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Drama Notes 3  The Human Riddle: There Are No Bridges to the Self 
 
 
 A note about these notes.  At the basis of my work is the difference between theatre and drama. 
They share some similarities (most of them technical) but they have totally opposed purposes. 
Modern theatre’s language and understanding are ultimately those of science. Theatre believes 
science knows and understands the meaning of reality so theatre is free simply to be entertainment. 
Theatre is a game played on an already existing gaming board. The players sit round and above the 
board and manipulate counters according to the rules of the game. Part of theatre’s attraction is 
that it does not deal with reality. It is an escape from it. There is no society in theatre. Drama is not 
just about reality, it is based on the structures that reality uses to create and sustain itself, and 
drama uses them to alter reality. This brings into question imagination, fiction, physical being, the 
mind, society, politics – the institutions and culture of human reality. These would still change if 
there was no drama but only theatre because reality always changes. Then the culture and 
institutions change but the people in them are still in an old, dead reality. This is the cause of human 
misery and repression. The problem is made worse in a time of rapidly accumulating technology and 
technical knowledge. The danger is that administration takes the place of democracy. This is already 
happening. Drama changes people so that they must seek to have control of their lives (these notes 
will explain the must) and that means they must understand themselves. Drama changes reality and 
creates understanding of the self and its humanness. That is a large claim.. How is it possible? 
 
You can cut a slice of cake because you are outside the cake. You cannot cut the cake if you are 
inside it. We cannot get outside reality to change it. Nor can drama. And nor can science. Indeed the 
premises (not method) of science are based on guesses or superstitions about what people are and 
reality is. Drama’s subject is reality but it also uses the structures that create reality. Drama cuts the 
cake from inside. Instead of rules (as in a game) it has logic: the logic is based on the consequences 
of the   changes in the relations between human beings and the rest of reality, the logic of the 
consequential interconnection of everything. This means that drama is the logic of humanness and 
that we are the dramatic species. 
 
To understand drama we must understand what a human being is. We now have no philosophy that 
helps us to sufficiently understand our selves. We have scraps of the past: theology, Freudism, 
classical Marxism, behaviourism, post-modernism. . . It is as if we were driving a car and one half of 
the steering wheel was missing – one hand constantly dips into nothingness and we gesture but 
have no control. As I think we misunderstand ourselves and our humanness I write about the 
neonate (the new born infant) and how it enters reality. I explain how it subjectively relates to 
reality to create the foundation of the self.  I have to use language and concepts the infant doesn’t 
yet have. Its assumed that it doesn’t have them because it doesn’t have the experiences they are 
based on. This is a mistake. Two and two are always four. Suppose absolutely nothing existed, not 
even emptiness or even nothingness. You wouldn’t exist and so there could be no experience. But 
two and two would still make four. If they didn’t nothing could ever come into existence, into being. 
Perhaps this is only an analogy but it is useful. In fact occasionally to help in understanding the 
neonate’s mind I deliberately use extreme imagery that only an adult can comprehend – but  
nevertheless the neonate has the experiences the imagery is based on. The neonate is creating 
reality. It is closer to a more focused reality because he or she is unimpeded by Ideology, is focused 
on the reality in him or her and  in which the self is – and because the neonate is immediately 
confronted with the ontological, the totality of things, and because it is already (in fact 
overwhelmingly) sensate and is therefore confronted with the moral problem of being, you can even 
say it is closer to a purer reality. Adults dont expect this and it has led to modern society’s increasing 
delusion and mercenary charlatanism. But in the neonate’s reality there is already the origin of the 
morality (not merely the physical being) of Antigone, Hamlet and Lear. 
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These notes are a warning. Over the last few decades post-modernism (with its philosophy of the 
death of humankind) and the neoliberal economy of capitalism have come together and in an eerie 
way have become one. At its centre is an emptiness that will develop into nihilism that authority can 
control only through terror. That is the logic of the human situation and of drama.  Already one 
indication of what is to come is the destruction of drama and its replacement with theatre. We are 
the dramatic species, we need not be the tragic species.  

  
                 
                *  *  *       
   

A colleague said “Success in theatre is a combat with television. Perhaps theatre should turn back to 
the roots of the archaic world. We have lost romanticism, magic and our shamanic souls -- a return 
to the ancient classical myths. Our present theatre’s language is sterile.” It is the language of our 
age, of TV and film. Its thought that cameras record faces (and bodies) so closely that spectators 
read the thoughts behind the face. But the face is a surface, a screen on a screen. If it presents the 
language of the age perhaps the actors and the characters (for this purpose they are one, and so are 
the audience) cant speak to themselves. There is nothing behind the screen. Emotion animates the 
face’s surface but there is no self-knowledge. The actor becomes an animated object. Immediacy 
replaces intimacy and certainly profundity. If there were self-knowledge the actor would repress it 
(on the director’s instructions)to serve the screen’s art and the producers ’profits. In its place there 
is pathos, as if a corpse cried and dried its eyes on its shroud. Oddly, the cinema cant create horror 
films – in the place of horror it puts the recollected squeamish nastiness of toilet-training. 
Contemporary screen art makes all the characters pathetic even when they are supposed to be 
heroic.  The actor demonstrates, usually anecdotally, the character’s feelings and reports on the 
feelings of others (“How could they do such a thing?”). But except for the anecdotal. if a character 
attempts to speak from his reality it is self-conscious and embarrassing. The character is screened 
from reality as if the actor were watching himself on film. Language is reduced to emotive noises, 
wise-cracks, street-wisdom or the epigrams of skilful know-how. Its poverty is hidden by the 
emotion of the musical sound-track. But when a laboratory experimenter hums it has nothing to do 
with the meaning of the experiment. There is no resolution because drama depends on self-insight, 
and human meaning comes from the way in which human beings create humanness. Really screen 
language is based on the language of science, the real language of the age. Audiences will respect 
the character’s incoherence and credit him or her with humanness because science knows – and 
guarantees -- what a human being is. But the film in cinema or on TV is over before it has begun.  
 
The language of the public media in general purloins the language of science but combines it with 
ignorance of the meaning of what it says – and screen language adds a superficial but desperate 
knack of survival. In public life its as if a collection of assorted remarks, observations, accounts and 
so on were written on a sheet of paper. Later questions are written above these remarks as though 
they were answers to the questions. This turns the sheet of paper into an authoritative, official form. 
But the answers are not appropriate to the questions. The questions pursue their own independent 
purpose – for example, in the case of the screens, what emerges is the distortion of the meaning of 
the events being shown. The questions’ real purpose is to contrive a reality to be exploited by 
government and the “art” of the consumer market.  Because it combines apparent human meaning 
with the authority of science it becomes a culture. The formative content is not the event – the play 
or story shown on the screen – but the spectators’ act of seeing and accepting authority’s (and the 
market’s) falsification of reality. That is the real event. It will confirm its power by incorporating 
elements of the audience’s social goodwill. The effect does not even come from the content of the 
event, whatever that may be, but directly from the act of accepting it. What is accepted as reality 
makes reality. It is as if the audience walked on stilts but the stilts moved not the audience’s legs. To 
make this possible – to make it really happen -- the legs do not actually touch the stilts. There is a 
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gap, an absence. It is the presence of the gap that makes society possible and culture necessary. 
Culture is full of gaps, some of them will appear in these notes. The market screen works through 
the misleading juxtaposition of questions and answers on the sheet of white paper. They do not 
relate to each other in terms of human culture. Together they create Ideology. Ideology is a fiction 
and a corruption of humanness. It enables history but it is also responsible for history’s 
abominations. Because of the present Ideology of the capitalist-market culture human beings are no 
longer in control of humanness even as aspiration. This is true not least of the “Leaders.” Ideology 
becomes the justification of  violence. 
 
Science interprets human meaning and in film, TV and now in theatre the character’s function is to 
feel. But this is two dimensional.  It is based on, derived from, the difference between theatre and 
drama. The two serve different, mutually opposed, purposes. The plot (in film and theatre) falsely 
imitates depth (even the dizzying depth of science) but from its daily involvement the eye knows  
this is so and the eye spies on the mind and exposes the duplicity so that the mind does not achieve 
reality but only fiction. The mind can know any form of reality only through imagination, but when 
fiction is falsely presented as an image of reality, then the imagination subversively knows this and 
the mind conceals the truth in boredom or fanaticism. The spectators believe not because they think 
it is true (they know it isn’t) but only because they want to think it is true and perhaps because the 
government places a policeman in every cinema – but imagination remains the guardian of reality. In 
screen fiction imagination is screened off because to achieve reality the imagination must speak, 
either from itself or, it may be, in the words it reads from images. Culture will contain lies and 
distortions, but finally the imagination cannot be lied to. This causes great suffering to the 
perpetrators of lies and to their victims, but imagination is the only hope of humanity. Reality is 
achieved by relating to the logic of humanness. This is a matter of seeing, but the mind always seeks 
to express an assessment, or a judgement based on self-knowledge, so for a human to be in human 
reality (and not fiction) self-knowledge must declare (not just express) itself. You cannot be self-
conscious without imagination. Reality is not an objective collection of natural things to which 
humans add (bring) awareness – they also add a judgement.  The judgement comes from either 
ideology (and then reality is faked) or the perception of imagination, and then reality exists and is 
human because it has moral meaning since it is seen through human morality. We do not ask the 
universe to have meaning, it has no language and is blind. It is true that a corpse in a coffin is real 
but it doesn’t know it. Without imagination we would be a corpse in a dead universe, at the most 
our limbs animated by the wind and water. If I ask you to think that you have no self-consciousness 
you have to use your imagination to think it: “and therefore you are.” Without imagination you 
would not know you existed. The lion does not know it is not the mountain or the desert. When 
there is imagination, objects necessarily entail action and all human action entails morality. So 
imagination makes possible the being of humans and morality. Humanness is the logic of their 
relation, that they do not deprave human consciousness or destroy human beings. All intellectual 
corruption becomes human depravity. Drama must speak of what it sees so that it can see and we 
may be conscious. For Kant morality was a consequence of being a conscious human being, but 
really morality is the cause of all the rest, of our ability to know we are human.  He gave morality no 
basis. The basis is imagination. But Ideology may fictionalise imagination. Ideology claims to be the 
source of morality yet it has no morality except very distantly through imitation and inevitably 
becomes immoral. It is like the endless spiral of a steel rod that always passes itself, sees itself but 
never touches itself. This is the human paradox in drama. 
 
Drama’s function is to rearrange the questions and answers on the sheet of white paper so that they 
accord to the logic of humanness. The white sheet functions in the administration of society and it 
also exists in the human self. To create the logic of humanness drama must be radical. It penetrates 
beyond the surface of the face because the animation on it is created by misaligning the answers 
and questions and so misinterpreting human experience, there is cultural confusion and panic 
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masquerades as bliss. Then the actor and spectators share their sub-reality. In this respect politicians 
are actors in power. The screen or theatre event uses its spectators as performing animals in the 
laboratory. The experimenters observe the performance as though it showed the meaning of human 
reality and confirms the misplacing of questions because of the reactions the misplacing produces in 
the spectators. This sub-reality is authenticated by the mangled remains of human reality. It is the 
general situation in present culture. A supermarket is now an experimental laboratory in which 
buyers are observed not even by manufacturers but by bankers. Science’s language and cultural 
observation are distorted. It is a science of technology but an alchemy of people. The screen 
spectators and the shoppers make the language their own (“personalise” it is the catch-word) by 
quips, know-how and emotion –it is the diary of their lives. It has now become the language of the 
stage. The problem is that you can say “Oh! that this too too sordid flesh would melt,” you cannot 
say “Gosh! that this too too sordid flesh would melt.” “Oh” is more literate than “gosh.” 
 
The problem was anticipated in Romanticism’s reaction to the Enlightenment. It blotted the white 
sheet with Draculas ghosts ghouls and technological monsters. It invented pathos. Dr Frankenstein 
didn’t make a monster, he is the monster. His “monster” is the bewildered human of capitalist-
culture. The screen is a Frankenstein machine. And as the characters and the spectators are one, the 
spectators are made monsters fleeing from themselves to the frozen wasteland of ecological ruin. 
Capitalism uses the ambiguities in endless technology to process its audiences and consumers for 
the market, to push them out of their natural being. 
 
Drama concerns the meaning of human beings, the human self. Science cannot comprehend the self 
without distorting it. By “human being” I mean the person as evolved from nature, still with much of 
animals’ existential being but evolved into a community being, with a social life, social emotions and 
shared social reason. Into this being is inserted the Being of a self that is conscious of itself. 
Metaphysically we are in two sites. This is oddly like the earth’s situation: a small planet in an infinite 
universe. (We do not even know what that means for us – it is a scientific truth Ideology turns into a 
lie.) The self is in a small head in an infinite reality – but the situation is reversed: the universe is in 
the small head. Nature enters the head but how does the head (not merely the hands, the body) 
enter nature? Because we are in it reality is not “real.” It is our version of it. A rock may really fall on 
us but we may say God threw it at us because he was angry: this changes everything in nature and in 
the self. How does the head (mind) know what reality is and so enter in? – which also means asking 
what mind and self are. If we don’t know we cant know where – at this moment – we are, and then 
Frankenstein would be a ghost. Ideology “knows” what we are and has prisons, churches, temples, 
banks to prove it. But ideology is fiction. The truism of history is that only by getting it wrong can it 
be got right. One century doesn’t believe another and churches are built from rubble on the rubbish 
heap. What is enduring and what is the (painful) debris? The paradox is that only our imagination 
can enter the non-fiction, know reality, because reality is in us. So to understand reality, ourselves 
and history, we must understand the logic of imagination. Perhaps in another universe 2 and 2 might 
not make 4, but then even there the logic of imagination (the process and results) would be the 
same. It is adamant and unchangeable because it is in the relation of actualities. To reuse the crude 
example, you can say God threw the rock but not that the rock is not a rock: your actual body and 
your mind knows it is. Your head will be cracked, a miracle cant mend it. Drama is the logic of 
imagination: why we act and the consequences of the acts. There is one logic of imagination, reality 
and drama and it is the logic of humanness. These notes are about how and why this is so. (If there 
were a God he would be made a God because he was not just trying to act humanly but to be a 
human – but only humans can be human.) It will help to remember that society is unjust but we live 
according to the laws it makes. Why do we obey the laws? We are punished if we don’t. So it is not 
necessarily just for me to obey the laws but it is prudent. Culture and ideology form each other. 
Culture tells me the good I should do. For instance, help the needy. But why should I do the good 
because it is good, even if it is good to do it? You cant do the good for prudential reasons. Law and 
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Ideology are answers to “what” questions and technology (of machines and the human limbs) 
responds to “how” questions. But what answers to “why” questions?  Those answers are 
contentious because Ideology bases its “why” on “what.” The universe is a wound that finally kills us, 
till then we wander like a spider lost on its own web. Wouldn’t it be prudent not to do good, for the 
self to serve the self? The murderer and the victim eat at the same table because they are both in 
being but being is inserted into Being and this is the origin of morality: morality belongs in logic 
because morality is derived from – not based on – “what.” Ideology reduces “why” to what, “why” 
raises “what” to itself – that is the logic of drama in humanness. This is the crisis of the crossroads of 
the modern world. The self is existential but also ontological. Drama answers the question “why 
should I do what is good?” with the logic of humanness. To understand this we must understand 
how the self creates itself. 
 
The neonate (the new born infant) creates its self. Elsewhere I have described this creation and I will 
describe it more fully later in these notes. It involves the ontological and the dependent morality. It 
also involves a moral way of seeing. A human’s being is in a simple sense clear. The human being 
reasons, has emotions, relations, reactions, a domicile, a potential  Jamesian stream of 
consciousness – everything that is part of the person’s history. This marks off a person from what is 
not a person – a chair, a table, a marriage, an accident, the news. Drama concerns events. It seems 
straightforward to describe the being (in the double sense I have given) of individuals, but not to 
speak of the Being (in the double sense) of an object or event – the Being (not just the being, the 
occurrence) of a strike, accident, war, flood. Sufficiently understood, objectivity is also subjectivity. 
Drama concerns the Being of objects and events. (Ideology creates a fictitious subjective-objective in 
rituals, when it projects the human into the formal or a super-being (a God) beyond the reality of 
this world, but this seeming bonding with the supernatural profoundly alienates the human from its 
own reality.) A bridge collapses. The collapse is due to a structural fault in the science of bridge-
building. Was the designer incompetent, tired, a terrorist? Someone was crossing the bridge when it 
fell. Who, why? In society objective reality always involves the being of the people involved in the 
event. It also involves their Being  because both the object and the people are in the relations of 
society. No event in any way involving human beings can be isolated from Being. To live in a culture 
we must insert it into nature, into the whole of natural being. If we change the structure of society, 
then we change not just the being of nature, we change its Being, we change reality. That is, we 
infringe on the arrangement of the basic determinants of nature. Drama rearranges the basic 
(Ideologically distorted) determinants of humanness. If drama is prevented from doing that before 
society reaches into the basic determinants of nature then the determinants of nature must destroy 
us. That is the law of nature. This is not the problem of the present ecological crisis in nature, it is 
directly the problem of human reality. Humanity is formed by logic, nature is ordered by law. Reality 
can be seen as a globe. An event occurs at a certain place. You can be concerned (caught up, 
captured) by it in a certain way in which the event occurs. To find the determinants of the event you 
set out on the globe and pursue the connections till you arrive back at the site of the event. You 
have not reached the first cause. You set out on an adjacent tangential track to find the event’s 
determinants – and so on and the determinants are not exhausted. The barest site of an event is 
space, time and humanness – and therefore drama. If this is not so -- not allowed by authority – we 
are an adjunct of the atom, and then the space between entertainment and Fascism is small. An 
obvious event is the performance of a play. This involves the being of the business of staging, the 
being of the actors and audience. These things come together in their shared Being. When this 
happens drama is created in the way (to be described and explained later) the neonate, the early 
human, creates itself. Drama is the pure pattern of all human events. The event has a being just as a 
person has and we take this as reality. It will include objective things and human beings -- but also 
Being. If it has Being it must have a reason. Why did the bridge collapse? As it is in being/Being it 
must also be in imagination, in either Ideology (which is fiction) or in Being. No event of which we 
are aware can happen outside culture. Ideology may reveal that it collapsed because God was angry 
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with us. It may also say that God allowed the bridge to be built so that later he could destroy it in 
wrath. This is the philosophy of conservatism, which rigidly strengthens its optimism and justifies its 
violence by founding itself on pessimism. If the event is a play its own imaginariness, proper to itself, 
allows us again to see, know, accompany, the process by which we create reality. Ideology 
fictitiously imitates this, it is like a hole within a hole: the water in the chalice is turned to blood, the 
teddy bear is stuffed with sawdust but you feed it meat. Even in practical life an accident is dealt 
with through fiction. The firemen will be socially corporate and serve a practical purpose, but so will 
the priest who gives the victims the last rites. Significantly you can be the victim of an accident or a 
crime. As social imagination is Ideological (and therefore fictional) all human societies are in reality 
and in fiction. You can say that the fiction is part of reality but of course the fiction is in you not in 
objective reality, it is in the little head in the large universe. Drama concerns objective and ultimately 
human reality. But in the meantime society is the ownership of objective reality: machines, property, 
property rights, legal systems – but these latter things, institutions, are also in fiction. To secure its 
power and possessions authority reifies Ideology as prisons, fortresses, churches, theatres, money 
and other forms of violence.  
 
Not everyone in a society adopts its Ideology. Are those who don’t free from fiction? It depends on  
why and how they’re free from its Ideology. Change may be only a modification in Ideology. If so it  
may well be because of the binary dynamic of justice and revenge. Briefly, an unjust person acts 
against the categorical imperative to be just that the neonate creates in the way I will describe.  
The unjust act against their “self,” against their subjective integration. They are their own victims. 
This situation is untenable, extravagantly self-contradictory. The imperative to justice becomes the  
compulsion to revenge. But no revenge is only against the targeted victim, it is also against the 
self, the avenger, because the self has debased its radical innocence. Thus revenge cannot be 
accomplished  except by the death of the self.  Because revenge is insatiable it becomes the crude 
“lust for revenge” or the “intellectual lust of the sadist.” The first sort of lust is spontaneous, 
the second sort is calculated, often bureaucratic, and performed so that it can be demonstrated to 
the self. It is not “radical evil” because it is a social construction not a neonatal creation. What would  
a community without Ideology be like? History’s problem is how to be free from one ideology  
without falling into another Ideology. There is no alternative “natural state.” We are in a society 
 through a culture but the origins of the self are outside, prior to, culture. We are the radical species, 
radical in our need for change and freedom and radical in our propensity to Fascism, which accepts 
the appearance of things as final reality. Collectively through culture we organise what “is” into a 
liveable social arrangement that seeks to integrate reason and morality. Alternatively we organise an  
Ideology so that we may live but destroy our enemies. The origins of “the moral” are outside, prior 
to, culture. A child is punished for stealing.  Punishment is not moral, not an extra dimension that  
springs from the other dimensions of being. Punishment treats who is punished as a thing. In the act 
it degrades the punished (and the punisher) to a thing without Being. The punished may then obey  
out of prudence.  But the anxiety of Fascism – fear of the human being -- will have been introduced 
into society. The culprit will now obey out of prudence just as it is prudent for the bridge as a Being 
not to fall. ( And the social distribution of sweets might already have been unjust. The theft is an 
event. Its meaning cannot be isolated from the Being of the event, the theft.) The person on the  
bridge might be a thief running from a crime or a judge on a religious pilgrimage. This concerns the  
Being of the bridge and to the event of its being built and the event of its falling. It concerns not just 
the being of the people on the bridge because it and the event contain the people’s Being. Death 
contains the Being of life and in this sense it is prudent for the Being of the bridge not to fall in the 
event. Of course bureaucracy must scoff at this idea because, at the least, it is satisfied by using the 
event to sow the seeds of Fascism in the community. This is at the core of drama. Culture , law or 
custom may tell me what the good is but the human problem is why should I do the good. Culture  
builds bridges so that people may make journeys, manufactures be delivered, suicides jump. Then 
what is the self? You might develop the metaphor and say the self is the river the bridge crosses,  
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with the suggestion of Freudian depth and mystery. But the river is a path from place to place and 
the sea a path from port to port. The river and the sea are part of human society. There would be no 
human society without bridges. Everywhere there are bridges. But there is no bridge to the self. 
 
Why should we do what is good, why be moral? The law defines what is good in its society according 
to its Ideology.  But all its answers to why questions are prudential not moral. To give a 
human purpose to what is practical and has being (bridges, jobs, houses) we add Being. There is the 
world of things and activities (work, organisation, prison) that serves practicality, and there is also 
thepurpose of Being. There is a gap between the two. The world of being answers practical 
questions but cannot answer the questions of Being. These are the self’s vital questions. It may be 
corrupted but the mind created by the neonate cannot lose its humanness, and its questions 
concern the human imperative. It follows that the self exists in the gap. Later the self grows to be an 
adult and must answer both sorts of questions. The answers may conflict. One sort concerns survival  
and flourishing. To exist the self must answer these questions (work, education, society-ship). The   
other sort asks what should I Be? Its because these latter questions are vital that the self is in the   
the gap. (Goodness is not a technique, its closer to an art.) When there is conflict the self must  
choose between practical survival and humanness, between “what” and “why.” There are no bridges  
to the self because the self is in the gap. So the gap is an abyss, it has no “across” and no floor. The  
self is suspended in the abyss. It is the form of geometry and geography that the neonate faced, but 
the form is now featureless. The self seeks for an affirmation of the presence of “it”, the world of  
contingency, shapes, activities, colours. The adult self seeks practicality in the abyss. It cannot return 
to the neonate’s direct  confrontation because the adult self has memory and the practice it arrived 
at to exist in the Ideological. The Ideological now owns the abyss, it colonises it with fiction 
and it has no moral. An earlier age might have called It the soul’s wallpaper. Fiction stimulates the 
self but destroys moral reality. In this order of things no matter how (temporarily efficient and 
effective) everything in the gap is, it is negative and destructive. In the gap politics is a game, as if a 
doctor treated cancer in one party of the body by removing it to another part and calling that a 
cure. The negativity accumulates. It is nihilistic. Auschwitz is in the abyss and everything else in the 
abyss is in the camp’s suburbs until the camp develops and engulfs it. The camp develops as the 
negativity accumulates and the accumulation organises itself to make nihilism productive. 
This is the final cost of the loss of humanness. The process cannot identify itself: you cannot measure 
an object or event when the measuring instrument has been destroyed to make the object or event. 
This final stage becomes possible in modernism and history is changed. Macbeth felt it would be as 
tedious to go back (reform) as to go on (destroy). But because he was in drama he knew what he 
was doing. The ideologised do not know what they are doing and cannot erase what they are. They 
are created by their own fiction and as fictions they accumulate fictions. They  forget that a 
man may occupy many houses but only one grave. In the fiction of the abyss each of them seeks his 
own private mass grave. If the fictions are not understood to be fiction they parasitize even the 
bones of reality. That the self is in the gap means the gap is in the self. Ideology is rarely naked until 
it enters its mortuary, till then it constantly loops back to pose as its opposite. But it is a mirror that  
cannot erase what it has once shown. One day ideology breaks the mirror to preserve its images. 
The human imperative creates drama that is always in conflict with fiction and theatre. Drama 
creates extreme situations in which practicality fails. Ideology’s claim to combine practical necessity 
and the absolute has a fatal weakness: Ideology cannot question itself. Ideologists manufacture 
facades and when they try to inhabit them as reality they inevitable confront the inner core of the 
problem they seek to solve. When they resort to Fascism, racism, antisemitism, demonization of the 
poor, they are caught in the dynamic that turns justice into revenge and creativity into destruction. 
Wherever they turn for support they meet the foundation of their own struggle. They have become 
their own problem. That is a banal truism, but what is not understood is that their imagination 
creates in them a replica in the form of an invisible image of their victim, with their victim’s visage, 
gestures and (in silence) voice. It is their self, hidden under the meticulous veneer of sadism and in 
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the tunnels and horizonless tundras  the self creates to hide in from itself. But though they are 
hidden from themselves the image – which is invisible and therefore untouchable --  ignites the 
furious energy of their fanaticism—but then it uncovers their dead selves in the debris of their 
earlier successes and in the centre of the shining palace of Ideology the hovel in which they  lived. 
There was nowhere else they could shift the cure of cancer and they have died of it. That, after all, is 
the logic of human reality. And  these are the paradoxes of unjust society. 
 
Why are there no bridges to the self? Why, how, is the self unique? Every human being is different 
but to be human each must have in them something that is specific and identical. Human beings 
evolved from pre-human animals and their world but there is something uniquely human in every 
part of them and in all their actions. It is not a human essence, it is a situation. It can be said that 
someone acted like a beast – this is part of the reactionary chatter of law courts and news media. It 
is supposed that he or she relapsed to the animal in this way. It is a metaphor, as in “his rage was as 
black as a storm.” But he could have behaved in this (“animal”) way if no other sort of animal existed 
or had ever existed. To act in this way he must create animality. It is not a relapse but a logical 
creation. An animal has no motive or reason to behave like an animal. An animal could not 
experience what a human being experiences or knows when he “behaves as an animal.” The 
difference is that the man and the animal are in different realities. A human creates a reality when 
he or she creates a self – and the animal has no Being. Or rather, the human being is unique not 
because he or she is in a different geometry and geography of reality but because the different 
reality is in him or her. This gives the human being a Being. It puts the human into the ontological 
and the moral. The relations of human society cant be understood according to the laws and 
structures of nature, physics and evolution. In society every event and object is attached to every 
other event and object in society. These constantly interact in a lawless way (the law is blinded by 
Ideology) but they are related by an absolute logic and the only conscious access we have to this 
logic is to act it in drama. Nature conforms to laws, human beings to logic. How does the human 
neonate, the new born infant girl or boy, create a self? The neonate is not so struck by the surface 
specificity of things but that things that exist are different and exist in a way different to him or her. 
Everything has the terrifying reality of the first toys. They are other than itself but they are there, 
real, and bring the world along with them. The neonate will rescind the specific details of things 
because (to again prematurely use the word “self”) it sees itself as an “it”, an object. It becomes 
drastically involved in these things, which it sees as “is”, as subjective not objective -- the opposite of 
the way we understand things. The “is-ness” of things, their subjective reality, is the climax of the 
neonate’s birth. The neonate gives them Being. The neonate reduces all things in the colossal 
dollhouse of the world to the difference between “is” and “it”-- and “it” is the objective thing the 
neonate knows itself as because it is without consciousness. To have consciousness it would have to 
be self-conscious but as yet it has no self that could be conscious of itself. To understand this we 
have to put ourselves in the neonate’s “situation and mind.” At this early time the neonate is a 
situation, not a mini-adult. It discards, is unaware of, everything except the difference between itself 
as an “it” and objects as subjective “is.” But the difference is the one thing that has no appearance. 
The neonate is not sophisticated enough to consider abstractions. It will see the dollhouse and all 
things in it as white because it needs to know “is” is not itself and it needs to know what “is” is. This 
is the neonate’s encounter with the geometry and geography of the world, with what it supposes to 
be the “is-ness (subjectivity) of things and reality. The neonate discounts everything except the 
invisible difference between “is” and “it”, but the difference will dominate everything that is visible. 
That is why “it” (the neonate) will see everything as white, the white sheet that later is corrupted 
when the wrong answers are applied to the right, necessary, questions. The bureaucrat is a 
geographer and his authority comes from his power to create geometry. For the neonate,  geometry 
and geography are the space (place, room) in which it is and the few things close at hand. All will be 
one salient presence and the neonate will be confronted by its “is-ness.” Other people will be part of 
the “is-ness” and be things. The neonate contacts them through its senses but at this first stage of 
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life there is no human contact. (Or social contact either – nothing is owned.) The neonate finds itself 
in the drastic reality of the “is-ness,” an as yet alien world which later will be the world of pleasure 
and pain. Grammar can be used, written about and used to write about itself (a flexibility the 
neonate does not yet have) but has no visible being. Everything (reality) is consequent on the 
neonate’s perception -- and for the neonate the difference between “is” and “it” has no visible 
being. Yet the difference is implacable. The supposed “is-ness” is cannot even be manipulated 
manually. The neonate (“it”) cannot accede to any part or particle of “is.” It is here that “it” (the 
neonate) becomes “is,” and the former “is” becomes the “it-ness” of things and objects. This is the 
ontologicalmoment in which the “self” is formed. The self can concede nothing, all is necessity: the 
new “is” (the subjective self) is as implacable as was the former “is” (now “it”, the reality of objects 
and things). Adults would take this process of learning and creating to be the other way round, that 
objects and their site could not be mistaken as “is” (subjective) because adults know they are 
objective. Adults have changed their relation to objects and their site. But what if you had entered 
the world minutes ago? Adults already have a conscious, learning self. They make an enormous 
mistake  and do not understand that the neonate is learning how to be conscious. But the neonate is 
responsible not just for the creation of its self but is also responsible for (that of) the new objective 
“it” and “it-ness” – the two creations occur together and the difference between them is their 
different sites.  Obviously the newly aware “is” (self) does not create the existence of “it” (things).On 
the contrary, it is coping with the problem of “it’s’” -- objective reality’s -- already existence. But the 
neonate is responsible for the Being of “it” -- it is the first moral gesture of the new self’s  Being that 
was already in it even when it was still the former “it.” If it had not been there nothing could have 
changed – it was needed by the “intellect” (you can say the intellect in the situation) if the change 
was to be made. It can be seen as the first appearance of the texture of humanness that later, in the 
extreme of the Tragic, will harden into implacable resolution, inherited from the “it” it once was. The 
new self, the human infant, is responsible for whatever is subject to the threat of the terror of 
nihilism hovering over reality. The neonate’s new self is not responsible for practical reality (which is 
beyond it) but for this: that “it”, the things of geometry and geography, continue to be because the 
neonate-self is now part of “it” but apart from “it”. Combined the two make practical reality. They 
make Being, and Being is the guardian of being and our sanity. Later when the self is acquainted with 
pleasure and pain it will be the self’s ontological obligation to seek to secure the Being of the “it”, 
the reality of things. This is so not only metaphysically and psychologically but also socially because, 
later, “it-things” (some primeval, some novel) will be in society and have a certain power over 
people. If there were not this duality of  being and Being reality would be a graveyard with a 
doddery old man with a scythe wandering about in it to tend the grass. The neonate is confronted by 
an existing reality – things, colours, movements. Its confrontation is made simpler because it does 
not try to interpret the practical meaning of the thing-phenomena. Why should it? – it has no  
purpose, use, for these things. Instead the neonate is confronted with the “is” (subjective things) but 
is itself an “it” (thing) – but weirdly its body is part of the alien “is” (subjective things). It is no more 
its “it” than the chair is the table’s.  Metaphysically its later responsibility for, obligation to, “it-
things” can only be the seeking to understand the existence of everything – but that is later. The 
neonate exists in this implacability: that not it(self) but that reality and its site should “be”, should 
endure, and that can be only when it has Being, or else reality (the neonate thinks, or rather knows) 
would die. This is not the modern ecological crisis, it is the most ancient presence of humanness. 
Later, as the child grows, this will become concern for personal and social justice. But already here, 
at this early stage, nothing is more elemental. It is not death and it is absolutely not transcendental 
but is in and of this world. Its origin is that the difference between “it” and “is” could be detached 
from the situation of the neonate’s site, so that the difference became a gap – and then the self 
abandons the “it” so that it, the self, falls into the gap. This would not be from choice, it is in the 
situation of the neonate’s self’s seeming abandonment of reality . The mere possibility is more 
catastrophic than its fulfilment. (The universe plays leapfrog with itself and wobbles with decay and 
cobwebs.) There is no bridge out of nothingness. Later we can understand this more easily as the  
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Dostoevsky problem. Would you agree to the merciless fiendish torture of one child if as a 
consequence the rest of humanity would be forever spared all suffering? The Karamasov answer is 
no. The neonate cannot speculate about such things but its answer, too, would be no. A resolution 
must go beyond ideology and social compromise.  The no is the unsolvable human paradox. The 
question might as well be the completion of reality: there must be humanness even before it is 
established as the cause of justice. Nothing intended it, but as we are conscious beings it is as if the 
universe required it of its tenants. This question is at the centre, the paradox, of drama.  And you 
cannot even ask “why” but must respond with “what.” The answer is the Tragic. The Tragic is the 
only way you can combine “what” with “why,” objective reality with humanness. And the question 
returns us to the beginning of these notes. It shows how we may make the language of drama so 
that we may speak to our self and each another. 
 
So to understand drama it is essential to know how the neonate enters reality and creates its self 
and drama. Its creativity is unlike our daily practicality. Its as if it put the universe on its shopping list. 
The neonate works at nothing mentally. It is all in the situation, like a cup on a saucer. How long this 
neonate state lasts I do not know. As it is, the neonate finds itself in what we would later call 
eternity and infinity. What it feels we later call pleasure and pain. Its state has been likened to being 
in a storm. But this understates it, simplifies it, because it also has the “stillness” of a mirror that 
reflects what it sees, but it is one that can never eradicate what it once shows because it shows it to 
its self. The neonate knows its body not as its but as part of the world of “is” (of things), and so it 
feels “pleasure and pain” as proxy for that world, yet at the same time it experiences the pleasure 
and pain as its own. This is a state of terror, as if it were being devoured by the appetite of things, 
which it still thinks of as “is” (subjective). It is the stage of reality prior even to Cronus devouring his 
children. We judge Cronus’s act as a great “self”-ish cruelty. But Cronus is protecting himself and at 
the moment in that situation he is protecting reality. If the neonate could reason this is how it would 
understand it, but instead it knows it by being part of the situation. So for it being in pain is to be 
devoured by time. It is a moment of terror and it is in this terror that the neonate’s “it” changes to 
“is” and its human self is created. The neonate becomes subjective, self-conscious and knows it is 
not just the object it once supposed itself to be.. The neonate is now responsible for reality – but in a 
specific way: that reality should be a place of well-being and pleasure not terror. This places the self 
in totality but it also places the ontological in the self. This enters into the “garment- seams” of 
reality, where things are held together. Later it cannot tear the ontological from itself without 
existentially corrupting or destroying itself. The ontological now identifies the self as Being but the 
self has its own definition of the ontological. This is because the ontological relates to a specific self 
(the neonate does not reason abstractly) but the self must accept the ontological and make it 
“inherent” in itself that reality is ontological and moral,  and in this situation the self inherently has 
authority to do that because at this junction reality is the neonate. By being in this situation the self 
has an inherent moral imperative. It is not just an imperative to be moral, the imperative is that it 
should be and that means Be human. The human struggle is not against our animal nature, we have 
none, but against the ontological, the reality of which we are part. The ontological is a paradox. As 
we grow being struggles with Being and in time our “is” again becomes “it” in the form of injustice.  
It is not a struggle waged by appetites but by an image. But this struggle also brings the practicality 
of being (and to that extent, nature) into Being. This issues in justice-creati vity and its opposite in 
revenge-lust and political reaction. Political reaction attempts to change Being into being. In 
capitalism this is exactly the parasitical mechanism of money, which propagates itself as a natural 
thing without morality. In capitalism morality is supposed to be a secondary consequence of trade, 
not, as in fact morality is, a prior obligation. Capitalism is raw-Darwinism and belongs to the 
nineteenth century. In time it replaces justice “with law-and-order-and Ideological dread.” It seeks to 
derive the ontological from the practical, Being from being. It aborts the consequence and -- given 
the neonate’s self-autonomy, the purpose – of being born human. 
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We can now understand the necessity of drama. It shakes off theatre’s accumulated antics, 
gimmicks and sales-patter. It returns to the neonate’s creativity and the human purpose that is our 
birth-right. Drama is created in the same way and by the same means that the neonate uses to 
create its self. This is not a return to neonate-hood. Putting adults into nappies could be called art 
only in pop-art and theatre-happenings –an awareness of loss with no sense of what and how it was 
lost and so no hope of finding it. Instead the loss is exploited. This specifically denies humanness. It 
combines busyness with idleness and is the state of the times. In drama the stage is the site of the 
neonate’s confrontation with the geometry and geography of reality. The neonate had no concern 
with the contingent and incidental but only with the difference between the supposed “is” and its 
own “it.” In drama the actor is an “is” (a self) turned into an “it” (the role).  This exactly reproduces 
the state of the neonate. The gap first appears in the neonate between “is” and “it”. The play falls 
into the gap between the actor and the role. That is drama in the site of reality. In its confrontation 
the neonate “it” changed places with the supposed “is-thing” and human reality was created, 
humanness entered the reality of geometry and geography. The gap must be made the site of 
responsibility or we become irretrievably trivial and self-destructive. 
 
Drama is a structure but reducing it to its structure in post-modernism’s various forms doesn’t 
create art but only an inert jumble of matter. It is animated inertia. Drama is the site of humanness 
and therefore is created only when it enacts human situations. The rest is theatre. Entertainment 
and Fascism have the same formal structure, and Fascism can be seen as the end state of dedicated 
entertainment. The difference is that entertainment escapes from reality, the site of the ontological, 
and Fascism penetrates the ontological and corrupts it so that it occupies the gap as a perverted 
idealism. The danger of entertainment is that it is lost in the gap. The it/is-and-is/it structure is the 
basis of human beings and is the origin of the imagination, of the duality and paradoxes of being 
human. By creating extreme situations (appropriate to birth, death and morality) drama closes the 
gap between being and Being so that the problem in the neonate and its place, its site (in drama, the 
stage) is no longer about “what” but about “why”. The self’s duality is resolved into unity of human 
purpose.  Formally drama is fiction but ontologically it is reality, because it occurs not only among 
the practical (working, shopping, teaching) but puts Being into the practical. It is the opposite of the 
vulgar Ideological concept of the transcendental. It returns to the neonate’s  radical innocence and 
its concern with (as it saw it) the suffering of things, of reality itself: which even then had the logic 
that turns justice into revenge and so produced objects and situations of menace and terror, of 
Comus.  Drama “re-enacts-out” the neonate’s original creativity but now burdened with the 
experience of injustice and Ideology and the social chaos they cause. It is radical innocence 
burdened with the weight of the world. The universe ought not to be an instrument of torture. 
Imagine a dollhouse, the façade removed and furnishings and inhabitants seen. They imitate all the 
contingencies, habits, fashions, colours of practical reality and of which they are the fiction. The 
neonate is concerned with none of that but only with the difference between “it” and “is” and with 
what is fiction and what is imagination and reality. The dollhouse would be as fully real and 
consequential as the house in which the dollhouse is. The neonate is concerned with total reality. 
And if the dollhouse is understood as reality as it appears to the neonate, then the stage and what 
happens on it is a dollhouse that re-presents to adults the creativity and necessity of the neonate’s 
situation. For the neonate this was immediate reality, for us it is a fiction in the imagination but it 
exactly reproduces the neonate’s confrontation with the gap. For the neonate the world, morality, 
reality, can appear, be and be seen, only in the gap. The situation, the characters and the play itself 
are a resemblance but the confrontation with the gap is real – human beings, the audience, cannot 
escape from it, it only needs to be pointed out to them. For the neonate the dollhouse was 
enormous, and for us the enormousness, the ominousness,   is reproduced in the drama’s questions 
about our life. Human reality is a metaphor (just as the dollhouse is a metaphor for where the 
dollhouse is) grounded in absolute materialism. We are concerned with the contingencies, habits, 
fashions, arguments, confrontations on the stage but finally only as a means of entering the 
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“difference” which was the neonate’s reality and in which, because of its situation, it created a 
human self. This means it created itself in the radical innocence that was inherent, made innate, in 
the human self because it was in its situation. Through this situation, re-presented in the reality of 
the imagination, we enter the neonate’s dilemma, but in terms of our adult world and its threats to 
humanness. As spectators we act in radical innocence because we have the imperative to create 
justice just as the neonate had the imperative to create a self if (as it seemed to the neonate) reality 
were to survive. Of course we may try to defend ourselves against the imperative’s demands. The 
questions of innocence bewilder us, guilt has all the answers -- but it is too late for it to have the 
questions. We may corrupt our human mind but cant destroy it. If we corrupt it then things from the 
pre-neonate world, without humans, come from the gap and seep through society. It is the logic of 
reality, the world of things and of the human consequences. The cancer is shifted from one site to 
another but it accumulates in the dynamic of technological modernity and its symptoms are put up 
for sale. 
 
Reality appears to the neonate as white because it eschews the specifics of appearance. The 
difference between it and things confronts it. Commonly that would be seen as concern with the  
nature of things and the universe’s origin. But the neonate is concerned with the nature and origin 
of itself. The philosopher’s question of why anything rather than nothing doesn’t concern it. That 
question has no answer. The neonate is concerned with action if it is to live. For it, just as “what” 
and “is” were the same, so “why” and action are the same. But this is before it can act. For it, it is a 
matter of the acts of thought that create us and the structures of the self are close to the structures 
of geometry and geography, the  necessity that lies behind “2 and 2 are 4” and that is exemplified in 
common objects and enacted in their use. If nothing whatever existed or had never existed “2 and 2” 
would still be four. The neonate is in the arena of meaning and so its “thought” is purposive action. 
(The empty space in the loop at the top of a question mark resembles the arena of meaning and also 
a staring empty eye-socket.) As the neonate is sensately aware, it “thinks materially” and so creates 
itself as part of reality. The neonate sees everything as white because it objectifies the difference 
between itself and “it/is” and searches in the gap for the difference.  At that early stage Its eyes 
think. It is the embryo of metaphor and imagination. Imagination is prior and in time practicality and 
Being will step out of imagination. This is at the origin of experience, it is as if the eyes held their 
breath in concentration. The Greeks first exposed drama’s dilemmas and paradoxes and since then 
the colour of classicism has been white. Buildings and statues were painted but classical aesthetics 
sees them as white -- the external as white as the statues’ interior, the statues stark lifelike-ness 
provoked interiority. Seeing in this way reverts to the neonate’s (receptive, because it is in the 
situation) pondering of reality. The white was the liminal horizon of darkness. Greek tragedy’s white 
mask contained all human passions and longings. The spectator’s gaze wrote on the mask (its 
objectivity in he place of flesh  made even colour a form of whiteness) all the emotions, 
determinations, certainties and doubts of the self and the city. It might be thought that these 
extremes could be seen in the simple cause and effect of the daily world, but we surrender ourselves 
to things and the organisation of things. Choice is always necessary for humans in the dramatic 
extreme, and the white (or whitening) mask is the face of choice. It is an “it” that exposes “is” 
surveying its situation. The Greek mask did not sing to express excess of emotion but to require the 
character to speak. The Greeks sought definition. Modern theatre reverses the process and sings 
(the musical) because it has nothing to say. Greek theatre did not mask reality, the mask exposes it. 
It makes the dollhouse real in the spectators’ world. Imagination waits behind the mask because it is 
where morality endures. Drama brings together the two faces of reality: on the mask’s exterior is the 
insistence and endurance of the human question, in the interior are the uncanny distortions and 
cavities of the mind struggling with reality (the terror and paving stones held together in the 
Ideologised city). The mask’s whiteness is the un-showable difference of the two sides that 
humanness can see only in its effects. To define the situation and make it solid and material drama 
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uses abstraction. If it succeeds it may create, usually in the person of the actor, the “invisible object” 
that is human Being made visible. 
 
What is the Being of an event or object? The man is on the bridge whether it collapses or not. An 
event or object has Being only when its taken from human beings. Objects exist in situations when 
there are events (even when nothing seems to happen because together “it” and nothing are in a 
situation). Objects and events are interconnected in situations and impose structure and passage on 
human beings in a way that nature itself does not. Today you may walk past a hydrant on the street, 
in some places you may also walk past or step over a body in the street. The dead body has no living 
being but the dead have human Being. A grave stone has human Being because it is the site of 
human culture. We tend it as a child sweeps the dollhouse. All human acts take place in the Being of 
an event. The stage has Being because it is the site of drama events which have Being. As now in the 
age of nuclear weapons and the technology and finance that put in doubt the existence of the 
human species, the totality of Being is involved in all human acts. The eye cannot see the eye and if 
it could the neonate would not create a self, and I cannot know, question, myself because I cannot 
return to the neonate state to be a thing that creates itself and its “reality in nature”, but am ever 
afterwards imprisoned in what it created. In imagination and metaphor I visit the prison. This means 
that the totality of Being, which is social and political, is the site of myself only because I can share 
creativity with other human beings. The human reality which is all we can ever know is constantly 
re-created in the way the neonate created its self. There is nothing beyond or outside that reality. 
There is no God to cast his shadow on our lives. 
 
Drama’s “extreme” pushes us (I intend the physical gesture) beyond the white sheet. On the further 
side the self finds the self looking for the self that was on this side of the white sheet. In a stark 
resolution, the self that was presumed to be on the further side of the white sheet is now on this 
side. The self hears its own questions asked, repeated, by this other self but they are now implacable 
and unavoidable. This repeats the pattern of the neonate’s change from “it” to “is”. The answers 
must be in the Being of the environing events and their objects. You may wash your hands at the 
hydrant but you do not expect the corpse to get up and wash its hands at it. The events and objects 
have Being only for other human beings-Beings, from the persistence of their “why” and not from 
anything or any power beyond us. Being comes from being. To think otherwise is Ideology and 
madness in the age of mass technology. Drama must be written under this rubric: To be sane or not 
to be sane, that is the question, and if not to be sane then to be mad and all that follows.  
 
It was said that hell is other people: the man who said this did not realise that a cup and saucer may 
be hell. A rich man rides by in a Rolls Royce. He is rich because he deceived and damaged others. Is 
this rich man hell? There is a man standing with his toes on the edge of a Nazi death pit. He is about 
to be shot. Is this man also hell? Is he hell if he was once the rich man in the Rolls Royce? The Being 
of an event or object implies the situation it is in. All situations involve human beings, however 
distantly. There are extremes in drama because reality is an extreme situation. The extreme 
situations in drama confront each of us with the white sheet. Beyond it we each find our self seeking 
our self. This returns us to the Being of events and situations. And so what each of us finds beyond 
the white sheet is other people. Not their subjectivity (as we may find our own) but their situation, 
the Being of their events. That is why drama is a fiction that creates reality. And so drama’s absolute 
subject is absolute justice. I cant be myself and they cant be themselves if this isn’t so. We would be 
merely the universe’s silage, a winter meal for Cronus. The Being of objects and events is in 
ourselves. The geometry and geography of the world, the room, that confronted the neonate are 
now turned into the imperative for justice. It is the neonate’s world seen and inhabited by adults. 
The nihilism that threatened the neonate’s being is now the injustice and corruption of Ideological 
society, and this is equally true of the conflicts and corruptions in each person. Just as ideology 
prevents society and its institutions knowing and understanding their injustice and its fatal effects, 
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so a person’s ideological beliefs stop him or her knowing their self, who they are and what they do. 
They do not hear the dogs barking on the battlements. Not knowing yourself is the definition of 
death. 
 
Gandhi was asked what he would have done if he had been in the plane carrying the bomb to drop 
on Hiroshima. 
 
He said I would look in the pilot’s eyes. 
 
The pilot would have winked.  August 2015 


