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And thanks to you, Dear Reader. If there is to be hope for a book to
mean anythi_ng, It depends on you. [ have found It helpful at polnts to
speculate how ‘we’ react to performances and their'lnvitaions to par-
ticipate. 1 don’t mean to assume that everyone. feels as J do, or ought to.
. 1 hope you are not offended.

Introduction

Audience participation

There are few things in the theatre that are more despised than audi-
ence particlpation. The prospect of audience particlpation makes people
fearful; the use of audience participation makes people embarrassed, not
only for themselves-but for the theatre makers who choose to inflict 1t
on their audlences.

This is true not only among theatre’s traditionalists, but also among
those with broad horizons, aficionados of theatre informed by a century of
experiments with theatre form, by the Influence of ‘perforruance’ practices
originating in fine art, and by an understanding of non-western theatre
tradltions. Audience partcipation is still often seen as one of the most mis-

" concelved, unproductive and excrudating of the avant-garde’s blind alleys,

or otherwlse as evidence of the chlldish crassness of popular performance.

Meanwhile techniques, practices and innovatlons that ask for the
activity of audtence members and that alter the conventlons of per-
formance and audlence relationships prollferate and garner critical and
popular support. What 1s it that makes particlpaion exclting to some
audiences, and horrifylng to others? Or, perbaps, what rpakes some
kinds of audience partlcipation seem trivial and embarrassing, and oth-
ers substantal, seductive and effective? In what ways are the additional
actvites (addltional to the activity that usually adheres to the role of
‘audience member’, that is) of audlence members meaningful? What
kind of conceptual vocabulary do we need in order to answer these
questions? Unplcking and exploring some of the difficultes and poten-
Hals of atudlence particlpation is the purpose of thls book.

This {s not, however, a defence of audlence particlpation, nor is
it an attempt to re-define or. re-describe the reladonship between

{
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performers and audlences. 1 do not aim to convince you that
‘conventional’ audlence-performer relatonships are banksupt (I shall
return to that ‘conventional’ shortly), or that participatory petformance
bas the special capacity to liberate audiences or to make spectators more
human. Audlenice participation has many passionate advocates already,
and I am inclined to side with them oo occaslon, but my aim here i§
to articulate some important things about audience participation that
have not been clearly articulated before, and to do so in a systematic
way that can be applied to audience partcipation of any kind.

As 1 write, fashions for ‘immersive’ theatte and ‘one-to-one’ thea-
tre are In the ascendant; the former tends to make use of spatial and
architectural interventions, and ta ask spectators to involve themselves
physically in tracking down or pursuing the performance; the latter
seeks 2 more direct relationship with the individual spectator, Both
of these putative new forms often, but not always, ask the spectator
to speak or act in dialogue with the performers or the performance
environment, or to make cholces that structure thelr experience: they
{nvite the spectator to participate In ways that are differently active to
that which Is typical of the theatre event, Both terms serve to legitiroate
partcipatory practice, offering something roore edgy and exclting than
mere audlence parHcipation, perhaps.

Both trends are undoubtedly Influenced by participatory practices in
live art and fine art performance, where spectator/art work relattonships
have been a matter of experiment and innovation since the inception of
this tradttion early in the twentleth century, though from the basis of —
and often as a specific challenge to — a set of conventions and aesthetlc
princlples that belong to the tradltion of fine att rather than that of the
theatre, The borders between theatre and ‘performance’ in this tradition
are now very porous, and though thls book is centrally concerned with
theatre, and ttled accordingly, I will use some important and interest-
ing ‘performance’ examples alongside those drawn from what belongs
more self-consclously to 'theatre’; there Is a growing body of theoretical
work in relation to fine art petformance that is vital to my analysls,
as I will discuss later In this introduction. But the distinction between
theatre and performance remains meaningful, even if it depends on
Institutional practice as much as actual performance practice: what
happens in a theatre building, s marketed as theatre or created by a
theatre company, rather than presented or promoted by a gallery and
created by an ‘artist’, is recognised and treated differently, though the
performance actvity itself might be the same in-all other regards.! This
is not the place for a full discussion of this strange phenomeénon, but
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it 15 an assumptlon that Is the basls for writing a book about theatte,
rather than the now common theatre/performance; and though 1 will
cite several examples that might be designated as such, 1 am not con-
cerned excluslvely with the borderline territory of performance theatre.

So the new trends, the iromersive and the one-to-one, motivate an
examinaton of audlence particlpation at this point in me, but they
take thelr place among a much broader range of theatre practces and
traditions. Audience partlcipation has always been important in applled
and social theatre, where the aim to engage audience members in soclal
activism aund personal development has often been achleved through
direct involvement in drama at the point of performance of a play.
The technlques of partictpation that endure and thrlve this tradition,
as well as those In popular theatres, from the Brilsh pantomime to the
musica), are only occasionally acknowledged or borrowed in the new
trend for participation, but they are ]ust as deserving of analysis and
interpretation.

Throughout the book the argument wjl.l be {llustrated by a promis-
cuous set of examples from practlce across this 1ange. Many of them
will be drawn from personsl practice as an audlence partlcipant or as a
practitioner. Others are dtawn from the literature descrlbed later in this
introduction, or other people’s accounts of their experience of audience
participation. Occasionally I have resosted to-hypothetical illushrations,
Nothing here i¢ articulated with the rigour of a case study, though some
of the data was gathered and recorded In this way for other projects, it
serves Instead ag an ald to the articulation of a set of concepts that the
reader may find helpful in their own practice or analysis. Bach chapter
will conclude with-a detalled discusston of a performance, or a set of
connected performances, that fllustrates how the argument of the chap-
ter can be applled. These key examples are, to give an impression of the
frame of reference of the argument at this stage: Armadillo Theatre's
touring workshop performances for schools (1993-95); Jonathan Kay’s
fooling performances at Glastonbury Festlval and his tourlng show,
Know One’s Fool, (2000-03); De La Guarda’s Viila Villa (2000), an inter-
nationally toured dance performance from Argentina; and two plays by
Tim Crouch, The Anthor and I, Malvolio (2010-12).

Of course all audiences are participatory. Without participation per-
formance would be nothing but action happening in the presence of
other people. Audlences laugh, clap, cry, fidget, and occasionally heckle;
they pay for Hckets, they turn up at the theatre, they stay to the end
of the performance or they walk out. They are affected emotionally,
cognitively and physlcally by the action they witness. Performers are
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Inspired by thelr audiences and are dismayed by them, feel and feed off
connections with audiences, or perhaps try to ignore thern. Audiences
and actors, writers, directors and producers work together to bind
theatre and soclety together, so that one influences the other, Inhabits
and is co-extensive with the other, exists in the other as metaphor and
rmetonymy. The balance in this relationship can be precarious, however:
performers usually retaln authorlty over the action, while the spectators
usually retain the right to stay out of the action, and to watch and hear
it. To change these telationships in some way asks both parties to sur-

rendet something: both glve up some of the control they might expect

to have over thelr part of the event. Should we, then, consider all theatre

for its interactive nature, and analyse it as fundamentally consisting of-

interactions that happen In many different directions, not just between
pedformers and from performers to audiences? Clearly yes, and many
writers, such as Daphna Ben Chalm (Distance in the Theatre, 1981), Nell
Blackadder (Performing Opposition, 2003) and Erlka Pischer-Lichte (The
Transformative Power of Performance 2008) take this approach. But I pro-
pose that there is a difference between the typical Interactions expected
and Heensed in audience behavious, and audience participation; it is not
merely that some kinds of theatre are more interactive than others, but
that there Is a meaningful distinction to be made, from which there are
useful things to be leamt. )

My definlton of audicnce participadon s simple: the participation of
an audlence, or an audience member, in the actlon of a performance.
The discussion that follows throughout this book uses examples of
audlence participaton that can be understood In these texms. This
kind of audience participation appears in many kinds of performance:
far too many and too broad a range of practices to be considered as a
movement, a school or a tradition of its own. But thlnking about these
things together, for what they have in cornmon, Is worthwhile because
particlpation of this kind {5 exceptiona], even though common. It is
an excepton to the famillar soclal occasion of theatrical perforrance,
in the sense that we understand wbat an audience is in this context
and understand how we should behave as part of one, so that activity
that goes beyond this role feels different and fs different to the activity
that we expect to see and take part in. [t fee]s different to the person
who does it and to those who witness it, In thls important experlential
sense it is different to the action performed by those who take roles
as performers, even if the actlons they perform are in any otlier sense
the same; and jt is different to the activity performed in the role of
spectator; even if this activity (in the form of laughter and applause,
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for example) raight be louder, Jonger, and a move faithful expression
of the what the spectator feels at any given moment. In this definition
activity where people atrjve at the event as participants - at a work-
shop or a rehearsal, for example — Is not audience partictpatlon. Nor
is the experlence of audience members who respond to a performance
without becoming part of its action ~ in thelr deeply or shallowly felt
ernotional and intellectual engagement with the work. Nor js the rltual
actlvity that belongs to the role of audience: applause, laughter, and
the vital cholce to attend a theatre event in the first place. All of these
things can appropriately be called 'pattlcipation’ in theatre, but they
are mot what I want to couslder as audlence patticipation. This simple
definition entails some problems, of course. What is an audlence? Why
should conventional audlence response, which can make such differ-
ence to the course of an evening at the theatre, not be Included? What
Is action? What Is a performance?

These questions run through the book, and are addressed in many
different ways. The orlgin and experlence of actlon, particularly in
the sense of agency in relation to events, is articulated with terms
from social psychology, soclology, phenomeunology and cognitive phi-
losophy. Action in the theatre always has at least two dimensions: as
everyday soclal action and as action within the extra-everyday space
(often but not always concelved as a fictional space) of the perform-
ance. These two dimensions combine and conflict with each other
in especially interesting ways In audience participatory petformance,
which 1 will show to be important to the way this aclion functons
as aesthetc material. The audience, too, will be conceptualised in dif-
ferent ways through the book. For my purposes an audience is both
a socially constructed practice, and a notlonal position {n relation to
external and internal phenomena: we become audiences and under-
stand what we do as audience members because of trad{tions that we
inherlt and adapt, but we also go through our lives taking the position
of spectator to the world around us, our own actions In It as well as
those of other people.

The third Important term in my definition is performance, a term that
also has more than one relevant meaning, Petformance has a reglster
that comes before the theatrlcal or the artistlc, in which we manage our
presentation of ourselves, and in which we find the materials that allow
us to become ourselves: audience particlpation exists in this register, as
well as in the territory of theatrlcal and artistic performance. Audience
members are performing themselves, and performing ‘audience’ as they
watch performances. But in the definiiion above ‘performance’ stands
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for the theatrical and artistic register into which partictpants step, tak-

ing with them their perforrmative soctal selves.

However, having asserted this definition, | must acknowledge the
degree to which it is provisional and strategic: it serves to demarcate a
field that will be meaningful to most readers, and vital to the framing
of my atgument. Although the defence of the terms of the argument, as
outlined in the previous paragraphs, will hecome a useful and informa-
tive thread to that argurent, it witl not entirely remove a difficulty
with the definition that entails from lts basis on contingent (historical,
Institutional, conventional) practces: that these practices change, and
most Importantly, that the phenomena that 1 am observing are often
jnstrumental in this process of change. So what constitutes action in
my definition will change, sometimes quite quickly, as conventions of
audience behavliour change. Rather than fundamentally undermining
this definition, this invites attention to this changing context, which is
often - not cofneldentally — where the interesting dimenstons of audi-
ence participatory performance occur, It also Invites a shift in approach
to this definition and the need for such a definition: if what constitutes
patticlpation is necessarlly constantly in flux, why attempt to demar-
cate these exceptional practices at all? Why not pay attentlon to all
soclal acHon as participation, on s continuum with dramatic and per-
formance actlon? This Is certainly a tactic that I will take occasionally,
as my argumeni progresses, as {t is necessary to explore this borderline
just as theatre practitioners explore it. But it is not my purpose to wrlte
a new theory of the audience In theatre, so I will continue with ray
definitlon in place, as it puts some useful — if at times uncettain and
porous - borders around a field.

In the opening paragraphs of Space and Performance (2000),- Gay
McAuley shows how the twentleth century’s definitions of theatre (she
gives examples from Bertolt Brecht, Eric Bentley, Jerzy Grotowskl and
Peter Brook) all acknowledge the vital communication between the
audience and the performer. McAuley finds that theatte is built around
the spatial relationship between these positions:

The specificity of theatre is 1ot to be found in jts relationship to the
dramatic, as film apnd television have shown through thelr appro-
priation and massive exploitation of the latter, but in that it consists
essentially of the {nteraction between performers and spectators in a
glven space. Theatre is a social event, occurring in the auditortum as
well as on the stage, and the primary signifiers are physical and-even
spatal in nature. (McAuley 2000: 5)
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The defining spatial characteristic in this passage Is the divislon of one
group from the other, so that they can be brought together in a soclal
order based on this separation. A soclal occasion becomes a theatre per-
formance partly through the separation of performers from audiences.
The manner of this separation, achieved architecturally and socfally, is
historically and culturally specific, as is the behaviour considered appro-
prlate 10 the role of audience members. The current refative passivity of
the audlence in the Eutopean theatre tradition has not always been the
canvention, as Susan Kattwinkel (2003: %) obsecves:

The passive audience really only came into being in the nineteenth
century, as theatre began its division into artistic and entertalnment
forms. Practitioners and theorlsis such as Wagner, with his ‘mystic
chasmy’, and he and Henry Irving with thelr darkened auditoriums,
took some of the many small steps in the nineteenth century that
physically separated the audience from the performance and discour-
aged spectatorial acts of ownership or displeasure or even vociferous
approval.

Prior ta this the sense of the activity that was appropriate 1o an audience
was much broader, as it still is in many non-Buyopean cultures and other
petformance traditions (such as stand-up comedy or popular rausic).
Pre-nineteenth century Buropean and North Amerlcan audlences would
socfalise openly in the auditorium, buy and sell, and venture opinions
about the play itself, to the extent of exerclsing a dght to ‘cry down’ or
‘damn’ a play (as in Blackaddes’s excellent account of the last throws
of thls power of veto at the turn of the twentleth century). What an
audlence 15 and does s historically and culturally conlingent, often in
complex ways. In this context my deflnition of audience participation
[s also historjcally and culturally contingent, not in the sense that It is
{ntended to pin down what audlence participation s at the historical
and cultural moment at which I wrte, but In the sense that as under-
standings change of what an audlence {s and does, so the sense of what
Is or isn’t audience participation undex this definltlon also changes.
Pamous examples of audience particlpatlon are often notable events
n the progress of experimental performance: The Living Theatre’s
Paradise Now; the Performance Group’s Dionysus it '69; Yoko Ono's -
Gut Plece; Marina Abramovic’s Rhythm O; Annie Sprinkle’s Public Cervix
Announcement; De La Guarda's Villa Villa; Punchdrunk’s Faust; and
Tim Crouch’s The Author. Anyone famillar with these pleces or thelr
reputations will note also that some of them are notorlous as martkers



8 Andlence Participation in Theatre

of the excess of experimentation. There are also audlence participation
practices that are less transgressive and which inhablt quite different
traditions with quite different ambltons: the British pantomime, for
example, and the Theatre in Bducation movement. These modes of
practlce also stand out as exceptons to the general tules of theatre prac-
tice because they feature audience participation so heavily, Audience
participation marks a border in our understanding of what theatre Is
and can be, and }ike many border zones, it {s interesting as such. But in
commientary on moments (even of iconlc mornents) of audience partici-
pation, there s often a significant gap, a lack of concern for how it was
achleved, and for what moments of participation might have meant in
themselves because people other than the performing company acted
in them. The fact that people have participated and what they have
contributed to a performance might be commented on, but how it 1s
that they have been led to do so is most often not considered worthy of
comment. In an account of Ono’s Cut Plece: '{t]he audience was jnvited
to cut the clothing from Ono, who sat or kneeled on the stage. Ono’s
placing herself as the object for unwrapping or potential destruction
was rare’ (les in Ono 1997: 14), The irnagery of exposute and violence
is referred to, as is the artist's place at the centre of the work, but the
even more rare placement of an audience member as the subject that
does the unwrapping — or as the potential agent of destructon — is not
discussed here or in the rest of the article, nor is the procedure that led
them to it. Without this involvement of the spectator as a performer
of the crudial acon of the piece, It would have been a quite different
work, and yet the technique that allows this to happen goes unie-
corded, as does its effect on the participant. But a conslderation is nec-
essaty, because Ono clearly Intended something to happen that actively
invojved her audience, and this intention s not the same thing as the
process through which it comes to frultion. Ono has made herself and
her body into a part of the media of her art, but she has also made the
audience merobers and thelr bodles into media. Further questons arise
about the performances of these particlpants: Ono has involved them
In an act of symbolic violence, and {t seerns safe to assume that thelr
participation s valuntary, but beyond that how far can we say that they
are in contro] of what they do? It Is quite correct that this account pri-
oritlses the agency of Ono, because she has ultimately inflicted this vio-
lence on herself, in an event that appeats to have left partcipants with
two kind of conflict to choose frox: elther rejecing Ono’s invitation to
cut, or cutting as they have been asked to. Just who has cut or not cut
may be less iImportant, in this instance, than Ono’s choice to Initiate the
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aclion, but we can be confident that it was important to those present
whether they participated in this way or did not.

There are procedures through which partclpation is invited, and
there are processes through which the performances invited become
meaningful in a way that js different to other performances. These proc-
esses make the audlence member into materlal that is used 1o compose
the performance: an artstic medium. This book brings the processes
and media of audience participation Into focus and provides a theory
for uncovering the procedures through which practiioners create the
participatory processes they aim for. Most sirnply put, the argument is
that these processes and procedures, particularly In the control they
both share and withhold and in the point of view that they engendet
in the partcipant, are aesthetically important.

The range of practices broughbt into play by this definitlon and by
the nature of my enquiry is very broad, but there Is some narrowing of
the fleld through a focus on the invitation to patticlpate, rather than the
whole phenomenon. There is more to be said about how partdcipation
is maintalned by practitioners, and experienced by those who accept
an Invitatlon, but my analysis will mostly be limited to the activity
that makes an invitatlon understood by an audlence and the process
through which they accept (or decling) that invitation. This includes
the first few moments of participation, as the change of role takes eftect,
and inevitably will stray furtber Into the implications of what kind of
partcipation has been Invited and what kind of activity can ensue.
By focussing on the moment when the definition of the theatrical
sltuation changes I aim to unpack the most {iportant aspects of this
transformation.

Why ‘aesthetics’?

In an Important sense anything that provides a new component of the
general theory of art s a work of aesthetics; but this is an ‘aesthetics
of the invitaion’ in a more deliberate sense than that. It Js part of my
assertion that the actions and experlences of audience participants is
worth paying attention to: I atm to show that these actions and expe-
rences are aesthetlc material and have characteristics that need to be
thought through in an approptlate way. It Is an assertion of a concern
with the dynamlcs, functions and value that the moment or eplsode of
audience participation has as part of an event or work of art. Tt}e key
questions become, In this light, concerned with what about audience
patticipation has to be considered as aesthetic material, and what 1s
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particular about the aesthetic materlal of audience parttclpation. The
answers to these questions, as I have just suggested, lle with the way the
audience member herself or himself becomes the artist’s medium, and
80 the work’s aesthetic material.

Aesthetics as a discipline has always been concerned with these values,
characteristics and functions, but the word ‘aesthetlc’ has proliferated in
meanings in a way that Is not always helpful in organlsing our thinking
about these matters. As Leonard Koren says in his short but very useful
book Which Aesthetics Do You Mean?: Ten Definitions (2010: 3):

although “aesthetic” and “aesthetlcs” appear to agreeably elevate the
tone of whatever discourse they're used In, they rarely function as
mere decorous vacuity. Yet because these terms confusingly refer to
so many disparate but often connected things, the exact meaning of
the speaker or writer, unless quallfled, is sometimes unclear.

Of Koren’s ten definitions, several will be at stake In my discussion,
Most of all it Is the nature of my argument as a development of 3 small
corner of the philosophy of art that qualifies it under this term. But my
argument also has a part to play in continuing discussions about the
place and nature of beauty, and other dimensions of artistic quality, and
of the development of artistic styles and tastes. Koren also notes that
the aesthetic sometimes stands for a particular cognitive mode, and the
Intimate relatlonship between audience particlpatory performance and
the subjectivity of the pattidpant makes this very relevant.

Aesthetics, as the philosophy of art, has always been concerned with
what art is and what it is good for. One of the consequences of the
enormous broadening of the avallable categorles of art practice, and the
phenomenaon of the approprlation of the everyday to make art (in col-
lage, in surrealism, in live art and so on) through which an object or an
action becomes art simply because the arHst says so (and other people
are sympathetic enough to this clalm to treat It as such), is that since the
early part of the twentieth century aesthetics has had to proliferate too.
It is no longer possible to have one theory of the aesthetic ~ if indeed
universal theories of art were ever adequate — it is necessary to recogalse
a different ‘aesthetlc’ for each dlfferent practice of making and receiving
work. This Is related to, but not entirely the same as, the sense of an
aesthetlc as a style of art making and its assoclated consumption, It is
felevant to the argument of this book where the performance practices
that include audience participation each evolve thels own distinctive
aesthetlc, whlich Include participation in thelr media alongslde more
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famillar elements such as spoken language, choreographed movement
and scenography. An individual aesthetic will contaln an impliclt defi-
nition of what art is, within Its practice: what }s, and by implication
what {s not, to be viewed or experlenced In an art-appropriate way in
the context of this pracce. And {ndeed it will contain an understand-
ing of what it means to treat things In an axt-like way.

The argument of this book {s that there are certain things that will
appear repeatedly in the aesthetics (in this sense of multiple, distinc-
tive assoclations of production, recognitlon and reception) of audience
participatory performance practice, such that they are worth consider-
ing as foundational concepts for the analysis of this kind of wotk, or
of the aesthetic that is In play In any example of it. The work becomes
meaningful through.its aesthetic, and this aesthetic — as a collection

“of propositlons about what an artwork is and how to respond to it - if

examined In detall can tell us much more about the meanings and
potential meanings of the work than an analysls that takes effects as
the first line of investigation: in order to understand an aesthetlc we
must understand its media, The ‘what it is’ of an artwork is built on a
common vnderstanding of artists and audlences of what the medla of
the work are, what is to be glven attentlon and what kind of attentlon
to pay to it. What I do not alm to do here, however, is to Isolate and
desaibe the specific aesthetlc of any of the contemporary trends for
audience particlpatory performance, This research is being done else-
where, by other people, In relation to immessive performance and the
one-to-one, and with particular depth and sigour regarding ‘relational’
performance and partictpatory live axt, as T will discuss below. [ am. con-
fident that what is thought through here will be useful to the tdentifica-
tion of the aesthetic conventions that adhere to particular movements,
trends and modes of practice, and inevitably my discussion will sketch
sorae of these conventions as I Jllustrate my argument with examples;
but my alm s to Isolate and examine what It is that is likely to become
aesthetic material when audierices are asked to take action In a performn-
ance, and what kinds of outcomes are to be expected when these things
are treated ‘aesthetically’.

Some trends in aesthetc theory have tried to find the root of a speclal
‘aesthetic sense’, to explain what jt js about responding to art works that
Is so peculiarly affecting; this idea is generally rejected in the progressive
aesthetlcs that I am sympathetic to. Some theorles — Clive Bell’s (2007)
idea of an ‘aesthetic emotion’, for example, and in another of Koren’s
definitions, of aesthetics as ‘a cognitive mode’ - recognise the origin of
the term and the discipline In ‘alsthesls’ as sensation and perception in
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general; which is echoed by Wolfgang Welsch'’s suggestion that in an
aesthetics beyond aesthetics: ‘aisthesis should provide the framework
of the discip)ine while art, although important, wiil be only one of {ts
subljects’ (quoted in Halsall, Jansen and O’Connor 2009: 191). Ast has
a powerful affective dimension, continuous with the affective response
we might have to other things and events - to nature, the environment,
and to other people and what they do. Similarly, ] am interested in
aesthetic affects, in the sense that thoughts and feellngs are engendered
In response to audience participation. As | shall discuss throughout the
book, but particularly in Chapters 3 and 4, belng in a position to take
action, taking actlon, and having a first-person relatlonship with that
action will inflect the understanding of and the feelings generated by
performance,

The idea of the aesthetic as a generallsed mode of thought and being
has been the subject of vigorous critique, and Is treated with consider-
able scepticlsm, partlcularly following the work of Pierre Bourdleu; Terry
Eagleton and more recently Jacques Rancitre have added their consid-
erable theoretical weight behind this critique. Bourdieu’s soclology has
shown how the social practices that we collect under the concepts of
art and the aesthetic belong to our class and cultural structure, and
ultmately serve to preserve privilege. Ranclére, (2004, 2009b), though
opposed to Bourdieu’s particular conclusions about social structure,
also opposes a sense of the aesthetic as transcendent, and portrays the
aesthetic as one of a series of ‘regimes’ under which that which we
now call art has been governed. Eagleton’s The Ideology of the Aesthetic
(1990) surveys the thought that has accompanied this regime, from
Baumgarten and Xant as the originators of the enlightenment aesthetics
with {ts project to separate the understanding of art from politics, eth-
lcs, loglc and other kinds of thought, and to concelve a separate space
and a separate state of being for art, Eagleton’s vlew is broadly in line
with Bourdleu, that by and large the concept of the aesthetic has been
a bourgeols fdeology, serving to justify — in varylng and often contra-
dictory ways — soclal relations in the service of capital. In The Radical
Aesthetic (2000) 1sobel Armstrong has challenged this view, proposing
that the propositions of European aesthetlcs over this time haye often
been explicitly progressive, and sometimes able to put into effect the
work of using art in the causes of liberty and equality; there is work to
do, however:

The project that arises from questions about democratic access to art
1s actually that of changing the category ltself, or re-describlng it, so
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that what we know looks different, and what we exclude from tra-
ditlona) categories of art also looks different. This task is not accom-
plished. (Armstrong 2000: 16)

A contemporary aesthetics Is implicated In this project, as is any pro-
gressive art practice. As a practitioner and teacher of ‘applied’ theatre
myself the work of re-describing the category of art and its potential for
social change is a dally task; making robust claims for emnerging practice
like the ambitlous and thoughtful use of audience participation ls also
part of that task; and the following propositions about what else the
{dea of an aesthetlcs can mean are proposed with this context In mind.

_ldentifying the media of audlence participation serves this task, but

further to this is identifylng the way in which we relate to these media
and make them meaningful.

The idea of the ‘aesthetlcally pleasing’ is often used in the mak-
Ing of theatre as well as in everyday conversation about encounters
with things that can be subject to a simple judgement: furnishings
and architecture, music and clothes, the arrangement of food on a
plate, lighting, costume and sound, movement in a space. This idea is
somehow {ncluded In the category of art but excepted from its more
rigorous demands. Pleasure In this sense is something that has some of
the characterlstics of the beautiful In Kantian aesthetics, it is palpably
personal, but also worth arguing in a general sense, and it can prompt
the recognition of a property apparently held by the object in question,
Obvlously this kind of aesthetic pleasute has to be understood as part
of the reglme of the practice of art that we live within, so that what we
feel in 1esponse to it, what we are able to say about 1t (and say through
1t) s anything but independent of who we are and where we come from.,
But this notion of aesthetic pleasure does point to something Ineffable
in art experlence, the felt response that can persuade us to make clalms
for universality, or at least to urge others to apprectate what we apprecl-
ate. If this Is sorething like the beauty that has fascinated and eluded
aestheticlans for hundreds of years, and which is now treated with great
scepticism as a tool of dominant (particulasly sexist) bourgeols ideolo-
gles, theu it survives in everyday speech, There has been a return to the
idea of beauty and the felt response to art experience, for example in
Janet Woolf’s The Aesthetics of Uncertainty (2008), which proposes a femi-
nist approach to béauty, in Joe Winston’s Beauty and Edycation (2010),
which asks for a consideration of the power of beauty in pedagogy, and
James Thompson’s Performance Affects (2009), which slmilarly shows
how emotional response to participatory drama can be as Important as
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its capacity to facllitate measurable ‘impact’. Where classical aesthetics
will privilege the beautiful or the sublime, progressive and participatory
aesthetlcs (both styles and theories) are as interested In other pleasures
and other effects: the uncanny, the unexpected and the transgressive,
perhaps. Most importantly they include the potential for ‘political and
ethical values and outcomes to form part of the definition of aesthetics
and the work of art.

Most of the significant writing about audlence particlpation has
placed a political agenda front and centre, prior to aesthetc considera-
tions of these various kinds. This Is not the case with other kinds of
performance, for which we are able to ldentify thelr formal character-
Istics and thelr media in a way that s at least ln one sense prior to the
discusslon of politics. In muslc we are aware that tone, thythm and
volume are the media of the musiclan; in dance the moving body and
its relationship to the space around it and to other bodies are the com-
parable fundamental bullding blocks of the art form; in theatre these
spatlo-temporal elements usually combine with the volce and words.
As Bourdieu has demonstrated convincingly, rione of these things can
be consldered as independent of their soclal context, or immune to a
political critique. All of these artlstic forms, even the manipulation of
sound, space and Hme in muslic and dance, are implicated in the politics
of social differentiation and {ts expresslons of power and subordlnatlon.
But in articulating these forms we allow ourselves a space for djscuss-
ing fundamental elements that defers the political and etfiical untl a
later polnt. What I want to do for audience participation Is to suggest
that there are questions of medla that are fundarnental to it that can be
discussed in these terms, and to defer the political analysis of them very
brlefly. As fohn Dewey says in Art as Experience: ‘Everything depends
upon the way in which material Is used when it operates as medlum’
(1580: 66). This may be the biggest contribution that wiil be made by
this book in terms of ‘aesthetics’ ~ {dentifying what it is that practition-
ers of audience particlpation work with,

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 (TIR), I declare an interest: as
someone who has takend audience participation for granted throughout
my career, and who is determined to think and write about its applica-
tion In community and educatiopal contexts at the same time as in
more conventional theatrical contexts, TIE, Theatre of the Oppressed,

Intreduction 15

Museum Theatre, Reminiscence Theatre, Theatre for Development and
all the other multlplying fields that find themselves undert the discur-
sive and pedagogical umbrella.of applled theatre, whenever they put on
performances for audlences, are as llkely as not to ask those audlences to
participate. These flelds deal in participation of other Kinds: longer term
{nvolvement in the research, conception, devising and reception of
performances, as well as participation In workshops that never reach an
audfence at all, are these days often considered to be the most challeng-
ing and appropriate activities to moake lasting Impressions on people’s
lives. Audience partlcipation Is no longer at the cutting edge of applied
theatre practice, but nevertheless, these fields and others like them are
part of the ‘'where’ of audlence participation.

Children’s theatre, including British pantomime and other tradt-
tional and popular forms, often make use of audience particlpation, or
have audience activitles as familiar parts of their codes of behaviour.
Commerclal musicals also have thelr InteracHve components: some-
tlmes explicitly framed invltations to sing along, (as with The Rocky
Horror Show ot Return to the Forbiddent Planel) though also in the appar-
ently audlence-led mass singing often heard In the 'jukebox’ musicals of
the last decade (Marnnna Mia, We Will Rock You, even Graeae’s Reasons to
be Cheerful). Though audience participation has often been a marginal
and experlmental impulse, it also has its place in the most commerclal
performance and is enjoyed by some of the largest audlences,

1 have alteady noted a series of recognisably experimental works,
some of which should be thought of as ‘live art’ or ‘performance’; many
of the most interesting approaches to partlcipation happen In these
areas or an their very porous boundarles with experlmental theatre,
Among the conceptual points of orlgin for performance in the fine art
tradition is the presence of the viewer of the work in the temporal event
of 1ts creation and reception, and the relationship of the artist to that
event and to the viewer. This Is work that Is predjcated on formal experl-
mentatlon, 5o the proliferation of positions for the viewer/participant is
to be expected. Explicit connections between flne art performance and
theatre are sometimes evident, as In Schechner and the Performance
Group’s collaboration with Alan Kaprow for their early ‘environmental’
theatre, while Robert Wilson and Hans Peter Kuhn's HG (1995, a pro-
duction which Is an acknowledged influence on Punchdrunk’s Pelix
Barrett) saw .acclaimed theatre practidoners adopting the style of the
art installatlon. ,

Audience partictpation jn applied theatre can be traced to early TIR
and Augusto Boal’s early use of ‘simultaneous dramaturgy’ in the 1960s;
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live art performance has made use of it at least as far back as Kaprow's
‘happenings’; its use in traditional and commerclal performance can be
traced further back than that, to the nineteenth century music hall and
beyond; there is an unbroken continuity between traditional perform-
ance in some African traditions and contemporary playwrliting - Femt
Osoflsan, for example, makes thls explicit in the form and content of
plays like Once Upon Four Robbers (1978, published in Gilbert 2001).
But though It is not new, it seems to be particularly current, especially
evidently In fringe theatre-in London over the past decade. To say why
this is so suggests a different, bistorical and cultural enqulry to this
one, but for the moment note that over this perlod a brlef — and not
exbaustive — list of successful audience participatory theatre playing
in London would include: De La Guarda’s Villa Villa (1999/2000) and
Fuerzabruta (2006); Shunt’s Dance Bear Dance (2003) or Aniato Saltone
(2006); Punchdrunk’s Faust (2005) and The Masque of the Red Death
(2007); Tim Crouch’s The Audience (2009-10); and Para Active and
Zecora Ure’s Hotel Medea (2009-12). Though all of these are recognis-
ably fringe events, each (with the exception of The Audience, at the
Royal Court, though this too has been revived several times and toured
extensively) had a very wide appeal. They played to large audiences
over long and often extended runs, and often charged ticket prices
equal to shows in the West End. The kinds of particlpation on offer in
these pleces vary immensely, and are often accompanted by alternative
audience-performer formations and relationships. The appetite among
a substantlal number of theatre-goers to be or become a different kind
of audlence, and to accept the invitation to patticipate, is evident.
There Is a growing tendency for theatre artists and producers to label
work as immersive: Punchdrunk, for example, claim to be pioneers of
‘a game-changlng form of immersive theatre’ (2010). This particular
term is interesting in its implicaions and assumptions about audi-
ence experlence, and about the nature and potential of theatre and
performance. Perhaps the texm will become the point of convergence
for a trend towards experimental audience strategles, but Jts usefulness
in this study is to point up an attitude to the experiential nature of
participation. Not all audlence participation would be claimed under
the rubric of the immersive (vague though that is, at this stage), but the
suggestion of being inside that comes with the idea of the imrmersive
has resonances with the experlence of being able to take acton within
the work, and with the changed point of view that is gained through
this experlence that I suggest are the speclal characteristics of audience
participation. To be inside the work, not just inside its physical and
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ternporal space but inslde it as an aesthetic, affective, phenomenolog!-
cal entity gives a different aspect to the idea of a point of view, and of
acton, so that the idea of immerslve theatre will be a particularly useful
reference point for parts of my argument.

Despite its significant presence in diverse flelds of theatre and per-
formance, and this growing popularlty among theatre makers and
audiences, comparatively little has been written about the processes of
audience patticipation, even when the phenomenon has been docu-
mented. Two books, which beat the title Audlence Participation, sexrve as
examples of two different ways in which the fle]ld has been addressed
in print up to now. The earlier of the two, Brian Way’s 1980 volume
(Audience Participation: Theatre for Young People), is a practiioner’s guide
to a specialist practice: the children’s theatre of which he was a pioneer.
In contrast to thls Is Susan Kattwinkel’s collection of essays (2003), each
of which s concerned with different performances, rather than form-
ing a single continuous theorlsation. Both ate useful books, but do not
present the broad-based theorisation that is possible, What they do offer
is a varlety of accounts of audience participation events and audlence
participatlon techniques: Way’s book of practice with young children
and teenagers, in theatre buildings and in school halls; Kattwinkel’s
of a range from avant-garde dance, elghteenth-century theatre, panto-
mime, to community-based drama. Wrlting that provides this kind of
material is fairly common: work that records audience particlpation as
a part of {ts description or analysis of performances without making it a
main focus. It appears in work that surveys counter-cultural theatre in
the sixttes and seventles, by Kostelanetz (1994), Kershaw (1992), Craig
(1980) and Ansosge (1975). In surveys of performance art and live art,
such as Goldberg (1979), Kirby (1965) and Case (1990), more experi-
roents appear sometimes including the same personallies. Mason’s
(1992) guide to street theatre and Coult and Kershaw’s work about
Welfare State Internatiopal (1990), show both how these progressive
audience participations grow and become part of practice that consoli-
dates and diversifies in the years that follow. More recent use of spectator
involvermnent in fine art performance has been theorised as dialogical,
by Kester (2004), and relational, by Bourrlaud (2002), and the claims of
both these writers have been contested by Bishop (2004, 2006, 2012).
Applied theatre’s literature contains many accounts of audience partici-
pation, for example, Haedlcke and Nellhaus (2001) on community-based
theatre, and Salhi (1998), Byam (1999) and Byram (1985) on Theatre for
Development. Where wilting on applied theatre draws heavily on Boal’s
practice, his partclpatory techniques inevitably recetve a lot of attention,
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In Cohen-Cruz and Schutzman (1994), Babbage (2004), Dwyer (2004) or
Mda (1993) for example; and Cohen-Cruz's recent Engaging Performance
(2010) places Boallan practice within a continsum of partidpatory prac-
tices. O'Toole (1976) and Jackson (1997, 2007), offer analytical views of
audience partjcipation practice in Theatre in Education. -

Boal's own writing Is eastly the most Iofluential by a practitioner
theorising his own practce, both in terms of the work done in applied
theatre and in the way it is thought about, though both his theory and
practice attract a degree of critlcism. For the reader in English, Theatre
of the Oppressed (1979) provides his alternative theaire historlography,
critique of the non-participatory nature of conventlonal theatre and
proposal for a partticipatory theatre practice, though one has to look
to his other books, such as Games for Actors and Non-Actors (1992) or
Legislative Theatre (1598) to find more detailed account of the tech-
niques. Schechmer, In Environmental Theatre (1994) glves some detalled
consideration to the practicalitles and the ethical difficultes of asking
for participation in progressive theatre. Less well known is Gary 1220,
whose Interactive Theatre (1998) is concerned with cormmerclal applica-
tons of simjlar techniques and sets out a2 new terminology of its own.
Johnstone’s (1981, 2000) writing about lmprovisation contains many
passing references to handllng audlence suggestons, and "effective
ways of making use of participants, but only against the background of
improvisation by ‘performers’. Whese there is sustained writing about
audience participation the perspective is usually that of a maker of thea-
tre rather than of an observer, the emphasis, at Jeast for Boal, Izzo and
Johnstone is on vnderstanding wosk as it is done, cxplaining it xather
than examining it. For Boal certainly, and partly for Schechner and
I2z0, audlence participation s presented as a soluton to questions asked
about conventional theatre, rather than as something to be questioned
in its own right. Schechner does go further, offering unresolved gues-
tions abount what can be achieved with audience participation; some of
these unanswered questions ate addressed in this book,

Claire Bishop has established an Influential body of work on the
subject of participation and interaction in fine art performance. In it
she challenges romanticism about the emancipatory poteatial of par-
tietpation, and the contradictory thinking that underpins some of this
critique, drawing significantly on Jacques Rancfere and taking lssue
with Pierre Bourriaud’s Relational Aesthetics:

To argue {...] that social participation is pardcularly suited to the task
of social Inclusion not only assumes that pardcipants are already
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in a position of impotence, {t actuslly reinforces this spangement.
(Bishop in Halsall, Jansen and O'Connor 2009: 254).

Far from active engagement in itcelf being enough to open an intersub-
jective space that will alter the socfal relations at play around the space
of the {nteractive work, it is in danger of reproducing the assumptions
of that dominant soclal space, if it does not put itself to work in oppos-
ing them spectfically. An art that does not focus on the harmoniotsly
soclal, but on the capacity for ‘relational antagonism’ (Bishop 2004: 79)
within the aesthetic frame of an Interactive work has the potentlal to
scrutinise ‘all easy clalms for a transitive relationship between art and
soclety’ (Bishop 2004: 79), and to properly critique soclety itself. This
antagonlsm can be expressed both within the work and in its relation-
ships with its soclal and political contexts: interactive work must be
allowed to clash with those that it invites to participate, as well as to
create canvivial spaces for them to come together, She notes thatin the
work of Jeremy Deller and Phil Collins:

Intersubjectlve relations are not an end in themselves but serve to
unfold a more complex knot of concerns about pleasure, disruption,
engagement, and the conventions ol soclal interaction. Instead of
extracting art from the ‘useless’ domain of the aesthetic and fusing
it with soclal praxis, the most Interesting art of today exists between
two vanishing points. (2009: 255)

To occupy this space between two poles 1t needs to engage with both -
the aesthetic and the soclal; it follows from this that in order to be able
to understand and assess this work we need to have a full understandlng
of what {s aesthetic in this context.

In re-ofienting the agenda of the political and ethical clalms of par-
ticlpatory art, and asserting the Jmportance of consldering the aesthetic
characteristics of the work as well as its work in the social sphere, Blshop
helps to set the scene for this study of audience participatory perform-
ance. What I pursue In this book Is not an extension of this debate: for
a start the work with which she is concerned is clearly part of a different
instltutional environment, and the terms in which she addresses it are
drawn from that traditlon; equally, this practice is not always partidpa-
tory In the sense that I am Interested in. Its chesacteristic, as ‘soclal’
ast, Js that it makes expllcit extensions of the art work into the social
contexts that sumound 3t, and makes these extensions and thelr irnpact

into aesthetic raterial, Sometimes this {s through audience (or spectator,
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given the different viewing practices of the fleld) participation, but often
the participation of the ‘public’ is invited and contracted in very dlffer-
ent ways. Think, for example, of Santiaga Sierra’s 2000 work Workers
Wiio Cannot Be Pald, Remunerated to Remain Inside Cardboard Boxes,
presented in Berlin, Havana and Guatemala Clty, where the imagery of
boxed people both metaphorised and literalised local refugee and labour
politics’ (Jackson 2011; 61). Clearly this imagery Is assembled around
the bodles and subjectivities of these oxed people’, but they are not
the andlence, thelr own relstonship to the work (s relevant — as well
as troubllng and problematic - but the key orlentation of spectator to
art work has not been fundamentally altered In this work. My citation
hete Is to Shannon Jackson'’s Social Works (2011), which {5 a substanta)
contribution to the debate inltlated by Bishop. Jackson takes steps to
undermine the binaries that are instituted in this debate:

(1) soclal celebration versus soclal antagonism; (2) legibllity versus
(tegibllity; (3) radical functionality versus radlea! unfunctionallty; and
(4) ardstc heteronomy versus artistic autoniomy. (Jackson 2011 48)

And while some of these terms have more resonance in the discourse
of fine art than theatre art - polarities of functionality and autonomy
cettalnly ~ Jackson's nuanced discussien of how politcally and soclally
engaged work can operate across these poles rather than at their ends
glves a significant lead in shawing how effects and aesthetics can entwine
with rather than undermine each other. The terms under which Bishop
and Jackson propose we address the value of participatory art will not
form a significant part of my discussion, but they are important to its
context. Instead I will use two of the contrasting theorists that feature In
Bishop's discussions in order to set the terins of a different agenda.

Emancipating spectators

As with the advocates of the ‘soclal tumn’ in lve art performance, some
of the champlons of audience participation in theatre simpiify and
overstate thelr case:

Spectator Is a bad word. The spectator is less than a man and it Is nec-
gssary to numanise him, to restore to him his capacity for action in
all ts fuliness. He too must be a subject, an actor on an equal plane
with those generally accepted as actors, who must also be spectators.
(Boal 1979: 154-155)
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This {s an extravagant cJaim, While {t Is entlrely possible to show that
the practice of Theatre of the Oppressed, with its audience.pattcipatory
and extended participation techniques, can be insttumental in stimulat-
ing a capaclty for (socia), politlcal) acton In individuals and communi-
tes, and promoting an idea of a ‘homanised’ subjectivity (and some
of the works cited above do this, in relation to paricular examples of
the techniques in context), it §s not necessary to exaggerate the fallings
of conventional spectatoiship in order to make this polnt. More mod-
est clalms are made for other kinds of audience participation, which
simllarly define participatory performance as an improvement of the
relatlonship between performerx and spectator:

Since 2000, we have pioneered a game changing form of immersive
theatre in which roaming audiences: experience epic storyteling
fnside sensory theatrical worlds.

Blending classic texts, physical performance, award-winning design
installatlon and unexpected sites, our infectous format refects the
passive obedlence usually expected of audiences. (Punchdrunk 2010)

The Uiberation on offer here Is cornparatively limited, but stll the con-
ventlonal audience s denigrated In favour of one that is free-roaming
and adventurous. This kind of over-statement can serve as an easy tar-
get for those who would prefer a more distanced relatlonship between
spectators and performers. Jacques Ranclére's The Emanclpated Spectator
(2009a: 1-23)? s a text that might already represent a cornerstone of a
sceptical approach to experiments with actor-audience relaHonshlps,
and 1t is welcome as such. In brlef, Ranclére’s argument s to address
what has he says has falsely been \dentified as the ‘paradox of specta-
torship’, and to critique the most.famous responses to it. He Jooks for
the grounds for influential theories of the spectator, specifically those
of Brecht and Artaud, 2nd finds them In Plato’s Republic. The paradox s
this: ‘There is no theatre without a spectatar, [...] but being 2 spectator
Is a2 bad thing’ (2009a: 2). It is sald to be a bad thing because seeing s
inferlor to knowing, looking is inferfor to acting, and In Plato’s opinion
watching theatre actively stirnulates vice and disease. The problematic
response to this, for Ranclére, Is to manipulate spectatorship in either
direction Increasing or decreasing aesthetc distance, and ultdmately
tending towards a theatre without spectators. Though Rancitre does
not make the point explicitly, this can be read as a polemic against the
most extravagant claims for audlence participatory theetre, especially
when we remember Boal’s injuncBon that ‘spectator is a bad word’.
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His argument {s based on an analogy between theatre and pedagogy,
in which he casts theatre makers, ‘the dramaturges’, as traditlonal
‘masters’ who know what they have to teach, and collapse distance in
order to bring their pupils into possession of that knowledge. This urge
to collapse distance is based on a fixation with the inequallty of intel-
lgence: on knowlng how one’s knowledge is greater than anothet’s, and
how to glve that knowledge to them. In contrast to this, 1t is the thesls
of his The Ignorant Schoolmaster that:

The human animal learns everything in the same way as 1t tnitially
learnt its mother tongue, as it learnt to venture into the forest of
things and signs that surround {t, so as to take {ts place among
human beings: by observing and comparing one thing with another,
a sign with a fact, a sign with another sign. (Ranclére 2009a: 10).

On this basis his suggestion is that we dismiss methodologles designed
to bring audlences Into our superior understanding, and allow them the
avtonomy to encounter performances as part of the 'forest of things and
signs’ and thus we respect the Intelligence of our audience, and allow
thelr emancipation, which consists precisely of ‘the process of verifica-
tion of the equality of intelligence’.

Among the strengths of the essay are that he makes us wary of mani-
festos, and ask us to question the dismissal of the spectator — thovugh
he may exaggerate Brecht and Artaud, sometimes his carlcature of the
radical dramaturge reads as if he s quoting Boal; Ranclere shows how
reductive such arguments can be. He also reminds us that the contem-
porary potenflal to cross-borders and blur roles and forms can lead
to nothing more than another form of ‘consumerst hyper-activism’,
which ‘uses the blurdng of boundarles and the confuston of roles to
enhance the effect of performance without questioning tts principles’
(2009a: 21): theatte as shopping, with more choice but to no purpose.
But these are a number of things we might take issue with. This is a brief
sketch of Ranclere’s argument, but in that argument Ranclére himself
makes use of & cartoon of the practice of most theatre makers, in which
they have a misslon to pass on superior knowledge, and are in thrall to
a mistaken, Platonic, antipathy to spectatorsilp. The essay seerns less
aware of contemporary practice, than of the manifestoes that inspired
it at sometime in the past. It simply Isn’t the case that most practtion-
ers these days (and arguments could also be ruade on behalf of Brecht
and Artaud In this respect) have a thesis that they wish to transmit,
50 the analogy with the pedagogical master that 15 at the centze of the
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argument is weak.? If there {s an anti-theatrlcal prejudice in the con-
temporary avant-garde, it is more likely to be inherited from Michael
Pried’s influence on fine art performance. The condusive suggestlon of
the essay is that we should 'revoke the privilege of vitallty and com-
munf{tatian power accorded the theatrlcsl stage, so as to restore {t to an
equal footing with the telling of a story, the reading of a book, or the
gaze focused on an irage’ (2009a: 22); this reads like a manifesto too.

Ranclitre says that distance is the proper situation: that it allows us
equality in relatlon to the maker of the work, through the medtation of
the work ltself. Others suggest that intimacy, to the extent of the loss
of sutonomy, might represent both a matertally productive and ethical
approach. For Fischer-Lichte, in The Transformative Power of Performance
(2008), there is no distance between the spectator and the work, because
the spectator is part of the work. Ror hey, {in all pesformance, but in a
self-conscious and strateglc way in performance since the 60s, there
Is an ‘autopoietic feedback foop' (2008: 39). Autopoletic because it is
self-generating, sn ernergent system that arises from itseif, with only
the input of raw materlals rather than an exterior guiding hand; and
a feedback loop because the actlvity of the spectators, however subtle,
becomes part of the event, generating the variations In the activity of
the performers and other spectators that generate more varjatlons, and
so on, and produce the liveness of the theatre event, This I3 part of her
ontology of performance, and If performance makers have made a vir-
tue of it, it would be foolish of theorlsts to leave it out of the account:
'If “production” and “reception” occur at the same time and place, this
renders the parameters developed for a distinct aesthetlcs of producton,
work and reception {neffectual’ (Fischer-Lichte 2008: 18).

Rancidre’s ‘emancipated spectator’, however, knows no feedback
loop. He or she meets a performance as a set of ‘things’, ‘signs’, that are
autonomous, and in the face of which he or she remains autonomous.
For James Thompson In Performance Affects the intimacy of participa-
tHon in performance creates lts ethical force. Meeting the other in a
situation where the forces of affect are working upon us both enhances
that enconnter, and shows us: ‘the Wmlts of our autopomy, and thus our
lirnitless responsibility to others, that I belteve should be at the heart
of an ethical practice of applied theatre and the starting polnt for its
politics’ (Thompson 2009: 153).

This js especially powerful In applied theatre, where the sources of
affective response cag be so personal and therefore more powerful, but
it applies in other performances too. These are two recent proposals for
a sense of what theatre ls, and what is ethical about {t, that come from
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very dlfferent sources; Fischer-Lichte s wilting about the European
avani-garde, Thompson about particlpatory applied theatre. But both
offer a definition of theatrical performance that does away with auton-
omy in the moment of reception, without ever saying that spectator-
ship Is In any sense a bad thing,

The thesls In The Emancipated Spectator can be pursued a Uttle further,
Rancidre’s political subject depends on being heard as such: on having
a relaton similar to that of the emancipated learner available to them.*
But cruclally, the process by which they should come into this relation
Is not one that can be imposed from above. The fullest political sub-
jectivity Is achieved through a self-Initlated democratic outburst, What
18 in common between this view and that in The Emancipated Spectator
is that the gap that exJsts between teacher and leasrner, between per-
former and audience, has the potential to allow dissensus, rather than
to enforce consensus.

Another contrasting theory of emanclpation through performance is
found In Relational Aesthelics, where Bourriaud draws on the theory of
Pellx Guattar] to suggest that particlpatory engagement with artworks
promotes the fluldity of subjectivity, In positive ways. He describes
relatlonal art thus; ‘A set of artistic practices which take as their theo-
retical and practical point of departure the whole of human relations
and thelr social context, rather than an jndependent and prlvate space’
(Bourrlaud 1998: 113), which is a very broad definition, but the kind
of work he describes in the book is more tightly bound than this. It is
conceptual art predicated on interactions with the social world outside
the art gallery and the system of art production. The prindple of bis
theoretical development of this is that the best way to understand con-
temporary art, and especlally relational art,'ls as an operatlon on and
through subjectivity. Ror a definitlon of subfectivity, he turns to Pelix
Guattarl: '“All the conditions making it possible for Individual and/
or collective agencies to be in a position to emerge as sut-referentlal
existential terrltory, adjacent to or in a relatlon of dellmitaton with
otherness that is itself subjective”. Otherwise put, subjectvity can only
be defined by the presence of a second subjectivity’ (Bourrlaud 2002:

90-91). He inslsts that we must de-naturalise subfectlvity, recognis-’

log that as it comes Into belng through encounters with otherness, It
is assembled and re-assembled through these encounters, Art's job in
this process is to resist the neurosis produced by capitalism, ideology,
suppliexr-client relations and all those forms of otherness that press us
into 1lgid, narrow, and frozen assemblies of subjectivisation, Ultdmately,
‘the only acceptable end purpose of human activities {s the producton
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of 3 subjectivity that is forever self-enriching its relationship with the
world’ (Bourrlaud 2002; 113). In another striking Image, he says that art
has the capaclty for thermodynamic effects: melting the frozen relatlons
produced by homogenising culture,

Bourriaud’s proposal collapses the work itself jnto the relation
between subjectivities, but does not collapse the subjectivity of the
spectator Into the work, so it escapes Ranclére’s specific objection in The
Emanclpated Spectator. But they would not agree on the political nature
of art, or on the nature of polltical art. Ranclere Is very sceptical about
a political art that seeks to ralse consclousness, as ultimately Bourriaud
wolld iike to, as it Is akin to not just the old-fashioned schoolteacher
but also the general form of political discourse that presumes to make a
place for the participant — as opposed to one where the indlvidual has
taken that place for themselves. But he Is not averse to art which makes
propositions or to the possibility of genuine politics eynesging from or
around artworks. The programme of the relational artwork does not
fipress him, as it seeks to operate on the sublectivity of the spectator:
bringing him/her to the boll. Rancitre would rather see this bolling
polnt reached independently.

So there Is no synthesis of Bourrlaud and Ranclére, but there is some-
thing more useful at this point In the task of beginoing an aesthetics of
particlpation. The synthesls is oot {n finding a combination or middle
ground between these two, but jn recognising how both possibilities
address something fundamental about subjectivity, and that they sug-
gest why moments like this work powecfully in participatory theatre.

Subjectlvity as matertal and medium

By ‘subject’ I mean someone who recognises herself as having an
'/, as having her own peculiar perspective; a subject is an agent who
Is able to be self-reflective, and to assume responsibility for herself
and for some of her actons. (Cavell 2006: 1)

Subjectivity in itself can be sald to be largely a matter of the point of
view of the subject, and thelr capaclty for acton, and of the recognition
of this position by the subject herself and (missing from Marxcla Cavell's
definidon) its recognltion by others. Por both Ranciére and Bourriaud
these things are at stake in the spectator’s encounter with an art work,
and especlally at stake because they are dealing with 8 proposal for an
encounter which is up-close, responslve or invasive: that Is, participa-
tory. For Ranclere the point of view of the spectator must remain at
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some distance to the work, and thelr agency Is to be defended to the
degree that we wauld not expect thera to take action within the work
at all, Por Bourrfaud’s understanding of relational art the point of view
is within the work, and has become part of the work, and he seems to
have a very flexible sense of agency: if a spectator is particlpating in an
artistic encounter while the work is having a powerful ‘melting’ effect
on their everyday subjectivity, thelr autonomy must be in question.

To look at it another way, these two component parts could be
thought of as the recognition of the participant as a subject within the
field of activity of the performance with the potential to enter into
dialogue with it, and the addressing of the performance to forms of
subjectivity or subject posidons that have a special point of view in refa-
tion to the performance by virtue of their participation in it. Audience
participatory performance has among its building blocks — jts media -
the agency of the participant, and their point of view within the work.

These two theonsts, like Boal, rafse the possibillty of an emancipatory

spectatorship; they see the matter of the recognition of the spectator as .

subfect as 3 politfcal effect as well as an aesthetic one. It would-be pos-
sible to reach a similar conclusion about the central position of these
dimenslons of subjectivity through an analysis based on less politlicised
theory, through psychoanalysis or analytical philosophy for exasnple,
but I {ind my way there through two politicised approaches and place
this discussion here for a reason: to set aside, for the majority of this
book, the polemics about emancipation and the polltical possibilites
of audience participatory performance. My strategy is not to avold
politics, but to strategically defex it, and to fnvite it back into the dis-
cussion when my terms are ready for it. The theory that I will exploit
in the analysis [ present is often social theory concerned with power
relationships and how they are enacted in the microcosmic interactions
of everyday llfe, So this deferring of the political does not take it out
of the discussion entirely; each of the chapters that follow will move
fairly swifily from some assertions about the various media of audience
participaton as suggested above, to how they come into play In the
interactive, soclal, and often contested space of eplsodes of audience
particlpation, Bach chapter will begln with questlons that are initfated
by the logics avallable when making audience-participatory work. As
these questions relate to intetactions between people, people as Jocated
social subjects, the best approaches to answering them swill be found in
the — often political - theories through which we can understand social
subjects, Just as those subjects themselves are emnbedded in a soclal life
that is thoroughly penetrated by the politics that govern uvs. But the
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questions themselves relate to the logics of practice that adse in the
work, and the politics implied by the answers offered here ate left to
some brlef remarks fn the conclusion, and {o the reader to elaborate for
her or himself. As Halsall, Jansen and O’Conner say In the Introduction
to Rediscovering Aesthetics (2009: 7):

the ‘aesthetic turn’ as a curatorlal strategy Is [...] contentous hecause
it 15 feared to prioritise aesthetic (L.e,, sensuous, playful, or pleasur-
able) effects over critical soclal and political dimenstons of contem-
porary art practice,

1, too, aru wary of allowing this priotity to hold sway beyond what
Is needed in order to recognise how audience participation becomes
sensuous, playful or pleasurable - or whatever other quafities will axise
under this particular sense of the aesthetlc. But I am certain that a
political and ethical critique will be sorely limited if it does not have
the conceptual equipment to show how an art wark or event engages
us on these terms.

The structure of the book

Examnining agency means being Interested in how people are led to
petform, and In bow far they can be sald to be made to perform, and
to glve performances that have beep concelved by theatre practitioners.
By extension this will suggest how people are able to give perform-
ances that they Invent themselves: the agency of the participaot as the
inverse, the flipside, of the control of the theatre practitiones. These
questlons will form the bulk of the analysis of Chapters 1, 2 and 3. The
matter of the participant’s point of view will inform this analysis, but
will be taken up In its own right in Chapter 4.

Chapter 1 ‘Process and Procedure’ sets out an inifial theoretical
framework for the analysis of audlence participatory theatre. I'ollowing
Anthony Jackson’s example (in his work on participatory practice in
TIE) 1 explore some ideas from Erving Goffman’s Frame Analysis, sup-
plementing his terms with ldeas from Plerze Boucdleu and Hans-Georg
Gadamer, to glve this theory a broader capacity to address differences
in response through a hermeneutics of social signification. The chapter
concludes with a detailed discussion of a Theatre in Bducation work-
shop performance by Armadilio Theatre, an event that both fadlitates
and manipulates participant agency. In the second chapter, ‘Risk and
Ratonal Actlon’, this initial theoretlcal framework Is used to account
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for the powerful Influence of perceived and real risk In performance,
Contrasting practices of disguise, exaggeration or informed consent are
discussed as elements of the dramaturgy of participation, with much
in common with techniques of faclitation. Jonathan Kay's fooling
performances are explored, to test and elaborate the theory In rela-
tlon to practice that seeks to enact a challenge to audience members’
inhibitions.

Distupting this mode!l of participation as raonal actlon, the third
chapter ‘brational Interactions’ conslders embodied Influences on par-
ticipadon, and how they shape both decisions to participate and the
character of participation itself, The terminologies and mode of ques-
tHioning deployed here are quite different, drawing on cognitive sclence
and the phenomenological philosophy assodated with {t, as well as
ldeas from anthropoflogy and evolutonary psychology. These ideas are
put to work in an analysis of De La Guarda’s Villa Villa, 2 performance
that addressed {tself directly and deliberately to the bodles of specta-
tor participants, Chapter 4 'Accepting the Invitation’ shifts the focus
again, anto the experiential aspect of the moment of response, and its
effect on what follows. Ideas about the phenomenology of acting and
spectating are deployed to unplck the pecullar situatlon of doing both
at the same tlme, as well as to re-orlent Bischer-Lichte’s proposition
about the astopoletic feedback loop of performance, before turning to
Tl Crouch’s The Author and I, Malvollo for an opportunity to consider
strategies that encourage reflexivity in the audlence experience, using
discrete and focussed participatory procedures.

The focus of the book on the morment of invitation means that simi-
{ar elements of practice and the problems assoclated with them retumn
many tlmes, to be picked apart In different ways. Though the frame of
reference, In terms of the range of theatre practice, is very broad, its
focus in these terms s narrow — in effect taking a thin slice across audi-
ence patticipation practice as a whole. Returning again and again to the
invitation and its response, and looking at them from diffexent angles
and with different theoretical lenses thus gives sorse hope of saying
mmeaningful things about such disparate practices,
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usua]ly involve a lot of preparation. Like most performarces they can-
not be considered to be fully realised untfl there is an audlence present
to watch, llsten and appreclate, and to interact. But the quantity and
quality of the interaction that Js needed to realise audience participation
{s different to that which is needed to complete a more conventional
performance. Though any performance maker and xegular performance
watcher knows how much performances can change from one occa-
sion to the next, we are Jn the hablt of consldering each performance
of the same production to be an iteration of the same work. Does this
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