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And th.nks to you, De.r Reader. If there Is to be)lope for • baak to 
meon anything, It depends on you. I have found (t helpful at points to 
speculate how 'we' react to performances and ta par-
tlcipate. I don't mean ta assume that everyone,feels as I do, Ol ought to, 
I hope you are not ofleoded. . . 
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Introduçtion 

Audience partlcipation 

There are tew things In the tllealre that are more desplsed Ulan audi· 
enee p.rttclpatlon. The prospect of .udlence partlclpatloo makes people 
fearful; the use of audlenee partlclpatlon makes people embarrassed, not 
only for themselves 'but for the theatre makers who ehoose to lnfltct It 
on their audiences, 

ThJs is true not ooly .mong theatre's tradltlonallsts, but also arnong 
those willl broad homons, aficlonados of theatre Infonned by a century of 
experiments WIUl tbeatre form, by the Influenee of 'petforrnanee' practlees 
orlginatlng In fine art, .nd by an understanding of non·western theatre 
tradJtlons. Audlenee partidpatlon Is still often seen as one of tbe most mis· 
eoneelved, unproductlve and exerud.ting of the avant·garde's blind alleys, 
or otbenvlse as evidenee of the chUdish erassness of popular performance. 

MeanwhUe teehniques, practlees and Innovatlons that ask for the 
activity of audlenee members and that alter the conventlons of per· 
formanee and audlenee relattonshlps prollferate and gamer crltlcal and 
popular support. Whal Is 1I that makes partIcipatIon excltlng to same 
audleoees, and horrifying to others? Or, perhaps, what makes some 
kinds of audJenee participation seem Irivlal and embarrassing, and oth· 
eIS substantl.l, seducUve and elfecUve? In what ways are the additlonal 
activlUes (addltlonal to the aetivlty that usually adheres 10 the role of 
'audlenee member', tbat Is) of audJeoce members meaolngful? What 
kind of·eonceptual vocabulary do we need In order to answer these 
questions? Unplcklng and exploring same of the d1ff1eulties and poten· 
tlals of audlence participatIon is the purpose of tbls book. 
, This Is not, howcver, a defence of audlence participatlan, nor is 
It an a!tempt to re·deflne or. re-deserihe the relatIonship between 

1 

10 



" 

2 Af/dietlCe ParNcipat/ol1 j" Tlleatrc 

performers and audlences, I do not alm to convince you that 
'conventional' audience-petformer relationsWps are bankwpt (I shall 
retom to that 'conventional' sllortly), or that patticlpatory performance 
has the special capacity to IIberate audlences or to make spectators more 
human. Audience partlclpatlon has many passlonate advocates already, 
and I a.m inclined to side with them on occa.sion, but my aim here is 
to articul.te some important things about audience participatlon that 
have not been clearly articulated before, and to do 50 in a systematic 
way that can be applled to audience particlpatlon of any kind. 

As I '\Vl1te, fashions for 'immersive' theatre 3nd 'ane-ta-one' thea-
trc are ln thc ascendant; the farmer tends tó make 1lse of spatial and 
architectural intervenUans, and ta ask spectators ta involve themselves 
physlcally in ttacking down or pursuing the performance; the latter 
seeks a more direct relatlonshlp wlth the Individu al spectator. Bath 
of these putative new forms aften, but not always, ask the spectator 
to speak or act In dialogue wlth the performers or the performance 
environment, or to make cholces that structure the.lr experience: they 
invite the spectator to particlpate in ways that are diHerently active to 
that wWch is typical of the theatte event. Doth terms serve to legitimate 
partIcipatory practlce, oiferlng something more edgy and excltIng than 
mere audience partidpatIon, perhaps. 

Doth trends are undoubtedly lnfluenced 'by particlpatory practlces In 
live art and fine art performance, where spectator/art work relatlonshlps 
have been a matter of experiment and innovation slnce tbe inception of 
thls ttadltIon early In the twenlleth century, though from the basis of-
and of ten as a specWe ehallenge to - a set of conventloils and aesthetIc 
principle, that belong to !he ttaditlon of fine art rather than that of the 
theatre. The borders between theatre and 'p!!r[ormance' in this tradition 
are now very porous, and though thls book Is centrally conceriied wlth 
theatte, and tltIed accordingly, r w:lU use some important and interest-
ing /performance' examples alongside those drawn trom what belongs 
more self-consclously to 'theatte'; there Is a growing body of theoretIcal 
work in relation to fine art performance that is vital to my analysls, 
as I wlll dlscuss later In this IntroductIon. But tbe dIstinctIon between 
theatre and performance remalns meaningfuJ, even lf 'ti depends on 
instltutIonal practlce as much as actual performarlce practice: wh at 
happens in a tl,eatte building, Is marketed as tileatre or created by a 
theatte company, rather than presented or promoted by a gallery and 
created hy an 'artist', is recognlsed and tteated dlfferentIy, though tIle 
performance acUvlty ltself might be the same in· all otber regards. l TWs 
is not the place for a rull cliscussion of thls strange phenomenon, but 
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:lt Is an assumptlon that Is the basis for wr:iting a book about theatte, 
rather tban the now common theatre/performance; and though I will 
cite several examples that mlght be designated as such, ! am not con-
cetned excluslvely wlth the borderline te"ltory of performance theatte. 

SA the new trends, the immersive and the one-ta-one, motivate an 
examInation of audlence partIcipatIon at thls point in time, but they 
take their place among a mueh brooder range of theatre practices and 
tradItIons. Audlence partIcIpatIon has always been Important 1]1 applled 
and soelal theatre, where the alm to engage audlence members In socla! 
actIvIsm and petsona! development has often been acweved through 
direct lnvolvetnent in drama at the point of performance of a play. 
The technIques of partIcIpatIon that endure and thrlve thls tradltion, 
as well as those in popular theatres, hom the Brltlsh pantomime to the 
musical, are only occasionally acknowledged or horrowed in tbe new 
trend for partIcipation, hut they are just as deserving of analy,ls and 
interpretation. 

Throughout the book the argument wlll be lllustrated by a promls-
cuous set of examples hom practlce across this range. Many of them 
wUl be drawn from personal practice as an audlence partIclpant or as a 
practltIoner. Others are drawn hom the IIteratore descrlhed later In thls 
intToduction, or other peopIe's accounts of their experienee of audience 
particIpation. Occaslonally I have resorted to·hypothetlca! lllustratlons. 
Nothing bete Is artIculated with the rlgour of a case study, though some 
of the data was gathered and recorded in tws way [or other projects, It 
serves lnstead as an aid to the arHculatian of a set of conq:pts that the 
reader may flnd helpful In their own practIee or analysls. Ilach chapter 
wlll conc1ude wlth·a dctalled discussion of a performance, or a set of 
conneeted performances, that Illustrates how the argument of the chap-
tet can be applled. These key examples are, to give an Impression of the 
frame of teference of the argument at thls stage: Annadillo Theatte', 
tomlng workshop performances for schools (1993-95); JonaUlan Kay's 
fooUng performances at Glastonbury Festival and hls toutlng show, 
KI/OW Olie', Faal, (2000-03); De La Guard.'s Villa Vil/a (2000), an lnter-
naUonally toured dance performance from Argentina; and two plays by 
TIm Croucb, 11 .. At/thor and 1, Malvolio (2010- 12). 

Of course all audlences are partic1patory. Without participatIon per-
foonance would be nothing but aetion happening In the presence of 
other people, Audiences laugh, c1ap, cry, fidget, and occastonally heeklei 
they pay for tickets, tbey turn up at the theatrc, they stay to the end 
of the performanca or they walk out. They are affected emotlonally, 
cognllively .nd physlcally by the actIon they \VItness. Performers are 
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lrlSpired by thelr audlences and are dlsmayed by them, feel and feed off 
connections wlth audiences, or perhaps try to ignore thern. Audlences 
and actars, ,mters, directors and producers work together to bind 
theatte and society together, sa that ooe influences the othet, inhabits 
and is co-extensive with the other, exists in the other as métaphor and 
metonymy. The balance In thls relationship can be precarious, however: 
performers usually retain authorlty over the action, whHe the speetatots 
usually retaln the right to stay out of the action, and to wateh and hear 
it. Ta ehange these relationships in same way asks bath partles to sur-
ren der somethlog: bath glve up same of the control they mlght expect 
to have over their part of the eveut. Should we, theo, conslder all theatre 
for lts interactive nature, .ud analyse lt as fundamentally conslsting of 
Interactions that happen In many different direcUons, not just between 
performers and fIom performers to audiences? Clearly yes, and many 
'VIiters, such as Daphna Ben Chalm (Distallee ill tl,e 71Jeatre, 1981), NeU 
Blackadder (Perfonlllll! OPPOSitiOIl, W03) and Erika FJscher-Llchte (71" 
TransfDmwtive Power of PerfDnllallce 2008) take !hls approach. But i pro-
pose that there is a diffeIence between the typical interactions expected 
and ]jcensed in audience behaviour, and audience partIcipatIon; It Is not 
merely that same kinds of theatre are more interactive than others, but 
that there is a meaningful distInction to be made, from whlch there are 
useful thlngs to be learnt. . 

My definItion of audlence particIpation Is sImpIe: the particIpation of 
an audlence, or an audience member, in thc actlon of a performance. 
The discussion that follows throughout tbis baak uses examples of 
audlence partIcipation tbat can be understood in these terms. This 
kind of audience partictpatiou appears in many kinds of performance: 
far toa many and toa braad a range of practices to be considered as a 
moveInent, a school or a traditIon of its own. But thinking about thcse 
things together, for what they have in common, Is worthwhUe because 
partIcipation of tbis kind Is exceptional, even though common. It is 
an exception to tbe famtllar soda! occasion of theatrlcal perIormancel 

in the Sense that we onderstand what an audience is in this context 
and understand how we should behave as part of one, sa that actlvity 
tbat goes beyond thls role feels different and Is different to tbe activlty 
that we expect to see and take part In. It feels different to the person 
who does lt and to tbose who witoess it. In tbis important experlentlal 
sense it Is dIfferent to the actlon performed by those who take roles 
as performers, even if the actlöns they perform are in any other sen se 
the same; and it is different to the actlvlty performed In the 101e of 
spectator, even if ·this activity (in the farm of laughter Bnd applause, 
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for example) mlght be louder, langer, and a more faltllfu\ expression 
of the what the spectator feels at any given moment. In thls definltion 
actlvity where people a!five at the event as participants - at a work-
shop or a Iehearsal, for example - Is not audience partIcipation. Nor 
is the expetlence of audience members wbo respond to a performance 
wIthout becomlng part of its actlon - in thelr deeply or shaliowly feit 
emotlonai and InteUectual engagement wJth the work. Nor Is the rituaI 
actlvity that belongs to the 101e of audlence: appiause, laugbter, and 
the vital cholce to attend a theatre event in the fust place. All of these 
tWngs can appropriately be called 'pattlclpatlon' In thealre, but they 
are not what I want to conslder as audlenc. partldpation. This slmple 
definition entaUs same problems, of course. Wbat is an audlence? Why 
should conventional audlence response, wblch can make sucb 
ence to tlle course of an evenlng at the tbeatte, not be incJuded? What 
is action? What is a performance? 

These questions run through the baak, and are addressed in many 
different ways. The orig!n and expericnce of action, part1cularly in 
the sense of agency in reiatlon to events, Is articulated witll terms 
from soclal psychology, socJology, phenomenology and cognltive phi-
losophy. Acllon In tbe theatre always has at least two dlmensions: as 
everyday social actlon and as actlon wlthln the extra-everyday space 
(aften but not always eoncelved as a ncllonai space) of the perfonn-
ance. Thcse two dlmenslons combine and conflict wlth €Och other 
in espedally interestlng ways in audlence partldpatory performance, 
which I wil! show to be Important to the way !hls actlon functions 
as aesthetic materlal. The audlence, toa, wlli be eonceptualised in dif-
ferent ways through the baak. For my purposes an audience Is bath 
a soeiaHy constructed proclice, aud a notional positIon In rclatlon to 
extcrnal and internal ph en omen a: we become audiences and 
stand wh at we do as audience membets because of tradiUons that we 
Inherlt ond adapt, but we also go tluough our lives taking the posItion 
of spectator te the world around us, Dur own actlons in lt as well as 
those of other people. 

The thJrd important teIlu In my defInItIon is performance, a term that 
also has more than one reievant meaning. Performance has a regIster 
that comes before the theatrlcal or tbe arll'tlc, In whleh we manage our 
presentation of oUlSelves, and in wWch we lind the materlals that allow 
us to become ourselves: audience partldpatlon exist.s in thls register, as 
well as in the tenltory of theattlcai .nd arti,Uc performance. Audience 
members are performing themselves, and performing Jaudlence' as they 
watch performances. But in the definttlon above 'performance' stands 
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for the theatrlcal and artIstic register into whleh particlpants step, tak-
ing w!th them thelt performallve soclai selves. 

However, having asserted thls definJUon, 1 must acknowledgc the 
degree to whlch it is provlsional and strategic: It serves to demarcate a 
field that wW be meanlngful to most readers, and vltal to the framing 
of my argument. Although the detence of the terms of the argument, as 
outlined in the previous paragraphs, wlll bccome a useful and informa-
live thread to that argument, it wlll not entlte1y remove a dlfficulty 
with the deflnitlon that entalls trom lts basis on contingent (historlcal, 
institutlonal, convenlional) practlces: that these pracUces change, and 
most Importantly, that the phenomena that 1 am observlng are of ten 
instrumentalln this process of change. Sc wbat consUtutes action in 
my deflnltlon will change, sometlmes qulte qulckly, as conventIons of 
audlence behavlour change. Rather than fundarnentally undermining 
thls definlUon, !hls invites attentlon to tWs changlng context, whlch is 
often - not colncldentally - where the Interesting dimenslons of audi-
eoce participatory performance occur. It a150 invites a shift in approach 
to this definition and the need for such a deflnition: if what constitutcs 
partIcipation Is necessarUy constanUy in flux, why a!tempt to demar-
cate these exceptional practices at a1l7 Why not pay aUention to aU 
soclal acUon as participation, on lts continuum wtth dramaUc and per-
formance acUon? TWs is certaJnly atactlc that I wlll take occaslonaJly, 
as my argument progresses, as It Is necessary to explore this borderline 
just as theatte practltioners explore lt. But it is not my purpose to wrlte 
a new theory of the audtence in theatte, so I wlll continue wlth my 
definJtion in place, as it puts same useful - if at times uncertaln and 
porous - borders around a field. 

In the opening paragraphs of Spaee alld PerfOmlallee (2000),. Gay 
McAuley shows how the twentleth century's deflnitlons of theatte (she 
glves examples from Bertolt Brecht, Eric Dentley, ]erzy Grotowski and 
Peter Brook) all acknowledge tile vital communieatlon between tbe 
audlence and the performer. McAuley finds that tbeane is built around 
the spatla! relatlonsllip between these posilions: 

The speclficlly of thealIe is not to be found in its relationship to the 
dramatIc, as Jllm and televlsioll have shown tluough thelt appro· 
priation and massive exploitation DJ Ule latter, but In tbat it consIsts 
essentlally of tbe l,nteractton between performcI.s and spectators in a 
given space. Theatte is asocia! event, occurring in tbe au'dltorlum as 
weil as on U" stage, and the primary slgnlflers are physical and'even 
spatlal in natwe. (McAuiey 2000: 5) 
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The deflning spatial characteristic in tWs passage is tbe dlvlsion of anc 
group from the other, sa that they can be brought logether in a social 
order based on this separation. A soclal occasion becomes a theatre pelw 
forma nee partly through the separation of performers trom audlences. 
The manDer of tWs separation, achieved arcJtitecturaUy and soelaliy, Is 
hlstorlcally and culturally speclflc, as Is the behaviow consldered appro-
priate to the roie bf audlence members. The cwrent relatlve passlvlty of 
the audie"ce In the European theane lIaditlon has not always been the 
convention, as Susan Kattwinkel (2003: Ix) observes: 

The passive audience reaUy only came Into belng In the nineteentlt 
century, as theaue began lts division Into arllstic and entertainment 
fmms. Practltioners and theorJsts such as Wagner, wlth hls 'mystlc 
chasm', and he and Henry lIving with tJleir darkened auditoriums, 
took same of the many small steps In tbe nlneteenth century that 
physlcally separated the audience fiom tbe performance and cliscour-
aged spectatorlal acts of ownershlp or dlspleasure or even voclferous 
approval. 

Prior to thls the sense of the activlly that was approprlate la an audlence 
was much broader, as it stJll is Jn many llon-European cultures and other 
performance ttadttlons (such as stand-up comedy or popular musIc) . 
Pre-nineteenth century Iluropean and North Amerlcan audlences wDuld 
sociallse openly in the auditorium, buy and seil, and venture opintoDs 
.bout the play lts elf, to the extent of exerclsing a rlght to 'ery down' or 
'd.mn' a play (as in Blackadder's excellent account of the last throW5 
of thls power of veto at the turn of the twentieth century). Wbat an 
audlence Is and does Is hlstorlcaUy and cullurally contingent, aften In 
complex ways. in thls context my deflnition of audlence parUc!pation 
Is also hlstorlcaUy and cuIturally contingent, not ln !he sense that It Is 
intendcd to pin down what audlence partlclpation Is at the 111storlcal 
and cultural moment at which I write, but Jn the sense that as undeI-
standlngs change of what an audlence Is .nd does, so the sense of what 
Is or Im't audlence partIcipation under thls deftnitlon also changes. 

Famous examples oJ audicnce particlpatlon are of ten notabIe events 
in the progress of experlmental performance: The Living Theatte's 
Parndise NOWi the Performance Group's Diol1YSUS in '69j Yaka Dno's · 
C!lt Pleee; Marlna Abramovic's Rilythm 0; Annie Sprlnk1e's P!lbllc Cervix 
Armormcement; De la Guarda's Villa Villai Punchdrunk's Fausti and 
TIm Crouch's The A!lthor. Anyone farnlllar with these pleces or the!r 
reputatlons wlll nate a150 that some of them are notorlous as markers 
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of the excess of experimeutation. There are a1so audience participation 
pracliees that are less lI.nsgressive and whieh inhablt quite dUferent 
ttadltions with quite different ambitions: the Brltlsh pantomime, for 
exarnpie, and the Theatte in &iucation movement. These modes of 
practiee also stand out asexceptions to th. general rules of theatte prac-
tice because they feature audlence partidpation so heaviJy. Audience 
particlpatioD marks a border in our understanding of what theatte Is 
and can be, and like many border zones, it is Interestlng as such. But in 
eommentary on moments (even of !conic moments) of audienee partici-
pation, there is often a significant gap, a laek of concern for how it was 
aehieved, and for what moments of partidpation mlght have meant In 
thernselves because people other than the performIng company acted 
in them. The faet that people have participated and what they have 
conttibuted to a performance mlght be commented on, but how It Is 
that they have been led to do sa Is most aften not considered worthy of 
comment. In an account of OnoJs Cut Piece: '[t]he audience was invited 
to cut the clothlng from Dna, who sat or kneeled on the stage. Ono's 
placlng herself as the oblect for unwrapping or potential desttueUon 
was rare' (Hes In Dna 1997: 14). The Imagery of exposure and vlolence 
is refeued to, as is tIle artl,!'s plaee at the centte of the work, but the 
even more lare placement of an audlence member as tbe subject that 
does the unwrapping - or as the potentlal agent of desttuctlon - is not 
discussed here or In the rest of the artiele, nor is the procedure th at led 
them to it. Without this Involvement of the spectator as a performer 
of th. eIUeJal action of the pieee, It would have been a qulte different 
work, and yet the technlque that aUows this to happen goes unre-
corded, as does lts effect on the participant. But a conslderaUon is nee-
essary, becaus. Ono elearly Intended sometblng to happen that actively 
Involved her audienee, and thls Intention Is not the same thing as the 
pIOcess through which it eomes to fruJtlon. Ono has made herself and 
her body into a part of the media of her art, but sbe has also made tIle 
audience members and thelr bodles Into media. Further questlans arlse 
about the performances of these partlelpants: Dna has Involved thern 
.In an act of symbolIc vlolence, and It seems safe to assume that their 
partIcIpation Is voluntary, but beyond that how far can we say that they 
are in control of what they do? It is qulte correct that thls account prl-
orttlses the agency of Dna, because she has ultlmately lnflleted thls vlo· 
lence on herself, In an event that appeals to have left partlelpants w!th 
two kind of conflict to choose fiom: either lelecting Ono's invitation to 
cut, or cutting as they have been asked to. Just who has cut or n·ot cut 
may be less Important, in this instance, than Ono's ebóice to Inltiate tbe 
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action, but we cao he confident that it was important to those present 
whether they partleJpated in thls way or did not. 

The,. are procedures through whleh partIcIpation is lnvlted, and 
there are pIOcesses through which thc perfonnances invlted become 
meanlngfulln a way that Is different to other performances. These proc-
esses make the audience mcmber into materlal that is used to compose 
the performance: an artIstIc medium. Thl, baak brings the processes 
and media of audienee partIcipatIon lnto focus and provides a theory 
for uncovering the procedures through whlch practitloners create the 
partlc!patory processe, Uley alm for. Most slmply put, the argument Is 
that thcse processes and ·procedures, partieularly in the controi UIey 
bath sbare and witbbold and in the point of vIew that they engender 
In the participant, are aesthetlcaUy Important. 

The range of practices brougbt into play by tWs defInitIon and by 
the nature of my enqulry is very braad, but Ulere is same narrowlng of 
the field througb a focus on the imrltatio/l to pattlclpate, rather than the 
whoie phenomenon. Time is more to be sald about how partIcIpation 
is malntalned by practltioners, and experlenced by UlOse who accept 
an Invltation, but my anaiysis wil! mostly be llmited to the actlvity 
that makes an invltatlon understood by an audlence and the process 
through whlch they accept (or declIne) that invItation. TWs IncJudes 
tbe fust few moments of participatlofl, as the change of rale takes effect, 
and inevitably will stray futther into tbe Implications of what kind of 
partIcIpatIon has been invited and what kind of activlty can ensue. 
By foeusslng on the moment when the deflnltlon of the theatrlcal 
situatIon changes I alm to unpack the most Important aspeets of this 
transfonnation. 

Why'aesilietics'? 

In an Important sense anything tbat provides a new component ai the 
general theory of art Is a work of aesthetlcsr but this is an 'aesthetics 
of the lnvltatlon' in a more deUbelate sense Ulan that. 11 is part of my 
asseltion that the aetions and expertences of alIdIenee participants Is 
wortIl paylng attentIon to: I aim to sllow that these aetlons and expe-
riences are aesthetlc materlal and have characterlstlcs that need to be 
thought through In an approptlate way. It is an assertion of a concern 
WlUl the dynamics, functions and value that the moment or epIsode of 
audlence participatIon has as part of an event or WOlk of art. The key 
questlans become, In this light, coneerned wlth what about audience 
particlpatlon has to be as aesthetle materIaI, and what Is 
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partieular about the aesthetic mateIlal .of audience partlclpation. The 
answers to these questlons, as I have just suggested, lle witlt the way the 
.udience member helSelf or Wmself becomes the art Is t's medium, .nd 
-sa the work's aesthetlc materiaI. 

Aesthetics as a discipline has always been concerned with·these values, 
characteristlcs and functions i but the word 'aesthetlc l has proliferated in 
meanlngs In a way that Is not always helpfulln organlslng our thinking 
about these mattelS. As Leonard Koren says In hls short but very uselul 
baak Wllicll Aestlletics Do YO/l Mea,,?: Ter! Defi"itJo/lS (2010: 3): 

although "aesthetic" and "aestheticsll appear to agreeably elevate the 
tone of whatevet cllscourse they1re used in, thcy rarely function as 
mere decolOus vaculty. Vet because these terms confuslngly refer to 
sa many disparate but often conneeted thlngs, the exact meanlng of 
the speaker or writer, unless quallfled, is unclear. 

Of Koren's ten deflnitions, several win be at stake in my discussion. 
Most of allit Is the nature of my argument as a development of a small 
corner of the philosophy of art that qualIfles It undcr this term. But my 
argument also has a part to play In conUnulng discussions about the 
plaee and nature of beauty, and other dlmenslons of artisUc quallty, and 
of the development of arUsUc styles .nd tastes. Koren als 0 notes that 
the aesthetlc sometimes stands for a particular cognitive mode, and the 
Intlmate relationsWp between .udlence p.rticlpatory performance and 
the subjeetlvity of the partidpant makes tWs very relevant. 

Aesthetlcs, as the phllosophy of art, has always been concemed wlth 
what art is and what it is good for. One of the consequences of the 
enormou, broadening of the avallable categories of art practlee, and the 
phenomenon of the appropriatlon of the everyday to make art (In col-
lage, in sunealism, in live art and sa on) through wh1ch an object or an 
aetion becomes art simply because the arUst says sa (and other people 
are sympathetic enough to th.l, claim to trcat It as such), Is that sloce the 
early part of the Iwentleth century aesthetles has had to proHferate toa. 
[t Is na langer posslble to have one theory of the aesthetlc - lf indeed 
unlversal theorles of art were ever adequate -It Is necessary to Iecognisc 
a dlfferent 'aesthetic' lor each different practice of maklng and receivlng 
work. Thi, Is rel.ted to, but not cntirely Ihe samc as, the sense of an 
aesthetic as a style of art maklng and lts assoelated consumptIon. lt is 
relevant to tbc argument of this baak where the performance practlces 
that include audtence partidpatlon each evolve thei[ own dlstinclive 
aesthetJc, whlch Include participaUon In thelr media alongslde more 

ltltroducHolI IJ 

lamlllar elements sueh as spoken language, choreographed movement 
and scenography. An Indlvldual aesthetIc wlU contaln an impllclt detl-
nltion ol what art is, witbln lts prae tJee: wh at Is, and by hnpHcatlon 
what Is not, to be vlewed or experIenced In an art-approprl.te way In 
the context of thls pracHce. And lndeed [t wtll contain an understand-
Ing of what It means to treat tblngs In an art-like way. 

The argument of thls baak is th at therc are certaln things that wlll 
appear repeatedly In the aesthetics (in this sense of mulUple, distlnc-
tlve assoelatlons of productIon, recognitIon and receptIon) of audlence 
partlclpatory performance practlee, such that they are worth conslder-
Ing as foundational concepts for the allalysIs of tWs kind of wOik, or 
of the aesthetIc that is In play in any example of lt. TIIe work becomes 
meaningful through.its aesthetic, and tWs aesthetlc - as acolleetion 

. of proposltlons about what an artwork Is and how to respond to lt - if 
exarnJned In detaU can teU us mum more about the meanlngs and 
polenUal meanlngs of the work than an analysis that takes effects as 
the fust llne of investlgatlon: in order ta understand an aesthetlc we 
must understand lts media, The Iwhat ft is' of an artwork Is built on a 
comman understanding of artlsts and audlences of what the medla of 
the work are, what Is to be glven attention and what kJnd of attention 
to pay to it. What I do not alm to do here, however, Is to lsolate and 
descrlbe the speclflc aesthetlc of aoy of the conternpor.ry trends for 
audlence particJpatory performance. Thls research is belng done else-
where, by other peoplel in relation to immersive performance and the 
one-to·one, and w!th partlcular dcpth and rlgour regardlng 'relational' 
performance and partielpato,y live art, as I wil! dlscu" below. I am con-
fident thatwhat Is thought tJuough here wil! be uselul to the Identlflca-
tion of the aesthetic conventions that adhcre to partIcular movements, 
trends and modes of practlee, and Inevltably my discussion wlll sketch 
some of these conventlons as 1 illustrate my argument wltlt examplesi 
but my alm Is to lsolate and examlne wh at It Is that Is likely to become 
aesthetic D)atcrlal when audlenees are asked to take actlon In a perfonn-
ance, and what kinds of outcomes are to be expected when these thlng. 
are treatcd 'aesthetically', 

Same trends In aesthetlc theory have trled to flnd the root of a speelal 
iacsthetlc sense'} to explain what 1t is about responding to artworks that 
Is sa pecullarly affectlng; th1s idea is generally rejeeted In ti,. progresslve 
ae'thetlcs th at I am sympathetlc to. Same thcorles - Cilve Bell's (2007) 
jdea of an 'aesthetlc emotion', for example, and in another of Korcn's 
deflnitions, of aesthetics as 'a cognitlve mode' - recogntse tbe orlgln of 
the term and thc discipline ln 'alsthesis' as sensation and perception in 
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genera!; whlch is echoed by Wolfgang Wc!sch's suggestion that in an 
aesthetics beyond aesthetics: 'alsthes!s shou!d provîde thc framework 
of the discipline while art, a!though important, will be only one of lts 
subjects' (quoted in Halsall, Jansen and O'Connor Z009: 191). Art has 
a powerful affective dimension, continuous w!tlt the affective response 
we mlght have to otlter things and events - to nature, the environment, 
and to other people and what they do. Similady, I am Interested in 
aesthetic affects, in the sense that thoughts and feelings are engendered 
in response to audience partIcipation. As I shaU discuss throughout the 
book, but particularly in Chapters 3 and 4, belng In a po'ition to take 
action, taklog action, and havlng a ftr't-person reiationshlp with that 
action wil1inflect the understanding of and the feelings generated by 
performance. 

The ide. of the aesthetic as a generaJlsed mode of thought and being 
has been the subject of vigorous crltique, and Is treated witil consider-
abie scepticism, particularly foUowing the work of Picrre Bourdieu; Terty 
Eagleton and more rccenUy Jacques Ranc1ère have added their consid-
erable theoretical welght behlnd this crltique. Bourdieu's ,oc1ology has 
shown how the social practices that we coliect under the concepts of 
art and the aesthetic belong to our class and cultural structure, and 
ultimately serve to preserve privilege. Ranclère, (2004, 2009b), though 
opposed to Bourdieu's palticular cOlrcluslons about soda! structule, 
also opposes a sense of the aesthetic as transcendent, and portrays the 
aesthetlc as one of a series of 'regimes' under which that which we 
now eaU art has been govemed. Eaglcton's The Ideology of tlle AestheHc 
(1990) surveys the thought that has accomp.nled thls re!Jime, from 
Baurngarten and Kant as the orlginators of the enllghtenment aesthetics 
with lts project to sep.rate the understandlng of art fIom polltlcs, eth-
Ics, loglc .nd other kinds of thought, and to eonceive a separate space 
and a separate state of being for alt. Eagieton's view is blOadly in line 
with Bourdiou, that by and large the concept of the aesthetic has been 
a bourgeois ideology, serving to justify - in varying and often contra-
dictory ways - soeial relations in the service of capItal. In The Radical 
AestlleHc (2000) lsobel Armstrong has ehaUenged thls view, proposing 
that the proposillons of European aestheUcs over this time have of ten 
been explieitly progressive, and sornetimes able to put Into effect the 
WOlk of using art in the causes of llberty and equallty; there is work to 
do, however: 

The project that arlsos fIom quesllons about democratie access to art 
Is aetuaJly that of changing the eategory ltseU, Ol re-deseribing it, so 
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that what we kuow looks different, and what we exclude from tra-
ditional categories of art also looks different. This task Is not aecom-
pllshed. (Armstrong 2000: 16) 

A contemporary aestheUes Is Implleated In this project, as Is any pro-
gressive art praclice. As a plaetltioner aod teachel of 'applled' theatre 
mysei! the work of re-describing the category of art and it, potentlal for 
soeial change is a dally task; rnaldng robust cialms for ernerging practiee 
Ilke the ambiUous and thoughtful use of audienee partlclpation Is .Iso 
part of that task; and tbc foUowing propositlons about wh.t else ti,. 
idea of an .esthelies can mean are proposed wlth thls context In mlnd. 
Identlfying the media of audlence partIcipatIon serves thls task, but 

. further to thls Is IdentiJying the way in whleh we reiale to these media 
and make them meanlngful. 

The ldea of the 'aesthetieaJly pleasing' Is of ten used In Ule mak-
ing of theatre as weU as in everyday conversatlon about encounters 
wlth thlngs Ih at can be subject to a simple judgement: furnlshlngs 
and architecture, music and dothes, the arrangement of food on a 
plate, llghtlng, costume and sound, movement in a space. Thi, ide. is 
somehow Included in the category of art but exeepted from it, more 
rigorous de man ds. Pleasu,. In this sense Is somethlng that has same of 
the characleristics of the beaullful in Kantlan aesthetlcs, it is pa!p.bly 
person.l, but also worth arguing In a general sense, and It cao prompt 
the recognltlon of a property apparently held by U,. object in questIon. 
Obvlously thls .kind of aesthelie pleasure has 10 be understood as part 
of the reginle of the practiee of art that we Uve within, so that what we 
feel In response to It, what we ale able to say about lt (and say thtough 
it) is anything but independent ofwho we ale aod where we eome fIom. 
But this notlon of aesthetic pleasure does point to somethiI)g Ineftable 
in art experlence, the feit response that can persuade us te make clalms 
for universality, or at least to urge others to appredate what we appred-
ate. lf this is something Ilke the be.uty that has fascinated and eluded 
aesthetlelans for hundleds of years, and which is now treated w!th great 
scepticism as a tooI of dominant (partieularly sexist) bourgeois Ideolo-
gi .. , then lt survlves in everyday speeeb. There has been a return to the 
ldca of beauty and the feit Iesponse to art experlenee, for example in 
Janet Woolf's TheAestlleties ofUOIcertalnty (2008), whieb proposes a femi-
nist approach to beauty, in Joe Winston's Beauty and Education (2010), 
whieh asks for a consideration of the power of beauty in pedagogy, and 
James Thompson's Perfonnance Affects (2009), whleh s!mJlally shows 
how ernotiona! response to partlelpatory drama ean be as important as 
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its capacity to facllitate measurable 'impact'. Where classical aesthetlcs 
will prMlege the beautlful Ol tbe sUblime, progressive and partlcipatory 
aesthetlcs (both styles and theorles) ale as interested In other pleasures 
and othel effects: the uncanny, the unexpected and the transgresslve, 
perhaps. Most Importantly they Include tbe potentlal fOI 'political and 
ethlcal values and outcoOles to form part of the definition of aestiletlcs 
and tbe walk ol art. 

Most of the significant wIlting about audlence participation has 
placed a political agenda front and centre, prior to aesthetlc considera-
tIons of these varlous kinds. Tbl, Is not tbe case wlth otbel kinds of 
performance, fOI whlch we are able to Identify thelr fOlmal eharacter-
Istlcs and thelr media in • way tbat Is at least In anc sense pIlor ta the 
discussion of polities. In musie we are that tone, rhythm and 
volume are the media of the musiclani in danee the movlng body and 
lts relatlonship ta the space around it and to other bodies are the coro-
palable fundamental building bloeks of tbe art farm; In tbeatre these 
spatla-tempalal elements usually combine with the volee and words. 
As Bowdieu has demanstIated convlncingly, riane of these things ean 
be cansideled as Independent of their saclal context, or immune to a 
palltlcal critlque. All of these artIstIc farms, even the manIpulatIon of 
sound, space ·and time In musle and dance, ale Implicated In the politIcs 
of soeial dlffelentlatlon and lts explesslons of power and suboldinatlan. 
But in artkulating these fOIms we allow ourselves a space for discuss-
ing fundamental elements that defers the politica I and ethica I untll a 
later point. What I want to do fOI audience partlcipatlon Is to suggest 
that there ale questlans of media that are fundamental to it that can be 
dl,cussed In these terms, and ta defel the politica I analysls of tbem very 
brlefly. As Jobn Dewey says In Art as Experienee: 'Everythlng depends 
upon the way in whieh materlal Is used when It operates as medium' 
(1980: 66). This may be the blggest contribution that wlll be made by 
thls boak In terms of 'aestheUcs' -ldentIfylng whot it is that practitian-
ers of audlence parUclpation wark wllh. 

The practice and theory of audience participatIon 

Where does audlence participatIon happen? As a teacher of applied the-
atre and a maker of Theatre In Education (TIE), I deciare an interest: as 
sameone wbo has taken audlence paltlclpntlon for granted t1uoughout 
my c",eer, and who is determined to think and write about lts applIca-
tion In cammunlty and educatIanal context! at tbe same tIme as in 
male conventIonal tbeatrlcal contexts. TIE, Theatle of tbc Oppressed, 
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Musewn Theatte, Reminiscence The.tre, Theatre for Development and 
all the ather multlplying flelds that find tllCIDselves under tbe dlscur-
,lve and pedagag!cal umbrella,of applled thearre, whenever they put on 
performances for audlences, are as likely as not to ask those audiences to 
partlclpate. These f1elds deal tn partlclpallon of ather kInds: langer term 
involvement in the lesealeh, concepliaD, devlslng and receptIon ol 
performances, as weil as partlclpatlan in workshops that never reacll an 
audlence at all, are these days aften consideled to be the most challeng-
ing and approprlate aellvltles ta make lastlng Impres,lans on people's 
IIves. Audlence partlclpatlon Is na langer at the cuttlng fdge of applled 
theaue practlee, but nevertheless, these field, and athers lIke them ale 
part of the 'where' of audlence participatlon. 

Children's thearre, includtng Brltlsh pantomime and other tradi-
tional and popular forms t aften make use of audlence partidpatlon, Ol' 
have audleoce aetivltles as famlliar parts of thell codes of bell.vlow. 
Commercial musicals also have their lnteractlve components: same· 
time, explicltly framed invltatlons to slng aloog, (as wltb TIle Rocky 
Horror SIlowor Ren/TIl to tlle Porbldde/l Plat/et) though also in the appar-
ently audlence-led mass singIng oflen beard In Ijle 'Jukebox' musicals of 
the last decade (Mamma Min, We Will Rock You, even Graeae's Reasons to 
be Clleer(r/n. Though audienee partlclpatlon has aften been a marginal 
and experlmentallmpul,e, It also has lts place In the most commercial 
performance and is enJoyed by same of the largest audlences. 

I have already nated a series of lecognlsably experlmental warks, 
some of which should be thougbt of as 'live art' or 'performance'; many 
of the most interesting approaches ta paltlclpatlon happen In tllCse 
areas or on their very poraus boundarles wlth experlment,l tbeatre. 
Among the conceptual points of arlgin for performance in the fine art 
ttadltion is the presence of the viewer of the work in the tempora! event 
of lts creation aod receptlon, and the relatlonshtp of !he altist to that 
event and ta tbe viewer. Thls Is wark that Is predleated on farmal expeII-
mentatlon, sa tbe pIOllferation of posItIons for the viewer/participant Is 
to be expected. Explicit cOllnectlans between fine art performance and 
theatre are 50metlmes evident, as in Schechne.r and thc Pcrfonnance 
Group's collaboration wUb Alan Kaprow for their earty lenvironmental' 
theatre, whUe Robert Wllson and Hans Peter Kuhn's HG (1995, a pro-
ductlon whlch Is an aeknowledged influence on Punchdrunk's Fellx 
Barrett) saw .acclalmed theatIe practltlaners adaptlng the style of the 
art instaUation. 

Audienee partlclpation in applied tbeatre ean be traeed ta early TIE 
and AugU5tO Boal's earIy use of 'slruultaneous dramaturgy' in thc 1960Si 
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live art performance bas made use of it at least as far back as Kaprow's 
'happenillgs'j lts use in traditional and conunerclal performance qm be 
traeed furtber back than that, to tbe nlneteenth century mus ie hall and 
beyond; there is an unbroken contlnulty between traditional perform-
ance In same African tradltlons and contemporary playwrlting - Feml 
Osoflsan, for exarnple, makes thls explicit in tbe farm aud content of 
plays like Ollee UpOIi FOIIT Robbers (1978, published in Gilbert 2001). 
But though lt Is not ncw, It seems to be parUcularly cUlIent, especlally 
evidently In frlnge tbealre 'ln London over tbe past decade. Ta say why 
this Is sa suggeslS a different, hIstorIcal and cultural enqulry to thls 
one, but for tbe moment note tbat over tWs perlod a brief - and not 
exhaustlvc - list of successful audlence partlcipatory theatre playtng 
in London would Indude: De La Guarda's VllIa Villa (1999/2000) and 
Fuerzabmta (2006); Shunt's Dallee Bear Dal/ce (2003) or Amato SaltotIe 
(2006); Punchdrunl<'s Fa"st (2005) and TI,. Masque of tlle Red DcatIl 
(2007); Tlm Crouch's TI,. Audi."," (2009-10); and Para. Active and 
ZeeDra Ura's Hotel Medea (2009-12). Though aU of these are recognls-
ably frlnge events, each (wlth the exception of TI,. Audicllce, at the 
Royal Court, though thls toa has been revlved severa! times and tau red 
extenslvely) had a very wide appeai. They played to large audiences 
over long and aften extended runs, and aften eharged ticket prlces 
equal to shows in the West End. The kinds of particIpatIon on offer In 
these pleces vary immensely, and'are aften accompanled by alternative 
audlence-performer formatlans and relationships. The appetlte among 
a substantlal number of tbealre-goers to be or become a different kind 
of audience, and to accept the InvItatIon to paltlcipate, Is evident. 

There Is a growing tendency for theatre artIsts and producers to label 
work as Immersive: Punchdrunk, for cxarnple, claim to be pioneers of 
'a garne-changlng farm of hnmerslve tbeatre' (2010). Thls partlcular 
term Is inlerestlng in lts impUcation, and assumplions about audl-
ence expetlence, and about the nature and potentia! of theatre and 
performance. Perhaps the term will become the point ol convergence 
for a trend towards experimental audlence strategles, but lts usefulness 
in tbls study is to point up an attitude to the experlentia! nature of 
paltictpation. Not aU audlence part!clpation would be . clahned under 
the mbdc of tbe Immersive (vague Ihough that Is, at thls stage), but the 
suggestion of being inslde that comes with tbe idea of the Immersive 
has resonances witb tbe expertence of belng able to take action wlthln 
tbe work, and with the changed poInt of view tbat Is gained through 
this experlence tbat I suggest are the specla! characterlstlcs of audlence 
partlclpalion. Ta be Inslde the work, not lust Inslde its physlcal and 
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temporal space but inslde it as an aesthetJc, affective, phenomenologl-
ca! entity gives a different alpeet to the Idea of a point of view, and of 
actlon, sa tbat the idea of immerslve thealre will be a partlcularly useful 
reference point for parts of my argument. 

Desplte lts significant presence in diverse fields of theatre and per-
formance, and thIs growlng popularlty aUlong theatre makers and 
audlences, comparatlvely Uttle has been written about the processes of 
audience partlcipatlon, even when the phenomenon has been docu-
mented. Twó books, wWch bear the tule Audie1lce ParticipaHan, serve as 
examples of \wo different ways In wWch tbe field has been addressed 
in print up to now. The ear!ler of the \:wo, Brlan Way's 1980 volume 
(Alld/ellce Partie/pation: Thearre far Yautlg People), Is a praetltloner's gulde 
la a specialist practice: the chUdren's theatre of which he was a ploneer. 
In contrast to thIs Is Susan Kattwlnkel', coliection of essays (2003), each 
of which ts concerned with different performances, rather than farm-
Ing a single continuous theorlsation. Bath are usetui books, but do not 
present the broad-based theorlsalion that is possible. What they do offer 
Is a varlety of accounts of audience partlclpatlon events and audlence 
partlctpat\on techniques: Way" baak of praclice with young cWldren 
and teenagers, in tbeatre bulldlngs and In school halls; Kattwlnkel's 
of a range fIom avant-garde dance, elghteentb-century theatre, panto-
mime, to communlty-based drama. Wrltlng that provides thls klnd of 
materlalis falrly common: work that records audience parUclpation as 
a part of its descriptIon or analysls of performances without making it a 
maln focus. It appears in work that surveys counter-cultura! theatre In 
the slxlies and seventles, by Kostelaneu (1994), Kershaw (1992), CraJg 
(1980) and Ansorge (1975). In surveys of performance art and live art, 
sueh as Goldberg (1979), KJrby (1965) and Case (1990), more experi-
ments appear sometimes Indudlng tbe same personallties. Mason's 
(1992) gulde to street theatte and Coult and Kershaw's work about 
Welfare State International (1990), show bath how tltese progresslve 
audlence partlc!pations grow and become part of practlee that consoll-
dates and dlversi/ies In tbe yem that foliow. More recent use of spectator 
involvement In fine art performance has been theorlsed as dialogIcai, 
by Kester (2004), and relational, by Bourrlaud (2002), and U,. claims of 
botb these writers have beel1 contested by BIshop (2004, 2006, 2012). 
Applled tbealre's literature contains many accounts of audlence partlcl-
patlon, for example, Haedlcke and Nellhaus (2001) on co=unlty-based 
thealre, and Sa!hi (1998), Byam (1999) and Byram (1985) on Theatre for 
Development. Where wrltlng on applled theatre draws heavlly on Boal's 
practice, Ws particlpatory tecltnlques Inevltably receive a lot of attenUon, 
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In Cohen·Cruz and Schutzman (1994), Babbage (2004), Dwyer (2004) or 
Mda (1993) for example; and Cohen·Cruz's recent Bngagillg Performallce 
(2010) places Doalian practice withln a contlnuum of parUdpatory prac· 
Uces. O'Thole (1976) and Jackson (1997, 2007), offer analytical views of 
audlence participation practice in Theatre in EducaUon .. 

Doal's own writing Is easUy the most influential by a practlUoner 
theOJlsing hls own practlce, bath In terms of the work done In appUed . 
theatre and in the way It is thought about, though both hls theory and 
practlce attract a degree of crltlclsm. For the reader In Engllsh, Tlleatre 
of tlle Oppressed (1979) provictes his alternaUve Uleane historiography, 
crltlque of the Don·partlclpatory nature of conventlonal thealJe anct 
proposal for a particlpatory theane pract1ce, though one has to look 
to hls other books, such as Games for Actors alld Non·Actor, (1992) or 
Legislative Theatre (1998) to lind more detalled account of the tech· 
·nlques. Schechner, in Environmelltal Theatre (1994) glves SOme dcta!led 
consideratIon to the pIacticaUties and the ethlcal dlfficulUes ol asklng 
for prutlclpatlon In progresslve theatre. Less well knOWD Is Gary Izzo, 
whose IlIleracHve Theatre (1998) Is cODcerned with commerdal applica· 
tlons of sImilar techniques and sets out a new terminology of lts own. 
Jobnstone's (1981, 2000) writing about ImprovIsatIon contalns many 
passIng re[erences to handling audience suggestions, and ' effectlve 
ways ol ruaklng use of partlclpants, but only against tbe background of 
improvlsatton by 'performers'. Where there is sustalned wrlting about 
audience parUclpaUon the perspective Is usuaUy that of a maker of tllea· 
tre rather than of an observer, the emphasls, at least for Baal, luc and 
Johnstone Is on understanding work as It Is done, explaining It rather 
thaD examlning lt. For Daal certainly, and parUy for Schecbner and 
Izzo, audlence partIcipatIon Is presented as a solutIon to questions asked 
about conventional theatre, rather than as something to be questtoned 
In lts own rlght. Scheclmer does go further, offering unresolved ques· 
tfons about what can be achieved with audience partidpatlon; same of 
these unanswered questions are addressed in this book. 

Claire Blsllop has estabUshed an Influential body of work on the 
subject of partlcipaUon and interaction In fine art performance. In it 
sbe chaUenges romantlclsm about the emanclpatory potenUal of par· 
Helpation, and the contradictory thinking that underplns some of this 
crltique, drawlng signlflcantly on Jacques Ranelère and taking Issue 
with PieITe Dourrtaud's Relatioltal Aestlletics: 

To argue [ ... l that social partldpatlon Is particularly sulted to tbe task 
of social Incluslon not only assumes that participants are aJready 
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in a posltion of impotence, tt actually reinforces this arrangement. 
(Dlshop Jn Halsali, Jansen and O'Connor Z009: 254). 

Far from actlve engagement In ltself belng enough to open an intersub· 
jectlve space tbat "will alter the sodal relatIons at play around tbe spacc 
of tbe Interactlve work, It is in danger of reproduclng UlC assumptlons 
of that dominant social space, if It does not put ltself to work In oppas· 
Ing them speclflcaUy. An art that does not focus on the harmonioUsly 
soclal, but on the capaclty [or 'relationalantagonism' (Dlshop 2004: 79) 
withln ·the aestllCtlc [rame of an interactlve work has the potenllal to 
scrutlnlse 'aU easy claims lor a transltlve relatlonshlp between art and 
soelety' (BIsbop 2004: 79), and to properly crltique society ltself. Thls 
antagonlsm can be expressed bath wltWn the work and In lts relatlon· 
shlps with It, soclal and political contexts: Interactlve work must be 
allowed to elasb wlth those that It invltes to partlclpate, as well as la 
create convlvlal spaces lor them 10 come together. She notes that In the 
work ofJeremy Deller and Phil CoIUns: 

intersubjectlve relatIons are not an end In themselves but serve to 
tmfold a more complex knot of concerns abcut pleasure, dlsruptlon, 
engagement, and the conventions of soclal Interaction. instead of 
extractlng art from the 'u se Ie ss' domaln of the aesthetic and fuslng 
It with soelal praxis, the most Interestlng art ol today exl.ts between 
two vanishing points. (2009: 255) 

To occupy thls space between two poles It needs to engage w!th bath -
tlle aestheUc anrl the soclal; It follows fIom this that In order to be able 
to understand and assess thi. work we need to have a tuil understanding 
of what Is aestlletlc In tlUs cmilext. 

In re·orienUng the agenda of the politlcal and ethical claims of par· 
tlcipatory art, and assertlng the Importance of considerlng the aestheUc 
characteristlcs of the work as weU as lts work in tbe sodal sphere, Blshop 
helps to set the scene for thls study of audlence partielpatory perform· 
ance. What I pursue In this book is not an extenslon of this debate: for 
a start the work with whlch she Is concerned is eleady part of a different 
instltutlonal environment, and tbe terms in whlcll shc addresses it are 
drawn fiom that tIadttloni equally, this practtce is not always partidpa-
tory in thc sense that I am lnterested In. lts characteristic, as Isoclal' 
art, ls that lt makes expllclt extensions of the art work Into the soclal 
contexts that surround H, and makes these extensions and tilelr impact 
into aesthetlc materlal. SometImes thls Is through audience (or spectator, 
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glven tbe different viewlng practlees of tbe field) particlpatlon, but often 
the partidpatlon of the 'public' Is Invited and eonltaeted In very dlffer-
ent ways. ThJnk, for ex.mple, of Santiago Sima's 2000 work Workers 
Who Camlot Be Pald, R/?IIIII/Ierated to R/?IIlaiu Inslde Cardbonrd Boxes, 
presented In Berlin, Havana and Guatemala City, where 'tbe Imagery of 
boxed people botb metaphorlsed and lIteralised loeal refugee and labour 
polities' Uackson 2011: 61). Clearly this Imagery Is assembied around 
tbe bod les and subjectlvlties ol these 'boxed people', but tbey are not 
the audJence, their own relationship to the work Is relevant - as weil 
as troubUng and problemalie - but the key orlentation ol spectator to 
art work has not been fundamentaliy altered In thls work. My citatIon 
here Is to Shannon Jackson's Soc/al Works (2011), whlch is a substantlal 
contributIon to the debate lnltlated by Bishop. JackSon takes steps to 
undermlne tbe blnarles tbat are Instltuted In tbis debate: 

(1) social celebratIon versus social antagonlsm; (2) leglbility versus 
lIIegibllity; (3) radieal functionality versus radlcal unfunctionallty; and 
(4) artistIc heteronomy versus artlstie autonomy. Uaekson 201l: 48) 

And while same oltbese terms have more resonanee in the dlscourse 
of fIne art tb.n tbeatte art - polarities of functionality and autonomy 
certalnly - )ackson's nuanced discu .. ion of how politieally and soclaliy 
engaged work can operate across these poles rather than at tbeir ends 
gives a slgnlficant lead in showlng how effects and aesthetles can entwlne 
with latber than undermlne eaeh other. The terms under which Bishop 
and Jackson propose we address tbe value of partidpatory art will not 
farm a slgniJicant part of my dlscu .. lon, but tbey are Important to its 
context. lnstead I wlll use two of tbe conttastlng theorIsts that feature in 
Blshop's dlscussions In order to set the terms of a different agenda. 

Emancipating spectators 

As with tbe advocates of the 'soclal turn' in live art performance, some 
of the champlons of audience partidpation in tbeatte simp\lfy and 
overstate thelr case: 

Spectator is a bad word. The spectator is less tban a man and it is nec-
essary to humanJse hlm, to lestore to him hls capacity lor .ction in 
aU its fuUness. He toa must be a subject, an actor on an equa! plane 
with tbose generally accepted as actors, who must .lso be spectators. 
(Baal 1979: 154-155) 

lTHroductlOrt 21 

Thls Is au extravagant daim. While It is entirely possible to show that 
tbe practice ot Theatte ol the Oppressed, witb its audience.participatory 
and extended participation teebniques, can be Instrumenta!ln stimulat-
ing a capacity lor (sodal, political) actlon In Individuals and conununl-
ties, and promoting an idea of a 'humanlsed' subjectivity (and same 
of the works dted above do thls, in relatIon to partieula, examples of 
tbe techniques in context), it Is not necessary to exaggelat. tlle laUlngs 
of conventlonal spectatorship in order to make tilis point. More mod-
est claims are made for otber kinds of audience partlclpation, whlch 
simllar!y define particlpatory performance as an improvement of the 
Ielatlonshlp between performer and spectator: 

Since 2000, we have pioneered a game changlng lorm of Immersive 
theatre in whlch roamlng audlenees ' experlence eplc .torytelUng 
Inslde sensory theatrical worlds. 

Dlending elassic texts, physlcal performance, award-wlnnlng design 
insta11at1on and unexpected sites, our infectious format rejects the 
passive obedlence usualiy' expected of audiences. (i>unchdrunl< 2010) 

The liberation on offer here Is coroparativeiy IImited, but still tbe con-
ventlonal audlence Is denlgrated In favour of one that Is free-raamlng 
and adventurous. Thls kind of ean serve as an easy tar· 
get for tbose who would prefer a more distanced relationsllip between 
spectators and performers. Jacques Rancière's 11/e Elllatie/pated Spectator 
(2009a: 1-23)' Is a text tbat mlght already Iepresent a cornerstone of a 
sceptlcal approach to experIments wlth actor-audlence relatlonshlps, 
and It is welcome as sueh. In brleC, Ranclère's argument Is to addre" 
what has he says h .. falsely been ident1fied as the 'paradox ol specta-
torship', and to crltlque the most.famous responses to it. He looks for 
tbe graunds for influential theories of tbe spectator, speelflcally tbose 
of Brecht and Artaud, and flnds them in Plato's Repub/ic. The paradox is 
tbls: 'There Is na theatte witbout a spectator, [ ... l but belng a spectator 
Is a bad tillng' (2009a: 2). lt is said to be B bad thing because seeing Is 
inferlor to knowing, looldng Is inferlor (a actlng, and In Plato's apinion 
\Vatelling theatre actlvely stiroulates vice and disease. The problematlc 
response to thls, lor Ranclère, Is to manlpulate spectatorship in e1tber 
dIrection Increaslng or deereaslng aesthetic distance, and ultlmately 
tending towards a tbeatte without spectators. Though Rancière does 
not make the point expllcitly, tbis can be read as a polemie against tbe 
most extravagant daims for audlence partlclpatory tbeatIe, espedally 
when we remember Boaijs tnjunctlon tbat 'spectator Is a bad word'. 
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HiS argument Is based on an analogy between thealre and pedagogy, 
in which he casts tbeatre makers j Ithe dramaturges', as traditional 

who know what they have to teaeh, and collapse distance in 
order to bring thelt puplIs into possession of that Knowiedge. Thls urge 
to collapse dlstance Is based on a fixation with tile inequallty of intel-
ligenee: on knowing how one's knowledge is greater than ano!her's, and 
how to glve !hat l<nowledge to !hem. In contrast to tbls, it is the !hesis 
of his The Ig/lorant Sc/loalmaster that: 

Thc human animaileams everytblng in !he same way as lt initially 
learnt its mother tongue, as it learnt to venture into the fmest of 
things and signs tilat surround It, sa as to take lts place among 
hu man belngs: by observing and camparing one !hing wlth ano!her, 
a slgn with a faet, a sign wltil anothe, sign. (Rancière 2009a: 10). 

On th Is basis his suggestIon ls that we dismiss methodologie. deslgned 
to bring audlences lnto Dur superior understanding, and allow them the 
autonomy to encounter performances as part of the 'forest of things and 
slgns' and !hUS we respect the Intelllgenee of our audlenee, and allow 
thclr emancipation, whieh eonslsts preclsely of '!he proces, of verlfica-
tion of !he equallty of intelligenee'. 

Among !he strengths of the essay are that he makes us wary of manl-
festos, and ask us to question !he dismissalof the spectator - though 
he may exaggerate Brecht and Artaud, sometltnes hls caricature of the 
radieal dramaturge reads as If he is quoting Baal; Ranclère shows hOlv 
reductive sueh arguments ean beo He also reminds us !hat !he cantem-
porary potentlal to cross-borders and blur roles and forms can lead 
ta llotWng more than another form of 'consumerlst hyper·actlvism', 
wh1ch 'uses !he blurong of boundarles and the confuslon of roles to 
enhance the effect of performance without questioning lts prlnclples' 
(2009a: 21): theatte as shopping, wlth more cholce but to na purpose. 
But there are a number of !hlngs we m!ght take issue wllh. Thls Is a brief 
sketch of Randère's argument, but in that argument Ranel"re hlnlself 
makes use of a cartoon of the practlce of most theatre makers, in whlch 
they have amlsslon to pass on superior knowiedge, and are in thrall to 
amistaken, Platonic, anUpathy to spectatorship. The essay seems less 
aware of contemporary practice, !han of !he manlfestoes tbat insplred 
It at someUrne in the past. It slmply lsn't !he case that most practltlon-
ers !hese days (and arguments could also be made on bebalf of Brecht 
and Artaud In Uus respect) have a !hesis that !hey wlsh to transmit, 
sa the analogy with !he pedagoglcal master !hat I. at the centre of thc 
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argument is weak.' lf there is an antl-tileatrlcal prejudlce In the con-
teruporary avant-garde, It is more l1kely to be inherlted fiom Michael 
Fried's Influence on fine art perfounance. The condusive suggestlan of 
!he essay 1s that we should 'revake tile pr1vilege of vltallly and com-
munUarJan power accorded the theatrlcal stage, sa as to restore it ta an 
equal footlng wlth Ule telling of a story, the reading of a baak, or the 
gaze focused on an image' (2009a: 22); thi. read, like a manlfesta toa. 

Randère says that dlstance Is the proper situation: !hat It aUows us 
equallty 1n relatIon to the maker of !hework, !hrough the mediatIon of 
!he work ltself. Others suggest that intimacy, to tile extent of !he 10iS 
of autonomy, might represent bo!h a materlally productlve and etillca! 
approach. For Flscher-Llchte, in The 7tallsformaNve Power of Performa"ce 
(2008), there Is na disrance between the spectator and the work, because 
the spectator Is part of !he work. Fot her, In all performance, but in a 
self-consctous and strategie way in performance since the 60s, there 
Is an 'autopoietic feedback loop' (2008: 39) . Autopoletlc bec.use It is 
self·generatlng, sn emergent system that arlses hom itself, wUb. only 
the input of raw materlals ratiler tilan an exterior guJding hand; and 
a feedback loop because !he actlvlty of the spectators, however subtie, 
becomes part of the event, generating the variations in the activity of 
the performers and other spectators that generate more variations, and 
sa on, and produce the Uveness of tile thealre event. Thls is part of her 
ontology of performance, and 1f performance makers have made a vir· 
tue of lt, It would be foolish of theorIsts to Ieavè lt out of the account: 
'U "production" and "reception'l Qccur at the same time and place, tbts 
renders the parameters developed for a distlnct aes!hetics of productIon, 
work and receptIon ineUectual' (Flscher-Llchte 2008: 18). 

Handère's 'emandpated spectator', however, knows na feedback 
loop. He or she meets a performance as a set of /things', 'signs'j tllat are 
autonomous, and in the face of which he or she remains autonomous. 
For James TIlompson In PerfamJallce Affects the Intlmacy of participa-
tIon In performance creates lts ethical force . Meeting !he other in a 
situation wbere thc forces of affect are worklng upon us both enhances 
tIlat encounter, and shows us: 'the limlts of our autonomy, and thus our 
llmitless responsiblllly to others, that I belleve should be at the heart 
of an ethical practice of applied !heatre and the startlng point for lts 
polltics' (Thorupson 2009: 153). 

Tbls is especlally powerlul In applied theatre, where the sourees of 
affectlve response can be so personal and therefore more powerful, but 
1t applies in other pcrfomlances too. These are two recent proposals for 
a sense of what theatre is, and what is ethlcal about It, th at come fiom 
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very different sources: Fischer-L1chte is wIlting about the European 
avant-garde, Thompson about partidpatory applled the.tte. But bath 
offer. definition of the.bical perfonn.nce th.t does .way wlth .uton-
omy in the moment of receptioD, without ever saying that spectator-
ship Is in any sense a bad thing, 

The thesis In 71.e Emallcipated Spectator can be pursued a little further. 
Ranclère's polltical subject depends on being heard as mch: on having 
a relation similar to that of the emanelpated leamer available to them.' 
But cruel.liy, tbe process by whleh they shouJd come Into thJs relatIon 
Is not one that can be lmposed from .bove. 111e fullest politlcal sub-
jeetlvity is aehleved through • self·lnitiated democratie outburst. Wh.t 
is in common between tbis view and that in 71.e Enzat.cipated Spectator 
is tllat the gap that exJsts between teacher and learner, between per-
former and audience, has the' potentlal to allow dissensus, rather than 
to enforce conseilSus. 

AnatheI contrastlng theOIY of emandpation through performance is 
found In Relational Aestheties, where Bourrlaud draws on the theory of 
Pellx Guatt.,1 to suggest that partidpatory engagement w!th artworks 
promotes the fluldlty of subjectlvlty, In posltlve ways. He deserlbes 
relatlonal art thus: 'A set of artistIc practlees whlch take a'thelr theo-
retical and practical point of departure the whole of human relatIon, 
and thelr social context, rather than' an independent and prlvate spacc' 
(Boumaud 1998: 113), whiell is a very broad deflnition, but the kind 
of work he describes In tlle book Is more tightly bound than this. Jt is 
conceptual art predicated on interactions with tbe soelal worJd outslde 
the art galiery and the system of art productlon. The principle of hls 
theoretical development of tbis Is that the best way to understand con-
temporary att, and .. pecially relational art,l, as an operation on and 
through subjectivity. For a def!nltlon of subjectivlty, he tums to Fellx 
Gu.ttarl: '''All. the conditlans making lt posslble for indivldual and/ 
or collectlve agencles to be in a position to emerge as sul-referentlal 
existential tez:rltory, adjacent to ,or in a Ielatlon of dellmitation wlth 
othemess tbat is ltself subjective". Otherwise put, subjectivlty can only 
be defloed by the presence of a second subjectivlty' (Bourriaud 2002: 
90- 91). He lnslsts that we must de-naturalise subjectlvlty, recognis- ' 
Ing that as 1t comes Into being through encounters wlth otherness, It 
Is assembied and re-assembled through these encounters. Art's job in 
th I, process is to IesiS! the neurosis produced by capltallsm, ideology, 
suppller-client relations and all those forms of othemess that press uS 
inio rlgid, narrow, and frozen a"emblies of subjectlvisation. Ultlmately, 
'the only acceptable end purpose of human activities is the productIon 
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of a subjectiv!ty tllat is forever self-enrlchlng its relationship with the 
world' (Bourrlaud 2002: 113). ln another striklng lruage, he says that art 
has the capadty for thermodynamlc effects: melting the frozen Ielations 
produced by homogenlsing culture. 

Bourrlaud', proposal collapses the work itsel! into the relation 
between subjectivities, but does not collapse the subjectivity of the 
spectator into the work, sa lt escapes ltanclère's speclllc objectIon in The 
El1IaI.cipated Spectator. But they wauld not agree on the political nature 
of art, Ol on the nature of politlcal art. Rancière Is very sceptical about 
a palitical art that seeks to ralse conSciousness, as ultim.tely Bourrlaud 
woiJld Uke to, as It is akln to not ju st the old-fashloned schoolteacher 
but also the general form of political dlscourse thot presurnes to make a 
pl.ce for the p.rticipant - as opposed to one where the Indlvldual has 
taken that plaee for themselves'. But he Is not averse to art wbich makes 
propositJons or to the posslbllity of genulne polltlcs emez:ging fiom or 
araund artworks. The prograrnme of the relational artwork does not 
impress hlru, as lt seeks ta operate on the subjectivity of the spectator: 
hrlnglng hlm/her to the boll. Rancière would rather see this boUing 
point reachcd independently. 

Sa tIlere Is na synthesis of Bourrlaud and Ranclère, but there i, some-
thing more useful at thJs point In thc task of beginning an aesthetics of 
partidpation. The synthesIs is not in flndlng a combination or middie 
ground between these two, but In recagnlslng how bath possib!1ltles 
address somethlng fundamental about subjectivlty, and that they sug-
gest why moment, Uke thls work powerfully In particlpatory theatte. 

Subjectlvity as materlal and medium 

By 'subject' I mean someone who recognl,es herself as hoving an 
/1', as havlng her O\VD peculiar perspectlvei a subject is an agent who 
Is able to be self-reflectlve, and to assume respanslblllty for herSelf 
and for same of her aetions. (Cavell 2006: 1) 

Subjectivity In ltsel! can be ,aid to be largely a matter of the point of 
view of the subject, and thelr capacIty far action, and of the recognition 
of tbis positlon by the subject herself and (missing from Marcia Cavell's 
dellnition) its recognitIon by others. Por both Randère and Bounlaud 
these tbings are at stake In the spectator's encounter \Vlth an art wark, 
and espedally at stake because they are deallng with a proposallor an 
encounter wWeIl is up-close, responslve or invasive: tbat Is, partlcipa-
tory. Far Rarlcière the point of view of the spectator must remaln at 
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same di stance to the work, and their agency Is to be defended to the 
degree that we would not expect them to take action wlthin the work 
at all. For Bourriaud's understanding of relatlonal art the point of view 
js within the wOlk, and has become part of the work, and he seems to 
have a very tlexible sense of ageney: If a spectator Is partlclpatlng in an 
artistIc encounter whlle the work Is having a powerful 'mcltlng' effect 
on thelr everyday subjectlvity, thelr autonomy must be in que,tlon. 

Ta look at tt anather way, these two component parts could be 
thought of a, the recognItIon of the participant as a subject wlthln the 
field of actlvity of the performance with the potentlal to enter Into 
dlalogue wlth it, and the addressing of the performance to farms of 
subjectlvity or subject posttlans that have a special point of view in rela-
tion to the performance by virtue of thelr partIcipatIon In lt. Audlence 
partielpatory performance has among lts building bloeks - lts media _ 
the ageney of the participant, and thelr point of view withJn the work. 

These two theorlsts, like Baal, ralse the possiblilty of an emanclpatory 
speelatorshlp: they see the matter of the recognItIon of the spectator as . 
subject as a politlcal effect as weil as an aesthetlc one. It would 'be pos-
sible to reach a similar conelusion about the centra I positIon of these 
dimenslons of subjectivity through an analysls based on less politlcised 
theory, through psychoanalysis or analytlcal philosophy for example, 
but J find my way there through Iwo politiesed approaches atid place 
tWs d!seussion here for areason: to set aslde, for the majorJty of thls 
baak, the polemies about emandpatlon and the politica I possibllities 
of audlence particlpatory performance. My strategy I' not to avold 
polities, but to strategically defer It, and to invite It back Into the dls-
cus,lon when my terms are ready for 11. The theory that I wlll exploit 
in the analysis I pIesent Is aften soelai theory concerned with power 
lelationships and how they are enacted in the mlcIOcosmlc Intetactions 
of everyday lUe. Sa this deferring of the politlcal does not take it out 
of the discussion entirely: each of the ehapters that foUow wlll move 
fairly swiftly from same asseltions about the varlom media of audience 
partlclpatlon as suggested above, to how they come into play In the 
interacltve, sOdal, and aften contested space of episodes of audlence 
partIcipatIon. !!ach chapter w!ll begin with questlans that are inltlated 
by the logies avaUable when maklng audience-part1clpatory work. As 
these quesHons relate to Interactlans between people, people as located 
soeial subjects, tbe best approaches to answerlng them wW be found in 
the - aften polltlcal - theories tluough whleh we can understand soclai 
subjects, ju,t as those subject' themselves are embedded in asoclaIlUc 
that is thoroughly penetrated by the poUties that govem us. But the 
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queslions themselves relate to the logies of practice that adse in the 
work, and the polities lmplled ,by the anSWets offered hele are left to 
some brfef remarks in the conclusioo, and the reader to elaborate for 
her or hlmself. As Halsall, Jansen and Q'Conner say In the IntroductIon 
to Red/scoverin! Aestlletics (2009: 7): 

the 'aesthetlc turn' as a curatollal strategy Is [ ... l contentlaus because 
It Is feared to priorltise aesthetlc (I.e., sen,uous, playful, or pleasut-
able) elfects over critlcal soclal and politie al dlmensions of contem-
porary art practice. 

I, toa, arn wary of allowing thls priollty to hold sway beyond whot 
is needed in order to recognlse how aud!ence partlclp.tion becoroes 
senwous, playful Ol pleasur.ble - or whatever other quallties wllJ atise 
under tb!s partlcular sense of the aesthetlc. But I am certaln that a 
polltlca1 and ethical critique wIII be sorely Iimited lf It does not have 
the conceptual equlpment to show how an art WOlk Ol evènt engages 
us on these terms. 

The structure of tIl. baak 

Examinlng ogeney means being Interested In how peop!e are led to 
perform, and In how far they can be said to be made to perform, and 
to glve performances that have been concelved by thealre practltlonets. 
By ex(enslon thls wlll suggest hall' people are able to glve perform-
ances that they Invent themselves: the agency of the participant as 'the 
inverse, the fllp,lde, of the control of tile theatte pract1tloner. These 
questlons will farm the bulk of the analysis of Chapters 1, 2 and 3. The 
matter of the partidpant's point of view wiil inform !his analysls, but 
will be taken up in lts own rlght in Chapter 4. 

Chapter 1 'Process and Procedure' sets out an inittal theoretIcal 
franlewolk for tite analysls of audlence partldpatory theatre. Following 
Anthony Jackson's example (In his work on particlpatory practice in 
TIE) I explore same Ideas from Erving Goffman's Fmme Analysls, sup-
plementlng hls tenns wlth Ideas trom Piene Bourdleu and Iians-Georg 
Gadamer, to glve thIs theory a broader capacIty to address dlfferences 
in response through a hermeneuHcs of soelal signlfication. The chaptel 
condudes wlth a detaited discus sion of a Theatre in Educallon work-
shop performance by ArmadlUo Thcatre, an event thot bath fadlttates 
and manJpulates participant agency. Jn the second chapter} IRisk and 
Rational Actlon', thIs lnltlal theoretlcal framework Is used to account 
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for the powerful Influencc of perceived and real risk In performance. 
Contrastlng practlees of dlsguise, exaggeratlon or Informed consent are 
discussed as elements of the dramaturgy of partidpatJon, w!th mucb 
in common with technlques of lacUltation. Jonathan Kay's fooling 
performances are explored, to test and elaborate the theory In rela-
tlon to practiee that seeks to en act a chalienge to audiente members' 
inhibitlans. 

Dlsrupting this model of partIcipatIon as rational actlon, the thlrd 
chapter 'lrratianal Interactions' conslders embadied influences on par-
tieipallon, and how they sbape bath deelslans to partidpate and the 
character of partIcipatIon ltself. The termInologies and mode of que,· 
tlonlng deployed here are qulte different, dr .. ving on cognltive sclence 
and the phenomenological philo,opby assodated wlth lt, a, weli as 
idea, from anthropology and evolutionary psychology. These ldeas are 
put to work In an analysls of De La Guarda's Vil/a Vil/a, a performance 
that addressed ltself dlrectly and dellberately to tlle bodles of speeta· 
tor partidpants. Chapter 4 'Accepting the Invitation' shlfts the focus 
agaln, cnta tbe experientlal aspect of the moment of response, and lts 
effect on what follows. ldeas about the phenomenology of aeting and 
speet.ting are deploycd to unpick the peculi.r situation of dolng bath 
at the same time, as weU as to re·orlent rilseher·Lichte's proposition 
about the autopoietic feedback loop of performance, before turnJng to 
Tlm Crouch's The A Ut/lOT md J, Malvollo lor an opportunJty to comider 
strategies that encourage reflex.ivity in the audience experience, uslng 
discrete and focussed participatory procedures. 

The focus of the baak on the moment of Inv!tation means that slmi· 
lar elements of practice and the problems assoeiated lvith them return 
many times, to be picked In different Ways. Though the frame of 
reference, in terms of the of theatre practicel is very broad, lts 
focus in these terms is narrm'" - in effect taklng a thin sUce across 8udi-
cnce partlctpatlon practlee as a whoie. RelurnJng agaln md agaln to the 
invitation and its response, and looking at iliem !rom different angJes 
and wllh different theoretical lenses thus glves same hope of sayJng 
meanlngfuJ thlngs abaut such disparate practices. 

". 

audience partIcIpation 
usuaUy Involve a lot of preparalIon. Llke most performances they can· 
not be cansldered to be lwly realised unlll there Is an audlence present 
to waleh, listen and appreclate, md la interact. !lut the quantity and 
quality of the Interaction that Is needed la reaUse audience participation 
Is different to that whlch Is nceded to complete a more conventional 
performance. Though arly performance maker and regular performance 
watcher knows how much performances can change trom ane occa-
sion to the next, we are Jn the habit of conslderlng each performance 
of tbe same production to be an iteratlon of tbe same work. Does this 
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