1999. Chapter One focuses on the particular tradition of clowning
that has emerged from the work of Jacques Lecoq, but that tradition by no means ends
with his death. In particular, John Wright and Philippe Gaulier, both former students of
Lecoq and sometime teachers at his school, have become widely respected pedagogues in
their own right. Each teaches a version of clowning subtly different from Lecoq’s and
one another’s, developing Lecoq’s tradition in distinct directions. The written work both
by and about Wright and Gaulier is even more limited than that about Lecoq. Wright
published his first book, Why is that So Funny?,! in 2006 and it has three detailed

3 - : : : .
A Lecog-trained company of international repute. More information on the company
can be found on their website: http://www.complicite.org

? Jacques Lecoq, The Moving Body (London: Methuen, 2000); Jacques Lecoq, Theatre of
Movement and Gesture (London: Routledge, 2006).

1? Simon Murray, Jacques Lecog (London: Routledge, 2003)
John Wright, Why is That So Funny? (London: Nick Hern, 2006)
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chapters on clowning, but there is nothing published about him by any other author.

Gaulier’s published work is limited to the occasional celebratory newsletter produced by

his school.

However, when looking at practical work for the theatre, practical primary research 1s of
especial use. My own background is in theatre practice and I have trained as a clown with

both Wright and Gaulier. Having attended Gaulier’s school in the first half of 2004,'* and
Wright’s both in the second half of 2003," and in the second half of 2004,"* I am thus in

a position to draw throughout Chapter One on my practical experience of the pedagogy of

both and to observe in some detail how they view clowning and its creation by the

performer. By looking at what and how they teach, we can learn a considerable amount

about clowning, as not only can we observe the characteristic processes of clowning in
operation, but we can also learn something about the means by which they are produced
by the performer. This is perhaps the most valuable piece of original primary research in
this thesis, as the tools for analysis it provides go beyond the development of a

framework for the better understanding of the characteristic processes of clowning, but

will subsequently allow us to examine clowning in the work of Brecht with a level of

detail and nuance that has not hitherto been undertaken.

Reference will also be made in Chapter One to the work of Keith Johnstone. Johnstone 1s
best known for his book Impro,'” a text that draws most of its lessons from observations

of the status dynamic between characters or performers. His work on clowning grows out

of a very different tradition to that of Wright, Gaulier and Lecoq. Most of his examples
are drawn from silent cinematic clowns such as Laurel and Hardy, and Chaplin, whom
we shall ourselves study in due course. It is therefore noteworthy that despite growing
from different roots, Johnstone’s observations on clowning overlap significantly with the

teachings of Wright in particular. This seems to lend credence to the notion that there

may be, if not universal or essential characteristics in clowning, at least some

2 Philippe Gaulier, “Clown”, workshop, Paris, March-April 2004.

'3 John Wri ght, “The Way of the Idiot”, workshop, London, September 2003

' John Wright, “The Gentle Art of Idiocy”, workshop, London, December 2004
13 Keith Johnstone, Impro (London: Methuen, 2001)
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characteristic processes that are very widely seen. Some examples from other clowning
traditions, such as that of Dario Fo, add to this impression. Johnstone’s work 1s used here
simply to help explicate a particular area of Wright’s work in a way that Wright does not
quite do himself. But as we shall see, he also helps foreshadow several significant strands

in our subsequent investigation of these clown tropes in the work of Brecht.

Brecht himself has been very well served by scholarship and many texts exist on almost
every aspect of his theatre. Fredric Jameson’s view of Brechtian irony, ® and Walter
Benjamin’s understanding of the epic theatre have been particularly influential on the
thinking behind this study, ' although the latter is referred to only briefly. Martin Esslin,"’

Margaret Eddershaw,19 and Jan Needle and Peter Thornson,zo

are among many authors
whose analyses of Brecht’s theatrical work and ideas have helped shape the Brechtian
background to this study. Perhaps even more importantly, Raymond Williams’ work on
Brecht in books such as Drama from Ibsen to Brecht and Modern Tragedy has been of

great value, especially in the context of Williams’ wider work.

Brecht’s use of clowning is relatively under-researched, however, and certainly has never
been explored in any detail. Peter Amds recently wrote a short essay concluding that
“Brecht’s clowns remained politically ineffective”.?! The more common approach to

Brecht’s clowns in scholarly works is to indicate his indebtedness to Charlie Chaplin and

Karl Valentin and to suggest that they were very important in the development of his
aesthetic, without any significant attention to how this indebtedness manifests itself in his
work. Martin Esslin, for example, is able to say that Brecht joked, “that he considered

himself the greatest producer in the world — with the single exception of Charlie

'® Fredric J ameson, Brecht and Method (London: Verso, 1998)

'" Walter Benjamin, Understanding Brecht (translated by Anna Bostock) (London: NLB,
1973

'® Martin Esslin, Brecht: A Choice of Evils (London: Heinemann, 1959)

"> Margaret Eddershaw, Performing Brecht (London: Routledge, 1996)

20 Jan Needle and Peter Thomson, Brecht (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981)

2! peter Arnds, “Brecht’s Clowns and the Nazis’ Officialisation of Popular Culture”, from

Communications from the International Brecht Society Vol. 32, June 2003, pp.55-61. The
quotation appears on p.55
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Chaplin”, yet include in his book no discussion of Chaplin at all.”> Meanwhile, he can
include on Valentin only the famous story about his intervention in rehearsals for Edward
11 and a two-paragraph sequence concluding that Brecht’s “language drew much of its

vigour and force from the earthy speech of clowns who never failed to call a spade a

spade”.** Jan Needle and Peter Thomson’s book contains no reference to either ﬁgure:.25

These are extreme examples, but almost all of the examples tend towards this extreme.

There is much work to be done to make up this shortfall, and that work forms a major

part of this thesis.

Still, it would be wrong to suggest that no detail exists at all in support of the thesis that
Brecht was heavily influenced by clowning. The work of Joel Schechter - his book
Durov’s Pig,*® and his essay “Brecht’s Clowns: Man is Man and after”,®’ have been of
use to this thesis in beginning a consideration of how clowning augments a Brechtian
theatre. However, Schechter’s concerns are principally theoretical: he makes little attempt
to examine clowning in terms of its practical processes. Thus when he talks about how
clowning works in Brecht’s plays, his lack of detail on the first principle of how clowning
works in any context prevents his analysis from achieving a level of detail that would be
of practical use. He 1s, finally, more concerned with the political effects of the clowns he

considers than he 1s concerned with what it is in the process of clowning that enables

these political effects.

** Martin Esslin, Brecht: A Choice of Evils (London: Heinemann, 1959), p.83

* Ibid, p.16. The story is of Valentin solving Brecht’s problem of how to stage the battle

sequence by suggesting the soldiers appear in white-face, in order to communicate their
fear.

 Ibid, p.95
% Needle and Thomson, op cit

26 Joel Schechter, Durov’s Pig (New York: Theatre Communications Group, 1985)
" Joel Schechter, “Brecht’s Clowns: Man is Man and after”, from Peter Thomson and

Glendyr Sacks (eds.), The Cambridge Companion to Brecht (2™ edition) (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp.90-100.
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Oliver Double and Michael Wilson have written two important essays on Brecht’s
relationship with Karl Valentin.”® Both will be used extensively in this thesis and their
work on the documentary evidence synthesises almost all that is known about the
relationship between these two men. Double’s own background in stand-up comedy gives

their work a useful practical perspective that is missing from much of this kind of work,

an understanding of the nature of live performance and the ways it affects an audience in
practice rather than in theory. However, they are ultimately more concerned with

Valentin as a cabaret artist than as a clown, and once again the lack of any basis from

which to discuss clowning itself means that they do not develop a detailed understanding

of the nature of Valentin’s clowning, from which to consider how that in particular was

an influence on Brecht.

Charlie Chaplin has been the subject of a great many biographies and monographs, as
well as producing some writing of his own. His autobiography,” and his article “What
People Laugh At”° will be of particular use to the discussion of his work that we will
come to in Chapter Two. Kenneth S. Lynn’s recent, thorough biography of him is also of

use in that discussion.”’ But missing, again, is any detail on Brecht’s engagement with

him despite regular acknowledgements of Brecht’s great admiration for Chaplin’s work.

Chapter Two of this thesis will address the shortfall in our understanding of Brecht’s

engagement with Chaplin and Valentin, using the texts indicated above among others, but
proceeding principally from Brecht’s own writings: his diaries, journals and letters, as
well as his other writings on theatre. Working from the knowledge gained from these

primary sources, we can engage with the work of Chaplin and Valentin that we know

*® Oliver Double and Michael Wilson, “Karl Valentin’s Illogical Subversion: Stand-Up

Comedy and Alienation Effect” (from New Theatre Quarterly 79, Vol. XX part 3, August
2004), pp.207-215 and

Oliver Double and Michael Wilson, “Brecht and Cabaret”, from Peter Thomson and

Glendyr Sacks (eds), The Cambridge Companion to Brecht (2™ edition) (Cambridge:
Cambridge, 2006) pp.40-61

Y Charlie Chaplin, My Autobiography (London: Bodley Head, 1964)

*0 Charlie Chaplin, “What People Laugh At”, from American Magazine 86 (November
1918): 34, pp.134-37

*! Kenneth S. Lynn, Charlie Chaplin and his times (London: Aurum Press, 1997)

16



Brecht to have seen, and analyse it in some detail using the understanding developed 1n

Chapter One, without which such detail has not been possible. We can place this in the
context of Brecht’s developing project and note where their work seems in accord with
his. We will thus be in a position, when we come to examine Brecht’s own work for the
theatre, to observe not only where clowning’s characteristic processes can be observed,

but where they can be seen to develop — or betray — the traditions engaged by Chaplin or

Valentin.

The principal author employed in this thesis, though, is of course Brecht himself, and
Chapter Three will be principally concemned with his playtexts. At issue in this chapter
will be how far the influences we have detected in Chapter Two can be seen inscribed in
the texts of his plays. Thus at this point we will avoid discussion of the plays in
production except where it can be seen to particularly illuminate Brecht’s writing.
Brecht’s plays lend themselves to production in such a variety of differing ways that a

focus on one or another at this stage might obscure what is to be found in the texts. Thus
it is in this chapter that the scholars named above, as well as others such as John Willett

and Ronald Gray, will be drawn on most extensively. This is because the principal

activity of Brecht scholars has been to illuminate the texts themselves, and there 1s a great
deal in their work that will be of use to us in our exploration of what theatrical etfects
appear to be written into those texts. An analysis in this detail, and from this perspective,

is yet to be undertaken and can add a great deal to our broader understanding of Brechtian
theatricality.

Throughout this thesis, references to the works of Brecht will be to translations already

available in English. It is not the purpose of this thesis to add to any of the controversies
surrounding the translation of Brecht and translations have been chosen for reasons of

availability and quality alone. Brecht’s first-person prose writings are generally available

In only one translation, so that dictates to what reference is made here. His plays,
however, are generally available in at least three or four differing translations and so a

little more needs to be said about why the selected translations have been used.

17



The most controversial of these selections will be the use of Eric Bentley’s translation of

: . : 2
Mann ist Mann, referred to hereafter by Bentley’s version of the title, 4 Man's a Man.’
In his “adaptor’s note”, Bentley discusses the alterations and interpolations he has made

and makes a useful observation on the text: “if it remains eccentric, I tried to make 1ts

eccentricity more and more Brechtian”.>> Although the translation feels a little dated now,

its eccentricity does indeed feel “Brechtian”, for reasons that will hopefully become clear
in the discussion of the play in Chapter Three. And where Bentley has made notable
interpolations or alterations, they are for the most part avoided entirely in the
development of this thesis’s argument. If they cannot be avoided entirely due to their
proximity to other key points, this will be drawn attention to, and arguments will

certainly not be made about Brecht’s writing where that writing is very largely the

property of Eric Bentley.

John Willett, not entirely unfairly, criticises the “softness™ and “soppiness” of some of

Bentley’s translations,’ though his own by contrast appear to place too much emphasis

on the cold and the hard. Nonetheless, it seem appropriate to use a range of translations in

order to see whether whatever clowning there is in Brecht largely seems to survive
regardless of whose version we use. Thus when we come to Mother Courage and Her

Children,”” Willett’s translation will be used, and when we come to a Lehrstiick, The
Baden-Baden Lesson on Consent, we will use Geoffrey Skelton’s translation from
Willett’s edition of Collected Plays: Three.”® Finally, in our attention to The Resistible
Rise of Arturo Ui, we will use Ralph Mannheim’s rightly celebrated translation,”’ which

won the 1976 Schlegel-Tieck prize and also received generous praise from, among

*2 BB, A Man’s a Man, translated by Eric Bentley in the edition Baal, A Man’s a Man &
The Elephant Calf (New York: Grove, 1964).

*> Ibid, pp.113-15. The quotation is from p.113
** John Willett “Ups and downs of British Brecht”, from Pia Kleber and Colin Visser
g?ds), Re-Interpreting Brecht (Cambridge: Cambridge, 1990), pp.76-89

BB, Mother Courage and Her Children (trans. John Willett) (London: Methuen, 1983)

3 BB, The Baden-Baden Lesson on Consent, (trans. Geoffrey Skelton) in BB, Collected
Plays: Three (ed. John Willett) (London: Methuen, 1997), pp.21-43. The “clown

?;meer” 1s on pp.27-31; it is named “the Clown Number” on p.31
BB, The Resistible Rise of Arturo Ui (trans. Ralph Manheim) (London: Methuen, 1981)
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others, Peter Thomson and Jan Needle,”® and is therefore probably the most generally

accepted of the available translations.

Chapters Four and Five focus on the production of Brechtian clown theatre and once

again have little literature in their support, focusing instead directly on the productions

concerned. Both productions were directed by the author of this thesis, with the aim of
exploring its questions in a practical context. The first, explored in Chapter Four, 1s a
production of Brecht’s play Mr Puntila and His Man, Matti, and explores how far 1t 1s
possible to take clowning in Brecht production. The second, explored in Chapter Five, is
a new work entitled Can of Worms, by the clown and physical theatre company Strange
Bedfellows. By developing our understanding of Brecht’s clowning out of his playtexts,
through one of his plays in production, and into a new Brechtian piece of theatre, we can

gain a detailed understanding of how far clowning enables us to augment a Brechtian

theatre — throughout the Brechtian tradition.

It will be worth pausing at this point to consider briefly what we mean when we use the
phrase “political” — political effects, political theatre, political statements in theatre,

troubled phrases all. Surely all that is mediated by such a social form as theatre is

political? As Terry Eagleton says of literary theory, “I mean by the political no more than
the way we organise our social life together, and the power-relations which this involves;
[...] the history of modern literary theory is part of the political and ideological history of

our epoch [...] Literary theories are not to be upbraided for being political but for being

on the whole covertly or unconsciously s0”.”” This is no less true of theatre, so what do
we mean when singling something out as having a particular political slant? For the
purposes of this thesis, and informed by Brecht’s own approach as we shall see, we mean
something along the lines of “uncovering the underlying political workings of the social

process” — and very possibly, indicating commentary thereon. So when an element of

Brecht’s work, in this thesis, is said to be “politically motivated” or “politically

effective”, this is meant as more than a mere statement of the obvious. The phrase is a

22 Needle and Thomson, op cit, p.116n
Eagleton, Literary Theory: An Introduction, op cit, pp.194-5
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cue to the unravelling of what that particular political motive might be, and how the
theatrical process furthers that motive. Likewise, when questions are asked about the
extent to which the work of artists such as Chaplin or Valentin is politicised, this 1s an

attempt to discover to what extent that work’s political engagement is effective in

uncovering social processes and perhaps indicating commentary thereon. Of course their
work 1s political — how could it not be? But that politicisation can be controlled to greater

or lesser effect, and that is what we are concerned with here.

iii. Methodological statement

It 1s impossible to separate the results of a piece of research from the process by which
those results are produced. In a piece of research like this, which is chiefly concerned

with the effects of a theatrical method and the processes by which they are produced, that
separation is made increasingly difficult by the lack of any reliable means by which to
support an impression of a piece of theatre now finished. Any individual author’s
viewpoint on an artistic production will be necessarily subjective, which is to say, a
product itself of that author’s socially accumulated knowledge and experiences. Since it
seems 1mpossible to escape this absolutely, it seems as well to declare it at the outset.
Pierre Bourdieu has observed that any research into practice and emergent means of
production will have a strategy which emerges not in advance of the research process but
as a product of “being in the game” —~ a strategy emerges in response to the changing
conditions of the developing process.”” That, to some extent, characterises the

methodology of this research, which can perhaps be therefore more thoroughly

understood as an historical process.

This research seeks to bring a level of practice- and process-derived knowledge to a field

that has been principally based on observation of products and effects. This represents a

move from the external in the direction of the internal. In order to derive that practical,
process-based knowledge, it has concomitantly sought to bring a level of analytical and

historical rigour to a field that can tend too heavily towards subjectivism and ahistorical

** Pierre Bourdieu, The Logic of Practice (Oxford: Polity Press, 1990)
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essentialisms. This represents a move from the internal to the external. It always tries to

balance the experiential with the evidential, the impressionistic with the historical. It does
not pretend to be the first piece of research to attempt to straddle the practical and the

theoretical in this way. It does claim to be of original value in being the first to do so 1n

precisely this field.

What does this mean in practice? Any given segment of this research will necessarily
lean heavily towards one or other of these extremes of practical and theoretical, and
elements of the other are in every case introduced as a corrective to the potential
problems that thus arise. For example Chapter One, on clowning, is principally practice-
based and seeks to develop a practical understanding of what we mean by clowning.

Therefore to minimise the dangers of excessive subjectivism, this chapter seeks wherever
possible to draw on historical examples of what has been discovered by practical these
practical means. This contextualises the results of the research. Moreover, several

interviews were conducted with graduates of Wright and Gaulier to lend further support.

Though these are little cited in the text, they form an important basis to the underlying

understanding of the teaching of these men.

Conversely, Chapter Three, on clowning in Brecht’s playtexts, draws heavily on textual

analysis and secondary commentary. It 1s the practical knowledge derived in the earlier

work, which forms the basis of the claim to originality underlying this chapter. That

practical knowledge enables us to explore one particular aspect of the texts, that of the
level of clowning employed, in far greater detail than has hitherto been possible. More
can be said about the process of textual and supporting research. How have sources been
selected? Brecht’s own works have been read in German (although the editions cited are
all English translations as the existing versions are better than anything I could essay),

but almost all of the supporting texts are in English. This means that in effect we are

focusing on an Anglo-centric Brechtian tradition that differs from the German and differs
again from, for example, the Brazilian. This decision has been made partly because of my
own limitations in the German language, but for two further reasons. There is a great deal

of value in English-language Brecht criticism. And it is in the British theatre that the two
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productions constitituting the explorations in Chapters Four and Five took place. This

study is written from within the traditions of British theatre and criticism, as well as the

Brechtian and clowning traditions explored. The critics who lend support reflect that.

When we come to examine theatre in production, new problems arise, not least because

the author of this thesis directed the productions in question. In the case of Mr Puntila
and His Man, Matti, (Chapter Four), the production was created at least partly to explore

the questions of the thesis. This means there was an awareness throughout of the

processes being deployed, the effects sought, and responding to these formed an explicit
part of the project in rehearsal. Nonetheless, it would be senseless to ignore the fact that

in making a piece of theatre one inevitably becomes concerned by the pragmatic wish to

not bore the audience as much as with the theoretical question of whether ones
Verfremdungseffekte are sufficiently forceful. It is to be hoped that success in this did not
come at the expense of success in the underlying purpose of the production. In the case of
Can of Worms (Chapter Five) the production was created with the (in one sense) simpler
objective of making this production — with, that is to say, the pragmatic concern

uppermost. However, Can of Worms was also motivated by the wish to make a particular

kind of theatre that might be described as Brechtian clown theatre. It would be wrong to
claim that the questions of Brechtian methodology raised in Chapter Five formed a
consistent and explicit part of the project in the rehearsal room, although these did arise
on occasion. The concern was much more with the clown methodology and the political
effect. However, despite not considering the address of questions of Brechtian tradition
germane to the pragmatic demand<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>