[bookmark: _Toc516965486][bookmark: _Toc534709469]The Representation of the Representation of the Un-representable
An examination of The Investigation by Peter Weiss as a play within a play
(Based on a selected MA-dissertation chapter)


In the introduction to his play The Investigation (1965), Peter Weiss compares between representing the Frankfurt trials, which sentenced German officials for war crimes committed at the Auschwitz concentration camp, and representing the camp itself. Doing either, he claims, is impossible: 
 “In presenting this play no attempt should be made to reconstruct the courtroom before which the deliberations over the camp actually took place. Such a representation seems just as impossible to the author as a representation of the camp on stage would be.” (p. 10)

If the Frankfurt trials and horrors of Auschwitz indeed evade any representation, what can be said of a play consisting of the theatrical representation of the legal representation of an inconceivable reality? This is the question at the heart of this article. 
I will begin by discussing the structural aspects of this “representation of a representation,” and assert that such double representation is equivalent to that which characterizes a “play within a play.” I will then discuss the semiotic functions performed by the prosecutor and defense attorney and the struggle between the two. Finally, I will discuss the relation between the theatricality of the Eichmann trial as described by Hanna Arendt and the play. My main claim is that this representation of a representation demonstrates the ability of theatrical representation to reach beyond the limitations of legal representation, and arrive at the truth. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  In her book Staged (2018), Arjomand poses a similar question regarding the concept of “justice” and theatrical works based on legal proceedings relating to the Holocaust (the Nuremberg trials, the Eichmann trial, and the Frankfurt trials), including The Investigation.   ] 


Part One: The structure – a theatrical representation of legal representation as a play within a play 
The Investigation, a theatrical-documentary work, re-structures and re-forms the Frankfurt trials protocols. It does so by describing events at the Auschwitz concentration camp in 11 cantos, which are further divided into three parts each (for a total of 33 parts), as an homage to Dante’s Divine Comedy. The 11 cantos illustrate the different stages of the victims’ experience in Auschwitz – from the rail ramp, to different forms of torture and death, to the crematorium.[footnoteRef:2]  Meaning, the play theatrically reorganizes a legal proceeding that in itself reorganized reality. Hence, the play seems to be the theatrical representation of a legal representation of a historical event that presumably evades all representation. However, though this chain of representation seems implausible – it is plausible indeed. The horrors of Auschwitz occurred in reality, the implicated parties did in fact stand trial, and on October 19 1965, 17 simultaneous productions of the play were erected in England and East and West Germany. The possibility of representing the un-representable, and the power this action holds, are at the focal point of the current article.   [2:  The play is largely based on Bernd Naumann’s reports on the Frankfurt trials (Schlunk 19). Schlunk even claims that the structure of the play is similar to a Passion Play, following the victims as they progress toward their own death (Schlunk 25). 
It is important to note that the play received harsh reviews, some of which will be discussed in the current article. Interestingly, most were concerned with whether Auschwitz can be presented on a stage, and whether criticizing the aesthetics of such a play was feasible (Schlunk 19). A notable elaboration on this subject is the article by Robert Cohen, who examines the play in context of the literary representation of the Holocaust and the politics behind it and behind criticism regarding it. The article describes shifts in the reviews, from denigration to praise.  ] 

I will seek to examine The Investigation through the theatrical structure of a “play within a play.” This term refers to a dramatic convention characteristic of dramatic texts, which creates, within the fictional reality of the outer play, a secondary or inner play in which characters established in the outer play appear as actors and take on a different set of roles. The play within a play presents a dual reality in which the character embodied by the actor on stage plays an additional character, lending the actor a third identity within a third temporal and spatial context (Grenier 8). This structure encompasses several dimensions of time and space, which form a kind of “semantic super-imposition” that exhibits several layers of meaning simultaneously (Caspi 2007, 190). In the context of a play that stages a trial, events occurring in the fictional reality outside of the legal proceeding can be defined as the outer play, and the courtroom reenactment, i.e. the legal representation of fictional events, can be defined as the inner play. This definition echoes the performative aspects characteristic of an actual judicial event. [footnoteRef:3] [3:  A plethora of scholarly literature attributes performative characteristics to courtroom events. The roles of participants in the legal proceeding – parties, attorneys, and judges – are examined and analyzed through a performative lens. Performative research addresses all aspects of the proceeding: the rules of the legal ceremony; the legal text as a performance text akin to theatrical text and distinct from literary text; the external and internal space of the courtroom and the way in which it influences the power balance between participants, etc. 
For more on the performative aspects of trials, see: Balkin, Jack M. and Levinson, Sanford. “Law as Performance” Law and Literature, Current Legal Issues 2 (1999): 729-751; Rogers, Nicole. “The Play of Law: Comparing Performances in Law and Theatre” Queensland University of Technology Law and Justice Journal Vol. 8, No. 2 (2008): 429-443; Stone Peters, Julie. “Legal Performance Good and Bad” Law, Culture and the Humanities 4 (2008): 179-200; Sherwin, Richard K. “Law as Performance: Presence and Simulation in the Theatre/Courtroom”, excerpt from “Présences et simulacres sur scène et au tribunal” Communications 92 (2013) pp. 147-158 (Symposium issue on “Performance: Le corps exposé”).] 

The theatrical structure of "a play within a play” is tied closely to the question of truth, as this dramatic device fosters reflection – both on the content of the play and the theatrical medium itself. Oftentimes, this structure fulfills a theatrical function that aims to bring viewers closer to the “truth.” [footnoteRef:4] For one, this particular structure exposes the boundaries of theatrical representation and therefore prompts criticism about representation itself: “The limits of representation in the theatre can be made manifest only through the staging of the representation of representation” (Roberts 37-38). [footnoteRef:5] However, it seems the primary reason this structure brings us closer to the truth is its reflexive qualities, which hold the mirror up to both reality and the theater. The inner play serves a device though which life itself can be evaluated, examined, and criticized (Hornby 45). The unrealistic, ridiculous, exaggerated, or satirical portrayal of reality in the inner play creates a gap between what is known about reality, and its representation, compelling the audience to think critically about what is being viewed (Kaynar 169). In fact, one might say that the very use of this dramatic device sometimes creates theatrical alienation in the Brechtian sense (Kaynar 177). Thus, it seems the two circles of representation in “a play within a play” do not take us farther from reality – but rather bring us closer to it.    [4:  Shakespeare directly demonstrated this in Hamlet, in which the inner play was meant to relay true events and allow spectators to see the king’s reactions to that which was presented before him. Indeed, after King Claudius watches the play, he confesses to his actions (Greenberg 50-51). For more on the Hamlet paradigm see the article by Grenier as well.]  [5:  Roberts claims that the dual representation of a play within a play exposes the “invisible closure of representation.”] 

It is therefore not coincidental that this structure is sometimes used as a dramatic device in historical plays, as it enables interpretation and criticism of historical events and developments, their reevaluation, and contemplation of the timespan between the event and its depiction, as well its implications for present time. [footnoteRef:6]  [6:  This device is a more common genre in the practice of political or anti-illusionistic theater (Fisher and Grenier xiii). For instance, in historical German plays (Fisher 249). For more on Fisher’s analysis of The Caucasian Chalk Circle, which also includes a legal proceeding, see pages 252-257 of his article.  ] 

The Investigation, a play that theatrically reenacts an actual legal proceeding that reenacted true events, can be described as a theatrical representation that stages a performance-trial, which is, in itself, a reenactment of an actual performance-trial, which reenacted the horrors of Auschwitz. Therefore, it seems The Investigation presents a reenactment of a reenactment. According to above-discussed theory, in this instance, the real events that took place in Auschwitz can be considered the “outer play” and the depiction of the fictional performance-trial the “inner play.” However, how should the Frankfurt trials on which the play is based be defined? This performance-trial serves as an inner play for an outer play in reenacting the events in Auschwitz, and as an outer play for an inner play in being the reenactment subject of the staged performance-trial. I will therefore propose viewing these trials as a performance that occurs in the liminal space between the outer and inner play, meaning, as a performance-trial that transpires in the interpretive-performative space between the two. 
Accordingly, and as stated in the introduction to the play, The Investigation does not offer a mimetic reenactment of the previously reenacted – neither the reenacted trial nor the events reenacted by the trial. To the contrary. The play contains an inherent paradox between its reliance on documentary sources and its rejection of mimetic representation. Additionally, it seems the arrangement of text as an oratorio of the Frankfurt trials protocols resists, in a sense, any symbolic pathos of the Holocaust and Auschwitz (Thomas 560). Therefore, despite being a documentary play, The Investigation does not reenact reality, but rather seeks to comment on it (Robert Cohen 50). The reenactment of horrific events that is presented in the play is minimalist and sparse – devoid of emotion, stage direction, round characters, and to great degree, context. This type of reenactment brings to the stage textual fragments alone – without emotion, without catharsis, without redemption. [footnoteRef:7] [7:  In this context, it is interesting to note Robert Cohen’s claim that critics of the play disapproved of its reliance on bureaucratic German language. He believed this criticism is tautological – in a work devoid of any ambition to recreate Auschwitz on the stage, a play that never once mentions the word “Auschwitz,” the setting in which the Holocaust takes place is not Auschwitz itself, but rather the German language, Nazi jargon. This language, stripped of its sentimentality as well as any punctuation, serves to “distance” the reader or viewer from the events being described (Robert Cohen 48, 50). 
] 

In the introduction to the play, Weiss explains the reduction of text strictly to facts presented during the trial as follows:
 “This can contain nothing but the facts as they came to be expressed in words during the course of the trial. The personal experiences and confrontations must be softened into anonymity. Which means that the witnesses in the play lose their names and become little more than megaphones. The nine witnesses report only what hundreds expressed.” (p. 10)

Meaning, this dramaturgical strategy restricts the texts in the play to facts only, and maintains the anonymity of the witnesses. This choice allows the play to treat the witness characters as metaphors rather than actual witnesses, and through them – to tell the story of many, and perhaps, as I will soon discuss, even that of humanity at large. In other words, the process of reenacting the reenacted, the play within a play, lends the work interpretive freedom.  

[bookmark: _Toc534709471]Part Two: "I am not standing alone” – a spotlight on the struggle between the play’s representational functions
In his opening address at the Eichmann trial, attorney general and prosecutor Gideon Hausner made the following statements, which shed light on the representational role of the attorney during a trial: 

“When I stand before you here, judges of Israel, to lead the prosecution of Adolf Eichmann – I am not standing alone; with me are six million accusers. But they cannot rise to their feet and point an accusing finger towards him who sits in the dock and cry: I accuse. For their ashes are piled up on the hills of Auschwitz and the fields of Treblinka, and are strewn in the forests of Poland. Their graves are scattered throughout the length and breadth of Europe. Their blood cries out, but their voice is not heard. Therefore I will be their spokesman and in their name I will unfold the terrible indictment.” 	Comment by alma.schneider1@gmail.com: Translation from the Yad Vashem website:
 
https://www.yadvashem.org/yv/en/exhibitions/eichmann/index.asp


As stated above, there are no round characters in The Investigation. The text is delivered by those fulfilling various roles in the staged performance-trial: “judge,” “defense attorney,” “witness,” “defendant.” There are no characters without an actual role in the performance-trial. The attorneys speak fairly little in the play, with most of the text delivered by the witnesses and the accused. Nonetheless, I would now like to delve into the struggle between the prosecution and defense attorneys, who fulfill representational roles in the play. Given their role, I will herein refer to them as “representational functions.” 
Much like in other courtroom plays, the attorney characters in The Investigation act as a bridge between the outer and inner play. This is due to their representational relationship with the witnesses or defendants, to that same “representational function.” This function effectively operates on both dramatic planes, serving as the reenactment apparatus for the plot of the outer story within the inner play, a device that translates the events in the reality of the outer play according to the guidelines and legal syntax of the inner play. However, when it comes to The Investigation, who or what is it that the representational functions truly represent? By focusing on these characters, I will seek to illuminate the aforementioned interpretative liberty that can be applied to this work.    
On one end are the prosecutor and the witnesses, survivors of the camp. The witnesses in The Investigation are anonymous, devoid of any subjective characteristic, and marked by numbers. Their identity even lacks any racial or ethnic designation, as the word “Jew” is never mentioned in the play (Schlunk 26). [footnoteRef:8] With all identifying characteristics stripped of the witnesses, who remain as the subjects represented by the prosecutor?    [8:   Two details are emphasized in the play: witnesses 1 and 2 are survivors who fulfilled certain roles in the camp, and witnesses 4 and 5 are women. These characteristics are merely external, but they appear to be the cause for the survival of these witnesses. ] 

While witnesses are marked by numbers, the accused in the play represent the actual accused individuals in the Frankfurt trials. In the introduction, Weiss notes that this was not done in order to “retry” the accused, but rather to treat them as symbols of those who never had to stand trial (Robert Cohen 49). Weiss further explains that while the defendants kept their names as they committed the acts for which they are charged, versus the victims, whose names were lost. In turn, the defense attorney, who refers to the accused as “clients,” does not work to unveil the overarching “truth,” but rather to deny the individual involvement of the accused to the best of his ability (Schlunk 22). With his statements, the defense attorney not only seeks to rationalize the deeds of the accused, but also tries to establish justification for them and challenge the claims of the survivors (Schlunk 21). The main strategy employed by the defense attorney is to blur the distinction between the witnesses and the accused, the victims and the oppressors, and to question the victims’ cooperation with the Nazi officials who ran the camp.[footnoteRef:9] The purpose of this strategy is two-fold: to accuse the survivors rather than the defendants, and to portray the accused themselves as victims. With the accused designated as “victims” by the defense attorney, who remain as the subjects he represents?   [9:  For more on this, see the article by Thomas, who discusses the play’s descriptions of the victims’ forced cooperation with the Nazis. Particularly relevant in this context are the difficult stories of survivors who were forced to represent the Nazis vis-à-vis other prisoners, as kapos or sonderkommandos, and were therefore directly associated with the executors.] 

I propose addressing this question by focusing on the few, yet significant moments in which the attorneys object to one another’s questions. Objections during legal proceedings are tense moments, in which, during a testimony, attorneys ask that their client refrain from answering a certain question in order to protect the client’s interest (for instance, in response to a tricking, misleading, or irrelevant question). In certain instances, an attorney’s objection, even if overruled, can still forewarn the client against dangerous territory. In these moments, the attorney understands that their client might jeopardize their own interests – as they do not understand the rules and the syntax of the legal performance. These moments potentially reveal, perhaps even more so than the answer to a difficult question, the true weak spots of the represented, the issues hardest to hide and most crucial to protect. In these instances, the attorney uses their own voice at the cost of silencing their client. Thus, moments of objection can be viewed as the climax points of legal representation, during which the representative interrupts the represented in order to protect them from themselves.  
There are several such moments of objection throughout The Investigation. For instance, in a chapter of the play concerning prisoners’ cooperation with exterminations at the camp, the prosecution objects to a question by the defense attorney that compares the accused to the survivors. The defense responds that the accused, like the victims, were acting out of fear for their lives (p. 148). In another instance, witness No. 3, previously a physician, discusses the role he was assigned at the camp – gathering the medical documentation of his fellow prisoners. Challenging him, the defense attorney asks how he managed to stay true to his “doctor’s oath.” The prosecutor objects to this question, detecting the defense attorney’s foolish attempt to liken the deeds of the survivors to those of the accused:   
“Defence Counsel: 	Would the witness tell us
				How he kept the oath
				He swore as a doctor
Prosecutor: 		We object to this question
				Which the Defence is using in an attempt
				To associate the witness with the Defendants
				The Defendants killed out of free will
				The witnesses were forced to be present 
				When death was administered” (p. 86)

Particularly interesting in this context is the canto dedicated to one of the defendants – a soldier named Stark, who was 20 years old while committing the acts for which he is accused. As a defense tactic, the defense attorney chooses to share Stark’s personal story – emphasizing his young age, his excellence as a university student, his job as a teacher prior to his arrest, the injury he suffered while serving in the German military, and more. When the prosecutor asks Stark about his involvement in the death of 25,000 people, the defense attorney objects in the following manner, stressing that “all-inclusive” accusations should not be directed at this particular defendant:  
 “Defence Counsel: 	We most urgently protest
				Against these attacks on our client
				All-inclusive accusations
				Have no legal significance
				We are only concerned with known cases
				Of dereliction and complicity
				In connection with the history of the crime
				Every possible doubt however slight
				Must be allowed to count in the favour
				Of the Defendants. 
The Defendants laugh in agreement” (p. 118-119)[footnoteRef:10] [10:  There are ten moments during the play, including after objections by the defense attorney, in which the defendants laugh. This laughter seems to echo throughout the entire play (Thomas 579). In fact, the play does not end with a verdict, but rather with the laughter of the defendants.] 


In the play, much like during criminal procedures, the accused are given the final word. The play’s ending revolves around statements by defendant No. 1 regarding the statute of limitations for the offenses in question. Defendant No. 1 claims he did nothing more than follow orders (even if he sometimes struggled to, or wished not to). He stresses that he lost his son in the war, and asks the judges to remember the millions of German soldiers who sacrificed their lives for Germany. Finally, he asks the judges to look toward the future, toward strengthening Germany’s position, and to let go of the past. [footnoteRef:11] [11:  This ironic ending can be seen as a contemplation of truth as a function of time. As in, does truth have an expiration date? Does the truth lose its “truthfulness” as time progresses? Is the legal statute of limitations equivalent to the moral statute of limitations? As Schlunk states, this ending even invites contemplation about the search for truth as a function of legal limitations or the limitations of human memory (Schlunk 29-30). ] 

Focus on the attorneys’ objections helps unveil the representation mechanism of the representational functions depicted in the play, and lends another interpretative layer to this work that extends beyond the framework of the Auschwitz trial. The objections by the defense attorney indicate his weariness of a scenario in which, via his clients, an entire society comes under investigation for allowing a phenomenon like Auschwitz to occur. [footnoteRef:12] He attempts to prevent his clients from lending their names and becoming symbols of an entire network of accused who have not stood trial. Thus, when the prosecution mentions present ties between the defendants and post-war German government, and the governmental roles some hold, it seeks to portray the accused as not only representatives of Germany’s past, but also of its present and its authorities (Schlunk 22).   [12:  Or in Weiss’s words – Auschwitz is everywhere, millions of people find their Auschwitz (Schlunk 20, 27). In this context, it is interesting to note that no variations of the words “Jew,” “German,” or “Auschwitz” are ever used in the play. Their absence, in fact, became one of the most cutting criticisms against the play.  ] 

It therefore seems the defense is not only the representational function of the accused, but also that of the German government, which evaded responsibility even after the war. In contrast, the prosecutor’s objections indicate that despite his formal role as a representative of the state in criminal procedures, on this occasion he is standing on the opposite side of the fence. He is not there to represent the state. Moreover, he does not serve merely as the representational function of the witnesses or even of the victims of Nazi atrocities as a whole. The prosecutor in the play, one might claim, serves as the representational function of humanism, of humanity’s call to the government to take responsibility, to learn the moral lesson – and it seems the deliberate omission of the verdict from the play leaves the answer to this call in the hands of the audience.

[bookmark: _Toc534709472]Part Three: Between the absence of theatricality in The Investigation and the presence of theatricality in the Eichmann trial
Peter Weiss and Hanna Arendt both published their works in the early 1960s to scathing criticism that bordered on denunciation – Weiss, among other things, for the lack of theatricality in his play The Investigation, and Arendt, among other things, for the theatricality she attributed to the Eichmann trial. Thus, while the lack of theatricality in The Investigation was perceived to negate the subjectivity of the horrors it presents, emphasis on the theatricality of the Eichmann trial was perceived to challenge its objectivity. The resemblance between these difficult receptions is quite interesting, and demonstrates the complex interplay between the theatricality of the actual trial and the performance-trial presented in the theater. By discussing the attribution of theatrical and performative elements to an actual trial, I will seek to uncover how the interpretive space generated by the theatrical representation of legal representation can potentially enable the search for truth.  
Eichmann stood trial for committing “crimes against humanity.” [footnoteRef:13]When this is the crime in question, who does the prosecutor effectively represent? Does he represent humanity as a whole, like the prosecutor in The Investigation? During the trial, prosecutor Hausner states that he stands alongside the “six million accusers,” but might there be additional parties at his side? [13:  According to his indictment, Eichmann had four charges for crimes against the Jewish people and seven charges for crimes against humanity (and for additional charges). ] 

In her book Eichmann in Jerusalem – A Report on the Banality of Evil, Hanna Arendt describes the Eichmann trial as an event that possesses theatrical characteristics, using terminology from the worlds of stage and performance:  
 “Yet no matter how consistently the judges shunned the lime-light, there they were, seated at the top of the raised platform, facing the audience as from the stage in a play. The audience was supposed to represent the whole world, and in the first few weeks it indeed consisted chiefly of newspapermen and magazine writers who had flocked to Jerusalem from the four corners of the earth. They were to watch a spectacle as sensational as the Nuremberg Trials, only this time “the tragedy of Jewry as a whole was to be central concern” (p. 6).  

By describing the theatrical dimension of the courtroom performance, Arendt underscored the manner in which Gideon Hausner, gifted with a certain showmanship, sought to turn the proceeding into a spectacle, to divert the legal discussion from Eichmann’s personal involvement in the crimes for which he was charged, and present the full scope of horror. Arendt’s critique, it seems, asserts that prosecutor Hausner not only represented the “six million accusers,” but also the Jewish state in its endeavor to “settle the score” with the killers of its people. According to Arendt, the showmanship of the prosecutor, the instrument of “stage manager” Ben-Gurion, [footnoteRef:14] along with the theatrical structure of the Beit Ha’am auditorium that housed the trial, made the judge’s task of seeking truth and delivering justice nearly impossible. Arendt’s analysis of the Eichmann trial calls attention to the liminal space wherein a performative reenactment of true events takes place inside a courtroom. [footnoteRef:15]Arendt, much like the defense attorney in The Investigation, aims to expose the performativity of the prosecutor, who uses the performance-trial to accuse the defendant of crimes he did not personally commit: On trial are his deeds, not the suffering of the Jews, not the German people or mankind, not even anti-Semitism and racism” (page 5).  [14:  Arendt describes the representational function of the prosecutor as follows:
Ben-Gurion, rightly called the “architect of the state” remains the invisible stage manager of the proceedings. Not once does he attend a session; in the courtroom he speaks with the voice of Gideon Hausner, the Attorney General, who, representing the government, does his best, his very best, to obey his master. (p. 5)]  [15:  In this context, the Eichmann trial can be considered the kind of liminal interpretive space to which I refer above in relation to the dramatic works it inspired (of particular note is The Man in the Glass Booth, the 1968 play by Robert Shaw and 1975 film directed by Arthur Miller). Moreover, the Eichmann trial can be seen as a liminal space in relation to many dramatic works concerning the Holocaust and WWII that reenact the horrific stories reenacted in the trial (for more see the book by Arjomand). ] 

Arendt’s criticism of the theatrical elements in the Eichmann trial adds an additional layer to the central question in the discussion above, which contemplates the significance of theatrical representation of legal representation, and its implications in terms of the search for truth. It seems that both of the aforementioned choices – to emphasize theatricality in the actual trial and to abnegate theatricality in the staged performance-trial – shed light on the matter. At the cost of minimizing the “objective” aspect of the actual trial or the “theatrical” aspect of the play, Arendt and Weiss emboldened a universal perspective that illuminates the innermost human tendencies which made possible the horrors of WWII and the Holocaust. However, unlike the Holocaust described in the Eichmann trial, the Holocaust in The Investigation is not merely the singular historical Holocaust of the Jewish people. The play’s Holocaust is broader – it is a point of criticism against a current government and a warning sign regarding the future of humanity. The Investigation thereby stands as a creative theatrical work, contrary to a mere trial, and in this, I believe, is the strength of the representation of representation.   
This article aims to prompt meaningful discussion on the significance of theatrical representation of legal representation, given that trials are in themselves a reenactment of actual events. As the reenactment in a trial is limited, the theatrical representation of this reenactment in works such as The Investigation offers a highly significant contribution. It seems this representation can potentially expose falsehoods in the trial, and by giving the audience the opportunity to arbitrate, creates a space in which the authority of the trial and its capacity to uncover the truth can be questioned (Biet 282; Rogers 443). With the understanding that trials are in themselves a kind of theater, and that the theatrical arena can put different subjects, precepts, and ideas to trial before the audience, this article has sought to demonstrate how The Investigation puts to trial trial itself, including those involved in it, those who serve it, and the power relations it then serves. In doing so, the play expresses a creative interpretive stance regarding humanity as a whole. 
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In her book Staged (2018), Arjomand poses


 


a similar question regarding the concept of “justice” and theatrical 


works based 


on legal proce


eding


s


 


relating to


 


the Holocaust (the Nuremberg trials, the Eichmann trial, and the 


Frankfurt trials), including 


The Investigation


.   
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The   R epresentation of  the   Representation of   the  U n - representable   An  examination   of  The Investigation   by Peter Weiss as a play   within   a   play   ( B ased  on  a   selected   MA - dissertation chapter )       In the introduction to his play  The Investigation   (1965), Peter Weis s compares  between  representing   the   Frankfurt trial s , which   sentenced   German officials for war crimes  committed  at the Auschwitz concentration camp, and  representing   the camp itself.  Doing   either, he claims,  is impossible:      “In presenting this play no att empt should be made to reconstruct the courtroom  before which the deliberations over the camp actually took place. Such a  representation seems just as impossible to the author as a representation of the camp  on stage would be.” (p. 10)     If the Frankfurt tr ials and horrors of Auschwitz indeed evade any representation,  what  can   be said of a play  consisting of   the   theatrical representation of  the   legal   representation   of an  inconceivable reality? This is the question at the heart of this article.    I will begin  by discussing the  structural aspect s   of this “representation of a  representation,” and  assert   that such double  representation is equivalent to  that which  characterizes   a “play within a play.” I will then discuss the semiotic f unctions performed by the  pros ecutor and  defense attorney and the  struggle   between the two. Finally, I   will discuss  the   relation   between   the theatricality of the Eichmann trial as described by Hanna Arendt and the  play.  My main claim is that  this representation of a   representation  demo nstrates  th e   ability of  theatrical representation to  reach beyond the limitations  of legal representation ,  and arrive at  the truth.  

1

   

                                                

 

1

  In her book Staged (2018), Arjomand poses   a similar question regarding the concept of “justice” and theatrical  works based  on legal proce eding s   relating to   the Holocaust (the Nuremberg trials, the Eichmann trial, and the  Frankfurt trials), including  The Investigation .     

