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ABSTRACT

– The following paper seeks to show how Somatic Education is
a usual practice in the classes researched and, at the same time,
how it places the body in places of dispute at schools. Notions
present in the classes studied such as, for example, the relationship
between surveillance and silence and between the latter and listening are thus analysed, among others. This text derives from a study
with dance teachers developed in southern Brazil. It describes the
research methodological design with ethnographic inspiration,
focusing on the work of one teacher in particular. From these
elements and from Michel Foucault’s philosophy, the article discusses the role of dance in school, especially regarding the tension
between the disciplinary culture of Primary Schools and somatic
education of listening bodies. Finally, it shows how the conduct of
the teacher engenders an artistic conduct, that is a conduct that
models school technologies and creation itself. In this way, we
present the idea an ethics-oriented morality, opposed to disciplined
bodies, over the code at schools.
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Introduction
Observing how six teachers lead their dance classes in southern Brazilian schools, it is
possible to identify that there is a signiﬁcant misalignment of dance practices with
disciplinary technology and disciplinary knowledge. This misalignment produces
a tension that reveals government technologies derived from the school and from the
dance practices themselves. We believe that this tension is an eﬀect of the somatic
education composing the dance practices.
Dance teaching is recent in Brazil, if considered as a mandatory component of
the Arts subject in primary education.1 As a result, there are few recent researches
on this theme (Gehres 2008; Souza 2015; Cazé and Flávia 2014; Maçaneiro 2008;
Corrêa and Santos 2020). None of them, however, focuses on dance teaching as
government technology, which produces subjects of a given type (Falkembach and
Icle 2016), concerning which subjects, which bodies, which modes of being are
produced in dance lessons at schools.
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This article presents data from an investigation conducted with six primary school
dance teachers on the state school system, characterised by a complex social context of
poverty and lack of resources.2
This research uses the production of French philosopher Michel Foucault as inspiration and tool to analyse the practice of dance at schools. From the perspective, we believe
that such government technologies are modes of production of subjects. According to
Garcia (2001), the educational act is a government technology, ‘[. . .] the way in which the
conduct of individuals or of groups might be directed, [. . .] modes of action, more or less
considered and calculated, that were destined to act upon the possibilities of action of
other people.’ (Foucault 2010, 288). Considering that the object we know is produced by
the way in which we know it, the body-subject produced at schools emerges from our
modes of conducting practice. Asking what bodies-subjects are being produced in the
dance practices is also asking how the teachers conduct their students to the ﬁeld of
knowledge of dance.
Somatic education is placed as subject matter, as it is reported in the interviews of the
researched teachers to be one of the main references for dance classes. This is easy to
understand, when considering that the somatic approach is assigned an important space
in undergraduate courses for dance teachers in southern Brazil (Rosa 2016).
This article is informed by engagement with a number of key questions; these include:
why is it diﬃcult to establish a dance practice from the perspective of somatic education
in schools? How do the teachers conduct their students to the state of listening, one of the
premises of somatic education? How do dance practices derived from uncertainty and
from sensation as a mode of knowledge are arranged with school knowledge and
technologies?
We will thus show that the diﬃculty felt is an eﬀect of the tension between diﬀerent
technologies, of the incompatibility between their operations. As disciplinary technology
is not dissimilar to other school contexts, we believe this research could contribute to the
reﬂection on (dance) education in diﬀerent cultures.

Methodology
From the central research question – how do teachers conduct their students in the ﬁeld
of dance? – we employed a methodology with ethnographic inspiration. We accompanied six teachers in their daily practice at school, for two weeks each, through foundations of Performative Ethnography. The main criterion of choice of the teachers was their
interest in engaging in the research. In addition, we adopted the following criteria: the
cities with the most teachers and one municipal and one state school in each city. The
ﬁeld research happened between August and November 2015.
Elyse Pineau (2002, 46) describes Performative Ethnography as a qualitative case study
‘of detailed observation of physical bodies in action within particular classrooms and
critical analysis of the social codes articulated by those bodies’. This method adds to the
qualitative case study the performance ethnographers’ skill which is to be ‘able to attend
to the embodied particularities of the research situation’ (47). Thus, we conducted
a participative observation, and in some cases actively participated in the classes
observed. All observations were recorded in a notebook, as well as in photographs,
video and audio recording.
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We also conducted interviews with the teachers and one staﬀ member of each school
management team. In the ﬁrst encounter with each teacher, before attending the ﬁrst
class, we presented the research proposal and the investigative process, and performed
a semi-structured interview. The purpose of this interview was establishing a ﬁrst contact,
starting the dialogue and identifying the teacher’s references about dance and education.
A second interview, also semi-structured, was held at the end of the process, with
questions adapted for each teacher, based on the observation of their classes.
A single data ﬁle was prepared for each teacher, in chronological order of production
of data, which we named Dossier. Each document contains the transcript of the videos
and audios from the classes, the transcript of the interviews and our personal notes in the
ﬁeld log. The ﬁles produced in this step are conﬁdential and indicated in the bibliographic references as Dossier plus the ﬁctitious name of the interviewees (to ensure their
anonymity). The Dossier were analysed based on the theoretical tools of Michel Foucault
(Fischer 2001). Thus, roughly speaking, the topics presented here emerged from this
analysis.
This article focuses on the research data produced with teacher Samara (pseudonym),
complemented by the interview made with teacher Rita (pseudonym). Samara works in
a municipal school in Porto Alegre. The school is located in a poor neighbourhood and
most of children live in a vulnerable situation, including cases of violation and drugs at
home. The teacher has an undergraduate degree in Dance Education from 2005, and has
worked in schools of the municipality since 2007, being in this school since 2011. She
chose to stay at this school because of its project ‘Escola Preparatória de Dança’
(Preparatory Dance School) created by the Secretariat of Culture of the City Hall,
under which an exclusive room was designed for the dance classes, a peculiarity of that
school, it is a rare situation in Brazilian schools having a dance room. The dance project
takes place in the mornings and, in the afternoon, the room is fully occupied with the
dance classes of the mandatory curriculum. She teaches groups from the three years of
the ﬁrst cycle (students between six and eight years old), which correspond to the ﬁrst
years of primary school. Three groups are from year 1, another three groups are
from year 2 and one group is from year 3; 2 hours per week with each. In addition, she
works with one preschool group (ﬁve-year old students) one time a week. With an
average of 28 students per group, Samara has in total about 240 students.

Between dance and discipline: the place of the body in schools
Dance practices produce tension in schools, placing the body as the centre of the
curriculum, appearing as locus of disputes and discursive investment. Teacher Rita
talks about being a dance teacher:
What makes me a dance teacher? [. . .] the fact I work with the body, obviously. Or not,
right? Because you can work with dance and not emphasize this, and not assign it importance, focusing on the steps only, and not on the body itself, on the relationship with others.
I give a lot of priority to this in my work. [. . .] And another thing that makes me a dance
teacher . . . is this, believing in what I do. (Dossier Rita 2016, 66)

Rita points to the centrality of the body in dance classes, warnings that this is not the
body of the motor function discourse, where dance steps are learned through encoded
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movements, to the development of motor skills. The body that she presents in her classes
is the body that lives, a cultural body, relational body. Apparently, this is an obvious idea.
However, the use of this conception of body in dance classes in schools is not as obvious,
because dance knowledge is mistrusted by the school system as a valid knowledge. Such
point of view is testiﬁed by the principal of the school where Rita works, who classiﬁes
dance lessons as ‘a very diﬀerent proposal’ (Dossier Rita 2016, 69), compared with math
classes:
The students are used to a certain kind of class. And then they watch another kind of class.
And then they conclude that isn’t a class. [. . .] It’s a tough age to control, even during math
classes, which they are afraid of. [. . .] Imagine during a class that has such a, let’s say,
diﬀerent proposition. [. . .] I think sometimes the teacher has diﬃculty in getting them to
understand her proposition, [. . .] I believe they somewhat disregard the seriousness of her
class, her proposition. That there even is a proposition. (Dossier Rita 2016, 70)

Because the school does not understand the knowledge developed in dance classes, it
does not consider it to be school knowledge. The school’s principal does not comprehend
the pedagogic proposal of the dance teacher, understanding it as lack of seriousness and
absence of pedagogical intention.
Knowledge, here, is understood from the perspective of Foucault (1972, 182), as a ‘[. . .]
group of elements, formed in a regular manner by a discursive practice’. Castro synthesises Foucault’s deﬁnitions of knowledge as:
1) that which one can speak of in a discursive practice (the domain of objects); 2) the space
in which the subject may take up a position to talk about objects (subjective positions); 3) the
ﬁeld of coordination and subordination of statements, in which concepts appear, are
deﬁned, applied and transformed; 4) the possibilities of use and appropriation of discourses.
(Castro 2009, 394)

Thus, knowledge is understood as a set of rules that allow a particular ﬁeld to accept or
interdict a particular knowledge. One of the eﬀects of mistrust about the knowledge
developed in Rita’s classes was the installation of surveillance cameras in the dance
practice room, as testiﬁed by her two months after the interview with the principal.
Rita said:
Do you know that dance room? There are cameras over there now. And they [the staﬀ team]
don’t respect the class. If they see something that they interpret as provocative, they invade
my class and give warnings to the students. In summary: I don’t teach classes at the room
with mirrors anymore. Only if it’s a rehearsal and everything is more or less ready. But I no
longer use that space for the creation process. I teach in an ordinary classroom. I keep the
groups there and teach my classes. The students sweep, they help in the organization and
I teach my classes in the classroom. And if it’s a class that doesn’t need to use the ﬂoor,
I carry out the activities in the yard. (Dossier Rita 2016, 80)

The dance practices in the school environment act over the disciplined school body,
destabilizing its production technologies – naturalised at school – which diﬀer from those
of dance bodies. To understand these diﬀerences, we identiﬁed and analysed three sets of
practices: 1) composition practices that are largely based on Laban’s studies; 2) practices
developed from the perspective of somatic education; 3) practices that involve touch.
The conceptions of body and pedagogical approaches inherent to these practices are
not congruent with the surveillance operations impregnated in spaces and over bodies in
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schools. They also diﬀer from the school system of rules and code of normalisation of
disciplinary technology. Additionally, they are based on a dimension of experience
diﬀerent from that which seeks the usefulness of actions and bodies.3 Surveillance is
one of the operations of disciplinary technology (Foucault 2004). This operation is allied
to the operation of normalisation. The bodies are surveyed to follow the norm. The
institution establishes what is normal, producing behaviours in convergence or deviation
to the norm.
In this article, we focus on the second set of practices, developed from the perspective
of somatic education. They are practices that take into account sensation as a mode of
knowledge, developed in ﬁrst-person perception: each one’s minute observation of their
own moving bodies. We noted, in the teachers’ classes, traces of the relationship between
dance and somatic education, for example, when they begin not in front of the mirror,
but on the ﬂoor, with eyes closed –, therefore, not with a posture built from an external
look, but based on the feeling of each person over their body, over the connections
between their joints, through the perception of tensions and of the particular structure of
each individual body, leaving the connections free to produce mobility. We identiﬁed
signs of this relationship when the dance state is built from listening, rather than from
a sequence of movements.
We showed how these practices, which are very important in the work of the
researched teachers, clash with school technologies, especially with discipline.

Dancing silence: possible displacement of the surveillance operation
In a research conducted with students from an undergraduate program in dance, Fortin,
Vieira, and Tremblay (2009) identify the discourse of somatic education as marginal, in
contrast to the dominant discourse of dance training, which fantasises an ideal body.
According to the authors, ‘[. . .] dance is usually a site where the subject has been
traditionally objectiﬁed’ (49). Diferently, the somatic perspective reduces the emphasis
on the external form of dancing bodies and counteracts hegemonic practices, characterised by technical virtuosity, competitiveness, models from the media and the cosmetic
industry. The dominant discourse, produced by dispersed statements, is widespread
primarily in the television media, reaching also schools.
However, certain principles of somatic education are present in the classes of all
researched teachers, in diﬀerent ways. We do not mean to say that somatic techniques
are applied during the classes, nor that somatic education can be applied in a generalist
manner. Despite these techniques having similar premises, Ciane Fernandes (2015)
points out that somatic techniques have their own unique speciﬁcities, demanding time
and dedication to master each one of them. In this article, we focus on the analysis of two
lessons of teacher Samara, which are emblematic to illustrate such principles: body
awareness and listening. We show how dance teachers have displaced the dominant
discourse of dance by applying somatic education principles to dance lessons at school.
The Foucauldian perspective understands the subject as an eﬀect of discourses,
produced by power relations (Fischer 2001). The ties inherent to the relations between
power and knowledge manifest themselves in practice. It is in the process of establishment of these ties that a particular type of subject is produced, that is, a particular type of
subjectivity is produced. These ties are discourse. ‘Subjects are eﬀects of discourses, and
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these eﬀects – produced inside numerous and speciﬁc institutional, social and economic
relations – do not exist elsewhere but in the body’ (Fischer 2001, 218). Thus, when
opposing hegemonic dance practices, understood as components of the dominant discourse, the teachers are opposing the hegemonic idea of subject in dance practices.
The virtuous and competitive body of dance is congruent with the docile body of
disciplinary technologies (Fortin, Long, and Lord 2002), as it is also an eﬀect of operations of surveillance and examination, and relies on normalised and idealised standards.
There is evidence of the relationship between disciplinary technology, speciﬁcally surveillance, and the teaching of dance while emphasizing the external form of the body in
Tanya Berg’s research (2015). The author researched the changes in behaviour and
pedagogical approach of three teachers (herself included) of a dance studio, after the
installation of surveillance cameras in the classrooms. Berg claims that with the presence
of cameras and screens that broadcast live images (in the waiting room and at the oﬃce)
to a hidden audience, the teachers’ external and self-control caused them to become more
authoritarian and more concerned with corresponding to the parents’ expectations, ‘[. . .]
moving studio teaching practices away from a feminist pedagogy which values students’
voices’ (2015, 241). The author recognizes that the panoptic operation decreased her
sensitivity to the students’ reactions and needs. We thus understand that this operation
decreased her listening attitude. The author also points out that when under surveillance,
the teachers focused on eﬃciency, giving less space to risk and uncertainty and, in our
view, giving more space to the reproduction of standards from the dominant discourse.
In schools, the contraposition to hegemonic dance practices meets the contraposition
to the disciplined school subject. This appears in a speciﬁc lesson given to a preschool
group (with students from 5 to 6 years old) by teacher Samara. When she arrived at the
classroom to take the students to the dance room, the lead teacher suggested she used
a higher tone of voice that day, because the children were making a lot of noise and were
not listening. However, Samara led the class diﬀerently and said to the children:
Teacher Samara loves dance and music, but she also loves Silence. Did you know we can
dance silence? Did you know we can dance without music? Didn’t you? Who did? Do you
want to watch me dance in silence? [. . .] If you become silent I will join the circle and will
dance in silence. Then, after I dance in silence, one of you will take my place and continue
dancing in silence. Then another, and another, and even when asking to dance in silence,
you have to do so with your body. Raise your hand, then you may go, but in silence. (Dossier
Samara 2016, 27-28)

Samara was building, in this way, silence as an element of the space to be danced,
diﬀerent from silence as a disciplined body’s attitude while waiting for its turn.
Dancing silence disassociates dance from music, changing focus to bodily relations, to
the body’s materiality. Instead of translating or transposing the characteristics of
a particular song to the body, dancing in silence implies the creation of movements
based on ways to articulate the body’s elements. Silence, then, is established by the
listening state of the body, by the attention given to the possibilities of body movements.
In this case, silence is not produced by the outside perspective which controls those
who are making noise, but by the need of ﬁrst-person observation.
The displacement of the way of looking at the body produces the object of knowledge,
that is, the soma. According to Hanna,
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When a human being is observed from the outside – i.e., from a third-person viewpoint –
the phenomenon of a human body is perceived. But, when this same human being is
observed from the ﬁrst-person viewpoint of his own proprioceptive senses, a categorically
diﬀerent phenomenon is perceived: the human soma. (Hanna 1991, 31)

Two distinct modes of viewpoint created two distinct objects. The soma is diﬀerent from
the body and, more than that, it is diﬀerent from the disciplined body. The perception
and production of the soma is radically diﬀerent from the operation of surveillance.
A disclaimer is needed here. Hanna’s theory is based on the idea of the soma as an
observed phenomenon that exists a priori. From the Foucauldian perspective, however,
the soma is, more than that, a production of the set of rules in which it is inserted, the
product of a discourse. In addition, the notion of visibility is also relevant to this matter, it
being ‘[. . .] any form of sensitivity, any perception device. Listening and touch in
medicine, examination in pedagogy, systematic and systematised observation in any
disciplinary apparatus, the disposal of bodies in punishment rituals, etc’ (Larrosa 2002,
60). Jorge Larrosa gives examples of how Foucault analyses diﬀerent modes of view
related to objects that are seen. There is reciprocity between the way of seeing and what is
seen, they determine each other. ‘In Foucault’s works, both the object and the subject are
variables of visibility regimes and depend on their conditions. A visibility regime
composed of a speciﬁc set of optical machines prepares the object for being seen and,
at the same time, the observer for seeing’4 (Larrosa 2002, 61). A visibility regime produces
the object that one knows and, at the same time, the subject of knowledge. ‘Therefore,
subjects are a function of visibility, of the devices that make them see and which guide
their look. And these are historical and contingent’ (62).
The perspective of somatic education produces the way of seeing, which includes how
knowledge is constructed, that is, from ﬁrst-person perception, through speciﬁc operations. It also produces a certain type of knowledge (a consciousness of and in the body);
the object of knowledge (the soma); and also the subject of knowledge (the one whose
conduct is leaded by her ﬁrst-person perception).
In somatic techniques, movements are typically guided by vocal commands with no
references of the teacher’s body and movements. In this way, the practitioner can direct
his/her attention to his/her own body, in contrast to self-perception through a mirror
image naturalised in dance classes, which produces self-surveillance.

Between discipline and ethics
For the practices analysed, the necessary condition for the establishment of the dance
state was the creation of body connections. This connected body state occurs from a keen
state of attention: the state of listening, one of the premises of somatic perspective (Green
2002). The state of listening is necessary in the silence dancing class described above.
In this class, we may note the diﬀerence between the conduct of the lead teacher and
teacher Samara’s. The former tries to follow the rule of the silent body, that is, she
understands silence as an eﬀect of the disciplined body, which in turn is understood as
normal.5 The latter displaces the focus on the rule itself and proposes that silence emerges
from the relation/connection of each individual with his/herself and others.
When working in the production of this kind of silence, Samara also resorts to
disciplinary techniques and to the silence of the docile body. Therefore, sometimes, the
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two overlap. Occasionally she explicitly asks students to be as silent as in the classroom.
Or instead, she playfully says: ‘And to start the exercise of listening to our bodies and to
what we’re doing here at the dance room, we will now zip up our lip’ (Dossier Samara 2016,
88). The teacher plays with diﬀerent strategies. To do so, she exercises her own listening.
The teacher’s state of listening produces another way of being in the class, diﬀerent from
discipline.
Samara oscillated between the two diﬀerent conducts. She also made conscious use of
disciplinary strategies. At one point of the interview, she talked about the need of the
students’ relationship with rules.
In many moments I try to raise the issue of discipline and limit, which are also very
important in dance, and which many do not have at home, no father or mother to teach
them limits through guided education . . . they feel the lack of it and challenge us to trigger
this sensation: someone likes me and is telling me, imposing something on me for my own
good. (Dossier Samara 2016, 65)

Samara’s report impels us to revisit the notion of education as government, that is, as
speciﬁc ways to conduct the conduct of individuals – which implies conducts (both of
whom conducts and of who is conducted) in relation to rules and prescriptions. Firstly
Samara associates limits with discipline, then she associates limits with ‘guided education’. We believe Samara’s two ways of describing limits are not unequivocal.
This diﬀerence relates to the distinction that Foucault (1998, 29–30) proposes between
a code-oriented morality and an ethics-oriented morality. But it is also relates to the
school’s speciﬁc moral-operating mode: disciplinary technology.
According To Foucault, ‘Every morality, in the broad sense, comprises the two
elements [. . .], codes of behaviour and forms of subjectivation’ (1998, 29), which are
not disassociated. The moral code, or simply code, is ‘[. . .] a set of values and rules of
action that are recommended to individuals through the intermediary of various prescriptive agencies such as the family (in one of its roles), educational institutions,
churches, and so forth.’ (26). The forms of subjectivation, or forms of moral subjectivation, are the way in which the individuals relate to the rules, the process to become their
own behaviour according to the rules established, and constitute themselves in this
relationship as moral subjects.
When the process is ‘code-oriented’, there is no room for inventing the way to relate to
this code.
The main emphasis is placed on the code, on its systematicity, its richness, its capacity to
adjust to every possible case and to embrace every area of behavior. With moralities of this
type, the important thing is to focus on the instances of authority that enforce the code, that
require it to be learned and observed, that penalize infractions; in these conditions, the
subjectivation occurs basically in a quasi-juridical form, where the moral subject refers his
conduct to a law, or set of laws, to which he must submit at the risk of committing oﬀenses
that may make him liable to punishment. (Foucault 1998, 29)

When the process is ‘ethics-oriented’, the possibilities of construction of this process are
multiple: the ways for individuals to shape their own behaviour according to the rules are
multiple.
Moralities in which the strong and dynamic element is to be sought in the forms of
subjectivation and the practices of the self. In this case, the system of codes and rules of
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behavior may be rather rudimentary. Their exact observance may be relatively unimportant,
at least compared with what is required of the individual in the relationship he has with
himself, in his diﬀerent actions, thoughts, and feelings as he endeavors to form himself as an
moral subject. Here the emphasis is on the forms of relations with the self, on the methods
and techniques by which he works them out, on the exercises by which he makes of himself
an object to be known, and on the practices that enable him to transform his own mode of
being. (Foucault 1998, 30)

Based on this, we interpreted the idea of limit in teacher Samara’s report: teaching limits
would be introducing the code of behaviour and conducting individuals towards
a conduct that complies with this code; having limits, or being aware of them, would
be to constitute themselves as subjects of moral.
We can infer from this that discipline is a type of technology of production of limits,
which conducts to the code in a speciﬁc manner and from which subjects become
connected to it in a speciﬁc way. As disciplinary institution, when school refers to
these limits, it is probably associating them with discipline, therefore, with a code of
normalisation.
How, then, do individuals become connected to the code in disciplinary technology?
Through docility of the body, obedience, self-discipline (self-surveillance and selfexamination), for them to become useful, eﬃcient, normal, as a process of normalisation
(Foucault 2004). We believe that, generally, this kind of moral production is codeoriented.
We understand that when Samara associates limits with ‘guided education’, she refers
to another way of conducting towards the rules, which tend to be more ﬂexible. Rules that
adapt themselves – not in the sense where individuals can adapt the rules to beneﬁt from
them (ﬂexible rules can lead to this), but in the sense of taking care of themselves and
others and in relation to life power. We perceive this as an ethics-oriented morality. It is
this sort of limit that is produced when listening is summoned.
Samara, in this way, evokes these two modes of moral construction in her report: two
types of limit that produce diﬀerent bodies-subjects. One limit relates to disciplinary
technology, whereas the other relates to listening, which is a premise of somatic education. Two types of limits produce two forms of silence: a silence produced by the codeoriented morality and another produced by the ethics-oriented morality.
Deleuze (1988, 41) uses the notion of form to talk about that which cannot be put into
words and which is also constituted in discourses – initially referred to by Foucault as
non-discursive practices. According to the philosopher,
Form here can have two meanings: it forms or organizes matter; or it forms or ﬁnalizes
functions and gives them aims. Not only the prison but the hospital, the school, the barracks
and the workshop are formed matter. Punishment is a formalized function, as is care,
education, training, or enforced work. (Deleuze 1988, 43)

Here, dance practices are understood as forms, which delineate and organise matters,
assigning them goals. That which form produces is also form, a sort of enunciation of the
former. For example, somatic practice is a form that delineates matter in the production
of the soma, which is its enunciation. We prefer to call it idea-form instead of content
form, according to Deleuze, for whom form would be the prison and content, the
prisoner (or, in this case, form would be the school, and students the content). Idea-
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form alludes to the notion that school and student are mutually conformed. It relates to
a set of practices involved in the production of a type of subject. One type of idea-form
derives from a speciﬁc type of limit. Another type of idea-form is created in the
arrangement of diﬀerent types of limits.
If there is another silence, there is another silent body. If the way of listening is
diﬀerent, the silence produced is diﬀerent. It is a way of listening that produces other
types of bodies, diﬀerent from those produced by the discipline’s way of ‘looking’.
If the silence of discipline stems from the silent body, in listening, silence is produced
by an attitude that is more akin to disquieting, to caring for the self. The silence of
listening is the silence of an intense and powerful body.

Listening as ethics
Listening with the body is being here-and-now, in a state of awareness, ready to react and
perceive what is going on at every moment, in my body and in the body of others. Jussara
Miller (2007) summarises the Klauss Vianna Technique as a practice of ‘body listening’,
which is how the book in which the author presents the systematisation of this somatic
technique is named.
Body listening is one of the principles of the Klauss Viana Technique: an observation of the
movement inside the body, carried out so that movements are externalised with individuality, tracing a path from the inside out, aligned with those from the outside in and from
the inside in, creating a network of perceptions. (Miller 2007, 18)

The dance that works on this principle described by Miller – that we ﬁnd in other somatic
techniques – produces a body in the state of listening. We understood that teacher
Samara works to achieve this state of listening in her students’ bodies. In the state of
listening, crosstalk with one’s peers and their judgment cease, so that attention may be
paid to one’s own movements, bodily organisation, breathing and bone connections.
In another class, with a group of second-year students (students between 7 and 8 years
old), Samara clearly tries to transform the usual modus operandi of classes, referred to by
her as ‘the old method of choice,’ in which she chooses (usually those who are behaving as
agreed) and points to who will be the next to join the circle. The transformation that she
proposes has great proportions, because it is about turning away from a disciplinary
strategy (those chosen to participate are the disciplined bodies) to develop the activity
together with the group in a state of silent attentiveness, negotiating through listening.
The quality of the class changes. Students engage in this new method, although they
create diﬀerent strategies to organise themselves. They cannot carry out the negotiation
in complete silence, part of it is done verbally, but that does not hinder the progress of the
game and they can compose the practice without the need for the teacher to deﬁne sequel,
space and time at all times.
A sum of diﬀerent operations and commands produced the state of listening in this
class: the teacher’s state of listening; focus on breathing while making the movements;
concentrating on the imaginary connection of the ischium with the ground and of the
soft spot with the stars; creation of movements from images. At one point, a student lost
focus and started singing the ‘song of the big bad wolf’. His action was immediately
incorporated into the proposal that was being developed:
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The wolf, like the cat and the dog, has a tail, and to move, it uses the head-tail relationship,6
which is similar to the relationship between the ischium and the soft spot. This lead to the
idea of joining the circle with a movement from the head. In one of the moments of the
students’ loss of focus, Samara joined the circle with head-tail movements, showing the
importance of listening. She showed how she was attentive to everything while dancing,
because the wolf has big ears and listens very well. (Dossier Samara 2016, 60)

That which at ﬁrst had no relationship with the proposal was incorporated into the game.
The ‘big bad wolf’, which initially seemed to disrupt the class, in a student’s attempt to
call attention to himself, became the trigger for the development of the proposal. Instead
of reprimanding the student for not behaving as expected, the teacher understood his
contribution as material for the class’ composition. There is, thus, a displacement of
disciplinary conduct: that which could be disregarded as indiscipline becomes creative
material.
The ‘wolf’ body synthesised body connections and the state of listening necessary for
the class, which is described below:
The ﬁrst four students move to the centre of the circle, focusing on the top of their heads. All
the others in the circle watch carefully, waiting until the last one gets out of the circle, very
slowly, never losing the focus on the head. Four others enter the circle, moving while
focusing on the top of their heads. Samara asks for students to trigger the “tuquezinho” in
their ears, so they may listen (tuquezinho was a word created impromptu, which refers to the
idea of ample listening, the image of a big ear similar to a wolf’s, which listens better than
human ears). (Dossier Samara 2016, 60)

Being in a state of listening is also being in a state of readiness, when students trigger the
‘tuquezinho’ in their ears to know the time to enter. The ‘tuquezinho’ allows listening with
the whole body and moving through its connections: of the ﬁrst vertebra with the spine,
and of the spine with the coccyx. At the same time, it develops body awareness, the
proprioceptive perception of this connection and of the shapes the body draws in space
from the mobility of its bone structure. Being in a state of listening is negotiating, at all
times, movements and relationships (between parts of the body, and between bodies) in
the composition of practice.
At the same time, the state which the students arrived at in this class produced the
possibility of them listening to music. A student in the circle who was ‘not following the
proposal’, making street dance movements, was not reprimanded. He was producing
something else, being connected to his body and reacting to what had been proposed in
the class in his own way. This moment was described in the research’s ﬁeld log as follows:
‘There is life’ in this class. Maybe because we had no set goal, maybe because the students
were creating, maybe because there were no mechanical movements, or because there
was joy and commitment. This could be nominated as a situation of present dancing
bodies. According to Miller,
The present body is built through various strategies and diﬀerentiated procedures which
have body listening as premise. It is a process that is based on perception as the propelling
force of the study of movement and, in my view, no less a technical process. (Miller 2012, 49)

The strategies and procedures evoked by Miller compose a ‘somatic technology’:
a dynamic form, that produces a type of no rigid limit, a type of idea-form. In somatic
education, limits are built through body listening operations. The operations associated
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with this limit are akin to a technology in which rules are established throughout the
process. It thus resembles that which Foucault calls ethics-oriented morality, in which
rules are rudimentary or non-existent. In this way, emerges the need for an ethics that,
according to Deleuze (1992, 125), is ‘[. . .] a set of optional rules that assess what we do,
what we say, in relation to the ways of existing involved’. Hence the idea of listening as
ethics, and the idea of dance teaching based on somatic principles, structured by
a morality focused on ethics rather than on the code.
In addition, if in the discipline, rules are established by the norm, in the somatic
perspective, normalisation is questioned. In a conference, dance teacher and choreographer Angel Vianna, refers to all of us, human beings, as ‘us, pseudo-normals’, emphasising the ﬁctionality of the norm. The somatic perspective takes into account precisely the
observation of singularities and impermanences of the body.
These body listening practices are, therefore, akin to a technology that produces
subjects of a particular type, diﬀerent from the disciplined type. If disciplined subjects
are disturbed by uncertainties – by the lack of a clear result, by the ability to subvert what
has been programmed – this other type of subjects constitute themselves in uncertainty,
in situations where the outcome is not given. They are able to take risks because they trust
and feel safe in this space of uncertainty, because within it, there is an ethics of care, which
is gently, subtly and riskily maintained by everyone’s listening. A mode of existence.
This, however, does not mean that discipline is not evoked at various times. At certain
moments, Samara resorts to the gratiﬁcation-punishment double system of discipline
(for example, when choosing those who are following the rules), as well as to examination
strategies, which classify students in relation to their behaviour (for example, putting or
removing a star next to the child’s name in the evaluation diary). There is an oscillation
between disciplinary conducts and body listening conducts.

Conclusions
We challenged ourselves to identify the conditions that produce the diﬃculty of establishing dance practices from the perspective of somatic education in South Brazilian
schools. Through an analysis based on Foucauldian studies, we recognised that there is
a rejection of somatic education knowledge as an eﬀect of disciplinary discourse. The
control of bodies by discipline, which operates through observation and normalisation,
excludes the ﬁrst-person perception of the body and the attitude of listening.
This exclusion became clear in the diﬀerence between the silent body and the
disciplined body that is established by the state of listening, as well as in the diﬀerence
between the subject who accuses and the subject who senses oneself. Based on this, we
identiﬁed diﬀerent trends of production of the subject’s body in these diﬀerent modes of
conducting the lessons: the disciplined body and the soma. Often, students fail to put
their attention on their own bodies and on the issues being worked on by the teacher,
because they are concerned with controlling others by surveillance. These students
promote a constant complaint to the teacher, accusing others of being disturbing,
while is precisely the accusation which is disturbing in itself.
Finally, we have observed that the dance teacher’s conduct is closer to an ethics-oriented
morality than to a code-oriented morality. The teacher’s state of listening generates
a conduct, referred to here as artistic conduct, which makes it possible to arrange dance
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practices consisting of uncertainty with school knowledge and technologies. From this
conduct, the dance practice is constituted as government technology – that is, as idea-form
–, seeking to produce subjects whose moralities are ethics-oriented. More than following
the code, teacher Samara seeks for a state of dance which implies a connection with one’s
own body and with the body of one’s peers. As we have seen, the disciplined body does not
reach a listening state because this is not possible under surveillance, thus under disciplinary control. Through problematising dance at school, school is problematised itself.

Notes
1. In 1998, the Brazilian National Curricular Parameters are created, indicating dance, the
visual arts, theatre and music as the languages of the mandatory Arts subject. However, only
in 2016 Law 13,278/16 was published, establishing this mandatory character. The previous
law determined as mandatory the teaching of arts in a more comprehensive sense.
2. The mapping of the research subjects identiﬁed twenty-two teachers who majored in Dance
working in state schools of Rio Grande do Sul (state in southern Brazil), in the Arts subject.
This means less than 1% of schools in the state.
3. Foucault presents the school as a disciplinary institution built for the production of
disciplined subjects. The author describes the operations of disciplinary technology: hierarchical observation, normalising judgment, and the examination. Foucault shows that in
disciplinary technology the code is constituted by the norm, it is a code of normalisation.
(Foucault 2003). The author explains the procedure of disciplinary normalisation: ‘there is
a originally prescriptive character of the norm and the determination and the identiﬁcation
of the normal and the abnormal becomes possible in relation to this posited norm.’
(Foucault 2009, 57). The school educates disciplined subjects, controlling their mobility to
follow the norm. Then, when dance proposes disassociating from the norm, tension arises.
4. The school, a disciplinary apparatus addressed in Discipline and Punish (Foucault 2004), is,
among other things, a viewing machine (Larrosa 2002, 61). It is one of the devices for
‘making visible’ those captured by it, in the case of schools: making children visible, to
‘assign eﬀectiveness’ to the teaching process.
5. Julio Aquino (2011) problematises studies which consider students’ silence and immobility
as a criterion to measure ‘degree of discipline’ for a ‘good education’.
6. The head-tail relationship is the connection between the ﬁrst vertebra of the spine and the
coccyx, one of the Bony Connections that, associated with the Flows of Movement and with
Core Muscle Support, ‘form the basis for the implementation of the Bartenieﬀ
Fundamentals’ (Fernandes 2002, 51).
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