Thomas Lehmen

Systems

System theory seems to me to be a suitable method to connect a human being in the theater in all its complexity with the complex environment, without having to put him under the domination of moral judgments, ideological standards, psychological depths, metaphysical unspoken elements or other expectations.

What appears to me as more important than the presentation, representation and reception of ideological thoughts and worlds, or identifications through character and energies, are processes which take place between the different constituting factors of the theater and its environment: idea, performer, recipients, environment, money, stage, political and organizational decisions. If these are all standing in interchangeable and stimulating relationships and are still flexible in their debate about content and in their arrangements, we should not necessarily need to come into communication through the form, but be able to see the communicative processes and their effect as the actual element.

What  struck me with the reactions from the first open showings of Stationen was that there were two fundamentally different positions from the audience. On one side there stood the outside recipients who criticized, as a rule, the missing form and looked for the aim of the whole matter, and on the other side were those who found, in the communication, (and, thereby, I mean not only verbal communication) the entry into the system.

The real, itself, is of course formless. If our brain was not protecting us from seeing the entire real, we would probably not be able to survive. First, the distance of the observation facilitates the selected perception, and thereby, the differentiation, and finally, the discernment of the form. The process of participation in these processes makes entry into the happening possible. In this case of active participation, one sees no form anymore, because one is himself at the same time part of the process of the happening and in the process of understanding and, therefore, in the creation itself. The person who tries to discern from the outside understands perhaps something, provided he has a question. However, he will never be able to understand in terms of mutual understanding. There, on the outside, one can only be included as an element which enlarges the system through the observation of another observer. This observation can also be carried out on one’s own, but one stays, unfortunately, alone. 

Presentation and representation, reduced to the functional necessary, do not reflect the happening, but are functions, among others, which constitute the experience and creation of sense. 

The processes of systems among themselves are the decisive factor.

Ninety-nine percent of the techniques of the choreographer, technician, dramaturg, director, dancers and performers are oriented towards constructing a representable, a pre-produced piece. The organizational system of theater and performance’s machinery is oriented just as much to this as the audience is reduced to the pure recipients position.

If the roles are already so clearly defined, one should let the audience participate in the process. The transparency of this process first facilitates the conscious participation in these constructions of sense:

· Identification and difference between audience and performer

· Actuality and possibility of the ’Bühnenden' (a performing performer on stage) who works with the material

· Reference to the environment through associations, excursions and incursions

It is, of course, possible to go beyond and set the constituting factors so that they seem to make sense.

Idea, author, receivers, performer, money, place, political decisions, organizational decisions and environment can be combined in any conceivable arrangement or format.

For example, how would a work look, which is constructed from the audience’s ideas, financed by the budget of the performer, watched by politicians in the living room of the author - provided that the latter is not completely banished from the process anyway – the organization of which is taken over by the Salvation Army? Or the authors are people who rely on the Salvation army; the political decision-makers put the show on; the theater puts the infrastructure at everybody’s disposal and for everybody’s entertainment; it is transmitted by satellite from the arctic ice desert to our living room; at the actual location it is shown only to the penguins as audience.

Does this seem to you to make little or no sense?

Is it more meaningful to again and again reach the same limits with the same arrangements, only with different colorings of different generations, and to want to recognize on top of that these fashions as the most important feature of the progressive image of human beings? 

And, doesn´t it make sense to let the systems relativize each other through transposing them onto each other?

And, how sufficient are the production’s opportunities within the unspoken rules of production in a place that relies on money, that can only admit more standardized versions.

How much of the current performing arts is in the condition to relate itself to such current aspects of life outside the theater, in mental or material form, let alone to bring forward the debate of the society within its themes?

But, must art always be the particular? Doesn’t the art of understanding lie in the acceptance of the banal?

Sometimes it is already enough when the things involved are brought into a conscious process with one other, based on whoever’s ideas and performed however and by whoever. When this is accepted, the system functions. The one who knows more has to add this knowledge and make sure that others understand, otherwise he is outside.

