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their operations they are urged by the local Party Leader to hide their identities—
an action indicated in performance by the donning of masks. The Agitators,
therefore, sacrifice their individuality to the revolution; as the Party Leader informs
the Agitators: “You are not Karl Schmitt from Berlin, you are not Anna Kjersk
from Kazan, and you are not Peter Sawitch from Moscow. All of you are nameless
and motherless, blank pages on which the Revolution writes its instructions.”

As the Agitators commence their activities, however, they realize that the Young
Comrade cannot view his fellow countrymen as “nameless and motherless” figures
ina larger collective. The Comrade thus commits a series of rash actions designed
to alleviate individual suffering; such actions, however, merely threaten to expose
the Agitators, who spirit the Young Comrade from the city. At last concluding that
their only hope to escape detection is to shoot their Comrade, the Agitators ask
their companion to consent to his own death—to sacrifice himself for the revolution.
The Young Comrade agrees to his execution, and in the final scene of the play the
Agitators justify their actions to the Tribunal:

IT IS AFEARSOME THING TO KILL

But we will kill ourselves and not just others if necessary
Since only by force can this dying world be changed

As every living man knows.

It is not granted to us, we said,

Not to kill.

At one with the unflexible will to change the world

We formulated

The measures to be taken.”

As the play draws to an end, the Tribunal delivers its verdict and exonerates the
Agitators of their deeds; as the Chorus comments, the death of a single individual—
however lamentable—cannot be allowed to impede the impending revolution:

Your work was successful

You have spread

The teachings of the classics

The ABC of communism:

To the ignorant, instruction about their situation

To the oppressed, class consciousness

And to the class conscious, the experience of revolution.
In yet another country the revolution advances

In another land the ranks of fighters are joined

We agree to what you have done.?
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DEATH TO THE ENEMIES OF THE REVOLUTION
And dispensed death, yet my voice

Spoke the command like it wasn’t my voice and my hand
Dispensed death like it wasn’t my hand.'s

Chastised by the Tribunal for his anti-revolutionary sentiments, “A” returns
to his grisly duties, but is eventually overwhelmed by the task at hand and mutilates
the corpses in a frenzy of violence; the Tribunal notes:

After he had shot again and again
Through the bursting skin into the bloody
Flesh, at cracking bones, he voted

with his feet against the corpse.'¢

The Tribunal condemns his actions, stating that the dignity of the individual—
even an enemy of the revolution—constitutes the very presupposition of the
revolution itself:

But when your hand became one with the revolver

And you became one with your work

And had lost any consciousness of it

That it had to be done here and now

So that it won’t have to be done any more and by no one
Your place at our front became a gap

And no place for you at our front any longer."”

A cruel irony, therefore, emerges as the Tribunal upholds human dignity while
simultaneously effacing it; bewildered by this paradox and its perpetuation of the
regimen of violence, “A” at last consents to his death and even gives the signal for
his own execution:

. .. and he didn’t ask any more
But went to the wall and spoke the command
Knowing, the daily bread of the Revolution
Is the death of its enemies, knowing even the grass
We must tear up so it will stay green. '
DEATH TO THE ENEMIES OF THE REVOLUTION.®

Written a year after the death of Adorno in 1969, Mauser embodies his suspicion
of collective action; indeed, the play seems to embody his engagement with
contemporary art itself, particularly in its relation to political activity. For Adorno,
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through its reference to the Lehrstiicke form. In a series of stage directions that
accompany the play, Miiller notes that any viable production of Mauser requires
the participation of its spectators: “Performance for an audience is possible if the
audience is invited to control the performance by its text, and the text by its
performance, through reading the Chorus part, or the part of the First Player (“A”),
or if the Chorus is read by one group of spectators and the First Player by another
group of spectators.””? With Mauser, then, Miiller recalls not only the narrative
content of The Measures Taken, but also its participatory form—the same form
that Brecht used to incite viewers to mass political action. At first glance, therefore,
the text seems to war against itself, as the communal spirit that it fosters contradicts
the very warning that it issues.

Miiller adds a twist to the audience participation employed by Brecht, however,
for this participation appears to signal not a subsumption of the individual into the
collective, but on the contrary a desire to refuse such subsumption. Miiller continues
his stage directions by remarking that audience participation must be predicated
on “the non-synchronism of text and performance, the non-identity of speaker and
performer.”? In other words, Miiller recommends a certain doubling of the several
roles in the text, with one participant speaking the lines of a given role and another
doubling that role through embodied gesture. Crucially, these doublings suggest a
shifting relationship between the individual figure “A” and the collective Chorus;
the Chorus may double “A” or, conversely, “A” may double the Chorus. Miiller,
in fact, lists several strategies for achieving this doubling effect: “The Chorus
provides to the First Performer (“A”) for certain speeches a performer of the First
Performer (“A1”’); all Chorus performers either at once or one after another perform
the part of the First Performer; the First Performer speaks certain segments of the
Chorus speeches while “A1” performs his role.” This oscillating position of the
individual vis-a-vis the collective Chorus suggests the desire of the single subject
to escape the gravitational pull of the masses—its continuing search for freedom
of voice, freedom of action, freedom of thought. Thus even in its depiction of
history as a cycle of catastrophe, Mauser encapsulates the desire for the liberation
of thought, one that maintains hope for the ultimate rapprochement of individual
and collective; here thought would appear not as a series of static concepts that
inevitably propel the subject into mindless mass identity, but as a dynamic unfolding
that signals the mutual imbrication of the subject and the greater social structure.

Thus while Mauser depicts the deadly effects of ossified thought, it also invokes
the radical potential of its continual unfolding, preserving the political promise of
The Measures Taken and the entire Lehrstiicke tradition by overturning its basic
presuppositions. Such an approach to art is in fact advocated by Adorno himself.
In his essay “On Tradition,” Adorno argues that a play like Mauser may carve out
a free space for thought on the basis of its critical relation to an earlier artistic
tradition. Adorno identifies a polarizing tendency in twentieth-century artistic
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