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The article deals with the examination of performance as a social event and a communicative
process from the position of the constitutional meta-model of communication. Performance is
viewed as a form of communication based on the horizontal relation of its participants because
of the informational and symbolical exchange between the performers and audience and its
transformative potential. Much attention is paid to the analysis of the transformative power of
performance through the lens of notion of liminality. The author draws a conclusion about the
communicative nature of performance and fruitfulness of application of the research results to
the analysis of performance communicative dimensions.
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The modern social reality is closely connected to the phenomenon of performance.
Originally, this notion has established in the foreign liberal arts as a title of artistic
genre, which appeared in the middle of the 20" century. Due to the wide occurrence of
performance in the cultural-artistic sphere, this phenomenon has been predominantly
researched within art studies. However, the researches argue that the notion of performance
runs far beyond the borders of artistic field covering the whole sociocultural space.
In particular, E. Goffman, M. Carlson, B. Kirschenblatt-Gimblett, D. Conquergood,
P. Phelan and J. C. Alexander analyze the manifestations of this phenomenon at varied
levels of social interaction: from everyday situations to the representational events of
political life. At the same time, none of these researchers have considered performance
as a form of communication. However, performance is distinguished by an exceptional
communicational potential, which is expressed in the exchange of thoughts and experience
in the verbal and non-verbal forms in the process of the performance realization by its
participants.

In the history of the scientific research of the phenomenon of performance it is
possible to define three social-philosophical approaches. The first approach represented by
S. Frith and E. Fischer-Lichte considers performance as a social event, which presupposes
a presentation of the particular skills of the performer in front of the audience. Even
though the authors argue that the interaction of actor and audience is constitutive for
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performance, they do not define it as a communicational bound. The second approach
represented by E. Goffman and R. Schechner in the social-philosophical consideration
of performance illustrates the analyzed phenomenon as a regular everyday action, which
always presupposes the realization of typical and standardized behavioral schemas by a
performer with the aim to influence others. Therefore, within this approach, performance
appears as a classical dramatic act — the reproduction of the particular social role. The
third approach reflected in the works of J. C. Alexander is based on the interpretation of
performance as a collective social action, which is always a social event characterized
in terms of its success or failure, authenticity or artificialness. The effectiveness and
authenticity of performance, within this approach, is defined by the fusion of its six
elements: collective representations, actors, audience, the means of symbolic production,
mis-en-scene, and social power.

However, none of the authors emphasizes the communicational essence of performance
and considers it as an act of communication. Even though in the abovementioned social-
philosophical conceptions the interpretation of performance is not limited to the artistic
sphere but, on the contrary, is widened to the borders of public space, the authors still do
not place the focus on communicational dimension of the analyzed phenomenon. Although
S. Frith, E. Fischer-Lichte, E. Goffman, R. Schechner, and J. Alexander emphasize the
significance of the pragmatic aspect of social performance, they do not move beyond
the declaration of the pragmatic importance of this phenomenon to the analysis of the
communicational processes, which are constitutive for the realization of performance
or those, which are constituted by it. Therefore, the article’s objective is to analyze
performance as a process of communication.

J. Carey, an American communicational theorist, in his work “A cultural approach to
communication”[4] defines two approaches to this phenomenon: transmission and ritual.
Within the transmission view, the initial thesis is that language is a tool of description (of
the reality, events, experience, etc.) that functions to transmit the information. In other
words, communication is a process of sending and receiving messages, the transmission
of information from the sender to receiver [1, p. 78]. Moreover, in the context of the
transmission approach, communication is viewed as a “process of information processing,
which enables to explain how all kinds of complex systems, living or nonliving, macro-
or micro-, are able to function, and why the functional failures often occur” [1, p.
100]. Therefore, the core notions within this approach are “transmission”, “sending”,
“translation”, and “presentation of information”.

According to the ritual conception, communication is “a symbolic process whereby
reality is produced, maintained, repaired, and transformed” [4, p. 23]. That means that the
representatives of the ritual approach perceive the phenomenon of macro-level — social
order — through the lens of communicational interactions of macro-level. As distinct
from the transmission approach, within the ritual view the core notions are “exchange”,
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“participation”, “association”, “solidarity”, and “mutual trust” [4, p. 18]. Even though this
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approach does not deny the transmission aspect of communication, it does not reduce it to
the transmission of messages about facts. In other words, the ritual approach defines the
aim of communication as the maintenance of social stability over time. This happens due
to the reflection of collective representations spread within a particular community in the
communication. The process of communication, thus, is a space of construction of social
meanings and, as a result, a social reality through the interaction of the participants of the
communication basing on mutual meaning that is actualized and experienced by them
again. According to Peters, the meanings, which arise in the process of communication,
are public and social because they are always constituted; they are the results of the
collective action, which unite power and truth, reason and emotions [6, p. 396].

Unlike the transmission approach, which considers the communication to be a process
of transmission of already existent meanings and signs, the ritual approach conceptualizes
communication as a process of “the construction, apprehension, and utilization of
symbolic forms” [4, p. 25]. This process happens permanently and maintains a stability
of collective representations. Moreover, it ensures the solidarization of the participant
of the communication. That means that communication, from the position of the ritual
approach, presupposes also a continuous process of maintenance and legitimation of
social meanings in the public consciousness.

Even though the ritual approach to communication has advantages in comparison
to the transmission conception, the latest should not be neglected. Both views can be
complementary. In other words, in spite of the defined measures of the transmission
approach, it can be applied to the analysis of social interactions. Futhermore, the ritual
conception can be considered as a meta-model, which “creates a conceptual space, where
different theoretical models of communication can coexist and interact” [1, p. 80].

This constitutive meta-model of communication can be the foundation to
conceptualize a performance as a form of communication. Performance as a sum of
reflexive symbolical actions is a communicational process, an utterance, which differs
from the ordinary language by the character of signs, which are used to constitute an
utterance. Every performance presupposes a participation of the performers and the
audience, which, basing on the collective representations, become solidarized in the
process of information exchange, self-representation, and the creation of meanings. From
the position of constitutive model of communication, performance is a communicational
process due to the character of the participants’ interaction — the performers and the
audience. Performance as an impossible without an audience process is always a platform
of dialogue for minimum of two perspectives. The first side is a position of performers. A
performer is considered not as a perceptual human being but more as an ideal embodiment
of sensual experience in a dramatic action. A performer directly experiences pain, joy,
and other emotions depending on the actions, which he/she performs. An audience is
an ideal recipient, who percepts and interprets the performer’s action, which appears as
signs to them.
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The performance is a platform of communication based on the horizontal relation of
its participants. According to Turner, the performance appears as a “mutual confrontation
of human beings stripped of status role characteristics”[7, p. 470-471]. In other words, in
the performance, social determinants of its participants do not matter because the situation
of performance itself transforms them into the equal communicators: the communication
happens as an interaction of people as they are, who are willing to meet each other.
Moreover, every participant of the performance influences its results via suggestions and
directions of communication: there happens a “suggestion of a situation, when a person
is able to choose a type and a way of communication by himself/herself due to the fact
of his/her presence” having an aim to “seek for the common on equal terms” [9]. That
means that performance is a source of narrative’s creation because even if a performer
suggests his own script, it cannot be realized directly: the audience is active and self-
sufficient; thus, its reaction cannot be defined in advance.

In addition to that, the performance as a symbolic action is not only a process of
transmission of information or exchange of meanings but also a process of creation
and transformation of reality through the communication. According to Conquergood,
performance is a transgression, a “force which crashes and breaks through sedimented
meanings and normative traditions and plunges us back into the vortices of political
struggle” [5, p. 32]. That means that the performance is not only a platform of utterance,
suggestion and deliberation about individual or collective interests and intentions,
experience exchange etc. but also a space for discussions concerning the transformation
of social and cultural norms, which underlie knowledge and power relations.

Proceeding from the accepted constitutive model of communication in the
consideration of performance, the latest sets the horizontal relations among its participants —
the performers and the audience. Such character of their interaction demonstrates the
equal possibilities of both sides to create a performance. According to E. Fischer-Lichte,
performance is “mediated by the actions of the actor directed at the constitution of the
particular interaction with audience and at the same time — by the actions of the audience
that enters the relationship suggested by the actor endeavoring to modify them or willing
to replace him (the actor)” [2, p. 95]. Therefore, performance ensures the interaction of
the actor and the audience and enables to “constitute the reality of the world” [2, p. 95].
That is why it is theoretically fruitful to separate three levels of communication within
performance: 1 — the level of transmission of information; 2 — the level of exchange and
creation of meanings; 3 — the level of transformation of social reality. At the first level,
particular pieces of information are the units of exchange, whereas at the third level they
are premises of the self-presentation by the participants of the performance.

According to E. Fischer-Lichte, “one of the most fundamental categories of the
aesthetics of performativity is transformation”[3, p. 91].That means that performance
is always aimed at the particular change through the action — of the reality, social order,
collective representations, and the participants of the performance themselves. The
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communicative interaction of the latest ensures the possibility of such change. The
performance often provokes its participants via the non-verbal communication to take
part in the active interaction and thus, maintenance of communication. For instance,
M. Abramovi¢ in her performance “Lips of Thomas” through the travesty of her body
pleads the audience to get involved in the course of the performance: the audience had
to make a decision whether to stay passive observers or to become active — to save the
artist and apparently change the artistic script.

The experience of personal transformation was an objective of the performances
of H. Nitsch. The participants of his performances attained an opportunity to “recreate
the relation between a symbolic component of culture and a sense experience of every
participant” [3, p. 98]. This led to the setting of a relationship between a performer
and an audience and ensures its transformation because the violation of taboos in the
performance preconditioned participants’ catharsis. H. Nitsch willing to reconsider the
experience of the World War II creates limit situations connected with violence, which
require from the participants of the performance to turn from the passive observation
to active actions. In addition to that, the community of the participants does not make
pressure on its members. On the contrary, the community creates such conditions so as
every participant after this limit situation can go through self-transformation.

Due to the transformational potential of performance, one of its crucial characteristics
as a form of communication is liminality. This term was firstly used by Belgian folklorist
A. van Gennep to designation of the second stage of the rites of passage — rituals peculiar
to all cultures, which are the indicators of transition of one sociocultural state or status
to another one (from childhood to maturity, from illness to health, from winter to spring,
etc.) [7, p. 466]. Liminality indicates the transitional and intermediate nature of these
rituals, which make a social order integral. Performance is also a transitional state: it
presupposes the intermediate stage of transformation of the performance’s participants
between a state that precedes the performance and a new state, which appears in the
process of the performance. Therefore, the performance always exists in the relation
of “in between”, it exists at the boundary of the particular order next to the process of
the revelation of things and ideas, demonstration of their structure with the aim of the
transformation of this order and constitution of the new reality.

Performance as a liminal state occurs between different structures. That means that
performance is a specific interlude, which is a transformative element between the existing
order and future that occurs as a consequence of the performance as an event. V. Turner
considers liminality as a fundamental feature of the puberty rites and other rituals of life
transformations — birth, maturity, marriage, death — that signify the liminal essence of such
happenings. According to the author, liminality presupposes a temporary separation of
the individual from the usual social order, his/her endowment with the ambiguous social
status, relief from the laws and rules, which consequently leads to the transformation of
the current orders and statuses.
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As V. Turner writes, liminality is a contingency of the social reality transformation
because it is a source of origination of such cultural forms as philosophy, art, and mythology
[8, p- 128]. These cultural forms, in their turn, generate the models of reclassification
of reality and transform the relation of an individual to the whole society because they
“incite men to action as well as to thought” [8, p. 129].

According to the author, liminal situation is intermediate: its participants are
somewhere “betwixt and between™” [8, p. 95]. Such undetermined status of the individual
in the liminal state demonstrates its value as a space of examination and search, creation
and representation of the alternative reality — a realization of renewed cultural models
and meanings in the new context. That means that the actuality is pro-liminal and defined
by the stable conditions that are changed to the alternative ones as a result of the liminal
state, which transforms the primary situation and its participants. The alternative may
be positive in case of the association of the product of imagination and creativity of the
symbolic action by participants with real consistent historical and cultural structures,
which link performance to reality and are necessary for its transformation. Performance as
well happens simultaneously within and beyond the real time that enables the performers
and audience to go through the different stages so as to transform the reality, themselves,
and thus, a better their cognition.

Taking into consideration that liminality characterizes a space “between” in human
experience, so as to experience a liminal state, it is necessary to literally or symbolically
cross the line — to come to the concert hall or to step forth witnessing the participation in
the performance or to become mature. This boarder is a beginning of the liminal space,
which is characterized by the processes of establishment: liminality always presupposes
progress, movement and transformation. Therefore, the actors of performance always
live out the transformation as a result of their participation in it.

In addition to that, a liminal situation in performance changes a nature of social bonds
in the community that takes part in it: the model of society as a structured, differentiated,
and hierarchic system becomes replaced by the notion “communitas”. That means that it
is possible to define two modes of human interaction and communication. According to V.
Turner, the first is based on the notion of society as a structured hierarchic system whereas
the second one, arising in the liminal states, expresses an unstructured nature of society,
which is a “communion of equal individuals” [8, p. 96]. Inotherwords, communitas
appears in communities, where there is no unchanged structure [8, p. 126].

According to V. Turner, in the liminal situation a human being “in and out of time,
and in and out of secular social structure, which reveals a generalized social bond that has
ceased to be and has simultaneously yet to be fragmented into a multiplicity of structural
ties” (8; p. 96). In other words, liminal state is medial, where social differentiation and
stratification is opposed to the unity in communitas — in a ritual communication. Such
type of interaction within a communitas ensures the horizontal relations of its members.
Therefore, communitas is a communication on equal terms. The author compares
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communitas with M. Buber’s definition of a community, which is always a unity of
plurality based on the permanent dynamic process from the individual to “we”, which
exists through its fulfillment [8, p. 127]. That means that communitas appears, when a
sum of people constitutes their relation through the communication, which involves all
the participants in the experience of liminal situation.

Furthermore, the notion of liminality stresses an open character of performance.
According to V. Turner, that means that liminality is featured by potentiality [7, p. 466].
Performance has unpredictable consequences, which are constituted in the process of
performance. Therefore, liminality describes performance as a platform of experiment
and play — the play of ideas, words, symbols, and metaphors. That means that even
though performance may have a script, it can never be planned in advance entirely
because its realization and success directly depend on the interaction of its participants.
This peculiarity unites performance and communication, the results of which cannot be
forecasted due to the impossibility to predict human reactions.

So as to create a performance, a performer uses his/her body. Performers embody
meanings in physical movements — motion in space, mimics, speech, dance, etc. The body
language in comparison to the ordinary language is dominant in the passive perception of
others and thus, is a primary source of information about the interlocutor. The audience
percepts body gestures of the performer and, looking to them, builds its behavioral
model and interpretation of these movements: an observation of the non-verbal signals
of politicians leads to the formation of public opinion about them, whereas an expressive
performance of the musical composition inspires an audience, encouraging it to the mutual
movement of the performers and listeners.

Therefore, performance is determined by a physical co-presence of the performers
and audience. In other words, the co-presence and communication of two groups of people
at the particular moment are the premises of the occurrence of the performance. During
the time, when performers make gestures, the audience percepts and interprets them,
constituting together with performers in the process of communication the meanings and
responds to them: “the viewers laugh, express joy, yawn, moan, scuffle, shuffle, bend over
with an intense expression face or lean back with relaxation, bate breath and freeze up;
look from time to time at a watch, fall asleep and start snoring” [3, p. 67]. Such reactions
of the audience bring forth the reactions of the performers, which are the components
of the communicative process and constitute a “feedback loop” — “an self-referencing,
autopoetic system, the development of which is unpredictable and uncontrolled” [3, p. 70].

The feedback loop is preconditioned by the physical co-presence of performers and
audience during the performance. The aspects of such interaction were researched by R.
Schechner with his “Performance Group” in 60-70-s of the XX th century. According
to R. Schechner, the audience becomes an active participant of the performance in
the moments, when performance is transformed from an artistic act to a social event,
which equals performers and viewers in their right to take part in creation of meanings.
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Therefore, the author considers a performance to be an embodiment of a democratic
model of interaction, which presupposes a communication of its participants as equal
parties to a relationship. [3, p. 72].

Such exchange of traditional roles of performers and observers increases an
unforseeableness rate of performance and testifies about its social essence due to the
distribution of functions within its participants. For instance, in the performance of
R. Schechner “Commune” (1970-1972), the performers actively involved the viewers in
the participation turning them into actors. Even though the refusal from the participation
led to the formal cut-off of the performance, it still turned the viewers into the actors
because emphasizing their unwillingness to participate in performance, they therefore
held an active position and became an object of regard of others.

To sum up, performance is always a social event and a form of communication
that ensures personal transformation and a transformation of the external environment
and social reality. Performance actualizes aspects, which can lead to the exchange of
information, experience, creation of meanings, and constitution of a communitas — a
communicational structure that appears in the process of performance as a liminal state
and is characterized by the mutual activity and efforts to understand each other and
influence a social order. This research may be efficient for the consideration of layers of
communication (non-verbal and verbal) within performance in further research.

REFERENCES

1. Kpeiir P. Teopus xommyHukauuu kak oOiacte 3Hanus / PoGept Kpeir. //
Kommnaparusucruka — CII6., 2003. — C.72-126.

2. @umep-Jluxre D. [lepdpopmaruBHocTs u coobiTHEe// TeatpoBenenue ['epmanun: Cu-
crema koopaunar CII6.: bantuiickue ce3onbl, 2004. — ¢. 93-115

3. ®wumep-Jluxte D. Dcrernka nepdopmaruBHocTH. — M: “Play&Play” — MznarenscTBo
“Kanon +7, 2015. — 376 c.

4. Carey J. A cultural approach to communication / Communication as culture: Essays
on media and society. — Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1989. — P. 13-36.

5. Conquergood D. Beyond the text: toward a performative cultural politics. Washin-
gron, DC: National Communication Association. — 1998. — P. 25-36.

6. Peters J. D. John Locke, the individual, and the origin of communication / The quar-
terly journal of speech. — 1989. — Ne75 (4). — P. 387-399.

7. Turner V. Frame, flow and reflection: ritual and drama as public liminality / Journal
of Religious Studies. — 1979. — Ne6 (4). — P. 465—499.

8. Turner V. The ritual process: Structure and antistructure. — New York: Cornell Uni-
versity Press, 1991. - 213 p

9. UYepronuk O. Pyx, Tanens, ceobona: Pozmosa npo neppopmanc [Enexrponnuii pe-
cypc] / Korydor. — 2015. — Pexxum nocrymy a0 pecypcey: http://www.korydor.in.ua/
ua/opinions/viktor-ruban-art-performance.html.



Mariia Lihus
ISSN 20786999. Visnyk of the Lviv University. Series philosophical science. Issue 20 127
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I3 cepenran XX cTomiTTs eppopMaHc TOCTiIKyBaBcs B 3apyOikKHIN T'yMaHiTapHil Hayi
3 MO3MILIH MUCTETBO3HABCTBA SIK HOBUH CHHTETHYHHI MUCTELbKUIT aHp. BoqHOYaC OHATTS
nephopMaHCy BUXOAUTb TAJIEKO 32 MEXKi MUCTELTBA, OXOTUTIOIOYH BECh COLIIOKYIIBTYPHH# HPOCTIp.
Merta 1aHOi CTaTTi — IEMOHCTpaLlisi BUHATKOBOTO KOMYHIKaTHBHOTO MOTEHIiany nephopmaHcy
3 TO3UIil KOHCTUTYTHBHOI Moeni koMyHikamii. OCTaHHS € NMOE€JHAHHSAM PUTYalbHOTO Ta
TPAHCMICIHOTO MiJXOAIB O BU3HAYCHHS KOMYyHikalii, BuokpemieHux Jlx. Kepi. 3 mo3umiit
KOHCTHTYTHBHOI MOJIENi KOMYHiKarlii, mepdopMaHC MOCTae KOMYHIKATHBHAM MPOLIECOM 3BaKAIOUN
Ha TOPU3OHTAJIBHHUN XapaKTep B3aEMOJIi Ji€BIIB-yIaCHUKIB. ABTOp BUOKPEMIIIOE TPH PiBHI
KOMyHiKaii y Mexax rnepdopmancy: 1 —piBeHb TpaHcmsmii iHGopmarii; 2 — piBeHbp 00MiHY Ta
TBOPEHHSI CEHCIB; 3 — piBeHb TpaHchopmaii corianbpHOi AiHCHOCTI. 3HaYHa yBara MpUAUISEThCS
aHalli3y OCTaHHBOTO PiBHs, SKUI nependauae, mo nephopMaHc K KOMYHIKalis Tpanchopmye
coIiaJbHy HIHCHICTH 1 CBOIX TBOPIIB — mepdopmepiB Ta aygutopito. TpaHchopmariitHmit
MOTEHIaN TepPOpPMaHCy PO3MISIHYTO KPi3h MPU3MY MOHATTS JMIMIHAJIBHOCTI Yy po3yMiHHI B.
Tepuepa. IlepdhopmaHc K JTiMiHATBFHA OIS TIYMAdyUThCS SIK TpaHC(OpMyroda JIaHKa Mixk
ICHYIOUHUM TIOPSJIKOM 1 MallOyTHIM, KWW BHHWKa€e BHACTINOK BIIaCHE MOJIl mepdopmancy.
TlonsTTS TIMIHAIBPHOCTI TAKOXK BKa3ye HA BiIKPUTHI XapakTep nepdopMaHCy. 3Ha9eHHS CUTYaIIii
JMMIHATBHOCTI y TIep(OpPMaHCi OIIHIOETHCS 3 OIS Ha 3MiHY XapaKTepy COLIabHOTO 3B’ 3Ky
CITBHOTH, 110 Oepe Y HhOMY Y4acThb: MOJIENb CYCIIILCTBA SIK CTPYKTYPOBaHOI, AudepeHIiioBaHol
Ta iepapXi30BaHOI CHCTEMH 3MIHIOETHCS MOHATTAM “‘communitas”. HeoOx1THO0 5k yMOBOFO ydacTi
y Takiil CiJIbHOTI Ta PO3ropTaHHi Mep(HOpPMaHCY € JIFOACHKE TUIO K MeiyM KoMyHikaii. Takum
9UHOM, TiepdopMaHC SK coliabHUI (eHOMeH Ta popMa KOMYyHIKalii yepe3 TOpU30HTATIbHY
B3a€EMOJII0 YYaCHHKIB Ta iXHIO (DI3WYHY CHIBIPHCYTHICTh YMOXKIUBIIOE MEPCOHATBHY Ta
comianpHy TpaHc(opMallito.

Knrouoei cnosa: nepdopmanc, KOMYHIKAIIisL, TPAHCMICIs, pUTYall, y4acTh, TpaHCHOpMaIlis,
JIMIHAIIBHICTB, cCOmmunitas.



